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Section 1. Introduction and background

Successful reintegration into the community after prison is of great imjpoifboth offenders and the
publicas rearly all prisoners will eventually return to the communityurrent estimates indicatthat

the number of individuals incarceratethtionallyin 2013 was 1,574,700, up slightly from 2012 (Glaze
and Kaeble, 2014). Whilemales consistently comprised approximately 7% of the total number of
individuals incarcerated irtae facilities natimally between 2000 and 2013, the rate at which the
population of females in state custody grew exceeded that of males (21% between 2000 and 2010
versus 15% of males during the same time period) (ikiohfortunately, the majority of former
prisoners recitvate. Among a national sample of prisoners released in 2005, ovethivas were re
arrested within three years of release and nearly 77% weigrested within five years; recidivism was
highest for property offenders (Durose, Coopand Snyder, 2004 While femalesverere-arrested at
lower rates than males, 68% of females werareested fve years postelease (ibid).

New Mexico hasonsistentlyexperienced an increase iits female prison populatiolver the past
several yearsin 2011, the fenale prison population exceeded the prison capacity, forcing the women
to temporarilyuse asegregatep od at t he n e aSindeyiscahyear 2040, theo ime o h s
prison populatiojumped by nearlyt4% (NMS2014).In responsethe New Mexico Wonme®* s
Correctional FacilittNMWCF)ricreased its bed capacity to 744 to accommodate the additional
inmates.

This is not the first time, though, that New Mexico experienced such increases in its female population.
Indeed, in response to a burgeoning pagidn, in 2003 the NMCD initiated a geneesponsive model
aimed at promoting successful female reentry through appropriate programming (Carr, Z2@59n
programming is important fommates Many enter prison with deficiencies in their educatiom jo
histories and in other aspects of their personal lives. Indeed, appropriapgigon programming can

help prisoners successfully reintegrate into society.

Effectiveness of in -prison programming

Common prison programs include educat{@ecademic)vocdional training, substance abuse
treatment, and prerelease programs. Many studies have examined the effectivenesgpason
programming, particularly in terms of recidivism, though some also assess other relevant outcome
measures such as employmentdadrug/alcohol elapse. While studies findsome support for the
relationship between program partjgation and positive outcomes, there is variatiamth some studies
finding support and others that do not

Certain types ofin-prisonprogranmingmay be nore effective. For exampleWilson et al. (2000)
conducted aneta-analysis of educational, vocationahd work programs Theyconcluded that
education programs were associated with loweoféense rates than vocational prograntsough they
did not clam any causality between prograparticipation and recidivismMackenzie 2012 echoes



these findingsshe furtherasserts that programs that focus on individimlel change are more
effective at reducing recidivism than those that do not.

Further, thesame type of program may have different results depending on the program components.
A number of studies have focused on the effectiveness of substance abuse programming, especially
Therapeutic Communities (TC). In their matalysis of 24 studies coacted between 1988 and 2008,
Tripodi, Bledsoe, Kipand Bender (2011) report that women who participated in substance abuse
programming while incarcerated were 45% less likely to reoffend than women who did not participate in
substance abuse programmindpety found that TC is especially effective. However, this may depend on
whether there is follow up after prison. For example, in their review of prison drug treatment programs,
Belenko, Houseand Welsh (2012) repothat rates of recidivism among indiliials whareceived both
in-prison treatmentand postreleasetreatment were lower than both individuals who received

treatment in prison only and comparison groupvho received no treatmentRecidivism rates among

the prisorronly treatment group and theo treatment group were similar.

Program fidelity and regular access also influence the effectiveness of pragfaam®xtent to which

each of the programs is implemented with fidelity
(NMWCF) is unknowthough studies suggest that this may be a probleagilativeFinance

GCommittee, 2012; Willits, Albright, Broiggand Lyons, 2009). In addition, inmates must be able to access
programs consistently. dprison programming can be disrupted for a numbéreasons. For example,

inmates may not be able to access programs due to-dtmekns. Additionally, women sometimes lose

eligibility for a period of time or permanently due to disciplinprpblems while incarcerated.

Factors related to the inmate mayfinence the effectiveness of programmintndividuals who are

more motivated to change are likely to get more from prison programming, and in turn, be less likely to
re-offend. Therecidivisnmrisk leveland criminogenic needsf the incarcerated person ay be linked to
program success. Burke, Herman, Strokad Giguere (2010) indicate that programming is most

effective when it targets individuals whosiek level is medium to high and the program meets their
criminogenic needs. Offenders in the loisk category are less likely to benefit from programming, and
indeed, some studies suggest that programming could have an adverse effect on reentry amaisg low
prisoners in Wexler, Melnickand Cao,2004)T hi s i s rei ter at edofievidenSeer i n’ s
basedpractices in prison, in which he notes thatgrison programming should be limited for those

inmates who are classified as low risk, and instead should be targeted to higher risk inmates who should
also participate in aftercare. Fueh best practices indicate the importance of matching programming

to offenders risks and needs as measured with a comprehensive validated risk needs instrument such as
the COMPAS or LSh New Mexico, while there is a process in place to formally nrédkk, needs and
programs through thdransitionAccountabilityPlan, prior research indicatethat offenders generally



do not access programs according to their neédenman et al., 201 1)hough staffmembersdo
recommend programs based on assesseddses part of the intake process.

Finally, study methodology may play a role in the results. The outcomes examined vary from study to
study. Steurer and Smith (2003) examined recidivism rates among inmates patrticipating in educational
programming in thee different states. They found recidivism was 3% to 12% lwénmates who
participatedthan for those who did not participate, depending on the state and outcome measure (i.e.,
re-arrest, reconviction or re-incarceration). Others (e.g., Belenktguser and Welsh, 2012; Steurer

and Smith, 2003; Wade, 2007) note the limitations inherent in using recidivism as the only outcome
measure as well as methodological concerns (e.g., whether controls are included, length cifollow
period, and analysis @hnique chosen).

Thus, while prison programming appears to reduce recidivism, the extent of the measured reduction

may vary based on a number of factors. These include the type of program assessed, degree of program
fidelity, access to programmingnd irdividual characteristics of inmates accessing programs. In

addition, study methodology is an important concern.

Who participates in programs?

While most studies of prisoner programs focus on outcomes, a few have examined who accesses
programs. These stigbs primarily examine the relationship between demographics, pristated

variables, and criminogenic needs withgrison program participation. Age, gender, and race all may
play a role in whether an inmate participates in treatment. For examplegssindies found younger
inmates more often participate in education and vocational programs (Chamberlain, 2012; Petersilia,
1979; Rose and Rose, 2014) while older inmates participate in substance abuse treatment (Petersilia,
1979). Some studies show thaglative to males, females are more likely to participate in prison
programming (Belenko and Houser, 2012; Belenko et al., 2012; Rose and Rose, 2014). Chamberlain
(2012), though, found males were slightly more likely to participate in treatment. Howswefiound

this varied by cohort year. For example, among the 1991 cohort of prisoners who completed the Survey
of Inmates in State Correctional Facilities, males more often participated in substance abuse treatment,
education and vocational programshére was no statistically significant difference in program
participation by gender among the 2004 cohort.

Likewise, while most studies find that race plays a role in program participation (Belenko and Houser,
2012; Chamberlain, 2012; Petersilia, 1979;eRamrsd Rose, 2014), others do not (Jackson and Innes,

2000). However, there is no clear pattern across those studies that find race to be a significant predictor
of program participation. For example, Petersilia (1979) founditmtes are more likely tparticipate

! The Transition Accountability Plan (TAP) is a comprehensive case management system that matches prisoners
with appropriate programming related to their criminogenic needs, and includes periodic reassessm201.1)

the New Mexico Statistical Analysis Center completed a gaps analysis and found that staff reported that
comprehensive case management as envisioned in the TAP was not occurring. Instead, prisoners were largely
accessing programs for reasons untethto addressing their criminogenic needs.



in alcohol treatment while blacks are more likely to participate in drug treatment. Belenko and Houser
(2012) found that mal es -Hishbanitand hot Adridan Arserican) wefeot her ”
more likely to participate in drug treatemt relative to whites, while Chamberlain (2012) found whites

were more likely to participate in substance abuse programs. Further, Chamberlain (2012) found

African Americans and Hispanics were more likely to participate in education programs relative to

whites. Rose and Rose (2014) found the oppositiite prisoners were more likely to participate in

education programs. This finding was significant, though, only for males. Thus, when considering which
factors play a role in program engagement, iniportant to include demographic variables, but it

appears that how these are related tofimison program participation may vary over time, place, and

program type. Further, the importance of race (and perhaps othérables) may vary by gender.

Prisonand criminal historyelated variables may also influence utilization of prison programming.
Specifically, some studies indicate that a more significant criminal hjsh@gsured by prior arrests or
incarcerationsis associated with greater program paifiation (Belenko and Houser, 2012;

Chamberlain, 2012). However, not all studies find this relationship (see Petersilia, 1979 for an
exception). Likewise, while most studies find time incarcerated and/or length of sentence are positively
related to progam participation (Chamberlain, 2012; Jackson and Innes, 2000; Petersilia,1979; Rose and
Rose, 2014), not atlo (Belenko and Houser, 2012).

Best practices suggest that inmates who have criminogenic needs should participate in programming
related to those meds. Findings supporting this in practice are conflicting. Jackson and Innes (2000)
found that inmates with employment and education needs more likely to participate in education
programs than other inmates; likewise, others have found that inmafiés substance abuse needs

were more likely to engage in drug and alcohol treatment programs than other inmates (Belenko and
Houser, 2012; Chamberlain, 2012). Further, studies indicate that just a portion of those who have an
identified need receive prison programming related to that need (Belenko et al., 2012; Belenko and
Houser, 2012; Petersilia, 1979). Thus, while those who have criminogenic needs may be more likely to
access appropriate programming, the data suggest that many who have those meedst accessing
relevant programming.

Prison programming among female offenders in New Mexico

The New Mexico Women’'s Correctional Facility (NMW
female inmates, is a privately run prison in Grants, NewibtexThe New Mexico Corrections

Department (NMCDWwhich oversees the NMW(Clras been working towards improving successful

reentry among its prisoners for many yea#ss part of their commitment to reentry success, the

NMWCEF proactively implemented gemnegensitive programming in the 20809 fiscal year. An array

of programs is offered by the NMWCF. Current offerings incedelemic programsuch as adult basic
education (ABE) and col | ege cvocatiomalkeshnitagamidg lifeg t o an
skillsprograms including preelease reentry programs intended to help the offender reintegrate into

society and reduce recidivism, and parenting prograsugstance abuse treatmettirough both

psychoeducational groups and ResidentialdfAlbuse Program (RDAP); anental health and cognitive

4



programs including those that address criminal thinking and behavior, as well as various
psychoeducational groups such as those that addressaitfossselfes e em, and women
empowerment.

S

Participation in programming is generally voluntary, though there are exceptions. For example, Adult
Basic Education (ABE) is required for prisoners who are housed atlLevblgher and do not have a

high school diploma or GE&nd are mandated by the mmate Literacy Program; other prisoners may
access ABE voluntarily (NMQBruary2013). Additionally, moral recognition therapy/domestic

violence can be court mandated. Importantly, some programs offer an incentive of lump sum awards,
allowing women to arn some amount of time off of their prison stays through successful participation
in these programs. Other programs have no external reward beyond completion certificates. While
there has been some work to assess the effectiveness of certain progranis MMCD, this has

typically been limited to specific programs (e.g., Therapeutic Communities and Project SOAR) and
involves tracking réncarceration rates among program participants relative to the gahgopulation.

Study questions

It is important todetermine whether participation in prison programming is effective. Two aspects of
in-prison programming are of particular interest. First, although there is an effort to ensure that
prisoners are accessing programming that it appropriate for them, pragring provided within the

NMCD including the NMWCF is not matched to offeridésks and needs in a systematic way (Denman

et al., 2011; Legislative Finance Committee, 2012). It is unclear, then, to what extent inmates access
programs that reflect theirisk levels and criminogenic needs. Thus, the first questmaddresss

what is the relationship between the characteristics of women inmates and their program utilization?
We explorewhich programs female inmates participate in, their completioresaand which

characteristics are associated with program utilization overall and by type of program. We focus
especidly on the relationship between identified criminogenic needs and measures of risk with program
participation. Second, while there hassbn some assessment of recidivism for some prograffiesed

within NMCD this has been limited. Thus, thextquestion we address i8hat is the relationship

between the types of iprison programming and success post incarceratitisthgvariousmeasues of
recidivism, we examine the recidivism rates of women who patrticipate in programming as compared to
those who do not Further, we explore the characteristics associated with recidivism and assess
whether program participation plays a significant rmedeterring reoffending.

Methodology

Sample

This study is exploratory and includes women released from the NMWCF in 2009. There were 436
women released in 2009; we were able to obtain data for 426 of them (details are below). We chose to
focus on the R09 release cohort to ensure ample time to assess recidivism, which we tracked through
December 2013. While there abeen some changen programming over time at the NMWCF, these
have been minor, particularly among programs that offer lump sum awaadsésl credit. Overall,



then, programming available in 2009 is similar to progmaing beng offered currently One important
exception is that the Recidivism Reduction program is not offerexkntly according to NMCD staff

Procedures

We obtained autorated administrative recordslata from several sources including the New Mexico
Corrections Department (NMCDhe New Mexico Department of Public Safety (DPS), and the
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC). In addition, we gathéaéa from hardcopyprison records
located at the NMWCEF in Grants, New Mexi@de began dta collection at the prisonn April 17, 2014

and completedt on July 11, 2014. There were 436 women released from prison in 2009; we were able
to obtain the records for all but 10fthem. We entered the hardopy data into Excel at the NMWCF

and then converted it to SPSS for analysis. Data from all souecesngrged using common

identifiers. We joinedNMCD data with other NMCD data using offender number, which is a unique
number assigned to each individuale joined theremaining datasets with common identifiers (last,

first, and middle name; date of birth; and/or last four digits of the Social Security numbbi3.was
completed in iterations witlllecreasingriteria. Forexample, the first match included all identifiers, the
second match omitted middle name, etc. We manually checked the results of those cases that did not
matchperfectlyusing the strictest criteria to determine whether the match was a good one. Ang case
that we were unsure about and could not be verified were not considered a good match and were
discarded.

Automated data from the NMCiDcludeall admissions to and releases from prison between 2004 and
2013 as well asommunity risk and needs assessnmenDataconsist ofdemographics (age, sex, and
race); dates (admissiandrelease); and institutional data including classification level at intake,
supervision level at release, current offense type (most serious offeadmiission type (such as new
admission, revocation, etc.), and release type (whether released to probation, parole, both or neither).
Risk and needs assessment (RNA) data include all assessments administered to offenders under
community supervision. The RisAcomprised oboth staticand dynamic risk factgmeasuring
community risk.

We ollecteddata regardingqheeds, initial classification lev@kflecting institutional risk and program
participationfrom the NMWCF hardopy records. Wegatheral the scores for each needs assessme
area (substance abuse, physical health, occupational skills, educational, and life skills), initial
classification level (when populated), and recommended programming from the needs assessment form
or other sources in the filee.g., notes on chrono far or other forms) We were able to find evidence
of participation in programming on various forms in the file (e.g., the dgwoe figuring sheet,
completion certificates, a monthly reporting form). drhandful ofinstances, we discovered that
women paticipatedin programghrough their expositions written for the Reentry Recidivism Reduction
Program We determined the amount of credit earned for program participation from the goud
figuring sheet. We found that programs associated with earnedicaad to some degree, those
programs that include some sort of certificate of completion, were most consistently documented in the
records. Documentation of women’
and Loss) was nabnsistent, and found by reading the documents associated with the Reentry
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Recidivism ReductioArogram Otherwise, there was seldom documentation of these programs.
Therefore, we believe the true extent of participation in programs not associatedeaitied credit is
underreported here.

The remaining sources of automated data usesl statewide arrest data from DPS and court data from
AOC. DPS data include all individuals arrested between 2001 through 2013 and represenicalpjrard

and electronicall submitted arrest fingerprint cards in New Mexico. Data elemeaotsist ofpersonal
identifiers, demographics, offense type, arresting agency, and date of arrest. Data from the AOC include
all district court cases disposed of between 2000 and 2018h ke of data includes offender personal
identifiers, most serious offense (MSO) charge, court case nurabdrdisposition of MSOn cases

where thewhere the MSQlid not result in a convictignwve checked the case status overall on the New
Mexico Cous Case Lookupebsite (ttps://caselookup.nmcourts.gov/caselookup/apto determine

whether any of the charges resulted in a conviction and entehad into the automated data.

