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Abstract: Persons reentering the community after prison face many obstacles that have been
shown to reduce recidivism, such as securing employment. Like many states, Illinois operates
work release centers allowing prisoners nearing the end of their sentence to work in the
community and stay in the correctional facility when not working. Although the research is
limited, these programs have been shown to be successful at increasing post-release
employment, increasing hours worked, and reducing recidivism. We described characteristics
of 1,580 participants in Illinois’ four Adult Transition Centers (ATCs) and examined
differences in characteristics associated with rearrest and reincarceration. We found age,
gender, and ATC facility were associated with rearrest and reincarceration. We found, as
well, that recidivism risk, offense type, prior arrests, prior incarcerations, and length of stay
were associated with rearrest. We recommend consistently measuring risk and tailoring
services to the needs of the participant population.
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Introduction 
 
At the end of 2021, over 800,000 persons were on parole following incarceration in the United 
States,1 and over 16,000 were on parole in Illinois.2 Yet within three years, nearly 40% of the 
people released from Illinois prisons returned, at an estimated cost of over $150,000 each 
return.3 Those released to the community from prison face many obstacles in finding 
employment, which is a key component to successful reentry and is an important factor in 
reducing recidivism.4 Finding employment after prison can reduce economic motives for crime, 
can act as an informal control, and can help to facilitate achievement of goals.5 As nearly all 
individuals who are in prison are eventually released back to the community, programs that 
support reintegration back into society are important for reducing recidivism and saving taxpayer 
dollars.  
 
Generally, work release centers allow individuals nearing the end of their sentences an 
opportunity to work in the community while still in prison, returning during non-working hours 
to the correctional facility.6 These programs expanded greatly in the United States in the 1970s.7 
They are designed to provide prisoners with opportunities to gain work experience and save 
money prior to release.8 They also potentially strengthen ties between the participants, their 
families, and their communities, thereby aiding participants in reintegration.9  
 
Illinois Work Release Centers 
 
The Illinois Department of Corrections (IDOC) operates four work release centers called Adult 
Transition Centers (ATCs). A current contractual vendor for two sites is the Safer Foundation 
(Table 1). Individuals who meet eligibility requirements can apply or be transferred to ATCs if 
they are nearing the end of their prison sentence with less than 30 months left.10 These programs 
are designed to enable individuals obtain employment while serving the remainder of their prison 
sentence and to reintroduce them to aspects of independent living within the community.  
 
ATC participants work or engage in this programming daily and return to the ATCs overnight. 
Participants are placed in program levels that start at level one and end at level four. ATC staff 
assesses progress and movement to higher levels every 30 days. Each level requires at least 35 
hours of employment per week; education, public services, or vocational education; compliance 
with established individual program goals; and an absence of disciplinary issues. As participants 
progress through the level system and move closer to their release date, they are allotted more 
privileges. Earned privileges include more time to leave the facility for personal time and can 
include overnight stays with family (e.g., spend time with family, dining out).  
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Table 1  
Illinois Adult Transition Centers by Population 
Name Operated by Population 

served 
Location Populationa 

Peoria IDOC Males Peoria  237 
Fox Valley IDOC Females Aurora 128 
Crossroads Contractual vendor  Males Chicago/West side 327 
North Lawndale Contractual vendor Males Chicago 200 

Note. IDOC = Illinois Department of Corrections. Information from IDOC website at 
https://www2.illinois.gov/idoc/facilities/Pages/adulttransitioncenters.aspx  
a Population as of January 13, 2019. 
 
Prior Research 
 
Prior research has found that work release programs can help increase employment and 
moderately reduce recidivism outcomes after release.11 For example, a 2014 study of Illinois 
Adult Transition Centers (ATCs) found participation modestly increased employment 
outcomes.12 A Minnesota evaluation found work release participants recidivated at lower levels 
than a comparison group but increased the risk for revocation for technical violations.13 In 
addition, participation in work release half-way houses in New Jersey has reduced parole 
revocation and, in turn, the rate at which individuals return to prison.14  
 
Current Study 
 
The current study examined the impact Illinois ATCs have on different participants based on 
their characteristics, which can help in tailoring programming to improve outcomes.15 Prior 
studies have found participant characteristics such as age, arrest history, offense type, and risk 
levels can predict success or failure in the work release program.16 One study found high-risk 
offenders were less likely to be rearrested or reconvicted than a comparison group.17  
 
In the current study, we used state administrative prison and arrest records to answer the 
following research questions:  

• What were the characteristics of ATC participants? 
• How did characteristics of participants vary by ATC facility? 
• What were the differences in recidivism outcomes (rearrest and reincarceration) by ATC 

facility?  
• What were the differences in recidivism outcomes by ATC participant characteristics? 

