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Section One: Introduction

Today, there are more than 900 state and federal laws that deny privileges and rights to
North Carolinians with a criminal record (Laurinburg Exchange, 2018). Many of these laws—
referred to as “collateral consequences”—impose restrictions or barriers that impede successful
reintegration into society, be it discretionarily denying public school attendance for any felonies
(UNC School of Government, n.d.) or mandatorily barring public housing for marijuana
possession (UNC School of Government, n.d.). For many people returning from prison,! a criminal
record makes life post-release like “a second prison” with all new hurdles and prejudices despite
already having served time (Prison Fellowship, n.d.).

For this reason, public and private entities of all scales and geographies have started to help
formerly incarcerated individuals overcome these barriers in the past decade. In 2011, U.S.
Attorney General Eric Holder created the Federal Interagency Reentry Council with support from
President Obama (Caporrizo, 2011); in 2016-17, 20 state governors prioritized reentry and
recidivism reduction in their State of the State addresses (The Vera Institute, 2017); for years, the
Rockefeller Foundation and dozens of other foundations have helped finance or sponsor reentry
services (Reentry.net, n.d.); since around 2015, corporations like Walmart, Uber, Koch Industries,
Starbucks, American Airlines, and others have made hiring practices inclusive of criminal records
(The Vera Institute, 2017); as of early 2020, a total of 35 states and DC, 150 cities, and 18 counties
around the country have codified ban the box hiring practices of some kind (with 13 such states

extending their law to private employers) (World Population Review, 2020); and in the last 5 years,

! Per a communication and awareness recommendation made by the Women and Incarceration Workgroup of the NC
State Reentry Council Collaborative in 2018, I only use language to describe incarcerated individuals throughout my
thesis that “addresses injustices without dehumanizing the people described.” In other words, I use people-first
language. For example, instead of saying “inmate,” “offender,” or “prisoner,” I say, “formerly incarcerated

99 ¢6:

individual,” “person in prison,” “incarcerated individual,” or “justice-involved individual.”
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even the largest private prison companies—GEO Group and the Corrections Corporation of
America—have invested in reentry services like halfway homes, health care, and rehabilitation
because such services “are in line with current criminal justice reform discussions” and “will create
growth opportunities” for their companies (Joseph, 2016).

Given the recent and widespread national prioritization of reentry, systematic analyses of
the implementation of reentry initiatives are sorely needed. This is particularly true for programs
such as North Carolina’s Local Reentry Councils (hereafter, “LRCs”), first created in 2012, which
mix public administration with private service provision, and demand effective coordination to
provide holistic service across diverse stakeholders. Thus, I investigate the accessibility,
inclusivity, transparency, and efficacy of two dimensions of the LRCs’ implementation: (1) Public-
facing information about the LRCs, and (2) internal LRC operations and mechanics. To do so, |
evaluate the LRCs’ participant demographics and outcomes, online information, budget,
partnerships, referrals, and data priorities.

The study of policy or program implementation is part of the study of the public policy
making process, which is a sub-field of political science. Public policy is a crucial element to the
political science sub-field of political institutions. At least in part, institutionalism involves the
study of government institutions and/or organizations—legislatures, executives, courts, political
parties—which determine and implement public policies. According to Anderson (2011), “the
formation and implementation of policies are ... political in that they involve conflict and struggle
among individuals and groups, officials and agencies, with conflicting ideas, interests, values, and
information on public-policy issues” (p. 48). Thus, by studying one aspect of the public policy

making process, I am studying one aspect of political institutions.

2 Because the principal framework for my thesis is policy implementation, I justify the relevance of implementation
to political science. However, my paper is relevant to political science in other ways, including that I am studying (1)
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To better understand policy implementation, I draw on the work of two political scientists:
John Kingdon and James Anderson. According to Kingdon (2014), implementation is the fourth
step of the simplified policy making process, wherein legislators set an agenda, specify
alternatives, decide among the specified alternatives, and then implement the decision.
Importantly, no one of these four steps guarantees the other; agreeing on a particular bill does not
guarantee effective implementation. Similarly, attentive implementation does not alone guarantee
an effective policy. Attentive implementation cannot compensate for policy makers failing to
anticipate unintended consequences or appreciating the complexity of an issue when crafting
policies. Thus, effective policy requires that the four steps be executed in harmony together.

The notion and focus on implementation first gained traction in the 1960s with the
expansion of social welfare programs under the President Johnson administration (Anderson,
2011). Since political scientists John Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky first analyzed the case study
of a 1970s failed federal jobs-creation project in Oakland, California, implementation has received
extensive attention from political scientists. In general, such scholarly literature employs either a
“top-down” or “bottom-up” approach wherein researchers analyze either how the policy goals,
experience, and actions of top-level officials affect implementation, or how state and local
conditions, attitudes, and actions affect implementation. Of these two, my approach to
investigating NC’s LRC:s is relatively more “bottom-up,” though with nuances explained below.

The responsibility for policy or agenda implementation usually falls on the shoulders of
bureaucrats—staff of various administrative agencies that perform the tasks of modern government

(e.g. operating prisons and schools, collecting taxes, regulating banks, maintaining physical

one facet of the criminal justice system and race equity; (2) the relationships between state and local governments;
and (3) the relationships between governments, non-profits, community organizations, and NGOs.
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infrastructure, and more). Rather than push new ideas themselves, these agents carry out the
mandates passed down by administrative or legislative bodies. In the case of my investigation, the
relevant bureaucrats include staff of the Department of Public Service (hereafter, “DPS™?), county
governments, and the entities that DPS designates to oversee the LRCs. Both Kingdon (2014) and
Anderson (2011) describe such bureaucrats as having great power because the majority of people
have little to no awareness or understanding of what the bureaucratic agents and agencies work on
year to year, yet they have tremendous impact on the scope and nature of government tasks.
Although implementation may in some cases be smooth and effective, it is most likely that
there are feedback issues along the way. Kingdon (2014) outlines four categories of issues, each
of which I contextualize with a potential scenario involving the LRCs. It is important to note that
these issues do not innately undermine a policy—they merely are “inevitable problems” uncovered
by implementation (p. 192). First, an administrative or legislative mandate may be interpreted in a
way different from the authors’ intent. For example, the LRCs might rely on just a few community
partners to meet reentry service needs, whereas legislators imagined they would engage dozens of
community partners. Second, the implementation may fail to meet the stated goals of the mandate.
For example, staff at DPS may set the target that LRCs should be financially self-sustaining within
five years of creation, yet the LRCs may continue to ask for extended financial assistance annually.
Third, the program may become too costly to justify its extension. For example, the cost of LRCs
meeting rural county needs may be much higher than expected because rural LRCs have to build
service capacity themselves (e.g. housing units), not just leverage existing services for their

participants. Finally, there may be unanticipated consequences that limit impact or discourage

3 I refer to the NC Department of Public Safety as “DPS,” not “the DPS,” for the sake of readability, and possessively
as “DPS’s” for the sake of clarity even though these are not technically nor grammatically correct.
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continuation. For example, recidivism inequalities between counties with and without LRCs may
lead non-LRC counties to refuse LRCs in the future for resentment of not being included originally.

There are at least two ways in which my investigation uniquely adds to scholarly
conversations about implementation. First, Kingdon (2014) and Anderson (2011) contextualize
policy implementation as a process in which bureaucrats carry out legislative mandates. Although
this is partly true in the case of NC’s LRCs (because DPS executed a mandate from the NC General
Assembly), more accurate is that community entities or individuals carry out mandates from DPS
bureaucrats. In this way, I add nuance to the hierarchy of implementation established in literature
by observing that the catch-all definition for “bureaucrats” has internal hierarchies that may yield
feedback issues of their own. Second, I operationalize implementation to include the public
information available on the internet about the program, not just the private, internal mechanics of
the program. Implementation, in my definition, is not merely whether a policy or program achieves
its target outcomes, but also to what extent the public is aware of the policy or program.

There are seven additional core sections to this paper. In “Section Two: Background of
North Carolina Prisons,” I describe NC’s criminal justice system—its reshaping in 2011,
demographic composition, recidivism statistics, and reentry strategy. In “Section Three: The Local
Reentry Councils,” I breakdown the NC LRC model’s design, governance structure, and aims as
described originally by DPS. In “Section Four: Research Methods and Design,” I outline my four
evaluation criteria, methodological approaches, data variables, and design inspirations. In “Section
Five: County and Participant Data,” 1 provide summary statistics about LRC counties and
participants between FY2018-2019 and make contextual observations about LRC outcomes. In
“Section Six: Public Information Findings,” I present my findings from the online lists of LRCs,

the information included on LRC websites, and the value-messaging of LRC goals. In “Section
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Seven: DPS and LRC Interview Findings,” I discuss what interview respondents said about LRC
funding, partnerships, service provision, and data prioritization, as well as other three unexpected
findings. Finally, in “Section Eight: Conclusion and Discussion,” I pull together participant data,
website findings, and interview responses to evaluate the implementation of LRCs in relation to

my four criteria, as well as highlight potential avenues for future research.
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Section Two: Background on North Carolina Prisons

Sentencing Reform: The 2011 Justice Reinvestment Act

The 2011 Justice Reinvestment Act (JRA) changed sentencing and corrections law in North
Carolina to prioritize community supervision over jails or prisons in a wide variety of issues—
sentencing, post-release accountability, drug treatment program access, and more.

Much inspiration for the JRA came from data-driven evaluations of NC’s justice system
conducted by the Council of State Governments Justice (OPENnetTV, 2011). This data—which
helped drive bipartisan support—revealed that the state was effective at incarcerating people but
ineffective at public health spending. For example, in 2009, more than 56 percent of new
admissions to state prisons were from probation revocations, 76 percent of which were from
technical violations, not crimes committed. And in terms of reentry, 85 percent of the people
released from prison were released without any supervision, fueling acute recidivism.

Before JRA changes, NC’s sentencing framework was established by the Structured
Sentencing Act (SSA) of 1994. The SSA provided judicial guidelines for sentencing to community,
intermediate, or active prison punishment (“C/I/A”). Community punishment involved traditional
probation, victim restitution, or community service. Intermediate punishment was “intrusive and
intense,” restricting liberty while remaining in community (NC DPS, 2016). Active prison
punishment was reserved for people who commit the most serious and chronic crimes, shifting
some of those who commit less serious or chronic crimes to intermediate punishments.

The JRA made several key changes to reduce the number of people in prison and to
strengthen community supervision. To reduce prison populations, the Act (1) universalized post-
release supervision to help minimize recidivism; (2) established early supervised release for some

incarcerated individuals; (3) limited judicial authority to revoke probation offenses; and (4)
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transitioned people who committed a misdemeanor from prisons to local jails. To strengthen
community supervision, the JRA (1) provided probation officers (“POs”) more sanctioning tools;
(2) allowed POs to impose electronic monitoring or require short-term jail “quick-dips” to address
non-compliant behavior; (3) required POs to assess reoffence risk and maintain smaller caseloads
with people of moderate and high reoffence risk; and (4) limited confinement time for particular
probation violations.
Results of the 2011 JRA are positive. Below are some of the key findings (NC DPS, 2016):
= In 2011, the number of people in prison was about 41,000, with projections estimating a 5
percent growth rate. Between FY2011-15, however, the number decreased 9.6 percent to
approximately 37,000.
= Prison admissions due to probation revocations decreased 65 percent from 15,118 to 5,291
between FY2011-15. As expected, however, post-release returns have increased, doubling
to nearly 4,000 in the same period.
= In FY2015, 75 percent of people convicted of felonies received post-release supervision,
up from just 16 percent in FY2011.
= More than 12,000 formerly incarcerated individuals received new treatment and recidivism
reduction services in communities during FY2015.
= NC netted about $165 million in savings FY2012-15 that can be attributed to JRA policies,

reinvesting $30.5 million in additional savings.

Prison Demographics and Recidivism

As of April 1, 2020, there were 34,994 people in NC state prisons, 76,705 probationers,
and 12,545 people on post-release or parole (NC DPS, n.d.). In terms of demographics of the

35,085 people in prison by the end of February 2020, 46.7 percent were of African descent, 38.9
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percent of European/North American/Australian descent, 5.4 percent of Hispanic/Latinx descent,
2.2 percent of American Indian descent, and the rest were either Slavic, Asian, Oriental,
Nordic/Scandinavian, Pacific Islander, or recorded as Other or Unknown. More than 90 percent of

people were male, and 98.2 percent had a felony status. The age distribution was as follows:

Age Group Total Count % of Population
Under 20 417 1.2%
20-24 2,646 7.5%
25-29 4,959 14.1%
30-34 5,465 15.6%
35-39 5,335 15.2%
40-44 4,475 12.8%
45-49 3,737 10.7%
50 and over 8,051 22.9%

Figure 1: Age groups of the prison population (35,085) as of February 29, 2020.

For the year of March 1%, 2019, to February 29, 2020, there were 25,049 people released
from state prison. This release population was 41.9 percent of African descent, 48.3 percent of
European/North American/Australian descent, 3.3 percent of Hispanic/Latinx descent, and 2.6
percent American Indian. Nearly 85 percent of the population was male, and 93.2 percent had

felony status. The returning age distribution was as follows:

Age Group Total Count % of Population
Under 20 607 2.4%
20-24 3,141 12.5%
25-29 4,905 19.6%
30-34 4,630 18.5%
35-39 3,781 15.1%
40-44 2,671 10.7%
45-49 1,979 7.9%
50 and over 3,335 13.3%

Figure 2: Age groups of the prison exit population (25,049) between the year of 3/1/19-2/29/20
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Approximately 95 percent of all of NC’s incarcerated individuals will be released at some
point in the future (Carrana, 2019), with nearly half of those released reoffending within two years
of release (referred to as “recidivism”) (Eanes, 2019). Yet two years is not the period of highest
risk. Langan and Levin (2002) note that returning individuals are at greatest jeopardy of
reoffending during their first 120 days; and Alper et al. (2018) discovered in a longitudinal analysis
of 30 state prison populations that the likelihood of recidivating in the first year is higher than any
other. Robust reentry services, then, may help stabilize reintegration and mitigate NC’s recidivism
rate. Indeed, an investigation of 12 reentry programs in 12 states by Vishner et al. (2016) revealed
that reentry program participation is associated with longer time until arrest and fewer arrests
overall, and that programs focusing on individual change as opposed to practical skills and needs
were most beneficial. Given that DPS reports the average annual cost of incarcerating per
individual at minimum, medium, and close custody facilities to be $37,712.87—compared to just
$1,874.12 for community supervision—reentry can also save direct (and uncalculated collateral)

costs of incarceration (NC DPS, 2019).

North Carolina’s Reentry Strategy

According to Nicole Sullivan, Director of Reentry Programs and Services for DPS, North
Carolina has a three-pronged approach to reentry (Caranna, 2019). Although the following is
particular to prisons, the reentry outreach approach is very similar for jails.

First, people in prison can volunteer to move closer to their home county months before
release. Because people may be housed far from the community-based resources that will support
their reentry, they can opt to move to one of the 12 minimum-custody reentry transition facilities
closest to their home county. This allows incarcerated individuals to connect with family, find

resources, and plan with staff trained reentry-focused staff for their release.
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Second, people in prison are introduced to their probation and parole officers specializing
in reentry. The officers—also called case managers—prepare incarcerated individuals for
community-based supervision in one-on-one meetings, explaining the conditions of their release
and identifying any unique needs of the incarcerated individual that they communicate to
supervising officers in home communities.

Finally, people returning from prison work with LRCs to receive assistance with the needs
identified with case managers: Housing, employment, food, clothing, transportation, substance
abuse and mental health treatment, mentorship, and/or any other needs. LRCs are networks of local
service providers from across a county that help formerly incarcerated individuals successfully
reintegrate into society. A Local Reentry Coordinator for the LRC communicates with justice-
involved individuals, coordinating with service providers or putting them in touch with staff

specialists (e.g. job placement) to fulfill as many of their reentry needs as possible.

Background History of North Carolina’s LRCs

North Carolina’s focused efforts on reentry began in 2009, when then-NC Attorney
General Roy Cooper requested Governor Perdue’s signature on Executive Order No. 12, the
Governor’s StreetSafe Task Force to Stop Repeat Offenders (NC DPS, 2018). This Task Force—
which Cooper co-chaired—established reentry planning and preparation goals for policymakers,
agencies, and community organizations. In 2010-11, two reports were published that laid the
groundwork for NC’s approach to reentry for formerly incarcerated individuals: One by the
StreetSafe Task Force (NC Governor’s StreetSafe Task Force, 2010) and the other by the General
Assembly’s newly created Joint Select Committee on Ex-Offender Reintegration into Society (NC
General Assembly, 2011). The StreetSafe report recommended 24 changes along 7 key principles:

(1) Create a continuum of services; (2) increase educational and work opportunities; (3) expand
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safe, affordable housing; (4) incentivize legal lifestyles with pardons, expungement, and more; (5)
ensure a clean slate upon release; (6) coordinate government services; and (7) educate the public.
Similarly, the Select Committee recommended 15 legislative and agency changes.

Many of these two sets of recommendations were implemented in the following six years,
including the Select Committee’s suggestion to develop between 3-10 local reentry councils in
Senate Bill 141, Section 5(c) (NC General Assembly, Senate Law 2012-168). The bill reads:

“During the 2012-2013 fiscal year, the Research and Planning Section of the Department
of Public Safety shall work with local communities to form up to 10, but not less than
three, local reentry councils to develop comprehensive local reentry plans, to document
and maximize the use of existing services, and to supervise and coordinate innovative
responses to the reintegration of ex-offenders at the local level. The Section shall also
form a State-level advisory group with broad representation of involved State agency
leadership, service providers, and program recipients.” [bolding mine]

When now-Governor Cooper took office in 2017, he launched his Reentry Action Plan to
facilitate transition from incarceration or community supervision back into society by
“coordinating existing resources, identifying resource gaps, and advocating on behalf of
individuals with criminal records” (NC DPS, 2018). There are two keys to the success of Cooper’s
Plan: (1) The repurposing of prison facilities for reentry purposes, and (2) the development of
additional LRCs to add to the existing 14 as of late 2017. In terms of the LRCs, the Plan states that
“the existing councils cover 20 counties and the goal is to expand the availability of reentry
councils to all 100 counties” (NC DPS, 2018). Indeed, by the end of 2017, DPS’s Division of Adult

Correction and Juvenile Justice (“DACIJJ”) launched 5 new councils.

North Carolina’s LRCs Since 2017
In February of 2018, Governor Cooper’s North Carolina’s Reentry Action Plan was fully

formed and launched. The Plan has 6 main components: (1) Create a State Reentry Council
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Collaborative; (2) develop detailed implementation components of the Plan; (3) provide capacity
building and technical support to LRCs; (4) expand faith- and community-based organizational
involvement in reentry; (5) resolve warrants and pending charges pre-release; and (6) address
reentry barriers with stakeholders (NC DPS, 2018).