Data elements/measures

We included several pieces of data to explore program utilization and effectiveness. First, we gathered

data regardingrrogram participatiorduring incarceration We documented which programs inmates

participated in, whether they completed th@ogram, whether they earned any lump sum awards, and

if so, how much. While we also gathered the dates they began and completed the program so we could
examine dosage, these data were often missing and ultimately unsuitabdmédyss. Inmates

participated in a variety of programs. We combined these into five categories: substance abuse,

vocational, educational, life skills, mental heatibgnitive? Life skills programming is almost entirely
comprised of t he dustidhPgran; aaadful ofiwomean slso pdrtieipated in a

parenting program. While NMWCF also offers health programming, we did not include this in the

analysis because there were so few women whose records included documentation of participation in

health programs. Progm parti ci pati on and compl etion were cod
the files that the inmate participatedinthepgor am and “0” i f there was not.

A classification officer at the prison should administeeads assessmett each offender wheshe

enters prison and periodically thereafter. We chose the needs assessment which was both most
complete and closest to the admission date. The needs data indicates the extent of problems in the
following areas on a 0 (no current problem) to 5 (extrgoneblem) scale: substance abuse, physical

health, occupational skills, educational skiisd life skills. In some cases, the needs assessment

indicated that there were problems wne or moreareas (1 or higherput otherareaswere leftblank.
Inthose instances, we recoded the missing data to
assessments for 413 of the women in the sample; the neesie scored for 400 of thosaNe expect

% 0n their website, the NMWCF describes the various programs they offer to women including life skills, which

they describe as including parenting and jpedease. Thus, we defined life skills in the samamea. Included in

the mental health/cognitive category are thos-e progr am:
being or promote cognitivehavioral change.


https://caselookup.nmcourts.gov/caselookup/app

that women with higher needs would be more likely to participgt@rogramming related to their
needs.

Theinitial classification levekflectst he results from NMCD’s I nitial Cu
Reclassification Scoring Form. This form reflects institutional risk rather than community risk and varies

from a lowof | to a high ofV. L is used to determine custodgveland housingtatus(CD080102)

The initial classification levelas available in the automated admissions data a@grecorded on the

hard-copy needs assessmentVe used the data from the hatcopy records first (335 recordsgind

supplemented witlthe automated data if missing from hambpy records. We were able to find data

for 397 of the women. We expect that women at higher institutional levels of risk may have less access

to programmingandtherefore, less participation.

We expect that whether a program was recommended by prison staff may influence program

participation. Thus, from hardopy prison records we gathereedcommendation$or programming.

This was noted in various placegtlie hardcopy files including on the needs assessminrtake, and

reviewforms. While staff could recommend participation in specific programs (e.g., AA/NA), they also
made broad recommendations (e.g., substance abuse). Ustognmendations from allourcesin the

file, we creatednultiple variablesincludingthe type of program recommended (physical healife,

skills, vocationakeducation,substance abuseandmental healtticognitive), whether any program was
recommendedand the total number of pggrams recommended. Dichotomous variables were coded

as “1” if the program was recommended and “0" if
programming in that category.

We gathered theoverall risk scoréom the automated risk and needs datas€ommunity supervision

staff administers this instrument. It is intended to measure community risk/risk-offemding and

ranges from minimum (1) to extreme (4), although these scores can be overridden by probation/parole
supervisors at whichtime avee | of “extreme special programs” <can
parole officers administer this assessment when an offender begins a term of community supervision

and periodically reassesses risk. Most womendhaultiple RNAs in the dataset. \Wehose the RNA

closest to release, administered either before the woman left the facility or soon thereafter. In some

cases, we were not able to finsh & NA related to the 2009 prison term. In those cases, we used the

RNA closest to the current prisorrie; 21% of the RNAs were administered prior to the current

incarceration and another 1% were administeredrenthanthree months after release.

To examine the second question, whether programming is related to reentry success, we focused on
multiple recidvismmeasures arrests, adjudicationsonvictions,jncarcerationsand incarcerations for
new offenses onlyArrestsinclude both arrests for technical violations of terms of community
supervision as well as new offenses. Subsequent adjudicationdénaliufelony court filings processed
through district court. Wexamineboth whether the case was adjudicated and whether it resulted in a
conviction on one or more charges. Subsequent incarceration ingindarcerations for both new
offenses only awell as violations of supervision conditions and new offenses. We also included a



measure that encompasses all these measures of re
Data are dichot omo u swasasubsequerd afenseads “ “01 ” waH dott thlee ree

Both utilization of programming and success after release from prison could be influenced by other

factors including personal characteristics, prior criminal history and incarceration offense, and

institutional factors. Thus, wedtude the followingdlemographicrariables: age at intake selfreported
racelethnicity( coded aé&i te” ahdr “ 0" nhaotal staaub(1* 10't hfeorrs )ma rarnide d
for not married) We calculated th&ength of time incarcerateth days We explored various measures

of prior criminal historyincluding whether there werany prior arrests, adjudications or incarceratipns
(coded as *“ laprioriefenta meé r ‘e0 'wWaast h e r wtotal pripr,offeasegmeasurel as t h
as the totd number of unique prior incidents)We includeurrent incarceration offenseCurrent
incarceration offense represents the inmate’s mos
grouped into type (violent, property, drug, DVehd other). Finallywhen assessing subsequent

offending, we include the inmaterelease type This variable indicates whether the inmate was
released with any supervision (“1” for yes, “0" f

Analyses

We begin by describing the sample; this description is availat$ection 2. 1&ection 3, we describe
program participation including which programs women participate in and the characteristics of women
who participate in these programahe utilized nultivariate logistic regression analyses to assess which
factorswere most strongly associated with program participation both overall and by program type (life
skills, education, vocational, substance abuse, mental health/cognitiVe)calculatd a series of

nested models to assess the relative impact of each seidefiendent variables on each of the
dependent variables. We assedshe significance of the addition of each block of variables by
calculating the difference between the mod&lLog Likelihoods. This results in asdpiare statistic;

the degrees of feedom are equal to the number of variables addedachblock. We include theodds

ratios for each independent variable. The odds ratio can be interpreted as the multiplicative change in
the odds of participating in a program. For example, if the adts for an independent variable were

1.3, this would indicate that an increaseafe-unit in this independent variable is expected to increase
the odds of program participation by 30%imilarly, an odds ratio of 0.7 would indicate that an increase
of one-unit in that independent variable would decrease the odds of participation by 30%.

In Section 4, we examine recidivism. We analyhe data using univariate and bivariate statistics as
well asmultivariatelogistic regression. Because different ipdadent variables may be associated with
each of the different outcome measures (arrest, convictenmd reincarceration), we completed a
series of nested logistic models for each outcome as well as recidivism overall. We also examine
recidivism by progrm type.



Section 2: Description of sample

Women in the 2009 release sample were not statistically different from women reldesadorisonin

the three years prior (2008008) or after (20122012) in terms of demographics, current intake reason,
offense type, or originating court locale. A comparison of the release sample to women released in
other years isvailable in Appendix A. Wescribe the sample population below.

Demographics

The average age of womei intakewas 34 (s.d.=8.6Janging fronil9 to 63 years old. Most women

(70%) were under the age of 3%he racial/ethnic composition includedostly Hispanic (58%) or

White, nonHispanic (28%) womenrlust under half (46%) of the women had never been married at the
time they began their prisostay, 22% were divorced, and 21% were either married or in a common law

relationship.

Table2.1. Demographics of women in sample

Age Race/Ethnicity Marital Status

Under 21 3% White 28% Married/common law  20%
21-30 37% Hispanic 58% Separatel 8%
31-40 36% Native American 7% Divorced 22%
41-50 21% African American 6% Widowed 2%
51 and over 3% Other 1% Never Married 46%
Unknown/missing 1%

N 426 N 426 N 426

Current offense, intake type, and initial classification le  vel

The most commowffense(40% was a drug offense; halfere fordrugtrafficking and half were for
possession. The next most common offense was a property offensequamter of the women were
serving time for either a Part | (burglary, larceny/thehotor vehicle theft, or arson) or Part Il (all other
property offenses) property offense. Among those whose most serious offense was a property crime,
the most common property crime was fraud (58%), followed by burglary (25%). Just unetpuarter
(23%) of the women were serving time for a violent crime. Most of those were for a Part Il violent crime
rather than Part | (homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault). Among those incarcerated for a
violent crime, the most common offense was chilolse (43%), followed by battery (19%). The
remainder of the women were incarcerated for DWI (7%) or some other charge (5%) (e.g., attempt to
commit a felony, contributing to the delinquency of a minor, escape, or bringing contraband into a

prison/jail).
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Table2.2. Currentmost seriou®ffense

Offense type
Violent 23%
Property 25%

Drugs 40%
DWI 7%
Other 5%
N 426
NMCD’ s admi ssions data includes an intake type th

The most common intake typ&as a new admissio54%) which indicates that the offendevas
incarcerated for the first time on these charges (either a new conviction or a probation revocation).
Onethird of the women were serving time for a probation/parole violation. Women who retura
parole violation could be incarcerated as a sanction under the Sanctioned Parole Violator Program
(SPY¥)to save a 30to 90-day sentence; probationers and parolemsuld be revoked partially or fully.
Partial revocatiorindicates thaboffendersare remanded to prisoifor a period of timeand thenrestart
their community supervision upon release. Thosewre revoked completely sertiee remainder of
their sentence in prisgrtheyare released without any community supervision to follow. Ju$b b8

t he women were | i sft e dviganerdlyindieatesitherworaad mas seani o n
incarcerated previously, but is returning for a new offense. Howeverusie of this intake type is
somewhat inconsistent For example, some offenders whodizeen incarcerated previousWere listed

as a “new admission” rather than “return admissio
were actually returning to serve time for a probation/parole violation on an offense for which thety ha
servedtimepevi ousl y. Generally, though, *“r&hatthen admi s
offenderwas serving time on a charge theydaot served time for previous)yather than returning to

serve time for a violationA very small percentage Hianintk e r eason of “od her ."” T

admissions for diagnostic assessment as well as compact holds and iddicdtertterm stay.

Table2.3. Admission reason

Intake Type
New Admissions 54%
Pgrolg/Probatlon 33%
Violations
Return Admissions 13%
Other <1%
N 426

Time incarcerated and release type

Theaverage sentence lengflor women in this sample wgast over four years (1495 days, s.d.=1172)
ranging from O days to 4448 daysowvkver, most women actually served one year or lagzrison(see
Table 2.4 below), with an average of 430 days (s.d.=478bte, though, that this does not take into
account the credits women earned prior to their prison incarceration and it is likely that women were
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detained in a local facility for some perio@lhe majoity of women were released with some sart
community supervisioto follow: 67% were released with a parole term, 4% with both parole and
probation to follow, and 1% with probation to follow. Just over -gp&rter (28%) were discharged
without a supevision term to follow and 1%vere released by court ordeindicating theconviction or
sentence was overturned.

Table2.4. Time incarcerated and type of release

Length of time incarcerated Release Type

Up to 90 days 12% Court Ordered 1%
91 to 180 cys 18% Discharged 28%
181 to 365 days 31% Dual Supervision 4%
366 to 548 days 17% Parole/Parole to Center 67%
549 days to 730 days 9% Probation 1%
731 days to 5 years 11%
More than five years 3%

N 426 N 426

Criminogenic needs

Atintake, pri®n staff asseseachoffender s ¢ r i mi n mfive ardasphysieakhdadth, life skills,
vocational, education, and substance abyesgch ranging frond (no problem) to 5 (extreme) A

summary of the needcoress presented inChart 2.1 below. Veryfew women had needs in the areas of
physical health or life skills. Indeed, 74% were identified as having no physical health needs and 69%
were identified as having no likills needs. The average needs scores in these areas were 0.43
(s.d.=.93) and 0.59 (s.d.=.91), respectively. The average vocational and educational need scores were
higher (average of 1.22.d.=1.18and 1.B[s.d.=1.12, respectively), though 41% of women had no
vocational needs. Women were more likely to have s@ducational need identified: 43% were

identified as having mild educational needsearly all of thevomenhad somesubstance abuseeed

The average score was 2.55 (s.d.=1.27); just 9% were identified as having no problems with substance
abuse whilé61% had a need of 3 (moderate need) or higher.

% Each inmate goes through a classification process at intake. Multiple prisbmstabers assess each individual

as quickly as possible to determine each inmate’s need:
decisions include correctional officers, classification officers, behavioral health, medical staff, eldMGBe

policy CB080100 for a description of the process. Note, though, that the form used to capture the criminogenic

needs listed here has since changed. The form used relevant to this study is contained in Appendix F.

12



Chart2.1. Criminogenic need scores

350
300
250 W No problem
200 m Minimal
m Mild
150
W Moderate
100 M Severe
) B Extreme
(4]
Physical Life skills Vocational Education Substance
health Abuse
Risk scores

When women enter prison, they are assessed fertisk they pose as an inmafiastitutional risk) risk
scores range from | to IMn addition, when an ffender is preparing for release and will be monitored
under community supervision,@mmunityrisk assessment is administered. The goal of this
community risk instrument is to preditte likelihood of recidivismWe include both measures of risk
institutional and community

Offenderswho are classified at higher levels of institutioniak mayhaveless access to programming,
though per NMCD policy2(3080100) women up to Levdll can be housed and patrticipate in programs
together. Nearly half ofte women in the sample were classified as Level Il initially, as shown in the
table below. Just under 25% were classified as Level Il or highér 2%of thosewere classified as
Level IV.

In terms of community risk, women were most frequently (40%jased at a medium risk level. Just
10% were assessed as an extreme risk, and the remainder were evenly split between low (25%) and high
risk (25%).

Table2.5. Initial classification level and risk level

Initial classification level Risk level
| 32% Minimum 25%
Il 45% Medium 40%
1] 22% High 25%
v 2% Extreme 10%
N 397 N 424

13



Section 3: Program participation

One of the primanpurposes of this study is tdetter understand program utilizatioamong female
inmates In this section, wexplore which programs women participated amd assess whetheheir
characteristics andther factorsplay a role irprogram utilization. Waere especially interested in
whether women access programs associated with their criminogenic needs and textbat riskand
staff recommendationsnay play a role in program participatioklVe examineprogram participation
overall (i.e., any program participation) as well as participation in particular types of programs
(education, substance abuse, etc.).

Which programs do women participate in?

Over twathirds (68.5%, N=292) of the women participated in one or more programs during their
incarceration. Among those who participated in prison programming, most (58%) participated in only

one program, though womenaggticipated in up to ten programdn the table below we illustrate

program participation by category, completion rates, and credit eaaredng those who patrticipated

in one or more programsNote that in many casef,was uncleawhether the individuhcompleted the

program and therefore report whether there waefinitive evidence of program completion. We report

both the rateof earned credit relative to program completion as well as average credit received. In
AppendixB, we provide these datafwo men’' s partici pation in specific

Amongfemaleoffenderswho participated in one or more programs, the most common iifasskills

(87%) All of the women who participated in a life skills program engaged in the Recitiednttion
Program some of the women also participated in other life skills programs such as parenting classes.
Nearly all (97%)yomencompleted theRecidivism Reductiodfrogram andnearly all of thoseeceived
some credit for their participation (99%J.he average credédarned was 44.5 daysCredit was not

offered for the other life skills programs.

Though a distant second, the next most common type of program women participated in was substance
abuse(27%) which waamost oftendocumented in the fileaseither Therapeutic Communities or
Residential Drug Abuse Program. Completion rates were high for these prograstsyomen(89%)
completed one or morsubstance abuse program#imost al(94%)of the womenwho completed the
program($ received crei for their participation, with an average of approximatédays

Nearly 20% of women participated in educational programmi@lpar @idence of program completion
waspresentin 35% of the cases and 65% of those received credit for their partiaipatdomen who
participated in and earned credit for educational programming received the greatest average days of
credit relative to other program areawith an average of 88 days

Fewer women participated in mental health/cognitive programs (16%) ortiata programs (11%)

However, completiomatesamong participantsvere high in these area87% completd mental

health/cognitive programs and all of the women compl@tvocational programs. It is possible, though,

that unless the programs are compbel, there is no documentation of program participation, so these

completion rates should be considered preliminary. Finplly, st one woman’'s file inc
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documentation of participatio in a health program. It is likely that other women participatedi bu
health programs are not associated wehrned creditand therefore may not be documented.

