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I. Current Servicesfor Ex-Offenders:. Agencies, Expenditures, and Outcomes

By some measures, recent years have seen majanampent in New Jersey’s
corrections and parole systems and, by extensidhgi effectiveness of those other
agencies in state government that serve incarceaaig formerly incarcerated
individuals. For instance, commonsense but innggathanges in the terms of parole—
such as the reduction in the use of technical botadangerous parole violations to
trigger a return to incarceration—have significamdduced the state’s total prison
population® Between 2000 and 2009, the number of inmates i Mgsey Department
of Corrections facilities fell by 15 percent—fror@, 284 to 25,436.

But this nominally good news is countered by somsg&idbing trends. First,
incarceration rates have reached a plateau ambdomger decreasing. Annually,
according to Department of Corrections estimat@sies12,000 individuals—or half the
total 24,808 prison population—exit state pri§dkn equal number, however, are
enteringstate prison$Jeaving total population unchanged and making cédos in
either the number of correctional facilities oritletaff levels elusive—at a time when
the state faces a daunting budget deficit. Seaaed]ivism rates remain high:
Department of Corrections officials report that enttan 57 percent of those who are
released from prison are rearrested within threesyeoringing into question the
effectiveness of programs serving the incarceratetiformerly incarcerated to help
break cycles of crime and incarceration. Third,ghblic pays dearly for these programs.

Criminal-justice spending contributes significartttyan upward pressure on the state
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budget; in the 2011 fiscal cycle, New Jersey wiisd over $2 billion of its $28.3 billion

budget, or nearly 10 percent, on public safetyaimdinal justice® The $1 billion budget
for the Department of Corrections makes it thes&agingle largest operating agericy.
The extensive current expenditures of state agemcevell beyond the
Department of Corrections. Currently, the stateleaboard spends about $100 milffon
to oversee those 58 percent of newly released @éferin its purview.Other state
agencies—including the Departments of Labor andifdoce Development (LWD),
Corrections (DOC), Human Services (DHS), and Lad/ Rablic Safety—spend an
additional $180 million on (approximately) fiftyvé distinct programs designed to help
individuals returning to their communities aftené in prison. (This figure includes
federal, as well as private philanthropic, grantisich complement state
appropriations?f For example, the Department of Human Services étidgludes
$59,290,28% for such directly targeted efforts and $29 millfon the state’s “drug

court,™?

a program designed to divert from imprisonmenséoonviolent offenders
with substance-abuse problems who agree to entec@nplete treatment programs.

Given this significant level of effort, the questimust then be asked: Why is
recidivism—with all its implications for crime rat@nd continued high levels of
corrections costs—so high, notwithstanding sigaificefforts on behalf of those who
“recidivate”?

The state puts forth an enormous effort into sgithe difficulties in assisting
this population group. The DOC reports that in 2B percent of state inmates had at
least one diagnosed chronic or communicable phlysicaental-health conditiot?.

While estimates vary, at least 50 percent of irttlisis coming out of prison have

substance-abuse issdésndividuals leaving prison have an average sixtdg reading
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level and fifth-grade math level, while 67 perckave no GED or high school diplorfa.

Since the median length of a prison term is fivarggindividuals have, at the minimum,
a large gap in their work histories and, at warstextensive formal work experiente.
Even with experience or education, these indivisuelurn to communities characterized
by limited economic and work opportunities. A 238ady found that one-third of
released individuals return to Essex or Camden tesjrwith a high percentage
returning to (mostly minority communities in) Newand Camden city. “The residents
of Essex and Camden counties, and particularlyetiobshe cities of Newark and
Camden, face many economic and social disadvantagegared to many other parts of
the state. The statewide median household inco$855.46. For the cities of Newark
and Camden, however, it is $26,913 and $23,42pentively.™® According to the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, New Jersey had an utement rate of 9.1 percent in
December 2018° The rate in Newark in November 2010, the mostriedata available,
was reported at 14.5 percéfit.

Further, once released, these individuals alsol&gad barriers such as barriers to
enrolling in education to make themselves more aitipe in the workplacé! barriers
to working in many professiorf$,and difficulties in obtaining public benefft3,
including housing? Importantly, due to certain state policies anddathey also face
disincentives to seek, accept, and retain employierausef their time in prison. DHS
officials estimate that more than half of indivitkuan state prison have child-support
obligations that accrue to an average of $7,00@gert order while in prisoff. An
analysis of a sample of New Jersey prisons fouatidhout 58 percent of inmates self-
identified as having childref?,and 33,232 individuals who currently have chilghsort

orders were or are currently in jail or prisgmccording to the Department of Human
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Services, Office of Child Support, 30 to 40 peraginihdividuals have more than one

order?® For most, especially those without prospects fghfwage employment, this is a
daunting amount of debt.

That debt can be a disincentive to work in the fratonomy because up to 65
percent of an individual’'s wages can be garnisbaquhy this debt® And this debt can
create practical barriers such as driver’s licamsecation®’ for failure to pay’* The
state issued about 22,000 warrants in 2009, catsthtewide total of 152,870
noncustodial parents who failed to appear in coufailed to pay child suppoff.Of that
same number, as of September 23, 2010, 24,403 muhging parents had their licenses
revoked, a number that directly correlates to talper of warrants issuéd.

Such barriers notwithstanding, a review of curgaoicedures and relationships
among state agencies charged with improving tleeplibspects of formerly incarcerated
individuals suggests the need for change. Whatgesdas a complex but disconnected
reentry system with no centralized definitions amdsion, a lack of accountability for
outcomes and a lack of coordination, with poterdigblication of services and no
continuity between services provided in prisonjmyisupervised release, and in the
community.

Significant sums are expended by the Departme@bofections to prepare
prisoners to succeed upon release. For exampl®edpartment of Corrections spends
$31 million on community assessment cerfeaad other assessments of individuals in
the criminal-justice system. The agency’s largeshtry line items are the $33.5 million
it spends on Residential Community Release Progratmsh offer inmates “the chance
to reintegrate into the community through a streexdusupervised residential prograin,”

and about $20 million on in-prison educational pamgs>® The Department of
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Corrections also tracks participation in (but notoomes of) substance-abuse programs

and its Successful Transition and Reentry Semeghich inmates meet twice a week for
thirteen weeks to discuss barriers to reefitry.

These programs are promising. Yet it is not atlefr that these relatively
elaborate efforts are linked to extensive, and egpe, post-release services. To some
extent, those who provide such services must nelgxeoffenders themselves for
information necessary for the continuity of cangon release, individuals are provided
information about their progress in programs inldér, including a hard-copy report and
an electronic diskett& This is not the same, of course, as clear andingdioks,
including electronic data sharing, between the Dtepent of Corrections and post-
release agencies.

