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PERCEPTIONS OF TEXAS CRIMINAL JUSTICE & CORRECTIONS AGENCIES

Survey Methodology & Analysis

Methodology

In response to the Sunset Advisory Commission’s review of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ),
the Texas Criminal Justice Coalition (TCJC) created a 50-question exploratory survey to capture the input
of incarcerated persons within TDCJ. This survey contained open, closed, and ranked ordered questions.

We distributed the survey in October 2011 viainmate correspondence and received responses over a three-
month period. Each participant was informed that the completion of the survey was strictly voluntary and
was asked to complete a confidentiality agreement. Ultimately, 379 incarcerated individuals (out of the
500 who were asked to participate) provided feedback on issues including: public input and oversight,
unit administration, unit staff, safety and prisoner management, conditions of confinement, physical and
mental health, programs, and reentry and parole. The number of responses collected provided us with a
76% response rate.

Demographics of Surveyed Population

It is important to note that this study was exploratory in nature and can by no means be generalized to the
entire population of incarcerated persons within TDCJ. We recommend a more thorough study to obtain
a more in-depth look into the perceptions of this specific population.

Out of the 379 participants who responded to TCJC’s survey, 93.7% were incarcerated at the time they
completed the survey. 313 respondents (82.6%) have spent time in more than one facility. The information
below is intended to provide more illustrative information about our respondents:

Overview of respondents by race/ethnicity:
64.4% are White
15.3% are Black
14.0% are Hispanic
6.3% Unknown

Overview of respondents by unit type:
74.7% are housed in a Prison
8.7% are housed in a State Jail
8.4% are housed in a Transfer Facility
4.2% are housed in a Treatment Facility
2.9% are housed in a Private Prison
1.1% Unknown

Overview of respondents by offense type:?
47.7% committed an Index Crime
29.0% committed an Non-Index Crime
16.7% Offense Unknown
16.6% committed more than one offense
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Additional facts about respondents:
79.9% were employed prior to incarceration
58% have a reentry plan
53% have a substance abuse/addiction issue
38.8% have been diagnosed with a mental illness
32.3% have received treatment for a substance abuse/addiction problem
24.8% are currently enrolled in school
23% were enrolled in school prior to incarceration
17.2% are currently taking medication for their mental illness

Note About Supplemental Survey: In conjunction with this survey, TCJC conducted a supplemental
study to capture the input of loved ones (friends and families) of incarcerated individuals (findings and
recommendations begin on page 19). This survey was similar in structure to the survey of incarcerated
individuals, with the exception of specific demographics (e.g., unit type, education and employment
history, reentry plan, etc.), which were collected solely for incarcerated individuals.

Out of the 68 loved ones who responded to TCJC’s survey, 21 (30.9%) are related to incarcerated individuals
in more than one way (friend, family member, service provider, etc.), 18 (26.5%) identified themselves as
a family member other than a parent or a child, 13 (19.1%) are a parent/guardian of an incarcerated
individual, and 9 (13.2%) identified themselves as a friend of an incarcerated individual. The 7 remaining
respondents identified themselves as either a child of an incarcerated individual, a staff member within
TDC]J, or a service provider.

Definitions

In addition to a series of open- and closed-ended questions, participants of both the inmate survey and
the supplemental survey were asked to rank order several sub-categories based on their perceived level of
importance. These questions were used to identify the issues that individuals find to be most important
and most deserving of the Sunset Commission’s review. Participants were given the option of ranking
issues on a continuum from low importance to high importance. (Note: A full breakdown of all participants’
ranked responses is included in Appendices A and B.)

The findings in this report have been generalized to TDCJ; however, it is important to note that participants
were asked to identify if they were responding to TDCJ as a whole or a particular agency, including:

The Community Justice Assistance Division (CJAD)

The Board of Pardons and Parole (BPP)

Windham School District (WSD)

Correctional Managed Health Care Committee

Any findings applicable to the agencies listed above have been identified as a response specific to that
agency; all other findings have been generalized to TDCJ or “criminal justice and corrections agencies” in
the State of Texas.

The perspective of these survey respondents is critical to TCIC’s ongoing work to improve criminal justice
practices, to the benefit of incarcerated individuals, friends and families, and correctional facility staff.
Findings will be used to support our policy recommendations, with recognition that this feedback is not
reflective of the entire population of incarcerated individuals within TDCJ, nor of their loved ones.
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Key Findings

A. Public Oversight and Input
Many incarcerated individuals would like more independent oversight and increased
efficiency in answering the public’s questions.

91% of incarcerated individuals identified the need for an independent corrections ombudsman as
a highly important issue.

75% of respondents think TDCJ’s efficiency in responding to questions, from incarcerated individuals
and the public in general, is moderately or highly important.

B. Unit Administration
A majority of incarcerated individuals believe there should be changes made to the
inmate transfer process, and/or the inmate grievance process.

85% of incarcerated individuals indicated that transfer needs based on special considerations — such
as family, health, and access to educational opportunities — are an issue of high importance.

72% indicated that the clarity of the grievance process is an issue of high importance; however, 73%
think that the accessibility of the grievance process is of low importance.

C. Unit Staff

Many incarcerated individuals identified issues with staff abuse and staff training,
though most are satisfied with the level of protection that staff provides, and with the
guantity of staff.

74% of incarcerated individuals reported that poor treatment or abuse by staff is an issue of
moderate or high importance.

61% indicated that staff training is an issue of moderate or high importance.

70% think that lack of staff protection is of mild or low importance. Similarly, 63% think issues of
protection in general are of mild or low importance.

65% think that the quantity of staff is of mild or low importance.

D. Safety and Prisoner Management

Many issues related to safety for incarcerated individuals are of high importance,
including racism, Security Threat Group identification and/or misidentification, and
use of administrative segregation.

73% of incarcerated individuals reported that racism within TDCJ is a moderately to highly important
issue.

69% believe that identification and/or misidentification of Security Threat Group (STG) members is
a highly important issue. Furthermore, 68% claimed that danger associated with STGs is an issue of
low importance.
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62% think that inconsistencies in discipline administration and criteria for discipline are a highly
important issue.

64% indicated that criteria for administrative segregation designation are a highly important
issue; however, 63% think the length of administrative segregation designations is an issue of low
importance.

70% claimed that drug use in prison is of mild to low importance.

E. Conditions of Confinement
Many incarcerated individuals are concerned with unit temperature and the nutritional
value and quality of meals; however, the variety of food is not an issue.

74% of incarcerated individuals claimed that access to heat and/or air conditioning is a moderately
to highly important issue.

67% think that the nutritional value and quality of food is a moderately or highly important issue.
However, 67% think the availability of alternative meals is of mild or low importance.

F. Physical and Mental Health

Physical and mental health care is an area of concern for incarcerated individuals.

80% of incarcerated individuals indicated that the quality of health care in prisons is of moderate to
high importance. However, 62% believe the type and frequency of doctors’ visits to be of mild or
low importance.

66% think that issues related to post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) are a moderately or highly
important issue for incarcerated veterans.

G. Programs

In general, the quality of and time allotment for programming within TDCJ is an
important issue for incarcerated individuals, with the exception of volunteer-based
programming.

65% of incarcerated individuals indicated access to vocational training and educational programming
is @ moderately or highly important issue. Similarly, 60% think that diversity of vocational training
and educational programs is a moderately or highly important issue.

70% think that the emphasis on or importance of volunteers for vocational training and educational
programs is of mild or low importance. Similarly, 64% think that the emphasis on or importance of

volunteers for rehabilitation and treatment programs is of mild or low importance.

H. Reentry and Parole
Many incarcerated individuals see a need for improvements to the Board of Pardons
and Paroles (BPP), but see revocations as an area that does not need to be changed.

74% of incarcerated individuals indicated that BPP approval and denial rates are of moderate to high
importance.

61% indicated that parole conditions are an issue of moderate or high importance.

62% think that revocation rates are an issue of mild or low importance.
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Recommendations for Texas Criminal Justice
and Corrections Agencies

A. Public Oversight and Input

1. Texas policy-makers should institute an independent Criminal Justice
Ombudsman Office.

Our survey findings indicate that a large majority of incarcerated individuals and their loved ones
believe TDCJ should institute an independent ombudsman.

Currently, the general public has access to TDCJ’s Ombudsman Program, an entity that “provides a
single point of contact for elected officials and members of the general public who have inquiries
regarding the agency, offenders, or staff. When necessary, the investigations shall be coordinated
through appropriate TDCJ officials. The TDCJ Ombudsman Offices strive to provide timely responses
to the public.”? While this may be an appropriate outlet for the public to obtain information about
TDC]J, several issues with the Ombudsman Program currently exist.

