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ExecuƟve Summary 
 

The 2011 Georgia Department of Juvenile JusƟce (DJJ) Recidivism Report 
measures all juvenile releases into the community and follows them unƟl the 
end of a three‐year follow‐up period or unƟl a subsequent adjudicated offense. 
Recidivism, in this report, is defined as the adjudicaƟon for delinquent acts aŌer 
a juvenile is released into the community while under DJJ supervision or aŌer DJJ 
supervision. This report explains recidivism trends in the context of juvenile 
risks, iniƟal offenses, recidivaƟng offenses, and other influencing factors. Addi‐
Ɵonally, this report provides the results of alternate recidivism approaches to 
facilitate comparison with other states. 

The 2011 Recidivism Report finds that DJJ’s release populaƟon has decreased in 
number every year since 2004, but its recidivism rate has increased each year  

 

since 2003. Both of these trends are very important because they show that DJJ, 
in conjuncƟon with Georgia courts, police, schools, and health services have 
been gradually focusing limited resources on youth with greater needs and high‐
er risks. 

During fiscal year 2009, DJJ released 10,852 unique (unduplicated) juveniles into 
the community while under DJJ supervision, or aŌer DJJ supervision. Due to re‐
peated releases by individual youth, the total sum of unique releases was  

2003 12851 14742 27.6%

2004 13863 15912 30.2%

2005 13389 15453 31.7%

2006 12346 14119 32.3%

2007 12281 13989 32.6%

2008 11882 13581 33.0%

2009 10852 12302 33.5%

7-Year Total 65466 100098 31.5%

FY Juveniles Releases

1 Year 

Delinquent 

Recidivism 

Rate

1-year  Delinquent Recidivism Rate

0% 20% 40%

Release and Recidivism Trends 
FY 2003‐2009  
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12,302. AŌer a one‐year follow‐up period, 33.5 percent of these releases ended 
in recidivaƟng events. The two‐year recidivism rate is 41 percent and the three‐
year recidivism rate is 45 percent.  

Recidivism Rates, FY 2009 

 
The Recidivism Report also found the following: 

• When compared to the other states that uƟlize a similar measure of recidi‐
vism, Georgia’s one‐year recidivism rate is proximate to those states’ aver‐
age one‐year recidivism rate of 33 percent.  

• In Georgia, metro areas including Augusta, Columbus, Macon, Savannah 
and the greater Atlanta area have higher than the one‐year state recidi‐
vism rate for FY2009. 

• When examined by legal status, the populaƟon released from STP (Short 
Term Program) with probaƟon had the highest one‐year recidivism rate 
during FY 2009 at 51 percent; the populaƟon of youth placed in STP alone 
had the third highest rate of recidivism by legal status.   

• A juvenile’s Comprehensive Risk and Needs (CRN) assessment risk score is 
a strong predictor of the likelihood of recidivism. FY 2009 data shows that 
juveniles released with higher CRN scores were more likely to recidivate, 
and more likely to recidivate with more serious offenses.  

• The severity of originaƟng offense does not predict the likelihood of recidi‐
vaƟng. Fiscal year 2009 data shows that regardless of the severity of the 
originaƟng offense, 63 percent of the populaƟon did not recidivate within 
the first year of their community release.  

• The originaƟng offense does, however, provide some informaƟon on the 
severity of recidivaƟng events. RecidivaƟng juveniles released with low‐
level status offenses are more likely to recidivate with a status offense.  

 

One year 34% 

Two year 41% 

Three year 45% 

ExecuƟve Summary 
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ExecuƟve Summary 

Likewise, recidivaƟng juveniles released with a felony originaƟng offense more 
frequently recidivate with a felony offense. 

Given the findings of this report, three important policy issues should be consid‐
ered: 

1. PrevenƟng Recidivism ‐ The CRN esƟmates the likelihood of recidivism up‐
on a juvenile’s release into the community and idenƟfies resources essen‐
Ɵal for successful juvenile transiƟon into their communiƟes. This measure 
has been validated as a staƟsƟcally useful tool. It is a more accurate esƟ‐
mator of recidivism than widely‐used factors such as offense history. It 
would provide informaƟon that would help ensure successful transiƟons 
into the community or alternate placements.  

2. Addressing Community Commitment Recidivism ‐ In comparison to com‐
munity commitments, the recidivism rate for residenƟal commitments is 
70 percent less, even though the CRN profiles are similar for both popula‐
Ɵons.  Such a large difference in recidivism rates implies that services in 
the community are not adequately addressing the needs of the youth. The 
unexpectedly high recidivism rates for community commitments needs to 
be addressed with improved placements and services that meet juvenile 
needs.  

3. Enhancing Services Available to DJJ Youth ‐ There is an ever growing body 
of research supporƟng the effecƟveness of programs modeled aŌer best 
pracƟces in reducing recidivism. Conversely, short‐term programming has 
consistently been found in the literature to be ineffecƟve in reducing recid‐
ivism among juveniles. Programs modeled aŌer best pracƟces, with ade‐
quate amounts of treatment have been found to reduce recidivism by up 
to 40 percent. The array of services available to DJJ Youth can be enhanced 
by increasing  the availability of services that are based on best pracƟces 
and principles of effecƟve intervenƟon. 
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Recidivism is the primary outcome measure of juvenile and adult jusƟce sys‐
tems. The success of an agency, program, placement or intervenƟon is deter‐
mined largely based on the recidivism rates aŌer release. However, defining 
and measuring recidivism can be ambiguous tasks in the juvenile jusƟce sys‐
tem. Many scholars, professional organizaƟons and states uƟlize different defi‐
niƟons and measurement methodologies when examining recidivism. This vari‐
aƟon has many in the field of juvenile jusƟce calling for standardizaƟon in both 
the definiƟon and measurement of recidivism.1 

A consensus in the way recidivism is defined and measured would improve the 
ability to measure outcomes and performance of juvenile jusƟce programs. 
Other outcome measures such as educaƟonal aƩainment and employment are 
also reported as indicators of program success, but a program’s recidivism rates 
are most oŌen regarded as the best indicator of success.2 Therefore, to facili‐
tate more accurate comparisons of recidivism in juvenile jusƟce programming, 
there must be more consistency in how recidivism is defined and measured.  