Importantly,the NMCD recently revised their policies to require completion of a program as a
prerequisite to earning credits. hiis, it is likelythat the amountof creditearnedreported heremay be
different thanwhat NMCD would currently awar@specially in programs with multiple components
such as those focused on substance abuse

Table3.1. Type of pogram participation, completion rates, and lump sum creeceived

Type ofprogram

Evidence of completio Received credit of Average credit
among those who

participated (N=292) of program those who completed  received
Program N % N % N % Megn d)
(min-max)
Physical health 1 <1% 0 0.0% n/a n/a
Life skilk 255 87 248 9% 246 9oy o772
Vocational 32 11% 32 100% 40 56% 31.67(1.07)
30-60
. 87.7 (19.22)
« 0, 0,
Education program: 58 20% 20 35% 67 65% 30-120
Substance abuse 80 27% 71 89% 13 94% 59?_%?)'52)
Mental 36.8 (22.00)
0, 0 0,
health/cognitive a1 16% 41 87% 18 98% 30-150

Who participates in programs?

Regardless of the type of programomen who participatd in one or moreprison prograns were
incarcerated for the first time and weiiacarcerated for a longer period of timéNomen who
participatedin one or more programs and life skills programs were less often serving time rfoperty
crime, otherwise, there were no significant differences by offense tyWwe also found some differences
by program type.Women who participated in vocational ggcamming were slightly more likely to be
white than nonwhite; no other statistically significant differences were found with respect to
race/ethnicitywithin the other program typesWomenwho participated in life skills programs were
older while those Wo participated in education programs were youngétowever, this variable was
not significantly related to any other type of program participation

While not shown in the table below, we found no statistically significant differebeggeenprogram
participation and the following variables: marital status, prior arrests (of any type and for new crimes
only), prior adjudications, prior convictions, and any current offense type with the exception of property
crime as noted above. Those results are labée inAppendixC
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Table3.2. Characteristics of women and program participation

. . . . Substance Mental
Any Progran Life skills Vocational Education health/
Abuse o
cognitive
34.32 34.75** 34.53 31.52* 34.44 35.02
. (8.745) (8.92) (9.221) (9.185) (7.793) (9.284)
I N=292  N=255 N=32 N=58 N=80 N=47
Age
32.90 32.55 33.81 34.24 33.74 (335'22)
Did not participatc  (8.339) (8.04) (8.595) (8.50) (8.823) N.:379
N=134 N=171 N=394 N=368 N=346
White 70% 63% 1294 14% 20% 11%
- N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118
Race participated
Nonwhite, 68% 59% 6% 13% 19% 11%
participated N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308
514,69 182.26(1)**; 1(040.0:;**; 7(22.993**; 7(45.;4**; 1(%823.38**;
. ) 462.01 771.481 14911 548.45 13.141
Participated (475.30) _ _ _ _ _
Length of N=292 N=254 N=32 N=58 N=80 N=47
incarceration
243.13 355.01 380.35 374.26 356.99 348.98
Did not participatc (431.02)  (492.65) (409.161) (427.919) (429.25) (389.476)
N=134 N=172 N=394 N=368 N=346 N=379
Hal'rfcl;r:l:oerratlons 46%\-** 410/6\-** 3%** 6%*** 8%*** 3%***
. ’ N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154
. participated
Prior
incarcerations No prior
incarcerations 82% 71% 10% 18% 25% 16%
L " N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272
participated
H":‘)Sr(;’:é:fy”t 58% 479%™ 8% 16% 15% 9%
N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107
offense,
Current participated
property No current
property 72% 64% 7% 13% 20% 12%
offense, N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319
participated

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

What role do recommendations play in program participation?
Prison stafrecommendprograms for women at intake and periodically throughout incarceration. In
this section, we explore program recommendations and program participatstaff recommended
programming for nearly all @6 N=4D) of the women in the sample. Below, we summarize
recommendationsvithin five program types and programming generallyheserogram types
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correspond with the areas of neeslimmarized on the bake formsas well as mental health
recommendations

Prison staff rarelygcommendtd life skills programs (reentry programming or parenting programming).
Education was recommended for just over half of the women, wiitsational trainingvas

recommendel for a little under onethird. Prison staff recommended substance abuse programming or
mental health related progimming for the vast majority (84) offemaleoffenders

Generally, recommendations far exceeded actual program participatidiththe exception of life skills
programs, fewer than 20% of women who were recommended famaugicularprogram participated in
one or more programs in that aréaee columriwo in Table3.3below). However, D% of women who
were recommended for some type of pra@gn participated in one or more programehere were few
differences irmparticular types oprogramparticipationby whether they were recommended (columns 2
and 3). The exceptions were mental health/cognitive programming, educational programming, and
programming overall.Women were recommended for educational or mental health/cognitive
programming were more likely to participate in those programs.

In the inal set ofcolumrs, weexamine the relationship between program patrticipation and
recommendationgrom a slightly dferent lens. Anong women who participated in a particular
program type, we examine the proportion who were recommended for programming in that bréae
last column, we examine the proportion of women who did not participate in gnamm but were
recommended for it For example, 2% 0of women who participated in mental health/cognitive
programmingwere recommended for programmirig this area.However, among women whaid not
participate in mental health/cognitive programming9% hd at least one@commendtion for mental
health/cognitive programmingThus, women are more likely to participatea mental health program
if recommended Likewise, women are significantly more likely to participate in educational
programming if recommnded and are more likely to participate in any type of program if prison staff
recommend at least one program.

Table3.3. Recommended program area if one or more recommendations were made

Ofthose not  Of those who Of those who

Of those Recommended participated, did not
recommended, .
Recommended how man how many how many werepatrticipate, how
v many participated recommended many were
participated
recommended
N % % %

Any area 410 96% 7096** 25% 990g+** 91%
Life skills 18 4% 67% 60% 5% 4%
Vocatonal 138 32% 7% 8% 31% 33%
Education 225 53% 1696 10% 649% 51%
Substance abuse related 345 81% 19% 19% 81% 81%
Mental health/cognitive 344 81% 13%% 5% 9294+ 79%

*p< . ,073p <.001
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We also examined total number of recommendations (of any type) and program particip&tiafi.
recommended between zero to fifteen programs to womenorién whoactuallyparticipated in one

or more program$ada greater average number pfogram recommendations than those who did not.
However, this finding was only statistically significant for programming ovifelkillsporogramming

and education programming.

Table3.4. Average number of recommendations by participation in pragend program type

Substance

Any Progran Life skills Vocational Education Abuse Cognitive
Particinatedin 4,02%** 3.97%** 3.69 4.2* 4.00 4.06
o rr)ammin (2.093) (2.041) (2.455) (2.092) (2.228) (2.201)
prog 9 N=202  N=255 N=32 N=58 N=80 N=47
Did not 2.92 3.24 3.68 3.6 3.60 3.63
articipate (2.228) (2.345) (2.176) (2.202) (2.184) (2.192)
particip N=134  N=171  N=394  N=368  N=346  N=379
***p <.001

Overall, these data suggest thifiere is some relationship between program participation and
recommendations. Firsthere appears to be a relatiohg between recommendation®r, and
participationin, specific program types as well as program participation overatim@w appear to be
more likely to participate irducational and mental health/cognitiygrograms if thg are speifically
recommended for themWhile this ishot the case for other program typewe did find that any
recommendation was associated with increased program participation of some type

Second, there does appear to be a relationship between tutatber of recommendations and

program participation.Women more often participate in one or more programs if they have a greater
number of recommendationsThat additive effect also seems to influence participation in life skills
programming, and to a &ser degree, education program participation.

What is the relationship between criminogenic needs, program

recommendations , and participation ?

Next, we examined whether thergas a relationship betweethe type andevel ofcriminogenianeed
identified, participationin related programmingandprison staff recommendatios We would expect

that women who have greater criminogenic needs would be more likely to participate in programming
related to those needs and that prison staff would be more likely thkaralevant prograrelated
recommendations.We explored this in fouparticularareaslife skills vocational,education,and
substance abuseas well as by any programminghese results are displayedTiable3.5 below.

Women who participate@ne or mae programs had significantly higher needs overall. Likewise,
women who participated infe skills programs haasignificantly greateamong of life skills needban
women who did not participate. Conversely, women who participated in vocationalgrsgnad
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significantly fewer averageocationalneeds than those who did not (.81 vs. 1.26). We found no
statistically significant differences in level of need for either substance abuse or education
programming.

Prison staff recommended programming faomen with significantly greater needs in the areas of
substance abuse and education. While not statistically significant, it is worth noting that prison staff
recommended vocational programming and programming overall to women with greater needs.

Generaly, these results suggest thatile program recommendatiormmay bedriven by higher
criminogenicneed in those areaghis does not necessarily translate into progratiization. Further,
with the exception of life skillsand perhaps substance abuskqugh not statistically significant)
women who participatd in prograns may not be those who hatle highest needs in thoggarticular
areas.Women were, however, more likely to participatedne or more program# they had higher
criminogenic needs @vall.

Table 35. Average need by participation and recommendations by area of need

Any program Life Skills Vocational Education Substance Abuse
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
1.38 1.21* 72 .39xxx .81 1.26* 1.58 1.75 2.65 2.52
Participated | (.71) (.59) (.97) (78 (2.17) (1.18) (1.24) (1.10) (1.32) (1.26)
N=278 N=122 N=241 N=159 N=31 N=369 N=57 N=343 N=77 N=323

1.33 106 .44 60 126 121 202 136 271 1.82%*
Recommended (.67) (94) (.86) (.91) (1.16) (1.19) (.95) (1.20) (1.11) (1.68)
N=388 N=12 N=18 N=382 N=129 N=271 N=20 N=180 N=329 N=71
*p<.05, **p<.001

What role does risk level play in program participation?

As noted previously, we included measures of both institutional risk and community risk in this analysis.
It is hypothesized thaiemale offendersvho pose a greater institutionalsk will be less likely to engage

in programming due to more limited access to programmiHgwever, eerall program participation

was similar across classification levels, with some decrease in participation among wapeesIAt.

These variations, thayh, were not statistically significant.

When considering participation by type of program, we found thamen who were initially classified
aslevel lll participated in programming at greater rates than women classified at other feveals

types of pogram except life skillsWhile these differences were not always statistically significant, the
patterns were similarWomen who participated in life skills programs were slightly more likely to be
classified atewel | or Level 11, but these differees were not statistically significant
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Table3.6. Program participation by initial classification level

Initial classification level

I (N=127) I (N=177) [l (N=86) IV (N=7)
Any program 69% 70% 65% 57%
Life skills 61% 63% 52% 43%
Vocational* 4% 6% 14% 0
Education 13% 11% 21% 14%
Substance abuse related* 15% 17% 30% 14%
Mental healtb/cognitive related*** 6% 7% 29% 14%

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

While the community risk assessment woliletly not be taken into consideratiohy facility staffivhen
program recommendation anparticipation decisions are madg is important to assess the
relationship between community risk and programmingest practices indicate thaffenderswho
pose a lowevel or extremeisk areless kely to benefit from prison programminghile offenderswho
pose a medium or higlevel risk are more likely to benefit from ris&duction interventions (Burke, et
al., 2010)

Women who participated in any program, life skills programs and educatiargrs were most often
deemed mediurrrisk. Vocational programs and mental health/cognitive programs were most often
comprised of women deemed lovisk, while women who participated in substance abuse programs
were most often either low or mediurisk. Oveall, most women who participated in programs were
either low or medium risk.

Table 37. Community isk level by program

. . : . Substance Mental

Any program; Life skills Vocational Education health/
abuse .

Cognitive
Minimum 29% 31% 59% 28% 40% 47%
Medium 44% 44% 31% 40% 41% 40%
High 21% 20% 6% 24% 18% 11%
Extreme 6% 5% 3% 9% 1% 2%
N 291 254 32 58 80 47

Risk, need, and program participation

Next, we examined the relationship between average criminogenic needs, program participation and
community risk leve Women assessed as low, mediupn extreme risk andvho participated in
programming of some sort had higher average needs than women in these categories who did not
participate in programming. However, none of these differences were statisticallficaghi While not
shown below, & also examined specific types of needs by risk level and specific program participation
(e.g., substance abuse, mental he&tbgnitive) but found no statistically significant differences. These
results suggest that progm participation isiot related to the combination ofommunityrisk level and
needs.
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Table3.8. Needsyisk, andprogram participatio

RNA score Participated ir Average Need Score N
any program
Yes 1.37 (.84) 81
Low
No 1.01 (.53) 20
i Yes 1.42 (65) 121
Medium
No 1.24 (.52) 34
Yes 1.28 (.63 61
High (:63)
No 1.31 (.61) 44
Yes 1.41 (.74) 14
Extreme
No 1.15 (.68) 23

Multivariate analyses assessing program participation
While the descriptive statistics thus far provide some information about the fae&saciated with
program partcipation, we do not know which factors are most strongly related to program participation
once other factors are taken into consideratiomhus, we calculated a series of logistic regressions
examining the characteristics a&ssated with program participation overall, as well as for each type of
program. V% included only those variables that wdmind to bestatistically significant in thanalyses

aboveor had theoretical import. Further, because there were so few womeo wére initially

classified as Lev8V, we combined Leveldl andIVfor the multivariate analyses.

We calculatedh series ofive nestedmodels for each dependent variabl&he first model included only

demographic information (age and rac@he seondmodela d d e d
criminal historyimeasured here by prior incarceration as this was the only measure that was significant
in the bivariate analysesind current offensécurrentproperty offense) The third added variables

related to the woman

model includece ach wo man

dichotomous variable in all of the prograspecific models. However, since neaWeryonehad at least

S

var.i

abl

€es

r el

a s Needssaamddecornmended praggramiridghe last
model added calculatedommunityrisk level We treaied recommended programming as a

one program recommendation, we opted to use the total number of recommendations to assess

recommendations foparticipaion in any program.We discuss the results below.

Overall p rogram participation

Thefirst set of models examines overall program participation. fittef each model was improved
with the addition of eaclset of variables Demographic variablgdlodel 1) did not predict program
participation, but criminal historfModel 2)did. The odds of participating in a program were
significantly loweif a woman had been pwiously incarcerated Women currentlyserving time for a

property offensewere also sigfiicantly less likely to participate in programminigy Model 3, we added
confinementrelated variables.Offendersincarcerated for a longer time were more likely to participate
in one or more programawith every day of incarceration increasing the odéiparticipating by 1.002.
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However, the other confinementelated variable,nitial classification levelvas not statistically
significant.

Bothrecommendations and needadded in Model 4yvere related to program participationwe found
that for everyone-unit increase irprogramming recommendationshe odds of program pécipation
increased by 1.155In other words, the more programs staff recommended, the more likely it was that
offenderswould participate in one or more programgurther,women with higher needs scores were
more likely to participte in one or more programsNote that oncerecommendations and needs were
included current property offense was norger statistically significant.

The final model, which includes thisk scoresigrificantly improves model fity=12.001, df=3, p<.01).
Women classified asxtreme riskwere significantlylesslikely toparticipate in one or more programs
relative to women assessed as low ris&lding all other variables constanthis is consistent with the
relationship foundn the bivariate analyses above.

Table3.9. Summary ofdgistic regressionesults for anyprogram participation

Any participation in programming (N=78)
Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5

Model Variable
Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B))
Demagraphics White 1.174 1.635 1.746 1.642 1.655
Age at intake 1.022 1.026 1.030 1.034* 1.024
Criminal history  Prior incarcerations .165%** 264*%* - 280*** 306***
Current property offense 522* .526* 572 .604
Confinement Daysof incarceration 1.002***  1.002*** 1.002***
related ClassificatiorL.evel 2 1.273 1.264 1.250
Classificatiorhevel 3or 4 .618 .631
Recommendations Recommendations 1.142* 1.155*
and needs Total need score 2.000**  1.897*
Risk Medium 1.457
High 773
Extreme .306*
Constant 1.049 2.239 .849 .159 .237
-2LL 461.543 398.642*** 378.954*** 363.475* 351.474**

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

Life skills programming

Next, we examined the characteristics associated with life skills program utilizatioch is almost
entirely comprised of participation ithe Recidivism Reductigorogram The tablebelow displays the
results One dema@raphic variable, age at intake, was positively and significantly related to life skills
program participation. The odds ratiodicates that for every one year increase in gugticipation in
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life skills programming increaséy 1.032times. However, once risk was accounted for in Model 5, age
was no longer statistically significant.

Both criminal history variables were negatively and significantly related to life skills program
participation. Offenderswho had prior incarcerations we less likely to participate in life skills
programs. Similarly, womewsith a current property offense were abo0t5 times less likely to
participate in life skills programming.

The confinementrelated variables wereaot significantly associated witHdi skills programming; further,
Model 3 was not a significant improvement over Model 2. Model 4 introduced recommendations and
needs related to life skills. While recommendations were not associated with life skills programming,
the needs score was ass$aied. With every onainit increase in the life skills needs score, the odds of
participating in a life skills program increased 1.6 times, holding all other variables constant. Finally,
Model 5, which introduced risk levelas a significant impvementover Model 4.Womenwith a risk
scoreof extremewere much less likely tparticipate in life skills programming, holding all other
variables constant.

