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FOLLot-l-UP SURVEY OF 

POST-RELEASE CRININAL BEHAVIOR 

OF P.tillTICIPANTS IN FAlHLY REUNION PROGRA:.I 

The present report investigates the return rate of a sample 
of 540 Released Family Reunion Program participants to (a) deter­
mine the numbe~ of these program participants returned to Dep3rt­
ment custody by new sentence or Doard action due to rule violation 
and (b) compare this actual return rate to a projected return 
based on overall return statistics. 

Att.~ched is a set of Highlights summarizing the findings of 
this report . 
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FOLLOW-UP SURVEY OF 

POST-RELEASE CRIMI~AL BEK~VIOR 

OF PARTICIPA~ITS IN FAl.'1ILY REml'ION PROGRA}1 

HIGHLIGHTS 

Program Overview and History. One of the more innovative program­
matic developments of the New York State Department of Correctional 
Services in recent years has been the establishment of the Family 
Reunion Program. The basic goal of this program is to enable eli­
gible inmates and their families to meet in private on the grounds 
of the facility for extended periods of time. 

This program was initially established under a Federal grant on a 
pilot project basis at the Wallkill Correction Facility in June, 
1976. Based on the successful operation of this demonstration 
project, this Federal Project was incrementally expanded to Attica 
(July 1977); Bedford Hills (September 1977); and Great Meadow 
(September 1978). This program was subsequently assumed under 
State funding at the end of the Federal grant. 

Program Objectives. The primary objective of the program is to aid 
eligible inmates in presel~ing and strengthening their family re­
lationships while incarcerated and consequently to facilitate the 
adjustment of the program participants in the community after 
release and thus reduce the likelihood of further criminal activity. 

Family Reunion Program Participants Released as of February 1980. 
A total of 540 program participants had been released as of February 
1980. 

Return Rate of Familv Reunion Program Participants (4%). Of these 
540 released program participants, only 4% (20) had been returned 
to the Department's custody by February 1980 with a new sentence or 
by the Board of Parole for a rule violation 

Lower Than Projected Return Rate. Based on the overall return rate 
of Department releases, it may be projected that 59 of these 540 
released program participants would have been returned to Department 
custody. As such, the number of program participants actually 
returned (20) was approximately 67% less ~han the expected number (S9). 

§ignificance of Findings. The primary implication of this finding 
is that the Department's family services are appropriately directed 
toward an area that appears to be related to reducing criminal 
recidivism. 

----------------- -----------

FOLLOW-UP SURVEY OF 

POST-RELEASE CRIHINAL BEH.. .. WIOR 

OF PARTICIPANTS IN FN-lILY RElr.UON PROGRAl1 

One of the more innovative programmatic developments of the New York 
State Department of Correctional Services in recent years has been the 
establishment of the Family Reunion Program. At the time of this Depart­
ment's initial planning survey of this area in 1976, only two other State 
correctional agencies (California and Mississippi) operated somewhat 
similar programs. 

Program Objectives 

The Family Reunion Program is designed specifically for those inmates 
who because of length of sentence or other reasons are inelioible for 
participation in the regular furlough program. The basic ao:l of this 

• • 0 

project 1S to enable eligible inmates and their families to meet in private 
on the grounds of the facility for extended periods of time. 

Through the operation of the Family Reunion Program, this project 
addresses two interrelated objectives. 

1. the primary objective of the program is to enable 
the involved inmates to preserve and strengthen 
their family relationships while incarcerated. 

2. a second major objective is to facilitate the 
adjustment of the involved inmates in the community 
after release by improving their family rel~tion­
ships and thus reducing the possibility of further 
criminal activity. 

Program Operation 

Under the Department's Assistant Commissioner for Ministerial and 
Family Services, Division of Ministerial Services and Family Services has 
the day-to-day operational responsibility for the implementation and 
operation of the Family Reunion Program. Appendix A provides a detailed 
description of the program operations in terms of staffing, selection 
criteria and visiting procedures. 

This program was initially established under a Federal grant on a 
pilot project basis .,.t the Wallkill Correction Facility in June 1976. 
Based on the successful operation of this demonstration project, this 
Federal Project was incrementally expanded to Attica (July 1977)' Bed­
ford Hills (September 1977); and Great Headow (September 1978). I This 
progr3m was subsequently assumed under State funding at the enc of the 
Federal grant. 
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Previous Evaluation of Wallkill Program. An initial survey in this 
area (February 1979) sought to assess the degree to which the Family 
Reunion Program at Wallkill assisted inmates in maintaining family ties.* 

Focus on Wallkil~ Pilot Project. This 1979 survey focused on the 
Wallkill program site since only this project component had been in oper­
ation for a sufficient period of time so that an adequate number of pro­
gram participants had been subsequently released. 