StandardizaƟon among enƟƟes measuring recidivism is also criƟcal to accurate‐
ly examining performance and achieving the goals of measuring recidivism as 
defined by the Council of Juvenile CorrecƟonal Administrators (CJCA). These 
goals include reducing re‐offenses, increasing support for evidence based pro‐
gramming and supporƟng quality improvement efforts.3 

Understanding Recidivism  
Although defining recidivism and measuring recidivism are closely related, un‐
derstanding the differences between the two is important. Defining recidivism 
means to state what is meant by the term and clarify the parameters of the re‐
offense data that will be examined. The definiƟon implicitly determines the da‐
ta used to measure recidivism. The CJCA’s posiƟon on the definiƟon of recidi‐
vism is that is does not include status offenses or technical violaƟons of court  

 

 

Background 
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orders; therefore, their definiƟon is “a new 
offense that would be a crime if perpetrated 
by an adult, commiƩed by a previously adju‐
dicated youth who has been released from a 
program or returned to a community.”4 

On the other hand, measuring recidivism refers to the type of data used to assign 
the values that will determine the recidivism rate. For example, recidivism could 
be defined as the actual commission of a new felony or misdemeanor, while the 
measure of recidivism would be the adjudicaƟon of delinquency that resulted 
from the commission of a new felony or misdemeanor. The types of data used to 
measure recidivism most oŌen include police arrest records, court adjudicaƟon 
records, juvenile jusƟce agency data.5  

Understanding Factors that may Influence Recidivism Rates 
Youth examined in recidivism reports are inherently different. These differences 
in youth characterisƟcs can influence recidivism rates. Demographic characteris‐
Ɵcs including gender, age, race, and ethnicity are all associated with recidivism. 
Likewise, several risk factors have been associated with predicƟng juvenile recidi‐
vism. In analysis of over 20 studies examining predictors of recidivism, these risk 
factors generally fit into one of eight domains ─ demographic informaƟon, 
offense history, family and social factors, educaƟonal factors, intellectual and 
achievement scores, substance use history, clinical factors, and formal risk assess‐
ment. The offense history domain was the strongest predictor of reoffending.6 

 

Meta‐analyses aimed at idenƟfying the specific primary risks associated with pre‐
dicƟng juvenile recidivism have cited delinquent peer associaƟons, anƟsocial aƫ‐
tudes, misconduct problems, ineffecƟve use of leisure Ɵme, and problems in 
family relaƟons as predominant factors associated with reoffending.7 AddiƟonal‐
ly, several studies have found that juvenile crime is influenced by the youth’s en‐
vironment – their neighborhoods and communiƟes.8 However, prior offense his‐
tory is consistently found to be a risk factor for future delinquency. 9 

DJJ’s Recidivism DefiniƟon 

AdjudicaƟon for delinquent or 
criminal acts aŌer a juvenile is 
released into the community 
while under DJJ supervision or 
aŌer DJJ supervision. 

Background 
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This report analyzes juvenile release cohorts.  Release cohorts are disƟnct from 
juvenile cohorts in that a juvenile can have mulƟple releases.  Each release be‐
gins with the first day a youth becomes “at risk” for reoffending in the communi‐
ty and ends aŌer three years or the day a new qualifying offense occurs.  

Juveniles 
For the purposes of this report, DJJ classifies a juvenile as any individual who is: 
(A) Under the age of 17 years old; 
(B) Under the age of 21 years, who commiƩed an act of delinquency before 
reaching the age of 17 years, and who has been placed under the supervision of 
the court or on probaƟon to the court; or 
(C) Under the age of 18 years, if alleged to be a “deprived child” or a “status 
offender”. 

DJJ Supervision 
This report invesƟgates recidivaƟng events for juveniles who have been placed 
under the supervision of DJJ.  A juvenile who receives an informal adjustment or 
is transferred to Superior Court is not considered under DJJ supervision.  Also, ju‐
veniles who serve their probaƟon under Independent Court Servicesa are not un‐
der DJJ supervision.  Most metro counƟes are served by Independent Courts.  Ju‐
veniles supervised through Independent Court Services represent approximately 
half of Georgia’s probated juveniles and are not captured in this analysis. Howev‐
er, DJJ supervises all commiƩed juveniles—juveniles under regular commitment 
in the community or in residenƟal placements and those commiƩed to our se‐
cure faciliƟes as regular commitments or designated felons.  

Release into the Community 
Measured Ɵme to recidivaƟng events begins at the point of a juvenile’s release 

a. The seventeen counƟes with Independent courts are Chatham, Clayton, Cobb, Columbia, Crawford, DeKalb, 
Dougherty, Floyd, Fulton, Glynn, Gordon, GwinneƩ, Hall, Peach, Spalding, Troup, and Whiƞield.  This report 
does not capture recidivaƟng events following probaƟon from these counƟes. 

Methodology 
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into the community.  This point may be at the start of a new probaƟon or com‐
munity commitment or when a juvenile is released from secure confinement.  
Measurement begins at the point of release into the community because this is 
when the youth has the opportunity to commit a new offense and impact public 
safety.  This approach also facilitates comparison among disposiƟonal groups by 
disregarding the Ɵme a juvenile is held in secure confinement.  Most offenders 
are sƟll under DJJ supervision when they are released to community on proba‐
Ɵon, in aŌercare or in residenƟal placements. 
RecidivaƟng Events 
Rather than tracking a juvenile cohort, our recidivism rate captures each release 
into the community and subsequent recidivaƟng event.  This methodology cap‐
tures mulƟple recidivaƟng events for the same juvenile as unique recidivaƟng 
events.  The focus is on outcomes by placement rather than legal status. 

Follow up Period 
Recidivism is measured for a period of at least one year from Ɵme of release into 
community and extended two or three years depending on data availability at 
the Ɵme of reporƟng.  The majority of recidivism, as observed by Georgia DJJ and 
other states, occurs within the first year —marking an important window for 
analysis.  The extended follow up period of three years describes long term out‐
comes. 

This method of examining all releases to the community during a single year, 
while following juveniles for a three‐year at‐risk period, is carried out for FY2003 
through FY2009. By definiƟon, full three‐year follow up periods have not oc‐
curred for youth released in fiscal year 2008 or 2009. 

