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Chapter 1: Introduction
Individuals leaving state and federal prisons, as well as local jails, reenter United States
society every day. These transitions from correctional facilities are very difficult for
many overlapping reasons. By definition, people returning from prisons have the primary
challenge and stigma of a criminal record, a significant “social disability” (Middlemass
2017). Criminal convictions are not the only impediment to meaningful reintegration into
key elements of mainstream life, as demonstrated by those reentering from jail, a
population who do not necessarily have criminal convictions. Coming out of jail or prison
typically leaves people facing disadvantages including homelessness or housing
instability, unemployment, substance abuse, mental illness, disrupted relationships, and
lack of financial capacity for successful reintegration. Some of these impediments reflect
influences for initial criminal justice system entanglement, but these are typically
worsened by the experiences of incarceration and then legal, economic, and social
barriers upon release. Among the most immediate and persistent challenges is to find and

retain safe, secure, habitable, and affordable housing.

The challenge of adequate housing for people returning from prison, and the relationship
among housing insecurity, reentry, and recidivism, is a growing area of research as well
as practical and policy concern. What is less well examined is reentry and recidivism for
people leaving jails. This study adds to the criminological and housing literature on the
topic of reentry and recidivism for returning citizens from jail, focusing on housing and
housing instability as formerly institutionalized people return to society and adjust to

post-incarceration life. To examine the intersection between housing



instability/homelessness and recidivism for people reentering society, this study uses a
2015 to 2019 administrative dataset from the DC Department of Corrections (DC DOC),
commonly known as the DC Jail, and analyzes it using a multinomial logistic regression
model. The statistical analysis was applied to examine the extent to which recidivism
among DC jail residents was associated with housing as well as other predictive factors
such as educational attainment, employment status, and other demographic
characteristics. In addition to this statistical approach, GIS mapping was used to identify
to which parts of Washington, DC people released from jail return, and how the locations
of return relates to the availability, or not, of housing services and temporary shelters

available to returning citizens.

Although crime and recidivism, including via technical violations of probation and parole
requirements, typically involve some degree of individual choice and behavior,
recidivism is more accurately understood as also, and sometimes primarily, shaped by
macro-level public policies. The role of factors like housing policies, political rhetoric,
and mental illness in shaping recidivism are explored in Chapter 2 which reviews
relevant literature on these topics. Chapter 2 also highlights how criminal justice
involvement feeds and exacerbates homelessness, worsened by overpolicing,
hypersegeration, institutional discrimination and other inequalities, including race and
socioeconomic status. This overview provides an important context to understanding US
reentry, housing instability, and recidivism in general, as well as in the more specific
contexts of jail and the District of Columbia. Chapter 3 explains the data and

methodology at the core of this study, limitations of the study, as well as the results of



both the statistical and GIS studies. Chapter 4 discusses the research findings and
considers their implications for recommendations, both for research and improving
services in Washington DC. Ultimately, this study hopes to provide some insights on the
reentry pathways to reduce recidivism, increase public safety, and reduce homelessness

and housing instability for future citizens returning to civic life in DC.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

Chapter 2 explores the various issues associated with the reentry process. In ‘Reentry
Overview’, the definition of reentry, the reentry process, pathways to successful reentry,
and invisible punishment are examined from different perspectives including criminology
and the lens of urban inequality. The ‘Recidivism Overview’ considers challenges in
defining recidivism and its relationship to reentry. How recidivism is defined and
measured impacts reentry outcomes and their assessment. This chapter also reviews how
housing and homelessness intersect with the criminal justice system. The specific context
of Washington, DC, particularly relevant laws and policies, regarding reentry and current

DC housing options for returning citizens is considered.

Reentry Overview

Reentry is the widely used term to refer to the return of imprisoned and jailed people to
begin engagement in free society, although in some cases reentry may also be
accompanied by penal restrictions in the community, such as parole. The term applies to
individuals released from prison or jail, federal or state facilities, as adults or juveniles
(Mears and Cochran 2015, Travis 2005). It is not a legal status, nor does it necessarily
involve program participation (Mears and Cochran 2015). It is a practical reality that
affects hundreds of thousands of people in the US. Approximately 90% of imprisoned
people will be released from prison; about 10% of those in custody facing life sentences
(Hughes et al. 2003). According to the U.S. Department of Justice report, in 2019, 41,026
men and women, approximately 112 individuals a day, were released from state and
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federal prisons (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2020). Furthermore, millions of people return
from jail on an annual basis, some cycling in and out of jail or other correctional
supervision (National Institute of Justice 2021). The 2019 annual jail population was 10.3
million (Jail Inmates Statistical Table 2020). (Because of the short-term status of many

jail residents, numbers of people being booked into and then exiting jail are very similar.)

In principle, reentry can be viewed as a transient status (Travis and Visher 2005; Western
2006) that individuals occupy for a limited time before either achieving full liberty or
recidivating and being recommitted to a correctional facility. In practice, reentry is often
a long-term or even permanent “process” or reality. Reentering individuals typically
experience many challenges in the quest to lead what might be considered ordinary lives
with homes, jobs, family, and community belonging. They bear formal and informal,
overt and subtle, burdens from their prior carceral experiences, including health, racial,
and economic disadvantage and discrimination. They further often experience heightened
scrutiny from the criminal justice system. Mears et al. (2008) argue that reentry and its
related challenges should also be examined under the broader frameworks of poverty

governance, race inequality, and urban exclusion.

Since about 2000, reentry has received increasing focus from the applied and academic
fields of criminal justice, sociology, public health, economics, urban inequality, and
politics (Chesney-Lind and Mauer 2002; La Vigne 2005; Harding et al. 2019; Visher
2007; Mears and Cochran 2015; Western 2018). More institutions have invested in
reentry research to better understand the pathways of successful reentry and social

reintegration, relevant policies (including their social and fiscal challenges), social



exclusion in housing, education, and employment, and the impacts of incarceration and
reentry on the families and communities affected by their members involvement in the
carceral and criminal justice system (Brooks 2000; La Vigne 2005; Solomon et al. 2002;
Visher 2007). Over the past twenty years, reentry research has informed a broad set of
policies, programs, services, and treatments about the challenges confronting the

formerly incarcerated population, from the local to the federal level.

Successful reentry

The idea of “successful reentry” is widely discussed but less widely defined. In general,
success requires the minimum of no new crime, rearrest, reconviction, and
reincarceration. If we view reentry as a long-term process, it is necessary to consider not
only avoiding recidivism for the first 12 months of release, but also reductions in
reincarceration for longer-term success and desistance over the life course (Mears and
Cochran 2015). Although estimates vary, about two-thirds of formerly incarcerated
people recidivate within three years (Mears et al. 2008; Petersilia 2003). Some definitions
of recidivism include technical violations of probation and parole, absent new criminal
activities or charges. Technical violations occur when non-criminal rules of probation or
parole occur, such as missing meetings with supervisors, not finding employment, using
alcohol, or failing to register a new address with supervision officers. This study excludes
technical violations from the definition of recidivism. More broadly, successful reentry
would mean that formerly incarcerated people live independently, supporting themselves
financially, and living full lives as members of their communities. In the words of The

DC Reentry Navigator (2021: 5), the goal of reentry is to “navigate the obstacles caused



by a criminal record and build a sustainable and productive future.” Ideally, successful

reentry means returning back to society with full citizenship and civic rights.

Successful transitions from prison (or jail) to the community involve at least four
dimensions: 1) individual characteristics, 2) family relationships, 3) community contexts,
and 4) state policies (Visher and Travis 2003). Certainly, individual behaviors, choices,
and realities (e.g. engaging in crime, being employed, substance abuse, mental and
physical health) are key to the likely success or failure of reentry. This thesis, however,
focuses more on broader social realities, especially the context of the predominant
communities into which most reentry occurs and the direct and indirect state policies

which affect this environment.

The challenge of successful reentry

More people are leaving jail and prison than ever before (Kubrin et al. 2007). The
“reentry population boom” is the result of mass incarceration as a response to the war on
crime as well as related factors such as the war on drugs (Chesney-Lind and Mauer 2002;
Garland et al. 2017; Harding et al. 2019; Travis and Visher 2005). But the flow of the
people into and out of jails (and prisons) reflects not only law and policy regarding crime
and punishment but reflects and compounds social exclusion, concentrated poverty, and
systematic discrimination within the education, labor market, housing, and public health
systems, like the criminal justice system more broadly (Western 2006; Rodriguez and
Brown 2016). Indeed, the US criminal justice system is a key means of racial domination
and exclusion, with some elements akin to slavery, Jim Crow, and segregation

(Alexander 2010; Harding et al. 2019; Thompson 2008; Wacquant 2009).



People who reenter from prison and jail disproportionately come from as well as return to
communities that are much poorer, more urban, and racially segregated or
hypersegregated than society at large (Walter et al. 2017; Spjeldnes and Goodkind 2009).
It is essential to understand reentry and its invisible punishment from the community
level as well as in the lives of those returning from confinement. The reentering
population is overwhelmingly concentrated in very disadvantaged communities that are
“overpoliced and underprotected” (Betts 2020). Living in a concentrated poverty and
hypersegregated community is already dangerous for them because of the uneven
criminal justice practice and policies, not even mentioning the returning citizens of color
who have to walk around with a criminal record, which would pose them unique reentry
challenges. These communities also reflect features of the penal system such as high
levels of surveillance and what Chesney-Lind (2002) and others have called “invisible
punishments”. Wacquant argues that reentry extends carceral life beyond prison walls
into these communities: “reentry outfits are not an antidote to, but an extension of
punitive containment as government technique for managing problem categories and
territories in the dualizing city” (Wacquant 2009: 605). The experience of extended penal

control includes invisible punishment as well as systemic exclusion in every life aspect.