The Department of Corrections provides parole acteprerelease plans, and
parole uses that information to develop its owmteeplans. However, parole reports
gaps in the sharing and retrieval of certain etettrinformation®® This is a significant
matter because of the centrality of parole in thersight of ex-offenders. Some 58
percent of the 10,937 individuals released frortegtaison in 2010, or 6,421, were
transferred to the New Jersey State Parole Boarddimle supervisioff, The official
goals of such supervision are worth emphasizingesusion is designed to ensure
recently released individuals’ “successful reemmtg society as productive, law-abiding
citizens,” and, with that goal in mind, parole offrs are charged with designing a needs-
based plan and accordingly refer paroféesiten to programs within its Division of
Community Programs (DCP). Moreover, under the lagien passed in 2010, even more

inmates will be released to parole in the futtire.
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With its central role in overseeing the transitaimany inmates back into the

community, more than 40 percent of parole’s nedt§0 million budget—or
$42,986,633—is classified as reentry spendiithis spending is for such contracted
programs as the Stages to Enhance Parole SucddsB$¥$($18 million), a
comprehensive community-based residential progifesing life-skills development,
substance-abuse counseling, job-readiness skilisloyment counseling, housing-
placement assistance, and transitional supporicesf/ and Community Resource
Centers (CRC) ($11 milliord}, which provide similar services but do not inclede
residential component. Seamless coordination wighOiepartment of Corrections is key
to the successful assistance of former inmates.

Crucially, however, there is no established, raméid procedure such that the
results of DOC’s assessments, certifications, atadl vackground information are
distributed to service providers and state agerethese who will actually interact
directly with inmates, subsequent to release. Thedede agencies other than parole, of
course—including LWD, the Department of Law and [RuSafety, and DHS.

LWD’s employment-services programs known as “oto@‘scenters (which are
funded, in part, with federal appropriations auied through the Workforce Investment
Act) are meant to be a primary resource for thie'stgob seekers. In Program Year
2009, New Jersey’s one-stops served 3,921 sel&dmtex-offenders, for an estimated
reentry spending of $980,280LWD reports that between FY2007 and FY2009, 14,112
individuals self-identified as ex-offenders wereved*’ Parole notes that it does not
have, but would benefit from, access to labor ureympent insurance data and a

stronger relationship to one-stops and, ultimatelypD.*®
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Similarly, there is no established link in termssbfring results of individuals’

use of services between parole and the Departni¢mwwand Public Safety, which
spends $21,764,733 on mental-health-related aret otlentry-oriented prograrfis.
Further, while the Department of Law and PubliceBafOffice of the Attorney General,
currently houses a state director of communityigestwvhose portfolio includes reentry
programs, the effort is not well funded or staffed¢g other agencies report that they do
not understand the office’s work in the contexthair own mission and day-to-day
duties™®

Promising links exist among DHS, DOC, and parota.dxample, the Office of
Child Support, in partnership with DOC, helps opethe Responsible Parenting
Program (RPP), which helps inmates begin the psookapplying for a suspension of
child-support commitments (where appropriate) ammyipges programming to support
the practice of developing parenting skills to ease greater family reunification.
The Mutual Agreement Program (MAP) began as alsoi@ion among DHS, parole,
and DOC and provides residential substance-abea#rtent programs for parolees.
Program for Returning Offenders with Mental llin&afely and Efficiently (PROMISE)
is a collaborative program with parole to assisblgges with mental-health matters.
DHS’s Division of Addiction Services (DAS) suppotte drug courts by developing a
provider network of drug-treatment professionald services and providing oversight of
that network. And community mental-health serviaed supportive housing services are
available to formerly incarcerated individuals.

Yet as improvements may be needed in linkages am@1Q, parole, LWD, and
DHS in efforts to improve the prospects of formengarcerated individuals, an even

more serious problem overhangs the state’s reeffoyts: the lack of a clear definition
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of success in this area and methods to hold acablenthose overseeing and delivering

services to recently released inmates. LWD’s opnp-sénters, for instance,
notwithstanding their central role in helping eXesiders obtain employment, currently
do not have a distinct numerical statewide go#his area toward which to strive, nor do
they track the trajectory of ex-offenders as aimlistgroup on an ongoing basisThis is

an especially notable vacuum in light of the faetttthose thousands of ex-offenders
released after having completed their full sentsrft]maxed-out”) and thus not under the
supervision of parole, might only avail themseleoéthese services among the many
offered by the state. Crucially, even parole, themary reentry agency, understands its
goal for ex-offenders to be their completion of@fe steps (job search, enrollment in
substance-abuse programs), rather than attainéag olitcomes of long-term succass.
For instance, parole does not track initial emplegtrand retention, nor do parole
officers have incentives to improve such restits.

Notwithstanding the above-identified problems ttfzracterize the state’s
current efforts directed at ex-offenders, theresdmgpear to be a foundation of success
on which to build. Recently released inmates ae&isag out services—and some are
finding employment as a result. Of those ex-offeaderved by one-stops, the entered
employment rate was 39 percent (although just 28epe of the total individuals served
retained employment for one day in the secondicd tuarter after placemert).
Similarly, over the course of 2.5 years startinghie spring of 2007, the state operated
Another Chance, a program designed to utilize egluta programming during
incarceration and the existing one-stop systeneteesthe needs of individuals involved
in the criminal-justice system.This program similarly saw a second- or third-tear

job-retention rate of 23 percent for the 695 indiixdls served in the prograthMost
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notably, the Newark Prisoner Reentry Initiative BN an effort orchestrated by city

government in Newark through a combination of fatland philanthropic funds, has, in
the past two years, served 1,300 individuals, #0gmé¢ of whom maintained employment
for the second and third quarters following exitl &wer than 10 percent of whom have,
to date, returned to prison. This initiative is c@sed more fully below.

It is the central view of this paper that thedesaan be markedly improved
through management strategies, risk-based andrergenic needs-based programs, and
performance-based contracts. The proposals tHatf@re consistent with, but expand
on, recommendations made in a series of previq@tefor state government on this

matter.