Of these components, the third is the most relevant to LRCs, which notes that capacity
training and technical support are necessary to the “sustainability and development” of the LRCs
to “adapt and thrive within their communities” (NC DPS, 2018). In terms of capacity building,
DACIJJ must provide individualized expert training and growth support to each LRC, focused on
financial support, community-based collaboratives, strategic planning and board development,
and/or sustainability planning and fund development, depending on LRC needs. In terms of
technical support, the DACJJ must help LRCs cultivate a service provider network, create a referral
and intake process, promote evidence-based assessment, plan and manage cases, utilize
employment training programs, build relationships with public housing authorities, and monitor
reentry outcomes. Separately, the DACJJ must also coordinate a one-day workshop for LRC staff,
intermediary agency staff, and executive committee members to learn how to better serve formerly
incarcerated individuals. The first such workshop was held on November 17,2017, with more than
70 participants in attendance, including from all LRCs (NC DPS, 2018).

By the end 0f 2018, the new State Reentry Council Collaborative (hereafter, “SRCC”) also
reported the first of its annual recommendations to the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee on
Justice and Public Safety about how stakeholders can collaborate to meet the needs of justice-
involved individuals and to increase the effectiveness of LRCs (State Reentry Council
Collaborative, 2018). According to NC Senate Bill 257, the SRCC consists of up to two

representatives from the Division of Motor Vehicles, Department of Health and Human Services,
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Administrative Office of the Courts, NC Community College System, DPS Division of Adult
Correction, selected nonprofits that provide reentry services or programs, and any other state
agency that the SRCC Secretary deems relevant (NC General Assembly, Senate Law 2017-57). In
total, 10 SRCC workgroups provided recommendations, with one action item for immediate
implementation and additional items for future implementation depending on time, funding, and/or
legislative assistance. The workgroup issue areas include: Legal; Education and Vocational
Training; Employment; Housing; Transportation; Mental Health, Substance Misuse, and Medical;
Advocacy; Faith/Community-Based Organizations; Family Reunification; and Women and

Incarceration. By end of 2019, the first 10 action items were either completed or underway.
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Section Three: The Local Reentry Councils

Local Reentry Councils (LRCs) are networks of individuals, agencies, and advocates
across a county or counties that help coordinate reentry services to support the reintegration of
formerly incarcerated individuals. As stated in a booklet about the LRCs from private
correspondence with DPS staff, the mission of an LRC is “to reduce recidivism and victimization,
increase public/community safety, create a network of individuals and organizations assisting
returning individuals, maximize the use of existing resources and services[,] and develop
innovative responses to address gaps in resources and services” (private correspondence with NC
DPS, 2020). According to DPS’s LRC and Reentry Facility Breakdown (Figure 3) and Catchment
Map (Figure 4), which was last updated in late 2018, 15 LRCs support reentry in 22 different

counties across the state (which has 100 counties overall).

Designated Reentry Facility

.S Level Established LRC in Catchment Areas
(Minimum)
Caldwell Correctional Center 2&3 LA el oy s el s g (C sl
Buncombe County Local Reentry Council
Lincoln Correctional Center 1 Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg Local Reentry Council
Gaston Correctional Center 2&3 Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg Local Reentry Council
. . Guilford County Local Reentry Council,
Davidson Comectional Center 2&3 Forsyth County Local Reentry Council
. Durham County Local Reentry Council,
Pz Coar el Do 2&3 Orange County Local Reentry Council
Wake Correctional Center 2&3 Wake County Local Reentry Council
NCCIW- Minimum 1,2&3 Wake County Local Reentry Council
Johnston Correctional Institution 1 Wake County Local Reentry Council
Greene Correctional Institution 1 Nash/Edgecombe/Wilson (NEW) Local Reentry Council,

Pitt County Local Reentry Council (STRIVE)

Hoke/Robeson/Scotland South East Regional Local Reentry Council
Hoke Correctional Institution 1 (HRS),
Fayetteville-Cumberland Reentry Council (FCRC)

New Hanover Correctional Center 2&3 New Hanover County Local Reentry Council (LINC)

Craven/Pamlico Reentry Council(CPRC),
Jones/Onslow Local Re-Entry Resource Council

Figure 3: NC DPS’s Breakdown of Minimum Custody Transition Facilities and the
corresponding proximate LRC, updated July 2018. There are 15 distinct LRCs listed. Retrieved
from a booklet about the LRCs sent by DPS staff-

Carteret Correctional Center 2&3
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Minimum Custody Transition Units in
Relation to Local Reentry Council Service Areas

Legend

Y LRC Locations Catchment Areas
© Transition Unit - Level 1 \:] Unassigned
@ Transition Unit - Level 2 & 3 - Lowland Mountains
|: Charlotte
[ Triad
- Triangle West
" DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
| Triangle East PRBVRT PRGTRCT. PRSAR
|:| Fayetteville Reentry, Programs & Services
— w  Research & Decision Support Analysis Unit
Neuse
[ Central Coast w € Reference: MP 160801
— L) Map Created: 08 August 2016
I southern Coast . C—JMes  Map Revised: 06.uly 2018

Figure 4: NC DPS’s Catchment Areas Map of LRC and Minimum Custody Transition Facilities,
updated July 2018. The stars represent LRC locations; they cover 22 counties in total. Retrieved
from a booklet about the LRCs sent by DPS staff-

By design, the governance structure of each LRC should mirror that of Figure 5. In this
structure, there are five key components to an LRC. First, the NC DPS oversees people who are in
prison, under community supervision, or participating in rehabilitative services that are referred to
the LRC for assistance. Second, each LRC has an Intermediary Agency, an entity with local
recognition and community-based relationships that houses the LRC, coordinates the reentry
process via hired LRC Coordinators and Job Placement Specialists, and liaises between DPS and
the LRC. Third, every LRC has community- and faith-based Service Providers in its network that
provide reentry services ranging from housing assistance to mentorship programs. Fourth, LRCs
have Advisory Committees consisting of community leaders, formerly incarcerated individuals,

and business and government leaders from across the county that help identify and address

resource gaps, conduct reentry education, and facilitate outreach to the community. Finally, these
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four branches of the LRC are overseen by a Local Executive Committee—a decision-making body
that decides on the LRC’s operation, design, and implementation. The Executive Committee has
designated co-chairs and is comprised of representatives from the Intermediary Agency (hereafter,

“IA”), the Advisory Committee, Service Providers, and the NC DPS local staff.

I ocal Governance Structure

Local Reentry Council

Job Placemen
Specialist

~ o’
1

Local Executive Committee

Figure 5: LRC governance structure overview from a booklet about the LRCs sent by DPS staff-

There are several purposes for LRCs. Some of these include (1) coordinating services to
help facilitate a better transition from incarceration back into society for returning individuals and
their families; (2) developing a network of local resources and service providers; (3) leveraging
local resources to meet identified service gaps; (4) recommending policy changes to the SRCC
and DPS; (5) conducting education and outreach campaigns in the community to change public

perception about returning individuals; and (6) identifying potential funding sources to sustain and
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bolster local reentry initiatives. Although LRC membership may  Figure 6. A List of potential
LRC members from a booklet
vary depending on community, the potential stakeholders include  about the LRCs sent by DPS

. . . . . . Local Reentry Council Members
any combination of those identified in Figure 6. Local Prison Facilities
Community Corrections
Division of Juvenile Justice
There are two dedicated staff positions within LRCs that are Alcohol & Chemical Dependency
Programs
County Public Health Department
hired by the IA: The Local Reentry Coordinator and the Job |G e Aty
County Vocational Rehabilitation
Services
Placement Specialist/Case Manager. In general terms, the Local ;‘m‘ e e
Advocate(s)
Reentry Coordinator is the “point of contact” coordinating the Local Workforce Development Board
Local Division of Workforce
Solutions

L. 3 _fo- County Public Housing Authority
community’s inputs to the LRC and overseeing the day-to-day |isesieimendirtvmsmmg

Local Community College

Local Community Action Agency
Local City/Town Council Member(s)
Local City/Town Representative(s)
Local Chamber of Commerce

responsible for developing partnership agreements with local service [EREmiE=y;
County Court System
Representative(s)
County Commissioner(s)
County Sheriff’s Department
County District Attorney’s Office
County Clerk of Courts
Local City/Town Police Department
Legal Aid Representative
Local Public Defenders Office
Local Service Providers
Faith Based & Non-Profit
Cultivating and educating potential employers; (2) providing Organizations

Local Employers

Formerly Incarcerated Individuals

delivery of services. In practical terms, the Coordinator is

providers so that returning individuals can be referred to these
agencies, as well as for managing the referral process and individual

case services. The Job Placement Specialist has three roles: (1)

employability training, job finding resources, and coaching
assistance to formerly incarcerated individuals; and (3) providing service coordination, support,
and guidance to returning individuals.

To meet client reentry needs, LRCs must first cultivate a network of stakeholders offering
direct services. As noted, these services may include housing, employment, transportation, and
any other supportive services. Once such a network exists, the [As and LRC staff can utilize a
tracking database created by the Reentry, Programs & Services division of DPS to manage
referrals, track outcomes, and generate data reports. DPS provides each LRC a unique portal for

their site where they can enter and analyze client data.
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Using this data, DPS must then submit a report about the status of the LRCs by March 1%
of each year to the NC Senate and House of Representatives, as stipulated by General Statutes
143B-1155(c). For LRCs specifically, this report must include the components detailed in Figure

7 below (NC General Statues, §143B-13-604(Db)).

(4)  Local Reentry Councils (LRC):

The target population.

The amount of funds contracted for and expended each fiscal year.

The supervision type.

The risk level of the offenders served.

The number of successful and unsuccessful core service exits with a breakdown of reasons for unsuccessful exits.
The demographics of the population served.

The employment status at entry and exit including, wherever possible, the average wage received at entry and exit.
Supervision outcomes, including completion, revocation, and termination.

Figure 7: A list of components required in DPS'’s report about the status of LRCs to NC Senate
and House of Representatives. Retrieved from NC General Statues, Chapter 143B, Article 13,
Part 1, Section 1155(c)(4).

PR o oo o
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Section Four: Research Methods and Design

I use four variables to evaluate the implementation of the LRCs: Accessibility, inclusivity,
transparency, and efficacy. Accessibility refers to the extent to which information about the
councils is easy to locate, clear and simple to understand, and provides a satisfactory baseline
knowledge about LRCs to anyone who reads it (i.e. the information is scaffolded). Inclusivity
refers to the extent to which the LRCs are welcoming of all persons in their messaging, able to
provide support to all who need and/or request it, and intentional about reaching out to
communities that might not otherwise know about the LRC. Transparency refers to the extent to
which the LRCs provide information about their governance structures and hierarchies,
partnerships and service capacities, funding sources and budget allocations, priorities and
motivations, and participant outcomes. Efficacy refers to the extent to which LRCs fulfill the
service needs in their counties and facilitate successful reentry for their participants.

In the following three sections of this paper, I analyze data about the LRCs that are relevant
to these four criteria. First, with county and participant demographics as well as LRC outcomes
data, I assess the LRCs’ inclusivity and efficacy. Second, with online information about the LRCs,
I assess their accessibility, inclusivity, and transparency. Finally, with interviews with DPS and
LRC staff about funding, partnerships, referrals, and data priorities, I assess the LRCs’ inclusivity,

transparency, and efficacy.

LRC Counties, Participants, and Qutcomes

I referenced and reformatted select data points reported by the U.S. Census American
Community Survey 2014-2018 5-Year Estimates to provide demographic context about the
counties in which the LRCs are situated (US Census Bureau, 2019). These data points include

population number; major urban areas (defined as the most populous 15 cities in North Carolina);
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percent male and female; percent White, Black, Hispanic/Indian, Asian/Oriental, and Native
American; percent of persons in poverty, 2014-18; per capita income, 2014-18 (in 2018 dollars);
percent of people aged 25 or older that are high school graduates or higher, 2014-18; percent of
people aged 25 or older that have a Bachelor’s degree or higher, 2014-18; median value of owner-
occupied housing unit, 2014-18; median gross rent, 2014-18; and mean travel time to work
(minutes) for workers aged 16 or older, 2014-18. I also include rural, suburban, or urban
classifications provided by the NC Rural Center.

To understand the constituency served by the LRCs, I referenced an Excel dataset from
DPS with disaggregated LRC participant demographics for FY2018-2019. This included 14 LRCs:
Buncombe, Craven-Pamlico, Cumberland, Durham, Forsyth, Guilford, Hoke-Robeson-Scotland,
McDowell, Mecklenburg, Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson, New Hanover, Orange, Pitt, and Wake.* The
dataset anonymously listed the risk level, sex, race, ethnicity, age, and supervision type of LRC
participants. Several LRCs were either missing some data or did not report data in one or more of
these categories. I performed basic statistical calculations to determine the summary statistics of
each variable. Participant demographic data provides insight into the inclusiveness of the LRCs:
What constituencies are they reaching and supporting?

To breakdown LRC outcomes, I referenced a second Excel dataset from DPS that
aggregated monthly reports from the same 14 LRCs during FY2018-2019. This set provided data
about five categories of information: (1) The number of newly enrolled and the total number of
active participants, including new enrollees; (2) the number of participants who received

employment, documentation, childcare, life skills, vocational, transportation, education,

4 The 14 LRCs for which DPS records data are slightly different than the 15 LRCs reported in DPS’s LRC Catchment
Map referenced in Section Three and later, in Section Six. In contrast to the list used in these sections, this list of 14
LRCs does not include Onslow-Jones because the LRC disbanded in late 2019. The reasons for and significance of
these differences are discussed in further detail in Section Seven and Section Eight, respectively.
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mentorship, basic needs, housing, mental health, and substance abuse services from an LRC; (3)
the number of participants who gained employment paying minimum, minimum-$9.00, $9.01-
$10.00, and $10.00+ wages; (4) the number of participants who moved into emergency,
transitional, or permanent housing after release; and (5) the number of participants who
successfully completed, were non-compliant, moved away, dropped out of, were out of contact
during, were re-arrested during, passed away during, or were transferred to a different LRC during
the LRC reentry process. I added three data categories for analytical clarity: The number of active
participants who gained employment of any wage; the number of active participants who gained
housing of any type; and the number of active participants who became inactive in some way. |
also added the total numbers of participants in each data category across all LRCs.

According to DPS, the term “successfully completed” is defined as completing a reentry
case plan with proof from service providers; “non-compliant” is defined as refusing to follow a
case plan and making no progress toward goals; and “no contact” is defined as without
communication with LRC staff for two to three months. Using this dataset, I made analytical
observations about the county contexts in which the LRCs operate, and how effective they are at

meeting county need and facilitating successful reentry.

Public Information

I operationalized implementation to include public information so as to understand what a
justice-involved individual, family member, public advocate, researcher, and/or service provider
might understand about LRCs based on the internet alone. This provides insight about the LRCs’
accessibility, inclusivity, and transparency. Specifically, I chose three categories of data to
analyze: Public lists of LRCs, information available on LRC websites, and values communicated

in their goals. I selected these three data categories because they are analytically sequential, first
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defining what LRCs exist, then what information there is about each LRC, and finally why each
LRC is doing reentry work. Thus, these three data categories provide sequentially deeper insight
into the LRCs’ accessibility, inclusivity, and transparency.

First, I compared three lists of LRCs that I found through a Google search of “North
Carolina Local Reentry Councils.” I then located the websites or webpages of each LRC (some
had independent websites while others had pages housed on the websites of an Intermediary
Agency or County). As long as the website was run by the LRC, the IA, or the County, I included
it in my analysis. I discovered these sites through verbatim Google searches of the LRC names; in
general, they were one of the first five search results. The extent to which a public list of LRCs is
available, clear, and decipherable is important to accessibility.

Second, I systematically analyzed whether the sites had, included, and/or provided
information about some 20 variables I selected: A website; a physical address; a phone number;
an email address; a fax number, hours of operation/availability; an account or accounts or any
mainstream social media platform; their IA; their goal(s), vision, mission, and/or motivation; their
eligibility criteria; their governance structure (at least including staff, and potentially also the
Advisory Committee, the Local Executive Committee, and internal hierarchies); their reentry
services (e.g. housing, mental health); their partner organizations; a partnership application or
information page; information about LRCs or the process of working with an LRC; a referral form
(for self- or community referrals); an activity calendar; additional languages; a budget breakdown;
and any past outcomes data or results. Some variables I independently chose (e.g. budget,
data/results), while others I was inspired by in my initial readings (e.g. partnership

application/page, eligibility) as good practices across LRCs that meet some or all of these criteria
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In an Excel spreadsheet, I assigned the color Green to any LRC that had, included, or
provided information about any one of these variables, Blue to any IA website host that did so but
with minimal or no reference to the LRC, Yellow to any LRC or IA that did so but with unclear or
incomplete information, and Red to any LRC or IA that did not at all. The inclusion or exclusion
of these data points speaks to the accessibility and transparency of the LRCs.

Finally, I recorded any LRC’s stated goal(s), vision, mission, and/or motivation, and
annotated them according to underlying values justifying reentry work (e.g. cost-savings, public
safety, recidivism) and other themes that appear across LRCs (e.g. the notion of “success” and of
“community”). By linguistically analyzing the values communicated, I assessed the inclusivity of
the LRCs public information: To what extent, if at all, are the LRCs goals welcoming toward

people returning from prison?

DPS and LRC Interviews

To contextualize the public information and to dig deeper into the LRC’s internal
mechanics, I conducted nine 20-60-minute semi-structured interviews with eight staff members at
eight LRCs and with one staff member at DPS. The eight LRCs were Buncombe, Craven-Pamlico,
Durham, Mecklenburg, McDowell, New Hanover, Scotland, and Wake. Conversations with LRC
staff members focused on four data points that are not available online: (1). Funding quantity and
sources, (2) partner organizations and service provision, (3) participants and how they connected
to the LRC, and (4) data priorities and contact duration with participants.> The conversation with
the DPS staff member focused on DPS’s relationship with LRCs, LRC budgets and structures, data

collection processes, and LRC geographical distribution. The data points across interviews are

5 This is only not true for Durham—which 1 did not discuss the last two data points with—because 1 interviewed
Durham weeks before the other LRCs and, in the meantime, reformulated my interview question topics and
approach according to reflection and additional research.
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relevant to the LRCs’ inclusivity, transparency, and efficacy. Information about participant
referrals and geographical distribution show who LRCs are serving across NC and within counties
[inclusivity]; information about funding, partners, governance structures, data, and DPS
relationships reveal behind-the-scenes mechanics and priorities [transparency]; and information
about service gaps and data highlight successes and limitations [efficacy].

I received approval for all interviews from Duke University’s Institutional Review Board.
A detailed outline of my interview script and planned questions with LRC and DPS staff are
attached in Appendix A. Due to environmental disruptions, I asked only a subset of the pre-
approved questions in interviews. I selected interview subjects based on their proximity to and role

in facilitating the work of the LRCs.
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Section Five: County and Participant Data
In this section, I first summarize the demographics of the 19 distinct counties that the 14
LRCs listed by DPS are located within. Next, I describe the LRC participant demographics to
understand the inclusivity of the LRCs. Finally, I discuss the LRC outcomes in the context of the

county demographics to gain insight on the LRCs’ efficacy.