The TDCJ Ombudsman Program uses its quantity of responses to inquiries and the amount of time
it takes program officers to respond to such inquiries as its outcome performance measure.? In
contrast, a quality assurance approach would measure a program’s success in terms of the number of
issues resolved, and in what way. Based on available quantitative data alone, the TDCJ Ombudsman
Program is not effective in resolving issues that affect Texas prisoners; between 2010 and 2011, the
Program experienced a 12% increase in inquiries.*

There is a conflict of interest when individuals who “Internal investigation][s] [are]

are appointed by an agency are responsible for Wh0||y biased and ineffective

9versee|ngthat a.gen_cy. O'.che.r sta.tes.have developed including [the] ombudsman!”
independent legislative criminal justice ombudsman
Survey respondent

offices that measure quality over quantity. Below
are some examples:

The Alaska Office of the Ombudsman® can be used to file complaints against any state
employee, including correctional officers, wardens, administrative staff, etc., at the Alaska
Department of Corrections. According to the Office’s website, the agency “is a non-partisan,
neutral, fact-finding agency and takes no sides in disputes. Our job is to determine whether
state government actions are fair and reasonable.”

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation Office® of the Ombudsman offers
an impartial, confidential avenue to address complaints and resolve issues. One of the major
goals of the Office is to provide accountability, fairness, and constructive problem-solving.

The State of lowa Citizens’ Aide/Ombudsman’ accepts both jail and prison inquiries. In 2011,
15% of prison complaints were substantiated.
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Michigan’s Legislative Corrections Ombudsman® investigates Michigan Department of
Corrections (MDOC) actions that are allegedly contrary to law or against MDOC policy. The
Office prioritizes a resolution of issues at the unit or agency level, while providing last resort
assistance in objectively overseeing MDOC. The Office makes recommendations for policy
and legislative changes as necessary.

Each of the Offices described above is an independent entity that serves as a check and balance
over its state’s respective criminal justice department. In addition, each welcomes inquiries from
currently incarcerated individuals, separate from existing in-prison grievance systems. These states
recognize that it is possible for an offender grievance system to be biased and unfair. Texas policy-
makers should demonstrate a commitment to democratically-run state agencies by implementing
an independent Ombudsman Office to objectively review complaints against TDCJ staff.

2. TDCJ should strengthen its responsiveness to and transparency with the general
public, including incarcerated individuals.

Our survey findings show that incarcerated individuals and their loved ones are concerned with
TDCJ’s responsiveness. Currently, TDCJ has no system of accountability related to responding to
inquiries made by prisoners or members of the general public. TDCJ should produce quarterly
reports, recording the types of inquiries it receives and the time it takes to respond to them.

TDCJ should also take steps to proactively reduce the amount of inquiries it receives. Since TDCJ
is a public entity, the agency should post Administrative Directives online. Transparent and simple
access to information would cut down on the amount of inquiries received.

Similarly, TDCJ could use resources more efficiently and effectively by centralizing all documents that
have been requested via an Open Records Request. TDCJ should use the Department of Homeland
Security Immigration and Customs Enforcement Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Library as an
example.® The FOIA Library compiles all FOIA-requested documents in a single webpage. This
model supports transparency and avoids duplicating Open Records Request responses.

B. Unit Administration

1. TDCJ should loosen requirements for hardship transfers, and implement a creative,
strategic approach to transfers as part of a positive reinforcement-based prisoner
management strategy.

Our survey findings indicate that hardship transfers are a

“[I was] denied hardship highly important issue for incarcerated individuals. Inmates
transfer in 2010 [even may seek a hardship transfer for several reasons, including
though a] doctor emailed the desire to be closer to loved ones, or for health reasons.
that [my] son was having TDCJ’s State Classification Committee (SCC), the body that

oversees transfers and security designations, receives

problems in school
120,000 transfer requests each month.*

because he couldn’t see

his dad.” Survey respondent According to the SCC an incarcerated individual will only be
granted a hardship transfer on the grounds that a family
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member is ill if the family member provides a doctor’s note indicating an inability to travel long
distances due to a medical condition.!* However, this criteria excludes many issues that should be
considered as having proved a case for a hardship transfer. A family member may be well enough
to travel but would have to do so uncomfortably; or a loved one may not be able to afford travel
costs and time taken off work; or a close friend (non-biological family) may not meet the transfer
requirement, despite the strength of the relationship between the incarcerated individual and the
loved one. Because so many legitimate situations exclude individuals from receiving a hardship
transfer, the SCC should lower the requirements for medical transfers, even if it is only possible to
transfer individuals closer to their families for a short amount of time.

As noted, many incarcerated individuals and their loved ones may request a transfer simply to be
closer to family. In 2010, 54% of the individuals who arrived at TDCJ were from one of the 10 largest
counties in Texas; 12 however, urban areas have very few facilities. Such transfer requests are valid.
TDCJ should consider changing its transfer policy so that the agency and incarcerated individuals
can mutually benefit. While it is not possible to house 54% of incarcerated individuals in urban
areas, placing an emphasis on family reconciliation will benefit TDCJ, incarcerated persons, friends,
and families alike. Indeed, studies show that familial involvement in an incarcerated person’s life
is an excellent strategy for reducing in-prison violence and negative behaviors.’* Increased access
to visits with loved ones provides incarcerated individuals something to look forward to, helps
individuals overcome negative feelings, and curbs violent or inappropriate behaviors,* all of which
assists in the eventual reentry process.

Because it is difficult for many family members to travel to rural prisons, TDCJ should also
prioritize the development of a transfer strategy that will allow incarcerated individuals increased
opportunity to receive visits. For example, TDCJ could create a positive reinforcement system in
which individuals who do not receive major disciplinary infractions for a specified amount of time
will receive a temporary hardship transfer to the urban county prison of their choice, allowing them
the opportunity to receive more visits from their loved ones.

2. TDCJ should strengthen the clarity of the grievance process by creating easily
understandable instructions and providing assistance.

Our survey findings indicate that many incarcerated individuals and their loved ones are unsatisfied
with the Offender Grievance Program, with lack of clarity being the issue of most concern. In FY
2010, only 25% of all Step 1 grievances were appealed to Step 2;*° given TCJC’s survey findings, it
is likely that lack of process clarity discourages many incarcerated individuals from appealing their
complaint to Step 2.

Our survey findings are of particular concern,

since the Offender Grievahce. I'Drogram is the “\When we are filing a grievance,
only n?e'ans' mcarcerated' |nd|V|d.ua!s have”to the unit Warden is always stating
report injustice and settle issues within a facility. . .. . , ..
Additionally, if prisoners do not understand the In_SUﬁICIent EVId_ence! Thisis a
grievance process, they are more likely to resort mistreatment of inmates and a
to lawsuits or reach out to the media or outside violation of constitutional rights.”

advocates. TDCJ should therefore develop Survey respondent
easily understandable instructions for following
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grievance procedures, and it should provide additional support in filling out grievance forms and
following through with the process.

Further, TDCJ should take care to clarify grievance decisions. If a grievance is denied at Step 1, the

response should specifically indicate why. Unit Wardens should discourage one-line responses from

grievance officers, and instead encourage a more detailed comment outlining how a decision was

reached. By providing more thorough feedback, TDCJ

will be able to cut down on the amount of arbitrary e . . .
) : This process is a diversion

grievances or follow-up grievances. Further, such an .

approach would lessen the likelihood of unjustified with no real qttempt to

appeals to Step 2. In addition, providing a written address real issues.”

response regardless of the outcome would align Survey respondent

TDCJ with the grievance standards developed by the

American Bar Association.'®

Separately, TDCJ should have independent grievance review boards. Currently, grievance boards
are comprised of TDCJ correctional officers who have been promoted to the Grievance Officer
position. This creates a clear and inherent conflict of interest. TDCJ should either implement
an impartial entity tasked with addressing grievances, or offer more independence on grievance
boards as presently structured. In the case of the latter, the Governor should appoint a board that
includes at least one member who has never been a TDCJ employee. The board should review more
serious grievances, such as those relating to staff abuse. Additionally, board members’ credentials,
expertise, and decision patterns should be made public. Having at least one independent board
member would allow for more objectivity throughout the grievance decision-making process.

C. Unit Staff

1. TDCJ should more effectively utilize the Offender Grievance Program to identify
patterns of abuse, while ensuring confidentiality for inmates who file a complaint.

Our survey findings indicate that staff abuse is an important issue for incarcerated individuals
and their loved ones. As noted above, there is little faith and clarity in the Offender Grievance
Program. Part of the problem is that there is no confidentiality for incarcerated individuals who
raise abuse allegations against staff. The result is sometimes retaliation and, at the very least,
failure to resolve the issue.

TDCJ should ensure confidentiality for prisoners who file grievances. The agency should commit

to a “zero tolerance” policy for failure to protect prisoners from retaliation when they use the

grievance system; specifically, it should institute severe

“[l have experienced] consequences for staff members who engage in retaliation,

and encourage other staff members to report misconduct.

e rape . beatings, tSinjilarI\./, TDCJ should utilize grievances as an opport.unity

L. - o identify patterns among staff members and on particular

[and] retaliation agamSt units. If, for example, many incarcerated individuals are

[those] who report abuse by grieving about a specific correctional officer, grievance

guards.” Survey respondent review boards should question whether that officer is
effectively doing his or her job.

indifference of staff to
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Lastly, TCJC’s survey respondents indicated that many correctional officers will actively engage in
verbal abuse, or turn a blind eye to prisoner-on-prisoner violence. TDCJ should therefore include
verbal and emotional abuse, neglect, and failure to intervene when witnessing violence between
incarcerated individuals under the definition of staff abuse.