I'l. Previous Proposalsfor Reentry Reform in New Jer sey

Research has previously been done, and proposaslean made in an attempt to
identify a model to better manage and orient rgespending to reduce recidivism in
New Jersey. In each of these reports—the Homelandriy Task Forcé’ the GEAR
Commissiort? and the New Jersey Reentry Roundt@blehe basic elements identified
as lacking were significant and similar to thosengemphasized in this paper.
Recommendations made in those reports include:tedpgemonstrably effective
programs; increased effectiveness of agencies gtgms through, among other things,
cross-agency collaboration; defining reentry tdude spending and programs targeted to
individuals inside prison; and improving accessnaployment services for inmates as
well as formerly incarcerated individuals. The neceended structure below builds on
this precedent and proposes a performance-managstngsture to hold the state

accountable for reducing recidivism through itstegspending. The structure also

Prisoner Reentry Services in New Jersey: A Plan to Reduce Recidivism



11
proposes to orient these programs toward rapidtatiant of individuals to work—

because of the importance of work as a goal andhsnefaintegration into the
socioeconomic mainstream and because employmaneadily measured goal for

which agencies can then be held accountable.

[11. Toward a New M odel of Reentry Management Accountable for Reducing
Recidivism and | ncreasing Employment

Under the management structure proposed in thierpape of the many state agencies
that currently have a hand in reentry would bectimeecentral, or lead, agency. The
parole board would manage a network of serviceigers for recently released inmates;
those providers would deliver, at the request oblgeofficials, a full range of services:
assessment, case management, preparation for emgioyjob readiness), job
placement, and job-retention services. These sepriaviders would regularly and
routinely input data about participants (the forip@rcarcerated individuals themselves)
into a universal data system coordinated by the Bensey Office of Information
Technology (OIT). The data would be tracked redulay parole, evaluated for
outcomes, and provide the basis for regular reportise Office of the Governor. Parole
would be charged with directing resources to trst-performing service providers, and
the Office of the Governor would coordinate a commasion among the state’s
administrative agencies, ensuring that state spgratid programs would be designed to
meet the specific outcomes of recidivism reducéind increased workforce
participation. This model, moreover, already existsne New Jersey community that is

home to many returning from state prisons—and hagegl effective.
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This report proposes that, to address the chaltedgeussed above, reentry

planning, spending, and oversight need to be mahegatrally, while building on the
foundation of the good current procedures, programag services. This report draws
inspiration from an initiative mounted over the &g years in Newark. That city, like
the state in general, had had the same kind aftepdid system comprising dozens of
unaccountable reentry programs funded through reaegms, including state, county,
municipal, and private fundin.The city created an Office of Reentry, housed iwith
Mayor Cory A. Booker’s Department of Economic anoulding Development. The
office, with funding from the United States Depagtrhof Labor and private donations,
launched a program—the Newark Prisoner Reentriatvie (NPRI)—that changed the
way a core set of service providers in Newark deeliavith promising results. The
NPRI, which has served more than 1,300 individ(alany of whom, in a city/state
coordinated effort, have been referred by paraté)leas achieved results notably better
than the state’s norm. The one-year recidivisntdte program participants is, to date,
lower than 10 percent; and their six-month jobsméit rate stands at 70 percéhSuch
outcomes suggest that the NPRI can offer a modelfange in the state-level reentry
management structure.

The NPRI emphasizes rapid attachment to work apdats job placement and
retention through intensive case management antbnien®® The staff believes that
success derives from regularly gathering data ateueffectiveness of service providers
and establishing a management structure that altadewgake action in response to what
it learns from such daf4.The city’'s Office of Reentry—among other things—+edtly
manages the oversight and sets expectations faetivéece providers. In order to manage

in such a way as to improve results, the officaldhed a clear definition for successful
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reentry: gaining and retaining employment and awgidearrest and re-incarceration.

With these clear “metrics” (as opposed to partitgrain programs or provision of
services such as housing or drug treatment), tieeafas then able to use “strategic
contracting”—withholding a portion of the overatirdract amount until key benchmarks
for job placement, retention, wages, and recidiwgane met and steering additional
clients toward those agencies, among a group offsa showed the best results. The
office also provided ongoing advice and supporiigencies seeking to improve their
performance. It is important to note that thesenags do not rely exclusively on public
funds; in the Newark model, public dollars haverbeemplemented by funds provided
by private philanthropy. This approach allows indiial agencies to be able, potentially,
to report better results with fewer public funds—earangement that could, over time,
help reduce public expenditures.

All agencies must routinely report the status, comprehensive database, of
those whom they are serving. That information, ctedpand reviewed by the Office of
Reentry, the lead in managing reentry data, relyulaviews (on a monthly basis, and
more frequently, when benchmarks are not being pertprmance with service
providers. The Office of Reentry takes action basethat information, signaling to
those providing services for ex-offenders whethegtare doing a good job.

The NPRI was funded primarily through a one-tirgefral grant, as well as
private philanthropic investments—and, in effectated a largely parallel,
complementary reentry system to that operated &gtidite. Although the City of Newark
has been successful in obtaining funding to coetsame if its programming, the long-
term sustainability of a program that relies solahygrants is questionable. Because it

combines public and private funds (as noted abatvepes appear to provide a
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promising model for how the state can manage antt@dts ongoing, regularly

budgeted reentry spending. The goal of adoptingwaaxk-style approach is not to
increase state reentry spending but to improveftieetiveness of the hundreds of
millions of dollars that the state regularly sperdsh year. What follows are more

details on the Newark model.

Work First

The NPRI has found that reentering individuals readd regularly express (including
directly to Mayor Booker) a desire for—employmepba release. But as discussed in
Section | above, they face barriers to finding arantaining employment. Despite these
barriers, focusing on results and holding agenaiesuntable to assist formerly
incarcerated individuals rapidly obtain—and keep—+kmas been successful in reducing
recidivism. In the view of this paper, that shohklthe focus of reentry programs. A
paycheck provides individuals with a way to payriecessities, as well as key
intangibles: dignity and hope. Moreover, a focughlmnspecific, tangible goal of seeking
work helps organize the range of services to whicloffenders may be exposed—and is
likely to benefit even those who do not immediafiélgd a job. Preliminary results with
the NPRI, as well as studies by MDRC and Publivé®e Venture® regarding a similar
approach, provide empirical support for this moéetding individuals unsubsidized
permanent employment may be more challenging ficdit economic climates, but this
model uses the means of unsubsidized employmemtengossible, as a springboard for
addressing a variety of other reentry issues ssdtoasing, legal assistance, substance
abuse, health care, and mental-health care, riitherseeking to resolve these issues

prior to an individual seeking employment. Centeathis approach is individually

Prisoner Reentry Services in New Jersey: A Plan to Reduce Recidivism



15
focused “case managemeitiesigned to ensure that the particular situatfaeaoh

participant is considered by the agency responssbieh that progress is made in
overcoming employment barriers, obtaining permaeemloyment, and successfully
reentering community life. When combined with attgy to address and remove
disincentives to rejoining the socioeconomic ma@en (such as child-support debt),
case management focused on employment helps indigideunite with and support

their families.