Invisible punishment

US law and the criminal justice system formally recognizes that punishment is defined by
legislatures, imposed by courts, and administered by penal or correctional authorities
according to clearly stated legal criteria and accepted democratic principles. In practice,
however, there are negative effects and consequences of being under criminal justice

system control in general, and subject to criminal sentences in particular, that extend



beyond formal sanctions. These are referred to as invisible punishments and collateral

consequences.

Invisible punishment refers to controls and sanctions that take place outside the
traditional punishment framework and criminal justice system. These invisible
punishments may involve formal rules in other spheres, such as legally restricted access
to jobs, housing, or voting (Chesney-Lind et al. 2002; Mears and Cochran 2015). They
are also informal impingements on what would be considered standard civil liberties and
rights, from domestic living arrangements to social exclusion to surveillance. These
invisible punishments typically impact not only the formerly detained but all those under
criminal justice system control (e.g. probationers), and many people in their families and
communities. As Travis (2005) notes, not all criminal sanctions are visible or are able to
be quantified. We can count the number of people in prisons and jails, on parole or
probation, but it is hard to quantify the scale of the deprivation of the rights and
privileges of citizenship and what is widely considered to be normal life, such as getting a
job, renting a home, living with a family member, or walking without police suspicion.
These punishments are largely invisible civil disabilities not considered part of the

practice or jurisprudence of sentencing (Middlemass 2017; Travis 2005).

Restrictions on those who successfully completed criminal sentences have not always
been significant features of social life. At least in principle, reincorporation into society
was a primary goal of modern punishment from (more or less) the post-World War 11

period to the 1970s. For example, in 1955, the National Council on Crime and



Delinquency (NCCD) proposed that “an offender’s civil rights should be restored upon
completion of the criminal sentence.” Another instance was in 1973 when the National
Advisory Commission on Corrections argued that the disqualification of those with
criminal records should be changed to retain citizenship as one of the goals of successful
reintegration (United States National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice

Standards and Goals 1973).

Retributivism resurged from the 1980s including through electoral politics, fueled by
“tough on crime” policies (Harding et al. 2019). Among the implications of this punitive
turn was a return to or expansion of penalties for those with criminal records even after
the completion of their punishments. Increasingly, formerly incarcerated people face the
loss of certain basic rights of citizenship (such as voting) to legal restrictions on many

aspects of social reintegration, from housing to job opportunities.

Recidivism Overview

Recidivism is a key variable to assess whether criminal punishment in general and
incarceration in particular has deterred people from committing crime again. Definitions
and therefore measures of recidivism vary. According to the National Institute of Justice,
recidivism is defined as a new criminal act that results in rearrest, reconviction, or return
to prison, with or without a new sentence, over a period of time following an inmate’s
release. Twelve months is a typical time frame by which successful reentry, i.e. no
recidivism, is assessed (Beck 2001). The DC DOC, for example, defines recidivism as

when someone released from DOC custody is returned to the detention facility within a
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12-month span with a new booking (DC Department of Corrections Facts and Figures
April 2021). Other criminal justice entities may define recidivism as a rearrest,
reconviction and/or reincarceration anywhere from three months to three years after
release (Beck 2001). It is also important to measure the extent of a successful reentry, to
identify the risks and needs for pre-release and post release programs, and to demonstrate

accountability to the public and to legislators (Nakamura and Weiss 2012).

Most research on reentry and recidivism focuses on people who were in prison rather
than jail, although the jail population shares many of the same struggles as people
returning from prison (White 2012). Jail and prison admission and discharges differ
significantly. Jail stays are much shorter and the jail population is very transient,
including due to the presence of significant numbers of pretrial detainees (Roman and
Chalfin 2006). There are 2.3 million individuals flowing in and out of jail on any given
day (Jail Inmates Statistical Table 2020). Most jail residents spend hours or days in jail
before being released or transferred to other institutions (Lyman et al. 2006). The jail
population moves in and out of institutions in a very short period of time. Therefore, it is

often difficult to systematically measure recidivism.

Studies on recidivism focus on various aspects of reentry. Many of the studies focused on
the assessment of the specific intervention programs, such as job training and
employment (Bohmert and Duwe 2012; Duwe 2012), substance abuse treatment (Duwe
2010; Pelissier et al. 2001), housing assistance (LaVigne et al. 2003; Visher 2007; Travis
2005), health programs (Proctor and Hoffmann 2012), and community level intervention

(Kubrin and Stewart 2006; Mears et al. 2008). The research shows that systemic factors
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such as financial disadvantage, racial segregation, and concentrated crime in
neighborhoods can significantly influence one’s recidivism. Numerous researchers
indicate that the recidivism rate is linked to the geographic location of the neighborhoods
where formerly incarcerated individuals return. The unequal distribution of
socioeconomic resources among the neighborhoods of disadvantaged minorities cannot
facilitate reintegration but foster criminal activity (Reisig et al. 2007). As a consequence,
recidivism may already be determined by the location where individuals return (Kubrin et

al. 2007).

Homelessness Overview

Homelessness in the US is an extensive and complex social problem intertwined with
many, often connected, economic, public health, political, and other conditions, including
those of criminal justice involvement and incarceration. According to the Annual
Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, in 2020, roughly 580,000 individuals
experienced homelessness on one single night according to the Point-in-Time (PIT) count
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) conducted in January 2020
(AHAR Report 2020). That year was also the fourth consecutive year that homelessness
had increased nationwide, especially chronic homelessness. The demographic
characteristics of the homeless population are skewed. African Americans (39%) and
indigenous people (4.8%, including Native Americans and Pacific Islanders) remained
considerably overrepresented among the homeless population compared to the U.S.
population as a whole. Men constituted 60.7% among the individual homeless

population. Within the District of Columbia, in 2020, 6,380 people are estimated to be
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homeless on any given night, based on HUD’s PIT data. Among the DC total, 653 were

unsheltered, 4,548 persons were in emergency shelters, and 1,202 persons were living in
transitional housing. Of the total, 767 were part of a homeless family, 302 were veterans,
253 were unaccompanied young adults (aged 18-24), and 1,452 were individuals

experiencing chronic homelessness (District of Columbia Homelessness Statistics 2022).

Homelessness intersects with the carceral system in various ways. More than half of
people experiencing homelessness in the U.S. have been previously incarcerated (Prison
Policy Initiative Report 2019). Addressing jail in particular, Greenberg and Rosenheck
(2008) found that people previously detained in jail are 7.5 to 11.3 times more likely to
experience homelessness than the general population. In the US, people leaving prison or
jail are almost 10 times more likely to be homeless than the general public, with those
who were incarcerated more than once are 13 times more likely to be unsheltered.
Formerly incarcerated people who have experienced chronic homelessness prior to
incarceration are at the highest risk of housing instability upon their reentry (Prison

Policy Initiative Report 2019).

A recent report (2020) from the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration also indicates that one in five people experiencing homelessness has a
serious mental illness. Homeless populations are more likely than the general population
to have unmet behavioral health needs, which also put them at higher risk of law
enforcement encounters. Estimates of mental illness among the US’s incarcerated
population are very high too. A 2009 study based on inmate interviews conducted in

Maryland and New York jails found that, within the month previous to the survey, 16.7%
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of the inmates (14.5% of males and 31% of females) have serious mental illness

(Steadman et al. 2009).

The homeless population and formerly incarcerated population overlap significantly in
many respects including their status and experiences (Travis 2005). Due to the history of
law and policies perpetuating economic disadvantage, racial segregation, and residential
discrimination, Black and Latinx Americans are more likely to experience homelessness,
compounding the collateral consequences of their already significant overrepresentation
in the justice system. Both groups disproportionately need social services such as

housing, welfare, and rehabilitation programs.

The history of involvement with the criminal justice system increases the chance of being
homeless, meanwhile being homeless is more likely to constitute a risk to enter the
criminal justice system (Mears and Cochran 2015). Despite the overlap in populations,
public policy seldom works to counteract this negative relationship. Indeed, many
policies exacerbate the risks at this intersection of homelessness and criminal justice
system involvement, from the criminalization of homelessness (Middleton 2014) to laws

and policies restricting housing access to those with criminal records.