Linking to Adult CorrecƟons 
A juvenile may legally be an adult during the at‐risk follow up period aŌer their 
release into the community.  Juvenile records are linked with adult convicƟon da‐
ta so that adult recidivaƟng events are captured in our analysis.  The data provid‐

Methodology 
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ed by Georgia Department of CorrecƟons provides the offense date for incarcer‐
ated adult offenders and the probaƟon start date for probated adult offenders.  
Since our juvenile recidivism analysis uses the date of offense in our analysis, we 
esƟmated the adult probaƟon date of offense by subtracƟng an esƟmated aver‐
age court processing Ɵme (90 days) from the probaƟon start date.  This report 
does not capture mulƟple adult criminal offenses since once a juvenile has been 
tried in adult court they are no longer released from DJJ. 

OriginaƟng versus RecidivaƟng Offenses 
OriginaƟng offense is the juvenile offense associated with a specific release into 
the community.  RecidivaƟng offense is the recidivaƟng event aŌer a youth is re‐
leased into the community. 

Status versus Delinquent Offenses 
A youth may start in a release group with either a delinquent or status originaƟng 
offense.  However, the recidivaƟng offense type can be analyzed as being either 
delinquent, criminal or status recidivism.  Delinquent offenses are juvenile misde‐
meanor or felony offenses.  Criminal offenses are adult offenses.  Delinquent and 
Criminal offenses are combined into the total delinquent recidivism rates.   

Status offenses are those acts commiƩed by youth that would not be considered 
legally valid were the juvenile an adult at the Ɵme of the offense.   As such, status 
offenses are lesser offenses.  They do not indicate the same level of recidivism or 
public safety impact and will be monitored separately. 

Single, Most Serious Offense 
For each release event, an offender may be adjudicated on mulƟple offenses.  
The recidivism dataset takes into account only the single, most serious offense 
related to the current adjudicaƟon or convicƟon. 

 

Methodology 
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Release PopulaƟon 

During the 2009 fiscal year, 10,852 unique juveniles were released into the com‐
munity aŌer a juvenile judicial adjudicaƟon.  Some juveniles were released mulƟ‐
ple Ɵmes within a year.  There were 12,302 total releases in fiscal year 2009.    

During the past four years, the number of juveniles released and the number of 
releases both decreased by over 20 percent.   Most of this populaƟon decrease is 
a drop in the white juvenile populaƟon.  The number of white juvenile releases 
dropped 34 percent from 6,383 releases in fiscal year 2003 to 4,183 releases in 
2009.   In comparison, black juvenile releases only dropped five percent from 
7,666 to 7,258 in fiscal year 2009.  The juvenile disproporƟonate minority repre‐
sentaƟon in DJJ is increasing.   

In fiscal year 2009, the majority 
of youth released into the 
community were being super‐
vised in the community 
through probaƟon, community 
commitments or aŌercare.   

The juvenile release populaƟon 
is consistently about 25 per‐
cent female.  However, females 
are disproporƟonally repre‐
sented in some disposiƟons.  

FY White Black Hispanic Other

2003 43.3% 52.0% 3.5% 1.3%

2004 42.4% 52.4% 3.8% 1.4%

2005 39.1% 55.5% 3.9% 1.5%

2006 37.4% 57.6% 3.7% 1.2%

2007 37.1% 57.2% 4.3% 1.3%

2008 36.4% 57.4% 4.8% 1.4%

2009 34.0% 59.0% 5.3% 1.6%

Racial/Ethnic Juvenile Release Population

OHBW

OHBW

OHBW

OHBW

OHBW

OHBW

OHBW

Probation
56%

STP
12%

STP+ Probation
15%

Community 
Commitment

6%

Residential 
Commitment

6%

YDC+ 
Residential 

Commitment
1% YDC 
Commitment

4%
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Release PopulaƟon 

Thirty percent of juveniles re‐
leased with probaƟon were female 
whereas only 13 percent of juve‐
niles released from a YDC commit‐
ment were female.     

In fiscal year 2009, over half the 
youth released had no delinquent 
history prior to the offense they 
were being released on.  As such, 
over half of DJJ’s juvenile popula‐
Ɵon made contact with DJJ for the 
first Ɵme. 

The majority of youth DJJ releases 
into the community are released 

for status or misdemeanor offens‐
es.  Felony offenses represent only 
a third of DJJ releases. 

DJJ primarily serves youth entering 
DJJ supervision between the ages 
of 14 and 16 years old.  However, in 
the last seven years, DJJ has served 
two youth as young as 6 years old.  
This graph shows the types  of 
offenses  by age of offender.  Vio‐
lent Sex and Property offenses are 
classified as the most serious.   
Technical violaƟons and status 
offenses are classified as the least 

None
53%

1 to 3
39%

4 or more
8%

Percent of Releases by Number of Prior 
Adjudications, FY2009

Felony
38%

Misd.
51%

Status
11%

Percent of Releases by Originating 
Offense Type, FY2009
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Release PopulaƟon 

serious.   Generally speaking, youth parƟcipaƟon in more serious acts peak at age 
16 while parƟcipaƟon in less serious acts peak at age 15.  DJJ conƟnues to serve 
juveniles who turn 17 while under DJJ supervision, but any new acts at age 17 are 
processed in the adult system. 
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Release PopulaƟon 

DJJ developed a validated assessment tool for idenƟfying youth risk for reoffend‐
ing called the Comprehensive Risk and Needs assessment (CRN).  The CRN is ad‐
ministered at the Ɵme of entry into DJJ’s care—except when a youth is placed in 
STP alone.  Most juveniles adjudicated and placed with DJJ parƟcipate in a risk 
assessment, however, over 60 percent of juveniles released from STP never re‐
ceived a CRN assessment.  

Juveniles who enter deeper levels of the juvenile jusƟce system oŌen have higher 
risk levels and increased likelihood of recidivaƟng.  These populaƟons oŌen have 
more prior offenses and greater social, safety and developmental needs.   

 

 

…

…

…

Legal Status No CRN Low Medium High

Probation 5% 7% 87% 0%

STP 61% 9% 29% 1%

STP+Probation 21% 18% 59% 2%

Community Cmt. 6% 38% 50% 7%

Residential Cmt. 0% 44% 50% 7%

YDC+Residential Cmt. 0% 47% 37% 15%

YDC Cmt. 5% 37% 24% 34% N 
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H 

N 

L 

M 

H 

N L 

M 

H 

N L 

M 

H 

N L 

M 

H 

H 

M 

M L 

L 

Percent of CRN Risk Level by Legal Status, FY2009 
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Recidivism of Release PopulaƟon 

While delinquent recidivism increased steadily from Fiscal Year 2003 to 2009, sta‐
tus recidivism steadily decreased.  Further, the raw number of releases decreased 
during the same Ɵme‐period causing fewer juveniles to recidivate in the commu‐
nity.  Together, these trends imply an improvement in Georgia’s ability to target 
limited resources on juveniles with greater needs and higher risks.   