County Demographics

The 19 unique counties covered by the LRCs listed in DPS data range in population size,
from 12,726 (Pamlico) to 1,111,761 (Wake), as seen in Figure 8 below. Seven of the 19 counties
have populations less than 100,000 people, five have populations between 100,000-299,999, four
have populations between 300,000-999,999, and two have populations over 1,000,000. Also
included in Figure 8 are the rural, suburban, and urban county classifications by the NC Rural
Center (Pennington, 2015), and a list of any major urban areas and their populations falling within
the counties (World Population Review, 2020). Although urban areas do not universally fit
completely within county boundaries (e.g. Chapel Hill between Orange and Durham counties), [
associated them with whichever county they predominately comprise. In total, there are nine rural,

four suburban, and six urban counties.

¢ For both county and LRC participant demographics, I use the verbatim data categories and titles used by DPS (e.g.
“Hispanic/Indian” for Race), except for the category “Unknown/Other” for race. Accordingly, I translate all U.S.
Census data titles into DPS titles.
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Counties Population |NC Rural Center Class| Major Urban Areas (2018 Populations)
Buncombe 261,191 Suburban Asheville (92,452)
Craven 102,139 Rural
Pamlico 12,726 Rural
Cumberland 335,509 Suburban Fayetteville (209,468)
Durham 321,488 Urban Durham (274,291)
Forsyth 382,295 Urban Winston-Salem (246,328)
Guilford 537,174 Urban Greensboro (294,722), High Point (112,316)
Hoke 55,234 Rural
Robeson 130,625 Rural
Scotland 34,823 Rural
McDowell 45,756 Rural
Mecklenburg 1,110,356 Urban Charlotte (872,498)
Nash 94,298 Rural
Edgecombe 51,472 Rural
Wilson 81,801 Rural
New Hanover 234,473 Urban Wilmington (122,607)
Orange 148,476 Suburban Chapel Hill (60,988)
Pitt 180,742 Suburban Greenville (93,137)
Wake 1,111,761 Urban Raleigh (469,298), Cary (168,160)

Figure 8: A list of the 19 counties covered by the 14 LRCs listed in DPS data, along with their
populations, rural-suburban-urban classification by the NC Rural Center, and major urban
areas (defined as the top 15 largest cities in the state). Data from U.S. Census Bureau, July 1,
2019 (county populations), and 2018 (city populations).

The sex and racial demographics of the counties are displayed in Figure 9, along with the
same color-coded classifications for rural (green), suburban (orange), and urban (blue) counties as
in Figure 8. Across all LRC counties, the male-female split is approximately 52-48, and residents
are about 55 percent White, 29 percent Black, 9 percent Hispanic, 3 percent Asian, and 4 percent
Native. Although the male-female ratios are comparable across the counties, several counties have
race statistics that are much different than the averages. McDowell and Buncombe counties, for
example, both have percentages of White residents above 80 and percentages of Black residents
below 7, while Edgecombe county has 36 percent White residents compared to 58 percent Black
residents. Likewise, whereas most counties have percentages of Native residents between 0.5 and

2, Robeson has 41.7 percent Native residents, nearly four times more than the next highest

county—Scotland with a 12 percent Native population.
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Sex Race

Counties % Male | % Female | % White | % Black | % Hispanic/Indian | % Asian/Oriental | % Native American
Buncombe 47.9% 52.1% 83.5% 6.3% 6.7% 1.4% 0.5%
Craven 50.6% 49.4% 65.7% 21.5% 7.4% 3.1% 0.7%
Pamlico 50.6% 49.4% 74.3% 19.2% 4.1% 0.6% 0.8%
Cumberland 49.5% 50.5% 42.6% 39.0% 11.9% 2.8% 1.8%
Durham 47.7% 52.3% 42.6% 37.3% 13.7% 5.5% 0.9%
Forsyth 47.4% 52.6% 56.5% 27.5% 13.0% 2.6% 0.9%
Guilford 47.3% 52.7% 49.8% 35.1% 8.2% 5.4% 0.8%
Hoke 49.4% 50.6% 39.3% 35.3% 13.6% 1.5% 9.1%
Robeson 48.2% 51.8% 25.0% 23.8% 9.0% 0.7% 41.7%
Scotland 49.6% 50.4% 43.2% 39.0% 3.1% 0.9% 12.4%
McDowell 49.9% 50.1% 87.3% 4.1% 6.3% 1.1% 0.8%
Mecklenburg 48.1% 51.9% 46.4% 32.9% 13.6% 6.4% 0.8%
Nash 47.9% 52.1% 49.4% 41.0% 7.1% 1.0% 1.0%
Edgecombe 46.2% 53.8% 36.3% 57.8% 4.8% 0.3% 0.8%
Wilson 47.3% 52.7% 47.0% 40.4% 10.8% 1.2% 0.6%
New Hanover 47.7% 52.3% 77.4% 13.7% 5.6% 1.6% 0.6%
Orange 47.8% 52.2% 69.2% 11.8% 8.6% 8.3% 0.6%
Pitt 47.0% 53.0% 54.3% 35.7% 6.3% 2.2% 0.5%
Wake 48.7% 51.3% 59.8% 21.0% 10.3% 7.5% 0.8%
TOTAL AVG| 48.4% 51.6% 55.2% 28.5% 8.6% 2.8% 4.0%
RURAL AVG| 48.9% 51.1% 51.9% 31.3% 7.4% 1.2% 7.5%
SUBURBAN AVG| 48.1% 52.0% 62.4% 23.2% 8.4% 3.7% 0.9%
URBAN AVG| 47.8% 52.2% 55.4% 27.9% 10.7% 4.8% 0.8%

Figure 9: Select sex and race population percentages for each LRC county, color-coded by the
rural-suburban-urban classifications of Figure 8. Data from U.S. Census, July 1, 2019. Because
the Census reported more race categories than included here, and because their categories are
different than DPS’s, the averages and LRC totals do not all add up to 100 percent.
Averaging the rural, suburban, and urban populations separately does not reveal dramatic
differences, at least in part because relative outliers skew the results significantly, particularly
within such small sample sizes. For example, although the average White and Black percentages
for rural counties is about 52 and 31 percent, respectively, McDowell has 87 and 4 percent White
and Black populations, respectively. Similarly, in suburban counties, although there is an average
of 62 percent White, 23 percent Black, and 8 percent Hispanic residents, Buncombe has 84 percent
White and 6 percent Black residents, and Cumberland has 12 percent Hispanic residents. Given
the few samples in this dataset, it is difficult to draw overall conclusions about demographic

differences between rural, suburban, and urban counties; instead, it is more precise to evaluate

each county individually.
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As exhibited in Figure 10, the counties have notable differences in terms of statistics
regarding income, education, housing, and transportation. Despite small sample sizes, differences
between the average totals for the rural and urban counties are salient (in average and general
terms, the statistics of suburban counties fall somewhere in between these two statistics). The
urban counties have a per capita income that is more than $10,000 greater than that of the rural
counties; the percentage of people 25 or older with a Bachelor’s degree or higher is 24 percentage
points higher in the urban counties than it is in the rural counties; and median owner-occupied
housing unit values and gross rents are about $90,000 and $240 more expensive in the urban
counties than they are in the rural counties, respectively.

Although mean travel time to work is somewhat similar across all counties, this data point
fails to capture nuances in transportation type (e.g. public, private car/truck, Uber or Lyft sharing,
etc.), costs, work distances, traffic, road quality, and other factors. Thus, although Edgecombe
(rural), Orange (suburban), and Durham County (urban) all share the same travel time to work of
23 minutes, it is likely that three justice-involved individuals commute unevenly in these counties
via, for example, a $2,000 used car in Edgecombe, free walking in Orange, and a $2.50/ride public
bus in Durham. Ultimately, the data points in Figure 10 are important because they provide an
economic picture of the county or counties in which each LRC is situated, and therefore help
contextualize the LRC outcomes described at the end of this Section. For more information about

the individuals returning per county, see Appendix B.
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Income Education Housing Transportation

% Persons in | Per Capita | % People 25+ % People 25+ Median Value of Owner- |Median Gross | Mean Travel Time

Counties Poverty Income Graduate HS | Bachelor's or Higher | Occupied Housing Units Rent to Work (Minutes)
Buncombe 11.5% $31,439 91.0% 39.2% $222,300 $933 20
Craven 13.9% $28,007 88.2% 25.7% $158,300 $878 21
Pamlico 16.6% $27,026 88.0% 19.4% $154,500 $706 29
Cumberland 17.0% $24,301 90.7% 25.0% $132,500 $922 21
Durham 13.5% $34,063 88.4% 47.5% $209,300 $1,014 23
Forsyth 16.4% $29,921 88.8% 33.8% $154,500 $791 22
Guilford 15.4% $29,708 89.1% 35.3% $162,400 $850 22
Hoke 18.0% $20,656 86.0% 18.4% $139,000 $877 28
Robeson 24.5% $17,881 77.1% 13.2% $74,600 $626 24
Scotland 26.9% $18,242 79.8% 15.5% $84,500 $662 22
McDowell 15.4% $22,725 83.8% 16.9% $113,900 $643 24
Mecklenburg 11.7% $37,298 90.1% 44.8% $219,800 $1,099 26
Nash 14.2% $26,980 85.4% 20.9% $126,200 $769 22
Edgecombe 22.9% $20,055 79.7% 12.7% $85,200 $677 2]
Wilson 21.1% $24,273 80.3% 19.6% $121,300 $751 21
New Hanover 15.3% $32,629 92.9% 39.3% $233,700 $978 20
Orange 12.4% $40,650 92.7% 57.6% $292,500 $1,077 23
Pitt 23.2% $25,722 89.4% 31.8% $141,100 $778 21
Wake 8.4% $39,102 92.7% 51.8% $265,800 $1,102 25
TOTAL AVG 16.8% $27,930 87.1% 29.9% $162,705 $849 23
RURAL AVG 19.3% $22,872 83.1% 18.0% $117,500 $732 24
SUBURBAN AVG 16.0% $30,528 91.0% 38.4% $197,100 $928 21
URBAN AVG 13.5% $33,787 90.3% 42.1% $207,583 $972 23

Figure 10: Data points on poverty, education, housing, and transportation for each LRC county,
color-coded by the same rural-suburban-urban classifications as in Figures 8 and 9. Data
retrieved from U.S. Census Bureau. The dates each data category was collected are described in
Section Four; generally, data is from between 2014-2018.

LRC Participant Demographics

Across the 14 LRCs included in DPS’s participant data, there was a total of 3,831 LRC
clients between FY2018-2019. The number and percentage of clients per LRC is shown in Figure
11 below. The three LRCs with the highest number of clients are Hoke-Robeson-Scotland, Nash-
Edgecombe-Wilson, and Mecklenburg. In contrast, the three LRCs with the fewest number of

clients are Orange (established in 2019), Cumberland, and Forsyth.
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LRC # Clients % of Total
Buncombe 215 5.61%
Craven-Pamlico 300 7.83%
Cumberland 49 1.28%
Durham 255 6.66%
Forsyth 68 1.77%
Guilford 239 6.24%
Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 892 23.28%
McDowell 218 5.69%
Mecklenburg 435 11.35%
Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 520 13.57%
New Hanover 116 3.03%
Orange 49 1.28%
Pitt 242 6.32%
Wake 233 6.08%

Figure 11: Number and percentage of participants by LRC between FY2018-2019.

Although about 17 percent of data about risk level, 19 percent about sex, 16 percent about
race, 21 percent about ethnicity, 16 percent about age, and 23 percent about supervision status is
missing’ there are nonetheless distinctive qualities about the client base of LRCs—all of which
reveal that LRCs are inclusively serving high-need clients. Ethnicity data is included separately in
Appendix C, both because it resembles the race data breakdowns, and because there are too many
categories to fit the page conveniently.

In terms of risk level, more than half of all clients served by the LRCs are considered to
have a medium risk of reoffence based on DPS surveys (Figure 12). Additionally, nearly 20 percent
of all LRC clients are categorized as high risk, with a range between Buncombe’s 10 percent of
high-risk clients and Orange’s 43 percent. In this way, some LRCs are more inclusive than others
in serving high-need clients. Although DPS does not record data for the risk levels of all people in
prison, the distribution of LRC client risk level is approximately symmetrical, centered around

“Medium Risk.”

7 Unfortunately, as evidenced in Figures 9-13, Cumberland County LRC does not have data for any of these categories.
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LRC # Data Available | Low Risk | Medium Risk | High Risk
Buncombe 215 43.7% 46.5% 9.8%
Craven-Pamlico 148 43.9% 45.3% 10.8%
Cumberland 0
Durham 213 40.8% 45.1% 14.1%
Forsyth 68 30.9% 48.5% 20.6%
Guilford 0
Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 889 18.0% 58.4% 23.6%
McDowell 208 36.5% 48.6% 14.9%
Mecklenburg 295 27.5% 57.3% 15.3%
Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 518 30.5% 44.2% 25.3%
New Hanover 116 10.3% 62.1% 27.6%
Orange 40 7.5% 50.0% 42.5%
Pitt 242 40.1% 45.0% 14.9%
Wake 226 4.4% 76.5% 19.0%
TOTAL 3178 27.2% 53.1% 19.7%

Figure 12: Percentage of participants by risk level for each LRC and in total.

In terms of sex, as seen in Figure 13, the male-female split is approximately 80-20 overall,
with a range amongst LRCs of 70-30 (New Hanover) to 93-7 (Mecklenburg). This is higher than

the approximately 90-10 split in state prison writ large.

LRC # Data Available| Male | Female | % Male | % Female
Buncombe 210 156 54 74.29% 25.71%
Craven-Pamlico 213 157 56 73.71% 26.29%

Cumberland 0 0 0

Durham 237 195 42 82.28% 17.72%
Forsyth 65 54 11 83.08% 16.92%
Guilford 198 147 51 74.24% 25.76%
Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 820 668 152 81.46% 18.54%
McDowell 72 61 11 84.72% 15.28%
Mecklenburg 297 2 22 92.59% 7.41%
Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 480 369 111 76.88% 23.13%
New Hanover 105 73 32 69.52% 30.48%
Orange 40 33 i 82.50% 17.50%
Pitt 242 193 49 79.75% 20.25%
Wake 107 ot 30 71.96% 28.04%
TOTAL 3086 2458 628 79.65% 20.35%

Figure 13: Percentage of participant sexes by LRC and in total.

In terms of race, close to 62 percent of clients are Black, 28 percent are White, 8 percent
are Hispanic, and 2 percent are Native American (Figure 14)—a population comprised of more
people of color than state prisons at large (which have some 39 percent White people). There is,
however, great variability across LRCs: Whereas Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson serves about 82
percent Black clients, McDowell serves about 83 percent White clients. The percentage point

differential between the LRCs serving the highest and second highest percentages of Hispanic
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clients is 25. And whereas most LRCs serve between 0-2 percent Native clients, Guilford and

McDowell both serve about 6 percent Native clients.

LRC # Data Available| % White | % Black | % Hispanic/indian | % Asian/Oriental | % Native American | % Unknown/Other|
Buncombe 210 74.29% | 21.90% 1.90% 0.00% 1.90% 0.00%
Craven-Pamlico 213 30.99% | 68.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.94% 0.00%

Cumberland 0

Durham 2ol 17.30% | 79.32% 0.84% 0.00% 2.53% 0.00%
Forsyth 65 27.69% | 69.23% 0.00% 0.00% 1.54% 1.54%
Guilford 198 51.52% | 38.89% 2.53% 0.00% 6.57% 0.51%
Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 820 13.78% | 55.49% 27.56% 0.12% 2.56% 0.49%
McDowell 72 83.33% | 11.11% 0.00% 0.00% 5.56% 0.00%
Mecklenburg 422 26.78% | 71.80% 0.71% 0.47% 0.24% 0.00%
Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 480 17.50% | 81.25% 0.42% 0.00% 0.63% 0.21%
New Hanover 105 44.76% | 50.48% 1.90% 0.00% 1.90% 0.95%
Orange 40 40.00% | 55.00% 2.50% 0.00% 2.50% 0.00%
Pitt 241 23.65% | 75.10% 0.41% 0.00% 0.41% 0.41%
Wake 107 33.64% | 64.49% 0.93% 0.00% 0.93% 0.00%
TOTAL 3210 28.32% | 61.74% 7.69% 0.09% 1.87% 0.28%

Figure 14: Percentage of participant races by LRC and in total.

Based on Figure 15 about participant ages, a frequency distribution of ages within this

dataset (Figure 16) is right skewed with a mean age of 39 years, median age of 37 years, standard

deviation of 12.49 years, interquartile range of 18 years, minimum age of 17 years, and maximum

age of 105. There are many cases greater than the mean that have z-scores of +2, +3, +4, and even

+5.46 for the oldest participant. In general, this is similar to the distribution of DPS’s population.

LRC # Data Available| Mean | Median | Minimum [ Maximum | St Dev

Buncombe 210 38 37 20 72 10.74

Craven-Pamlico 213 40 39 21 72 10.68
Cumberland 0

Durham 233 4 41 19 68 11.06

Forsyth 65 33 30 19 64 10.03

Guilford 198 46 45 20 96 1l

Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 820 35 34 18 79 10.68

McDowell {2 40 40 22 74 11.28

Mecklenburg 423 44 45 17 105 13.57

Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 480 36 34 18 87 12.26

New Hanover 104 39 37 21 71 11.27

Orange 40 40 40 21 66 10.67

Pitt 242 Bl 34 18 98 12.29

Wake 107 42 39 19 96 14.03

TOTAL 3207 39 37 1li 105 12.49

Figure 15: Summary statistics for the ages of LRC participants.
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Frequency Distribution of LRC
Participant Ages
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Figure 16: Frequency distribution of LRC participant ages. The distribution is right-skewed
because there are many participants with z-scores of +2, +3, +4, and even +5.46.
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Finally, although there is a substantial amount of data missing from New Hanover, Orange,
Pitt, and Wake LRCs, participants are overwhelmingly on probation, with the total percentage of
people with probation status being 88 percent (Figure 17). The next highest supervision type is
post-release, comprising 7.7 percent of total cases, followed by parole at 3.5 percent. Nevertheless,
there is some variability among LRCs. For example, Cumberland has highest relative percentage

of post-release participants at 17 percent, compared to McDowell’s 3 percent post-release

participants.