Although in theory being homeless cannot be criminalized (Middleton 2014), in practice
many daily behaviors associated with being unsheltered receive heightened policing and
punishment, especially by local governments. Strict rules prohibit conduct like sleeping
in public parks, aggressive panhandling, and using public spaces for urination or

defecation. Law enforcement agencies often apply these laws leading to fines and jail.
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Housing law and policy

Housing approaches for the homeless rarely take the needs of formerly incarcerated
individuals into consideration even though housing assistance is an urgent and
fundamental need among both groups (Thompson 2008) which, as noted, have
considerable overlap. At the federal level, there are various laws which allow for legal
discrimination against people with histories of interaction with the criminal justice
system. U.S. Code 42, sec. 11302 allows the exclusion of any potential tenant who has
previously been imprisoned or detained. The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 allows public
housing authorities (PHAS), to evict people based on the drug-related activities of a
tenant, guest, or person under the tenant’s control. HUD has two lifetime bans for
admission to federally subsidized housing for individuals who have manufactured
methamphetamine in federally assisted housing, and sex offenders who are subject to
lifetime sex offender state registries (Department of Housing and Urban Development
2020). At the same time, the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act in
1989 states that “criminal activity that threatens the health, welfare, safety or right to
peaceful enjoyment of the premises would be grounds for termination of the lease.” This
Act also expands the rights of PHAS to screen the criminal background of tenants. In
1996, the Department of Housing and Urban Development issued ‘One Strike and You’re
Out’ Screening and Eviction Guidelines for PHAs. This policy and further legislation
require PHAS to screen and evict tenants for any drug-related or violent criminal
behaviors. Federal law requires federally subsidized housing providers, such as local
public housing and Section 8 programs to deny any application or evict any household

that includes a member who (1) has been convicted of methamphetamine production
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while on the premises of federally assisted housing, or (2) is subject to lifetime
registration requirements under state sex offender registration programs, which either
inadvertently or intentionally eliminate these options (Rodriguez and Brown 2003). Such
laws make it difficult, and in some jurisdictions or contexts, impossible, for people with
certain criminal records to obtain supportive housing. Additionally, tenant screening
criteria also extends to subsidized housing. Returning citizens who committed even low-
level and non-violent offenses are often barred from accessing subsidized housing

themselves (Thompson 2008).

Even when federal law does not require excluding tenants, PHASs often use the cover of
federal law to exclude potential tenants with a criminal record. People with felony
convictions are eligible for public housing “three years after the date of their conviction”
(24 CFR 8§ 960.204 Denial of Admission for Criminal Activity or Drug Abuse by
Household Members), a rule that is frequently ignored. PHAs and other housing
providers can design their own policies and procedures for using criminal histories in

their admission process (Middlemass 2017).

Homelessness and jail

Although returning from prison has taken center stage in research, policy making, and
practice regarding reentry (White et al. 2012), reentry from jail raises both similar and
different issues (White et al. 2012) and highlights the overlap with homelessness. A
number of dynamics at the intersection of homelessness, being jailed, and, often, other
forms of institutionalization, can lead to a cycle of housing insecurity and criminal justice

system entanglement. Jails often serve as de facto ways to manage mental illness. As
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Slate et al. (2013) argued, the three largest psychiatric institutions in the US are Los
Angeles County Jail, Rikers Island Jail in New York City, and the Cook County Jail in
Chicago, which individually house more people with mental illness than any psychiatric
facilities. In the District, 50% of homeless single adults have been formerly
institutionalized, some for the first time, after being discharged from an institution such
as a hospital or a jail (DC Department of Human Services Point-in-Time Fact Sheet
2020). Various other forms of institutionalization can and do intersect with homelessness
and jails, from homeless shelters themselves to institutions seeking to assist with
substance abuse or veterans care, to note additional examples (O’Connell et al. 2012;

Greenberg and Rosenheck 2009).

Housing Overview

Obtaining stable housing is essential for successful reentry for individuals returning from
incarceration to the community (Petersilia 2003; Thompson 2008; Roman and Travis
2006). Homelessness and residential instability have been identified as one of the greatest
challenges confronting ex-offenders and their chance to achieve successful reintegration
(Gunnison and Helfgott 2011; Rodriguez and Brown 2016; Roman and Travis 2006).
Housing stability ensures a platform for rebuilding post-release life. Having a home helps
with forming both formal and informal healthy social bonds, new routines, family
reunification, community connection, and staying away from criminogenic influences,
including criminalized homeless behaviors. The security of a home enables many core
needs including stronger psychological adjustment, greater physical safety, and having a
fixed address which is often essential for job applications. Ironically, being housed can
help criminal justice authorities keep track of parolees and others. More studies of the

17



examination on the predictors of recidivism also found that within the first 12 months,
with the elevated mobility and residential instability, there is a higher risk for post release

individuals to be rearrested and reincarcerated (Walter et al. 2017; Broner et al. 2009).

Stable housing fundamentally contributes to criminal desistance. After settling down, it is
less likely for returning citizens to reoffend, to be involved with criminal activities, and to
abuse substances (Roman and Travis 2006). An Ohio reentry and recidivism study found
that the post-release individuals who were placed in a residential program or lived with
family were less likely to recidivate (Steiner et al. 2015). Another study of people leaving
prison in Ohio found that program participants with stable housing access were 40% less
likely to be rearrested and 61% less likely to be reincarcerated than a peer comparison

group with no stable housing access (Fontaine et al. 2012).

Federal law recognizes housing instability to include “frequent and unplanned moves,
evictions and foreclosure” and notes that these “can lead to outright homelessness” (U.S.
Code Title 42, Chapter 119, Subchapter I, 11302). After leaving correctional facilities, it
is important to find a program which might help post-release citizens successfully
complete parole. Previous research found that housing instability negatively affected
outcomes for both homeless and non-homeless individuals (Broner et al. 2009; Remster
2021). Apart from the same socioeconomic pressure contributing to homelessness for the
general population, post-release citizens have to address the same or even more exclusion
regarding housing associated with their criminal record. Homelessness is associated with

recidivism (Metraux and Culhane 2004), since no fixed address makes standard
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community supervision techniques, such as unannounced late-night visits to confirm

curfew compliance, nearly impossible (Rodriguez and Brown 2016).

Political challenges - Public safety concern

Public safety has traditionally been used as a reason to limit or deny housing to people
with criminal records. Arguably, however, not providing adequate housing to people,
including those with criminal records, is a bigger public safety challenge. Stable housing
could help reduce recidivism by reconstructing the pro-social identity, and providing
emotional, social and financial support. It has been acknowledged that residential
stability is associated with a high employment rate, mental and physical health as well as

the control of substance abuse (La Vigne et al. 2009; Remster 2021).

Persuading the public to support financial investments in housing people with criminal
records is politically challenging. First, as a matter of framing, public safety in the US is
typically framed as a matter of policing, punishment, and being tough on crime. The
growing local policing expenditures and the city-level welfare retrenchment are the two
main trends on public investment since the late 1990s (Beck and Goldstein 2018). Many
harsh and punitive policies were framed as necessary for public safety. Rather than
assisting the poor and bolstering a housing safety net, the funds have been divided to
social services to crime and drug fighting. In addition to public reluctance to invest in the
costs of housing formerly incarcerated people, there is also often public opposition to
living near people with criminal records (Berry and Wiener 2020), as well as poor people

and people with other problems (Evans and Porter 2015). Public hostility against people
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with criminal records is widespread. Including as expressed in not-in-my-backyard or
NIMBYism phenomena which often assume and exacerbate social stigmas against

formerly incarcerated people.

Second, housing is costly and public investments in housing are usually difficult budget
items to increase given public antipathy to many social investments for poorer people in
the US (Simon 2007). Third, providing housing to people with criminal records is usually
perceived as low priority in terms where people who do not have criminal records are
seen as more deserving or worthy of housing support than those with criminal records
(Thompson 2008). Housing formerly incarcerated people typically competes with other
priorities such as public assistance or child welfare (Rodriguez and Brown 2016). Dum et
al. (2017: 5) found that “citizens would much rather have their tax dollars spent on
helping nonoffenders than ex-offenders.” From this perspective, any public housing unit
granted to a person with a criminal record is one less unit or voucher available to a person
or household with a clean record (LeBel 2012). This logic makes formerly incarcerated
people perceived as the least eligible population to receive social benefits or services,
which justifies those who are much less likely to support the policies for post-release

citizens.

The racialized policies regarding public housing created a long-lasting negative effect:
they limited the total number of families which could have resided in public housing;
increased the percentage of the income of families paid for rent; and reduced the

construction of new public housing (Middlemass 2017). Fighting against drugs and crime
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became the prioritized solution to all urban problems. In practice, it reinforced the cycle

of poverty, incarceration and social exclusion.

Gender perspective in housing returning women

Women reentering often confront additional and unique challenges in finding affordable
and secure housing, as gender as well as race and class shape access to housing as well as
other aspects of reentry (Lutze 2018; Ritchie 2000). Studies show that during the first
year of release from prison, women are significantly less likely than men to reside with
someone close to them or to be employed, and are twice as likely to experience
homelessness (Mallik-Kane and Visher 2008). Women may face greater barriers to
employment and even when formerly incarcerated women manage to find jobs, they
often face a gender wage gap. Regaining child custody is another challenging issue for
formerly incarcerated mothers. Formerly incarcerated mothers face not just the stigma of
criminal justice system involvement (with the strongest stigma a criminal record), but the
additional stain of deviating from the expected gender roles and being absent mothers
during incarceration. The needs of returning citizens who are women has been

insufficiently considered by scholars and policymakers alike and needs redress.

Current housing options for DC returning citizens

At least in principle, DC’s returning citizens may find housing with family or friends, in
federal or local subsidized housing, service-enhanced transitional housing (i.e. providing
services such as substance abuse treatment and mental health counseling along with
housing), housing in the private market, and halfway housing for individuals under

supervised release. Regarding the latter, returning citizens on parole or on supervised
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release may be required to be in halfway houses or other mandated forms of housing, as
defined by CSOSA and BOP (Public Defender Service Housing Directory 2021). In
practice, however, there are many barriers to what housing is actually accessible and
available to the majority of returning citizens. According to the Urban Institute (2021),
this community faces housing market barriers in four main categories: lack of affordable
housing, restrictions on subsidized housing, resistance by landlords and community

residents, and lack of transitional and supportive services.