Table3.10. Logistic regressioresults forlife skills progranparticipation

Participation in life &ills programming (N=380/ 378 with RNA)

Block Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B)
Demographics  White 1.262 1.644 1.654 1.650 1.601
Age at intake 1.032** 1.034** 1.036** 1.040** 1.026
Crimind history  Prior incarcerations .264%** .302%** 287+ 333
Current property 535+ 527+ 509+ 543
offense
Confinement Days of incarceration 1.000 1.000 1.000
related Classification Level 2 1.300 1.363 1.430
Classificationdvel3/4 .610 .644 .678
RecommendationRecommendations .967 .932
and needs Total need score 1.623*** 1.610***
Risk Medium 972
High .626
Extreme .262**
Constant 494 .858 .629 437 .808
-2LL 500.540 459589*** 453.602 439.918* 429.314*
*p<. 05, **p<., 01, ***p< 001

Vocational programming
We thenexaminal participation in vocational programs. When first introduced, neither of the
demographic variables was statistically significant. However, beginning with Model 3, there was a
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relationshipbetween race and participation in vocational training. White women were a little over
three times more likely to participate in vocational training, once all other variables in the model were
included. When initially entered in Model 2, prior incarcéras were statistically significant; women

with prior incarcerations were less likely to participate in vocational programming. However, once the
confinementrelated variables were introduced in Model 3, prior incarcerations were no longer
statistically fgynificant. Length of incarceration was strongly related to vocational programming: for
every one additional day of incarceratidhe odds of participating in one or more vocational programs
increased by 1.002Classification level, though, waset stdistically significant.

Model 4 introduced vocational recommendations and needs; neithersiatsstically significant.
Further, the addition of these variables did not improve overall modellfiere was a marginally
significant improvement to the nael fit with the addition of risk level in Model §€11.24, d£3,
p<.05) The odds of participation in vocational programming were significantly lowéhdseassessed
as high risk relative to low risk.

Table3.11. Logistic regressioresults for voational program participation

Participation in vocational training programming (N=378)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Block Variable Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B)
Demographics White 1.958 2.160 3.529** 3.611* 3.053*
Age at intake 1.003 1.003 1.006 1.000 .969
Criminal history  Prior incarcerations 242 .505 .543 .850
Current property 1.085 1.381 1.274 1.482
offense
Confinement Days of incarceration 1.002*** 1.002*** 1.002***
related Classification Level 2 2.009 1.969 2.216
Classificationével 34 1.543 1.591 1.380
Recommendations Recommendations 1.108 1.022
and needs Total need score 744 .695
Risk Medium .453
High .120**
Extreme .044
Constant .056 .076 .010 .016 .103
-2LL 196.889 188.202* 160.711*** 158.403 147.163*

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Education programming

The table below summarizes the resudfsthe analyses ofducation programutilization. One
demographic variable, age at intake, was statistically significant. The odds of participation décrease
0.955 imes for each ongear increase in age.
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Model 2 was a statistically significant improvement over Modef413.34, dt2, p<.01).Offenders

with prior incarcerations were significantly less likely to participate in education programmireglevel

of datistical significance, though, decreased as additional variables were added to the model suggesting
that this variable is not strongly related to educational program participation. Confineretated

variables were added in Model 3 and were a signifitmprovement over Model 2x{=17.894, df3,

p<.001). Days incarcerated was strongly related to educational programming. Every day of
incarceration increased the odds of educational programming by 1.001. However, initial classification
level, the other confinement variable, wastrsiatistically significant.

Recommendations and needs were added in Model 4. Womenhatdeerrecommended for
participation in an educational program were 2.41 times more likely to participate. Howevel of
educational need was not related toggramming. The final modethich included the risk score, was
not a significant improvement over Model #£1.372, df=3) and none of the risk levels were statistically
significant.

Table3.12. Logistic regressionesults for education program participation

Participation in education programmingN=378)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Block Variable Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B)
Demographics  White 1.234 1.346 1.643 1.782 1.904
Age at intake .954** .958* .954** .953* .953*
Criminal history Prior incarcerations 283+ A449* A432* 447
Current property offens 1.144 1.279 1.188 1.182
Confinement Daysof incarceration 1.001*** 1.001*** 1.001***
related Classification Level 2 .932 1.042 .987
Classificationével 34 .990 1.088 1.054
RecommendationRecommendatiors 2.410** 2.412*
and reeds Totalneed score .899 .896
Risk Medium 1.523
High 1.055
Extreme 1.055
Constant .729 .871 227 154 .228
-2LL 306.808 293.468** 275.574**  269.184* 267.812

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Substance abuse

The next set of model®€uses orsubstance abuse programminghe demographic variables were not
significantly related to substance abuse program participatdfhen first introduced in Model 2 ripr
incarcerations had a significant negative relationship witbstance abusprogram participation
However the strength of that relationship declined with the addition of other varialdeggesting that
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prior incarcerationsvere not strongly related to substance abuse programming. Length of
incarcerationjntroduced in Model 3hada significant positive relationshipitlr substance abuse
programming The odds of participatioin substance abuse programmimgreasel by 1.001for every
day spent in prisonThe initial classification level, the second confinemetated variale, was not
statistically significant.

Neithersubstance abuse recommendations nor substance abuse reedsswere significantly related
to substance abuse program participation. Further,drerallmodel fit did not improve with the
addition ofthese variables in Model 4d=1.891, d£2). The final model added risk leyehich
significantly improved the overall model ({°=12.51, d£3, p<.01). Women assessed as extreme risk
were significantly less likely to participate in substance abuse pnogiag.

Table3.13. Logistic regressionesults forsubstance abuse program participation

Participation in substance abuse programming (N=378)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Block Variable Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B)
Demographics White 1.105 1.296 1.586 1.576 1.469
Age at intake 1.009 1.008 1.009 1.009 .997
Criminal history  Prior incarcerations 283+ A431* 432* 496
Current property offense .676 .756 .780 .829
Confinement Daysof incarceration 1.001*** 1.001*** 1.001***
related Classification Level 2 1.179 1.226 1.346
Classificationével 34 1.369 1.516 1.562
Recommendations Recommendatiors 1.282 1.244
and needs Totalneed score 1.118 1.129
Risk Medium .750
High .587
Extreme .031*
Constant 174 .275 .103 .058 117
-2LL 376.029 356.567** 334.852** 332.871 320.361**

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Mental health / Cognitive programs

Finally, weconsideredmental health programming The demographic variables were not significant.
Women were less likely to participate in mental health/cognitive programs if they had besncénated
previously, as shown in Model 2. However, once other variables were added to the analyses the
strength of that relationship decreased. In Model 3, we added confinemredated variables. Only
length of incarceration was positively and sigaifitty related to mental health/cognitive program
participation. That is, the longer women were confined, the more likely they were to participate. The
addition of recommendations in Model 4 and risk in Model 5 did not improve the fit of the model, and
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those variables were not statistically significant. Thus, length of incarceration was the only variable that
was strongly associated with mental health/cognitive program participation.

Table3.14. Logistic regressioresults formental healtticognitive program participation

Participation in mental healttcognitive programming (N=378)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Block Variable Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B)
Demographics White .830 977 1.631 1.612 1.503
Age at intake 1.020 1.018 1.027 1.027 1.012
Criminal history Prior incarcerations 120 274* .278 .318
Current property 663 846 842 867

offense

Confinement relatedDays of incarceratior 1.002*** 1.002*** 1.002***
Classification Level ¢ 1.283 1.267 1.409
Classification Level 3/ 2.787 2.820 2.884
Recommendations Recommendations 1.156 .929
Risk Medium .907
High .376
Extreme .024
Constant .058 .102 .011 .009 .024

-2LL 253.314 231.773** 179.181*** 179118 172.061

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Summary of final models

In order to more easily comparehich variablesvere associated witlparticipation inwhichprogram
we summarize the final models Trable3.15 below. Generally, demographic variables wers related
to program participation. Themere two exceptions, howeverWWomen whowere olderwere
significantly less likely to participate in educational programmamgl women whowere white were
significantly more likely to participate in vocatiorniining.

Femalesvho were incarcerated previously were less likely to participate in programming, regardless of
the type. However, this variableas significantly related onlytprogram participation overall as well as
life skills program participationWomen who had a current property offense were significantly less
likely to participate in life skillgrogramming Thisvariable though,was not significarly related to any

of the other program types antthe direction of the relationship changed deping on the program
assessed.

In nearly every model, we found that the longer women were incarcerated, the greater their odds of
participating in a programThis variable wastatistically significandnd positively relatedo
programming overall antb every type of programming except participationlife skills(Recidivism
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Reduction) The second confinemeselated variable, initial classification levelas not significantly
related to program participation.

Staff program ecommendtions weresignificantly related to overall program participation and

education programmingWomen who were recommended for a greater number of programs,
regardless of type, were more likely to particip&teone or more programs. Here we did not match the
type of recommedation to the program typeHowever, for each of thepecific programs we did match
the recommendations with type. Women who were recommended for educational programming were
more likely to participate in education programBecommendations were not sigicantly related to

other program types.

Offenderswhose overall needs score was greater were more likely to participate in one or more
programs. Once we matched need type to program participation type, we found that only women who
had greater life sk need were more likely to participate in life skills program. However, we expect
that this may be a spurious relationship because so nfiemale inmategarticipated in life skills
programming and so few actually had life skills needs identified.

Finaly, risk level was associated with program participation overall as well as participaiobstance
abuse, vocational trainingnd life skillprograms. Womenassesse&xtreme risk were significantly less
likely to participate in substance abuse progrs, life skills programs and programming overall relative
to low-risk women The odds of participatiom vocational trainingvere significantly lowefor those

who were assessed as medium risk.
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Table3.15. Logistic regressioresults: summary of pragm participation models

Participation in programming (N=378)

An Vocational Substance Mental
Block Variable y Life skills o Education health/
program training abuse .
cognitive
Demographics White 1.655 1.601 3.053* 1.904 1.469 1.503
Age at intake 1.024 1.0%6 .969 .953* .997 1.012
Criminal history  Prior incarcerations .306*** .333*x* .850 447 .496 .318
Current property 604 543 1482 1182 829 867
offense
Confinement Days of incarceratior 1.002*** 1.000 1.002**  1.001*** 1.001*** 1.002***
related Classification Level : 1.250 1.430 2.216 .987 1.346 1.409
Classification Levél4 .631 .678 1.380 1.054 1.562 2.884
Recommendations Recommendations 1.155* .932 1.022 2.412* 1.244 .929
and needs Total need score 1.897** 1.610** .695 .896 1.129
Risk Medium 1.457 972 453 1.523 .750 .907
High 773 .626 .120** 1.055 .587 .376
Extreme .306* .262** .044 1.055 .031* .024
Constant 237 .808 .103 .228 117 .024
-2LL 351.474* 429.314* 147.163* 267.812 320.361* 172.061

*p<. 05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001
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Section 4: Recidivism

The secongburposeof this study igo explorethe relationship between program participation and
recidivism. Recidivism can be measured in many ways; we have chosen to fivdulitinctmeasures

here subsequent arrests, subsequent adjudications, subsequent convictions, subsequent incarcerations
for any offense, and subsequent incarcerations for a new crime (not just parole or probation violations).
We also examine subsequent offending overall ylsiming all of these recidivism measures.

Most women(67%) recidivateavithin the four-yearfollow-up period. Most (60%) werearrested one or

more times Nearly all arrestsvere for a new crimgjust 27 womerwere arrestedfor probation'parole
violationsonly. Just under onthird of the women had one or morgubsequent felony court cases

25% werae-convicted in district courtand nealy 40% were returned to prisorHowever, most of

these were for probation/parole violations assf 16% were returnetbr anew crimeonly (labeled as
“i'ncarcerations, n o P Vs These datatarh susimasizediiabkdilibedorv.g u e n t

Table4.1. Recidivism

% Yes(N) Average(s.d.) Range
Subsequent of any type 67% (286)
Arrests 60% (254) 3.17 (265) 1-18
Adjudications 27% (116) 1.71 (1.10) 1-6
Convictions 25% (107) 1.64 (1.03) 1-6
Incarceration(any) 39% (166) 1.26 (.50) 1-4
Incarceration (no PVjs 16% (®) 1.00 (0) 1

What characteristics are associated with recidivism?

Regardless of which msare of recidivism was used, women who were younger or were racial/ethnic
minorities wererecidivatel more often though this was not always statistically significant. Further,
women who were not married wene-arrestedand recidivated overall at a ratbat was significantly
higher than those who were marriedThey were also fimcarceratedess oftenregardlesof the

reason, though this was not statistically significaHowever, narital status played no obvious raile
re-adjudicatonsor re-convidions
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Table4.2. Demographicand recidivism

Incarceration  Any

Arrest Adjudication Conviction Incarceration ,
no PV  subsequen

No 35.24 34.50 34.42 34.75 34.18 35.54
subsequent| (9.61) (8.92) (8.88) (9.10) (8.87) (9.83)
offense N=172 N=310 N=319 N=260 N=360 N=140
Age

Subsequen 32.94* 32.19* 32.21 32.49* 32.20 33.05*
offense (7.79) (7.53) (7.68) (7.68) (7.07) (7.88)
N=254 N=116 N=107 N=166 N=66 N=286
Non-White 64% 30% 28% 42% 17% 71%
N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308

Race
White 48%** 20%* 19% 31%* 11% 59%*
N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118
Not married 62% 27% 25% 41% 16% 70%
. N=340 N=340 N=340 N=340 N=340 N=340

Marital
R 51%*  27% 26% 33% 13%  56%*
N=86 N=86 N=86 N=86 N=86 N=86

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Time incarcerated was associated with recidividfomen who were rerrested served significantly
less time in prisothanwomenwho were not rearrested. While not statistically significant, the same
pattern occurred for wome who were adjudicated/convictecind for recidivism overalhut not for
thosewho were reincarcerated.

Postrelease supervisionlgo appears to play a role in recidivisfiemalesvho wereunder community
supervision postelease werge-adjudicatedess often than women who served no parole/probation
term postrelease. This difference was statisticaigngficant While a lower proportion aupervised
female offendersvere re-arrested compared to those who were not supervised pes#tase this wa
not statistically significant. Converselypmen whoserved a term of community supervisiarere
incarcerated for any type of offensaore often than women who were not supervised after release
from prison; this difference was statistically significabikely, this reflects revocations due to
probation/parole violationsas onlywomenwho are undelcommunity supervisioare subject to such
sanctions Indeed,offenderswho were reincarcerated for a new offense only were significaldlys
likely to beserving a term of community supervision.
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Table4.3. Criminal justice systefrelated characteristics and recidivism

Incarceration Any
no PV subsequent

48831  451.05 446.03 426.38 424.08 513.02
Norecidivism| (566.70) (512.82)  (507.35)  (521.79)  (490.29)  (613.99)
N=172 N=310 N=319 N=260 N=360 N=140

Arrest  Adjudication Conviction Incarceration

Length of

Incarceration 39035 373.39 381.82 435.41 461.65 389 21+

Recidivism | (403.66) (365.37)  (375.39)  (401.51)  (406.62)  (389.70)

N=254 N=116 N=107 N=166 N=66 N=286

Release type No 66% 43% 40% 28% 22% 71%
supervision N=120 N=120 N=120 N=120 N=120 N=120

Supervision 57% 21%p*** 199p*** 43%** 13%* 66%
P N=306 N=306 N=306 N=306 N=306 N=306

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Risks and needs

Community isk lewel was significantly associated with recidivism, though the nature of this relationship

varied by recidivism measure. A positive, linear relationship was found between risk level and

subsequent arrests, incarcerations for any type of offeasel subsequet offending overall. However,

while the proportion of individuals radjudicated, reconvicted, or reincarcerated for a new offense
increased up to a risk | evel of rebffendgdhless oftathae pr op o
the proportonwh o wer e “high” risk.