The New Management Structure

An opportunity exists for the Office of the Governo manage the state’s current reentry
spending to achieve measurably improved outcom#ésut additional costs by

vigilantly focusing on the policy goal of reducinecidivism and rapidly attaching
individuals to work. The state reentry system fatividuals returning to their
communities from state prison should be managenligir a lead state agency, with the
Office of the Governor providing policy directioncgoversight. This report envisions
parole, with reporting responsibilities directlyttee Office of the Governor, at the center
of a social-services network such that officersach major region of the state will be
aware of employment placement and other socialsEnavailable in those regions; have
access and use regularly updated information aéich of such providers perform best;
and have the flexibility to direct clients and, otiene, to direct state social-services
funds to those agencies and service providergith#tte best job, as defined by the above
description of successfully reentry. Parole’s oigts authority, and responsibility for
statewide reentry would expand to reentry spendimgprograms for all individuals

released from state prison—not only for those saddo its supervision.
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Office of the Governor: High-Level Policy Leadeshi

Recidivism has serious policy implications for thelget, crime, criminal justice, and
economic development. The Office of the Governouldde the ideal provider of
overall policy direction at the state level—notdebecause the many agencies with a role
in providing reentry services are scattered acassiltiplicity of state departments and
work in parallel, rather than answering to any offece or official. To remedy this
situation, a designee in the Office of the Govemould coordinate reentry spending
among administrative agencies, oversee reentryecefaolicy, and oversee the data that
parole collects on recidivism and employment outesnhe Office of the Governor
would work with parole to focus administrative ages on results in reducing
recidivism and increasing workforce participati@y.placing this role in the Office of
the Governor, reentry may be considered not jesinainal-justice matter but one linked
to the range of matters that the governor consi@a@nomic development, workforce
training, and the health of families and childréhe Office of the Governor, because of
its central role in shaping the state budget, winaldh a position to knit together what is
currently a disjoined, albeit with many solid fe&s, reentry “system.”

With oversight from the Office of the Governor attaly-to-day management by
parole, all administrative agencies would be exgetd coordinate their activities toward
the shared goals for reducing recidivism and irgirgpworkforce participation. For
example, agencies such as DOC and LWD currentlk vagether to provide preparation
and placement into the labor market, but ther@ibnkage strategy driving that
collaboration, no required tracking of outcomes] ao adjustment of services based on

assessment of the programs in place. The propdsedye in the management structure

Prisoner Reentry Services in New Jersey: A Plan to Reduce Recidivism



17
outlined in this document would address this lagos# ensure that programs in prison are

in line and in step toward future success and @sx)in programming available through
the state’s LWD’s one-stops and that individuaésteacked and supported such that their
services after incarceration build on previous ises, The programs’ ultimate goals for

individuals would be holding a job and avoidingegurn to prisort’

Parole as Lead Reentry Agency

With the Office of the Governor overseeing the nggmaent of reentry funds and
tracking achievement toward a policy goal, parale, by executive order, be designated
the lead state reentry agency empowered to maaiiicoordinate service providers and
track outcome data.

It is no way a comment on the quality and profasaiiem of other state agencies
to say that the responsibility to ensure increaskglacement and improved retention, as
well as lowered recidivism, should lie with parad®, operating agency whose sole role is
helping individuals make a successful transitiosdoiety. Parole has the capacity and
experienc® to manage the reentry system, experienced stdfoeganizational structure
suited for such a task, an existing data-managegsystém that with support can be
scaled up, and an infrastructure throughout the stiahas responsibility for the
transition of 58 percent of state inmates beingastd, a number that is likely to rise
because of a new law designed to reduce the nuofiséate prisoners released without
supervisiort® Parolees are, after a risk-assessment evaludtioniminal history,
educational or vocational needs, any mental hésdties, and other factors that must be
considered when planning the individual offendstiscessful reentry,” overseen through

a case plan that “outlines specific short-term lang-term goals essential to reentfy.”
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For the 58 percent (and rising) state prisoners @rter supervision, these case plans,

which parole already creates, manages, and supsrfaad which include goals on
addressing substance abuse, education, anger magratggob readiness, and mof&),
can benefit through focus on preventing recidivienough rapid attachment to work.

Parole would also have an expanded network of @rerto include all recently
released state prisoners. Parole may choose togaawoke officers manage individual
cases (using parole officers), or it may choseotdsource” non-law-enforcement case
management, whether to vendors or other state sgem@s it does through its Division of
Community Programs. In either approach, parole dibel the central responsible agency
and would oversee the activity of other agencieselated vendors, to ensure that
individuals rapidly attach to work, stay employed patrticipate in a set of services or
efforts that center on the goal of near-term empient.

The effects of existing parole programs throughRhasion of Community
Programs—including residential programs such asPSfEubstance-abuse residential
programs such as MAP and the Reentry SubstanceeAtragyram (RESAP); and
mental-health programs such as PROMISE—would bgaghby measuring their
success on the key elements of a reentry scorettaeréxtent to which they help
individuals toward maintenance of employment anuidiag future involvement in the
criminal-justice system.

The same would be true for other agencies. For pbgraurrent Department of
Corrections programs, which serve many individuwdi® do not go through parole,
include transitional programs such as Residentah@unity Release Programs. These
programs would be expected to achieve a strongitapibving) rate of individuals’

success in job placement, retention, and avoidaheecidivism (even if a person moved
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from DOC to parole custody). Parole, working witle Office of the Governor, would

also analyze and assess in-prison DOC programsasuebcational and educational
programs to ensure that those are in sync withvaradl state reentry strategy and geared
toward—and accountable for—success in reintegratidigiduals into the workforce

after prison.

Centralized Budget

Because reentry is not overseen by one agencyonétbudget, reentry spending needs
to be developed collaboratively among state agsengie noted previously, the state
spends over $220 million on reentry through variagencies, but the state lacks a
unified and cohesive mechanism to plan and marraagetfunds. An activity code should
be added to the Office of Management and Budgefuating system to establish a
reentry budget line so that the Office of the Goweris able to track money spent on
reentry and develop a funding strategy accordirfgBgular analysis of data must be
performed to determine the outcomes of those inveists. The spending and the pursuit
of outside grants (such as U.S. Department ofcrisind U.S. Department of Labor
philanthropic funds) should have a centralized psegthat complements the overall
strategic plan as set by the Office of the GoverAsrnoted above, this strategy should
be run by of the Office of the Governor and exeduty parole with authority and

support to oversee the entire state approach.