Delinquent recidivism rates conƟnue to be disproporƟonately high for male and 
black populaƟons.  Status recidivism rates conƟnue to be disproporƟonately high 
for females. 

 

# Releases

Not

FY One Two Three Total # One Two Three Total # Recidivating

2003 27.6% 8.6% 4.4% 40.5% 5,973 10.5% 1.3% 0.3% 12.1% 1,786 6,983             

2004 30.2% 8.9% 4.6% 43.7% 6,959 7.3% 1.0% 0.3% 8.6% 1,363 7,590             

2005 31.7% 8.1% 4.1% 43.9% 6,782 6.0% 0.9% 0.3% 7.2% 1,107 7,564             

2006 32.3% 8.8% 4.3% 45.4% 6,404 5.5% 0.8% 0.3% 6.7% 943    6,772             

2007 32.6% 8.5% 3.9% 45.0% 6,292 4.9% 0.7% 0.2% 5.8% 817    6,880             

2008 33.0% 7.8% 4.5% 0.7%

2009 33.5% 4.2%

Years from Release into Community Years from Release into Community

Delinquent Recidivism Rate (%) Status Recidivism Rate (%)

White 24.5% 4.0%

Black 38.9% 4.2%

Hispanic 32.6% 4.9%

Other 29.7% 3.5%

One Year Recidivism Rates by Race, FY2009Delinquent 

1 Yr
Status 1 YrRace

SD

SD

SD

SD

0% 25% 50%

Male 36.6% 3.2%

Female 24.3% 6.9%

Gender
Delinquent 

1 Yr
Status 1 Yr

One Year Recidivism Rates by Gender, FY2009

SD

SD

0% 25% 50%
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Recidivism of Release PopulaƟon 

In fiscal year 2009, DJJ supervised over 12‐thousand youth releases into the com‐
munity.  98 percent of those releases were youth between the ages of 12 and 17 
years old.   

Recidivism rates peaked for those youth that were released into the community 
at 14 years old.  This populaƟon tends to have many risk factors in their life influ‐
encing their parƟcipaƟon in delinquent behavior at a young age.   

There are no status recidivism measured for those over the age of 17.  Some sta‐
tus offenses, such as truancy, are not applicable aŌer the age of 16  in Georgia. 
Furthermore, it is oŌen difficult to hold older youth accountable for status 
offenses.   

9 15.4%

10 20.6% 2.9%

11 21.6% 6.9%

12 36.5% 5.0%

13 38.8% 6.2%

14 45.2% 5.6%

15 41.8% 5.4%

16 26.2% 2.6%

17 11.2% 1.6%

18 18.6%

19 8.3%

20 9.5%

21 16.7%

Age
Delinquent 

1 Yr
Status 1 Yr

One Year Recidivism by Release Age, FY2009

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

0% 25% 50%
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Recidivism of Release PopulaƟon 

A juvenile’s CRN risk score is a strong predictor of the likelihood of recidivaƟng 
offense.  The CRN risk score is designed to predict the juvenile’s risk for reoffend‐
ing by evaluaƟng the juvenile’s community, family and personal resources that 
help improve delinquent behaviors.   Fiscal year 2009 data shows that juveniles 
released with higher CRN scores were more likely to recidivate, and more likely to 
recidivate with more serious offenses. 

Unlike the CRN risk score, the severity of the originaƟng offense does not predict 
the likelihood of recidivaƟng.  Fiscal year 2009 data shows that regardless of the 
severity of the originaƟng offense, 63 percent of the populaƟon did not recidi‐
vate within the first year of their community release.  The originaƟng offense, 
however, does provide some informaƟon on the severity of recidivaƟng events.  
Juveniles released with low‐level status offenses, if they do recidivate, are more 
likely to recidivate with a status offense.  And recidivaƟng juveniles released with 
a felony originaƟng offense more frequently recidivate with a felony offense. 

 

 

No Recidivism Status Misdemeanor Felony

Felony 63.1% 2.4% 15.1% 18.7%

Misdemeano 62.5% 3.1% 23.4% 10.4%

Status 63.1% 14.9% 15.2% 6.7%

Originating 

Offense

Recidivating Offense - 1 year Severity of Recidivating Offense by 

Originating Offense, FY2009
FMSN

FMSN

FMSN

No Recidivism Status Misdemeanor Felony

High      48.9% 4.1% 20.8% 25.7%

Medium    47.3% 4.2% 25.9% 22.4%

Low       66.8% 4.4% 17.8% 10.9%

No CRN    59.0% 2.9% 22.5% 12.4%

Severity of Recidivating Offense by CRN 

Risk Level, FY2009

CRN Risk 

Level

Recidivating Offense - 1 year

FMSN

FMSN

FMSN

FMSN
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Recidivism of Release PopulaƟon 

ResidenƟal commitment and Community commitment populaƟons have very 
similar CRN profiles, but their one‐year recidivism rates are very different.  Com‐
munity commitment recidivism is 70 percent higher than ResidenƟal commit‐
ment.  This implies that services provided to youth in Community commitment 
do not adequately address the risks these youth are facing. 

Two other populaƟons with very high recidivism rates are those released from 
the  60‐day STP program (which became a 30‐day program in 2010) and  those 
who parƟcipated in both STP and are supervised with ProbaƟon.  Unfortunately, 
it is difficult to evaluate the extremely high recidivism found in these populaƟons 
because they are not consistently given CRN risk assessments. 

22.5%

Probation 26.0%

30.8%

STP 42.8%

35.4%

STP+ Probation 51.4%

41.6%
Community Cmt. 43.9%

24.8% Residential Cmt. 25.3%
25.8%

YDC+ Residential Cmt. 
31.9%

35.7%
YDC Cmt. 37.7%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

One Year Recidivism Rates by Fiscal Year and Legal Status 

Legal Status None Low Medium High

Probation 5% 87% 7% 0%

STP 61% 29% 9% 1%

STP+Probation 21% 59% 18% 2%

Community Cmt. 6% 50% 38% 7%

Residential Cmt. 0% 50% 44% 7%

YDC+Residential Cmt. 0% 37% 47% 15%

YDC Cmt. 5% 24% 37% 34%

CRN Risk Profiles of Release Population by 

Legal Status, FY 2009
HMLN

HMLN

HMLN

HMLN

HMLN

HMLN

HMLN
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Recidivism: Time to Failure 

Analysis of the Ɵme between a juvenile’s release into the community and a sub‐
sequent recidivaƟng event indicates that half of all recidivists commit a subse‐
quent delinquent act by 271 days or within nine months.   