Living with family members

Living with a family member, a close friend or a loved one will be the first option for the
majority of the post-release citizens. Staying with families or friends could be an
emergency housing placement upon release (first 24-72 hours) but may not be a
permanent solution. In the Urban Institute’s reentry studies based on Maryland and
Ilinois, 49 percent (Maryland) and 62 percent (Illinois) of respondents said they lived at
a friend or family member’s home (including spouse or partner) their first night out of

prison for about two months after their release (La Vigne et al. 2003; Visher et al. 2004).

There are many reasons that make living with family members difficult or even
impossible. In the Returning Home study conducted in Maryland, Illinois, Ohio and
Texas, 10 to 20 percent of returning citizens do not have this option. First, family
members might not have the space, money, and other resources, to include a new member
of the household, or may fear tensions or resentments with an additional person in the

home. Second, families who live in public housing might not be allowed to provide a
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place, even for a single night, for their returning family members with drug related crime
due to federal housing rules (Roman et al. 2006). If they shelter them, it might cause the
whole family to be evicted by violating the public housing regulations. Third, they might

have been the victims of the returning citizen or fear victimization.

Public housing

In principle, most people with criminal records are eligible to apply for public housing.
Based on federal law, the two exceptions are lifetime sex offender ban and drug-related
crimes. Furthermore, individuals who are evicted from federally assisted housing for
drug-related crime are banned from applying for public housing for three years (Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council 2020). In practice, however, the very long waiting list
makes public housing an almost impossible option; public housing is therefore not an
option for most DC returning citizens. Since the Reagan Administration cut budgets for
public housing programs, construction of new public subsidized housing has largely

stopped (Middlemass 2017).

In the District of Columbia, the DC Housing Authority (DCHA) owns and manages
public housing. Tenant selection is based on the US Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) regulations regarding annual household gross income. HUD
prioritizes extremely low-income families, then very low-income families, and finally
low-income families. According to the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council’s (CJCC)
2020 report, more than 42,000 individuals are currently on the waiting list for public

housing in the District. The waiting list is temporarily closed to new applicants with no
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further notice of the re-open application date, given the length of the list (Criminal Justice

Coordinating Council 2020).

Supportive housing programs

Federal subsidized supportive housing programs provide housing units but also
coordinate with other services such as treatment for mental illness and substance abuse
treatment. They too are an alternative in principle but convicted felons are often outlawed
and spaces are limited even when they are eligible. Transitional and permanent
supportive housing (PSH) programs generally prioritize individuals and families who
experience chronic homelessness with severe mental illness, disabilities, and substance
abuse disorders. The DC permanent supportive housing report found that only 2% of the

tenants in current PSH units come from jail or prison (Hall et al. 2019).

Halfway house or community correctional facilities

Certain reentering citizens under federal jurisdiction, specifically the US District Court
for DC, are required to be in semi-custodial halfway houses, or community correctional
centers, during periods of parole and supervised release. In addition, DC courts,
specifically the Superior Court of DC, and correctional authorities may place people in
community correctional facilities while awaiting trial or serving misdemeanor sentences,

and, as an alternative to incarceration, sentenced misdemeanants, in halfway houses.

The DC Department of Corrections has contracts with three halfway houses (Extended
House, Inc., Fairview, and Hope Village) for community release programs. The facilities
are meant to provide extensive support to allow residents to develop prosocial skills and
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attitudes. Hope Village has, however, been criticized for its ineffectiveness on its BOP
assigned functions, such as job skill training, financial management assistance, and
medical services. A 2019 CIC memo claimed this halfway house was actually hindering
the job search process by forbidding on-site internet access and denying residents the
opportunity to meet with nonprofit agencies coming with potential employment and
training opportunities. The memo also mentioned that Hope Village failed to provide
required transportation assistance to its residents even when they had family emergencies.
A former resident from Hope Village told the local newspaper “...I would rather stay in

prison instead of staying in the halfway house” (Gathright 2019).

For the purpose of this study, the relevance of this semi-custodial housing to the
relationship of housing to re-incarceration in the DC jail is unknown. The DC DOC data
on its residents' prior housing does not include notations regarding entry from halfway
houses. As noted in the limitations and recommendations section of this thesis, collecting
this information may help identify what interventions are less and more helpful in

addressing recidivism.

Private rental housing market

Seeking affordable housing in the private rental market is difficult for at least two
important reasons, cost and legal barriers. In most metropolitan and many urban areas,
rent has increased rapidly in the last ten years and is beyond the means of many people
without criminal histories; the struggles are greater for those with a criminal record.
According to the report from the National Low Income Housing Coalition (2004), the
housing wage is three times higher than the federal minimum wage. The housing wage

represents the amount a full-time worker must earn to be able to afford the rent for a
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modest two-bedroom home while paying no more than 30 percent of income for housing
(National Low Income Housing Coalition 2004). Most landlords, whether individual or
corporate, require criminal background and credit checks. In practice, having a criminal
record, or an absent or poor credit score, are legal bases which landlords may use to bar
returning citizens from renting homes. These exclusions could even apply to applicants
with low-level or non-violent offenses. They often therefore constitute a closed-door to

returning citizens who seek to rent a place in the private housing market.

Housing for Reentering Citizens in Washington DC

Formerly jailed and imprisoned people returning to DC face challenges that mirror
national patterns and have distinct characteristics for Washington. These common
challenges include public housing barriers, cost, legal exclusion based on criminal
records, and lack of sufficient low-income housing. Some of DC’s challenges mirror

those of other fast-growing cities with increasingly unequal and divided housing markets.

Perhaps the most unique reality facing returning citizens to DC is that family ties between
incarcerated DC citizens and their families are often strained by distance. Most people
convicted of felonies in Washington are imprisoned in federal facilities around the US
rather than locally, near families. In 1997, Congress passed the National Capital
Revitalization and Self-Government Improvement Act, also known as the Revitalization
Act, which allows the felons convicted under the DC Criminal Code to be transferred to
federal BOP correctional facilities. Many DC offenders therefore serve their sentences far
from home. Being imprisoned and then released from thousands of miles away from

home makes reentry and transition to society more difficult. Distance increases the
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burden on finding housing, as well as exacerbating other problems, when people return

from BOP sites to DC, whether directly or via the DC Jail.

Conclusion
This chapter reviewed the reentry, recidivism, homelessness and housing realities and
policies both in the US and DC. The population released from local jails confronts both
similar and different challenges from people returning from prison. Pre-release
preparation and transition assistance are usually insufficient to prepare incarcerated
people for reentry. People among the jail population who cycle in and out of jail and
other institutions are more likely to struggle with chronic homelessness but lack resources
and housing assistance to break the homelessness-to-jail cycle. The next chapter will
explore the correlation between housing instability and recidivism among returning

citizens from DC DOC.

The primary focus of this study is whether housing instability or homelessness will
increase the relative risk of recidivism among returning citizens from DC DOC.
Additional consideration needs to be offered exploring other potential risk factors of
recidivism, including highest educational attainment, employment status, and the
geographic location of the initial returning neighborhood. Although the existing literature
indicates homelessness is associated with recidivism (Metraux and Culhane 2004), yet
most of the studies focus on the prison population. This study examines whether the same
pattern could be found among jail returning citizens. It is hypothesized that recidivism is
correlated with housing instability, low educational attainment, and unemployment in the

DC jail setting.
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Chapter 3 - Methodology and Results

This chapter explains the data and methods for this study’s focus on the relationship of
homelessness to recidivism in Washington DC. The larger focus is a statistical analysis of
a dataset from DC DOC, using SPSS. A supplementary review of spatial relations,

focusing where formerly incarcerated people return to, using ArcGIS, follows.

Statistical Analysis
Data
The primary data for this study comes from an intake dataset provided by the DC
Department of Corrections (DC DOC). The dataset is called the “Updated Intern Dataset-
Risk Augmented-by 9.21.2020,” a .CSV file. The dataset captures all people who are
processed through the jail’s Central Detention Facility (CDF) and Central Treatment
Facility (CTF) between 2015 and 2019. All entries were de-identified by the DOC before
the dataset was shared. Residents’ names and ID numbers are excluded and addresses are
noted to ensure privacy protection and anonymity. Instead, randomly assigned resident
identification numbers were assigned. In a similar vein, at intake geographic location
information (i.e. addresses) was removed and replaced with “housing instability
indicator”; the original coding and recording is discussed below. Overall, the information
in the dataset combines information collected at intake, release, and from needs and risk
assessments. The data were collected by intake interview and self-report. Information
collected at intake includes resident demographics (sex, race, age), housing instability
indicator, charge(s) types, and admission type. People enter the DOC for many reasons

including arrest on a new charge, pre-trial detention, probation or parole violations,
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transfer from one jurisdiction or facility to another, and to serve a sentence. Information
collected from release includes release date, release type (including into other forms of
custodial control), and more. Information collected from the needs assessment includes
the housing instability indicator, education level, and employment status, Severe Mental
[liness (SMI) and Average Mental Iliness (AMI) indicators, among others. Finally,
information collected from the risk assessment includes the residents’ score from
Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS) risk
assessments. Variables within this dataset will be discussed in further detail if they are

relevant to this study.