 
Methods 

 
We used state administrative prison and arrest records to answer the research questions. The 
project was approved under full review from the ICJIA Institutional Review Board. 
 
  

https://www2.illinois.gov/idoc/facilities/Pages/adulttransitioncenters.aspx
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Sample 
 
The sample comprised 1,580 ATC participants who exited in 2016 and 2017. Most were males, 
about half were Black and half White, with an average age of 38 at release (Table 2). Participants 
averaged 10.9 prior arrests in Illinois each, and just over half of the sample had no prior Illinois 
prison stays (n = 821). Over one-third of all ATC participants were at the Crossroads ATC. A 
total of 11.9% of the sample had prior ATC stays (n = 188). Of them, 89.4% had one prior ATC 
stay (n = 168);10.1% had two prior stays (n = 19); and one person had three prior ATC stays. 
The average ATC stay was less than one year (10.8 months). See Table 2 for Class offenses in 
the ATC sample. 
 
For comparison, 53,047 persons exited IDOC in 2016 and 2017. Of them, 97% were male, 
58.2% were Black, and their mean age was 35.5 (SD = 11.9). In addition, 8.6% had Class X 
offenses, 29% had Class 1, 30% had Class 2, 16.5% had Class 3, and 34.8% had Class 4.  
 
Table 2 
Demographics of Sample  
Characteristic n % 
Gender   
 Male 2,197 82.1 
 Female 283 17.9 
Race/ethnicity   
 White 739 46.8 
 Black  703 44.5 
 Latinx 122 7.7 
 Asian 16 1.0 
Age at ATC release (in years)   
 Mean (SD) 37.9 (11.3) 
 Min, max 19.2, 76.3 
 18-29 478 30.3 
 30-39 477 30.2 
 40-49 346 21.9 
 50-59 236 14.9 
 60-69 40 2.5 
 70+ 3 0.2 
Prior arrests (n = 1,572)   
 Mean (SD) 10.9 (9.4) 
 Min, max 1.0, 89.0 
Prior prison stays  
 Mean 1.2 (1.7) 
 Min, max 0, 11 
Prior ATC participation  
 No 1392 88.1 
 Yes 188 11.9 
Offense class   
 Class X 97 6.1 
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 Class 1 458 29.0 
 Class 2 480 30.4 
 Class 3 249 15.8 
 Class 4 97 18.7 
 Unknown 1 0.1 
Offense type   
 Violent 55 3.5 
 Property 449 28.4 
 Drug 881 55.8 
 Motor vehicle/DUI 119 7.5 
 Other 76 4.8 
ATC facility   
 Crossroads 637 40.3 
 Fox Valley 283 17.9 
 North Lawndale 273 18.1 
 Peoria 387 24.5 
ATC length of stay (in years)   
 Mean (SD) 0.9 (0.6) 
 Min, max 0.8, 2.5 
Recidivism risk (n = 1,572)   
 Low 370 23.4 
 Moderate/high 1,202 76.1 

Note. Sample size was 1,580. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. SD = Standard deviation. 
 
Data Sources  
 
State Arrest Data 
 
ICJIA Center for Criminal Justice Data and Analytics (CCJDA) staff pulled arrest data from the 
Illinois State Police Criminal History Record Information (CHRI) system. The CHRI system 
contains information required by statute to be submitted on each arrested person by arresting 
agencies, state’s attorney’s offices, circuit courts, and state and county correctional institutions 
for the purpose of creating a cumulative history of events. 18 ICJIA has access to most 
information in the CHRI System through ISP’s off-line, ad hoc database for research purposes.  
 