Table4.4. Risk score and recidivism

Arrest**  Adjudicatior*** Convictiort** Incarceratiort¥ Inca(;cFe)\r’i:uon, Any subsequertt* N
Minimum  43% 12% 11% 28% 7% 49% 107
Medium 59% 27% 26% 39% 16% 69% 168
High 71% 42% 28% 46% 23% 78% 107
Extreme 79% 31% 26% 50% 19% 86% 42

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

We also assessed average need score by recidivism category. We fouodettaditaverage need was
significantly associated witte-incarceration. Contrary to what may be expected, women with lower
overall needs werenore often re-incarceratedor either a new offense or any type of offense

Next, weexamined average need in each of the particular need dsgasach of the recidivism
categories We found no statistically significant differenéegecidivism bysubstance abuseeed or
educational needs However, wwmen who returned to prisoffor a new offense or any offense) had
significantly lower vocational needs than women who did not return to prison. Life skills needs were
also related to recidivismwomenwho returnedto prison for any reason had significantly lower
average life skills needs than women who did not return to prison.
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Table4.5. Needs scores and recidivism

Arrest  Adjudication Conviction Incarcerationlncarceratlon Any
no PV subsequent
. 1.31 1.34 1.35 1.38 1.36 1.31
Did not
recidivate (.72) (.68) (.69) (.68) (68) (.74)
N=162 N=292 N=301 N=243 N=337 N=133
Total need
pEore 1.34 1.29 1.26 1.24 1.16 1.33
Recidivated (.65) (.68) (.66) (.66) (.65) (.64)
N=238 N=108 N=99 N=157 N=63 N=267
Did not 2.54 2.56 2.56 2.51 2.58 2.43
recidivate (1.35) (1.29) (1.30) (1.31) (1.27) (1.4)
N=162 N=292 N=301 N=243 N=337 N=133
Substance
abuse need 2.55 251 2.52 2.60 2.37 2.61
Recidivated (1.22) (1.22) (1.20) (1.22) (1.27) (1.20)
N=238 N=108 N=99 N=157 N=63 N=267
Did not 1.64 1.72 1.71 1.76 1.75 1.66
recidivate (1.17) (1.13) (1.13) (1.13) (1.12) (1.22)
. N=162 N=292 N=301 N=243 N=337 N=133
Educational
Qee 1.79 1.75 1.76 1.67 1.60 1.76
Recidivated (2.08) (1.10) (1.10) (2.10) (1.10) (1.06)
N=238 N=108 N=99 N=157 N=63 N=267
Did not 1.16 1.24 1.26 1.33 1.28 1.20
recidivate (1.23) (1.18) (1.19) (1.20) (1.19) (1.26)
. N=162 N=292 N=301 N=243 N=337 N=133
Vocational
need 1.26 1.18 1.10 1.06* 94 1.24
Recidivated (1.14) (1.18) (1.14) (1.14) (1.06) (1.14)
N=238 N=108 N=99 N=157 N=63 N=267
Did not .50 .60 .61 .67 .62 .53
recidivate (.89) (.91) (.92) (.95) (.93) (.92)
. . N=162 N=292 N=301 N=243 N=337 N=133
Life skills
ges 65 57 53 46* 43 62
Recidivated (.92) (.92) (.89) (.84) (.82) (:92)
N=238 N=108 N=99 N=157 N=63 N=267
*p<.05

Criminal history

We assessed the relationship between criminal history and recidivism, using multiple measures of
criminal history. Overall,rpor criminal history wasignificantlyrelated to recidivism women with a

prior criminal historyre-offended more often Further, a more extensive criminal history, as measured

by total number of priors, was significantly associated with increased recidivism. Only a few measures
of prior criminal histondid nothave astatistically significantelationshipwith particular measures of
recidivism.
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Table4.6. Criminal history and recidivism

Subsequent offense type
Arrest Adjudication Conviction Incarceration Incarceration, Any
no PV subsequent

Prior arrests &ny)  No priors 29% 8% 8% 17% 4% 40%
N=48 N=48 N=48 N=48 N=48 N=48
Priors 64%0*** 30%** 27%** 42%*** 17%* 71%***
N=378 N=378 N=378 N=378 N=378 N=378

Prior adjudications No priors 47% 18% 17% 29% 11% 56%
N=135 N=135 N=135 N=135 N=135 N=135
Priors 66%0*** 32%** 29%** 44%** 18% 73%***
291 N=291 N=291 N=291 N=291 N=291

Prior convictions  No priors 47% 19% 18% 31% 12% 56%
N=151 N=151 N=151 N=151 N=151 N=151
Priors 67%*** 32%** 29%** 449%** 18% 73%***

N=275 N=275 N=275 N=275 N=275 N=275

Prior incarcerations No priors 52% 19% 17% 40% 13% 60%
N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272
Priors TA%***  42%p*** 40%*** 36% 20%* 81%p***
N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154

Priors of any type No priors 19% 0% 0% 10% 0% 26%
N=31 N=31 N=31 N=31 N=31 N=31
Priors 63%***  290p*** 27%*** 41%*** 17%** 70%0***
N=395 N=395 N=395 N=395 N=395 N=395

Total average priorsNo priors 2.77 3.53 3.60 3.32 3.69 2.47
(2.72) (3.01) (3.03) (2.99) (3.04) (2.43)
N=172 N=310 N=319 N=260 N=360 N=140

Priors 477+ 5 10%** 5.03%** 4.96**+* 5.45%** 4.69**+*

(3.18) (3.24) (3.29) (3.16) (3.37) (3.22)
N=254 N=116 N=107 N=166 N=66 N=286

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

We also assessed the relationship betwearrent offense typeand reoffending; we found tha

current offensewas generally not significantly related to recidivisifhere were twe@xceptons: drug
and DWI offenses. Women whose current most serious offense involved a drug crimeewere
adjudicated,re-convicted,or re-incarcerated for a new afhsemore often than women whose most
serious offense was not a drug crim€onversely, women with a DWI charge weradjudicated re-
convicted, or reincarcerated for a new offensggnificantly less often than women who did not have a
DWI charge
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Tale 4.7. Qurrent offense and recidivism

Arrest  Adjudication Conviction Incarcerationlm:arceratlon Any
o PV subsequent
Not violent 62% 29% 26% 40% 16% 69%
N=329 N=329 N=329 N=329 N=329 N=329
Current violent
Violent 52% 23% 22% 37% 14% 60%
N=97 N=97 N=97 N=97 N=97 N=97
Not 59% 27% 25% 38% 16% 67%
property N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319
Current
property Property 61% 28% 27% 43% 14% 67%
N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107
N e 57% 22% 21% 38% 12% 65%
N=255 N=255 N=255 N=255 N=255 N=255
Current drug
Drug 64% 35%** 31%* 40% 21%* 71%
N=171 N=171 N=171 N=171 N=171 N=171
Not DWI 59% 29% 26% 40% 17% 67%
N=397 N=397 N=397 N=397 N=397 N=397
Current DWI
DWI 62% 7%** 7%* 24% 0%* 69%
N=29 N=29 N=29 N=29 N=29 N=2
Not other 60% 28% 26% 39% 16% 67%
N=404 N=404 N=404 N=404 N=404 N=404
Current other
Other 50% 14% 9% 36% 9% 68%
N=22 N=22 N=22 N=22 N=22 N=22

*p<.0501 **pc<.

What is the relationship between types of in -prison programming and success

post incarceration ?

In this section, wexaminerecidivism rates of women who participatén programmingcompared to
those who didhot. Women who participated ione or more programsf any type, as well die skills
programs, educational programand vocational programsaere re-arrestedsignificantly lessften than
women who did not participate in these programsheyalso hadsignificantlylower rates of
subsequent offerdingoverall Thosewho participated in vocational progranhsid lower rates of
subsequent adjudications and convictioredative to those who did not participate in vocational
programs Participation in one or more substance abuse programraental healthEognitive
programswasnot sgnificantly related to any of the recidivism measurdaurther, we found no
relationship betweerparticipationin one or more programand subsequent incarceration.
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Table4.8. Recidivism by program partiepon

Participated in Participated in  Participated in Participated in Participated in Participated
. ) . . mental health/
any program Life skills Substance abuse Education Vocational cognitive

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Arrests 56% 67%* 55% 66%* 58% 60% 45% 62%** 38% 61%** 53% 60%
Adjudications 26% 30% 26% 29% 19% 29% 17% 29% 9%  29%* 20% 28%
Convictions 28%  27% 24% 27% 19% 27% 16% 27% 9%  26%* 20% 26%

Imprisonment (any) 39% 38% 38% 40% 45% 38% 38% 39% 34% 39% 40% 39%
Imprisonment, no PVs 14% 19% 13% 20% 11% 17% 16% 16% 6% 16% 10% 16%

Subsequent of any type 64%  74%* 64% 73%* 68% 67% 53% 69%* 50% 69%* 58% 68%

292 134 255 171 80 346 58 368 32 394 40 386
*ps. 05, **p=<.01

Next, weexaminedthe averagenumber of programs women participadén and completed by

recidivism to determine whiter therewas an additive effect concerning program participatidrhese
results are displayed in T4.9 below.We found that women wheoe-offended (as measured by all
types of recidivism except fi@carcerations for any offense) participated in and completed significantly
fewer programs than women who did not recidivatehis suggests that themmaybe an additive effect
That is, woma who participate in a greater number of programs and/or complete a greater number of
programsbenefit from increased program participation. However, it is possible that women who
participate in more programs are diffent in some way from women who participate in fewer
programs, which in turn, influences recidivism.
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Table4.9. Number of programs participated in and recidivism

# of programs participated in # programs completed
Nosubsequent  Subsequent Nosubsequent Subsequen
offense offense offense offense
Arrests 1.302 992+ 1.134 854~
(1.155) (1.037) (1.053) (.919)
172 254 172 254
Adjudications 1.207 .879* 1.039 776
(1.116) (.846) (1.045) (.770)
310 116 310 116
Convictions 1.191 .897* 1.025 794
(1.16) (.857) (1.037) (.786)
319 107 319 107
Incarcerations 1.11 1.13 .984 .940
(any) (1.12) (1.08) (1.02) (.932)
260 166 260 166
Incarcerations 1.16 .864* 1.02 697
no PVs (1.13) (.857) (1.02) (.701)
360 66 360 66
Subsequent of any 1.307 1.025* 1.143 .881+*
type (1.169) (1.048) (1.08) (.921)
140 286 140 286

*ps. 05, **p=<.01

Does recidivism vary by risk level and program participation?

Based on prior research and suggestions for best practices regarding prison programmeng)ore
whetherthe interaction betweerrisk level and program participation are rdd to recidivism. We
expect that women whose risk lewgbs medium to high andvho participate in programmingvould be
less likely to recidivatd-urther, the literature suggests thatfenderswho arelow riskmay not need
programming and that in fachrogramming may be detrimental to them. Thus, we explore whether
women whowere lowrisk and participatd in programmingvere more likely to recidivate

We found no support for thédea that program participation for women assessed as lowwik
detrimental, and indeed, found exactly the opposite. Women who participated in programming while
incarcerated and were low risk welesslikely to recidivateas measured by everythiraxcept

subsequent incarcerations for any offengew offense and/or paroleiolations) Further, these

differences were statistically significant fadjudications, convictions, and incarcerationsriew
offenses. On the other hand, we found no significant differences between program participation and
recidivism by any measurerfwomen assessed as medium risk or higher, though generally women who
participated in programming were less likely to recidivate.
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Table4.10. Recidivism by program participation and risk level

Low risk Medium risk High risk Extreme risk
No program Program No program Program No progranr Program No program Program
Any offense 64% 45% 73% 67% 78% 7% 81% 94%
Arrests 59% 39% 63% 58% 71% 71% 7% 81%
Adjudications 32% T%** 30% 26% 33% 48% 7% 56%
Convictions 32% 6%0** 28% 25% 29% 45% 19% 38%
Incarceratbns 27% 28% 43% 38% 38% 52% 42% 63%
Incarcerations
18% 4%* 23% 13% 18% 27% 15% 25%
no P\s
N 22 85 40 128 45 62 26 16

*p<s. 05, **p=<.01

Next, we examinede-offending by risk level angrogram type. Among women designated as low risk,
thosewho participated in life skills programs were significantly less likely to recidiate women who
did not participate in life skills program&urther, womernwho were medium risk reffended less often

if they participated in either vocational or educational pragrs. We found no statistically significant
differences in recidivismatesby risk levelfor those who participated isubstance abuse or mental
health/cognitive programming.

Table 411. Any recidivism by program type and risk level

Low risk(N=107)  Medium risk(N=168)  High risk(N=107) Extreme riskkN=36)
No program Program No program Program No progran Program No program Program

Life skill 64% 43%* 67% 69% 79% 77% 83% 92%

Vocationat 48% 53% 70% 40%* 78% 50% 85% 100%

Educationat 50% 44% 72%  44%*  80% 64% 84% 100%

Substance abus ~ 44% 59% 70% 64% 75% 93% 85% 100%

Mental health/ 49% 46% 69% 68% 78% 80% 78% 80%
cognitive

*p<. 05, **p<.01

Needs, program participation ,and recidivism

In this section, we explore the relationship between criminogenic needs, participation in programming
related to those needsand recidivism. We expect that women who participgi@rogrammingrelated

to their criminogenic needwill be less likely to recidivatéhanthosewho do not participate in
programming related to their needsVe display the results ihable 411 below. Recall that the needs
assessment ranges from 0 (no current problém3 (extreme). We first assessegtidivism among
women who participatd in one or moregrogransrelated to a need assessed as 3 (moderate) or higher
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(results are displayed in the first column). We found that, with the exception of incarcerationsyfor an
offense, women who participated in at least one program relateth&ir needs vereless likely to
recidivate. These differences were significant, however, only for incarcerdtioashew offense We
also examined whether the level of need matterae compared recidivism rates among women who
participated in a program related to a need of at least 1 (mild) to those who dicotmn 2) We

found that the rates were simildo those for women whdhada need level of at least 3, but ne of the
differences were statistically significant.

Table4.12. Level of need, program participatipand recidivism

Participated in at least one Participated in at least one
program related to needs (GT3) program related to needs (GT1)

No Yes No Yes
Arrests 61% 54% 60% 59%
Adjudications 28% 21% 29% 25%
Convictions 26% 20% 27% 23%
Incarcerations 38% 46% 39% 39%
Incarcerations, no PVs 17% 7%* 17% 14%
Any subsequent 67% 66% 67% 67%
N 365 61 258 168

*p<.05

Multivariate analyses results: assessingsubsequent offending

Theanalyses above suggdbere area number of characteristics associated with one or more measures
of recidivism. In order to assess which characteristics are most strongly asdaeititéncreased
recidivismwe computedmultiple multivariate logistic regressi@ We estimated ifze models for each
subsequent offending typeLike the analyses of program utilization, we comgw#teseries of nested
models for eactand included thoseariables that were of theoretical import or were associated with
recidivism in the bivariate analyses

Subsequent arrests

Two demographic variables, race and age, were significantly related to subsequent arrests. White
women were much less likely to be-arrested than norwhite women; this relationship held with the
inclusion of each additional set of variablégdlderwomen werelesslikely to bere-arrested; however,
oncevariables related to risk and needs were included inahalysiqModel 4), ttat relationship was

no longer statistically significant. Model 2 introduced criminal history varialilas of these, number
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of prior offenses, was positively and significantly related to subsequent afr&giss relationship was
maintained with the adition of subsequent blocks of variableSriminal justice systesrelated

variables were introduced in Modell&i1t were not statistically significant. Model 4 introduced risk and
needs variables. Womeassessed as medium, hjgir extreme risk were athore likely to be re

arrested than women who were assessed as low risk (the comparison category). However, only women
assessed as extreme risk were significantly more likely toagerested This was no longer significant
onceprogram participation wasitroduced inModel 5. Program participationvas not significantly
related to rearrest whencontrolling for other variablesFurther, the introduction o€riminal justice
systemrelatedvariables, risks and needmdprogram participation did not gnificantly improve the
model, indicating that prior offenses along with demographic variabiere the best predictors of
subsequentarrests

Table4.13. Logistic regression results for subsequent arrests

Subsequent arrests (N=378)

Block Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model 4 Model 5
Demographics White .550** .580** 557* .550* .554*
Married .670 .883 .923 931 .933
Age at intake 972* 973** 971* .984 .984

Criminal history Total prior offenses 1.326***  1.311*** 1.294*** 1.293***
Current drug offense 1.346 1.381 1.438 1.449

Criminal justice Length of incarceration

1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated

Supervised post release 767 .877 .892
Cnmmogemc Total average need score 1.036 1.047
needsand risk
Mediumrisk 1.099 1.110
Highrisk 1.843 1.822
Extremerisk 2.760*  2.651
Program
participation Any program 877
Constant 5.035 1.483 2.256 .982 1.024
-2LL 519.574 472.777** 469.519 462.706 462.477

*p<.05, **pd.01, ***p< .0

*We opted to use total prior offeses as a summary measure of prior offending as it encapsulates all of the other
prior offense types (e.g., prior arrests, prior adjudications, prior incarcerations) and provides a measure of severity
of prior offending.
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Subsequent adjudications and convictions

Next we examined subsequent adjudications and convictitiresresults of the analyses of subsequent
adjudications are displayed in Table 4.14 beldwone of the demographic variablegne statistically
signifiant initially. The addition of the criminal history variableslodel 2significantly improved the
modelfit (}’=20.203, df=2) and both were positive and significantly related to adjudications. That is, the
odds of adjudication increadefor women who lada greater number of priooffenses and fothose

with a current drug offenseWeintroducedcriminal justice systemelatedvariablesn Model 3 one of

these, release type, was statistically significaltomen who wereequired to be supervised by ¢h
Probation/Parole Department after releaseere less likely to be radjudicated. Length of

incarceration, though, was not significant.