Working with Local Consortia
Services for ex-offenders, even if organized frown state level, will inevitably, and

appropriately, be delivered at the very local levbly local offices of state agencies or
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nonprofit or for-profit social-services organizatfo It is important, therefore, for parole,

as the lead agency in a reformed, coordinated mesystem, to be aware of who such
service providers are and to be able to identifyelo€or worse) performers. With that in
mind, this paper suggests that parole, workingmém with the appointed reentry
coordinator in the Office of the Governor, wouldgherganize and then meet regularly
with regional consortia of service providers ang keal officials—particularly mayors
(80 percent of formerly incarcerated individual$dew Jersey return to urban are&s).
This is not meant as a suggestion to increase boratic burdens but, rather, as an
additional means of gauging and improving prograriggmance. (Parole already relies
on a local consortium of leaders and program pergidor much of its programming and
services.)

A local, engaged consortia would help the stateecplassess, and use data
regarding what happens to individuals once theyesased from prison and are back in
their communities. Currently, parole officers dd have access to a “data feedback
loop” on parolees when referred to local provid@&tss report proposes that parole
officers take on more responsibility and accoutitgn assisting and tracking people on
their caseloads as they flow back into local Nergeye communities. As such,
information gathering at the local level becomepenative. Ideally, as people move
from being incarcerated, through parole, or justight back to communities, an
electronic shared file that is updated appropyateiuld follow them and be available to
any and all relevant agencies. Such a system weflitt the fact that that local
consortia members need to manage their approaeld loaswhat other parts of the
system model have done. From a management perspattireentry central” (parole), it

would help parole officers better target serviaed monitor compliance.
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Data Management and Evaluation
The state will accomplish this coordination andaagttability toward the goal of
reducing recidivism and job retention through aretialata-management system,
organized in constant coordination with the Offaédnformation Technology (for which
initial work was done and a template system creasdidd “Data Warehouse®y.
Agencies involved in providing reentry services Vdowork with parole toward shared
benchmarks through Memorandums of Understandingys)OParole’s existing data
infrastructure, the Parole Board Information Systaraase-management tool currently
unavailable to other agencies and service provijdevald be expanded to other
administrative agencies. MOUs would require agenared their subcontractors to use
parole’s data system to regularly and systemayigafiut and track client progress.
MOUs would define benchmarks for uniform data aditen and input and would have
requirements to review and analyze data to enbateservice providers are meeting
rigorous job placement, retention, and recidivigguirements. The MOUs would
require parole and other agencies to make venddramis tailored and performance-
based and would include consequences for a faituneeet benchmarks. Further, all state
agencies would be required to cooperate in themgspstem as a condition of funding;
they also would be expected to deploy other agesmyurces toward these goals.
Parole, as lead agency, would collect, evaluaie asalyze data to ensure that
benchmarks are being met, possibly with anotheée sigency as an intermediary for
subcontracted programs. Parole would, throughdéitia, develop an expertise as to
which programs are best at providing reentry ses/end would hold service providers

accountable. Parole officers in various regionthefstate would know the best-
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performing programs and direct individuals to thpsegrams. Parole would provide

technical assistance to service providers thahar@erforming and, if necessary,
terminate nonperforming agencies or vendors. Qwes,tclients and resources would be
directed only to high-performing agencies, prograamsl service providers. Parole would
regularly report back to the Office of the Goverabout progress toward the state
reentry goals. (This paper proposes that a quaidedrecard be prepared for the
governor, covering key indicators of recidivismh jolacement, and job retention, among
others.) Implicit in this proposal is a changeha tulture and expectations of parole
itself.

The data system'’s tracking would ensure that inldiais are receiving the best
services and becoming employed, and it would alsdyae programs at the system level.
Parole would evaluate data, identify gaps in progrand data, and strategize toward
policy solutions to reduce recidivism and increasgloyment. For example, as
discussed in Section I, parole would identify ctalgbport as a factor impeding work
through data from service providers and would kerged with filling that service need.
This would allow parole to remove programmatic drgilon and help coordinate agency
programs efficiently. Parole would use the assessuofeperformance measures and
consult with the expert agency to consider whapstpve services make sense for
organizations to provide, determine if the agengypsrts the state’s reentry mission, and
accordingly create contracts with incentives. Ravabuld likely continue mental-health
programs with DHS. While not a job-placement prograuch services are necessary, in
some cases, to ensure job placement long-termalaigleading to more self-sufficiency.
Through performance assessment from good datdepaism may develop expertise,

with the support of DOC, to track programs or reses based on a person’s
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criminogenic needs.

Employment Resources: Leveraging One-Stops

Parole’s coordination with LWD and its one-stoptees is critical in the proposed
system focused on rapid attachment to, and retenficemployment as a means to
avoiding recidivism. All reentry programs in thatst, under the guidance of parole,
should be focused on employment and coordinatdd tivé state’s one-stop delivery
system. In fact, the federal authorizing legislatid one-stops envisions such
coordination’* and parole has expressed interest in contractitigome-stops to provide
employment-related servicés.

Another important step is coordination of parold ane-stop data so that
individuals can be tracked.Further, the one-stop system and its resourcespssed
to new spending—should be used to better servedidyrimcarcerated individuals; the
statistics presented in Section |—a 22 percenhtiete rate for self-identified former
offenders and a 23 percent retention rate for @pents in the state’s Another Chance
program—can be improved. Parole would be askedaarbead and drive these
improvements. It may develop and apply an increaselérstanding of the employment
prerequisites of reentry clients (e.g., accessteefits, which would ideally be
coordinated and begun while the client was incateerthrough DOC, so that upon
release, he would be ready to apply for théhepcourage specialization by service
providers’® and provide input and oversee contracts for sesvixovided to them. This
would ensure a realignment of one-stop resources gsserve reentry clients—

including, over time, being directed to higher-penfing service providers.
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Accountability for performance, in other wordscentral to the reformed system that this

paper envisions.

V. Policy Innovation
The aforementioned structure will increase prospfmtinnovation, competition, and
results in reentry service delivery through itssd@nd outcome-driven management and
funding structure. The system also will provide $tete with the data it needs to develop
new approaches keyed to programs for individuatsdavg recidivism and maintaining
employment, including approaches that may be dpeel@and executed in administrative
agencies under the Office of the Governor. Thi®reproposes one specific innovation
to provide individuals with the incentive to staytheir jobs: addressing the accrual of
child-support arrearages during incarceration ggwhuelease.