2. TDCJ should increase the level and diversity of training for correctional officers.

Many of the comments on TCIC’s surveys indicated that staff need additional training. This
compliments TCJC’s Correctional Officer Survey Findings Report.l” The Correctional Officers Report
also indicated that many officers would like to receive additional training, specifically in areas related
to rehabilitation. TDCJ should conduct a broader survey of correctional officers to identify all issue
areas that are not covered in current trainings and incorporate findings into trainings for all staff.

Additionally, while TDCJ correctional staff receives specialized trainings, most involve reactive
techniques rather than prevention methods. In 2008-2009, for example, 16 trainings were provided
to 3,700 staff members by TDCJ’s Correctional Training and Staff Development Department; they
focused on defensive techniques, including firearm qualifications, and munitions training.’® In

addition to defensive training, corrections staff should

“There is a lack of supervision be provided ample opportunity to learn evidence-based
of correctional officers. lack violence-prevention techniques, such as identification

. .. and handling of vulnerable inmates, suicide prevention,
of meaningful training, and a

ek 6 f . l in th and strategies to reduce the risk of assaults.’ Further,
ack or proiessionalism In the restorative justice, conflict resolution, and mediation

d|SCharge of their duties.” techniques have been proven to substantially change
Survey respondent patterns of criminogenic and violent behavior, and de-
escalate conflicts.?°

TDCJ should provide trainings on violence prevention and conflict de-escalation techniques to all
staff, to support a safer environment for incarcerated individuals and help curb staff abuse.

D. Safety and Prisoner Management

1. Policy-makers should develop a protocol for addressing identified racism within TDCJ.

One of the most disturbing findings from TCIC’s survey is that many incarcerated individuals feel
that TDCIJ facilities have a racist environment. Notably, this finding compliments TCJC’s Correctional
Officer Survey Findings Report; many officers agree that TDCJ facilities have a racist environment.?
This could have detrimental, potentially legal, consequences for the agency. While further study
is needed to identify where most incarcerated individuals come into contact with racism, the issue
must be addressed as swiftly and thoroughly as possible.

Additionally, the serious nature of this finding raises questions “Racism is

about sexism‘ and other forms of discriminatio.n within perpetuated by

TDCJ, something that v.vas beyonc? the scope of this survey. policies in practice."
TDCJ should consult with an unbiased team of researchers

to conduct a broad, anonymous survey of incarcerated Survey respondent
individuals to identify the nature of racism and other forms
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of discrimination within its facilities. Based on these findings, and after conducting an extensive
literature review, TDCJ should develop an evidence-based protocol for dealing with identified
discrimination.

2. TDCJ should reduce the number of people who are classified as members
of a Security Threat Group, thereby reducing the administrative segregation
population.

Our survey findings indicate that there are problems with Security Threat Group (STG, or gang)
designations, and thatincarcerated individuals do not feel their safety is threatened by STG members.
TDCJ should revisit its current STG protocols to ensure individuals are not mistakenly or arbitrarily
classified as STG members, and thus unnecessarily assigned to administrative segregation.

According to a recent study, 75% of individuals incarcerated in segregation in Texas are there
because of alleged membership in a STG.%? Yet one-third of individuals currently in administrative
segregation were originally incarcerated for nonviolent offenses.?

Keeping inmates in isolation simply because of their STG designation may have made sense in the
1980s and 1990s: weapons were more available to inmates, the officer-to-inmate ratio was much
lower, unit security was more lax, prison gangs were at war, gangs in general were more prevalent,
and prison crimes were rarely prosecuted.?* Today, TDCJ and other system stakeholders must
reevaluate this outdated policy.

Inmates in administrative segregation spend all but one hour
“Ad seg is barbaric! STG per day confined in a small cell with little or no human contact,
members confined in ad denied participation in rehabilitation, education, and religious
programming, and deprived of contact visits with other
educational, vocational individuals—an emqtignallyand psychoilogi'callycostly penalty.?

But overuse of administrative segregation is costly to taxpayers
trade, substance abuse as well. The cost of incarcerating just 5,000 individuals merely
programs, TV or telephone for being members of an STG is $150 million.?® Housing those
calls.” survey respondent same individuals in the general population for one year would

save the State of Texas $60 million.

Seg have no access to

In addition to reexamining STG protocols, TDCJ should undergo a thorough review of other states’
administrative segregation classification procedures, especially those of Mississippi,?” and assess
all individuals in administrative segregation for likelihood of violence. The end goal should be a
safe reduction in the use of isolation and the integration of individuals currently in administrative
segregation with the general population.

3. TDCJ should reduce its overall administrative segregation population.

Our survey findings indicate that TDCJ is overusing administrative segregation. In 2011, TDCIJ
housed 8,784 prisoners — over 5% of its total prison and state jail population — in administrative
segregation.?® This is compared to a national average of 1-2% of individuals in correctional
administrative segregation.?
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Despite the overwhelming evidence in favor of a

positive-reinforcement approach to behavior change,* “Ad seg stays at capacity
TDCJ is currently using administrative segregation as level and peop|e stay there
a component of a punitive model. Research shows for decades. This is the

that solitary confinement causes physical, mental,
and emotional damage,? and yields higher recidivism
rates.®> What’s worse, in 2011, TDCJ identified 2,060 Survey respondent

individuals in administrative segregation (nearly 25%)

who had a mental health or mental retardation diagnosis.>®* TDCJ should shift its punitive approach
and only utilize short-term administrative segregation under extreme circumstances.

most impossible issue.”

For those individuals who do warrant administrative segregation, TDCJ should, at a minimum,
allow them to participate in programming, per the recommendations of both the American Bar
Association3* and the American Correctional Association.® Likewise, individuals in administrative
segregation should be allowed to engage in visits with their loved ones; this is helpful to the
rehabilitative process, can contribute to positive behavioral changes and effective prisoner
management, and encourages pro-social skills that will benefit inmates after release.3®

Finally, TDCJ should never hold an incarcerated individual in administrative segregation during the
final 12 months of his or her sentence. In 2010 alone, Texas released 1,314 individuals directly
from administrative segregation to the streets,*” without having provided them any reintegration or
rehabilitative programming, which may endanger public safety in both the short and long term, and
further exacerbate the negative effects of solitary confinement. In fact, of those released in 2007
directly to the community, 33% re-offended and returned to prison within three years.*®

Ultimately, the use of administrative segregation should be limited and used as a last resort option
to house prisoners who pose a serious threat to others, as it was originally intended.

E. Conditions of Confinement

1. TDCJ should comply with national heating and cooling standards.

Our survey findings in regard to facility temperatures raise concern. Again, they are similar to
the findings from TCJC’s Correctional Officer Survey Findings Report; a large majority of officers
commented that access to heat and air conditioning is a problem in TDCJ units.*® A recent report
indicated that 93 of TDCJ’s prisons do not have air conditioning; this is especially problematic as unit
temperatures can reach up to 108 degrees Fahrenheit.®® Similarly, many of the comments in the
survey responses indicated temperatures get extremely cold in the winter.

According to the American Bar Association®! and the American
Correctional Association,*? temperatures should be adjusted
appropriately according to the season. The American Society
of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers
- recommends a dwelling not exceed 84 degrees Fahrenheit.*®
[IS] In danger'” As a southern state, it is imperative that correctional facilities
Survey respondent are safeguarded from potential illnesses associated with over-
exposure to extreme weather conditions and dehydration.

“l lost 43 pounds in 2
months due to dehydration
and high temps. My health
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2. TDCJ should publicly post and distribute the findings of its 2011 nutritional review, in
compliance with national standards.

Our survey findings indicate that many incarcerated
individuals and their loved ones are concerned with “[The] food budget has
the nutritional content of the food in TDCJ units. This been cut several times
is likely a result of recent cuts to the prisoner meal .
in recent years. [The
line item in TDCJ’s budget. Since 2009, TDCJ’s food .y . . [ ]
overall diet is inadequate

budget has decreased by 15%, while food prices . . .
nationally have risen.** Though TCIC does not have to maintain health in terms

enough information to conclude whether budget cuts of da”y vitamin and food
have impacted food nutrition, it is possible that many needs.” Survey respondent
incarcerated individuals are feeling the effects of

the cuts. TDCJ should prioritize basic needs, such as

healthy and nutritional food, for the individuals in its facilities when making decisions about where
to trim the budget. Similarly, legislators should refuse to approve a budget that will cut basic needs.

Additionally, in accordance with national American Correctional Association®® standards, correctional
facilities should have prisoner meal plans reviewed annually by a licensed nutritionist or dietitian.
TDCJ follows through with this requirement each year. However, as TCIC’s survey findings indicate,
many incarcerated individuals and their loved ones believe their food is lacking in nutritional value.
To shed light on this grievance, TDCJ should make the findings of its 2011 nutritional review public,
and distribute copies to all facility libraries annually upon completion of future reviews.