State Corrections Data 
 
We used prison exit files provided to ICJIA by IDOC for data analysis and research purposes. 
Upon initial admission to an IDOC facility each incarcerated individual is assigned a unique 
IDOC number, which is kept for subsequent IDOC incarcerations. The files provide such 
information as demographics, offense convictions, and dates of entry and exit. CCJDA staff also 
retrieved data from Offender 360 on movement of prisoners to and from IDOC facilities. 
Offender 360 is an online case management system used by IDOC to catalog and store additional 
prisoner information. In sum, CHRI provided prior arrests and post-ATC arrests from 1968 to the 
end of 2021, and Offender 360 provided facility movement data. 
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Procedure 
 
CCJDA staff pulled a sample of 1,731 ATC participants released in 2016 and 2017 from IDOC 
exit files. The files included prior prison exits and post-ATC exits from 1989 to the end of 2020. 
We removed the following from the sample: nine individuals with multiple ATC participations 
during the time period, 17 who stayed less than one month in an ATC, and four persons who died 
in custody. Using IDOC records, CCJDA staff matched the resulting sample of 1,701 with first 
name, last name, and date of birth on the records, supplemented with automated and manual 
checks. The outcome was a 92.9% match for a final sample size of 1,580.  
 
Analytic Strategy 
 
We analyzed the data using IBM SPSS 24 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) to run 
descriptive statistics, chi-square tests, and linear regressions, in which the outcomes were rearrest 
and reincarceration post-ATC participation. The follow up time from ATC release to rearrest was 
up to 6 years, and for reincarceration it was up to 5 years depending on release date.  
 
Recidivism Risk Proxy Score 
 
During the time period examined, IDOC did not reliably use a recidivism risk tool to provide a 
risk score.19 Risk assessment tools typically include variables in our statistical models such as 
age and criminal history. Lacking these tools at the time, we used a risk proxy score in place of 
them. We created the score based on a method to create a risk proxy score as established by and 
validated by Wong and colleagues20 and replicated in other studies.21 Those in the sample were 
scored based on age at first arrest, the number of prior arrests, and current age. Age at first arrest 
was scored as younger than 21 = 3, 21-23 = 2, and 24 or older = 1. Number of prior arrests 
(before ATC participation) was scored as seven or more arrests = 3, 3-6 arrests =2, and 0-2 
arrests = 1. Current age (age at ATC exit) was scored as 33 or younger= 2, 34-37 = 1, and 38 or 
older = 0. The Wong et al. proxy score values provide higher scores for people who are younger, 
who have more prior arrests, and who are younger at first arrest. This pattern follows the risk 
need responsivity (RNR) model, which assists in assigning program placement for correctional 
populations.22 
 
Regression Analyses  
 
For linear regression, dependent variables were rearrest and reincarceration following ATC 
participation. The independent variables included gender; race; age at ATC exit; prior arrests; 
prior prison exits; prior ATC participation; holding offense class; holding offense type; ATC 
facility type (contractual or State-operated); ATC facility name; and ATC length of stay (as 
specified in Table 2). We dichotomized variables of participant characteristics as follows: gender 
(1= male, 0 = female); race (1 = White, 0 = Other race); age at IDOC exit (1 = 18-30 years old, 0 
= 31 or older); prior arrests (1 = 0-10, 0 = 11 or more); prior prison stays (1 = 1 or fewer, 0 = 1 
or more); prior ATC participation (1= one or more treatments, 0 = no prior ATC treatment); 
ATC facility type (1 = state operated, 0 = contractually operated); ATC facility [Crossroads (1 = 
yes, 0 = no)]; ATC facility [Peoria (1 = yes, 0 = no); ATC length of stay (1= less than 1 year, 0 = 
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1 year or more); low recidivism risk [1 = moderate/high risk (score of 5+) and 0 = low risk (score 
of 1-4)].  
 