LRC # Data Availabl % Probati % Parole | % Post-Rel % Dual Supervision

Buncombe 210 88.1% 2.4% 8.6% 1.0%

Craven-Pamlico 212 92.0% 2.8% 5.2% 0.0%

Cumberland 0

Durham 223 89.7% 4.0% 6.3% 0.0%

Forsyth 65 89.2% 3.1% 7.7% 0.0%

Guilford 157 89.2% 7.6% 3.2% 0.0%

Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 792 88.3% 3.2% 8.5% 0.1%

McDowell 69 84.1% 0.0% 15.9% 0.0%

Mecklenburg 277 84.5% 8.3% 5.8% 1.4%

Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 472 89.8% 2.3% 7.0% 0.8%

New Hanover 99 86.9% 4.0% 8.1% 1.0%

Orange 39 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Pitt 235 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Wake 103 79.6% 0.0% 17.5% 2.9%

TOTAL 2953 88.2% 3.6% 7.7% 0.5%

Figure 17: Percentage of participant supervision type by LRC and in total.
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LRC Outcomes

Importantly, although I make analytical observations about the LRC outcomes relative to
the county demographics, I do not—and cannot—draw connections between the LRC outcomes
described herein and my findings about public and private information in Sections Six and Seven.
This subsection is useful for developing a deeper understanding of the LRCs and their county
contexts, but it is separate from later analysis of the LRCs online presence and internal mechanics.

The raw dataset of LRC outcomes, color-coded by the same rural, suburban, and urban
classifications as Figures 8-10, is included in Appendix D. This dataset is incomplete. Orange
County LRC reports no data (likely because it was established in 2019 and the data timeframe is
FY2018-2019), and Buncombe County LRC and Wake County LRC do not report data on several
categories, including, in the case of Wake, the number of total active participants.® As such, I
exclude both Orange and Wake, because while Wake provides does provide some data points, the
lack of active participants data prohibits an understanding of how relatively big or small all other
statistics reported are (i.e. it is not possible to calculate proportions).

To breakdown my observations, I group them by service provision, employment outcomes,
housing outcomes, and program completion. Across each rural-suburban-urban grouping, the issue
of small data samples is limiting, hence why I only occasionally make cautioned observations
about the groupings. Additionally, it is clear that county and LRC data have only tenuous
relationships, in part because county variables are not particular to justice-involved individuals,
and because LRC data categories are vague (e.g. “Employment Services”—see footnote on next

page). For this reason, I articulate the weakness of these relationships where applicable.

8 As mentioned, a “0” for a data variable can signify that the LRC did not provide the particular service or that no
participants met the particular data qualification. The fact that Wake does not include even the number of total active
participants, and the fact that Buncombe does not include data on 19 of the original 29 variables suggests that those
“0” entries were because of a lack of data. In general, I disregard “0” entries because of their ambiguity.
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Of'the 12 service categories, I focus on employment, transportation, and housing—the most

common except “Basic Services,” which I exclude because it was not clearly defined.’ The number

and percentage of active participants who received these services are displayed in Figure 18.

Employment Transportation Housing
# Active . . 5 g # Active = i
Participants who | % Active Participants factve Partl.c jpante .A'. Active Participants who .A'Actlve
i n who Received Participants who § Participants who
Received who Received . 8 Received B
LRC Transportation Received & Received
Employment Employment 5 A Housing ;
2 - Services Transportation % Housing
Services Services (FY18-19) o Services e
(FY18-19) (FY18-19)
Buncombe 111 28.2% 220 55.8% 53 13.5%
Craven-Pamlico 107 8.9% 284 23.7% 148 12.3%
Cumberland 388 43.3% 318 35.5% 62 6.9%
Durham 153 15.4% 81 8.1% 31 3.1%
Forsyth 131 84.5% 18 11.6% 23 14.8%
Guilford 155 64.6% 0 0.0% 163 67.9%
HSR 793 33.3% 183 7.7% 55 2.3%
McDowell 75 7.2% 155 14.8% 132 12.6%
Mecklenburg 249 25.6% 337 34.7% 170 17.5%
NEW 193 36.0% 241 45.0% 92 17.2%
New Hanover 182 17.8% 838 81.9% 148 14.5%
Pitt 24 5.4% 99 22.4% 87 19.7%
AVG 2561 26.4% 2561 24.4% 2561 14.5%
RURAL AVG 292 21.3% 216 22.8% 107 11.1%
SUBURBAN AVG 174 25.6% 212 37.9% 67 13.3%
URBAN AVG 174 41.6% 255 27.3% 107 23.6%

Figure 18: Number and percentage of active participants who received employment,
transportation, and housing services per LRC during FY2018-2019. This table excludes Orange
and Wake counties due to their lack of data. “HSR” stands for Hoke-Robeson-Scotland, and
“NEW” stands for Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson.

The proportion of the three services provided by each LRC vary greatly. For example,
whereas Pitt provides employment services to just over 5 percent of participants, Forsyth provides
employment services to 85 percent of participants (average across councils: 26 percent). The other
two services have similar variation, with 8 versus 82 percent of participants at Hoke-Robeson-
Scotland and New Hanover receiving transportation services (average: 24 percent), respectively,

as well as 2 versus 68 percent of participants at Hoke-Robeson-Scotland and Guilford receiving

housing services (average: 15 percent).

° This is a limitation across all service categories. For example, it is unclear what “employment services” consists of?
Job hiring practice (i.e. interviews, resumes, etc.), vocational training, job placement, or something else. In this way,
the lack of disaggregated data prohibits an in-depth assessment of LRC service data—not to mention inconsistencies
with reporting.



Solomon 40

In general, the LRC services and county demographic variables do not have strong or
meaningful relationships. For more information about their correlations, scatterplots, and
differences, see Appendix E. Most importantly, the variables about county employment,
transportation, and housing (e.g. per capita income) are only partly helpful for understanding the
contexts that justice-involved individuals are reintegrating into. For example, although per capita
income may provide insight about incomes, salaries, and wages within a county, it does not provide
insight about how many companies hire justice-involved individuals, what the incomes for such
jobs are, and what requisite skills justice-involved individuals need to be competitive hires (i.e.
whether they would need LRC services). This point, along with the fact that LRCs have unique
foci and priorities, makes this particular exercise of contextualizing LRCs within their counties
surface level at best.!”

Nevertheless, there are some contextual observations to make about individual LRCs
within their respective county or counties. For example, geographically larger counties like
Buncombe and Cumberland, and counties that lack strong public transportation—particularly
outside of cities—like New Hanover provide proportionately more transportation services than
others. Additionally, urban counties like Mecklenburg, Guilford, and Forsyth—which have the
highest median housing values and gross rents—on average provide more proportional housing

services than other counties.!!

10 Contextualizing the LRCs within their respective counties would require an in-depth investigation into the county
and LRC. For example, as I mention in the next footnote and in Section Seven and Section Eight, Durham does not
provide permanent housing assistance to justice-involved individuals. Additionally, Durham County has nationally
recognized service providers like TROSA which double as rehabilitation facilities and permanent housing providers
(even after a client graduates the program). However, this is not true for all counties, as each county will have its own
matrix of service providers. This information is more detailed and tailored than even disaggregated LRC data or more
apt and descriptive county data, and thus requires in-depth studies of the individual LRCs and counties.

! The urban county average for housing services in Figure 17, while high, is still lower than it might be if Durham
were excluded. As discussed in Section Seven, Durham does not assist with permanently affordable housing, perhaps
contributing to their low percentage of participants who received housing services.
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Wages Earned by LRC Participants

A percentage breakdown of LRC participants who gained employment, as well as the
wages they earned is displayed in Figure 19. Across all wage brackets, LRCs in urban counties
generally reported higher percentages of hired participants. In terms of range, whereas not even 1
percent of hired participants in Cumberland earned over $10.00, all 28.2 percent of hired
participants in Buncombe earned $10.00 or more. Although county data does not explain why all
LRC participants in Buncombe were hired with such high wages (i.e. it says nothing about
employment types, employers, employer hiring practices, LRC services, etc.), it does reveal that
Cumberland’s poverty percentage is 5 points higher than that of Buncombe, and that Cumberland’s
per capita income is approximately $7,000 less than that of Buncombe, both of which lend

credence to the wage difference between the two LRCs.

- .
% of Active % Active | ni/c"iA::t‘;ewho % Active % Active
LRC Participants Participants E:rne d Participants who | Participants
who Gained who Earned s Earned $9.01- | who Earned
Employment |[Minimum Wage Wage-$9.00 $10.00 $10.00+

Buncombe 28.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 28.2%
Craven-Pamlico 8.8% 0.2% 3.0% 3.7% 2.0%
Cumberland 44.5% 3.6% 28.8% 11.4% 0.8%
Durham 4.1% 0.1% 0.3% 2.0% 1.7%
Forsyth 17.4% 0.6% 1.9% 2.6% 12.3%
Guilford 6.3% 2.1% 1.7% 0.4% 2.1%
HSR 13.5% 0.0% 0.3% 2.0% 11.2%
McDowell 5.1% 0.0% 0.1% 2.0% 3.0%
Mecklenburg 9.6% 0.2% 0.6% 4.3% 4.4%
NEW 33.0% 0.9% 8.8% 11.6% 11.8%
New Hanover 18.8% 0.2% 10.8% 6.4% 1.5%
Pitt 10.0% 1.1% 3.4% 4.3% 1.1%
AVG 16.6% 0.8% 5.0% 4.2% 6.7%
RURAL AVG 15.1% 0.3% 3.0% 4.8% 7.0%
SUBURBAN AVG 27.5% 1.6% 10.7% 5.2% 10.0%
URBAN AVG 11.2% 0.6% 3.1% 3.1% 4.4%

Figure 19: Percentages of active LRC participants who gained employment and their wages,
grouped into four brackets.
Type of Housing Secured by LRC Participants
The most common housing type secured by LRC participants was transitional housing at
7.9 percent of active participants, followed by permanent and emergency housing (Figure 20). All

of Buncombe, Cumberland, Durham, Mecklenburg, and Pitt’s participants moved into transitional
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housing. While this may be due to county housing contexts, the county data does not provide such
insight. At least 1 percent of participants from every rural LRC moved into permanent housing. In
contrast, no participants from suburban LRCs moved into either emergency or permanent housing,
and only in three of five urban LRCs did participants move into permanent housing. For every
LRC except Guilford, between 0 and 1 percent of participants moved into emergency housing,

despite nearly 68 percent of Guilford participants receiving housing services.

% Active % Active % Active
% Active Participants who |Participants who| Participants
LRC Participants who Moved into Moved into who Moved
Gained Housing Emergency Transitional |into Permanent
Housing Housing Housing

Buncombe 11.7% 0.0% 11.7% 0.0%
Craven-Pamlico 12.3% 0.0% 7.7% 4.7%
Cumberland 5.9% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0%
Durham 3.5% 0.0% 3.5% 0.0%
Forsyth 3.9% 0.0% 1.3% 2.6%
Guilford 23.8% 20.8% 2.1% 0.8%
HSR 3.6% 0.0% 1.8% 1.8%
McDowell 13.2% 0.4% 12.2% 0.6%
Mecklenburg 18.6% 0.0% 18.6% 0.0%
NEW 7.6% 0.7% 0.6% 6.3%
New Hanover 17.9% 0.5% 10.0% 7.4%
Pitt 19.7% 0.0% 19.7% 0.0%
AVG 11.8% 1.9% 7.9% 2.0%
RURAL AVG 9.2% 0.3% 5.6% 3.3%
SUBURBAN AVG 12.4% 0.0% 12.4% 0.0%
URBAN AVG 13.5% 4.3% 7.1% 2.2%

Figure 20: Percentages of active LRC participants who gained housing, grouped by housing
type: Emergency, Transitional, and Permanent.

Completion Information

The LRC with the highest percentage of active participants who successful completed the
LRC process during FY2018-2019 was Buncombe at approximately 43 percent (Figure 21). The
next highest, Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson, had 25 percent of participants graduate. ' These contrast
Craven-Pamlico, which had just 1 percent of participants graduate. Tempering these differences,
however, are the facts that councils may have different numbers of new enrollees that year, clients
prepared to graduate, or reentry processes or timelines that impact their number of graduating

participants in any given year. Notably, there are very different percentages of clients who became

12 1 use “graduate” to refer to a client who successfully completes the reentry process defined by a particular LRC.
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inactive in some way (this includes all categories, even graduating). Whereas Cumberland had
more than 56 percent of its participants become inactive during the year, just 6 percent of

Guilford’s clients became inactive in some way. The average across all LRCs was 25 percent.

% Active % Active % Active % Active % Active % Active o% Active % Active % Active
LRC Participants who | Participants who | Participants who | Participant Participants Participant Pt Participant Participant
B Inactive in S fully were Non- who Moved | who Dropped who were ::;w :Z))ied with No Transferred to
Some Way Completed Compli: Away Out Re-Arrested Contact Another LRC

Buncombe 45.7% 42.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0%
Craven-Pamlico 14.0% 1.2% 0.3% 0.7% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 10.8% 0.1%
Cumberland 56.4% 23.6% 11.5% 0.1% 6.6% 1.0% 0.0% 13.6% 0.0%
Durham 11.1% 9.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0%
Forsyth 40.0% 16.8% 1.3% 2.6% 2.6% 1.3% 0.0% 15.5% 0.0%
Guitford 5.8% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
HSR 10.7% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
McDowell 16.1% 6.6% 0.6% 1.7% 1.6% 0.4% 0.0% 5.0% 0.2%
Mecklenburg 20.5% 7.2% 0.7% 0.3% 0.7% 0.9% 0.0% 10.6% 0.0%
NEW 35.8% 24.6% 0.2% 2.4% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 8.0% 0.0%
New Hanover 12.6% 9.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.2% 1.1% 0.1%
Pitt 33.5% 6.8% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 1.8% 0.5% 21.9% 0.0%
AVG 25.2% 13.8% 1.2% 0.9% 1.0% 0.7% 0.1% 7.6% 0.0%
RURAL AVG 19.1% 10.7% 0.3% 1.2% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 6.0% 0.1%
SUBURBAN AVG 45.2% 24.4% 3.8% 0.9% 2.2% 0.9% 0.2% 12.9% 0.0%
URBAN AVG 18.0% 9.8% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 0.0% 57% 0.0%

Figure 21: Percentages breakdowns of how LRC participants became inactive. Participants
either completed the program, were non-compliant, moved away, dropped out, were re-arrested,
died, were out of contact, or transferred to another LRC. The term “inactive” encompasses all
such scenarios.

Few clients overall were non-compliant; Cumberland’s 12 percent of non-compliant
participants is the singular outlier. There were similarly few clients who moved away, dropped out
(except Cumberland’s 6.6 percent), were re-arrested, died, or were transferred to another LRC. In
terms of participants without contact, however, Pitt (21.9), Forsyth (15.5), Cumberland (13.6),
Craven-Pamlico (10.8), and Mecklenburg (10.6) all had 10 or more percent of clients who were
out of contact for at least two months. It is unclear why these LRCs reported higher percentages

of participants out of contact, as there are no discernable differences in terms of rural, suburban,

or urban classifications.




Solomon 44

Section Six: Public Information Findings
I analyzed the public information available about LRCs via three data categories: (1) What
LRCs exist; (2) their websites and what information is available on them; and (3) the values and

themes communicated in their goals, missions, values, and/or motivations.

Data Category 1: Developing a List of LRCs

There are three resources that list LRCs in North Carolina: (1) A Facility Breakdown and
Catchment Map of LRC Service Areas available on DPS’s website; (2) a list available on the NC
Second Chance Alliance’s website; and (3) a list provided by the U.S. Attorney’s Office of the
Eastern District of NC. There are differences between each of these sources in terms of the number,

names, and locations of LRCs.

DPS LRC Facility Breakdown and Catchment Map
The DPS LRC Facility Breakdown and Catchment Map stars 22 “LRC Locations” in 22
different counties on a map of NC (NC DPS, 2020). However, in fact, the list of “established LRC
in catchment areas” includes 15 just distinct LRCs that provide for the 22 counties. In alphabetical
order, these include:

Buncombe County Local Reentry Council
Craven/Pamlico Reentry Council (CPRC)
Durham County Local Reentry Council
Fayetteville-Cumberland Reentry Council (FCRC)
Forsyth County Local Reentry Council
Guilford County Local Reentry Council
Hoke/Robeson/Scotland South East Regional Local Reentry Council (HRS)
Jones/Onslow Local Re-Entry Resource Council
McDowell County Local Reentry Council

. Nash/Edgecombe/Wilson (NEW) Local Reentry Council

. New Hanover County LRC (LINC)

. Orange County Local Reentry Council

. Pitt County Local Reentry Council (STRIVE)

. Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg Local Reentry Council
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15. Wake County Local Reentry Council

The DPS Catchment Map does not provide contact information, websites, or any details
about the LRCs except for their names, counties covered, and designated minimum-security
reentry transition facility.

NC Second Chance Alliance

In contrast, the NC Second Chance Alliance website lists 14 LRCs, phone numbers for

each, and website links for seven (NC Second Chance, 2018). In alphabetical order, these include:

Buncombe County Local Reentry Council
Craven/Pamlico Re-Entry Council
Durham County Local Reentry Council
Fayetteville/Cumberland Reentry Council (FCRC)
Forsyth County Local Reentry Council
Guilford County Local Reentry Council
Hoke/Robson/Scotland South East Regional Local Reentry Council
McDowell County Local Reentry Council
Nash/Edgecombe/Wilson (N.E.W.) Local Reentry Council
. New Hanover County Local Reentry Council (LINC)
. Onslow/Jones Local Re-Entry Resource Council
. Pitt County Local Reentry Council (STRIVE)
. Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg Local Reentry Council
. Wake County Capital Area Reentry Council (CARC)
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Missing from this list relative to the NC DPS Catchment Map is the Orange County Local
Reentry Council. This is because the Second Chance resource was updated last on March 7, 2018,
but the Orange County LRC was not established until 2019, per the Council’s website.
Additionally, although Second Chance highlights the Buncombe County LRC, the website link
provided is to the Buncombe County Reentry Resources Hub, a different entity from the LRC

(emphasis mine—described in greater detail below).
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U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District of NC:

The U.S. Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District of NC (hereafter, “EDNC”)—a federal,
not state entity—lists 13 LRCs covering 20 counties, phone numbers, emails, and addresses for
each, and website links for six LRCs (US Attorney’s Office for the EDNC, n.d.). In alphabetical
order, these include:

Capital Area Reentry Council
Carteret County Reentry Council
Craven/Pamlico Re-entry Council
Fayetteville/Cumberland Re-entry Council
Halifax-Northampton Reentry Roundtable
Hoke/Robeson/Scotland South East Regional Reentry Council
Johnston County Reentry Roundtable
Martin County Reentry Roundtable
Nash/Edgecombe/Wilson (N.E.W.) Reentry Council

. New Hanover County Reentry Council

. Onslow/Jones Reentry Council

. Pitt County Reentry Council

. Wayne County Reentry Roundtable
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The seven councils which overlap with the DPS and Second Chance lists are noted in bold.
Because reentry councils are one of the EDNC’s six “Reentry Initiatives,” the EDNC Attorney’s
Office lists all reentry councils “across the EDNC”—not specifically state- or DPS-sponsored
councils. However, this information is not made clear on the EDNC’s list, except loosely by the
distinction between reentry “councils” and “roundtables” (which, given that Capital Area Reentry
Council and Carteret County Reentry Council are likewise both “councils” not sponsored by DPS,
is a false identifier).