F. Physical and Mental Health

1. TDCJ health care providers should improve the quality of medical care for
incarcerated individuals.

Our survey findings indicate that many incarcerated individuals and their loved ones would like to
see prisoner health care improved. TCJC defers to the Texas Civil Rights Project (TCRP), who has
been studying TDCJ’s health care providers for years, on this issue. In The Project’s “TCRP Letter to
Texas Sunset Advisory Commission about Prison Health Care Crisis,” the organization describes a
state of health care that is reaching unconstitutional conditions.*® TCRP recommends the following:

Releasing Texas’ most medically expensive, and least

- : : criminally dangerous, inmates.
“Policies refusing medical

treatment and medication Appropriating dramatically more money for inmate
due to costs allow for serious health care in the next legislative session.

medical conditions to Reducing the prison population — either through
progress to life-threatening increased use of parole generally, by reducing prison
situations that could [have sentences for nonviolent crimes, or both.

been] prevented' Policy-makers and TDCJ Administrators should follow TCRP’s

Survey respondent recommendations to improve the quality of health care for
incarcerated individuals, and bring down its associated costs.
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2. Policy-makers should repeal the $100 medical service fee for incarcerated
individuals.

Beginning in September 2011, individuals incarcerated in TDCJ facilities have been charged a $100
annual medical service fee for seeking medical attention.*” Responses to TCIC’s survey indicated
that many incarcerated individuals and their loved ones believe the fee is producing undesirable
results and is unfair.

Incarcerated individuals should not be asked to
pay a medical service fee because, in practice, the
policy discourages individuals from seeking needed
medical attention. While the purpose of the fee is
to curb the high cost of providing medical care to

“The new $100 surcharge
discourages inmates from
seeking medical aid for

potentially serious and/ the 155,940* individuals incarcerated within TDCJ
or infectious maladies. This facilities, the fee is likely to produce the opposite
will lead to a higher rate of effect. Individuals who do not seek medical care
infection, Complication, and in the early stages of sickness are likely to get
even death.” Survey respondent worse, which will be significantly more expensive

in the long term, especially if individuals have a
contagious illness.

Additionally, incarcerated individuals in Texas provide free labor to the state of Texas, from the day-
to-day domestic work within the prisons (laundry, cooking, cleaning, etc.), to production of goods
(tables, chairs, mattresses, etc.) for Texas Correctional Industries. Unlike other corrections systems
in the country,* Texas inmates are not paid for this labor. This means any service fee TDCJ charges
incarcerated individuals will not come directly from the individuals but from their loved ones. It
is unfair and against Texas’ values of individual responsibility to punish multiple people for one
individual’s mistake. Friends and family members of incarcerated individuals should not have to
bear the cost of medical care while their loved one is incapable of working for a wage.

Ultimately, TDCJ’s $100 medical service fee is counterintuitive, is likely to increase medical costs
in the long run, and extends punishment beyond prison walls. Policy-makers who are serious
about reducing corrections costs should immediately repeal the fee and instead seek common
sense solutions for trimming TDCJ’s budget, including more effectively using diversions, community
supervision, and parole-based strategies.

3. TDCJ should improve mental health treatment for veterans suffering from post-
traumatic stress disorder.

Our survey findings indicate that incarcerated veterans are not receiving adequate treatment for
post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). In general, incarcerated veterans have an estimated PTSD
rate of 39%, compared to a rate of 7.8% among the general population.*® Because PTSD is linked
with anger, hostility, and aggressive acts,* policy-makers should encourage prison administrators to
offer PTSD counseling and therapy inside the correctional setting. This not only will help veterans
deal with their own traumatic experiences, but it may also mitigate aggressive and potentially
violent behavior inside prison walls, thereby increasing safety for guards and prisoners alike.
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In addition to PTSD, incarcerated veterans are more likely to have a history of alcohol dependence,
and are more likely to be suffering from some degree of mental illness, than their non-veteran
counterparts.>? It is imperative that policy-makers and TDCJ administrators devote more attention
to intake-level assessments and treatment particularized to veterans’ needs in these areas.

Correctional facility staff should also take all steps necessary to provide overdose- and suicide-
prevention educational materials to incarcerated veterans. Sources vary, but recent VA figures
indicate that an estimated 18 veterans commit suicide each day in the United States®® — one suicide
every 80 minutes.>* Those suffering from PTSD and co-occurring disorders are at especially high risk
of suicide and lethal overdose, including after they are released from incarceration.> Prison staff,
in partnership with the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA), should make available comprehensive
educational materials regarding overdose and suicide prevention prior to release. TDCJ should also
train correctional officers to notice the symptoms of PTSD and the signs that a suicide attempt may
occur.

G. Programs

1. Policy-makers should improve access to vocational and educational training by
ensuring budget funds for the Windham School District are allocated more heavily
towards qualified instructional staff.

Our survey findings indicate that incarcerated individuals would like increased access to vocational
and educational training. This issue has likely been exacerbated by recent cuts to the Windham
School District (WSD), the in-prison entity that provides educational and vocational programming to
eligible inmates. Budget cuts totaled $17.8 million, or 27% of WSD’s entire per-year budget for 2011-
2012. (Note: This does not include the cuts to WSD’s continuing education budget, which provides
funds for college programs.>®) As a result of the cuts, WSD eliminated 271 full-time employees,
including 157 teachers.>” General Educational Development (GED) classes were totally eliminated
from the Glossbrenner, Halbert, Havins, Johnston, LeBlanc, and Sayle substance abuse facilities,
and they were significantly reduced at 19 additional units. Ultimately, WSD estimates that 16,700
individuals will lose their seats in TDCJ classrooms as a result of the cuts.*®

Budget and instructional staffing cuts were made

“My son has earned two degrees despite findings that in-prison educational programs
while incarcerated and has can decrease inmate misconduct, violence, and
proved to be the inteIIigent young disciplinary infractions,*® and despite overwhelming

evidence that education is an especially important
man | knew he would be. The tool for community integration — helping returning

thOUth of the education program individuals better prepare for employment
being cut due to the economy/ opportunities, and contributing to lowered
budget cuts scares me.” recidivism. Indeed, WSD in particular was meeting
Survey respondent its outcome goals. According to its 2010 Annual

Performance Report, WSD reported that:
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More than 75% of the employed releasees who received vocational training while incarcerated
earned income in one or more occupations related to their training.

In general, releasees who received vocational training while incarcerated displayed higher
initial employment rates, earned higher wages, and exhibited higher job retention rates than
those who did not receive vocational training.

Vocationally trained releasees who were less than 25 years of age in the prison and state jail
population exhibited overall higher job retention rates than those of the same age group who
did not receive vocational training.°

Realistically, 99% of individualsincarcerated within TDCJ could eventually be released.®! Intheinterest
of providing quality rehabilitation to incarcerated individuals who will return to our communities,
policy-makers should ensure budget funds for WSD are allocated more heavily towards qualified
instructional staff, and they should prioritize educational and vocational programming as one of the
most important aspects of a rehabilitative corrections strategy.

H. Reentry and Parole

1. The Board of Pardons and Paroles (BPP) should continue its recent trend of increasing
parole approval rates, adhering to the recommended approval rating.

Our survey findings indicate that incarcerated individuals and their loved ones believe the BPP does
not release enough eligible individuals. Although the parole rate has increased in recent years,%?
it is still well below the recommended approval rating. An inmate with the lowest risk level (7),
according to the guidelines, should be approved in 76-100% of the cases reviewed.** However,
in FY 2010, the average approval rate for a level 7 inmate was only 63.8%.5 In 2011, this number
increased to only 65.5%.°°

Incarcerating individuals who are eligible for parole is

a costly public safety choice; incarceration costs the “Many non-violent first time
state an average of $50.79 per bed per day, whereas offenders [are] routinely

parole costs only $3.74.% Oftentimes, continued denied parole solely in order

incarceration is not justified. The parole guidelines to kee rison beds full and
were developed to identify individuals who could be PP . -
state money coming In.

safely released into the community. The BPP should
adhere to its own guidelines and release low-risk Survey respondent
individuals as soon as they are eligible.

2. Policy-makers should allow the BPP to place lower-risk incarcerated individuals
who have little or no disciplinary infractions on their records on mandatory
supervision as soon as such individuals are eligible.

Prior to 1995, Texas Government Code section 508.149 required the BPP to release an individual to
parole when his or her accrued “good time” plus calendar time equaled the full sentence. (Note:
Individuals can only accrue “good time” if they have met certain criteria based on their behavior
and program completion while incarcerated.®’) However, a 1995 amendment to that provision
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created “discretionary” mandatory supervision, requiring any person who is eligible for mandatory
supervision to be reviewed again by the BPP and, at the BPP’s discretion, approved for release at
the pre-determined statutory time. In other words, the amendment gave the BPP the authority to
override statutory release dates for otherwise parole-eligible individuals.

As a result of the change in law, more cases are sent to the

“No one knows when BPP for approval, adding to the already high number of cases
they’II go home or what it must review. In 2010, the BPP reviewed 18,939 persons
they can do to actually eligible for mandatory supervision in addition to the 78,575

parole considerations already under evaluation.®® This
additional review effort generates unnecessary inefficiencies,
incurs additional costs, and strains resources.

make a difference.
Behavior, programming,
age, and time served all
seem meaningless. This is As an example, a person denied release to mandatory
demoralizing and corrodes supervision under discretionary review must be reconsidered
all sense of fairness. We at least twice during the two years after the date of the

. . determination.®® But pursuant to BPP policy, a person is
need an objective parole ) : :

. . » automatically given a one-year set-off for his or her next
process when e“glble' review, meaning the next review cannot come for one full
Survey respondent year.”® As a result, a single denial costs the state roughly

$18,358 per person.”