Preservation of Family Ties: Number of Program Participants Living 
with Family Members upon Release. In order to ascertain the program's 
assistance in enabling inmates to maintain and strengthen their. family 
ties while incarcerated, information was compiled on the number of prograo 
participants who were released to living arrangements with family members. 

This 1979 survey found that 58 (87%) of the 67 released program parti­
cipants for whom information was available were scheduled to return to 
living arrangements with family members (generally their spouses) upon 
release. Another 7 program participants were initially released to a 
special halfway house program operated by the Division of Pil.::o1.e. Only 2 
were scheduled to reside alone after release. . 

In view of the fact that 62 of these 73 program participants had 
served over 2 years, this finding is seen to be indicative of the program's 
contribution in assisting inmates in maintaining family ties during sub­
stantial periods of incarceration. 

Present Survey of Reconnnitment Among Family Reunion Program Participants. 
As a follow-up to this previous report, the present report was designed to 
examine the post~release criminal behavior of Family Reunion Program Parti­
cipants. 

Purpose of Survey. As noted above, the purpose of this survey is to 
compare the post release "recommitment" rate of a sample of Family Reunion 
Program participants to an overall recommitment rate of Department releases. 

Definition of Recommitment. For purposes of this follow-up study 
" . til' d f' d ' recomm~ ment ~s e ~ne as a return to Department custody either (a) for a 
rule violation or (b) with a new sentence following conviction for a new 
felony. 

Sample Selection: Expansion to All Four Program Sites. 
discussed, the earlier follow-up study involved only a sample 
participants at the Wallkill Correctional Facility site. 

As previously 
of program 

* Follow-up Survey of Participants in Family Reunion Program, 
February 1979 
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The present survey expanded the sample to involve program participants 
at all four sites: Wallkill (including inmates from Woodbourne); Bedford 
Hills; Attica; and Great Meadow. 

Determination of Number of Family Reunion Participants Released. The 
Division of Ministerial and Family Services requested that the Family 
Reunion Program Coordinators at each of the four sites submit a listing of 
all inmates who had participated in the program as cif February 1980. 

The Department's Division of Management Information services was then 
asked to provide information on the current status (under custody or 
released) of these 1,129 inmates as of February 1980. 

In line with standard office procedure on recommitment studies, this 
analysis sought to determine the number of program participants released by 
Board action, conditional release or maximum expiration of sentence. Inmates 
released by ~ourt order or out-to-court for further legal action were ex­
cluded from consideration. 

Program Participants Released and ~ot Returned as of February 1980. As 
of February 1980, a total of 520 program participants had been released and had 
not been returned. The table below indicates the year of release and the 
facility at which the inmate had participated in the program. 

Facility 

Wallkill 
(Wallkill Inmates) 

Wallkill 
(Woodbourne Inmates)* 

Attica 

Bedford Hills 

Great Meadow 

TOTAL: 

PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 
RELEASED AND Nor RETURNED 

AS OF FEBRUARY 1980 

Total 
Number 

Release Date 
1976 1977 1978 1979 

279 2 25 90 149 

69 22 44 

85 1 23 52 

66 1 22 38 

21 1 16 

520 2 27 158 299 

* Previously, one cycle every two weeks at Wallkill was reserved 
for Wo.,dbourne inmates. 

1980 

13 

3 

9 

5 

4 

34 
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Program Participants Released and Returned as February 1980. The 
listing of'program participants under custody was reviewed to determine 
the number released and returned as of February 1980 with a new sentence 
or by Parole Board action due to a rule violation. 

The number of inmates returned due to a rule violation was ascertained 
by reviewing the Central office case folders of inmates whose most recent 
admission date was later than their Department ID ~umber. The number of 
inmates returned with a new sentence was determined by comparing the inmates' 
current Department ID numbers to their ID numbers while in the program to 
identify t~'ose individuals subsequently recommitted with a new sentence 
(and thus a new number). 

This process identified a total of 20 of program participants who had 
been released and subsequently returned with a new sentence or due to a 
rule violation. 