We also analyzed holding offense class and type of offense for which a conviction led to 
imprisonment and subsequent ATC participation. We coded offenses as 1 = more serious felony 
classes (classes X, 1, and 2) and 0 = less serious felony classes (classes 3 or 4). In Illinois, aside 
from Class M/murder, Class X is the most serious felony. It has the longest sentencing range of 6 
- 30 years in prison. Class 4 is the lowest felony offense class, with a sentence range of 1 – 3 
years in prison.23 Only persons convicted of felony offenses rather than misdemeanors can be 
sentenced to IDOC facilities. In addition, we examined offense type as violent; property; drug; 
motor vehicle or driving under the influence (DUI); and “other.” “Other” included escape, 
forgery, deception or fraud, government or business bribery, and other sex offenses. We 
dichotomized offense types as 1 = violent, 0 = non-violent; 1 = property, 0 = non-property; 1 = 
drug, 0 = non-drug; 1 = motor vehicle or DUI. We did not dichotomize “other.” 
 
Study Limitations 
 
One limitation is that we were unable to reliably obtain several characteristics from IDOC 
records that could potentially affect recidivism following ATC participation. These data include 
current or prior employment status or employment characteristics, such as income level, 
education, disciplinary records, housing status, mental health, existence of substance use or 
substance abuse disorder, and physical health. Another limitation is that we had to use a 
recidivism risk proxy score based on available variables to estimate risk rather than rely on a 
recidivism risk tool. In addition, we examined participants released in 2016 and 2017 to ensure 
adequate follow up time, but the policies and practices of the time may not reflect the current 
operations. 
 

Findings 
 
A total of 48% of the ATC sample had zero Illinois rearrests (n = 759) and 86.5% had zero 
Illinois reincarcerations (n = 1,366). Of the 52% of participants with at least one post-release 
arrest (n = 821), the average number of rearrests was three (SD = 2.7), ranging from one to 20 
across this group. Of the 14% reincarcerated (n = 214), the average number of reincarcerations 
was 1.2 (SD = 0.5), ranging from one to four.  
 
Participant Characteristics by ATC Facility 
 
We examined ATC participants by facility (Table 3). In the two non-Chicago ATC facilities, a 
majority of participants were White, while, in the Chicago facilities, a majority of participants 
were Black. The women participants at Fox Valley were slightly older than men in the other 
facilities when they exited the ATC. They also had lower recidivism risk scores. North Lawndale 
participants had slightly higher mean prior arrests, mean prison stays, and mean ATC 
participation than the participants in other facilities. 
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Table 3 
Participant Characteristics by ATC Facility 
 ATC facility  
 Crossroads  Fox Valley  North Lawndale  Peoria  
Characteristic n % n % n % n % 
Gender  
 Male 637 100 0 100 273 100 387 100 
 Female 0 0 283 0 0 0 0 0 
Race/ethnicity  
 White 223 35.0 193 68.2 43 15.8 280 72.4 
 Black  342 53.7 78 27.6 189 69.2 94 24.3 
 Latinx 63 9.9 12 4.2 36 13.2 11 2.8 
 Asian 9 1.4 0 0.0 5 1.8 2 0.5 
Age at ATC release (in years)  
 Mean (SD) 37.7 (11.4) 40.3 (10.1) 37.6 (12.1) 36.6 (10.9) 
 Min, max 19.6, 76.3 20.9, 66.8 19.2, 68.1 20.2, 70.7 
Prior arrests (n = 1,572)  
 Mean (SD) 12.2 (10.3) 9.6 (8.2) 13.4 (10.3) 8.2 (6.9) 
 Min, max 0, 80 0, 52 0, 89 0, 57 
Prior prison stays  
 Mean (SD) 1.3 (1.8) 0.8 (1.3) 1.6 (2.1) 0.9 (1.3) 
 Min, max 0, 11 0, 10 0, 10 0, 7 
Prior ATC exits  
Mean (SD) 0.14 (0.39) 0.07 (0.30) 0.20 (0.47) 0.12 (0.34) 
Min, max 0, 2 0, 2 0, 3 0, 2 
ATC participation length (in years)  
Mean (SD) 0.87 (0.58) 0.82 (0.55) 0.88 (0.56) 0.96 (0.54) 
Min, max 0.08, 2.45 0.08, 2.49 0.08, 1.99 .10, 2.50 
Offense class  
 Class X 36 5.7 17 6.0 20 7.3 24 6.2 
 Class 1 193 30.3 77 27.2 78 28.6 110 28.4 
 Class 2 179 28.1 104 36.8 66 24.2 131 33.9 
 Class 3 86 13.5 48 17.0 39 14.3 76 19.6 
 Class 4 142 22.3 37 13.1 70 25.6 46 11.9 
 Unknown 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Offense type  
 Violent 31 4.9 1 0.4 9 3.3 14 3.6 
 Property 159 25.0 78 27.6 74 27.1 138 35.7 
 Drug 353 55.4 162 57.2 164 60.1 202 52.2 
 Motor vehicle/DUI 75 11.8 15 5.3 13 4.8 16 4.1 
 Other 19 3.0 27 9.5 13 4.8 17 4.4 
Recidivism risk (n = 1,572)         
 Low 121 19.1 113 40.4 44 16.2 92 23.9 
 Moderate/high 514 80.9 167 59.6 228 83.8 293 76.1 