As discussed above, child-support arrearages aieéal thousands of
dollars’® According to DHS, the average court order (peltdghin other words) is
about $7,000. Moreover, 30 to 40 percent of pareitts one such court order have
multiple order$® Because of the potential for wages to be garnigbedto 65
percent of total wage®)by state authorities to fulfill the terms of suatders, as
well as the potential to lead to arrest warrantseds license revocation, and other
sanctions, child support arrears pose a barrisutocessful reentry for a significant
number of individuals returning from incarceratfénThis debt is a barrier to
maintaining employment, avoiding recidivism, and imtgining familial
relationships, when recently released individuaés unable to financially support
their families and consequently distance themséf/d@he estimated number of

children with parents behind bars is 51,00 66,000 Simply, if New Jersey's
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reentry model changes its focus to employment, stia¢e must develop a new

arrears-collection structure that provides an itiger—and not erect an inadvertent,
but nonetheless significant, disincentive for foknegal employment.

It is worth noting that foregone revenue is likedybe inconsequential. The
futility of collecting thousands of dollars fromcently released individuals is reflected in
the low rates of collection in the state. Thereugently $2.4 billion in child-support
arrearages in the state, and about $1.1 billi@oliscted annuall§® The state collected
$2.45 million—a small sum—from noncustodial paremkts were or had been in prison
or jail in FY2009. A portion of child-support deistowed to the state to repay
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) payts¢hat the state made to the
custodial parent, and the state’s collection ratéhose payments is similarly low, about
27 percent! The state cannot reduce child support owed teulséodial parent; but
reducing the amount owed to the state, whichnbiscollecting, anyway, could create an
incentive—and remove a disincentive—for individu@setain employment. Of the
33,232 current or former jail or prison inmateshaghild-support orders, 27,069 owe
about 50 percent to the state and some to foster The disincentives to employment
are significant; the average amount of wage ganméstt for noncustodial parents
statewide with TANF debt is $4,887That type of garnishment is a deterrent to
prospective workers getting jobs in the legitimateor market and maintaining
relationships with their children and families.

This paper recommends two strategies to ensurattedrs do not accrue to the
point that they become a disincentive to legitimatek.

One recommendation is to suspend automaticallpt¢beual of child-support

arrears for indigent inmates upon entry into prigésr example, in North Carolina, all
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indigent inmates’ child-support orders are suspdraigomatically while they are

incarcerated® That approach automatically assesses a persnoaatération as to
whether he is indigent; then it appropriately detees if his child-support obligations
should be suspended during incarceration. Thisasbqmolicy has potentially high
impact® Individuals leaving prison will not be automatigasaddled with
insurmountable debt that, for the state and theodisd parent, is unlikely collectible.

Another proposal is to create a system in whickdesupport arrearages owed to
the state would be forgiven or suspended uponngxjrison (if a person is unable to
pay, based on a review of assets), according tadugted schedule—if, and only if, an
individual meets certain job-retention benchmadd the state should develop a set of
incentives that encourage work—or, at the minimsome type of participation—in an
arrearage reduction or forgiveness. In other wdtdsarrearage reduction would be
contingent on getting and holding a job (or, atrhieimum, participating in a
community-service program or job-training or pregiemm program, possibly even while
in prison). Such forgiveness also could be contihga other pro-social behaviors, such
as obtaining education and positive engagementahitdren, subject to the custodial
parent’s or guardian’s consent and parole’s recomaia@igon. Under current law, the
Department of Human Services, as owner of childstpdebt owed to the state, has
authority to forgive this deBt. This change—which could be overseen by paroleas t
lead reentry agency and would be the first of itgl kn the nation—holds significant
potential to help individuals return to their faied, their communities, and the overall
socioeconomic mainstream.

In reforming the child-support-arrearage collectsystem as it affects formerly

incarcerated individuals, the Office of the Goveraond parole could build on the RPP,
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which created linkages between DHS and DOC to ‘iplefor greater family

reunification through parenting skills, enhancegkyment assistance and improved
child support compliance for those inmates underjuhisdiction of the NJDOC who
have outstanding child support issu&Parole should work with state agencies to
develop a system of specific staged incentivesugiimavhich individuals would earn
forgiveness of child-support debt owed to the spatdich often goes unpaid) for meeting
employment-retention benchmarks or for particiggtimprograms centered on
employment. Contingent child-support-arrearageif@rmess is one example of an
innovation that will meet the state’s reentry ga#iseducing recidivism and encouraging
workforce attachment; and it would place New Jeegeye forefront of addressing this
policy concern. Parole would be able to track #entry success of this program and
respond accordingly.

To ensure successful employment retention, mamgddy incarcerated
individuals will need coordinated access to wekk@bed social services, including an
ability to address child-support arrearages. Afistie Office of Child Support should
be embedded in the overall systematic approachgoner reentry goals, and data should
be shared among DHS, parole, DOC, and LWD to fatdiaddressing arrearages.
Further, arrearage amounts owed to the state rridthe to a custodial parent, should be

tracked.

V. Conclusion
These policy measures are neither a cure-all goiick and easy means to reduce budget
expenditures and increase effectiveness of progreetucing corrections spending, for

example, would require closing prison facilitt€s'he aforementioned reentry policy
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structure would be a starting point and would fottesstate, as it considers new policy

solutions, on vigilantly tracking its progress todi@aeducing recidivism and

reincorporating formerly incarcerated individualsoi their families and society.
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Appendix: Offender Process Flow

Individuals sentenced to state prison will expeséea dramatically different, coordinated
system focused on planning for their success uplaase from prison and into the
workforce. The system will begin in prison and widintinue seamlessly when they
return to their communities.

Upon entry into state prison, individuals will unge risks and needs assessments
and receive individualized reentry plans. Thesaglaill include the input of the
individuals, DOC, and parole. The plans, which Wattus on the ultimate goal of long-
term employment upon release, will tailor in-prismivices to achieve that reentry goal.
Among the assessments will be a child-support gragrnder which all inmates will be
screened for child-support obligations and willdide to access assistance in court
processes to suspend the accrual of child suppartglincarceration.

Individuals will find that the results of their @sments, the status of their child-
support cases, and their progress in each prismgrgan—including programs run in
partnership with outside agencies and service gergi—are tracked in a data system.
They will find that the data-tracking system allo®C staff and parole officers to
ensure that individuals are not receiving dupliGatr unnecessary services. They will
also find that they have access to programs by aiipencies while in prison, including
labor’s one-stop programs so that they can fugfidlliminary training requirements and
be work-ready upon release.