Variables and Descriptive Statistics

Usable data from the initial dataset resulted in a sample size of 15,589 (N=15,589) for
this analysis. This number included 6,474 people who came to DOC for the first time
(Max booking number =1) and 9,063 people who came to the DOC more than once (Max
booking number > 1) during 2015-2019. The mean age of this population was 35.8 at
intake and 35.92 at release. The racial-ethnic composition of the DOC population is
mainly Black (87%), with small numbers of other groups - White (5.4%), Hispanic
(5.3%), Asian (0.3%), and Other (1%). In terms of gender, men (86.9%) exceed women
(13.1%). Data about other gender identities were available at DOC but not included in
this dataset. The DC DOC population averaged a high school education with 64.2% of
residents reporting having completed high school or a GED; 5% had any post-secondary
education. About 22.8% reported not completing high school. There was no education

data on the remaining residents. Over half of the DOC, 54%, of the population, were
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unemployed before being jailed, 3.9% had previous part-time employment, and 33.1% of

residents reported being employed prior to intake. About 12% of the population were

being prosecuted on federal offenses, and 16% were held as fugitives. Among the rest,

44.9% were charged with misdemeanors and 55.1% with felonies. Most (59.6%) were

charged with an offense not considered violent or dangerous under the DC Code.

Fig. 1 Variables and descriptive statistics
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Variable Names Description N Valid Percentage (%)
I |
Recidivism Max booking number = 1 6474 417
Max booking number >1 9063 58.3
System missing 52 3
Gender Female 2174 13.9
Male 13415 86.1
Highest College 1046 8.3
Attainment
High school 8611 68.0
None 3003 23.7
System missing 2929 18.8
Employment Employed 5652 36.3
Status
Employed/Employed Part Time 64 4
Employed Part Time 549 35
No Data 2115 13.6
Unemployed 7183 46.1
Welfare 26 2
Housing Inmate had address 13441 92.8
Instability
Indicator Inmate homeless 865 6.0
Nonfixed address 171 1.2
System missing 1112 7.1



This study focuses on one dependent variable ‘Max Booking Number’, which was
utilized as the measurement of recidivism. Those who come to the DOC for the first time
(6,474 people) were coded as 0 (referring to ‘Max booking number =1") and those
returning to the DOC (9,063 people) were coded as 1 (referring to ‘Max booking
number > 1°). Other potential predictors of recidivism in this study are used as
independent variables and include gender, the housing instability indicator, highest
educational attainment, and employment status. The original housing instability indicator
was coded into six categories: 0 - Inmate had a geocodable address in DC, 1 - Inmate
reported they were homeless or living in a shelter, geocoded addresses should be shelter
addresses, 2 - Inmate reported they were transient or no fixed address, 3 - Inmate reported
address unknown, refused to reply, or provided no data, 4 - Geocoding attempts
generated error code 1 (err 1), 5 — System attempts generated error code 2 (err 2), and 6 -

Data was not geocoded since the address was not a DC Address.

In order to evaluate the valid data, housing instability was recoded as ‘housing instability
indicator’ (inmate had address=1, inmate homeless=2, and inmate has non-fixed
address=3); the missing values and error codes were excluded (N=15,589, system
missing=52, 0.3%). The original highest attainment categories are college, high school,
GED and none. For differentiating the sample characteristics of the respondents more
easily, the ‘EducationNum’ is created as a numerical reflection of highest attainment

(college=1, high school and GED combined=2, and less than high school=3) instead.
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Multinomial logistic regression analysis

A multinomial logistic regression model has been applied to this study, aiming to explore
the relation between recidivism, housing instability, and other predictive factors related to
recidivism. When setting up the variables, individuals who indicated they entered DOC
more than once between 2015 and 2019 are the reference or baseline category against

which all other groups are compared.
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Recidivism

Highest Attainment

Employment Status

Housing Instability
Indicator

Gender

Case Processing Summary

Max booking number=1
Max booking number>1

College
High school
Less than high school
Employed
Employed/Employed Part Time
Employed Part Time
No Data
Unemployed
Welfare
Inmate had address
Inmate homeless

Nonfixed address

Female
Male
Valid
Missing
Total

Subpopulation

Fig. 2 Case summary
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N

4523

7459

994

8172

2816

5074

42

440

293

6109

24

11130

718

134

1289

10693

11982

3607

15589

70°

Marginal Percentage
37.7%
62.3%

8.3%
68.2%
23.5%
42.3%

0.4%

3.7%

2.4%
51.0%

0.2%
92.9%

6.0%

1.1%
10.8%
89.2%

100.0%



The number of inmates whose max booking number is more than one is 7,459 with a
marginal percentage for the group is 62.3%. In this regression, the outcome variable is

‘recidivism’ which contains a numeric code 0 and 1.

Model Fitting Information

Model Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig.
Intercept Only 778.678
Final 448.934 329.744 3 .000

Fig. 3 Model fitting information

Pseudo R-Square

Cox and Snell .027
Nagelkerke .037
McFadden .021

Fig. 4 Pseudo R-Square
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Likelihood Ratio Tests
Effect Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

-2 Log Likelihood of Chi-Square df Sig.
Reduced Model

Intercept 508.710 59.776 1 .000
Housing Instability 458.845 9.911 1 .002
Indicator

Highest Attainment 621.510 172.576 1 .000
Employment Status 539.704 90.770 1 .000

Fig. 5 Sig. result
From the SPSS results, the ‘Model Fitting Information’ table contains a Likelihood Ratio
chi-square test, comparing the full model (i.e., containing all the predictors) against a null
(or intercept only model; i.e., no predictors). Statistical significance indicates that the full
model represents an improvement in fit over the null model. In this case, the final model
is a significant improvement in fit over a null model [c2 (3)=294.033, p<.001]. The
‘Goodness of Fit’ table contains the Deviance and Pearson chi-square tests, which are
useful for determining whether a model exhibits a good fit to the data. No-significant test
results are indicators that the model fits the data well. In this case, both Pearson’s chi-
square test [c2 (14)=143.142, p<.001] and Deviance test [c2 (14)=144.430, p<.001]

indicate that the model does fit the data well.

As the parameter estimates results show, regression coefficients are significant compared

to the reference non-recidivism groups. The recidivism group (max booking number > 1,
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coded=1) is significantly related to housing instability, educational attainment, and

employment status.

Recidivism 2
B Std. df  Sig. Exp 95% confidence
Error (B) interval for exp (B)
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Intercept 430 056 1 .000
Max booking Housing -202 065 1 .002 .817 .720 929
number=1 instability
indicator
Highest -176 014 1 .000 .838 .816 .861
attainment
Employment -095 .010 1 .000 .909 .892 927
status

a. The Reference category is max booking number > 1

Fig. 6 Parameter estimates results

Based on Fig. 6, B* are the estimated multinomial logistic regression coefficients for the
models. In this instance, SPSS is treating the ‘max booking number>1" as the referent
group and therefore estimated a model for ‘max booking number = 1’ relative to ‘max
booking number>1’. Therefore, since the parameter estimates are relative to the reference
category, the standard interpretation of the multinomial logit is that for a unit change in

the predictor variable. The logit of outcome should be relative to the reference category

1 B: an important feature of the multinomial logit model is that it estimates k-1 models, where k is the
number of levels of the outcome variable.
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which is expected to change by its respective parameter estimate (in log-odds units) given

the variables in the model are held constant.

Highest attainment — This is the multinomial logit estimate for a one-unit increase in
highest attainment for ‘max booking number = 1’ relative to ‘max booking number>1’
given the other variables in the model are held constant. If a subject were to increase in
highest attainment by one unit, the multinomial log-odds of preferring ‘max booking
number = 1’ relative to ‘max booking number>1" would be expected to decrease by .176

units while holding all other variables in the model constant.

Housing instability indicator - For the inmates who have a max booking number more
than one, every one-unit increase in housing instability variable will lead to .202-unit
decrease in the multinomial log-odds of preferring ‘max booking number = 1 relative to
‘max booking number>1". More specifically, the results in Fig. 3 shows that when
housing instability indicator = 1, which is ‘inmate homeless’, every one-unit increase in
‘inmate homeless’ will lead to a .698-unit decrease in the multinomial log-odds of

preferring ‘max booking number = 1’ relative to ‘max booking number>1".

Employment status: If a subject were to increase in highest attainment by one unit, the
multinomial log-odds of preferring ‘max booking number = 1’ relative to ‘max booking
number>1" would be expected to decrease by .095 unit in general while holding all other
variables in the model constant. More specifically, from Fig. 3 it reveals that when

employment status = 2, which is ‘employed or employed half time’, every one-unit
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increase in ‘inmate homeless’ will lead to .698-unit decrease in the multinomial log-odds

of preferring ‘max booking number = 1’ relative to ‘max booking number>1".

As summarized in Fig 6, the results of the multinomial logistic regression model based on
the dependent variable ‘‘max booking number’ representing recidivism through the four
independent variables. The significant independent variables are listed as follows: highest
attainment (0.000, p<0.001), housing instability indicator (0.002, p<0.01), and
employment status income (0.000, p<0.001). For ‘max booking number = 1’ relative to
‘max booking number>1", the Wald test statistic for the predictor housing indicator is
9.605 with an associated p-value of 0.002. Therefore, it is able to reject the null
hypothesis and conclude that the regression coefficient for the housing instability

indicator has been found to be statistically significant.