Note. Sample size was 1,580 except where otherwise noted. Percentages may not equal 100% due to 
rounding. Offense class and type were the highest offense conviction that led to prison and to ATC 
participation. 
 
We ran chi-square tests to examine the relationship between participant characteristics and ATC 
facility. Many participant characteristics differed based on the ATC facility in which the person 
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participated. For instance, we found a significant relationship between a participant having a 
motor vehicle/DUI offense conviction (thereby leading to a prison stay and ATC participation) 
and the ATC facility in which they participated, X2 (3, N = 1572) = 27.905, p < .01. We also 
found significant relationships between property offenses and ATC facility, X2 (3, N = 1572) = 
14.051, p < .01; and between violent offenses and ATC facility, X2 (3, N = 1572) = 11.928, p < 
.01. In addition, we found significant relationships between prior ATC treatments and ATC 
facility, X2 (3, N = 1572) = 16.131, p < .01; between prior prison exits and ATC facility, 
X2 (3, N = 1572) = 28.152, p < .01; between classes of offense and ATC facility, X2 (3, N = 1572) 
= 8.163, p < .05; and between recidivism risk scores and ATC facility, X2 (3, N = 1572) = 
59.320, p < .01.  
 
Differences in ATC Participants and Rearrest 
 
Linear regression was performed to examine ATC participant demographics and rearrest, R2 = 
.126, F(1, 14) = 17.243, p < .001 (Table 4). Males were more likely than females to be rearrested 
after ATC participation. We found a higher likelihood of rearrest among ATC participants 
younger than 30 with moderate to high recidivism risk scores, more than 10 prior arrests, and 
more than one prior prison stay than with participants over 30 with lower recidivism risks. 
Moreover, participants convicted of a violent offense were more likely to be rearrested than 
participants with non-violent convictions. 
 
ATC participants in state operated facilities rather than in state contracted facilities were less 
likely to be arrested after release. However, there were other confounding factors, such as 
whether contractual facilities were in the city of Chicago and whether participants had higher 
proportions of prior arrests and prior prison stays as well as moderate/high recidivism risk 
scores. Those who participated in ATCs for less than a year were more likely to be rearrested 
than those with longer participation. We found no statistically significant differences in rearrest 
after ATC participation when examining race, offense type, offense class, or ATC facility. 
 
Table 4 
Linear Regression of ATC Participant Characteristics and Rearrest 
  Rearrest  
Characteristic    95% CI  
 β B SE LL UL p 
Gender (1=male) .085 .541 .171 .206 .876 .002** 
Race/ethnicity (1=White) .038 .184 .133 -.076 .445 .166 
Age (1=18-30 years old) .258 1.331 .132 1.073 1.589 <.001** 
Prior arrests (1=0-10) -.156 -.773 .143 -1.053 -.493 <.001** 
Prior prison stays (1=0-1) -.085 -.456 .150 -.751 -.162 .002** 
Prior ATC participation (1=yes) .030 .226 .184 -.136 .587 .221 
Offense class (1=X, 1, 2) .032 .240 .184 -.120 .601 .191 
Offense type       
 Violent (1=yes) .094 1.249 .421 .422 2.075 .003** 
 Property (1=yes) .097 .523 .293 -.053 1.098 .075 
 Drug (1=yes) .019 .093 .282 -.461 .647 .742 
 Motor vehicle/DUI (1=yes) -.068 -.624 .348 -1.306 .058 .073 
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State operated (1=yes) -.065 -.332 .131 -.590 -.075 .011* 
ATC length of stay (1= less than 1 year) .090 .449 .129 .195 .702 .001** 
ATC facility       
 North Lawndale (1=yes) -.031 -.201 .167 -.530 .127 .230 
 Peoria (1=yes) .041 .233 .156 -.073 .539 .136 
Recidivism risk (1=moderate /high) .175 1.044 .142 .725 1.283 <.001** 