There was a margally significant improvement in model fitith the introduction of risk and needs
scoreg(Model 4) Each category of risk was positively related tadgudication though only one was
statistically significant. Women assessed as medium risk were about 3.5 times more likely-to be re
adjudicatedcompared towomen assessed as low risk. Average levetinfinogenic need, however,

was not statistically significanifThe addition of the program variabie Model 5 did not improve the fit

of the model nor was the variable statistically significant. This indi¢h&program participation

overall has nampact on subsequent adjudications, once other variables are accounted for in the model.

We also computed these models with subsenueonviction as the outcome variabl@he results
mirrored thosereportedfor subsequentdjudications with the exceptin oft h e v acurierd dirdge
offense’ Women with a current drug offense were no more likely to beoavicted than women
without a current drug offense. Thable is available idppendixD for interested readers.
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Table4.14. Logistic regressioresults for subsequent adjudications

Block Variable Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5
Demographics White .612 671 .632 .632 .624
Married 1.128 1.477 1.662 1.749 1.753
Age at intake 974 974 .967* .985 .985

Criminal historyTotal pria offenses 1.147%*  1,138**  1.122** 1.125**

Current drug offense 1.797* 1.735* 1.945**  1.936**

Criminal justiceLength of incarceration

1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated

Supervised post release .363*** AQ5*** 397+
Cnmmogem.c Total average need score .852 841
needsandrisk

Medium risk 1.808 1.782

High risk 3.502**  3.536**

Extreme risk 1.887 1.965
Progrgm . Any program 1174
participation

Constant .984 .403 1.118 331 313

-2LL 457.591 437.388*** 421.208** 409.815* 409.496

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Subsequent incarcerations

Finally, we exploredubsequent incarceratiorfer anyreasonas well age-incarcerations for new

offenses only We begin with subsequent incarcerations for any reason; the results are shown in Table
4.15. None of the demographic variablegere statistically significantThe addition of criminal history
variables in Model 2 significant improved the mogétR5.539, df=2)due to the statistically significant
relationship between por offensesand sibsequent incarcerationsThe odds ratidor prior offenses
indicates thatfor every oneunit increase in prior offendinghe odds ofre-incarcerationincreases by

about 1.2 times

Model 3 ad&d criminal justice systemelatedvariables, which signiamtly improvel the model fit.
Women who were supervised were about twice as likely to bacarceratedaswomen who were not
supervised afterelease We aded risk and needs scores Wiodel 4. Contrary to whanight be

expected, women with greater nels were less likely to be {iacarcerated For every onaunit increase

in the needs score, the odds of-iecarceration decreased y683. Risk, however, was not significantly
related to reincarceration.The addition of the pygram participation varidke in the last modetlid not
improve the overall model fit, and the variabteelf was notstatistically significantThis indicates that
program participation does not influence-necarceration once other variables are considered.
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Table4.15. Logistc regression results for subsequent incarcerations

Block Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5
Demographics White .659 .690 .706 721 711
Married 746 921 .854 .869 .862
Age at intake 977 979 .982 991 .990
Criminal history Taal prior offenses 1.198**  1.217** 1.206*** 1.209***
Current drug offense 1.091 1.138 1.219 1.208
Criminal justice Length of incarceration 1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated Supervised post release 2.179* 2.435*** 2 340***
Crlmnogen}c Total average need score .683* .669*
needsandrisk
Medium risk 1.530 1.503
High risk 1.767 1.822
Extreme risk 2.268 2.480
Program
participation Any program 1.332
Constant 1.696 .701 .323 .240 218
-2LL 524.645 499.116*** 489.360** 479.556* 478.386

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Below, we present the results for subsequent incarcerations for new offensesldké/the results for
incarcerations generally,ome of the demographic variablegere statistically significant, and women
with a greater numbeof prior offenses were more likely to be-mecarcerated for a new offenséNhile
there was a positive relationship between a current drug offense afida&rcerationsas seen above,
this variable is statistically significant when tleeimcarceraion isfor a new offense.That is, women
with a drug offense have a significantly greater likelihood of returning to prison for a new offense
compared to women whose most serious offense did not involve drugs.

We found he odds of rancarceration werdowerfor femalessupervised after releaseThis is opposite
from thefindings for reincarcerations for any reason showbove. This suggests that women who are
re-incarceratedare remanded to prison for a violation of parabe probationrather than for a ew

crime.

We addedisk and needs variablés Model 4 thismodelwasa statistically significanimprovement

over Model 3?=13.186, df=4) As we saw above armbntrary to expectations, the odds of-re

incarceration weresignificantlylower for women whose needs were greatddowever, 8 of the risk

variables were positive, indicating greater odds ciirearceration relaire tothoseassessed as low risk

though onlyhigh riskwas statistically significantWe introducedhe program participation variabie

Model 5; thisvariable was not statistically significant nor did the addition of the variable improve overall

modelfit ()(2:.033, df=2p>.09. Like the results for the other measures of recidivism, this indicates that
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participation in one or more programs does not have a significant deterrent effect on returns to prison
for a new crime.

Table4.16. Logistic regression raks for subsequent incarcerations involving new offenses only

Block Variable Model1 Model2 Model3  Model4 Model 5
Demographics White .631 .699 .713 726 729
Married .887 1.184 1.236 1.316 1.317
Age at intake .978 .978 975 .990 .990

Criminal historyTotal prior offenses 1.155**  1,158**  1.156*** 1.155%**
Current drug offense 1.792* 1.664 1.912* 1.916*

Criminal justiceLength of incarceration

1.000 1.001 1.001
systemrelated

Supervised post release 468* 513* 517+
Cnmmogemc Total average need score .583* .586*
needsandrisk

Medium risk 2.297 2.309

High risk 3.551* 3.538*

Extreme risk 1.626 1.595
Progrgm . Any program 941
participation

Constant 452 .168 .263 121 .050

-2LL 343.302 327.120*** 320.730* 307.544* 307.511

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Any subsequent offense

Finally, we assessed whether these characteristics agfdrtequent offensegenerally.Results were
similar to what we found with the other measures of recidivism, with some minor differences. rrirst, i
Model 1, both age and marital status were statistigaignificant: older women and married women
were less likely to reffend. However, these did not remain statistically signifioahenadditional
variables were addedConsistent with the other nesures of recidivisirwe found that the number of
prior offenses significantly increased the odds ebffending For every on@init increase in prior
offenses, the odds of any type of subsequent offense increasedbdyt 1.3 times The introduction of
risk and needs scores in Model 5 was a significant improvement in overall mog&gio05, df4,

p<.05) due to the measures of risks seen in prior models, women with higher risk levels had greater
odds of recidivism. Program participation was siginificantly associated with any subsequent
offenses.
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Table4.17. Logistic regression results for any type of recidivism

Block Variable Model 1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model 5
Demographics White .648 .701 .670 .683 .687
Married 570* 743 .759 799 .800
Age at intake .972* .975*% 973* .989 .990
Criminal history Total gior offenses 1.397** 1.379%* 1.359** 1 .358***
Current drug offense 1.264 1.330 1.403 1.415
Criminal justice Length of incarceration 1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated Supervised post release 1.044 1.301 1.324
Cnmmogemc Total average need score .997 1.008
needsandrisk
Medium risk 1.479 1.495
High risk 2.169*  2.146*
Extreme risk 4.934*%*  4.711*
Program Any program 873
participation y prog '
Constant 6.880 1.806 2.203 .673 .701
-2LL 489.554 437.676* 435.022 425.117* 424.901

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Summary of multivariate models assessing recidivism

In order to better understand which characteristics are associated with which measures of recidivism,
we summarize the results from the final modétsTable 4.18 below. Ovdlademographiwvariables did

not strongly predict recidivisnThe odds ofe-arrestswere significantlylower forwhite women, but

race was not a significant factor for other measures of recidividge and rarital statuswere not
statistically significat in any of the final models.

One of the two measures of criminal history, total prior offensess a consistent and significant

predictor of recidivism regardless of which recidivism measure was analyzed. That is, women who had a
greater number of por offenses were significantly more likely to be involved with the criminal justice
system again. The second measure added in this blaakyrant dug offersewasa significant

predictoronly for adjudications and incegrations for a new offense. Bhinay indicate that women

with a current drug offense were more likely to commit a new crime than women whose most serious
offense did not involve drugs.

The third block of variables added length of incarceration and-peieise supervision statusength of
incarceration was nasignificantlyassociated wittany of therecidivismmeasuresbut supervision post
release was significant predictor of several measures of recidivi3imeodds ofre-adjudication, re
conviction, and rencarceration for a ew crimewere significantlylower for women who were
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supervised.Converselythe odds of reincarcerationfor any type of offensasignificantly increased for
women who were supervisedSince this measure of recidivism includes returns to prison for rimth
crimes as well as parole violations, wepect thifindingis a reflection of returns to prison fqrarole
violdions.

Risks and needs were related to some measures of recidividfenderswith higher average needs
were less likely to be rimcarerated for either a new offense or any offense. hdd immediately clear
why this is the caseRelative tathoseassessed as low risk, womeho were assessed aggh risk were
more significantly mordikely to be readjudicated, reconvicted, and rencarceratel for a new offense
and were more likely to reffend overall. Further, women assessed as extreme risk weignificantly
more likely tore-offend in general

Program participation, the last variable included in each of the models, wasatstistally significant

when measuring any type of recidivisithat is, program participation overall does not appear to be

related to recidivism once other variablage considered.This is a key finding from this study, as we
expected that women who p#cipate in one or more programs would be less likely tofiend. While

not shown here, we also ran the models using total number of programs rather than the dichotomous
program participation/no program participation shown here. We found the sametsesundlicating that

once other variables are accounted for, participating in a greater number of programs does not decrease
the odds of recidivism.
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Table4.18. Logistic regressioresults summary of final models of recidivism

Model Variable Arrests  Adjudications Convictions Incarcerations Incar:geFr):\a/tisons Any
Demographics White .554* .624 .590 711 .729 .687
Married .933 1.753 1.660 .862 1.317 .800
Age at intake .984 .985 .990 .990 .990 .990
- . . -
Criminal history Total prior offenses 12935+ 1125k 1.107% 1209 1 155w 1.358
Current drug offense  1.449 1.936** 379 1.208 1.916* 1.415
Criminal justice Length of 1.000  1.000 1.000 1.000 1.001  1.000
systemrelated incarceration
Supervised post 892 307F 360 2,340 517 1.324
release
Criminogenic  Total average need 4 7 841 781 669+ 586  1.008
needs andisk score
Medium risk 1.110 1.782 1.782 1.503 2.309 1.495
High risk 1.822 3.536* 3.003* 1.822 3.538* 2.146*
Extreme risk 2.651 1.965 1.611 2.480 1595 4.711*
Program Any program 877 1174 1.237 1.332 941 873
participation
Constant 1.024 313 404 .218 .050 .701
-2LL 462.477  409.496 400.117 478.386 307.511 424.901

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001

Program -specific participation and subsequent offending

Besides analyzing recidivism by prognaanticipation overall, we also assessed recidivism by program
type. Only one type of programeducational programmingwas significatly related to recidivism.

We present those findings below (the results for the other progrspecific models are available in
Appendix E)Like the multivariate analyses above, we calculated multiple modédsvever, there are
some differences. Speicidlly, we limitedthe needstype and prograntype to education. In addition

due to the small number of cases for other measuves opted only to examine one type ggcidivism
outcome: any subsequent offending.

While marital status and age were sigeditly related torecidivismin Model 1 (and up to Model 3 for
age) once other variables were included, these differences were no longer statistically significant. As
we saw in the models above, however, prior offending consistently and significaatlictad
subsequent offending. That is, those with a greater number of prior offenses had greater odds of re
offending. In addition, women wheeassessed risk levelashigh or extremewvere significantlynore
likelythan women assessed as low riskre-offend. Importantly, controlling for all other variables in
the model, the odds of reffending were significantly lower for women who participated in educational
programming.
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Table4.19. Logistic regression results: Recidivism by education prograncipatton

Subsequent offenses of any type with education program participation (N=398)

Block Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Demographics  White .648 .701 .670 .686 .708
Married .570* 743 .759 .800 .841
Age at intake .972* .973* 973* .990 .986

Criminal history Total prior offenses 1.397*+* 1.379%+* 1.360*** 1.368**
Current drug offense 1.264 1.330 1.404 1.427

Criminal justice Length of incarceration

1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated
Supervised post release 1.044 1.300 1.318
Cnmmogemc Educatiomeed score 1.019 1.016
needsandrisk
Medium risk 1.480 1.521
High risk 2.181* 2.229*
Extreme risk 4.953** 4.886**
Program . *
participation Any education program A87
Constant 6.880 1.806 2.203 .632 .699
-2LL 489.554 437.676** 435.022 425.117 420.69Z

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001
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Section 5: Discussion

There were two primary purposes for this studihe frst was to explore the factors associated with
prison program utilization among incarcerated women. We were especially intergstduether
program participation was related to criminogenic needs and risk levels and whether this varied by
program type ljfe skills, vocationakducation,substance abse,mental healtticognitive, and
programming of any type)The £condpurposewas to assess whether program participation was
associated with reduced recidivism, utilizing various measures of subsequent offending (arrest,
adjudication, conviction, incarcation for any offensgor incarceration for a new offenselfter
controlling for relevant factors

Program participation

We found that the majority of women participated mison programmingluring their period of
incarceration Most womerparticipatedin justone program but a few participated in up to tenMost
often, womenparticipated in life skills (Recidivism Reduction Program) followed distantgpdopr
more substance abuse programs.

Demographic characteristics

There was some relationship beten demographic variables and program participation. We found that
the odds of white women patrticipatinig programming were higher than foon-white women.

However, this was statistically significant for vocational programg Younger women were

significantly more likely to participate in educational programming. This is consistent with other studies
that find younger inmates participate more often in educational programm@iga(berlain, 2012;
Petersilia1979), though Rose and Rose (2014) founid bnly for male inmatesOtherwise we found

that demographic variables were not strongly related to program participaparticularly once other
variables were taken into account

Criminal history

We did find, though, that prior incarceratidrad aninverse relationship with prison programming both
overall and for life skills programming. That is, the odds of participating in life skills or any type of
programming decreaskf the woman waspreviouslyincarcerated. Although this variable was related

to all types of programming when examined in the bivariate, once other variables were accounted for,
that relationship was no longer significant. This contradicts most prior studies that find thate
significant criminal history is associated witlegter program participation (Belenko and Houser, 2012;
Chamberlain, 2012)lt is possible, though, that women who were incarcerated previously already
participated in prison programs durimior stays and therefore did not participatiuring the stay

reaulting in the 2009 release

Confinement -related variables

Consistent with prior research (Chamberlain, 2012), we found that women who were incarcerated for a

longer period of time were more likely to participate in prison programming. Interestingly, tholhig

was not the case for women who participated in life skills programming, which almost exclusively

consistedof the Recidivism Reduction Program. We expect this may reflect access to programming. For
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most programs, women must have a minimum lengthime left in order to participate Additionally,

many programsequire at least six months of cleprisonconductbeforeinmatesare eligible to

participate in programming The Recidivism Reduction Program, though, requires that women have no
more than one year to serve. Most women completed the program immediately beébease from

prison Consequentlylength of incarceration would not interfere with participation in this program the
way it does with other types of programs.

While we found someelationship between initial classification level and program utilization in the
bivariate, once we analyzed this in multivariate models, we did not find evidencedbaessito
programmingwas limited by classification leverhus while the length of the served played a role in
program utilization, women were not limited by their prison classification leltés important to point

out that in practice, there is little difference in the housing of women based on classification levels | to
lll. Thesavomen are housed together, and the lines between levels are not as distinct as they are for
men. This may account for the lack of significant findings by classification levels.

Prison staff recommendations

Prison staff recommended at least one programrfearly all of the womenWe found that women

with a greater number of program recommendations were more likely téigipate in one or more
programs It is possible that prison staff recommend more programs for inmaigsgreaterneeds.
Indeed, he correlation between recommendations and overall needs was signifitamtighrelatively
small(r=.149) Howeverour overall needs measure excludes an important a@ssessed mental

health needs The literature indicates that incarcerated females pftaiffer from mental health
problems Bloom, 2004; Davis, 2004), so it is likely that the correlation may be higher if mental health
needs were included.