As of August 31, 2010, TDCJ housed 8,068 individuals eligible for mandatory supervision subject
to BPP review.”? This population cost the state $409,774 per day to incarcerate.”? Offering parole
to this small section of eligible individuals, who already meet specific, established statutory
requirements, will save money and free up the BPP to devote more time to higher-risk cases. The
BPP will still retain discretion over a significant segment of the prison population, and continue to
set and approve conditions of parole and supervision for all individuals.

3. The BPP and the Parole Division should improve

their coordination and exchange information “A problem is the time

to more appropriately assess and impose they make you spend on a
reasonable parole conditions. technical violation where
Our survey findings indicate that incarcerated individuals there is no n_eW felony

and their loved ones believe parole conditions to Charge against you. You
be unreasonable. One of the major deficiencies in made a mistake. You

the parole process is the lack of communication and work when out in society
information sharing among the Parole Division and and pay taxes. Why keep
the BPP. Inconsistencies often lead to unnecessary you locked up for years on

procedures, including increased revocation hearings,

_ B e a mistake when you could
oftentimes for technical violations.

be with family, working

While many technical violation parole revocations paying taxes, and being
are a result of multiple infractions, there is room for a productive member of
innovative sanction strategies. In FY 2011, 84% of society?” Survey respondent

the technical-only revocations were for more than
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one violation; however, 61% were for three or less violations.” While the BPP is not practicing a
zero tolerance policy for technical violations, 30% of the technical violation revocations for FY 2011
received only one hearing before the parolee was revoked.”

Revocations negatively impact a person’s chance at rehabilitation, causing disruption in programs,
services, and overall progress toward rehabilitation. For a person who simply commits a technical
violation — not a new crime — revocation should be a last resort. The BPP should recommend using
alternative sanctions, such as a graduated sanction schedule, which will provide the Parole Division
with a more appropriate, cost-effective method for disciplining parolees.

Above all, the BPP and Parole Division must consistently communicate to appropriately designate
parole conditions and avoid unnecessary technical violations.
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Supplemental Survey:
[L.oved Ones of Incarcerated Individuals

As noted in the Survey Methodology & Analysis section of this report (p. 1), TCJC also distributed a survey
to friends and family members of incarcerated individuals. The findings of this survey were similar to those
of the incarcerated individuals we surveyed; in general, the friends and families of incarcerated individuals
were in agreement with their incarcerated loved ones. As such, the findings and recommendations below
represent only information that is supplemental to the incarcerated individuals’ survey findings.

A. Unit Administration

72% of loved ones think that the frequency, duration, and flexibility of visitation are
highly important issues.

1. TDCJ should increase the use of visitation as a positive reinforcement tool and
allow increased visitation opportunities to individuals who make positive choices.

As mentioned above, access to loved ones is an effective

“I’'m over 400 miles prisoner management strategy.”® TDCJ should develop a
from Houston and | positive reinforcement system that will allow incarcerated
haven’t seen [my] individuals more frequent visits for longer periods of time
only daughter in based on the positive behavioral decisions individuals make.

(Note: For more information on this recommendation, see
Unit Administration, Recommendation 1 [pp. 6-7] and
Safety and Prisoner Management, Recommendation 3 [pp.
10-11].)

14 years.”
Survey respondent

B. Safety and Prisoner Management

75% of loved ones indicated that dangerous or threatening conditions from other
incarcerated individuals is a moderately or highly important issue.

1. TDCJ should increase access to quality
programming and increase levels of

staff training. Those prisoners who do not

pose a risk to other prisoners
While safety is the first priority for criminal justice should have a variety of work
and correction agencies, policy-makers and TDCJ and leisure activities available
administrators should take care to use evidence- to them to build successful

bas'ejc{ practice%s to address safet}/ 'con‘cerns within routines and habits to support
facilities. Studies show that providingincarcerated . ’
performance outside.

individuals with adequate access to exercise and
programming will encourage positive behaviors.” Survey respondent
Additionally, correctional staff should be well
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trained in areas such as conflict mediation, de-escalation techniques, and restorative justice to
shift the punitive, violent culture of TDCJ to an environment that encourages healing and maturely
addressing problems that arise. (Note: For more information on this recommendation, see Unit
Staff, Recommendation 2 [p. 9] and Programs, Recommendation 1 [pp. 14-15].)

C. Conditions of Confinement

63% of loved ones indicated that availability and expenses of commissary goods
and services is a highly important issue; however, 63% think that commissary options
are an issue of low importance.

81% indicated that unit cleanliness is an issue of mild or low importance.

62% think that space and overcrowding is of mild or low importance.

1. TDCJ should make commissary goods more accessible, offer more items for
free, and identify ways to lower other prices.

Many of the comments from TCJC survey respondents

“We are not indicated that incarcerated individuals do not have access
given adequate to basic needs, such as feminine products, soap, toothpaste,
supplies such etc. TDCJ should make these items available for free to all
as feminine incarcerated individuals.

products, soap, Items that fall outside the basic needs category should be
razors, and reduced to the lowest possible price. Incarcerated individuals
toothpaste_ We do not receive a wage for the work they perform for TDCJ
can’t live without and Texas Correctional Industries, and they are unable to
them but most work outside of prison walls. It is therefore impossible for

of the time [we] incarcerated individua!s to paY fortheir own cc_>mmi.ssary goods
, - (unless they had a savings prior to incarceration); instead, the
don’t get them. . )
burden of paying for commissary goods falls on loved ones
Survey respondent of incarcerated individuals. TDCJ should research additional
ways to decrease the price of commissary goods.

D. Programs

65% of loved ones indicated that considerations toward family integration are an
issue of high importance.

65% think that access to rehabilitation and treatment programming is moderately
or highly important, and 63% think diversity and rehabilitative treatment-oriented
programs is moderately or highly important.

64% indicated that access to substance abuse treatment in particular is moderately
to highly important.
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1. Whenever possible, TDCJ should provide family-based therapeutic interventions
to individuals who are low-risk and within 12 months of release.

Individuals within 12 months of release should have assistance planning for their reentry into
the community. Studies show that involving families and loved ones in an individual’s recovery
plan is an effective way to support new behaviors.”® Similarly, an Urban Institute survey found
that previously incarcerated individuals who reported
closer relationships with family members after release
were less likely to use drugs,”® and more likely to find “It is vitally important to
work.® One possible way to include families in reentry keep inmates involved
planning is to utilize evidence-based practices such as with family and friends
strategic family therapy (where family members are part for successful reentry
of |rTmates’_t.hera_py ses§|ons) to Sl.JppOFt individuals in [upon] completion of
making positive life choices.®? Policy-makers and TDCJ . v

. . their sentence.
administrators should also research other ways to involve
loved ones in an individual’s release plan as soon as the Survey respondent
reentry process is initiated.

2. TDCJ should increase access to quality rehabilitative and treatment
programming, specifically substance abuse and mental health programming.

Our survey findings indicate that friends and family members of incarcerated individuals would
like to see an increase in rehabilitative and treatment programming for their incarcerated loved
ones. In addition, there is an objective need for bolstered programming, given the number of
people incarcerated within TDCJ with substance abuse and mental health issues.

In FY 2010, more than 22,000 individuals (31% of incoming inmates) were received by TDCJ for
a drug offense,® and 73% of those individuals were charged with possession, as opposed to
delivery or other offenses.®® Maintaining substance abuse treatment programs is imperative,
with recent studies indicating that 63% of the prison population is chemically dependent.®*

TDCJ currently offers four substance abuse treatment programs that follow a therapeutic
community model: In-Prison Therapeutic Community Program (IPTC), Pre-Release Therapeutic
Community (PRTC), Pre-Release Substance Abuse Program (PRSAP), and Substance Abuse Felony
Punishment (SAFP) facilities.®> Policy-makers should bolster programming within TDCJ facilities,
while also extending the use of evidence-based practices,
such as cognitive therapy,® and utilizing community-

“There are hoards of females based aftercare models, including out-patient treatment,
here who have been sexually, medication-assisted  treatment, and/or chemical
mentally, and physically dependency counseling.”

abused but [there are] Onlya Similarly, TDCJ should bolster programming for

tiny few programs, if at all, to incarcerated individuals suffering from mental health
help them heal and renew to a issues and/or trauma. A Bureau of Justice Statistics report
point of changing their lives.” determined that 56% of state prison inmates also have
Survey respondent mental health issues.® Additionally, a recent study from

the Texas Department of State Health Services (DSHS)
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found that between 2007 and 2009, an average of 19% of DSHS’s adult clients with mental illness
reported that they had been criminal justice system-involved. DSHS also determined that, as of
April 2010, an average of 23% of people involved with TDCJ (30% in prison, 30% on parole, and
19% on probation) were current or former DSHS clients.® Policy-makers and TDCJ administrators
should take all available steps to address the root causes of criminality and treat incarcerated
individuals with mental illness and trauma.