Note. Sample size was 1,580 except for prior arrest and recidivism risk was 1,572. Data from Illinois 
Department of Corrections and Illinois State Police’s Criminal History Record Information database. CI = 
confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

 
Differences in ATC Participants and Reincarceration 
 
We ran linear regression to examine participant characteristics and reincarceration, R2 = 
.063, F(1, 14) = 7.476, p < .001 (Table 5). Males and younger participants were more likely to be 
reincarcerated following ATC participation than females and older participants. Participants who 
were less likely be incarcerated after ATC participation had been in prison for a property offense 
rather than non-property offense, had a drug offense rather than non-drug offense, and had a 
motor vehicle/DUI rather than non-motor vehicle/DUI. Findings show no statistically significant 
difference in reincarceration for those with a violent offense compared to those with a non-
violent offense. Finally, those who participated in a state operated ATC facility were less likely 
to be reincarcerated than those who stayed in a contractual ATC facility, but again, the facility 
location and respective participants were notably different. 
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Table 5 
Regression of ATC Participant Characteristics and Reincarceration  
  Reincarceration  
Characteristic    95% CI  
 β B SE LL UL p 
Gender (1=male) .067 .081 .034 .014 .149 .018* 
Race/ethnicity (1=White) .017 .015 .027 -.038 .068 .571 
Age (1=18-30 years old) .185 .181 .029 .125 .237 .000** 
Prior arrests (1=0-10) -.030 -.028 .029 -.085 .029 .333 
Prior prison stays (1=0-1) -.047 -.048 .030 -.106 .010 .106 
Prior ATC participation (1=yes) .024 .034 .036 -.037 .105 .350 
Offense class (1=X, 1, 2) .005 .004 .026 -.047 .056 .864 
Offense type       
 Violent (1=yes) .016 .039 .082 -.121 .200 .630 
 Property (1=yes) -.123 -.126 .057 -.237 -.015 .026* 
 Drug (1=yes) -.128 -.118 .055 -.226 -.011 .031* 
 Motor vehicle/DUI (1=yes) -.080 -.140 .067 -.272 -.008 .038* 
 State operated (1=yes) -.085 -.079 .023 -.125 -.033 .001** 
ATC length of stay (1=less than 1 year) .038 .036 .026 -.014 .087 .155 
ATC facility       
 North Lawndale (1=yes) .034 .041 .033 -.024 .106 .212 
 Peoria (1=yes) -.018 -.019 .031 -.080 .042 .540 
Recidivism risk (1=moderate /high) .037 .040 .031 -.020 .100 .190 

Note. Sample size was 1,580. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. *p < .05. **p < 
.01. 
 

Discussion 

We examined Illinois prison and arrest records to learn about participants of work release centers 
and to examine factors associated with recidivism outcomes. We found age, gender, and ATC 
facility were associated with rearrest and reincarcerations. In addition, we found recidivism risk, 
offense type, prior arrests and incarcerations, and length of stay were associated with rearrest. 
Based on our findings we offer suggestions for programmatic enhancement, but we acknowledge 
that some suggestions may require additional resources. 
 
Consistently Measure and Use Recidivism Risk, Needs, and Responsivity 
 
Of all ATC participants during the time period examined, a large majority—more than three-
fourths—were in the moderate to high recidivism risk score category. As expected, those in the 
moderate to high recidivism risk category were more likely to be rearrested than those with low 
risk. The risk principle suggests interventions are most effective when more intensive 
programming is matched to individuals with moderate to high risk.24 In addition, dynamic risk 
factors, sometimes called criminogenic needs, can be measured and considered in corrections.25 
By definition, these factors can be changed to reduce recidivism, The risk need responsivity 
(RNR) framework is well-established and implemented and can assist in assigning program 
placement and services for correctional populations.26 Routh and Hamilton (2015) found support 
for the RNR framework in work release programming.27 During the time period of this study, 
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IDOC did not use a recidivism risk tool, but has since employed one, the Ohio Risk Assessment 
System (ORAS).28 Going forward, the ATCs should administer and use the ORAS findings in 
order to tailor programming and additional supports for ATC participants.  
 