Nonethelesswe found little relationship betweespecificrecommendations angarticipation in

related prograns, with one important exception. The odds of participating in educational programming
were higher wherprison staff recommended.itFurther, we found that prison staff recommended
educational programming for women who had significantly highercational needs However, we did

not find any significant relationship between recommendations padicipation inlife skills,vocational,
substance abus@&r mental healtlicognitive programmingonce other factors were accounted for in the
multivariatemodels

Risk and criminogenic needs

We expectedhat program patrticipation would be related to bottommunityriskleveland

criminogenic needsWe found that the odds of partipating in life skills programming were higher for
those with higher needs itihat area However, we found that very few women had life skills needs and
nearly all women participated in life skills programs, so we are hesitant to assert that thereés a
match between life skills needs and related program participatMe didnot find a relationship
betweenlevel of neecandany other specific program typence we accounted for other factons the
multivariate analysesWedid find, however, that women with greateriminogenic needsverallwere
significantlymore likely toparticipate in at least onprogramwhile incarcerated This suggests that
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there may be some additiveffect: the higher the overall need, the more likely someone is to
participate in programming. However, program utilization may not be strongly tieddoc h  wo ma n
specific needs.

S

Program participation also varied witbmmunityrisk level. Best practiceindicate that, in addition to
mat ching indi vi du éhtprogrammingrehouldtaygetroffenders asseskad,as
mediumto high risk.Both the bivariate and multivariate analyses indicate that women assessed as low
or medium risk are equally likely to participate in programmilMgpreover, we founda few significant
differences between women assessed at greater risk leveldtzeir utiization of programming while
incarcerated.Women assessed as an extreme risk were much less likely to participate in any program
while incarceratedas well as substance abuse and life skills progreatagiveto women assessed as

low risk. Women asse®sd as high risk were less likely to participate in vocational training compared to
women assessed as low riskhese findings suggest that womemho pose a greater risk to the
communityare less likely to participate in certain types of programs (i.&stsunce abuse, life skills,
vocational training) as well as programming overaliile women who are low or medium risk are

equally likely to participate in programéf. best practices were followed, we would expect to see
significant differences betweeihose assessed as low risk compared to medium and high risk; this
occurs only for vocational programming and only for women assessed as high risk.

Summary of findings regarding program utilization

Generally, these results indicate thiie factorsthat influenceprogram utilizatiorvary by program

type. However, hough not always statistically significant, it is notable that prior incarcerations
consistently have a negative relationship with program participationthatilength of incarceration has
apositive relationship with program participatidqexcept life skills) This suggests that a combination of
prior and current prison confinemeifactorsmay be influential in determining program participation
Thesemay reflect practical concerns. For@xple, if a woman participated in programming during a
prior prison stay, she may be less likely to participate again. Further, women who are incarcerated for a
longer period of time have a greater window of opportunity to participate in programmiinigalso
plausible though,that inmates withlimited prior prison experiences are more amenable to treatment
and thereforewill access it at greater ratedndeed, Jackson and Innes (2000) fotlvad inmates with a
less extensive prison histgriewer pracriminal values, andrho were less aggressived a more

positive attitude towards rehabilitationlnmates who ardessaggressive may also be less likely to be
sanctioned while incarcerated and therefore more likely to access and remain in programming.

We also found that staff recommendations and criminogenic needs played a role in program utilization
generally. Specifically, the greater the number of recommendations and the greater the overall
criminogenic need level, the more likely women were totjggrate in some prison program.

Importantly, though, when matching recommendations and needs with program type, we generally did
not find a significant relationshipOne important exception was educational programming. Here we
found that women recommethed for educational programming were significantly more likely to
participate in it.

51



Recidivism

The second purpose of this study was to explore recidivifa.chosdo examinemultiple measures of
recidivism asdifferent outcomes provide a more complet picture of postrelease succesdNe found
that most women did recidivate in some way over the fgear followup period Most frequently they
were re-arrested. While almost 40% were-ircarcerated, just 16% were+nacarcerated for a new
crimeonly, indicating that most returns to prisoimvolved at least on@arole violation. About one
guarter of the women were radjudicated or reconvicted for a felomyevel district court caseThese
alsoprovide a measure afew crimes.

Characteristics associ ated with recidivism

We found that once we accounted for other variables in the multivariate models, demographic variables
had little influence on recidivism. The one exception was that white women were significantly less likely
to be re-arrested than norwhite women. Marital status and age, though significant in bivariate

analyses, were not significant in the multivariate analyses.

We found that criminal history was a consistent predictor of recidivism, regardless of which measure we
used. Women witla more extensive prior offendingistorywere more likely to recidivate. Women

whose current offense was a drug offense were more likely to ksdjedicated and more likely to be
re-incarcerated for a new offense. However, current drug offense was righdisant predictor of

other recidivism measures in the multivariate models

Women who had greater criminogenic needs overall were less likely to return to geibar for any
reason or for a new offense onlyltthere was no difference for any ofdtother recidivism measures.
We found these results in both bivate and multivariate models. It possible that some women with
greater needs are engaged in community treatmenare diverted intoprogransin lieu of prison
However future researchwould be necessary to understamy women with greater needs are less
likely to be reincarcerated

Women’s risk scores wer e r etHeadmmidsion ahewtoffensese meas ur e
adjudications, convictions, and-fecarcerations for newerimes. Specifically, women deemed a high

risk were significantly more likely to recidivate in these ways. Moreover, women who were either high

risk or extreme risk were significantly more likely to engage in any subsequent offending compared to

women asessed as low risk. While not statistically significant, across all measures of recidivism, the

odds of recidivism were greater for women assessed as medium, high, or extreme risk relative to

women assessed as low risk.

Program participation and recidi  vism

Our primary interestor exploring recidivism, thouglvas whether program participation influences
recidivism. In the bivariate analysesje foundre-arrest rates and r@ffending overall vere lower
amongwomen who participated in one or more progng (of any type). That relationship, though, did
not hold in the multivariate modelsThus, participation in one or more programs was not significantly
related to recidivism once other variables were considered.
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Further, in the bivariate models we foutldat as the number of programs women patrticipated in
increased, recidivism decreased for every type of recidivism measure exeiggareeration. While not
displayed in the results, we completed the multivariate analyses using total number of prograes ra
than the dichotomous prograrmarticipation vaiable. We did not find an overall program effect using
this variable.This indicates that once other factors are accounted for, there is no independent effect of
increasedprogramparticipationon recidvism.

We also examined recidivism by participation in particular types of programs. The bivariate analyses
suggested that women who participated in life skills programs, educational programs, or vocational
programs were less likely to be-agrested orto have any subsequent offenseBurther, women who
participated in vocational programs were less likely to badgidicated or reconvicted. However, once
we controlled for other variables in the multivariate models, only participation in educational
programming was associated with reduced recidivigrhisimpliesthat once other factors are

considered participation in most program types is not associated with reduced recidivism. However, it
is important to note that relatively few women participatén vocational programs, so it is possible that
there was not enough statistical power to findignificantdifference.

Policy implications

While we found that participation in one or more programgerallwas not significantly related to any

of the recidivism measuresnd that there was no significant relationship between participation in most
programs and recidivisnthis doesnot indicate that programming is irrelevant. Indeed, we did find that
educational programming was related to decreaseaffending Furthermore, we found fison staff
recommended educational programming to women who had greater educational naedthat

women were more likely to participate in educational programming wiemommeneckd. Investment in
education programs appesito be an important angerhapscosteffective way to reduce recidivism,
particularlyas it may serve to prevemew offenses.

Beyond that, thoughthese findingsllustrate the importance of appropriate prograntilizationand its
impact on recidivismIn fact, natching programming to criminogenic neeaisd promoting appropriate
program utilization may decrease future offending. It is important to point out that educational
programming is mandated for certain individuaBer policy and statute, wométoused at Level Il or
higher who do not have a high school diploma or GED must participate in ABE, though there are some
exemptions M Statute33-11-3). It is likely that the relatively strong relationship we found between
educational needs, recommendans and program utilizatiorsin part due to this statutory

requirement.

We saw different results for women withther criminogenic needsFor example, @arly all of the
womenwere assessed as having some leveulifstance abuseelated need thoughthose who were
recommended for a substance abuse program had significantly higher needs in this area. This did not
translate, however, to program participatiorOnceother variables were considered, staff
recommendations were nad statistically signitiant predictor osubstance abusprogram

participation. Further, women who participated in substance abuse programs were not necessarily
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those who had the most significant substance abuse ne#ds.also found no significant differences in
recidivism bysubstance abuse program patrticipation in the multivariate analysis.inplecation is that

it is crucial to formally and systematically match needs with programs, and strongly encourage women
to participate in programs that address those needs.

Asecodi mportant finding i nvol200grisons@ffmakingnat e’ s r i sk.
recommendations about progranvgould have beerawareof the risk arinmate posedwithin the

facility, butmay nothave beeraware of her risk of recidivismWhile thereg a relationship between

these risks, the correlation is not higlr.016) Best practicemakeclear that programming should be
targeted to offenders who pose a medium to high risk of recidivismséuodldreflect their criminogenic
needs(e.g., Burke, tal., 2010; Serin, 2005)The current analyses suggdsbwever, thatf not

beneficial to women of other risk levels, programming is not likely to be detrimental to their post
release succesOf particular concerns the notionthat offenderswho arelow-risk may be more likely

to recidivate if they participate in programming. We find no support for that thesis here, and indeed, in
every multivariate model we found that women who were higher risk were equally or more likely to
recidivate than women damed lowriskeven after program participation waseasured

However, the bivariate analyses suggest this may vary by program Bggeexample, women who were
low risk seemed to benefit most from participation in life skills programs while women who were
medium risk appeared to benefit most from vocational or educational programming. Future studies
with larger sample sizes could explore this in more depth. Based on these anidlgppsars that
meeting thecriminogenic needs of the womehrough apprgriate programmings more important

than considerations afecidivismrisk level, at least as far asfmison programs are concerned.
Neverthelessuntil future studies with larger sample sizes explore this in more depth and are able to
control for anypostrelease treatment, we would still promote targeting women who are medium to
high risk for most programds-However, NMCBtaff should carefully consider exceptions to this general
guide TheRecidivism Reductigorogram for example, may be more beneiil to women who pose a
low recidivism risk.

Limitations

There are somémitations to this study. First, effective prognaningshould match theisks and
criminogenicneedsof an individual.Bah overallrisk and need scoreghough,are dynamic.We chose

to use the needs assessment that wmth closest to prison admission and mestimplete. The

communityr i sk assessment that we chose was thWeone cl
know that needs andynamic risk elements mahange Even static risk scores can change. For

example, womemay have reedsand/or risksthat staff did not initially identify for any number of

reasons. Thugur analysis assessing the relationsbgiween criminogenic needs, risks, program

participation and recidivism is not perfect.

Importantly, there is not a space on the needs assessment form to indicate mental health lieteds
at the top is “mental health severity code,” but
staff typicdly record a corresponding scoftough there are exceptionsfemale offenders often have
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mental health needsBloom and Covington, 2008; Davis &watchiana, 2004and we know that the
classification committee assesses those needs; however, theses meedhot recorded on the needs
assessment form. This is a limitation biststudy, then, because we were not ablauge this

standardized assessmefarm to determine mental health needs and were unable to assess the degree
to which mental health needsere associated witprogramutilization.

We expect thaprogramming is most effective when the offender is motivated esgponsie to

change. This study does not control for the motivation of the women who participated in programming.
This carinfluences the overalkffectivenessf the programin reducing recidivism Interestingly,

though, prior research on educational programs (Stewurad Smith 2003 found that motivationdid not
predictrecidivism even though those who participated in the prograere more motivated.This

suggests that inmates who are more receptive and motivated to change may be those individuals who
participate in programsDespite this, titure research should include a measure of motivation to
determine whethewomenwho paticipate in prison programming, and particular types of programs,

are more motivated and receptive to change than women who dopaoticipate

Other components of effective programming include dosage, fidelity to the program model, and access

to programs.Dosage can be an important component of success. For instimec€herapeutic
CommunitieTC) model s wi dely wused i n our nation’s prisons
substance abuse treatment programglenko, Houser, and Welsk012. Howeer, the length of

treatment may influence success. In their review of &iter and Kadel@2003)found that

participation in TC fo®-12 mmthsis the optimal time for success. We were unable to systematically

control for dosage in this study due tossing data for program dates.

Programsare expected to be most effective if they damplemented in the way that they are intended.

This is important; one possible reason for the general failure to find program effects on recidivism in this
study could e due to implementation problems. Prior research indicates that at least for some prison
programs in New Mexico, fidelity to the model has belficult to achievgLegislativeFinance

Committee, 2012; Willitset al, 2009. Further, women must be able attend programs consistently.
Lockdowns or disciplinary action may disrupt program patrticipation; we were not able to control for that
here.

Another limitation of this study is thave may not have captured all program participatiofine prison
hard-copy records consistently include documentatiorpobgrams associated with lump sum awaaois
earned credit Records of other programs, such as fhiflsed programanay not beconsistently
recordedin the hardcopy files.It is unknown to what extent thse programsnay impact postelease
success

Whether women complete a program may influence recidivism. We chose to analyze recidivism by
programengagementather than program completion because we were not confident thatcould
accurately determine qfpgram completion It is possible that women who complete programs fare
better than women who do not.
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Ideally,individuals reentering society will have pgsison programming and support to address their
specific needs. We do not have data to indicathether and to what extent the women in this study
received any posincarceration services, which we would expect to play a role in their successful
reintegration. Prior research suggests thsome programsire associated with better recidivism
outcomes when a posprison component is include@élenko, Houser, and Welsk012;Wexler,
Melnick, and Caa2004.

Finally, air purpose was to better understand program participation and the influence of program
participation on the recidivism outcomes amorggrfale inmates only. We chose to focus on females
because of the steady increase in the female prison population. It is unknown, then, to what extent
these same conclusions are relevant to male inmatés. instance, because all women are housed at a
single facility, the differences in classification levels may be less pronounced than forThas, if we
conducted the analyses with male inmates, we may see that classification level does influence program
engagement Further, we included only women whwere released from prison in 2009. Many changes
have occurred within the NMCD since that time. This study, then, should be considered a baseline
against which future analyses can be gaugkedstly, the sample size was too small to assess the
relationshp between participation in particular programs and each of the outcome measures,
particularly for certain types of programs (e.g., vocational). Though we were able to assess recidivism
overall, there may b@anportant differences by types of recidivism,rpeularly new offenses only as
opposed to any offense including parole violations.

Future analyses and conclusions

Future analyseshould include sosequent cohort¢o assess whether changes have occurred over time

as well as allow for a larger sampleesi We were somewhat limited in some of the analylsgsample

size particularly when we examined recidivism by program type. A larger sample size would allow more
statistical power to detect differences in types of recidivism by program tifoether,we opted to

group multiple programs into categories. Some programs within a given category may be more effective
than others. For example, the women in this study who participated in substance abuse could have
accessed TC, RDAP, or some other substangse treatment like AA. However, there were so few
womenin each individual program that we chose to group them together. By doing so, we may have
maskedthe effectiveness o particulamprogram. Future research with larger samples could address

this.