Individuals will find that their reentry plans agnamic documents that change
as they make progress and adjust needs as release As individuals prepare for

release, they will work with parole and DOC to sfomm their reentry plan into a

Prisoner Reentry Services in New Jersey: A Plan to Reduce Recidivism



30
discharge plan. The inmate will interact primaxlith parole representatives to analyze

progress and future needs and identify and undetdteal resources. An electronic
version of the release plan and a profile of tHerafer's achievements, risks, needs,
debts (not just the child-support arrearages dssaisn previous sections but afsees,
fees, and restitution obligations), and otredevant information will follow the

individual from DOC to parole and to the individiggbarole officer. Individuals who

will not be released to supervision or are beidgaged to a DOC-run community-based
program will experience the same process. Theybeilhssigned a parole officer who
will not supervise the individual but will work vitlocal service providers and DOC to
implement release plans.

As individuals enter their communities, they wiperience a continuity of
service delivery as parole officers take over primasponsibility for continuing to
implement their reentry plan. Individuals will neve to provide paperwork, undergo
additional assessments, or explain their progregsbi training, substance-abuse
treatment, and other areas, but rather will firat their case files have made their way to
their community supervisor. This information wik lavailable to all state agencies and
providers that provide reentry services to the\ialial.

In their communities, individuals will receive ser@s from various state agencies
and local service providers based on referralswveddrom parole officers. The
individual will find that his progress and plan a@nstantly updated and that he can
approach his parole officer with evolving needs)aans, and information. Individuals
will find that the various aspects of their reerdrg seamlessly coordinated.

For example, the individual will most likely contie to interact with the one-stop

to receive ongoing training that builds on in-prigwogress and prepares the individual
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for job searches and interviews. He will eventuaiyreferred to a local agency for job-

placement and retention services. Individuals &b seamlessly continue in any
substance-abuse treatment programs, through dataragram coordination with DOC
and human services. Individuals will find that thegve the necessary identification and
documentation to receive public benefits such a®ige assistance, TANF, food stamps,
SSI, or housing assistance as soon as possibleralgase. They will find that agencies
are held accountable for ensuring that they areected to these services; if they have
concerns, they are able to communicate with themiolp officer about the issues. As
individuals enter job-placement and training segsjchey will find that they are
constantly held accountable for progress, bettaheq skills and staying employed.
Individuals will find that their parole officer hagp-to-date information on their job
placement and retention progress through the coatelil database and can follow up as
required.

As a result of the new reentry system, the indialda corrections and moving
from corrections to the community will have a be#gperience connecting to essential
services and in eventually retaining employmenar8t data systems, seamless referrals,
and accountability ensure goal-oriented servicevelisl and will eliminate lost time and

duplicated efforts.
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and Planning, New Jersey State Parole Board (Oc&ie010).

“1“The Community Programs Division is dedicated éveloping, coordinating and
managing the provision of quality treatment andises to individuals under parole
supervision. This is done through community-basediams, community partnerships,
grant initiatives and special projects designesijgport the re-entry and effective
supervision of offenders, to promote pro-socialdyedr and to improve the quality of
lives in our communities. This Division administemntracts for the operation of
Community Resource Centers, the Reentry SubstabuseAProgram (RESAP) and
Stages to Enhance Parolee Success (STEPS) realgeagrams, the Mutual Agreement
Program (in partnership with the Department of Hor8arvices, Division of Addiction
Services), and other specialized programs. Redpitities include contract
administration, grant management, offender refemal placement, program monitoring,
guality assurance, development of applicable pedieind procedures, and maintenance
of essential records and data. The State ParolelBwal its District Parole Offices work
in partnership with community-based programs toettgy and maintain a continuum of
treatment, support services and supervision thadwage and aid offenders in
completing their supervision in the community.” Néersey State Parole Board Division

of Community Programsittp://www.state.nj.us/parole/comm_progs.html

2 p.L.2009, ¢.330 (providing for early release, urirole supervision, of some

inmates). As a result of this law, parole expeatadditional 1,200-1,500 individuals to
be released under its supervision per year. Figesved from Leonard Ward, parole,
via Michael Ostermann, Office of Policy and PlarpiNew Jersey State Parole Board

(February 25, 2011).
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3 Attorney general internal memorandum, “Fundingvitted for Crime Prevention and
Reentry Services,” p. 10.

* Ibid.

> bid.; see also interview with Jim Plousis, chammState of New Jersey Parole Board,
and Dave Thomas, executive director (November 1020

46 «“Ex-Offender Statewide Outcomes,” LWD report piaed to governor’s office
(December 17, 2010). This document had figuresfionbers of individuals served,
entered employment rates, and retention rates.pésr reflects the cumulative number
of people in each category during a three-yeaopeit calculates a retention rate by
dividing the total number served by the total numberking in the second and third
guarters following exit. The $980,250 figure isexywconservative estimate based on an
estimated cost of serving people at $250 per pesaaverage; the overall costs would
likely be much higher. These individuals self-ideet as ex-offenders.

7 Ibid.

*8 Ward interview (see n. 1 above).

9 Attorney general internal memorandum, “Fundingvitted for Crime Prevention and
Reentry Services.”

*Y Based on interviews in the fall and winter of 2010, conducted by the Manhattan
Institute. The AG’s office had an expansive apphodat included prevention,
educations, diversion programs, amdme-prevention programs such as Fugitive Safe
Surrender, while other agencies had more narrowsks such as substance abuse or
mental-health treatment.

*! Interview with Richard Constable, deputy commiesio and Gary Altman, director,

One-Stop Coordinator and Support, LWD (DecembeR040).
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>2 Ward interview, October 25, 2010.

>3 Ibid.

>4 “Ex-Offender Statewide Outcomes,” LWD report.

> |bid.

*® Ibid.

>" Governor Christie transition report, Correctionsl #lomeland Security, “Final Report
of the Corrections and Homeland Security Committganuary 5, 2010).

%8 Sentencing/Corrections Task Force report, NeweyeEB®mmission on Government
Efficiency and Reform (GEAR) (October 2007).

%9 “Coming Home for Good: Meeting the Challenge ofBrier Reentry in New Jersey,”
final report of the New Jersey Reentry RoundtabBecember 2003).

% When the Manhattan Institute began working in Néwéere was a patchwork of 100
organizations providing reentry services in thg-ethone of which were guided by a
common set of outcomes.

®l Defined as one year from release, no reincarceratéarrest, or reconviction.

%2 Defined as working in the second and third quaafer program completion.

®3 An independent study by MDRC, as well as welfarevork principles, also provides
empirical support for a rapid-attachment-to-workdeio

® Interview with Stefan Pryor, deputy mayor, and éiw Aponte, director of operations
and management, City of Newark, Department of Ensboa@nd Housing Development
(November 23, 2010).