The Exp (B) in Fig.6 are the odds ratios for the predictors, which is the exponentiation of
the coefficients in the logistic regression equation. The odds ratio of a coefficient
indicates how the risk of the outcome falling in the comparison group compared to the
risk of the outcome falling in the referent group changes with the variable in question. If
an odds ratio > 1, it indicates that the risk of the outcome falling in the comparison group
relative to the risk of the outcome falling in the referent group increases as the variable
increases. An odds ratio < 1 indicates that the risk of the outcome falling in the
comparison group relative to the risk of the outcome falling in the referent group
decreases as the variable increases. In general, if the odds ratio < 1, the outcome is more
likely to be in the referent group. Given a one-unit increase in highest attainment, the

relative risk of being in the ‘max booking number>1" group would be 0.838 times more
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likely when the other variables in the model are held constant. A one-unit increase in
housing instability indicator, the relative risk of being in the ‘max booking number>1’
group would be 0.817 times more likely when the other variables in the model are held
constant. As for the employment status, a one-unit increase in employment status, the
relative risk of being in the ‘max booking number>1" group would be 0.909 times more

likely when the other variables in the model are held constant.

From the multinomial logistic regression model, we can summarize that recidivism (the
dependent variable ‘max booking number’) is correlated with these three variables,
housing instability, education level, and employment status. By interpreting the odds
ratio, an odds ratio less than one means that an increase in x leads to a decrease in the
odds that y=1. An odds ratio greater than one means that an increase in x leads to an
increase in the odds that y=1. In general, the percent change in the odds given a one-unit
change in the predictor can be determined as % Change in Odds=100 (odds ratio—1). In this
case, it indicates that the odds of recidivism are 100(.817—1)= 18.3% higher for the people who
experience homelessness or housing instability. In addition, lower educational attainment level

leads to a 100(.838-1)= 16.2% increase in the odds of recidivism. Being unemployed also leads to

a 100(.909-1) = 9.1% increase in the odds of recidivism.

Spatial Relations

In contrast to the regression analysis which highlights the influence of homelessness and
housing instability on recidivism, GIS mapping enables the understanding of the location
of returning citizens and the presence or absence of housing sources and services for

them. GIS data was used to visualize where returning citizens are released in DC, plotting
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the ward and the location of available housing services and shelters for returning citizens.
The method used to create the maps in the appendix was the ArcMaps function of
ArcGIS. ArcMaps was used to plot the XY coordinates from the DC DOC data on
topographic maps to identify spatial patterns of the ward to where returning citizens were
released (See Appendix). The goal of this section is to determine whether the homeless

service resources are allocated appropriately relative to returning citizen populations.

Importantly, this study only considers releases to Washington, DC, not to other
jurisdictions, and where self-reported addresses were provided, rather than the total
number of releases. For example, in 2019, 10,450 people were released from the DC
DOC, but the total number of individuals released to the DC area who provided exact
address data was 4,013. Figure 6 shows the difference between the total number of people
leaving the jail, and those released into Washington, DC (rather than other jurisdictions)
who also provided the address where they planned to live upon release. The total number
of released population from the DC DOC decreased in the last six years, meanwhile the

number of returning citizens to the Washington DC area increased.

The distribution of released population from 2015 to 2020

The following figures, offering the same information in graphic See Appendix 1 and table
form See Table 7, summarize where those leaving the DC DOC return to among the
city’s eight wards over this six-year period. These figures show that from 2015 to 2019,
the population of released citizens kept increasing as a whole and also in each ward, with

the exception of Ward 6 in 2018. The total number of releases in 2015 is 2,099 and the
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total in 2019 is 4,013, which is an increase of 91.1%. Ward 3 contains the least number of
annual releases, less than 0.5% each year. The largest proportion of people return to
Wards 7 and 8. In 2020, there was a large decline in the released population because that
year saw a significant decrease in admissions in response to the COVID-19 pandemic

(Rethink Justice Report 2020).

DC DOC Annual Release vs Released population to DC
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Figure. 7 DC DOC annual release and returning citizens to DC
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Figure. 8a DC DOC returning citizens released from 2015-2020
Ward 1 | Ward 2 | Ward 3 | Ward 4 [ Ward5 | Ward 6 | Ward 7 | Ward 8 | Total
*

2015 | 150 42 8 205 340 209 518 627 2099
7.1% 2% 0.4% 9.8% 16.2% | 9.6% 24.6% | 29.8%

2016 | 176 45 14 205 413 216 563 750 2382
74% |19% |[05% [8.6% 17.3% | 9% 23.6% |31.5%

2017 | 167 62 24 241 480 357 655 915 2901
58% |21% |[08% [8.3% 16.5% |12.3% |22.6% |31.5%

2018 | 202 60 26 242 520 339 826 994 3209
6.3% 1.9% 0.8% 7.5% 16.2% |[10.6% |[25.7% |31%

2019 | 269 85 29 301 586 467 1101 1275 4013
6.7% 2.1% 0.7% 7.5% 146% |[11.6% |27.4% |31.8%

2020 | 28 7 5 30 67 50 112 127 426
6.5% 1.6% 1.2% % 157% | 11.7% | 26.3% | 29.8%

* Total number of people released to DC with precise addresses.

Figure. 8b DC DOC returning citizens released from 2015-2020
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From the maps (see the Appendix), the notable finding is that the largest proportion of
people return to Wards 7 and 8 in all six years. In 2015, there was a large cluster in Ward
1, Ward 7 and Ward 8. In 2016, the map shows that the most populated wards with
releases are still Ward 1, Ward 7, and Ward 8. Ward 4 is starting to grow populated with
DC releases as well, but there is some decrease in the bridge of wards 1, 6 and 5. In 2017,
the releases were evenly spread across wards. However, in Ward 1, Ward 7, and Ward 8,
the cluster remained the same but the population of released citizens grew at the border
shared between Wards 5 and 6. In 2018, the increased number of people being released is
visible in the greater density indicated on the maps. In the 2018 map, increases in
released populations continue in Wards 1, 7, and 8, but it starts to decrease in Wards 4
and 5 as well as at the border of Wards 4 and 6. In 2019, there is an increase in the total
number of returning citizens in each ward, but Wards 7 and 8 continue to have the largest

number and density of returned citizens.

The distribution of homelessness/housing instability and homeless services

The following map shows the distribution of homelessness among those released from
the DC DOC over the six-year period (2015-2020), and the distribution of homeless
services. As shown in this map, the wards with the most homeless shelters are Wards 1,
2, and 6. Importantly, however, Wards 7 and 8 with the highest reports of homelessness
among the former residents of the DC jail only have three homeless shelters (two in Ward
8 and one in Ward 7). Furthermore, there is very limited access to any sort of homeless

service facility or shelter in those congested areas of high housing instability reports.
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The distribution of racial composition

Figure 10 below shows the racial distribution of returning citizens across the District of
Columbia between 2015 and 2020. The Black population predominates throughout most
of the wards except for Ward 2 and 4; they are most dispersed, or integrated, in Ward 3.
From Ward 1, 5, 6 and 7 and parts of Ward 2 and 4, the returning citizens are largely
represented by the black population. There is a clear cluster of the returning Hispanic
population on the border of Wards 4, 5 and 1. White returning citizens mostly reentered
to Wards 2 and 3, with a few trickling into Wards 5 and 6. In other words, and consistent
with other social facts in the city, the racial distribution of those reentering the DC Jail
into the District is quite uneven. The racial disparities in the city often overlap with and
have similarities to other markers of inequality for the city’s residents as a whole. From
the ACS 5-year census data, 92% of Ward 7 residents are identified as black, about
double the rate in the District (45%). Over a quarter - 26.3% - of people in DC were
identified as living below the poverty line, which is more than 1.5 times compared to the
rate in the District (12.6%). In Ward 8, 88% of the residents are identified as black, and
32.9% of persons below the poverty line. In the contract, the wards which contain fewer
returning citizens are predominantly white and much wealthier neighborhoods (over

50%).
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Methodological Limitations

There were a number of methodological limitations based on the data set used in this

study. First, the existing “homelessness” variable does not identify the duration of
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homelessness/housing instability experienced by each returning citizen. Second and
perhaps most important, the self-reported housing instability information is very general
so that the nature of the housing instability experienced - type and time period, for
example - from formerly incarcerated individuals is unknown. In particular, we do not
know whether individuals experienced homelessness before their first incarceration
and/or subsequent to their release from jail. For those who have the multiple booking
numbers, the number, duration, or types of housing instability or homelessness between
their jail stays is also unknown. Therefore, this study cannot explore how the frequency
of DC DOC involvement affects the risk of housing instability. Third, there were too few
women in the dataset for this study to provide a statistical analysis incorporating gender.
Fourth, the current dataset has mental illness (AMI and SMI) variables but most of the
answers are missing because most people confined to the DOC chose not to self-report
this information. Although the literature shows that mental illness is an important
variable to consider in understanding the relationship among reentry, recidivism, and
homelessness, a mental health variable was not statistically sufficient for regression
analysis. Recommendations based on these limitations are addressed in the final chapter

of this thesis.
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Chapter 4: Discussion, Recommendations, and Conclusion

This chapter begins by discussing the findings from the statistical analysis and spatial
relations. The correlation between housing instability and recidivism is considered, as is
the mismatch between emergency housing resources and the released population by
wards. It then continues to the recommendations on both policy and further research,
including regarding the fragmentation of housing and related systems across DC and the

inadequacy of pre-release programs in the jail.