Provide Additional Supports to Younger Participants  
 
We found younger participants were more likely to be rearrested and reincarcerated following 
ATC participation than older participants. This finding is supported by prior research on work 
release programs.29 Re-entry for young adults is difficult because they are still developing the 
skills to make good decisions while transitioning from prison to the community.30 Emerging 
adults who exit prison often lack trustworthy confidants and struggle in coping with the burden 
of responsibilities of independence and emerging adulthood.31 The Council of State 
Governments’ recommended services facilitate getting family involved and getting connected to 
supportive services as ways to help young adults navigate the transition back to the community 
and into adulthood.32 A study by Mizel et al. (2020) found young people felt building strong and 
valued relationships with program staff boosted their confidence in their ability to stay out of 
prison.33 In the same study, young people expressed a desire for programs that met their basic 
needs and for programs that started while they were still inside and continued after release to aid 
in the transition. Finally, programs have proven to be more successful when they are tailored to 
and focus on the individuals’ wants and needs.34 
 
Offer Additional Programmatic Support to Violent Offenders 
 
We found participants convicted of a violent offense were more likely to be rearrested than those 
with nonviolent offenses. This finding has been supported by other research on prisoners.35 It has 
been suggested that improving protective factors36 and using victim-offender mediation 
techniques could be useful to help those who have committed violent crimes to develop empathy 
and understand the impact of their actions in a prison setting.37 More research should be done on 
innovative programs to identify and offer services to violent offenders who do not respond to 
existing services.38 
 
Consider Length of ATC Participation 
 
In our study, those who participated in ATCs for less than a year were more likely to be 
rearrested than those with longer participation. In prior research, a longer dosage of correctional 
programming was associated with reduced recidivism.39 However, the length of program dosage 
should be tied to recidivism risk (i.e., those with higher risk should have a higher dosage).40 
However, with this linkage, more research should be done on to examine optimal dosage and the 
impact of length of participation in ACT programs on recidivism.  
 
Standardize ATCs Based on Best Practices 
 
There were differences in recidivism outcomes by ATC facility type (state operated or state 
contracted). However, participant characteristics were different based on the ATC facilities in 
which they participated, including offense type and class, recidivism risk score, number of prior 
ATC participation, and number of prior prison exits. More research is needed to uncover the best 
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practices at the ATC facilities that yield better outcomes. This study is part of a larger one that 
includes qualitative interviews with ATC staff and employers of participants that can further add 
to what appears to be working. Further research on work release centers is warranted, using 
comparison groups and particularly randomized control trials when possible.41 

 
Conclusion 

 
We examined 1,580 work release participants in IDOC ATCs who exited prison in 2016 and 
2017, and we tracked their post-release arrests and incarcerations through 2021. Most 
participants in the sample were male, about half were Black and half were White, and their 
average age at release was 38. The average stay at an ATC was 10.8 months. Several participant 
characteristics differed based on the ATC facility in which a person participated, including prior 
ATC treatment, prior prison exits, offense type, class of offense, recidivism risk score, and 
recidivism.  
 
We ran linear regressions on ATC participant characteristics and post-release rearrest and 
reincarceration. We found the following ATC participants more likely to be rearrested and re-
incarcerated: males, those younger than age 30 at time of release, and those who participated in 
contractually operated facilities. In addition, we found the following ATC participants were more 
likely to be rearrested: those with moderate to high recidivism risk, those with a violent offense 
conviction, those with more than 10 prior arrests, those with one or more prior incarcerations, 
and those with less than one year ATC participation. A prior study of work release programming 
found similar results with participant characteristics, including age, arrest history, offense type, 
and risk levels predicting recidivism.42  
 
We suggest some potential ways to enhance the work release programs. These suggestions 
include assessing recidivism risk and needs and supporting younger and violent offenders in 
particular. In addition, we recommend having participants stay in the program for at least one 
year for better outcomes. Finally, since some facilities have better outcomes, we recommend 
uncovering and standardizing best practices across facilities.  
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