The lack of cohesion between these three lists is significant because the misinformation
may lead astray potential LRC clients, families, service providers, and others. For example, a
justice-involved resident in Orange County looking for housing assistance who locates the NC

Second Chance Alliance’s list would be unaware altogether of the Orange County LRC. This
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conflicting online information limits the implementation of the LRCs because it provides unclear
and inaccessible information. Indeed, even the DPS Facility Breakdown and Catchment Map—
which, in theory, should be the definitive list given that it was created by DPS—is less an easy-to-
read, defined list than it is a hodgepodge of information that the reader must attentively decipher.
To ascertain that there are 15 LRCs from DPS’s Breakdown and Map, the reader must remove
duplicates in the Breakdown or interpret a county map of NC that inaccurately implies there are
22 LRC:s total, rather than 15 LRCs covering 22 counties. Not mentioned here are the similar
clarity, accessibility, and accuracy concerns about the Second Chance and EDNC lists. Because of
the inaccessibility of these public LRC lists, the implementation of LRCs writ large is weakened
substantially in public domains (i.e. outside of the purviews of DPS, probation and parole officers,
and state policymakers).

Nevertheless, because the NC DPS list is updated with the Orange County LRC—in
contrast to the NC Second Chance Alliance’s list—and because it lists exclusively state-run
LRCs—unlike the EDNC’s resource which includes federally-sponsored councils/roundtables—I
use that list of 15 LRCs for subsequent analyses of websites, goal/mission value messaging, and

referral forms.

Data Category 2: LRC Websites

All website sources are included in a separate section at the end of “References.” There is
great variability in the online presence of the 15 LRCs. Four have no website, with one operating
only on Facebook; four are footnoted briefly, if at all, on other institutions’ websites; five are
hosted as pages on county or IA websites; and just two have independent websites. Additionally,
even those with websites or social media accounts range from including five of 18 variables

(excluding website and social media account) to including 14. Thus, I group the websites in six
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main categories for deeper assessment: (1) No website, (2) conflicting websites, (3) unclear or
incomplete websites, (4) effective websites, (5) variables missing and present on at least two-thirds
of the websites; and (6) best practices. A color-coded list of the LRCs, their performance across

variables, and the summary statistics for each LRC and variable is in Appendix F.

No Website

Four LRCs had no websites at all: Fayetteville-Cumberland, HRS, Jones-Onslow, and
Wake County.!* All but one of these—excepting for Fayetteville-Cumberland, which runs a
Facebook page with some information listed—have no information available online. Fayetteville-
Cumberland’s Facebook page, as shown partly in Figure 22, features information on the physical
address, phone number, email address, hours, and goals/mission of the LRC. Additionally,
individual posts on Fayetteville-Cumberland’s Facebook page highlight particular services
provided, partner organizations, sponsored activities or events, and pictures of or details about
LRC’s Reentry Coordinator. Because there is only partial information provided on these

categories, I code them Yellow with the description “Incomplete.”

13 Throughout this section, I frequently refer to the LRCs by just their county name. Unless I specify that the name
refers to the county, and not the LRC, it should be default assumed I am speaking about the LRC.
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ADDITIONAL CONTACT INFO

Figure 22: Screenshot of the Fayetteville Cumberland Reentry Council’s Facebook page
“About” section. In addition to what is seen in this image, this section includes information
about the LRC, its mission, and a contact email address. Photo by author, March 2020.

Conflicting Websites

Three of the LRCs have multiple, conflicting websites that steer toward separate resources
or organizations: Buncombe, McDowell, and Mecklenburg. Although a Google search of the
Buncombe LRC links to the County’s Criminal Justice Resource Center (the IA) page, that search
result appears below “Buncombe County ReEntry Resources Hub” [emphasis mine], an entirely
different entity which is non-affiliated with the LRC and collaboratively run by Code for Asheville,
Psgah Legal Services, the Community Resource Council of Swannanoa, and PRC Applications.
The Resources Hub aggregates resources for people with criminal records across a host of services
ranging from housing to rehabilitation.

Likewise, a Google search of the New Hanover County LRC links to two websites: A
Google site called the “New Hannover County Local Reentry Council” and LINC Inc.’s (the [A)

home website. Although both websites list the same physical addresses and phone numbers for
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contact, and therefore are clearly of the same entity, they nonetheless provide different
information. For example, while the LINC site includes information about goals/mission, services
provided, and partner organizations, the LRC Google site includes no such information.

This is also the case for Mecklenburg, where a Google search yields a page called “Re-
Entry Services” on the County’s website, as well as an independent site called the “Reentry
Partners of Mecklenburg,” a website created by a Charlotte non-profit called Changed Choices.
Neither of these two mention the LRC specifically. Although the former links to the latter as a
resource—but not vice versa—the Reentry Partners lists only housing and employment services,
whereas the County page also lists educational/vocational training, treatment referrals, physical
health supports, and pro-social supports as additional services.

Thus, a possible consequence of conflicting websites for at least Buncombe and New
Hanover County is that people searching for information about an LRC or an LRC’s reentry

services may not find the information or may find inaccurate information.

Unclear or Incomplete Websites

At least four websites feature information about the LRC that is unclear, incomplete, or
difficult to find. For Buncombe, the County’s Justice Resource Center (“JRC”) (the TA) discusses
reentry issues but makes no mention to the LRC except in a photograph caption on the second-
page of a two-page brochure on “Re-entry Services,” linked under a short column named “Services
Provided” near the end of JRC’s home page. Except for this hard-to-find photograph caption, a
website navigator would only associate the reentry resources with the County JRC, not the LRC.

This is similar for Pitt and Mecklenburg LRC. Although a search of “Pitt County Local
Reentry Council” links to Life of NC’s website (the IA), only a sub-paragraph of the “Program

Services” page highlights re-entry, and only the second-to-last sentence of the paragraph mentions
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the Pitt County Reentry Council. Moreover, the paragraph only mentions the LRC’s mission,
services, and meeting schedule. For Mecklenburg, neither the County nor the Reentry Partners
sites explicitly mention the LRC. The County page on “Reentry Services” lists goals, a mission,
eligibility criteria, a referral form, and additional resources, but not the LRC—not even in the
Reentry Services brochure like in the case of Buncombe’s JRC.

Finally, the website McDowell County LRC is difficult to find and decipher. The first
Google search result of the LRC title is a news article about the Council from the local McDowell
News, which notes that Freedom Life Ministries is the IA of the Council, describes what an IA is,
and provides contact information for Freedom Life. However, while the website of Freedom Life
has a page for “Inside Life” and “Outside Life” (referencing Figure 23: List of LRCs and their

Green and Blue color scores,

life inside and outside prison), there is no mention whatsoever  indicating the LRC or I4 website or
webpage includes a data variable.

of the LRC, and it is unclear if the information provided (e.g.

LRC Totals per LRC
goals, services) is relevant to McDowell LRC. SR e
Craven-Pamlico 9 Green
Durham County 14 Green; 1 Blue
Clear, Identifiable Websites
Fayetteville-Cumberland 6 Green
Seven LRCs have clear and identifiable websites or il iibasidicses
Guilford County 8 Green
webpages that appear in Google searches: Craven-Pamlico, | s (Hoke, Robeson, Scotiand 0 Green
Jones-Onslow 0 Green
Durham Forsyth, Guilford, Nash/Edgecombe/Wilson, and e e 0 Green; 8 Blue
. . NEW (Nash, Edge, Wilson) 12 Green
Orange. Among these, two have independent sites—Craven-
New Hanover County 12 Green; 3 Blue
Pamlico and Nash/Edgecombe/Wilson—while the remainder Ry 1 0reen ! Blue
Pitt County 0 Green; 10 Blue
: g 14
five have designated pages under the County or IA websites. e e
Wake Cou 0G
For example, the first search result for Durham County LRC, okt ik

14 Linguistically, I distinguish between “site and “page” to highlight the difference between a website (the larger
location on the internet) and a webpage (a particular section within a website). This is analogous to a book and a
page within a book.
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which provides information about 14 of 20 variables overall—the highest of any LRC, as shown
in Figure 23 above—states the full title of the LRC and links to a page on the Durham County
website. This page is private and has no other County resources obscuring the LRC information

(Figure 24), unlike with the four other LRCs that have pages on site hosts (Figure 25).

mo DURHAM COUNTY

g ! Language v
Live. Grow. Thrive.

- Durham Local Reentry Council

DURHAM LOCAL REENTRY COUNCIL

What We Do Font Size: (3@ Share & Bookmark & Print

About Us

+ Get Started
Durham LRC Referral Form
Contact Us

+ Events

+ Join the Durham LRC

Figure 24: Screenshot of Durham Counly LRC’s page on Durham Counly s webszte The LRC
has a private page without other County resources listed. Photo by author, March 2020.

Home Jobs  ContactUs  Login Translate v 53

@ PIEDMONT TRIAD

REGIONAL COUNCIL SERVICES | ABOUT | DATA & RESOURCES | |WANTTO.. | PROGRAMS Q

= Criminal Justice Services » Criminal Justice »

+ Pretrial Release Services

Forsyth County Reentry Council

Font Size: Share & Bookmark Feedback Print

+ Recidivism Reduction
* Services (RRS

+ Project Re-entry

For individuals coming home from incarceration, what services are available to them?
+ Project Family

For their families and children, what support is in the community for them?
_ Forsyth County Reentry
Council Is there any help for individuals and their family members BEFORE someone is released?

Forsyth County Reentry

The “Council” is a community-based partnership of
Council Referral Form

over 100 organizations, faith-based and grassroots
efforts, elected officials, community residents, former
£ offenders, employers, community safety initiatives
and any other organization/persons
interested/concerned about the men and women
~__® returning home after incarceration.

Contacts

The Council serves as an information hub on local
reentry services in Forsyth County, a collective
advocate for justice-involved individuals in need of
services and an education resource for the
community. The Council also provides case

Figure 25: Screenshot of Forsyth County LRC'’s page on the Pzedmont T rlad Regional Council
website. The LRC pages for Guilford, New Hanover, and Orange Counties also have other host
website resources included on the screen. Photo by author, March 2020.
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This private feature of Durham County LRC’s webpage may be the biggest distinction
between the four other LRC pages and the two LRC independent sites. As seen in the Craven-
Pamlico independent site below in Figure 26, such sites display only information that is relevant
to the LRC, and therefore ensure there is no potential confusion about whether the LRC is an
independent entity, or what the IA for the LRC is. Otherwise, however, sites and pages are

functionally equivalent.

* g:éﬁ"';;ac':{.'ﬁzn ome esources REC Portal Donate v 0O

LET'S END

Find Out More Donate/Volunteer

Figure 26: Screenshot of Craven-Pamlico LRC’s website, which only provides information about
the LRC. Users can scroll or click the tabs for information. Photo by author, March 2020.

Variables Missing on at Least Two-Thirds of the Websites

Five of the 18 variables (excluding websites and social media accounts—this section
concerns what is on websites) were not present on at least two-thirds (by rounding down, seven)
of the 11 LRC websites: Budget (0/11), data/results (1/11), intermediary agency (2/11), activity
calendar (3/11), and partnership application or information (3/11). I include both Green and Blue
color scores in these counts. Addressing these five variables in order, the single LRC that includes
data and results is Nash/Edgecombe/Wilson (“NEW?”), as shown in Figures 27 and 28. Although
NEW reports three data points—the number of enrollees, number of participants who received

employment assistance, and number of participants who obtained employment or earned an
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educational or vocational credential between March 2014 and June 2015—the data is five years
old and does not include outcomes on issues like housing, transportation, mental health or

substance abuse, or recidivism.

- NEW Reentry Services Program Statistics
m (March 2016 to June 2017)
N EW RE E NT RY COU NC I L Job Search Assistance Provided

NASH | EDGECOMBE | WILSON

HOME ABOUT US 2018 REENTRY WEEK RESOURCES CONTACT

Program Statistics

NEW Reentry Services provides referral assistance for all community members and comprehensive case management/supportive service
assistance for enrolled program participants. The program seeks to enroll “high risk and high need” persons with criminal histories living in
Nash, Edgecombe, or Wilson, NC counties. Supportive service assistance is provided based on individual client needs and primarily
involves employment, transportation, and/or housing-related support. Areas of support include:

< Powered by

« Employment: assistance with work clothes, tools, equipment, or hygiene items; education/vocational training support including tuition Ermrn

assistance or school supplies.

« Transportation: transportation assistance for travel to and from job searches, interviews, work, or class.

« Housing: emergency rental assistance.

« Comprehensive case management: includes, but is not limited to, risk/needs job search assi financial
planning/budgeting, and referral services to address a range of other client needs. 500

Employment Outcome Data

The program began operation in March 2014 and ended its first program period in June 2015. During this 17 month period, four

hundred and thirty-six (436) persons with criminal job-search and referrals to other local
resources. One hundred and thirty-five (135) persons, including 19 women and 116 men, enrolled and partlclpated in the
program. Of the 135 enrolled clients, 82, or 61% obtained jobs and 41 or 30% earned an i ial within

the program period.

NEW Reentry Services Program Statistics
Figures 27 and 28: Screenshots of the text and charts included on the “Program Statlstlcs page
of the Nash/Edgecombe/Wilson Reentry Council website. The data points are bolded. The charts
concern job assistance provision and employment outcomes. Photos by author, March 2020.

In terms of [As, both Durham and Pitt explicitly state what their [As are, as well as describe
the role of the IAs. Durham notes that an IA must “bring organizations together to facilitate the
work, advocacy and the coordination of services for justice involved individuals,” while Pitt notes
that an IA liaises “between the Department of Public Safety and the Pitt County Local Reentry
Council” and is the “program deliverer for re-entry as well as the fiscal agent.” Of these
descriptions, Pitt’s is most accurate because Durham’s description does not capture the IA’s role
liaising between DPS and the LRC. Eight other LRC webpages are housed on IA websites but do
not signal that these website hosts are [As.

With activity calendars, Buncombe, Pitt, and New Hanover LRCs feature calendars, but

Buncombe and Pitt’s are interspersed with non-reentry activities sponsored by their IAs. Three
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other LRCs include some version of an activity calendar—Durham, Fayetteville-Cumberland, and
Orange—but they, respectively, either do not have events listed, list events inconsistently on
Facebook, or only list LRC and LRC committee meetings. Just three LRCs—Craven-Pamlico,
New Hanover, and Durham—include a partnership application or information page. All three
partnership applications ask about contact information and services provided. Additionally,
Craven-Pamlico’s form includes references, how the organization heard of the LRC, and a
membership fee; New Hanover’s form includes history of working with justice-involved
populations, DPS clearance, service costs, and starting date; and Durham’s form includes service
costs and eligibility restrictions.

Ultimately, the absence of these variables affects the inclusivity, efficacy, and transparency
of the LRC:s. In terms of inclusivity and efficacy, the lack of clarity about IAs, as well as the lack
of information for current and future partner organizations may limit the scope of an LRC’s
services and membership. It is possible that a potential member is unaware that an IA sponsors
reentry support via the LRC, or that a potential member may not take the additional step to contact
the LRC about completing a partnership form. Both scenarios—as well as others not outlined—
would deprive the LRC of greater service capacity to meet broader county need more effectively.
In terms of transparency, without budget information and data or results, navigators of the LRC
sites and pages are not made aware of who helps finance reentry support, to what extent such

services are available, and how effective such services have been for past participants.

Variables Present on at Least Two-Thirds of the Websites

In contrast, eight of the 18 variables (excluding website and social media accounts) were
present on at least seven of the LRC’s websites: Physical address (11/11), phone number (11/11),

goal/mission/vision (10/11), services provided (9/11), email address (9/11), information about
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LRC:s or the process of working with an LRC (8/11), governance structure (7/11), and applications
or referral forms (7/11). Given that physical addresses, phone numbers, and email addresses are
straightforward, and that I discuss goals in the next Data Category, I only discuss information
about LRCs or working with LRCs, governance structures, and referral forms below.

Of the eight LRCs that provide information about LRCs or the process of working with an
LRC, four provided information about LRCs only, two provided information about the process
only, and two provided information about both. In general, information about LRCs described the
premise and role of a council. For example, the Orange County LRC describes a council as “an
organized network of individuals, agencies and advocates that provide support and coordination
of innovative responses to the reintegration of formerly incarcerated individuals.” The websites of
Craven-Pamlico and New Hanover also provide information about the background history of
LRCs, with the former describing the 2011 creation of LRCs, and the latter also detailing the
legislative mandate for LRCs in Senate Bill 141 (SL 2012).

In terms of the process of working with an LRC, Durham’s website stands out for its clarity
and descriptiveness. In the first place, Durham has a separate, “Get Started” tab with information
for “currently incarcerated folks” that, similar to the other councils describing the process, explains
that clients will work with the Reentry Coordinator six months prior to release to develop a “home
plan” for service provision. Above and beyond the other LRCs, Durham also includes an easy-to-

read four-step process list on its “What We Do” tab, pictured below in Figure 29.

The Process

1. The LRC receives a client referral from the case manager (or from the client themselves in special circumstances).
2. The LRC does a needs assessment by working with the client and case manager pre-release.

3. Once post-release, the client meets with the LRC coordinator.

4. From that meeting, a personalized plan for a successful reentry is developed and executed.

Figure 29: The four-step process of working with the Durham County Local Reentry Council.
Photograph from the Durham County website, March 2020.
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Of the seven LRCs with information about their governance structures, four only list their
staff members (and Mecklenburg does so only in a brochure attachment), one also lists its Board
of Directors, and even further, two provide information about council hierarchies—Orange and
New Hanover. New Hanover’s website features two images of the general organizational structure
of an LRC directly in the “About” page. Although Orange’s webpage does not include such
images, its textual descriptions of its Executive Committee, Advisory Committee, and Sub-
Committees also include document attachments that list the names and affiliations of each
committee member.

Although seven LRCs feature online referral forms, three such forms are not denoted as
specifically for the LRC. Whereas Durham, Forsyth, New Hanover, and Orange have LRC-
specific reentry forms—a byproduct of having LRC-specific sites and pages—Buncombe, Pitt,
and Mecklenburg’s referrals are more broadly for the Buncombe County Justice Resource Center,
Life of NC in Pitt County, and Mecklenburg County Reentry Services. Nevertheless, there are
noteworthy observations about the forms. The only commonalities across all forms is that they
each ask for name and contact information. Beyond that, however, there are substantial differences
in terms of inclusivity. Perhaps the biggest difference is in language and audience. Whereas five
of the forms speak in third-person tense about the justice-involved individual (e.g. “is the
prospective participant...””), New Hanover and Pitt speak directly to the individual (e.g. “are you
justice involved?”). This difference, although ostensibly small, is a potent power shift that
presupposes that the website navigator is the justice-involved individual, not that the justice-
involved individual is referred by someone else. Consequently, these LRCs speak directly to the

justice-involved individuals, not to someone else about them.
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Of the five referral forms that do not speak to justice-involved individuals directly,
Buncombe, Orange, and Mecklenburg allow for type-in responses about who is completing the
form. This is relatively more inclusive than Durham and Forsyth, which provide pre-defined
answers, because navigators can self-define their positionality and/or relationship to the justice-
involved individual. Of Durham’s seven listed answers are “Family Member” and “Self,” still
explicitly providing room for and recognizing the capacity of justice-involved individuals to seek
out services independently. In contrast, the only of Forsyth’s four answers relevant to justice-
involved individuals is “Other,” not making space for justice-involved individuals and/or their
families, hence why Forsyth’s form is the least inclusive of the other six on this language aspect.