Discussion

The results of the multinomial logistic regression model indicate there is correlation
between recidivism, on the one hand, and housing instability, low educational attainment,
and unemployment on the other hand. Regarding housing, the study finds that without
housing, the relative risk of going back to jail increases by 18.3%. These findings are
consistent with prior research noting that being homeless is more likely to constitute a
risk of entering the criminal justice system (Mears and Cochran 2015; Walter et al. 2017).
In this case, homelessness and housing instability correlates with returning to the DC jail,
or recidivism. It should be underscored that this study does not include re-admission to
the DC DOC based on technical violations of probation or parole. This exclusion is
consistent with the definition of recidivism as a new charge rather than a new admission

to a custodial institution.

As the literature review discussed, there are limited affordable housing options open to
returning citizens in DC (and beyond); this small number is further constrained if
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independent living is factored in. In practice, the most realistic option for the majority of
returning citizens is to join family members if they are willing and able to provide shared
housing. Even when family, friends, or romantic partners agree to offer housing, these

living arrangements are often tenuous and strained (Middlemass 2017).

Housing instability is not the only factor that increases the likelihood of recidivism. Low
education levels and unemployment are also key risk factors to increasing the likelihood
of recidivism. Indeed, being unemployed is associated with a 9.1% increase in the odds
of recidivism and having a low education increases the risk of returning to jail by 16.2%.
Moreover, beyond the scope of this study but clear from the literature and from
understanding of real-world social facts, there are interactions between and among these
risk factors. Someone who is unemployed or underemployed cannot pay for their own

housing or contribute to housing and living expenses in shared housing.

When a returning citizen is not able to find a place after discharge or loses their co-
housing with family or friends, homeless shelters and other emergency housing services
often come into play. There are few options when people experience housing crises. In
principle, options may range from shelters to permanent supportive housing. In practice,
typically the most available but least desirable options are overnight shelters. Available
on first come, first served criteria, people are only allowed to reside there overnight, and
have to leave on a daily basis, having to return again as needed (CJCC Directory of
Housing Resources for Returning Citizens 2020), reinforcing rather than challenging
housing instability. Slightly better are temporary shelters which allow people to stay for a
longer, but not permanent, duration, without offering services beyond basics like food or
showers. Transitional housing provides more stable housing and aims to transfer people
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to permanent supportive housing. Permanent supportive housing is one type of affordable
housing with mental health, substance addiction, and employment supportive services.
Permanent supportive housing will be the most stable option and also there is no time
limit attached to residence. These are, however, in the highest demand and are least
available. As noted above, only 2% of the residents in DC’s PSH program had previously

been in jail or prison (Hall et al. 2019).

In addition to the problem of undesirability and the instability of shelters, in DC there is a
mismatch between where the largest numbers of formerly incarcerated people return and
the availability of shelter beds. Two of DC’s 11 overnight shelters are in Wards 7 and 8,
where the majority of reentering citizens return. (Ward 7 and 8 both have an additional
family shelter; Ward 7 also has an additional women’s shelter with 100 beds and Ward 8
has an additional men’s shelter with 380 beds.) These facilities do not only serve
formerly incarcerated people but all people in need of shelter. To use 2019 as an
example, 1,100 people reentered Ward 7 and 1,275 people reentered Ward 8. (These are
also the most racially and socioeconomically disadvantaged and segregated wards.) The
spatial relations data suggest there is an insufficient number of emergency beds for
formerly incarcerated people, as well as the well-established dearth of long-term and

permanent housing.

There are also nine overnight shelters elsewhere in the city - one in Ward 3, one in Ward
6, one in Ward 4, two in Ward 5, and four in Ward 2. On the one hand it is positive that
DC does not segregate all the emergency housing shelters in Wards 7 and 8. On the other
hand, the difference between where people return to from the DC Jail, and where most
emergency housing facilities are, is a striking mismatch.
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Former jail residents’ return to Wards 1 to 6 potentially raises different kinds of
questions. One the one hand, rising property values and gentrification have contributed to
an exodus of many poorer and less educated DC residents, disproportionately people of
color. Between 2000 and 2010, DC gained 50,000 White residents and 10,000 Latinx
residents yet lost 39,000 Black residents during this time (Sturtevant 2014). (Black out-
movers were more likely to move to the primarily Black suburb of Prince George’s
County [Sturtevant 2014.]) By 2018, DC lost its Black majority—only 47.1% of its
residents were Black among 700,000 residents (Golash-Boza and Oh 2021). On the other
hand, all wards, not only Wards 7 and 8, saw (more or less) consistent patterns of
reentering citizens returning, or seeking to live, in those wards. One explanation of the
consistent increase in reentering citizens, at least until the pandemic in 2020, is the rising
intake into the jail (DC DOC Facts and Figures October 202: p. 9). In other words, while
extensive evidence shows that poorer people, and therefore people more likely to be
negatively impacted by policing and punishment systems, are priced out of the city, at
least in their immediate post-release plans, increasing numbers of former jail residents
return to DC, including to the wealthier and more gentrified wards. These dynamic

invites further research, addressed in the recommendations.

Reentry is a critical issue of racialized urban inequality (Walter et al. 2017), given the
unequal distribution of prison admissions and releases among people of color, where
people of color, a minority of the US population, are a majority of incarcerated people
and returning citizens. Incarceration and reentry disproportionately occur in impoverished
urban communities and those households which may often have other formerly

incarcerated individuals (Harding et al. 2019). Young, urban, and poor black males are
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overrepresented at multiple stages of the criminal justice process (Harding et al. 2019;
Squires et al. 2007). More than half of all African American men with less than a high
school education goes to prison at some point in their lives (Pettit and Western 2004).
Not only did they disproportionately experience mass incarceration but also more likely
to experience greater collateral consequences when they are released to urban areas again

during reentry.

Fragmentation across systems in DC

DC has a plethora of entities across a variety of systems (e.g. criminal justice, health) in
order to address both reentry and homelessness. Some of these are entire sections of
government, like criminal justice, which include major and minor attention to returning
citizens and housing insecurity. Others are smaller agencies or offices with lesser and
greater attention to or authority over reentry and/or homelessness. To lesser and greater
extents, the following DC government agencies (offered in random order) are responsible
for returning citizens’ housing issues in particular and District homeless services in
general, including as it affects people who are formerly incarcerated: the Interagency
Council on Homelessness, the Department of Human Services (DHS), the Department of
Housing and Community Development (DHCD), the DC Housing Authority (DCHA),
the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) and especially its Adult Reentry
Steering Committee, the Office of Victim Services and Justice Grants (OVSJG), the
Mayor’s Office on Returning Citizen Affairs (MORCA), the DC Department of
Corrections (DOC), the Department of Behavioral Health (DBH), and Core Service
Agencies (CSAs). There are often partnerships with nonprofit organizations and for-

profit businesses that receive government contracts. Further adding to this complexity is
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the uneven role of federal authority in what would normally be local or state functions. In
addition to all these city entities, relevant federal agencies include the Court Services and

Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) the Bureau of Prisons (BOP).

This vast and complex array of direct and indirect providers are meant to enable reentry
support, including housing. An important question concerns whether they are experienced
as expanded support or confusing and overlapping bureaucracies undermining rather than
ensuring housing stability for returning citizens. The web of organizations, and
competing demands such as documentation requirements, often creates procedural
obstacles for people trying to reestablish themselves after incarceration. Each
governmental agency noted above has the power to help or deter the housing services for
returning citizens. For a returning citizen who needs housing resources and supportive

services, the complexity of the administrative process only makes it more difficult.

Recommendations

At least two different sets of recommendations arise out of this research, with areas of
overlap. First, this study points to potential areas for improved city services to support
citizens reentering from jail, especially to avoid homelessness, the key focus of this work.
Second, this thesis helps to fill in a gap in the literature and underscores areas where new
and continued research is needed. Importantly, research and applied policy on the ground
need to engage dynamically with each other so that research can improve services and

real-world dynamics inform what is researched.

The District of Columbia is to be credited for both a principled and practical commitment

to addressing homelessness and housing insecurity, as well as both symbolic and
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substantive commitment to supporting reentering citizens and formerly incarcerated
residents. Perhaps ironically then, one of the challenges to enhance effective and practical
support for this very vulnerable population is the need to streamline and systematize
access to housing and other reentry services for DC citizens returning home from jail (as

well as prison).

An emblematic example highlights the disparity between stated commitments and real-
world offerings. Ostensibly, DC’s mayor is committed to supporting reentry. To that end,
she has established the Mayor’s Office on Returning Citizen Affairs (MORCA) to serve
as the District of Columbia’s coordinating and advisory agency for reentry (MORCA
Pathways to Work 2020). Its mission claims that MORCA will ensure that previously
incarcerated people are connected to essential programs and services in areas such as
employment, health, education, housing assistance, and social services. In particular, in
collaboration with the DC Housing Authority (DCHA), MORCA promises to provide
twenty housing vouchers to returning citizens per year in the District. However, and
crucially, MORCA’s web page substantively only offers one link to direct people to the
housing services it claims to provide; that one link is to DCHA. Following that lone link

then shows that the waiting list is currently closed for the housing voucher program.