 

CumulaƟve Delinquent Recidivism Rate by Days from Release, FY2003—FY2009 
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271 days for half of all recidivists to 
commit a subsequent delinquent act 
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Recidivism: Time to Failure by Gender 

During a four year follow‐up period, males are nearly twice as likely to recidivate 
as females.   However, this analysis also demonstrates that the median Ɵme to 
return is significantly shorter for females than for males.  Half of all female recidi‐
vists return within  seven months, while half of all male recidivists return within 
ten months.  Put another way, if females parƟcipate in recidivaƟng behaviors, 
they tend to do it more quickly upon their release.  

Male 

Delinquent Recidivism by Days from Release by Gender, FY2003—FY2009 
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EsƟmaƟng a NaƟonal Rate of Recidivism  
Accurately esƟmaƟng a naƟonal recidivism rate proves to be a difficult task giv‐
en the rates vary greatly depending on how recidivism is defined and measured 
in each state. The definiƟon of recidivism and the measure used can substan‐
Ɵally affect recidivism rates reported across the naƟon. In addiƟon to the types 
of offenses included in the definiƟon (e.g. delinquent or delinquent & criminal) 
and the data used to measure recidivism (e.g. rearrests, reconvicƟons, re‐
confinements), a state’s approach to reporƟng recidivism can also differ among 
several other variables. The upper age of the state’s juvenile court jurisdicƟon, 
the length of the follow up period, the uƟlizaƟon of cohorts, and the inclusion 
on adult system data can all impact variability in how these rates are measured 
and reported.10 

Variables that Influence Recidivism Rates  

Comparing Recidivism Rates in the Juvenile JusƟce System 

Upper Age of the 
State’s Juvenile 
Court JurisdicƟon 

16 
17 
18 

Follow Up Period 12 months 
18 months 
24 months 
36 months 

Cohort studies Following a cohort of juveniles for a specified amount of Ɵme 
Tracking an event for a specified amount of Ɵme 

Offenses Included Delinquent 
Delinquent & Criminal 
All (delinquent, criminal, traffic violaƟons, violaƟons of probaƟon, 
contempt of court, failure to appear) 

Systems  
Researched 

Juvenile 
Juvenile & Adult 

Re‐offense Type Rearrest 
Informal adjustment and diversion 
Filing of charges 
ReconvicƟon/readjudicaƟon 
Return to supervision/custody 
ReincarceraƟon/reconfinement 
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For example, a state that treats 16 year olds as adults will examine a different 
age range when calculaƟng their recidivism rate when compared to a state that 
treats 16 year olds as juveniles. That recidivism rate will be further influenced by  
the states’ decision to  follow the juvenile into adult correcƟons in their calcula‐
Ɵon of recidivism or only examine recidivism within their juvenile system. Recid‐
ivism can also be affected by the quality of aŌercare services, variaƟon in police 
and judicial pracƟces, and differences in state criminal jusƟce system laws.9 
 

As a result of this lack of comparability among states, a naƟonal rate can not be 
computed. However, in 2009, the CJCA published a set of core recommenda‐
Ɵons to address the need for standardizaƟon of defining and measuring recidi‐
vism. These recommendaƟons include the following: 

1. Specify the populaƟon represented (e.g. age, gender, race, first‐Ɵme offender,         
secure care program, special needs, mental health, offense type, risk score)       

2. Include convicƟon/adjudicaƟon; including adult convicƟons as a measure 
3. Provide mulƟple measures 
4. Specify the length of follow‐up (2 years minimum) 
5. Measure status offenses and technical violaƟons separately from new  
    delinquent or criminal offenses 
6. Clearly idenƟfy sources of data 
 

AddiƟonally, the Juvenile JusƟce and Delinquency PrevenƟon Act Reauthoriza‐
Ɵon Bill (Senate Bill 678) addressed the provision of a naƟonal recidivism meas‐
ure by specifying that the Administrator of OJJDP will establish a data collecƟon 
protocol instrument and technology that states shall use to report data on juve‐
nile recidivism on an annual basis; establish a common naƟonal  juvenile recidi‐
vism measurement system; and make cumulaƟve juvenile recidivism data that is 
collected from states available to the public.”10 
 
Comparing Recidivism among States  
Given all of the variables listed in the previous table, examining state rates in an 
equitable way proves to be a difficult acƟvity. Rates determined by different 

Comparing Recidivism Rates in the Juvenile JusƟce System 
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methodologies yield unfair comparisons. Therefore, Georgia’s one year recidi‐
vism rate of 34% may seem to be higher than other states; however, aŌer closer 
inspecƟon, it becomes apparent that differences in recidivism measures, meth‐
ods and approaches significantly influence the numeric value of a state’s recidi‐
vism rate. 
 

To facilitate a more equitable comparison of rates, only states having similar 
measurement approaches should be examined against each other.  As recidivism 
is most commonly measured in terms of rearrests, reconvicƟons, or re‐
confinements, some degree of aggregaƟon and comparison can be achieved. In 
the 2006 OJJDP NaƟonal Report, using the average of state juvenile recidivism 
rates for a small number of states, it was esƟmated that the naƟonal average 
could be anywhere between 12% and 55%, depending on the measure of recidi‐
vism used (table reproduced below).  In fact, rates of juveniles recidivism have 
been found as high as 66% when measuring recidivism by rearrests and as high 
as 33% when measuring re‐offending by reconvicƟons within a few years of re‐
lease.  This difference in the rates is due to assessments ands judgments made 
throughout the jusƟce process.11 

Reoffense type 
Measured 

Effect on Recidivism Average recidivism 
rate among  

comparable states 
Rearrests This rate is not influenced by court proceed‐

ings but may overesƟmate the level of 
reoffending because rearrests could be more 
likely to include offenses the juvenile did not 
commit. 

55% 

ReconvicƟons/
ReadjudicaƟons 

A court of law has determined that a juvenile 
commiƩed a crime; this is a subset of rear‐
rests. 