Future research may also includther outcome measuresWe assessed only whether eachiermate
recidivated. We did not include time to recidivism. It is possible that programming has a deterrent
effect in the shoriterm that we do not capture by uginthis longer followup period. Additionally, there
is likely a timeframe during which women are more likely to recidivate that may vary by program
participation type. This information could be used by probation/parole officers to proactively craft
interventions during this highisk period. Additionally, recidivism is not the only measure of-post
incarceration success. Future research should address other factors associatedoséhsful
reintegrationsuchasemployment and abstaining from substaraeuse.
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Despite the limitations of this study, the results have important implications for prison programming for
female inmates within the New Mexico Corrections Departmd®erhaps most striking is that this
research underscores the importance of enagrthat prison programming is matched with the
criminogenic needs of female offenderalso notablds the finding that prison program participation
among women deemed lowisk for recidivism is not likely to be detrimental to them, contrary to some
literature. Instead, women who are both lenigk and who participate in programs may be less likely to
commit new crimes. This should be interpreted cautiously, though, as ivargyby program type
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Appendix A: Comparison of sample and prior/post rele ase cohort
characteristics

Table A.1.Demographicharacteristics

Other release yeal

2009 (20062008;
20102012)
Age
Mean 6.d) 34 (8.6) 34 (8.8)
N 436 2571
Categorical Age
18 to 25 years 17% 17%
26 to 30 years 23% 22%
31 to 35 years 20% 20%
36 to 40 years 16% 16%
41 to 45 years 15% 13%
46 through highest age 10% 12%
N 436 2571
Race
Asian/Pacific Islander <1% <1%
Black 7% 7%
Native American 8% 8%
Hispanic 57% 53%
White 28% 30%
Unknown 0% 1%
N 435 2648
Marital Staus
Divorced 22% 21%
Married/Common Law 21% 21%
Never Married 46% 44%
Separated 8% 7%
Unknown/Missing 1% 4%
Widowed 2% 4%

N 436 2648




Table A2. Current offense and prison staparacteristics

Other release year

2009 (20062008;
20102012)
Most Serious Current Offense
Violent 24% 23%
Property 25% 30%
Drugs 40% 37%
DWI 7% 5%
Other 5% 4%
N 422 2591
Intake Reason
New Admissions 54% 57%
Parole/Probation Violations 33% 31%
Return Admissions 13% 12%
Other <1% <1%
N 435 2646
Sentence Length (in days)
Mean (s.d) 1490 (1259) 1648 (12,788)
N 428 2636
Length of incarceration (in days)
Mean (s.d) 427 (475) 433 (365)
N 436 2587
Court Location
First Dist. Court 4% 4%
Second Dist. Court 25% 28%
Third Dist. Gurt 12% 12%
Fourth Dist. Court 2% 1%
Fifth Dist. Court 17% 15%
Sixth Dist. Court 3% 3%
Seventh Dist. Court 3% 3%
Eighth Dist. Court 1% 1%
Ninth Dist. Court 9% 8%
Tenth Dist. Court <1% 1%
Eleventh Dist. Court 8% 10%
Twelfth Dist. Court 10% 9%
Thiteenth Dist. Court 3% 3%
Magistrate Court <1% <1%
Out-of-State Court <1% 1%
Missing 2% <1%
N 435 2648
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Table A.3.Releaseaelated characteristics

Other release year

2009 (20062008;
20102012)
Release Type
Court Ordered 1% 1%
Discharged 28% 26%
Dual Supervision 4% 3%
Parole/Parole to Center 67% 70%
Probation 1% <1%
N 435 2648
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Appendix B: Rates of program participation, completion

received detailed by program type

Table B.1 Program patrticipation, completion rateand mp sum credit received

,and credit

Participated in

Evidence of

completion of

Received credit

(of those who

Received
credit based

Average credit

program (N=292 program participated) on completion received
Program N % N % N % % Mean (s.d.)
Life skills 255 87.3 248 97.3 246 96.5 99.2 445 (17.2) 62
RecidivismReduction 255  87.3 248 97.3 246  96.5% 99.2 44.5 (17.2) 52
SOAR 2 0.7% 0 0.0 n/a n/a
Parenting 3 1.0% 0 0.0 n/a n/a
Vocational 32 11.0% 32 100.0 18 56.3 56.3 31.67 (7.07) 3®0
Introduction to 21  72% 21 1000 17 810 81.0 30 (0)
computers
CTech 17 5.8% 17 100.0 15 88.2 88.2 30 (0)
Other vocational 3 1.0% 2 66.7 2 66.7 100.0 30 (0)
Education programs 58 19.9% 20 34.5 13 22.4 65.0 87.7 (19.22) 320
Adult Basic Educatic 50 17.1% 19 38.0 12 24.0 63.2 85 (17) 30
College courses 4 1.4% 1 25.0 1 25.0 100% 120 (0)
Other education 5 1.7% 0 0 n/a n/a
Substance abuse 80 27.4% 71 88.8 67 83.8 94.4 59.6 (29.52) 7150
RDAP Phase | 46 15.8% 42 91.3 38 82.6 90.5% 29 (4)7-30
RDAP Phase Il 36 12.3% 35 97.2 35 97.2 100.0 29 (4) 832
RDAP Phase Il 22 7.5% 21 955 21 95.5 100.0 30 (0)
RDAP Phase IV 3 1.0% 3 100.0 2 66.7 66.7 30 (0)
TCU Phase | 25 8.6% 22 88.0 20 80.0 90.9 29 (3) 1530
TCU Phase Il 6 2.1% 5 83.3 5 83.3 100.0 30 (0)
TCU Phase Il 4 1.4% 4 100.0 3 75.0 75.0 30 (0)
TCU Phase IV 3 1.0% 2 66.7 2 66.7 100.0 30 (0)
Other substance 16 55% 11 688 9 563 81.8 30 (0)
abuse programs
M y 47 161% 41 872 40 851 97.6  36.8 (22.00) 3050
health/cognitive
MRT 31 10.6% 27 87.1 27 87.1 100.0 30 (0)
Corrective thinking 12 4.1% 12 100.0 11 91.7 91.7 30 (0)
SEHI CT 5 1.7% 1000 5 1000  100.0 30 (0)
course
Crossings (religious) 6 2.1% 3 50.0 2 33.3 66.7 90 (0) 90
PB&J Dog program 5 1.7% 0 n/a
GriefandLoss 3 1.0% 0 n/a
Other 3 10% 1 333 0 n'a
Physical health 1 <1% 0 n/a n/a
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Appendix C. Results of bivariate analys es of program participation

TableC1. Bivariate summary with program participatioPemographics

. . . . Substance Mental
Any Progran Life skills Vocational Education Abuse health/Cognitive
34.32 34.75** 34.53 31.52* 34.44 35.02
Participated | (8.745) (8.92) (9.221) (9.185) (7.793) (9.284)
N=292 N=255 N=32 N=58 N=80 N=47
Age
. 32.90 32.55 33.81 34.24 33.74
E;‘:tir;‘i’;ate (8.339)  (8.04) (8.595) (8.50) 8823 g 52257,\3':379
N=134 N=171; N=394 N=368 N=346 '
White, 70% 63% 12%* 14% 20% 11%
participated N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118 N=118
Race
Nonwhite, 68% 59% 6% 13% 19% 11%
participated N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308 N=308
Married, 73% 62% 9% 19% 19% 11%
participated N=86 N=86 N=86 N=86 N=86 N=86
Marital status
Not married, 67% 59% 7% 12% 19% 11%
participated N=340 N=340 N=340 N=340 N=340 N=340
*p<s. 05, **p<.01
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TableC2. Bivariate summary with program participatio@riminal justice systefrelated

. . . . Substance Mental
Any Progran Life skills Vocational Education health/
Abuse .
Cognitive
514.69***  480.61** 1040.03*** 782.93*** 745.24*** 1082.38***
Participated| (475.30)  (462.01) (771.481) (614.911) (548.45) (613.141)
N=292 N=251 N=32 N=58 N=80 N=47
SR aney Did not 24313 35501  380.35 37426  356.99  348.98
participate (431.02)  (492.65) (409.161) (427.919) (429.25) (389.47)
N=134 N=172 N=394 N=368 N=346 N=379
4.02%** 3.97*** 3.69 4.2* 4.00 4.06
Participated|  (2.09) (2.04) (2.46) (2.09) (2.23) (2.20)
N=292 N=255 N=32 N=58 N=80 N=47
recommendations Bid ot 2.92 3.24 3.68 3.6 3.60 3.63
participate (2.23) (2.35) (2.18) (2.20 (2.18) (2.19)
N=134 N=171 N=394 N=368 N=346 N=379
**p<. 01, ***ps< .001
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TableC3. Bivariate summary with program participatio@riminal History

Participated in:
Any Program Life skills Vocational Education Substance Mental
Program Program Program Abuse health/
Program  Cognitive
Program
e 68% 59% 8% 14% 19% 11%
. P 7 N=378 N=378 N=378 N=378 N=378 N=378
Prior arrests
(any) No brior arrests | 72% 67% 6% 10% 17% 15%
P N=48 N=48 N=48 N=48 N=48 N=48
Has prior norPV 68% 59% 7% 14% 20% 11%
. arrests N=362 N=362 N=362 N=362 N=362 N=362
Prior nonPV
arrests No prior nonPV | 70% 64% 9% 13% 14% 14%
arrests N=64 N=64 N=64 N=64 N=64 N=64
Has prior 68% 59% 6% 14% 20% 10%
Prior adjudications N=291 N=291 N=291 N=291 N=291 N=291
FENRIEEIONS 7 orrer 70% 62% 10% 13% 17% 14%
adjudcations N=135 N=135 N=135 N=135 N=135 N=135
Has prior 67% 58% 6% 14% 19% 10%
convictions N=275 N=275 N=275 N=275 N=275 N=275
Prior convictions
No prior 71% 64% 11% 14% 18% 13%
convictions N=151 N=151 N=151 N=151 N=151 N=151
Has prior 46%*** 41%*** 3%** 6%0*** 8%0*** 3%0***
Prior incarcerations N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154 N=154
Incarcerations ., orior 82% 71% 10% 18% 25% 16%
incarcerations N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272 N=272
Has priors of any 69% 60% 8% 14% 19% 10%
. type N=395 N=395 N=395 N=395 N=395 N=395
Priors of any
type No priors of any|  68% 65% 7% 10% 19% 19%
type N=31 N=31 N=31 N=31 N=31 N=31

*p<.05, **p<.01l, ***p< .001
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TableC4. Bivariate summary with program participatio@urent Offense

Participated in:

Any Life skills Vocational Education Substance Mental
Program  Program  Program  Program Abuse Health/
Program  Cognitive
Program
Has current violen 71% 64% 6% 14% 21% 10%
offense N=97 N=97 N=97 N=97 N=97 N=97
Current violent
No current violent 68% 59% 8% 13% 18% 11%
offense N=329 N=329 N=329 N=329 N=329 N=329
Has current 58%** 47%** 8% 16% 15% 9%
property offense N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107 N=107
Current
property No current 72% 64% 7% 13% 20% 12%
property offense N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319 N=319
Has current drug 72% 63% 8% 14% 21% 14%
offense N=171 N=171 N=171 N=171 N=171 N=171
Current drug
No current drug 66% 58% 7% 13% 17% 9%
offense N=255 N=255 N=255 N=255 N=255 N=255
Has current DWI 76% 72% 3% 3% 17% 3%
offense N=29 N=29 N=29 N=29 N=29 N=29
Current DWI
No current DWI 68% 59% 8% 14% 19% 12%
offense N=397 N=397 N=397 N=397 N=397 N=397
Has current 73% 68% 9% 9% 14% 14%
“ot her” N=22 N=22 N=22 N=22 N=22 N=22
Current other
No curre 69% 59% 7% 14% 19% 11%
offense N=404 N=404 N=404 N=404 N=404 N=404

*p<.05,

**p<.01
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Appendix D: Logistic regression results for subsequent convictions

TableD.1. Logistic regression relis: subsequent convictionand any program participation

Block Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model 5
Demographics White .613 .622 .599 .600 .590
Married 1.206 1.392 1.589 1.656 1.660
Age at intake .976 .984 975 .990 .990
Crimind history Total prior offenses 1.121* 1.115*  1.104* 1.107**
Current drug offense 313 373 .382 379
Criminal justice Length of incarceration 1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated Supervised post release 349%*  380***  369***
Cnmlnogen_lc Total average need score .796 .781
needsand risk
Mediumrisk 1.820 1.782
Highrisk 2.973** 3.003**
Extremerisk 1.519 1.611
Program
participation Any program 1.237
Constant .824 .395 1.067 437 404
-2LL 439.472 426.152** 409.984*** 400.661 400.117

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001



Appendix E: Logistic regression results for subsequent offending by
program type

Table E.1.Logistic regression results: Recidivisniifieyskillsprogram participation

Model1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Block Variable
Exp(B) Exp(B)  BEx(B) Exp(B) Exp(B)
Demographics White .648 .701 .670 .684 .688
Married .570* 743 .759 .793 .785
Age at intake .972* 973* 973 .990 991
Criminal history Total prior offenses 1.397**  1.379%* 1.357*%* 1.354***
Current dug offense 1.264 1.330 1.390 1.400
Criminal justice Length of incarceration 1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated Supervised post release 1.044 1.307 1.347
Criminogenic  Total average need score 1.082 1.098
needs andisk
Mediumrisk 1.438 1.484
Highrisk 2.194*  2.137*
Extremerisk 5.002*  4.724**
Program . .
participation Any life skills program .833
Constant 6.880*** 1.806 2.203 .624 .661
-2LL 489.55 437.68** 435.02 42476 42427

*p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001



Table E2. Logistic regression results: Recidivism dgationalprogram participation

Model1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Block Variable Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B)
Demographics White .648 .701 .670 .682 .696
Married .570* 743 .759 .798 795
Age at intake .972* 973* .973* .989 .988
Criminal history Total prior offenses 1.397**  1.379** 1.361** 1.361***
Current drug offense 1.264 1.330 1.416 1.418
Criminal justice Length @ incarceration 1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated Supervised post release 1.044 1.294 1.301
Criminogenic  Total average need score .946 .943
needs and risk
Mediumrisk 1.476 1.445
Highrisk 2.162* 2.084
Extremerisk 4.970%* 4.821*
Program .
participation Any vocational program 757
Constant 6.880*** 1.806 2.203 737 .768
-2LL 489.55 437.68***  435.02 424.81* 424.46

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001



Table E3. Logistic regression results: Recidivisnsidystance duseprogram participation

Block Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model 5
Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B)
Demographics White .648 .701 .670 .683 .668
Married .570* 743 .759 .807 .810
Age at intake .972* 973* .973* .989 .990
Qiminal history Total prior offenses 1.397**  1.379** 1.356%* 1,352***
Current drug offense 1.264 1.330 1.395 1.368
Criminal justice Length of incarceration 1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated Supervised post release 1.044 1.281 1.241
Criminogenic  Total average need score 1.040 1.040
needs andrisk
Mediumrisk 1.467 1.496
Highrisk 2.183* 2.294*
Extremerisk 4.901** 5.340**
Program Any substance abuse
SV 1.498
participation program
Corstant 6.880*** 1.806 2.203 .612 .600
-2LL 489.55 437.68** 435.02 42494 423.37

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table E4. Logistic regression results:

Recidivism lental health/cognitive program participation

Block Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model 5
Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B)
Demographics White .616* .651 .621 .635 .630
Married .599* .802 .824 .862 .874
Age at intake 371 973 972* .988 .988
Criminal history Total prior offenses 1.395%*  1.378** 1.363** 1.365***
Current drug offense 1.182 1.227 1.285 1.277
Criminal justice Length of incarceration 1.000 1.000 1.000
systemrelated Supervised post release .926 1.187 1.178
Criminogenic  Total average need score
needs andrisk
Mediumrisk 1.488 1.503
Highrisk 2.225%  2.269*
Extremerisk 4.603** 4.822**
Program Anymental health/
SV " 1.363
participation cognitive program
Constant 7.403*** 1.928 2.560 743 743
-2LL 518.88 464.24** 461.37 450.99 450.40

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Appendix F. Needs Assessment Scoring Form

Fgure F.1.Needs Assessment Scoring Form

Form CD-080102.5
NEW MEXICO CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT
INITIAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT SCORING FORM
Inmate’s Name NMCD #
Last First MI

Classification Officer A t Date / /

Recommendation Initial Custody Level Population Housing Level

Mental Code 0 Code 1 Code 2 Code 3 Code 4 Code 5

Health No Current Problem Minimal Mild Moderate Severe Extreme

Severity

Code

Substance No disruption of | Occasional abuse causing mild | Abuse causing periodic disruption of | Frequent abuse resulting in

Abuse Functioning. No legal | but infrequent disruption of | functioning. May need treatment in | chronic social, economic

Code difficulty functioning. NA, AA or other group counseling. and/or legal problems. May
need TC referral.

Physical No health problems that | Mild disability or illness. Short- | Disability or illness. May need specific | Limited physical capability.

Health limit housing or work | term outpatient treatment may | treatment to acquire ability to perform | Chronic  and/or  acute

Code assignment. enhance ability to work. non-strenuous work. illness. Needs
hospitalization or long-term
treatment.

O ional P ketable skill. Limited skills. Adequate work | No discernable skills. Unable to obtain | Likely to be unemployed.

Skills Trade or profession. record in skilled or semi-skilled | and/or keep job. Needs training. Needs training/sheltered

Code positions. workshop.

Educational Level E Advanced Adult Level D Adult Secondary Level C Advanced | Level B Level A Beginning

Code Secondary Basic Skills Beginning and Literacy/ Pre-Beginning

(Casas Skill Intermediate

Level) Basic Skills

Life Skills P independ: Py basic daily living [ No evident life skills. Can live | Unable to care for self.

Code living skills. Requires no | skills, but could benefit from | independently, but qui some | Requires 24-hour assisted

training or assistance. training. degree of assistance. living program.
Recommended Program Based on Needs | Recommended Parole Planning Recommended Facility Based on Needs and
Assessment Custody Levels

INMATE’S SIGNATURE:

CLASSIFICATION OFFICER:

CLASSIFICATION SUPERVISOR:

DATE: / /
DATE: / /
DATE: / /
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