E. Reentry and Parole

64% of loved ones indicated that barriers to employment and housing upon release
are an issue of high importance.

71% think that transparency related to the Board of Pardons and Paroles is a
moderately or highly important issue.

63% think that parole oversight is of mild or low importance.

1. The Board of Pardons and Paroles (BPP) should provide more, and easily

understandable, information about the parole process to the general public.

Our survey findings indicate that loved ones of incarcerated individuals would like to see greater
transparency from the BPP. The parole process is bureaucratic and extremely daunting to
outsiders. Furthermore, the system is frequently changing, making it difficult for friends and

family members of incarcerated individuals to understand
what their loved ones are facing. The BPP should provide
easily understandable information about the parole system
inresponse to publicinquiries, post the information online,
and provide copies to incarcerated individuals who will be
parole eligible within 12 months. (Note: The BPP currently
has parole information posted on its website;* however,
much of the language is inaccessible to individuals
unfamiliar with the process. Further, many loved ones of
incarcerated individuals do not have Internet access. The
BPP should therefore provide hard copies of the process to
all parole-eligible incarcerated individuals.)

Making available new, easily accessible parole materials
will ease the fear and anxiety provoked by confusion about
the parole system, and it will encourage incarcerated
individuals and their loved ones to be more organized
in their approach to obtaining parole. To ensure the
materials are as understandable and clear as possible, BPP
staff should collaborate with a group of family members of
incarcerated individuals during the drafting process.
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“How do we know if the
information the Parole
Board is reviewing is
accurate? Other than
sending in letters for
inclusion in the parole
file, how do we know
what they are basing
their decision on? This
is a very secretive
process, and one

that is very frustrating,
especially for the
inmates and their
families. There has to
be a better way.”

Survey respondent
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2. The BPP should welcome input from loved ones of incarcerated individuals who
wish to make a case for parole.

Currently, individuals incarcerated within TDCJ do not have a parole hearing option where
they can present a case for why they should be released, and invite their loved ones to provide
character witnesses and testimony on their behalf. Furthermore, the BPP does not solicit input
from loved ones of incarcerated individuals during the parole process.

In the absence of these options, many loved ones are left feeling helpless and unable to positively
contribute to the incarcerated individual’s possible release. Yet, actively engaged family
members can significantly assist an individual’s transition from incarceration to the community,
while also helping to ensure that parole decisions are being based on accurate information (e.g.,
completion of in-prison treatment, post-release housing availability, etc.). The BPP should use
parole reviews as an opportunity to solicit participation from the loved ones of incarcerated
individuals.

3. The BPP should provide an incarcerated individual with a personal, detailed
explanation indicating why he or she was denied parole.

Our survey findings indicate that many friends and family members of incarcerated individuals
would like to receive clear statements indicating why their loved one was denied parole. This
problem is echoed in the recently released Sunset Advisory Commission Staff Report. The
report claims that parole denial letters are unnecessarily vague and
provide incarcerated individuals with “little valuable information
as to the reason for denial.”®* The Sunset Staff recommends the
reasons should be : o B o

. . BPP provide more detailed information indicating why an individual
given for any denial. has been denied. TCIC strongly agrees with this recommendation,
Survey respondent to the benefit of incarcerated individuals and the family members

interested in securing their release.

“Specific and written

4. Policy-makers should provide the Parole Division with more resources to strengthen
employment-based reentry case management.

As noted above, Texas’ parole approval rate has increased dramatically in recent months.®? At
the same time, the Parole Division is facing budget cuts alongside most state agencies. This will
create a challenging situation for parole officers who act as both supervisor and case manager to
individuals on parole. Given their limited resources and time, parole officers will likely choose to
emphasize the supervision component of their duties, over the case management duties —which
are instrumental to the success of the individuals they oversee.

Indeed, overwhelming evidence demonstrates

that a successful post-release reentry strategy “The absence of post—release
mustinclude basic needs, case management, and care and jOb assistance
employment placement. A study of homeless training is Contributing to the

individuals with substance abuse disorders e — v
in Houston found that a lack of referrals to (SO INEINIE LS ARA R C 1

treatment from the criminal justice system is Survey respondent
one of the largest barriers for this population.®
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Studies also show that case management has a positive impact during recovery from alcohol
and substance abuse, producing an increase in employment and a decrease in criminality among
individuals with case managers.** Additionally, employment placement is a key component to
reentry; one team of researchers found that 44% of substance abusers with jobs had success
returning from confinement and staying sober, versus only 17% of unemployed individuals.%

A model program that policy-makers should look to for employment-based reentry case
management is the Crime Prevention Institute (CPI), a nonprofit organization that closed its
doorsin 2011 due to lack of funding. CPI utilized a 12-week evidence-based cognitive behavioral
therapy curriculum inside the Travis County State Jail, and provided case management, post-
release supportive services, and employment-based cash incentives. The program yielded a
70% employment rate; of those who acquired employment, 75% remained employed, full-time,
for 90 days. Of those who completed the program, only 12% recidivated;® this is compared to
a 33% recidivism rate for the general state jail population.®” Policy-makers should provide the
Parole Division with the resources it needs to promote evidence-based practices for reentry,
such as employment-based case management.

5. Policy-makersshouldincrease accessto housing forrecently released individuals.

Reentry housing is another area that concerns family members of incarcerated individuals.
This is understandable, considering the scope of reentry in Texas. In 2010, 71,063 individuals
were released from TDCJ.*® Of those men and women, 31,573 were released on a flat discharge
with no housing requirements.*® The remaining 39,490 individuals were released on parole or
probation'® — which requires individuals to have an address prior to release — adding to the
254,113 individuals already under supervision.!

Housing options for individuals returning from incarceration are scarce, and oftentimes are
wrought with criminal behavior-triggering situations such as drugs and unlawful activity. In
addition, over half of those released from TDCJ will live in a homeless shelter sometime after
their release,®? which has serious consequences, including an increased chance of returning to
drug use and a lower chance of finding stable employment.’® These risks further increase the
likelihood of returning to the criminal justice system. For example, one study found that people
on parole who entered homeless shelters were seven times more likely to violate their parole
conditions during the first month after release than those who had some form of housing.'®
Research also shows that substandard and low-quality housing is associated with higher rates of
violent crime and increased delinquency.!%

Given the importance of housing on reentry and, ultimately, public safety in Texas communities,
policy-makers should increase funding for safe and stable housing for previously incarcerated
individuals.
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Appendix A: Findings Tables

Incarcerated Individuals

A. Public Oversight and Input

Agency Evaluations & Monitoring

High Importance Low Importance

More Evaluations 8.9% 92.1%

Need for Independent Ombudsman 91.1% 7.9%
Public Input & Interaction

High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance

Transparency 13.1% 23.3% 21.6% 24.5% 17.0%
Public Access 20.1% 17.6% 28.9% 25.7% 8.3%
Availability of Staff/

Administration 11.7% 25.4% 17.2% 24.9% 20.5%
Efficiency of

Responding to

Questions 51.6% 23.7% 12.5% 8.3% 5.3%
Amount of Public

Participation 3.5% 10.0% 19.8% 16.6% 48.9%

B. Unit Administration
Family Involvement
High Neutral Low
Importance Importance Importance

Emphasis or Assistance

in Keeping Loved Ones 56.2% 23.8% 21.4%
Including Family & Friends in the

Reentry Process 21.4% 37.9% 39.3%
Efforts by the Agency

to Keep Family Informed 22.5% 38.3% 39.3%
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High Importance Low Importance

Accessibility of Grievance
Process

27.7%

72.5%

Clarity of Process

72.3%

27.5%

Technology & Communication

High Importance

Neutral Importance

Low Importance

Communication Between

Departments 28.3% 35.7% 36.0%
Problems or Lack

of Communication 28.6% 32.3% 37.9%
Issues with Record

Keeping Practice 43.1% 31.9% 26.1%

Transfers

High Importance Low Importance

Issues with the Agency’s
Transfer Policies

15.0%

85.6%

Special Considerations

85.0%

14.4%

Visitation

High Importance

Neutral Importance

Low Importance

Frequency, Duration,
Flexibility 59.0% 18.8% 20.8%
Accommodations &
Special Considerations 11.9% 49.4% 38.4%
Considerations for
Disabled People 29.1% 31.8% 40.8%
C. Unit Staff
High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance
Agency’s Staff Training 27.3% 33.9% 24.3% 14.2%
Number of Staff in Agency 13.7% 21.4% 37.8% 27.3%
Poor Treatment/Abuse 51.0% 22.5% 14.2% 12.0%
Lack of Staff Protection 8.0% 22.1% 23.6% 46.4%
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D. Safety and Prisoner Management

Administrative Segregation

Criteria for Placement 63.5% 36.8%
Duration in
Administrative Segregation 36.5% 63.2%