At least two other aspects demonstrate inclusivity. First, although Pitt and Mecklenburg
ask about incarceration history, and Durham and Forsyth ask if the client is currently in custody,
Orange, Buncombe, and to an extent, New Hanover, skip directly to asking what services the client
needs, de-emphasizing criminality and emphasizing reintegration.!”> Second, of the four forms
asking about gender, Orange allows a self-write-in (the most inclusive), Pitt includes “Gender
Neutral” along with the male-female binary, New Hanover includes “Transgender — Male to
Female” and “Transgender — Female to Male” along with the binary (perhaps the third most
inclusive),!® and Mecklenburg includes only the binary. Once again, although gender may appear

an inconsequential, demographic question of the forms, it nevertheless signals inclusivity,

> New Hanover asks only if the individual is “justice involved.” Although this question is still about criminal history,
it does not center “prison,” the crime an individual was convicted for, whether the client “serve[d their] time,” or other
language that fail both to acknowledge the injustices of the carceral system, and to utilize a future-oriented frame.

16 Although by no means am I an expert on gender studies, [ offer two analytical notes about the inclusiveness of these
four options. First, while the inclusion of transgender options is positive, there are other gender identities that the
options do not provide space for, including gender fluid, genderqueer, and non-binary. Second, the language of
“Transgender — Female to Male,” and vice versa, is redundant and can be posed simply as “Trans man” and “Trans
woman,” suggesting perhaps that the inclusion was perfunctory.
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openness, and an intentionality to be welcoming that translates to people identifying outside and

inside the gender binary.!”

Standout Features on Websites
Nearly every LRC website or webpage included features that were distinctive and/or
contributed to some aspect of learning about or engaging with the LRC and/or reentry.'® Grouped
into five categories, these include:
e Features to promote learning about reentry (in NC and generally):

— Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson, New Hanover, and Pitt link to diverse resources for

extra reading and learning about reentry in NC or in general: DPS’s Reentry
Programs and Services, the North Carolina Justice Center, NC’s Reentry Action
Plan , videos about best practices in reentry, “Reentry MythBusters” prepared by
the Federal Interagency Reentry Council, a document entitled “Eight Ways to
Prepare for a Loved One’s Reentry” prepared by the Prison Fellowship, a Reentry
Guidebook for Veterans, and a study by the American Psychological Association
on reentry challenges and social inequality.

— Craven-Pamlico and Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson define key reentry terms (e.g.

“recidivism,” “risk™).

17 This concept of universality is important in many fields, not just Gender, Sexuality, and Feminism. For example,
the concept of “Universal Design” in Disability Studies posits that people who are able-bodied also benefit from
inclusive and accessible spatial design (not just physical accessibility)—not just people with disabilities.

18 Note that while I was diligent and comprehensive in my record-keeping of features, it is possible I occasionally
overlooked an LRC that indeed had one of these features. This list is likely not exhaustive. The point is not which
LRCs have additional features, but what the features are and why they are useful.
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e Features to highlight and to make reentry resources accessible:
— New Hanover has two interrelated features: A map that geographically pins the
locations of resources across the county, and a filter search bar that would map and
list the resources that fit particular criteria submitted by the navigator.

—  New Hanover and Orange have crowdsourced resource listings where community

members and/or organizations can add a resource to the existing list.

— Buncombe includes the logos of its partners that, when clicked, link to the partners’
websites where navigators can read about their services in more detail, learn about
information like their missions, contact the partners directly, and more.

— New Hanover links to local resources in the community (e.g. emergency housing

providers).

e Features to help grow the LRC:

— Buncombe, Craven-Pamlico, McDowell, and New Hanover have newsletter or

mailing list subscription options where users can provide contact information to
stay up to date on the LRC.

— Buncombe, Guilford, and New Hanover have social media sharing options where

users can select which social media platform they wish to share the LRC site or
page on. Users are then exported to the selected platform with the site or page pre-
linked in a draft post. Note: This feature is distinct from buttons that link to the
social media accounts of the LRC or IA.

— Craven-Pamlico, McDowell, and Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson have “donate” buttons

allow for direct donations. However, in the case of McDowell, because this button
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is on the IA’s website without the option for users to specify their donation
destination, it is unclear if donations are collected by the IA or LRC.

— Durham has an information page for correctional case managers that describes the
LRC, links to the client referral page, and restates the LRC’s contact information.

— Craven-Pamlico and Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson have information pages for

volunteers.

e Features to bolster content persuasiveness and engagement level.

— Buncombe, Fayetteville-Cumberland, McDowell, Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson,

Orange, Craven-Pamlico, and Mecklenburg have at least one photograph or video

on their website.

— Fayetteville-Cumberland has several Facebook posts that personalize the LRC staff

through photographs, personal profile tags, and frequent textual name references.
— New Hanover has a small box on its homepage with recent Tweets from its
@LocalReentry Twitter account (there have no new Tweets since November 2019).
— Guilford has a customized logo (which includes an artistic design beyond just the
LRC’s name) used for branding.

— McDowell, Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson, and Mecklenburg have anecdotes or success

stories that describe not only the positive impact of the LRCs, but also the process
of working with an LRC and some of the participants’ feelings throughout the
process.

— Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson has an external quotation from former U.S. President

George W. Bush that captures at least part of the LRC’s philosophy on leveraging

a “second chance.”
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— Durham and Forsyth pose questions to the navigator that encourage reflection and

engage attention for the subsequent paragraph(s).

— Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson has two interrelated features: A separate page on their

site devoted to a resource fair event and block party, and photographs from both.

— Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson, New Hanover, and Pitt have areas where users can

contact the LRC without ever leaving the LRC website or webpage.

— Orange and Pitt list their public LRC meeting days and times (further, Orange also
provides meeting details for its Executive Committee, Advisory Committee, and all
of its Sub-Committees).

— Pitt has recorded videos of its LRC meetings on YouTube (these are not presently

linked to the LRC’s website, however).

o Features to enhance user convenience:

— Buncombe, Orange, and New Hanover have interactive Google Maps next to their

physical addresses and contact information that pinpoint the location of their LRC.

— Craven-Pamlico has a scroll-to-top button along the scroll bar that a user can click

to return to the top of the page.

—  Guilford and Mecklenburg have print buttons that users can press to print all or a

particular part of a webpage.

— Guilford has a font size adjustment button that user can use to enlarge or shrink text
on the webpage.

— New Hanover and Pitt have search bars that users can type keywords into to find

relevant results on the websites.
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— New Hanover has a Frequently Asked Questions page about topics like parole and
probation, expungement, LRCs, and more.

—  Guilford and Mecklenburg have feedback buttons on the home pages that, when

clicked, prompt message boxes where users can leave comments (Mecklenburg’s

prompt also includes a thumbs-up or thumbs-down option above the message box).

Data Category 3: Value-Messaging of Goals

A color-coded annotation of the goals, values, missions, and/or motivations listed on 11 of
the LRC or IA websites or social media accounts is attached in Appendix G. I identify four factors
driving the LRCs, and four thematic motifs across the goals. Beginning with the four factors, these
include: (1) To help justice-involved citizens; (2) to mitigate recidivism; (3) to promote public
safety; and (4) to save money and/or resources.

Ten of the 11 LRCs convey a humanitarian, person-first approach, whether it be by stating
that their goal is to help formerly incarcerated people in their reentry process, by recognizing the
traumas of prison, or by appreciating the difficulties involved in reentry. The first language type

2 <6

of helping incarcerated individuals involves verbs like “to assist,” “to help,” and “to connect.” It
defines the support as assisting with “a successful transition,” connecting “individuals with
services and support,” or assisting “returning individuals and their families.” Some goals or
missions, on the other hand, use verbs like “to assist” but subsequently use language of reform
when describing the people returning from prison: “to assist ... in becoming productive citizens”
or “to help ... become law-abiding citizens” [emphases mine].

The second language type of trauma observes the negative impacts of the criminal justice

system on individuals: “[L]lifelong impacts on the health, safety and well-being of individuals,

families, and neighborhoods,” or “impacted by poverty, trauma, mental illness and/or substance
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use disorders.” The third language type of difficulties highlights the challenges of reentry.
Examples include language or phrases like “victimization”; “health and behavioral health
symptoms, hospitalization, suicide, homelessness”; “barriers™’ or “more than 900 state and federal
laws that deny... a wide range of privileges ... based on a criminal record.” In total, there are 26
instances of this empathetic language oriented toward supporting people returning from prison.

Other key factors justifying LRC reentry work are recidivism reduction, public safety, and
cost-effectiveness/resource efficiency. With recidivism, eight of 11 LRCs mentioned recidivism,
law adherence, or stability as a driving factor for their work: “[W]e strive to reduce recidivism,”
“to make communities safer by reducing recidivism,” “impact recidivism in a positive way,” or
“to reduce the likelihood of additional criminal behavior.” Recidivism and criminal activity
prevention are referenced by LRC goals 10 times overall.

Second, with public safety, the three instances are from three separate LRCs. They frame
reentry support as an opportunity to mitigate the prevalence of crimes like assaults, burglaries, and
drug use, and therefore an opportunity to promote greater public safety: “[T]he outcomes of

2 ¢

inadequate transition planning include the compromise of public safety,” “to enhance public
safety,” and “increase public/community safety.”

Finally, with costs and resources, the three instances across three LRCs emphasize the
financial savings accrued by lowering the costs of incarceration and crime, as well as the
importance of utilizing community resources more completely and impactfully. The examples are:
“to save taxpayer dollars by lowering the direct and collateral costs of incarceration, “to bring the

many resources of our community ... together,” and “to maximize the use of existing resources and

services.”
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There are also four noteworthy themes that spanned the council goals, including: (1) The
concept of “community,” (2) language of “return,” (3) reformist language, and (4) the notion of
“success.” I argue that these four are intimately interwoven themes that generate a metaphorical
binary between an imagined, peaceful “community” and “criminal” people in prison who must
“return back into” and “successfully” become “productive” members of the community. The
concept of community, mentioned 16 distinct times by nine different councils, is described as an
idyllic, harmonious collective—referred to as “the community” [emphasis mine]—in relation to
people returning home who are not “law-abiding” and live “in a state of crises.” The invented,
utopic “community” is contrasted with un-“stable” and un-“healthy” people returning from prison.
Because the “community comes together to help,” the people returning from prison who “cannot
turn their life around into new capacity and direction by themselves” must reenter “successfully”
and become “productive citizens” or “productive members of society.” The language of “return”
and phrases like “back into society” [emphasis mine], mentioned nine times by six councils, add
to this dichotomous othering by painting over the structural inequalities within “society” that fuel
prison sentences in the first place. A return to “community” is portrayed as positive, connecting,
and impossible without assistance. Indeed, on five occasions by five councils, people in prison are

portrayed to be reckless or incapable actors in need of reform, driving “the community’s

commitment to ensuring a “successful” (a phrase mentioned six times by five councils) reentry.
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Section Seven: DPS and LRC Interview Findings
Interviews with LRC staff provided a unique opportunity to evaluate the LRCs’
implementation effectiveness on four main data points that are not publicly available—funding
and sources, partner organizations, participant referrals, and data priorities. These data points are
useful for assessing the inclusivity, transparency, and efficacy of the LRCs. I address my principal

findings on each of the four data points below, as well as three unexpected findings.

Funding and Sources

In terms of funding, all eight LRC staff disclosed that the $150,000 for single-county LRCs
and $225,000 for multi-county LRCs that DPS provides is woefully insufficient. In poignant
testimony to this point, a staff member at Craven-Pamlico relayed how comprehensively the LRC
strategized to select the Eastern Carolina Council of Government (ECCOG) as its [A because as
non-profit entities, Councils of Government cannot accept profits, thus ensuring the administrative
fees paid to IAs annually—reportedly, around $33,000—would be reinvested back into the LRC
as unrestricted funding to be used for mass marketing. Indeed, so inventive was Craven-Pamlico’s
use of TA selection as a money-acquisition tool that they advised Cumberland to follow suit, to
which Cumberland recently transitioned from having the city police department as its IA to now
having ECCOG. While this simplified account inevitably obscures nuances (e.g. that a police
department may be a poor IA for an LRC because it is responsible for arresting people in the first
place), it remains a salient truth that LRCs lack sufficient funding to meet their needs.

To make up for this lack of funding, many LRCs have turned to a wide variety of sources.
At least three of the LRC staff explicitly mentioned that DPS intends for the LRCs to become self-
sustaining entities—hence why funding is “renewable at the pleasure of DPS for each year”

according to one interviewee. As such, several LRCs either have or are petitioning for money from
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their home counties, from federal grants, or even from donations: Buncombe currently has a
$15,000 from the County; McDowell has a federal grant through the Second Chance Act, and
Wake is currently applying for a Department of Justice grant; and McDowell also regularly asks
for donations from community- and faith-based organizations in its network.

This lack of funding quantity and source diversity is important because it limits the service
provision and growth capacity of the LRCs. After paying for staffing, LRCs like Buncombe and
Wake are left with just $15,000 for services, often having to pay providers fees like $600/month
for a client’s housing. Not only does this dramatically limit how many cases these LRCs can take
on (e.g. Craven-Pamlico works with over 300 clients currently and has a wait list just as long), but
it also means that LRCs like Durham spend a lot of extra time coordinating which of their partners
have the resources or grant funding to provide particular services free of charge. These
consequences are especially challenging for LRCs in urban counties where wage requirements for
staff (i.e. $15.00 minimum wage) and cost of living are relatively high, yet DPS funding is
unchanged. Contrast the 90-10 staffing to service allotment of Wake County LRC—Ilocated in the
most populous county among the LRCs—to the 50-50 staffing to service allotment of McDowell

County LRC, located in the third /east populous county among the LRCs.

Partnerships and Service Provision

Although most LRCs like Durham and Wake were transparent about having 30-60
members (with certain exceptions like McDowell’s approximately 100 partners) in their networks,
it appeared that just a few of these are main partners. Two examples of this are Craven-Pamlico
and Mecklenburg. Craven-Pamlico’s relationship with the County led to its relationship with
Craven Community College (CCC) and Religious Community Services (RCS), both of which

receive funding from the County. The triad between the LRC, CCC, and RCS satisfies most of the
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LRC’s reentry needs. With all three entities sharing a free space at RCS, the LRC can provide
educational and vocational training, a daily soup kitchen, clothing and hygienic needs, a job
readiness bootcamp, and emergency shelter to hundreds of clients without needing other
partners—which they do for service like substance abuse and mental health, employment training,
and housing placement.

Similarly, Mecklenburg, despite having about 40 members in its membership, meets most
of its service needs exclusively through the County’s “Reentry Services.” As one of the original
five LRCs in the state, Mecklenburg LRC used its early DPS funding to create Reentry Services
through the County, an entity that directly provides services like housing and rehabilitation to
justice-involved individuals, unlike the LRC which only coordinates services among its partners.
As a duo that functionally acts as one entity, the LRC frequently refers clients to Reentry Services,
which has a separate, $765,000 budget. According to Hope Marshall, the Reentry Coordinator for
the LRC who is also the Reentry Manager for Reentry Services, “the County [Reentry Services]
does housing, stabilization services, and cognitive-based therapy” for all returning individuals, and
any other services are “referred out to partners on the Council.” Thus, as in the cases of Craven-
Pamlico and Mecklenburg, although LRCs may have dozens of partners, it appears that they
generally rely on a core few to meet their clients’ service needs.

Across the LRCs, there were consistencies in what services LRCs are effective at
providing, and what services they struggle with. Several LRCs like Mecklenburg, Craven-Pamlico,
and Wake—whose IA is the Capital Area Workforce Development Board—reported being
effective at employment training. Mecklenburg hosts several job trainings each year; Craven-
Pamlico sponsors a 10-day soft skills boot camp for job readiness (during and after which 37

percent of participants gain employment and 87 percent start applying for jobs, getting interviews,
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and/or working on GEDs); and Wake’s vocational trainings have resulted in students in community
college, four-year college, professional school, culinary school, and electrical school.
Additionally, McDowell reported success with transportation, providing over 25,000 client miles
through volunteer drivers, and coordinating between junk yards and auto repair shops to provide
used cars to clients for cheap, short-term use.

On the other hand, a majority of the LRCs struggle to provide housing, and specifically
affordable housing to participants. Durham is unable to assist with permanent housing altogether;
Mecklenburg can rarely find housing elderly people, sex offenders, and men with children; and
although Wake has five housing partners, they all have 90-day wait lists with no openings. While
housing unaffordability may particularly impact urban LRCs, even rural LRCs like Scotland and
McDowell have housing difficulties: Scotland has just two housing partners locally, and
McDowell LRC is building apartment buildings in the next three years because there is an
insufficient number of beds in the county. In this way, the larger, county-wide policy issues
constrain LRCs, too, such that they have unmet need that requires more housing—and specifically,

affordable housing.

Referrals and Participants

The bulk of LRC participants are referred by probation and parole officers, followed by
clients leaving state prison, followed by community referrals (i.e. self, family, church). This is true
for Buncombe, Craven-Pamlico, McDowell, New Hanover, Scotland, and Wake (where all
participants are currently referred by probation because of a restart of the LRC that occurred on

February 19, 2020).!” On the other hand, Hope Marshall at Mecklenburg noted that approximately

1% Note that I do not have information on referrals from Durham County LRC. I interviewed Durham first and, upon
doing so, changed which questions I ask to include referral data.
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50 percent of their clients come from state prisons, 25 percent from probation officers, 15 percent
from community referrals, and 10 percent from federal prisons and local jails. Crucially,
interviewees noted that community referrals are principally from individuals who found the LRC’s
website online and reached out. This adds credence to the importance of having clear, identifiable
information available on websites, as discussed at length in Section Six. Along with Mecklenburg,
McDowell, New Hanover, and Scotland also mentioned receiving clients via information on the
website. Indeed, the New Hanover staff member estimated that 30 percent of their participants
reach out through their website.

Because many of the LRCs are already at, near, or over their client capacity, they are not
doing a lot to increase their participants. All of the LRCs regularly conduct outreach and promotion
efforts in nearby prisons. For example, Mecklenburg visits the 10 most proximate state prisons
each year (there are 57 state prisons in all), and separately visits its two largest feeder prisons twice
per month. Beyond prison advertisement, however, LRCs are doing little other promotion efforts.
Several of the LRCs mentioned working to develop their relationships with probation and parole

officers, and Craven-Pamlico reported redeveloping its website in the last year.