33% 

Reconfinements/
ReincarceraƟons 

This is the most restricƟve subset of rearrests; 
the juvenile has been adjudicated and con‐
fined to an adult or juvenile detenƟon facility. 

12% 

Comparing Recidivism Rates in the Juvenile JusƟce System 
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Recidivism: Juvenile Cohort Methodology 
UnƟl now, this report has calculated recidivism as a measure of juvenile releases 
into the community.  By following the recidivism for each release, some juveniles 
are counted mulƟple Ɵmes.  This technique provides useful informaƟon for re‐
source management, program evaluaƟon, and public safety as each new offense 
is captured in the recidivism rate. 

Other jurisdicƟons may use different measures of recidivism.  Tracking unique ju‐
veniles using a cohort approach is a popular method in other jurisdicƟons.  For 
purposes of comparison and because some informaƟon cannot be analyzed with‐
out the unique juvenile cohort methodology, the following secƟon compares the 
DJJ recidivism rate with two alternate recidivism measures. 

Methodology A is the release approach described and used in this report.  

Methodology B measures a unique set of juveniles released during a given year 
and determines what percentage of that starƟng populaƟon recidivates with at 
least one delinquent offense within the follow up period.  This measurement dis‐
Ɵnguishes between recidivaƟng juveniles and non‐recidivaƟng juveniles but does 
not track mulƟple offenses by the same juvenile. 

Methodology C only analyzes first‐Ɵme offenders.  This approach excludes previ‐
ous repeat offenders from the starƟng populaƟon in a given year because those 
recidivaƟng juveniles were captured in previous years’ recidivism rates. Then, 

Recidivism Outcomes using Three Methodologies, FY 2007 and FY 2009 

# Releases

FY One Two Three Total # One Two Three Total # Not Recidiviating

A) DJJ's Release Events 2007 33% 8% 4% 45% 6,292 5% 1% 0% 6% 817   6,880             

2009 34% 4%
# Juveniles 

 Not Recidivating

B) Juvenile Cohort 2007 31% 8% 4% 43% 5,314 5% 1% 0% 6% 685   6,282             

2009 31% 4%

2007 24% 8% 4% 36% 2,648 4% 1% 0% 5% 400 4,349             

2009 25% 4%

Delinquent Recidivism Rate (%)
Years from Release into Community Years from Release into Community

Status Recidivism Rate (%)

C) Juvenile Cohort for 

First-time Offenders
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similar to Methodology B, Meth‐
odology C  determines which per‐
centage of the starƟng populaƟon 
recidivates. 

Other jurisdicƟons most common‐
ly use Methodology B, so it is 
more suited for comparison be‐
tween jurisdicƟons. 

Methodology B and C both pro‐
duce lower recidivism rates than 
Methodology A.  By excluding re‐
peat offenses (Methodology B) or 
repeat offenders (Methodology 
C), they discount the recidivism of 
chronic offenders.   

That said, the juvenile cohort 
methodologies do allow a much clearer analysis of the proporƟon of juveniles 
who do not reoffend.  From the FY 2009 release cohort with one‐year follow‐up, 
nearly 70 percent of DJJ juveniles had no new delinquent adjudicaƟons.  That is a 
30 percent delinquent recidivism rate.  In comparison, Georgia's observed recidi‐
vism rates when uƟlizing the juvenile cohort  methodology (30 percent) and 
when following recidivism for each release (34 percent) both align closely to the 
average rate (33 percent) of states with similar recidivism measures.b 

Outcome of First RecidivaƟng Event, FY 2009,  
Methodology B Cohort with 1‐year follow‐up 

Recidivism: Juvenile Cohort Methodology 

b. Georgia DJJ recidivism measure is similar to those in Alaska, Florida, Kentucky, Maryland, North Dakota, Okla‐
homa and Virginia  

Adult Inmate
0%

Adult Probation
2%

Juvenile 
Delinquent

29%

Status
4%

No Recidivism
65%
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Further analysis of recidivism measured as re‐
leases to the community, allows us to look at re‐
cidivism by physical state regions, districts and 
counƟes.   

This graph below shows recidivism by DJJ man‐
agement districts.  They are displayed in the or‐
der of recidivism rates from fiscal year 2009.  
District 2, 11 and 1 are all primarily composed of 

rural communiƟes.   Districts 3B and 3A compose the greater Metro‐Atlanta area.  
Savannah contributes to the high rates in District 12 and Macon contributes to 
the high rates in District 6.   

The map on the next page shows that many more youth are released into the 
community in urban areas than rural areas.  In many states, urban areas tend to 

One Year Recidivism Rate by District and Fiscal Year 

Recidivism by District and County 

0%
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10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

2007

2008

2009

DJJ District—in order of FY2009 recidivism 
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Number of Releases by County of Residence, FY 2009 

Mapped Release PopulaƟon by County 
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One Year Delinquent Recidivism Rates by County of Residence, FY 2009 

Mapped Recidivism by County 
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Policy ImplicaƟons 

The Department has taken steps to address recidivism by implemenƟng tools 
such as the CRN Assessment and the Enhanced Service Plan. IdenƟfying and tar‐
geƟng dynamic crimonogenic risk factors using these two tools will allow case 
managers to work strategically with youth on their caseloads to reduce the 
youth’s risk of re‐offending. The Department also strives to conƟnuously improve 
agency pracƟces to achieve our mission to protect and serve the ciƟzens of Geor‐
gia by holding young offenders accountable for their acƟons through the delivery 
of services and sancƟons in appropriate seƫngs and by supporƟng youth in their 
communiƟes to become producƟve and law‐abiding ciƟzens. To facilitate these 
efforts, DJJ aims to provide policy makers with data‐driven analysis of recidivism 
trends and the accompanying policy implicaƟons. Highlighted below are three 
substanƟal policy implicaƟons of the recidivism data. 
 

CRN Should Be Used as a Tool in Exit EvaluaƟons 
The Comprehensive Risk and Needs assessment (CRN) should be included in ju‐
venile evaluaƟons at the Ɵme of their release. The CRN esƟmates the likelihood 
of recidivism upon a juvenile’s release into the community and idenƟfies re‐
sources essenƟal for successful juvenile transiƟon into their communiƟes. This 
measure has been validated as a staƟsƟcally useful tool. It is a more accurate es‐
Ɵmator of recidivism than widely‐used factors such as offense history. It would 
provide informaƟon that would help ensure successful transiƟons into the com‐
munity or alternate placements. The CRN should become a part of juveniles’ re‐
lease evaluaƟon. 
 