Classification

High Neutral Low
Importance Importance Importance

Problems with

STG Classifications 28.6% 37.7% 33.7%
Problems with

Sexual Predator Classifications 22.5% 41.5% 41.5%
Problems with

Disciplinary Status 48.9% 24.8% 24.8%
Discipline

Issues with

Discipline Procedures 37.7% 61.9%
Inconsistencies in Discipline

Administration & Criteria 62.3% 38.1%

|o
Q
>
«Q
7}

High Importance Low Importance

Identification & Misidentification 68.6% 31.8%
Threats, Pressure,

Coercion & General Danger 31.4% 68.2%
Privileges

High Neutral Low
Importance Importance Importance

Granting or

Revoking Privileges 26.8% 30.3% 41.6%
Access to Privileges 46.0% 36.1% 19.9%
Access to Recreation 27.1% 33.6% 38.6%
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Safety Conditions

High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance

General Feelings of Endangerment 15.8% 31.9% 30.3% 21.2%
Safety Precautions & Procedures 10.5% 37.9% 40.1% 10.2%
Dangerous or Threatening

Conditions in the Construction 10.9% 25.6% 40.0% 26.3%
Racism 41.4% 31.9% 20.4% 9.3%
Dangerous or Threatening

Conditions from the People 17.5% 40.4% 32.8% 6.8%
Issues of Protection 3.9% 32.6% 36.4% 26.3%

E. Conditions of Confinement

Commissary

High Importance Low Importance

Optionsin

Goods & Services 40.6% 59.0%
Availability &

Expenses of Goods 59.4% 41.0%

Food & Nutrition

High Moderate Mild Low

Importance Importance Importance Importance
Availability of
Alternative Meals 15.2% 19.9% 26.4% 40.2%
Nutritional Value & Quality
of Food 35.5% 31.7% 25.7% 6.6%
Disparity in Food Service 27.0% 21.8% 21.5% 30.1%
Insufficient Amount
of Food 22.3% 26.6% 26.4% 23.0%
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General Conditions of Confinement

High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance  Importance Importance Importance Importance
Space & Overcrowding 20.7% 19.9% 7.9% 15.4% 35.9%
Access to
Adequate Heat/Air 49.5% 24.4% 14.7% 12.2% 3.6%
Access to Adequate
Drinking Water 5.3% 15.9% 22.3% 30.3% 23.5%
Basic Personal
Health Needs 15.4% 23.2% 32.5% 17.7% 10.8%
Cleanliness 9.1% 16.6% 22.6% 24.4% 26.3%
Mail
High Importance Neutral Importance Low Importance
Problems with
Mailing Process 35.4% 40.7% 22.5%
Access to Mail
& Delivery 36.5% 45.7% 18.6%
Personal Mail
Being Opened 28.1% 13.6% 58.9%
Property
High Importance Neutral Importance Low Importance
Storage 42.5% 30.2% 25.9%
Issues of Confiscation 39.4% 38.4% 22.2%
Problems with Donating
or Giving Property Away 18.1% 31.3% 51.9%

Units & Facilities

Inconsistencies in Conditions &
Accommodations 50.9% 51.6%
Inconsistencies & Discrepancies
in Treatment 49.1% 48.4%
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F. Physical and Mental Health

Health Care
High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance
Assessment
Instruments &
Screening Tools 10.7% 18.2% 28.1% 22.7% 29.2%

Frequency of
Health Assessments &

Evaluations 7.4% 17.0% 31.3% 29.1% 16.1%
Access to

Proper Medications 16.2% 33.7% 15.2% 19.0% 11.4%
Type & Amount

of Doctor’s Visits 3.7% 13.3% 19.5% 23.9% 37.7%
Quality of

Health Care 62.1% 17.8% 5.9% 5.3% 5.5%

Mental Health & Disabilities

High Moderate Mild Low

Importance Importance Importance Importance
Lack of Resources 21.3% 23.8% 29.7% 25.8%
Accommodations/
Considerations 19.8% 24.2% 27.5% 28.0%
Availability of Treatment &
Assistance Programs 24.5% 32.1% 28.0% 16.1%
Problems with
Screening & Assessment 34.4% 20.0% 14.8% 30.1%

Physical Health

High Importance Low Importance

Availability & Frequency of

Exercise Opportunities 48.9% 50.0%
Variety & Options in

Exercise Opportunities 51.1% 50.0%
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Veterans
High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance
Lack of Consideration
for Population 42.6% 13.0% 12.1% 33.5%
Issues Related to PTSD 32.8% 33.3% 21.4% 14.5%
Issues Related to Substance
Abuse 7.2% 24.9% 39.9% 24.3%
Issues Related to
Mental Health Needs 17.4% 28.8% 26.6% 27.7%
G. Programs

Rehabilitation & Treatment Programs

High Moderate Neutral Mild Low

Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance

Access & Diversity of
Programs Offered 27.3% 26.0% 24.0% 18.9% 6.1%
Issues of Access
to Programs 29.2% 20.2% 20.2% 11.2% 6.5%
Quality of Programs 17.3% 26.4% 26.4% 21.5% 13.0%
Denying Access
to Programs
as Punishment 14.2% 15.3% 15.3% 24.0% 34.8%
Emphasis &
Importance of
Volunteers 11.9% 14.0% 14.0% 24.5% 39.6%

Substance Abuse

Importance

High

Moderate
Importance

Neutral
Importance

Mild

Importance

Low
Importance

Lack of Resources 17.2% 33.4% 17.3% 22.8% 9.0%

Accommodation

Considerations 6.0% 26.4% 18.7% 40.6% 8.5%

Problems with Screening &

Assessments 16.0% 24% 13.8% 35.3% 10.8%

Access to Treatment 12.4% 38.3% 16.9% 27.6% 3.6%

Availability of Substance Abuse

Programs/Treatments 17.2% 39.6% 11.1% 26.3% 5.4%

Usefulness/Quality of

Programs 16.4% 28.5% 15.1% 31.7% 8.5%

Drug use in Prison 14.8% 9.8% 7.1% 15.6% 54.3%
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High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance

Access & Diversity of

Programs Offered 27.3% 32.3% 23.6% 15.8%
Issues of Access

to Programs 38.5% 26.1% 22.8% 11.7%
Quiality of Programs 17.3% 25.7% 36.0% 19.8%
Emphasis & Importance of

Volunteers 16.9% 16.0% 17.6% 52.6%

H. Reentry and Parole
Board of Pardons and Paroles
High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance  Importance Importance Importance Importance

Communication

Problems with Staff 10.6% 17.1% 25.1% 23.6% 24.2%
Issues of Transparency 31.1% 25.6% 17.7% 16.5% 10.0%
Conditions &

Requirements 6.7% 14.6% 28.0% 30.8% 17.7%
Approval &

Denial Rates 46.1% 27.6% 10.7% 8.4% 6.9%
Issues with Revocations 5.5% 15.0% 18.5% 20.7% 41.1%

Parole Division

High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance  Importance Importance Importance Importance

Issues with Oversight 21.9% 25.1% 15.0% 18.9% 21.6%
Parole Conditions 36.3% 24.2% 13.6% 15.2% 9.9%
Access & Diversity of

Programs Offered 6.3% 16.6% 31.4% 31.3% 15.0%
Access to Additional

Services Outside of

Programming 24.9% 22.9% 22.3% 18.0% 10.8%
Quality of Programs 10.5% 11.2% 17.7% 16.6% 42.7%
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Probation/Community Supervision

High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance

Issues with Oversight 27.0% 23.9% 17.3% 15.6% 15.2%
Probation Conditions 30.0% 27.1% 13.1% 17.0% 12.3%
Access & Diversity of

Programs Offered 10.0% 19.7% 26.6% 29.2% 16.1%
Access to Additional

Services Outside of

Programming 24.3% 20.6% 23.8% 22.2% 8.5%
Quality of Programs 8.7% 8.7% 19.2% 16.0% 47.9%

Reentry Issues

High Importance

Neutral Importance

Low Importance

Barriers to Employment

& Housing 51.9% 24.7% 21.3%
Assistance in

Reintegration 34.5% 47.7% 19.7%
Access to Programs

& Treatment 13.6% 27.6% 59.0%
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Appendix B: Findings Tables

[.oved Ones of Incarcerated Individuals

A. Public Oversight and Input

Agency Evaluations & Monitoring

High Importance Low Importance

More Evaluations 4.7% 96.6%
Need for
Independent Ombudsman 95.3% 3.4%

Public Input & Interaction

High Moderate Neutral Mild Low

Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance
Transparency 25.0% 20.6% 16.4% 33.3% 11.1%
Public Access 20.3% 30.2% 26.2% 14.8% 9.3%
Availability of Staff/
Administration 7.8% 15.9% 26.2% 24.1% 24.1%
Efficiency of
Responding to
Questions 46.9% 19.0% 13.1% 13.0% 3.7%
Amount of Public
Participation 0% 14.3% 18.0% 14.8% 51.9%

B. Unit Administration

Family Involvement

High Importance Low Importance

Efforts Towards Family Integration 35.1% 63.6%
Considerations Towards
Family Integration 64.9% 36.4%

Grievance Process

High Importance Low Importance

Accessibility of Grievance Process

14.0%

86.5%

Clarity of Process

86.0%

13.5%
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Technology & Communication