PROGRAM PARTICIPfu~S 
RELEASED AND RETURNED TO DEPARTMENT CUSTODY 

AS OF FEBRUARY 1980 

Wallkill 8 

Woodbourne 1 

Attica 8 

Bedford Hills 3 

Great Meadow 

TarAL: 20 

It should be emphasized that the number of inmates returned by program 
site differ significantly due to the varying number released from each site 
as well as differences in the inmate populations at each site. 

It should also be noted that there is a possibility that the preceding 
table on program participants released and not returned might include a 
very limited number (if any) of program participants who were released, 
returned and released again. However, this possibility is considered to 
be negligible due to the relatively brief time periods involved. Even at 
the initial project site of Wallkill, very few (27) program participants had 
been released before 1978, which makes it unlikely that a significant number 
of program participants were released, returned and released again by 
February 1980. In future follow-up studies, this possibility will be in­
vestigated in the research method. 
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Of th!nalysis of Recidivism Rate of Family Reunion Program Participants 
h d b total 540 program participants released as of February 1980 (20)' 

a een returned to the Department's custody. ' 

PROGRfu~ PARTICIPfu~S 

PERCENT RETURNED AS OF FEBRUARY 1980 

Released and Returned 
Number of 

Number of Total Percent of Released and Released Number Total Released !-Tot Released 
Wallkill 287 8 3% 279 
Woodbourne 70 1 1% 69 
Attica 93 8 9% 85 
Bedford Hills 69 3 4% "" 00 

Great Meadow 21 
21 

TarAL: 540 20 4% 520 

low 
ask 
for 

Comparison Data: Overall Recidivism Statl'st' t f lCS, In considering this 
re urn,rate or the surveyed program participants it is logical to 
how thlS program recidivism rate compares to the ~verall ret 
Department releases. urn rate 

To d:v:lop an overall recidivism rate for comparison ur oses ' 
report ut1l~zed the most current available thr p p ,thlS 

t d . ee year return rate data as 
DP:e~e~ e fln a recent Division of Parole statistical publication Thl'S 

lV1S1on 0 Parole report ' di h' ' 1 . ln cates t e fa llow1ng re turn rates for 1975 
re eases due to rule vlolations or new sentences.* 

Year of Helease 

Cumulative Percentage 
Returned 

5,5% 

First Year After Release 
19.9% 

Second Year After Release 26.8% 

While the above follow-up 'd f h d'ff f perlO 0 t ese 1975 releases (1975-1977) 
1 ers rom the follow-up of the surve ed F '1 ' 

pants (1977-1979) th " Y aml y Reunlon Program partici-
f 11 d 

',ese statlstlcs offer the most current three year 
o ow-up ata aVSllable. 

* New York State Division of P 1 aro e, 1977 Annual Statistical 
Report (September 1979) 
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These percentages were applied to the number of Family Reunion Program 
participants released in 1977, 1978 and 1979 to generate a projected number 
of anticipated returns. 

Number of 
Family Reunion 

Participants Released 

34 

168 

302 

TOTAL: 504 

Anticipated Percentage 
Returned Based on 

1975 Parole Data 

26,8% 

19:9% 

5.5% 

Total: 

Anticipated 
Number of Program 

Participants Returned 
(Approximately) 

9 

.33 

17 

59 

Lower Than Projected Number of Returns Among Familv Reunion Program 
Participants. In comparison to the projected number (59) of returns among 
the released Family Reunion Program participants computed above, the number 
of these program participants who were actually returned (20) is consider­
ably lower (roughly 67% less). 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In view of this finding of a lower than projected return rate among 
Family Reunion Program participants, a number of questions may be logically 
asked about the significance and implications of this positive finding. 
This concluding section discusses a number of the major questions that can 
be raised about this finding in seeking to place the results of this 
research report in an appropriate perspective. 

Question of Selectivity in Choosing Program Participants for the 
Family Reunion Program. A basic comment can be made that Family Reunion Pro­
gram participants are carefully selected and thus it could be expected that 
they should have a lower return rate than the overall release population. 

As presented in the early section of this report, Family Reunion Program 
participants are selected following a multi-phase screening process that 
involves a number of criteria. Certainly not the least important of these 
criteria is that the inmate must necessarily have family members willing to 
visit him or her, which indicates a certain degree of family cohesion. 

As such, it may be rightly pointed out that the surveyed Family Reunion 
Program participants are not a representative sample of the inmate population, 

-i-

In view of these selection factors, it might be suggested that a 
control group be created to assess the singular impact of this program. 