Community Commitment Recidivism Should Be Addressed 
The unexpectedly high recidivism rates for community commitments needs to be 
addressed with improved placements and services that meet juvenile needs. 
Most juveniles with regular commitments are supervised in their communiƟes.  
Consistently, for several years, these community commitments show higher than  
expected recidivism rates. To compound this problem, in 2010 DJJ began serving  
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more regular commitment juveniles, with greater needs, in the community. As 
such, DJJ should expect to see community commitment recidivism rates increase 
for FY10 and FY11. A likely explanaƟon for this disparity is that these youth have 
inadequate resources to address the risks they are facing in their community.  
 

Services Available to DJJ Youth Should be Enhanced 
There is an ever‐growing body of research supporƟng the effecƟveness of evi‐
dence based and promising pracƟces in reducing recidivism.  Conversely, short 
term programming has consistently been found in the literature to be very in‐
effecƟve in reducing re‐offenses among juveniles.14 Furthermore, the CRN pro‐
files of residenƟal and community commitment populaƟons described in this re‐
port are similar, yet a 70 percent difference in the recidivism rates of the residen‐
Ɵal and community populaƟons implies that services in the community do not 
adequately address the needs these youth possess. The array of services availa‐
ble to DJJ youth can be enhanced by increasing  the availability of quality services 
that are modeled aŌer best pracƟces. 

System improvements can be insƟtuted that will reduce recidivism . The imple‐
mentaƟon of programs modeled aŌer best pracƟces, with adequate amounts of 
treatment, have been found to reduce recidivism by up to about 40 percent.15 
Moreover, programs that meet the Principles of EffecƟve IntervenƟon have been 
found to reduce recidivism anywhere from 10 to 50 percent.16 Many states in‐
cluding Florida, North Carolina, Tennessee, Pennsylvania, Oregon, and Washing‐
ton have adopted legislaƟon requiring evidence‐based programming given its 
proven success in reducing recidivism.17 In Georgia, the Department has iniƟated 
strategic plan projects to examine case management processes and the delivery 
of programming and services to our youth. These projects have resulted in rec‐
ommendaƟons that will address idenƟfied areas in need of improvement and re‐
source shortages. ImplemenƟng the various recommendaƟons will strengthen 
the quality of services provided to youth; consequently reducing recidivism and 
preserving the safety of ciƟzens in the State of Georgia. 

Policy ImplicaƟons 
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Appendix A: Recidivism Rates by DisposiƟon 

# Releases
One Two Three Total # One Two Three Total # Not Recidivating

2003 36% 14% 7% 57% 444     2% 0% 0% 2% 17         323                        
2004 36% 13% 8% 57% 374     3% 1% 0% 4% 24         255                        
2005 38% 12% 6% 56% 348     3% 0% 0% 4% 22         249                        
2006 39% 15% 6% 60% 442     3% 0% 0% 3% 24         275                        
2007 43% 11% 6% 60% 450     3% 0% 0% 3% 23         273                        
2008 40% 11% 2% 1%
2009 38% 3%

2003 25% 14% 9% 48% 435     2% 2% 1% 5% 43         432                        
2004 24% 16% 7% 46% 445     3% 2% 0% 5% 45         468                        
2005 22% 15% 7% 43% 320     3% 1% 0% 5% 35         383                        
2006 23% 17% 7% 47% 449     2% 1% 1% 4% 42         468                        
2007 25% 16% 5% 46% 355     3% 2% 0% 5% 40         378                        
2008 28% 16% 3% 1%
2009 25% 3%

2003 26% 18% 10% 53% 95       3% 1% 0% 4% 7           76                          
2004 35% 20% 5% 61% 80       5% 1% 0% 6% 8           44                          
2005 38% 14% 2% 54% 57       1% 2% 2% 5% 5           44                          
2006 32% 23% 9% 64% 82       2% 0% 0% 2% 3           43                          
2007 37% 17% 5% 59% 66       2% 2% 0% 4% 4           41                          
2008 32% 17% 5% 1%
2009 32% 2%

2003 42% 9% 5% 55% 459     4% 1% 0% 5% 39         336                        
2004 45% 10% 5% 59% 511     4% 1% 0% 5% 41         308                        
2005 45% 9% 4% 58% 577     4% 0% 0% 5% 47         372                        
2006 44% 10% 5% 59% 565     4% 1% 0% 5% 47         351                        
2007 46% 7% 4% 57% 574     4% 1% 0% 4% 45         386                        
2008 45% 9% 2% 0%
2009 44% 4%

2003 31% 8% 5% 44% 993     10% 1% 0% 10% 234       1,049                    
2004 37% 9% 5% 51% 1,237 8% 1% 0% 8% 206       999                        
2005 36% 8% 5% 49% 1,141 6% 0% 0% 7% 153       1,027                    
2006 42% 8% 5% 55% 915     5% 0% 0% 6% 96         651                        
2007 38% 9% 4% 50% 767     4% 1% 0% 5% 75         686                        
2008 41% 8% 4% 0%
2009 43% 3%

2003 35% 8% 3% 47% 990     17% 2% 0% 19% 404       713                        
2004 40% 9% 4% 53% 1,206 11% 1% 0% 13% 287       799                        
2005 46% 8% 4% 58% 1,174 9% 1% 0% 10% 196       639                        
2006 50% 8% 3% 61% 938     8% 0% 0% 9% 135       460                        
2007 52% 9% 3% 64% 1,082 6% 0% 0% 6% 109       501                        
2008 48% 7% 6% 1%
2009 51% 5%

2003 22% 7% 4% 33% 2,557 12% 2% 0% 14% 1,042   4,039                    
2004 25% 8% 4% 36% 3,106 7% 1% 0% 9% 752       4,696                    
2005 26% 7% 4% 37% 3,165 6% 1% 0% 7% 649       4,833                    
2006 26% 7% 4% 37% 3,013 6% 1% 0% 7% 596       4,507                    
2007 26% 7% 4% 37% 2,998 5% 1% 0% 6% 521       4,605                    
2008 27% 7% 5% 1%
2009 26% 4%
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Appendix B: Recidivism Rates by District 