High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance

Communication

between Departments 23.3% 32.7% 20.0% 23.5%
Problems/Lack

of Communication 30.0% 29.1% 14.5% 25.5%
Issues with

Inmate Records 30.0% 18.2% 32.7% 19.6%
Issues in Receiving

Information 16.7% 20.0% 32.7% 31.4%
Transfers

High Importance Low Importance

Issues with the Agency’s

Transfer Policies

14.0%

86.5%

Special Considerations

86.0%

13.5%

Visitation

High Importance

Neutral Importance

Low Importance

Frequency, Duration,
Flexibility 72.4% 20.8% 10.2%
Accommodations &
Special Considerations 19.0% 49.1% 28.6%
Considerations for
Disabled People 8.6% 30.2% 61.2%
C. Unit Staff
High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance
Agency’s Staff Training 28.3% 39.7% 19.6% 13.2%
Number of Staff in Agency 13.3% 20.7% 46.4% 22.6%
Poor Treatment/Abuse 58.3% 22.4% 16.1% 1.9%
Lack of Staff Protection 0% 17.2% 17.9% 62.3%
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D. Safety and Prisoner Management

Administrative Segregation

High Importance Low Importance

Criteria for Placement 59.6% 38.5%
Duration in
Administrative Segregation 40.4% 61.5%

Classification

High Neutral Low
Importance Importance Importance

Problems with

STG Classifications 18.2% 51.9% 28.3%
Problems with

Sexual Predator Classifications 20.0% 27.8% 52.8%
Problems with

Disciplinary Status 61.8% 20.4% 18.9%
Discipline

Issues with

Discipline Procedures 34.5% 66.1%
Discipline Administration &

Criteria Inconsistencies 65.5% 33.9%
Gangs

Identification &

Misidentification 41.8% 57.4%
Threats, Pressure,

Coercion & General Danger 58.2% 42.6%
Privileges

High Importance Neutral Importance Low Importance

Granting or

Revoking Privileges 40.4% 24.5% 37.3%
Access to Privileges 42.1% 47.2% 11.8%
Access to Recreation 17.5% 28.3% 51.0%
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Safety Conditions

High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance

General Feelings of Endangerment 25.9% 32.9% 20.3% 20.5%
Safety Precautions & Procedures 3.7% 34.9% 53.6% 11.4%
Dangerous or Threatening
Conditions in the Construction 16.7% 21.4% 31.7% 31.8%
Racism 22.2% 33% 24.9% 15.9%
Dangerous or Threatening
Conditions from the People 24.1% 50.4% 24.7% 0%
Issues of Protection 7.4% 27.3% 44.8% 20.5%

E. Conditions of Confinement

Commissary

High Importance Low Importance

Options in Goods

& Services 37.3% 62.5%
Availability & Expenses

of Goods 62.7% 37.5%
Food & Nutrition

High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance

Availability of

Alternative Meals 15.5% 26.3% 33.3% 26.9%
Nutritional Value &

Quality of Food 60.3% 33.3% 5.6% 1.9%
Disparity in Food Service 8.6% 7.0% 25.9% 55.8%
Insufficient Amount

of Food 15.5% 33.3% 35.2% 15.4%
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High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance

Space &

Overcrowding 19.4% 12.3% 8.9% 25.9% 35.8%
Access to

Adequate Heat/Air 50.0% 26.3% 8.9% 9.3% 5.7%
Access to Adequate

Drinking Water 12.9% 26.3% 35.7% 13.0% 7.5%
Basic Personal Health

Needs 16.1% 29.8% 35.7% 18.5% 3.8%
Cleanliness 1.6% 5.3% 10.7% 33.3% 47.2%
Mail

High Importance Neutral Importance Low Importance

Problems with

Mailing Process 24.6% 40.4% 34.0%
Access to Mail

& Delivery 45.6% 38.5% 13.2%
Personal Mail Being

Opened 29.8% 21.2% 52.8%
Property

High Importance Neutral Importance Low Importance

Storage 41.7% 32.1% 26.9%
Issues of Confiscation 48.3% 42.9% 11.5%

Problems with Donating or
Giving Property Away 10.0% 25.0% 61.5%




2012 SURVEY FINDINGS: INCARCERATED INDIVIDUALS & THEIR LOVED ONES

F. Physical and Mental Health

Health Care
High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance  Importance Importance Importance Importance
Assessment
Instruments &
Screening Tools 8.3% 14.0% 28.6% 22.6% 32.7%

Frequency of
Health Assessments

& Evaluations 11.7% 17.5% 16.1% 41.5% 13.5%
Access to

Proper Medications 13.3% 38.6% 25.0% 7.5% 13.5%
Type & Amount of

Doctor’s Visits 6.7% 19.3% 19.6% 18.9% 34.6%
Quality of

Health Care 60.0% 10.5% 10.7% 9.4% 5.8%

Mental Health & Disabilities

High Moderate Mild Low

Importance Importance Importance Importance
Lack of Resources 32.7% 20.0% 32.1% 17.6%
Accommodations/
Considerations 16.4% 36.4% 26.4% 21.6%
Availability of Treatment
& Assistance Programs 25.5% 25.5% 30.2% 19.6%
Problems with
Screening & Assessment 25.5% 18.2% 11.3% 41.2%

Physical Health

High Importance Low Importance

Availability & Frequency

of Exercise Opportunities 62.1% 39.3%
Variety & Options

in Exercise Opportunities 37.9% 60.7%
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Veterans
High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance
Lack of Consideration
for Population 27.3% 15.9% 14.0% 39.0%
Issues Related to PTSD 50.0% 22.7% 20.9% 7.3%
Issues Related to
Substance Abuse 11.4% 36.4% 30.2% 26.8%
Issues Related to
Mental Health Needs 11.4% 25.0% 34.9% 26.8%
G. Programs
Rehabilitation & Treatment Programs
High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance
Access & Diversity of
Programs Offered 27.8% 35.2% 15.7% 20.4% 2.1%
Issues of Access
to Programs 37.0% 27.8% 27.5% 4.1% 2.1%
Quality of Programs 20.4% 18.5% 35.3% 20.4% 6.4%
Denying Access to
Programs as Punishment 13.0% 13.0% 9.8% 33.8% 25.5%
Emphasis & Importance
of Volunteers 1.9% 5.6% 11.8% 16.3% 63.8%

Substance Abuse

High

Importance

Moderate
Importance

Neutral

Importance

Mild

Importance

Low
Importance

Lack of Resources 30.2% 22.1% 21.3% 24.5% 4.7%

Accommodations/

Considerations 1.9% 24.2% 21.3% 46.7% 9.3%

Problems with Screening &

Assessments 11.3% 26.3% 8.5% 37.8% 14.0%

Access to Treatment 15.1% 48.6% 12.8% 17.8% 2.3%

Availability of Substance Abuse

Programs/Treatments 22.6% 32.2% 14.9% 17.7% 7.0%

Usefulness/Quality of

Programs 7.5% 30.4% 17.0% 37.7% 11.6%

Drug Use in Prison 11.3% 16.1% 4.3% 17.7% 51.2%
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Vocational Training & Education

High Moderate Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance
Access & Diversity
of Programs Offered 42.4% 35.1% 16.4% 6.0%
Issues of Access
to Programs 42.4% 33.3% 20.0% 4.0%
Quality of Programs 8.5% 22.8% 49.1% 18.0%
Emphasis & Importance
of Volunteers 6.8% 8.8% 14.5% 72.0%
H. Reentry and Parole
Board of Pardons and Paroles
High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance
Communication
Problems with Staff 5.2% 12.3% 37.0% 24.5% 24.5%
Issues of
Transparency 41.4% 29.8% 14.8% 7.5% 6.1%
Conditions &
Requirements 1.7% 15.8% 25.9% 34.0% 18.4%
Approval &
Denial Rates 43.1% 28.1% 7.4% 15.1% 8.2%
Issues with
Revocations 8.6% 14.0% 14.8% 18.9% 42.9%
Parole Division
High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance  Importance Importance Importance Importance
Issues with Oversight 9.4% 15.1% 14.8% 36.0% 27.1%
Parole Conditions 41.5% 17.0% 18.5% 10.0% 12.50%
Access & Diversity of
Programs Offered 9.4% 24.5% 16.7% 24.0% 25.0%
Access to Additional
Services Outside of
Programming 20.8% 32.1% 24.1% 8.0% 14.6%
Quality of Programs 18.9% 11.3% 25.9% 22.0% 20.8%
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Probation/Community Supervision

High Moderate Neutral Mild Low
Importance  Importance Importance Importance Importance
Issues with Oversight 12.0% 8.0% 18.4% 23.4% 35.6%
Probation Conditions 38.0% 18.0% 8.2% 25.5% 11.1%
Access & Diversity of
Programs Offered 18.0% 36.0% 18.4% 17.0% 13.3%
Access to Additional
Services Outside of
Programming 18.0% 26.0% 24.5% 17.0% 15.6%
Quality of Programs 14.0% 12.0% 30.6% 17.0% 24.4%
Reentry Issues
High Importance Neutral Importance Low Importance
Barriers to Employment
& Housing 63.6% 20.0% 16.7%
Assistance in Reintegration 27.3% 52.7% 20.4%
Access to Programs
& Treatment 9.1% 27.3% 63.0%
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