. ~ccording to the ideal research model, a control group should be 
1dentlcal to the experimental group in all ways except program partici­
pation. In view of this requirement, the control group for this study 
should resemble the surveyed Family Reunion Program participants in all 
ways except program participation. 

The most feasible means of generating the control group described 
~bove would be to randomly exclude from program participation certain 
1nmates approved' for Family ReunioQ Program participation at the various 
pr~ject sites for the sole purpose of creating a comparable control group. 
Wh1~e such an ~pproac~ has been adopted at times by other human services 
~el1very agenc1es, thlS Department has traditionally not refused eligible 
1nmates the opportunity to participate in programs for research purposes 
due to moral(as well as Je~al) reasons. 

While a rigorous control group approach does not appear to be possible 
futu:e studies in th~s.area will compare the characteristics of Family , 
Reun10n Program part1c1pants to the characteristics of the overall release 
population to identify possible significant differences. 

Research of Other Jurisdictions on Similar Familv Programs. 
question might be what research on recidivism has been" conducted 
by other jurisdictions with similar programs. 

A final 
( if any) 

It is proposed that other jurisdictions be canvassed using this 
re~o:t aS,a referenc~ point to explore possible methods that they have 
utll1zed 1n controillng for the selective nature of these programs. 

Implications of Research. The basic finding of this report is that 
Family Raunion Program participants appear to have lower than expected 
return rate. 

The findings of this report correspond with previous research 
finding in other jurisdictions that indicate strong family ties facili­
t~te.a~ offend:r's reintegration into the community. As such, the major 
slgn1f1cance or the findings of this report may be a further documentation 
of the broader premise that strong family ties decrease the probability of 
criminal recidivism. 

The primary implication of this finding is that the Department family 
services are appropriately directed toward an area that appears to be re­
lated to reducing criminal recidivism. At the very least, the Department 
can argue t~at 7he Fam~ly Reunion Program (and its other family servic"es) 
serve to malnta10 and 1mprove family ties, which in turn appears to 
reduce post-release criminal behavior. 

--
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APPENDIX A 

OPERATION OF F&~ILY REUNION PROGRA}! 

Project Staffing 

At each of the program sites, the program staff consists of one Correc­
tion Counselor (Family Reunion), SG-19, who coordinates the program at the 
facility level, and one Stenographer, SG-S, who handles the clerical work 
required for program operati9n. 

In addition, the involved facilities provide the necessary security 
coverage and maintenance services. 

Eligibility 

A. Inmates are eligible for consideration to participate in the program if 
they: 

1. Are considered to be of the same security status as the program site. 
2. Have exhibited a pattern of good institutional adjustment. 
3. HaVe a record of successful program participation and have not had 

any recent major or chronic disciplinary problems. 
4. Are not eligible to participate in the Department's Temporary Release 

Program. 

B. Inmates are ~ eligible to participate in the program if they: 

1. Are eligible and approved for furloughs as authorized by Depart-
mental Policy and Procedure Directive 7001. 

2. Have been found guilty of heinous or unusual crimes. 
3. Have exhibited a pattern of chronic disruptive behavior in the facility. 
4. Inmates with warrants will be reviewed on an individual basis. 

C. Inmates may be considered for participation after special review, if t~ey;. 

1. Have outstanding warrants. 
2. Have been charged or convicted with a sex offense involving forcible 

compulsion 
3. Have been convicted of escape or absconding offense defined in Article 

205 of Penal Law 
4. Have been denied permission to participate in the Department's 

Temporary Release Program. 
5. Have been removed from participating in the Department's Temporary 

Release Program. 

D. The following family members are eligible to visit an inmate: 

1. Legal Spouses - persons who are legally recognized as wives or husbands 
of inmates. 

2. Children - If under 18 years of age, they must be accompanied by the 
inmate's legal spouse, parents, their legal guardian, or approved 
desionated escort-:- -In addition to tne inmate I s children, this pro-o 
vision will apply to any approved visitor under 18 years of age. 

3. Parents, step-parents or other relatives who have acted in the parental 
role for the inmate and grandparents. 

4. Brothers and sisters. 
5. Uncles and aunts. Nieces and nephews (when under age 12 must be 

accompanied as per D-2 above). 
6. Foster parents - with the approval of the Superintendent and when 

chaperoning an inmate's underage child or children. 