# Releases
One Two Three Total # One Two Three Total # Not Recidivating

2003 21% 8% 4% 32% 431  14% 2% 1% 16% 219  690                         
2004 25% 9% 4% 38% 528  10% 1% 1% 12% 166  691                         
2005 27% 8% 4% 38% 552  9% 1% 0% 11% 152  729                         
2006 27% 7% 3% 38% 456  7% 1% 0% 9% 111  646                         
2007 29% 6% 3% 38% 533  6% 1% 0% 7% 103  764                         
2008 29% 6% 7% 1%
2009 29% 6%

2003 23% 6% 4% 34% 219  10% 2% 0% 12% 81      352                         
2004 22% 8% 4% 34% 243  10% 2% 0% 13% 90      386                         
2005 25% 7% 4% 35% 218  8% 1% 0% 9% 56      343                         
2006 24% 7% 5% 36% 208  4% 1% 0% 5% 27      347                         
2007 21% 6% 4% 31% 153  4% 1% 1% 6% 29      319                         
2008 19% 7% 5% 1%
2009 25% 3%

2003 28% 8% 5% 42% 809  9% 1% 0% 11% 205  916                         
2004 32% 9% 4% 46% 932  6% 1% 0% 7% 142  951                         
2005 35% 9% 4% 48% 927  5% 1% 0% 6% 126  886                         
2006 33% 9% 5% 47% 825  5% 1% 0% 6% 113  820                         
2007 35% 8% 3% 47% 825  5% 1% 0% 6% 107  839                         
2008 37% 7% 5% 1%
2009 35% 4%

2003 27% 8% 3% 39% 512  15% 1% 0% 16% 209  607                         
2004 32% 9% 5% 45% 628  6% 1% 0% 8% 106  648                         
2005 33% 9% 4% 45% 563  5% 1% 0% 6% 69      610                         
2006 35% 9% 5% 48% 566  3% 1% 0% 5% 54      544                         
2007 36% 7% 4% 47% 613  2% 1% 0% 4% 46      636                         
2008 35% 8% 4% 1%
2009 32% 4%

2003 26% 10% 4% 40% 412  10% 1% 0% 11% 118  505                         
2004 30% 8% 5% 43% 571  7% 1% 0% 8% 107  630                         
2005 33% 8% 4% 45% 515  5% 1% 0% 6% 70      556                         
2006 33% 9% 5% 47% 481  3% 0% 1% 3% 36      512                         
2007 33% 9% 4% 46% 518  4% 1% 0% 6% 62      540                         
2008 31% 10% 3% 0%
2009 36% 3%

2003 26% 9% 4% 39% 541  12% 3% 1% 15% 214  642                         
2004 29% 7% 4% 40% 636  7% 1% 1% 9% 146  790                         
2005 31% 8% 4% 42% 584  6% 2% 0% 8% 106  690                         
2006 29% 9% 3% 42% 536  5% 1% 0% 6% 78      660                         
2007 29% 9% 4% 41% 515  6% 1% 0% 7% 83      646                         
2008 30% 7% 4% 1%
2009 30% 4%

2003 31% 7% 4% 42% 524  13% 2% 0% 15% 182  534                         
2004 29% 6% 4% 39% 536  15% 1% 0% 17% 224  594                         
2005 30% 7% 3% 39% 503  14% 1% 0% 16% 203  570                         
2006 34% 7% 3% 44% 654  14% 1% 0% 15% 227  615                         
2007 34% 8% 3% 46% 582  12% 1% 0% 13% 163  529                         
2008 38% 7% 8% 0%
2009 40% 9%
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Appendix B (conƟnued): Recidivism Rates by District 

# Releases
One Two Three Total # One Two Three Total # Not Recidivating

2003 33% 8% 4% 45% 460  8% 0% 0% 9% 87       467                         
2004 33% 10% 6% 48% 515  4% 1% 0% 5% 53       503                         
2005 33% 9% 5% 46% 530  2% 0% 0% 3% 33       577                         
2006 33% 10% 4% 47% 449  3% 0% 0% 4% 34       467                         
2007 31% 9% 6% 46% 354  1% 1% 0% 2% 14       398                         
2008 32% 9% 2% 0%
2009 36% 1%

2003 33% 11% 4% 48% 442  10% 1% 0% 12% 110    361                         
2004 36% 9% 5% 50% 544  9% 1% 0% 10% 114    428                         
2005 39% 8% 4% 51% 587  7% 1% 0% 8% 94       458                         
2006 35% 8% 5% 48% 483  9% 1% 0% 10% 101    413                         
2007 35% 10% 4% 48% 517  6% 1% 0% 6% 68       485                         
2008 36% 8% 6% 0%
2009 36% 6%

2003 24% 10% 5% 39% 338  11% 2% 0% 14% 118    415                         
2004 28% 11% 5% 44% 364  6% 1% 0% 7% 57       402                         
2005 30% 9% 6% 45% 348  5% 1% 0% 6% 49       384                         
2006 31% 10% 4% 45% 380  4% 0% 1% 5% 39       425                         
2007 36% 9% 4% 48% 423  3% 1% 0% 4% 31       423                         
2008 33% 8% 3% 1%
2009 32% 3%

2003 25% 10% 5% 39% 378  9% 1% 0% 10% 93       492                         
2004 32% 11% 5% 47% 457  5% 1% 0% 5% 51       460                         
2005 34% 9% 5% 47% 468  4% 1% 0% 5% 49       478                         
2006 40% 9% 5% 53% 501  4% 1% 0% 5% 47       403                         
2007 35% 11% 5% 50% 494  5% 0% 0% 6% 55       437                         
2008 38% 8% 4% 1%
2009 36% 3%

2003 28% 8% 5% 41% 412  8% 1% 0% 10% 101    500                         
2004 28% 7% 6% 41% 486  5% 0% 0% 6% 70       627                         
2005 24% 6% 5% 35% 465  4% 1% 0% 5% 68       788                         
2006 26% 11% 7% 43% 358  4% 1% 0% 6% 49       425                         
2007 29% 7% 5% 41% 325  3% 1% 0% 3% 26       438                         
2008 25% 9% 3% 0%
2009 26% 3%

2003 32% 11% 5% 48% 495  4% 0% 0% 4% 46       487                         
2004 34% 13% 5% 51% 519  3% 0% 0% 4% 37       458                         
2005 36% 9% 5% 51% 522  3% 0% 0% 3% 32       478                         
2006 34% 11% 5% 50% 507  2% 0% 0% 3% 27       478                         
2007 35% 11% 4% 50% 440  3% 0% 0% 3% 30       416                         
2008 34% 10% 1% 0%
2009 37% 2%
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