Data Priorities and Length of Participant Contact

In terms of data prioritization, cost reduction and recidivism stood out as two significant
priorities for the LRCs. For these respective priorities, Craven-Pamlico and Mecklenburg are good
case studies. The staff member at Craven-Pamlico LRC—which is trying to transition to County,
not state or DPS, supervision—noted that the LRC yielded a $6.3 million return for the County
last year by reducing the County’s collateral costs of incarceration such as homelessness, crime,

and policing. Articulating and prioritizing this impact is notable particularly because the staff
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member recalled the data point without reference or delay, implicitly (and later, explicitly)
suggesting that cost efficiency is a priority for the Council.

With recidivism, one of the 13 criteria that Mecklenburg uses to evaluate its services,
Mecklenburg found that 29 percent of those who were referred to the LRC process but did not
participate were reconvicted after two years, compared to just 8 percent for those who were
referred and completed the process. In addition to Mecklenburg, Buncombe and Wake named
recidivism as their biggest criterion to determine successful reentry. In general, the LRCs that
prioritize recidivism rates only assist clients secure stability immediately after release, later
searching the client’s name in prison databases two or three years later to ascertain recidivism
statistics. On the other hand, LRCs like McDowell, a small rural county that is highly
interconnected, prioritizes “life sustainability,” not just short-term sustainability for recidivism

reduction, and so works with clients for up to three years.

Unexpected Findings:

There were three findings from interviews that were unexpected. First, the list of LRCs
from the DPS Catchment Map in Section Three, the three public lists in Section Six, and the DPS
Excel Spreadsheets list in Section Five are all inaccurate. From my interview with a DPS staff
member, | learned that there are currently 17—not 15 or 14— LRCs across North Carolina. The
deviations between this list and all other public or private lists are denoted with starred brackets:
Buncombe, Craven-Pamlico, Durham, [*Hoke*], [*Robeson*], Mecklenburg, McDowell, Nash-
Edgecombe[**], New Hanover, [*Scotland*], Pitt, [**]Cumberland, Forsyth, Wake, Wilson,
Guilford, and Orange. Specifically, Hoke-Robeson-Scotland split by consensus into three LRCs
due to differences in needs and uneven distribution of returning individuals; Onslow-Jones

disintegrated because the IA’s Executive Director, who was leading the LRC, was ill and the
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council had financial troubles; Fayetteville-Cumberland became Cumberland alone because of a
lack of cohesion with the shared IA (Fayetteville is in the process of identifying a new [As); and
Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson became two separate councils, Nash-Edgecombe and Wilson, because
Wilson had the resources and desire to be its own council (the two still share resources and cross-
refer clients).

Additionally, Brent Bailey, the Local Reentry Coordinator for Buncombe County LRC,
observed that because LRCs are funded by state officials, and because they collaborate with county
commissions, they “package [reentry] in terms of public safety or reducing recidivism” instead of
first and foremost prioritizing the importance of supporting justice-involved individuals. That is,
a councils’ goals and missions may be reframed according to the audience. While this does not
negate the fact the messaging may not be inclusive toward justice-involved individuals, it does
suggest that the Councils might “double talk such that they sell reentry in terms of costs or safety
to policymakers yet internally care most about the dignity of the clients they serve. This is true for
Buncombe, which states on its website that its goal is “to reduce recidivism,” yet privately,
prioritizes recidivism reduction because it means providing effective support to individuals
affected by an unjust carceral system.

Finally, at least three of the LRCs were intentional about seeking media coverage to
promote their council. Mecklenburg reported doing “several TV shots, working with the
newspaper,” and more, not only to recruit potential participants, but also to “highlight the need for
housing” and raise awareness of unaffordability—the service area that the Council struggles the
most with. Similarly, Scotland and McDowell received coverage from local newspapers either by
writing articles or by inviting press to events. As councils in rural counties, such coverage is critical

because alternative outreach methods are less effective in rural contexts (e.g. social media), and
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many people read the local newspapers. Although I did not include news media coverage in my
analysis of the LRCs’ implementation accessibility, inclusivity, transparency, and efficacy, it

appears this mode of public information sharing may be important.
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Section Eight: Conclusion and Discussion

In this research project, I set out to understand how effective the implementation of NC’s
LRCs has been thus far. Implementation is important because it is one of four stages of the policy
making process, a crucial element to the political science subfield of political institutions
(Kingdon, 2014). Using four criteria—accessibility, inclusivity, transparency, and efficacy—I
operationalized implementation to include public information online and internal LRC mechanics.
To analyze these four criteria, I used LRC participant demographics and outcomes data from DPS
[inclusivity and efficacy], deconstructed the LRC websites and webpages [accessibility,
inclusivity, and transparency], and conducted interviews with eight LRC staff members at eight
LRCs and one DPS staff member [inclusivity, transparency, and efficacy]. I score the LRCs on
each of the relevant data sources (participant data, websites, or interviews) using a scale of low,
moderately low, moderately high, and high.?’ In the following subsections, I deconstruct these
assessments according to the relevant data sources (participant data, websites, or interviews).
Unless otherwise noted, I average the data source scores to generate a composite criterion score.

Overall, I argue that LRC accessibility is low, inclusivity is moderately low, transparency

is low, and efficacy is moderately high.

Criterion 1: Accessibility [Websites]|—Score: Low

The accessibility?! of LRC public information is low. In the first place, there are three

conflicting lists of LRCs available online. Of these, even the DPS list of LRCs—which should be

20 Of course, this scale and scoring process as a whole is subjective and vague. I use the scoring only to articulate how
the various nuances of LRC accessibility, inclusivity, transparency, and efficacy interact with one another overall.
That is, the scoring provides a helpful, albeit simplistic, metric to evaluate the LRCs.

2l Defined as the extent to which information about the councils is easy to locate, clear and simple to understand, and
provides a satisfactory baseline knowledge about LRCs to anyone who reads it (i.e. the information is scaffolded).
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definitive and clear given that DPS oversees LRC implementation—is difficult to decipher,
requiring that navigators count distinct LRCs associated with a list of minimum-security reentry
facilities, and interpret a map that highlights counties covered by LRCs, not individual LRCs (three
LRCs are multi-county). Even more, DPS’s list of LRCs is inaccurate and out of date. As an
interview with a DPS staff member revealed, there are 17 LRCs in NC, not 15 as the online DPS
list indicates. The list falsely includes Hoke-Robeson-Scotland as one LRC when in fact the three
counties have three separate LRCs; Fayetteville-Cumberland as an LRC when in fact it is just
Cumberland; Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson as one LRC when in fact Nash-Edgecombe and Wilson
are two separate LRCs; and Jones-Onslow as an LRC when in fact the LRC shut down in 2019.
Based purely on displaying a clear, accurate public list of LRCs, LRC accessibility is bad.

The websites of the listed LRCs also have accessibility issues. Four LRCs had no websites
whatsoever, three had multiple conflicting websites, four had only webpages related to reentry on
their IA’s website (and of these, only one IA website made explicit reference to the LRC, while
others like Buncombe made reference to the LRC only in a photo caption in an attached document),
five had their own webpage on their IA’s website, and two had independent websites of their own.
Of the website and webpages, just four provided information about the LRCs, two about the
process of working with an LRC, and two about both. Generally speaking, however, this
information was generic and unclear except for a couple of cases like Durham, which featured a
separate tab for “currently incarcerated folks” and a clear image of the four-step process of working
with the LRC.?? Ultimately, these accessibility concerns matter because people who are justice-

involved but unaftiliated with the LRCs depend on public information to find support.

22 Outside of the LRCs, the only other source of information about the LRCs is DPS’s website, which briefly outlines
the history of LRCs and links to the Reentry Action Plan for additional information.
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Because websites are the only data source to assess accessibility, the LRCs score low.

Criterion 2: Inclusivity [Participant Data, Websites, Interviews]—Score: Moderately Low

The inclusivity?* of LRC participant data is high. The data show that the LRCs serve a
wide range of high-need participants. More than half of all participants are people categorized as
high risk of reoffence; more than 60 percent of clients are Black (versus approximately 47 percent
of all people in NC state prison); the ages of participants ranges from 17 to 105; and approximately
20 percent of clients are female (versus just 10 percent of all people in NC state prison). Moreover,
the fact that several LRCs like Mecklenburg advertise their services in nearby prisons at least
monthly demonstrates a commitment to supporting vulnerable people who may not know about
the LRC, who may need greater support upon release, or who may be in prison for the third or
fourth time.

. The inclusivity of LRC public information is moderately low. Although 10 of the 11 LRCs
with goals, visions, missions, or motivations listed on their websites have people-first approaches
that center on “helping” or “assisting” justice-involved individuals—more so than the number
focusing on recidivism (8), public safety (3), or cost or resource efficiency (3)—the language used
by most councils is not dignifying and injustice- and trauma-informed. Specifically, several LRCs

9 ¢

use language of “community,” “return,” reform, and “success” in a way that creates an othering
metaphor of the idealized community contrasted against the returning criminal who lives “in a

state of crises” and depends on the community to become a “productive citizen.” This language

2 Defined as the extent to which the LRCs are welcoming of all persons in their messaging, able to provide support
to all who need and/or request it, and intentional about reaching out to communities that might not otherwise know of
the LRC.
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may not be dehumanizing, * but it is othering and demeaning. For this reason, although it is
difficult to define precise criteria for quantitatively and qualitatively “inclusive” language, the
value-messaging of LRC goals is moderately bad. The response from Brent Bailey, the Reentry
Coordinator of the Buncombe County LRC, is poignant here—that this messaging may simply be
double talk, with goals framed one way publicly for policy makers and another way privately for
justice-involved individuals. Nevertheless, councils like Mecklenburg and New Hanover reported
receiving approximately 15 and 30 percent of their client referrals from their website, respectively,
meaning many justice-involved individuals, families, or community members still read the public
framings first. Thus, double talk or not, the messaging is not as inclusive as it could be.

The referral forms on LRC websites are also somewhat exclusive in their messaging. In
the first place, just seven of 11 websites overall have referral forms. Of these seven, only New
Hanover and Pitt speak directly to the justice-involved individual (e.g. “are you...?”), while the
other five assume the person completing the form is someone else (e.g. “is the prospective
participant...?””). However, it is true that four of these five include either write-in boxes or “family”
and “self” submissions, explicitly making room for justice-involved individuals or families (all
except Forsyth). Separately, just Orange, Buncombe, and New Hanover exclude questions about
criminal records or histories, emphasizing immediately what services the individual is in need of.
Although few, by de-emphasizing criminality and emphasizing support, these three forms prime

individuals to be respected people whom others care about, not criminals.?> Finally, four of the

24 In reference, again, to one of the Women and Incarceration Working Group’s recommendations submitted in a 2018
report of recommendations from various working groups of the State Reentry Council Collaborative. The Working
Group’s recommendation specifically suggested that “the language used on NCDPS’s website to describe those
incarcerated ... evolve to language that addresses injustices without dehumanizing the people described” (SRCC,
2018).

25 Similar to how psychological studies about male and female children show that if female children are primed to
think about the fact that they are female before an examination, they perform worse on the exam because of
internalized, sexist notions that females are less capable, intelligent, and successful than males.
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forms ask about gender to varying degrees of inclusivity. Orange does so most inclusively with a
write-in option, yet Mecklenburg includes only a male-female binary option. Thus, because not all
LRCs have referral forms, and because a minority of those that do are inclusive in total and on
individual criteria, the LRCs are moderately exclusive on their referral forms.

Finally, based on interviews, LRC inclusivity is moderately low insofar as councils are
unable to meet county needs completely. Craven-Pamlico is a good example of this point.
Although Craven-Pamlico reported that they are serving approximately 300 people, they still have
at least 300 additional people waiting for services. Nearly every LRC reported similar barriers on
the number of clients they could support at one time, having to turn away dozens of potential
participants despite growing quickly. This service limitation—stemming from a lack of capacity
in terms of finances, services, partners, and more—severely limits the inclusivity of the LRCs.

Scores of high, moderately low, and moderately low average out to moderately high.

Criterion 3: Transparency [Websites, Interviews]—Score: Low

The transparency?® of LRC websites is low. Neither the Local Reentry Council booklet
from DPS nor any of the datasets referenced were publicly listed; all required private requests to
DPS (which also involves barriers). Online, no LRCs provide information about their budget, just
one website provides outdated employment information about past data or results (along with one
Facebook featuring sporadic information), and just five provide information about partner
organizations (three of which are on IA host sites, where it is unclear if partners are specific to the
LRC). Even in the case of LRC governance structures, a data point that seven LRCs provide

information on, information is limited. Four LRCs list only their staff members (Mecklenburg does

26 Defined as the extent to which the LRCs provide information about their governance structures and hierarchies,
partnerships and service capacities, funding sources and budget allocations, priorities and motivations, and participant
outcomes.
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so in a brochure attachment, no less); one also lists its Board of Directors; and just two describe
council hierarchies. Additionally, even LRC sites that list services include general, unclear service
categories like “employment” or “basic needs.” Thus, it is unclear who comprises and makes
decisions for the LRC (especially in Advisory and Executive Committees); how and by what
processes such decisions are made; who funds LRCs and how much; how much service capacity
LRCs have (because finances, partners, and services are not included in detail); and whether an
LRC is independent or accountable to another entity’s interests.

On the other hand, the internal transparency of LRC implementation is high. During
interviews, every LRC willingly disclosed how much money they receive, from where, and with
what obligations, if any. LRCs were forthcoming about their data priorities. Craven-Pamlico was
upfront about their concern for cost efficiency and high financial savings, at least in part because
it is trying to receive county instead of state sponsorship. Additionally, Mecklenburg was open
about its prioritization of recidivism reduction, likewise providing handy statistics to point to
without pause.

However, because, the internal transparency of LRCs hinges on individuals contacting the
LRCs (or at least asking transparency-related questions during the one on one meetings of the
beginning of the reentry process), I weigh it substantially less than public information. Thus, I

score LRC transparency as low.

Criterion 4: Efficacy [Participant Data, Interviews]—Score: Moderately High

The efficacy?’ of LRCs with respect to participant data is high; the councils are effective

with the clients they serve. Nearly 20 percent of all active LRC participants between FY2018-2019

27 Defined as the extent to which LRCs fulfill the service needs in their counties and facilitate successful reentry for
their participants.
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gained some form of employment, with half earning $9.01 or more.?® In terms of housing, nearly
12 percent of participants secured some form of housing, with the majority moving into transitional
housing. And in terms of program completion, almost 15 percent of participants successfully
completed the LRC process in the year.

However, the efficacy of LRCs based on interviews is moderately low. On one hand, most
LRCs reported success reducing recidivism. For example, during the first two years post-release,
8 percent of Mecklenburg LRC participants who were referred to the LRC and who completed the
process are reconvicted, compared to 47 percent for people released from prison in general.

Yet on the other hand, an LRC is limited dramatically by its county context and finances.
For example, being in a rural county, McDowell must worry not only about service provision, but
also service capacity, having to construct apartments for the next three years because McDowell
County lacks affordable housing. Additionally, LRCs like McDowell and Mecklenburg have
drastically different funding restrictions and budgets, despite similar percentages of people
completing their programs. McDowell’s service-staffing budget ratio is approximately 50:50, yet
Mecklenburg’s is about 90:10 because they must pay staff significantly higher wages (due to
different wage standards and costs of living). In terms of budgets, whereas McDowell has just
$150,000 from DPS, Mecklenburg has that, plus the County Reentry Services’ $765,000 budget
to draw upon if needed because the LRC and Reentry Services operate fluidly. Although LRCs are
moderately effective with their clients, their inability to fulfill their county needs limits their
efficacy.

A score of high and moderately low averages to moderately high.

28 Note that these statistics concern the overall LRC population (including newly enrolled clients who have just begun
the LRC process) and are therefore not relative to each client enrolment year.
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Potential Avenues for Future Research

In terms of data sources, I relied on quantitative evidence from datasets and websites, as
well as qualitative evidence from LRC and DPS staff. Notably absent, however, was qualitative
evidence from LRC participants and/or justice-involved individuals themselves. For example,
although LRCs appear to be quantitatively effective at promoting successful reentry, it is unclear
if this is the case qualitatively: Do participants report high satisfaction with the LRC process?

In terms of public information, I focused on LRC websites in general. Yet there are at least
two findings worthy of deeper investigation. First, New Hanover and Mecklenburg reported 30
and 15 percent of clients reaching out to the LRCs after seeing their websites, respectively. What
is it about these websites, LRCs, and/or counties that yield such high LRC website exposure? New
Hanover and Mecklenburg both provided information on 15 of 18 relevant variables on their
websites (excluding website and social media presence)?*—tied with Durham for the highest
scores out of all LRCs. Do people who contact these LRCs upon seeing their websites highlight
particular reasons why they did so (i.e. accessible websites or features, inclusive language, etc.)?
Second, during interviews, several LRCs reported focusing on news media outreach. During my
research process, I observed several news articles about particular LRCs, but excluded them from
my analysis. Future research, therefore, could evaluate these articles—for their language
inclusivity, their audiences reached, their impact on the number of people who reached out to the
corresponding LRCs, and/or other aspects.

In terms of internal LRC information, nearly every LRC reported different budgets and
spending priorities. A cost-benefit analysis of budget efficiency and/or whether budget allocations

align with LRC stated values is noticeably lacking. Is McDowell’s strategy to spend substantial

2 New Hanover received a score 12 Green and 3 Blue, compared to Mecklenburg’s 15 Blue.
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money to build apartments a worthwhile investment? Was Craven-Pamlico’s decision to spend the
approximately $33,000 that its IA reinvested (because it is a non-profit entity and could not accept
IA fees) on mass marketing an efficient use of resources?

In general terms, there are at least three additional areas in which research would be
particularly valuable. First, in my analysis of the LRCs, I did not meaningfully discuss differences
between probation/parole, jails, prisons, or other client referral sources. However, with the 2011
Justice Reinvestment Act, the numbers of people on probation/parole and jails has skyrocketed
while the number of people in prisons has plummeted (NC DPS, 2016). A nuanced assessment of
these different participant sources would likely reveal nuances in LRC service needs and outcomes
according to each source (because, for example, jail sentences are often much shorter than prison
sentences, and therefore may disconnect an individual from their community less so).

Second, as mentioned in Section Five, the context of an individual LRC is deeper than just
county demographic data. The data points about employment, transportation, and housing that I
referenced did not capture so many nuances about the state of employment, transportation, and
housing for justice-involved individuals in each county. For example, as mentioned in Footnote 9,
a county like Durham has its own unique matrix of housing providers—both quantitatively and
qualitatively—that affect the nature of the LRC’s housing services. Thus, research on an LRC and
its context, as well as analytical comparisons between LRCs and contexts, would greatly bolster
evaluations of the strengths and limitations of an LRC’s inclusivity and efficacy.