,\' 

-9-

SELECTION PRCCZSS .. 
Processing an Application 

. An inmate who thil''-~s ~hat he is eligible to pa~ticipate in the prog~ao must 
submit an application to the\program coordinator. Upon ~eceipt of an application, 
the coordinator prepares an g,ckno'o'lledgement receipt · .... hid::. is for-,.,rarded to the 
applicant, he then sends the application to the in:nate's counselor and the Deputy 
Superintendent for Security for thei~ recommendations. Hith these and his own 
recommendations the coordinator then foro'lards the application to the Superintendent 
of the facility who enters his own recomcendations and then sends the entire 
pac}r..a.ge on to the Ass' t. Commissioner for Ministerial and. Family Services, for final 
approval or disappro\.-al. The Prog~a.m Coordinator is notified of the final decision. 

Processing of an Approval 

The Coordinator of the Program forwards a notice to the family members listed 
as desired visitors informing them that a Community Chaplain will contact them. 
The Community Chaplain meets with family members in their home to obtain verification 
of their relationship to the inmate, their desire to visit; to explain the program 
to them and to obtain any information requested by the Coordinator. This information 
is returned to the Program Coordinator who approves or disapproves the family members 
for a visit. 

Once the initial application has been approved, the family contact ::::.ade and t!le 
visiting list approved; the Coord;!.nator sc!1ed1.lles a date 'N'i~h the innate anc. t::'en 
infor.ns the family and verifies their availability. Once the date is. confi~ed, ~he 
family and inmate are sent a list Of instructions. 

Processing Disap~rovals 

Should an incate's auulication be disapproved, the Progr~ Coordinator =eets 
with him to state and ex?l~in the ~eason for denial and the necess~J steps to be 
ta.~en to obtain approval in the future. 

If a family m~ber is disapproved, that individual and the inmate are r.o~ified 
as to the reason n",·hy". 

~ ~ 1 ~o~o ~~e ~_o l;m~ts -.... ·0 tr.e n~ber All disauorovals are encouragea. \"0 rea.pp y. J, •• '-- - """" • ....... ... 

of applica.tion;-that an i~ate cay submit. A re-application does not assure approval 
for a visit, but it does assure reconside~ation. 

Schec.uling lTisits 

Once an aoolication is auuroved, visits are s~eduled on a first co~e - first 
serve basis i.~: auolication~-received a~ ~ce earliest t~e will be g~7en ~~S~ 

, ,-- . - ., . -.. 'U' 
consid.e~ation in selec~i:::g a d3.~e. However, aI''Provals for :.m.t.:la_ 'r:"Sl.",S -N':" I oe 
given priorit-:i over approvals for a subsequent visit. 
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The Visit 

When family members arrive at the facility, the same inspection standards 
are used as for regular day visitors. The family is then escorted to the 
mobile home area. Inmates arrive at their designated mobile homes prior to 
their families arrival to mAke last minute preparations such as an invfntory 
of accommodations for which the inmate and family will be responsible. During 
the course of the Visit, the inmate and family are instructed not to leave 
the mobile home area. Normal security precautions will be maintained when the 
visiting area is within facility grounds. At Wallkill where the mobile home 
area is separate from the main facility unit, perimeter security is maintained. 

Accommodations are provided by the Department without cost, but visitors 
will be responsible to provide transportation and meals which shall be pre­
pared on equipment supplied in the mobile homes. For those unable to secure 
funds necessary to meet travel and food expenses, the Department will make 
an effort to assist in providing finances. 

Upon completion of a visiting cycle, the family members are escorted to 
the gate and inmates stay at the site to cleen up and check over the mobile 
home, inventory. The upkeep of the program site is the responsibility of the 
inmate and family. Finally, the inmate is returned to the facility. 

Housing Arrangements 

The mobile homes are self-contained units that include two to three bed­
rooms, full kitchen facilities, bathroom and living room with furniture 
included. Each unit has its own separate plumbing, heating and electricity. 
Play areas are provided for th~ children. 

Overview 0.= Program Operat~£..!2 

The Department initially established the Family Reunion Program as a 
demonstration project at Wallkill. in June 1976 after an extensive planning 
phase. 

Based on the successful operation of the Wallkill program, additional 
programs were initiated at Attica, Great Meadow and Bedford Hills. The set 
of project gu"idelines developed at Wallkill served as a model for these NO 
new programs . 

. This incremental expansion plan has allowed the Department to gradually 
formulate set of ope4ational procedures described above which are based on 
the experience of this program at various sites. 

,\" 
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