A more substantive connection with MORCA is DC’s Resources to Empower and
Develop You (READY) Center which offers reentry information to jail residents within
30 days prior to their release from DOC custody. The READY Center is intended as a
‘one-stop shop’ (in coordination with MORCA) and other city agencies including the
DOC, the Department of Behavioral Health (DBH), Department of Human Services
(DHS), Department of Employment Services (DOES), and Department of Motor
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Vehicles (DMV) for returning citizens to access to housing and other supports to enable
successful reentry. To date, however, the efficacy of the READY Center, first launched
in 2019, is unknown, including because of there being no formal publicly available report

about or audit of its work.

The lack of publicly reported information is not limited to the READY Center; in
general, there is an apparent absence of public annual reports results of city housing
programs or reentry projects. This lack of information makes it difficult to evaluate the
effectiveness of the city’s housing plans for returning citizens. The practical and on the
ground experiences of people on the ground, especially reentering citizens, in applying
different housing programs, is also not reported. Before launching new programs aiming
at returning citizens, there is much work that could already be done to meet the existing
housing demands. For a start, local agencies and community-based organizations can
better enable the housing application process for returning citizens, such as identifying
housing options in advance of release. In addition, case management and communication
between corrections facilities, housing providers, as well as family members should be

established during the pre-release period.

Moreover, the city can create and expand more medium-term housing options, in
recognition that housing is especially important and that the risk of recidivism is
relatively high at the first year released. More emergency housing programs should be
expanded to returning citizens before they obtain permanent housing. For example, two
programs, Housing First and the joint Transitional Housing (TH)-Rapid ReHousing
(RRH) programs, both of which provide individualized services and financial support for
at least three years, should be opened to returning citizens.
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Future Research

Improved research needs to come from numerous actors and rely on improved data, from
type, such as detailed histories of housing instability or mental illness, to method, such as
longitudinal studies. Based on this author’s own experience working with the DOC (An
Initial Assessment of Current Risk and Needs Instruments used by DC DOC 2020), the
DOC’s research team both recognized the need for improved data and also knows the
difficulties of obtaining such data, for a variety of reasons. These challenges include
researcher access, employee overwork, cost, resident frustration with continuous
questions, and resident rights to privacy. Given the importance of housing to ensure
successful reentry, further studies to explore the correlation between the history of mental
illness, housing instability/homelessness, substance abuse, and recidivism are needed. In
addition, a combination of qualitative and quantitative research, including longitudinal
research, will help unpack how housing fits into improving successful reentry outcomes.
The DOC is further to be commended for its openness to collaborating with outside
researchers, which links to the importance of academic and policy researchers expanding

their research agendas.

Future research, both longitudinal and case studies, could shed light on important
answers. It is possible, even likely, for example, that the initial address that people exiting
the jail provide authorities as their post-release residence is a poor measure of post-
release housing outcomes. Indeed, the limitations of this indicator are suggested by two
facts at the core of this research. For one, formerly incarcerated people have higher levels

of housing instability than the population as whole, even when income, education, or race
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are factored in. Furthermore, after release, people’s housing situations are extremely

unstable and hard to maintain (Western 2018).

The DC DOC recognizes the limitations of the existing COMPAS intake risk and needs
assessment instrument, especially given that COMPAS is designed for prisons, not jails.
Not only does this tool need to be replaced, an exit instrument is needed for better
understanding more about the needs of people departing the jail. The READY Center
may have begun a version of this initiative by proactively seeking to gather and use data

to improve reentry outcomes.

Notwithstanding the challenges of collecting data from people arriving and departing the
DC Jail, perhaps the biggest research challenge is to develop detailed longitudinal
understanding of the relationship between housing and successful reentry and recidivism,
a version of unsuccessful reentry. Western’s (2018) study following formerly
incarcerated people for the first year after their release from prison in the Boston, MA,
metropolitan area underscores that successful and healthy reentry tends to be
extraordinarily difficult for the usually highly vulnerable people who have been caught in
the criminal justice net. This study confirms and expands previous studies that highlight
the danger of being unhoused, or facing housing instability, in increasing recidivism.
Having better data on jail entry, exit, and the experiences of reentering citizens over time,
would allow researchers, policy makers, and advocates to get a subtle, nuanced, and
complex understanding regarding what housing interventions - or absences - tend to help
the most, or, when they are not available cause the most damage. Policy experiments
such as comparing how providing a stipend to family members for taking in a reentering
citizen versus increasing options for single occupancy housing would also expand
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understanding of what the best types of housing investments need to be made to break

patterns of cycling in and out of jail.

In practice, how many people need what types of housing will be most useful information
to housing providers (Fontaine and Biess 2012). Self-reported data from the pre-release
process could create an inventory to increase the visibility of urgent needs during the pre-
release period. However, since the need for housing and housing assistance likely varies
across the country, a cross-jurisdictions information sharing system will help understand
individuals’ needs for housing and other supportive assistance, including their
socioeconomic characteristics, soon-to-be-released city or state, and the history of

homelessness.

Break the jail and homelessness cycle

Homeless people and returning citizens are two overlapping groups. Throughout the
criminal justice system—from police, to courts, to punishment and community
supervision— the city could put more effort into policies and programs to shift the
current laws, regulations and attitudes towards homelessness from punitive to preventive.
The primary goal will focus on the reintegration and resources for housing stability,

rather than how to keep people with criminal records under control.

The scarcity of accessible housing in both private market and public housing makes it
harder for returning citizens to navigate their reentry to society from jail. Investing in

affordable housing and the social safety net to prevent engagement with criminal legal
systems, such as Housing First and permanent supportive housing programs are strong

interventions in other cities, (i.e. Denver) that effectively interrupted the cycle of poverty
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and criminalization (Cunningham 2021). Permanent supportive housing programs
successfully place people experiencing homelessness in apartment housing, improve
mental health, start employment, reduce poverty for adults and children, and promote
community integration and a sense of belonging. Even though reentry from a jail setting
shares many similarities to returning from prison, jail reentry and jail recidivism need
their own dedicated resources and focus in both academic and policy spheres. Housing,
as one of the most important platforms to reduce the risk of recidivism and ensure the

success of reentry, needs to be a critical component of that effort.
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Conclusion

This study examined the housing instability and recidivism among returning citizens
from DC DOC through statistical analysis by SPSS and spatial relation with GIS. It
contributed to the literature on reentry, jail recidivism and homelessness by applying an
intersectional framework to the jail context. The findings generally confirmed an overlap
and, at times, a correlation between these two overlapping populations, the homeless and
formerly incarcerated individuals. Housing during reentry is not only an individual
challenge, it also needs attention and collaboration across the criminal justice system,
housing providers, legislative support, and public understanding to build support for
different policies. Investment in pre-release programs are the key step towards successful
reentry. The invisible punishment beyond criminal sanctions and formal and informal
restrictions on excluding formerly incarcerated individuals to access housing, job
opportunities, health care and social benefits should be no longer acceptable. Housing as
the first step to reentry has been identified by different studies and reports. It is therefore
essential to improve housing availability as part of a comprehensive supportive reentry
program. The complexity of the reentry from jail requires a professional and effective
collaboration to implement prior to release. The proposed next research steps would add

to a better understanding of how to break the ‘revolving door’ of jail and homelessness.
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Appendix

DC DOC Returning Residents to Washington DC - 2015
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In this map, the XY coordinates for residents who have a release year of 2015 was plotted
on a Topographic map and I included the DC wards based on a 2012 publicly available
layer in ArcGIS. Based on this map, the green dots represent the residential addresses of
DOC residents who were released in 2015. As shown, the dots are plotted all over the DC
area, with large clusters in Ward 1, 7, and 8.
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DC DOC Returning Residents to Washington DC - 2016
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Map 2

This map shows where people released from the DC DOC in 2016 initially went to. As
seen in the previous year, the wards with the highest releases are still Ward 1, 7, and 8.
More returning citizens moved to Ward 4 but there is some decrease in reentering
population at the borders Wards 1, 6, and 5.
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DC DOC Returning Residents to Washington DC - 2017
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Map 3
This map shows where people released from the DC DOC in 2017 initially went to. The
general pattern remained consistent for Wards 1, 7, and 8, but more released people went
to the border between Wards 5 and 6.
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X/Y Coordinates of DC DOC Residents with DC Addresses Who Were Released in 2018
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This map shows where people released from the DC DOC in 2018 initially went to. It
reflects an expanded number of people being released. The number of released people
(re)locating to Wards 1, 7 and 8 increased, and began to decrease in Wards 4 and 5 and at
the border of Wards 4 and 6.
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X/Y Coordinates of DC DOC Residents with DC Addresses Who Were Released in 2019
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This map shows where people released from the DC DOC in 2019 initially went to. As
shown, there is a decrease in released people going to Wards 7 and 8, and a small
decrease in the number of released people relocating to Wards 1 and 4 as well as the
border between Wards 2 and 6.
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X/Y Coordinates of DC DOC Residents with DC Addresses Who Were Released in 2020, as
of September 30st
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Map 6

This map shows where people released from the DC DOC in 2020 initially went to. The
COVID-19 pandemic began in the US in March of that year which led to lower intakes
and higher releases, resulting in a large decrease in returning citizens in all wards. Wards
7 and 8 remain the wards with the highest number of people reentering from the DOC
custody.
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X

/Y Coordinates of DC DOC Residents and Their Housing Instability Score Who Were

Released in 2015
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X/Y Coordinates of DC DOC Residents and Their Housing Instability Score Who Were

Released in 2016
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