® Cindy Redcross, Dan Bloom, Hilda Azurdia, Jardnesig, and Nancy Pindus,
“Implementation, Two-Year Impacts, and Costs of@emater for Employment
Opportunities (CEO) Prisoner Reentry Program” (Astd2009); and Chelsea Farley and

Prisoner Reentry Services in New Jersey: A Plan to Reduce Recidivism



40

Wendy S. McClanahan, “Ready4Work In Brief: UpdateQutcomes; Reentry May Be
Critical for States, Cities,” Public/Private Verggr(May 2007).

% Case management is a critical strategy to aclifevéollowing goals: (1) identify
participants’ needs for successful reentry/reirggn during intake/assessment; (2)
establish individualized case plans reflectivehef identified needs, and deliver
appropriate services; (3) provide consistent follgnto the direct/indirect service
provided to participants based on their case pl@&assess participants needs, and make
changes to the case plan on an as-needed basisitpr participants’ progress,
retention, and replacement in a job if necessarg;(&) maintain individual case-file
documentation through an approved case-manageysats

®" The agencies would build on models such as theidiae Literacy Program, a labor-
funded program that “utilizes technology-based cot@plabs at eight correctional
facilities and addresses the workplace literaclisskssential to New Jersey'’s labor
market. Skills acquired by inmates are geared tdsvpreparing them for reentry as well
as offering marketable skills once released.” Atéyrgeneral internal memorandum,
“Funding Provided for Crime Prevention and Reeseyvices.”

® The Division of Community Programs currently penfis a similar role.

%9 P.L.2009, ¢.330.

O New Jersey State Parole Board Supervision,

http://www.state.nj.us/parole/supervision.html

"L This is known as the Case Plan Agreement (CPA).
"2 According to DOC offender statistics,

http://njdoc.gov/pdf/offender statistics/2010/HIGKHHTS 2010.pdf
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3 Interviews with Wanda Moore, director, Office ob@munity Justice, Office of
Attorney General, and Joe Fanaroff, deputy attogeneral, Office of the Attorney
General (October 26, 2010); Charlie Venti, exeaitirector, Nicholson Foundation
(November 11, 2010); and Adel Ebeid, chief techHna¢ticer, New Jersey Office of
Information Technology (December 15, 2010).

" Workforce Investment Act of 1988, Public Law 10802 Section 112(b)(8)(A)-(B).
> Ward interview (see n. 1 above); and ConstableAdimian interview (see n. 51
above).

% See Section Ill above; currently, these systemsiat coordinated.

" Interview with Jeanette Page-Hawkins, directorifon of Family Development,
New Jersey Department of Human Services (Decenthet(0).

8 One-stop services are provided by the one-stopatgeand by contracted service
providers. See Workforce Investment Act of 198&IRu_aw 105-220, Section
116(d)(2)(B)-(D).

9 Interview with Alisha Griffin, assistant directddew Jersey Department of Human
Services, Office of Child Support (December 20,201

8 Travea (see n. 27 above). In New Jersey, incatioermay be considered voluntary
unemployment, which would make the individual igadle for child-support relief;
however, judges have discretion to consider incatm a “substantial change” in
financial situations that would qualify the indivial for relief. Note also that there is a
statutory bar on reducing child-support arreardigashave already accrued before a
modification is requested.

81 N.J.S.A. 82A:17-56.8.
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82 See Section Il above. While precise numbers aravailable, an internal DOC two-
month review of newly incarcerated male adults00% concluded that 58.16 percent
had children (both minor and not), and the figuses to 70 percent for offenders who
are thirty years and older. “Prevalence of Paresdhgsee n. 26 above). According to
corrections data, more than half of all inmatesoser thirty years old. See

http://www.state.nj.us/corrections/pdf/offender tistacs/2010/By Age 2010.pdf

Further, 33,232 current or former inmates in jaipason have child-support orders.

8 vVicki Turetsky, “Staying in Jobs and Out of tbederground: Child Support Policies
That Encourage Legitimate Work,” CLASP Policy Bnef. 2 (March 2007); idem,
“Realistic Child Support Policies That Support Segsful Reentry,” Center for Law and
Social Policy (January 2007); Elaine Sorensenahdi Sousa, and Simon Schaner,
“Assessing Child Support Arrears in Nine Large &aind the Nation,” Urban Institute
(July 11, 2007); and Jessica Pearson and Lanae Dawi Evaluation of the Colorado
Arrears Forgiveness Demonstration Project,” CeoelPolicy Research (May 2002).

84 Judy Peet, “In This Prison, Little Room, Little Key, Lots of Women,Star-Ledgey
May 24, 2004,

http://www.nj.com/specialprojects/index.ssf?/spec@ects/womenprison/womenprison

02.html

8 New Jersey Parole Board figures.

8 Interview with Alisha Griffin, assistant directddew Jersey Department of Human
Services, Office of Child Support (December 20,01

87 Travea (see n. 27 above). In FY2009, the stateomeed $81,563,636 in TANF and
collected $21,102,005.

8 |bid. A total of 4,837 individuals have garnishrhene to TANF debt statewide.
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89 See Justice Center, Council of State Governm@etsntry Policy Council,

http://reentrypolicy.org/Report/Partll/Chapterll-

B/PolicyStatement13/Recommendation13-C

% In North Carolina, the automatic suspension ofdchilpport upon incarceration was
done through an act by the legislature (General&t®0-13.10(d)).

%1 Ann Cammett, “Making Work Pay: Promoting Employrnand Better Child
Support Outcomes for Low-Income and Incarceratedri®gs,” New Jersey Institute
for Social Justice (February 2005), citing DanieHatcher and Hannah
Lieberman, “Breaking the Cycle of Defeat for ‘Deeale’ Noncustodial Parents
Through Advocacy on Child Support Issueiurnal of Poverty Law and Policy
(May—June 2003): 10 n. 32 (federal law permitsifong arrears owed to the state
under some circumstances). The authority for debtpromise programs comes
from Title IV-D of the Social Security Act. Soci8kecurity Act 8 466(a)(9) (Child-
support payments are made a judgment “with fultdépeffect and attributes of a
State judgment”). Therefore, the state can setdegaed arrearages in the same
manner that it may settle any other debt owedédasthte. See PIQ-00-03, State IV-
D Program Flexibility with Respect to Low Incomel@ers, September 14, 2000
(“Compromising arrearages, on the other hand, resthe satisfaction of
arrearages by specific agreement of both of trevagit parties in accordance with
State law or on the same grounds as exist for #mer gudgment in the State”).

92 Seehttp://www.state.nj.us/corrections/pages/about tugfire/community. html

%3 Style and Palmer interview (see n. 12 above);iareview with Todd Clear, dean and
professor, Rutgers School of Criminal Justice—QefateLaw and Justice (November

23, 2010).
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