Finally, in light of DPS’s goal of expanding LRCs to all 100 counties in NC, it is crucial
to better understand the creation and launching of LRCs. What early actions or decisions, if any,
affect the LRC’s implementation? Should LRCs develop committees and partners through

community forums like with Craven-Pamlico—which allowed the LRC structures to evolve as
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seen fit by the community members—or through solicitations like with Durham—which kept LRC
structures more rigid? What factors are important for LRCs to build capacity and scale quickly?
Although some LRCs like Mecklenburg are long-established, others like Orange or Scotland were

launched in 2019 and restarted in 2020, respectively, and therefore are ideal for this type of study.
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All LRC and TA Websites and Webpages

Buncombe:
e County Justice Resource Center (IA) page: https://www.buncombecounty.org/law-
safety/community-initiatives/justice-resource-center.aspx.
e Resources Hub: http://www.buncombereentryhub.org/

Craven-Pamlico:
e LRC site: https://cpreentrync.org/

Durham:
e County (IA) page: https://www.dconc.gov/government/departments-a-e/durham-local-
reentry-council

Forsyth:
e Piedmont Triangle Regional Council (IA) page: https://www.ptrc.org/services/forsyth-
county-reentry-council

Guilford:
e Page on County (IA) site: https://www.guilfordcountync.gov/our-county/sheriff-s-
office/reentry-program

McDowell:
e Freedom Life Ministries (IA) site: https://freedomlifeministries.org/

Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson:
e LRC site: https://www.ncreentry.org/new-reentry-services
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New Hanover:
e LRC site: https://sites.google.com/lincnc.org/Irc/home
e Page on LINC (IA) site: http://nhcreentry.org/

Orange:
e Page on County (IA) site: https://www.orangecountync.gov/1977/Local-Reentry-Council

Pitt:
e Life of NC (IA) site: http://lifeofnc.org/program-services/

Mecklenburg:

e County Reentry Services (technically separate from LRC, but functionally the same—see
Section Six, Data Category 2, “Unclear or Incomplete Websites” subheading):
https://www.mecknc.gov/CriminalJusticeServices/Pages/ReentryServices.aspx

e Reentry Partners: http://charlottereentry.org/
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Appendix A: Interview Script and Questions

“Hi, my name is Kevin Solomon and I am senior undergraduate at Duke researching the
implementation effectiveness of North Carolina’s Local Reentry Councils (LRCs) for my Political
Science honors thesis. I want to evaluate the similarities and differences of the councils in terms
of three guiding questions: (1) What public information is available online about councils? (2)
What are the internal structures of the councils (this information is available to councils, the
Department of Public Safety (DPS), and case workers)? And (3) how effective is the council at
serving their population and why? I ask these research questions because I hope to learn about
and potentially help promote effective reentry in North Carolina.

If possible, I would love to ask you talk with you to learn more about [specific council(s)]. Would
you be willing to speak with me for approximately 30-60 minutes?”

Interview Questions for LRC Staff:

1. LRC Creation and Organization

a.

onpo o

lmz)

When was [specific council] formed?
What was the process of forming [specific council]?
What is the intermediary agency for [specific council]?
What relationship does this intermediary agency have with [specific council]?
Who, if anyone, is responsible for overseeing [specific council’s] websites and
public information resources?

i. Follow-up: How does this person determine what information to include?
When did you begin working at [specific council]?
How did you hear about your position at [specific council]?
What are your current responsibilities working at [specific council]?

2. Governance Structure

a.

How many staff members are employed full- and part-time by [specific council],
respectively?
i. Follow-up: In your opinion, does [specific council] have sufficient staff to
execute its objectives? Why or why not?
What are the roles of each staff member at [specific council]?
What is the staff management structure at [specific council] (i.e. vertical vs.
horizontal)?
Who, if anyone, is responsible for overseeing [specific council’s] work (i.e. a board
of directors or DPS)?
i. Follow-up if there is an executive individual/group: How does this
person/group oversee [specific council’s] work?
1. Follow-up: In your opinion, is this executive oversight helpful in
accomplishing [specific council’s] objectives? Why or why not?
ii. Follow-up if there is NOT an executive individual/group: In your opinion,
does the lack of an executive individual/group overseeing [specific
council’s] work limit [specific council’s] effectiveness? Why or why not?
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3. Funding and Budget

a.

b.
C.

How much funding does [specific council] receive per year?
i. Follow-up: In your opinion, is this amount of funding sufficient for [specific
council’s] objectives? Why or why not?
What are the sources of [specific council’s] funding?
How is [specific council’s] funding spent annually?

4. Partner Organizations

a.
b.

C.

d.

.

How many partner organizations are in [specific council’s] network?
How many partners are there in each of [specific council’s] supportive services?

i. Follow-up if there is unequal partner distribution(s) between/across
categories: Why are there more partners providing [particular service
category] than [particular service category]?

What are the names of the partner organizations in each supportive service
category?
What is the process for an organization to join [specific council’s] partnership
network?
How does [specific council] decide whether to accept or deny a potential partner?

5. Scope and Provision of Services

a.

In what ways do justice-involved residents (JIRs) get in contact with [specific
council]?

i. Follow-up: How many JIRs have contacted [specific council] via each
method you just described?

By what process does [specific council] decide whether to accept or deny a JIR?
How many JIRs has [specific council] served since its inception?

i. Follow-up: What is the overall demographic breakdown of these JIRs —both
in terms of identity and justice background (i.e. direct release,
probation/parole, released within 1-5 years, released 5+ years ago)?

How many JIRs is [specific council] currently serving?

i. Follow-up: What is the overall demographic breakdown of these JIRs —both
in terms of identity and justice background (i.e. direct release,
probation/parole, released within 1-5 years, released 5+ years ago)?

What is the JIR case management process at [specific council]?

i. Follow-up: Who oversees this process at [specific council]?

What relationship, if any, does [specific council] have with particular jails and
prisons?

What relationship, if any, does [specific council] have with particular parole and
probation officers?

What supportive services does [specific council] provide?

i. Follow-up: In your opinion, does [specific council] provide sufficient
services to JIRs? Why or why not?

6. Assessment/Evaluation

a.
b.

What is [specific council’s] vision and/or mission?
What is [specific council’s] definition of successful reentry?
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i. Follow up: How did [specific council] create this definition?
What criteria does [specific council] use to measure successful reentry in each
supportive service category?
What data does [specific council] record in terms of evaluating reentry?
In your estimation, what percentage of JIRs served has [specific council] supported
in successfully reentering society?
i. Follow-up if 100%: Why is [specific council] effective at promoting
successful reentry?
ii. Follow-up if not 100%: Why do you estimate this percentage? What could
[specific council] do better to provide 100% successful reentry?
1. Follow-up if not discussed: Are there particular supportive service
areas in which [specific council] is failing to promote successful
reentry? Why or why not?

Interview Questions for DPS staff:

1. DPS-LRC Relationship

a.

b.
C.

Who, if anyone, is the point of contact with the LRCs?

i. Follow-up: What are this person’s tasks and responsibilities?
What is your job and responsibilities when it comes to the LRCs?
In what ways, if at all, does DPS facilitate information sharing and connections
between LRCs?
Does DPS provide feedback or suggestions to LRCs based on its data analysis or
state-wide oversight? Why or why not?

i. Follow-up: In your opinion, is the current LRC structure effective? Why or

why not?
1. Follow-up: What would you do to improve or change the LRC
structure to maximize effectiveness?

Does DPS set any guidelines or restrictions on LRCs — for example, on who can
and cannot be their partner organizations?

2. LRC Structures

a.

By what process does DPS determine the budget allocations for each LRC?
i. Follow-up: Why is the $150,000 the standard allotment for an individual
LRC?
ii. Follow-up: Do some LRCs have greater financial needs than others? Why
or why not?
What is DPS’s overall budget availability for LRC allocations? In other words,
could DPS provide more funding to LRCs if there was demonstrated need?
i. Follow-up: In your opinion, does DPS provide sufficient funding for LRCs
to meet their objectives? Why or why not?
What, if anything, does DPS do to support councils in need of assistance (beyond
financial support)?
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d. Inyour assessment, are there some LRCs that are more effective than others? Why
or why not?
i. Follow-up: What makes an effective LRC?

3. Data Collection
a. How does DPS collect data about the implementation and effectiveness of the
LRCs?
i. Follow-up: When is such data collected?
b. What is the process by which DPS decides which metrics to request data from LRCs
on?
i. Follow-up: In your opinion, do these metrics provide an adequate picture of
LRC effectiveness? Why or why not?
1. Potential follow-up: What metrics do you believe are missing?

4. Geography
a. By what process was it decided where the first and current LRCs would be located?
i. Follow-up: According to what criteria were these decisions made?
b. In the longer term, does DPS hope to expand LRCs to reach more counties? Why
or why not?
i. Follow-up: Will the location decision process and criteria be the same in the
future? Why or why not?
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Appendix B: Additional Information about Returning Individuals Per County

Figure BI tracks the number of people released from state prison to the LRC counties of
residence, as well as the relative percentage the total number of people released from state prison
(25,049) between March 1, 2019, and February 29, 2020. This data is from DPS’s database.
Because this data concerns county of residence, and not county of release, it is possible that the
data is somewhat unreflective of release volumes.

Within the aforementioned year, the LRC counties that received the highest number of
people released were Wake, Mecklenburg, Guilford, and Forsyth, accounting for 6.0, 5.0, 4.2, and
3.6 percent of all people released from prison, respectively. Although the rural counties generally
have fewer released citizens, all nine of the rural counties except for McDowell are part of multi-
county LRCs. Collectively, Craven-Pamlico received 351 released individuals (1.4 percent of all
released individuals), Hoke-Robeson-Scotland received 637 released individuals (2.6 percent of
all released individuals), and Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson received 1,138 released individuals (4.6
percent of all released individuals).

Counties of Residence | Total # Released G LY Beleased
Statewide

Buncombe 671 2.7%
Craven 301 1.2%
Pamlico 50 0.2%
Cumberland 931 3.7%
Durham 679 2.7%
Forsyth 910 3.6%
Guilford 1,063 4.2%
Hoke 149 0.6%
Robeson 371 1.5%
Scotland 117 0.5%
McDowell 297 1.2%
Mecklenburg 1,259 5.0%
Nash 469 1.9%
Edgecombe 375 1.5%
Wilson 294 1.2%
New Hanover 697 2.8%
Orange 120 0.5%
Pitt 553 2.2%
Wake 1,506 6.0%

Figure Bl: Number of people released, and relative percentage of all people released (25,049)
from state prison between March 1, 2019 and February 29, 2020 by LRC county of residence.
Color-coded by rural-suburban-urban classifications. Data from DPS Research and Planning.

This data conflicts with that of Figure B2. In Figure B2, the three LRCs with the highest
number of clients are Hoke-Robeson-Scotland, Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson, and Mecklenburg.
Although this appears understandable considering the first two are tri-county combinations and
the third has the second largest population of all LRC counties, Figure B1 suggests different
hypotheses. Even as tri-county LRCs, Hoke-Robeson-Scotland and Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson both
received fewer released individuals than Wake, and Hoke-Robeson-Scotland received still fewer
than Guilford. It is possible, then, that either not all released individuals chose to participate in
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LRC services, that the county of residence data of Figure B1 is unreflective of county of release
data (which is not recorded by DPS), or that certain LRCs like Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson have
more capacity to serve residents than do counties like Wake, even if a county like Wake receives
more released individuals overall (which there is mild evidence for, as mentioned briefly in Section
7). On the other side of the spectrum, the three LRCs with the fewest number of clients are Orange
(established in 2019), Cumberland, and Forsyth. Likewise, Figure B1 data points contradict those
of Figure B2, suggesting one or more of the three potential explanations is likely to be true.

LRC # Clients % of Total
Buncombe 215 5.61%
Craven-Pamlico 300 7.83%
Cumberland 49 1.28%
Durham 255 6.66%
Forsyth 68 1.77%
Guilford 239 6.24%
Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 892 23.28%
McDowell 218 5.69%
Mecklenburg 435 11.35%
Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 520 13.57%
New Hanover 116 3.03%
Orange 49 1.28%
Pitt 242 6.32%
Wake 233 6.08%

Figure B2: Number and percentage of participants by LRC between FY2018-2019.

In general, it is impossible, with the data available, to determine which of these hypotheses
is true. Interview findings with DPS and LRC staff lend at least partial credence to the notion that
LRCs have different capacities, but this answer is by no means definitive.
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Appendix C: Ethnicity Data for FY2018-2019 LRC Participants

The following chart—split in half for readability—displays (1) the number of participants
per LRC for which ethnicity data was recorded, (2) the percentage of each ethnicity per LRC, and
(3) the total number and percentage of ethnicities across the 14 LRCs. The shortened terms “Euro,”
“E. Euro,” “N. Amer,” and “Scand” stand for European, Eastern European, North American, and
Scandinavian, respectively.

Part 1 of Data Chart

LRC # Data Available | % Hispanic/Latino | % Euro./N. Amer./Australian % Slavic (E. Euro.) | % Asian
Buncombe 209 1.91% 72.73% 0.00% 0.00%
Craven-Pamlico 211 2.37% 28.91% 0.00% 0.00%
Cumberland 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Durham 230 1.74% 17.39% 0.00% 0.00%
Forsyth 65 1.54% 20.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Guilford 165 4.85% 35.15% 0.00% 0.00%
Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 803 0.50% 12.20% 0.12% 0.12%
McDowell 70 4.29% 82.86% 0.00% 0.00%
Mecklenburg 297 0.34% 21.55% 0.00% 0.34%
Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 479 1.25% 16.28% 0.00% 0.21%
New Hanover 105 1.90% 48.57% 0.00% 0.00%
Orange 40 2.50% 40.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Pitt 236 0.42% 19.92% 0.00% 0.00%
Wake 107 0.93% 32.71% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL 3017 1.36% 25.56% 0.03% 0.10%

Part 2 of Data Chart

LRC % Oriental | % Nordic/Scand. | % African | % Pacific Islander | % American Indian| % Unknown | % Other
Buncombe 0.00% 0.00% 19.62% 0.00% 2.39% 2.39% 0.96%
Craven-Pamlico 0.00% 0.00% 63.98% 0.00% 0.00% 3.32% 1.42%
Cumberland 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Durham 0.00% 0.00% 75.22% 0.00% 0.43% 4.35% 0.87%
Forsyth 0.00% 0.00% 52.31% 0.00% 0.00% 26.15% 0.00%
Guilford 0.00% 0.00% 28.48% 0.00% 2.42% 26.06% 3.03%
Hoke-Robeson-Scotland 0.00% 0.00% 51.93% 0.00% 28.27% 3.36% 3.49%
McDowell 0.00% 0.00% 8.57% 0.00% 0.00% 4.29% 0.00%
Mecklenburg 0.00% 0.00% 52.19% 0.00% 1.01% 23.23% 1.35%
Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson 0.00% 0.21% 77.87% 0.00% 0.42% 3.76% 0.00%
New Hanover 0.00% 0.00% 42.86% 0.95% 1.90% 3.81% 0.00%
Orange 0.00% 0.00% 52.50% 0.00% 0.00% 5.00% 0.00%
Pitt 0.00% 0.00% 72.88% 0.00% 0.42% 5.08% 1.27%
Wake 0.00% 0.00% 60.75% 0.00% 0.93% 4.67% 0.00%
TOTAL 0.00% 0.03% 55.82% 0.03% 8.15% 7.36% 1.56%
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Appendix D: Raw LRC Aggregate Outcomes Data

Because the Excel sheet of aggregate LRC participant outcomes includes 29 columns plus
an additional three that I added (the three data categories that I added, as well as totals for each
category, are highlighted in blue), I break it into segments according to the five types of
information provided: Number of participants (Segment 1), services provided (Segments 2 and 3),
employment outcomes (Segment 4), housing outcomes (Segment 5), and completion outcomes
(Segment 6). The LRCs are color-coded with the same rural (green), suburban (orange), urban
(blue) classifications from the NC Rural Center as in Figure 8 in Section Five. If a cell has a “0,”
it can mean that no such service was provided by an LRC, or that no such data was reported to
DPS by an LRC. This data, in contrast to the figures of percentages in Section Five, is the compiled
raw data reported by individual LRCs each month during FY2018-2019.

Segment 1 of LRC Outcomes Excel:

Total #
Number iy
LRC Newly Enrolled Pa"e:‘c:’p'f;'(:’; by
(During FY18-19) (including # newly
enrolled)
Buncombe 198 3%4
Craven-Pamlico 242 1199
Cumberland 1289 897
Durham 196 995
Forsyth 69 155
Guilford 241 240
HSR 830 2383
McDowell 1235 1045
Mecklenburg 315 972
NEW 555 536
New Hanover 126 1023
Orange 0 0
Pitt 113 442
Wake 200 0

Segment 2 of LRC Outcomes Excel:

# Active Participants | # Active Participant # Active Participants | # Active Participant
who Received who Recelved | ¥ Active Particlpants | #Active Particlpants | =, o oived who Recived
LRC Employment Documentation who aho e Vocational Transportation
Childcare Services Skills Services
IR SR (FY18-19) (FY18-19) SR SR
(FY18-19) (FY18-19) (FY18-19) (FY18-19)

Buncombe 111 0 0 0 0 220

Craven-Pamlico 107 3 2 0 24 284

Cumberland 388 0 0 168 34 318
Durham 153 0 0 0 27 81
Forsyth 131 29 3 9 32 18
Guilford 155 108 37 40 105 0

HSR 793 4 0 0 19 183

McDowell 75 28 0 11 4 155

Mecklenburg 249 25 0 53 97 337
NEW 193 P 0 0 12 41

New Hanover 182 66 3 508 4 838
Orange 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pitt 24 0 0 0 0 99

Wake 235 0 0 150 5 370

[ WotAL[ 'z | 2,6 [ 45 | e | 400 [ 344 |




Segment 3 of LRC Outcomes Excel:
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#Active #Active
Participants who | Participants who LT # Active Participants PRSIl | o e iy
Received Received Participants who who Recsived Housing who Received a who Received a
LRC E o Mentorship Received Basic Servi Mental Health Substance Abuse
Services Services NT:;:::‘:)"” (FY18-19) (":;:‘;_"12') (gﬁf&;’)
(FY18-19) (FY18-19)
Buncombe 0 0 162 53 0 0
Craven-Pamlico 92 0 490 148 6 5
Cumberland 0 2 176 62 76 9
Durham 2 0 25 31 1 0
Forsyth 50 0 23 23 24 i
Guilford 78 11 191 163 83 97
HSR 9 0 55 55 0 6
McDowell 7/ 621 93 132 40 40
Mecklenburg 28 3 136 170 86 81
NEW 18 0 23 92 56 42
New Hanover 73 400 112 148 36 51
Orange 0 0 0 3 0 0
Pitt 0 0 68 87 0 0
Wake 4 6 450 99 1 0

Segment 4 of LRC Outcomes Excel:

#Active P T
Participants Hired | Participants | o yiciants el
Earning Minimum Hired Earning (. o Earning Participants Hired
Wage Minimum | “¢q01.51000 | Eaming $10.00+
Wage-$9.00
Buncombe 0 0 0 EE
Craven-Pamlico 106 2 % v o
Cumberland 399 32 258 102 7
Durham 41 1 3 > =
Forsyth 27 1 3 4 5
Guilford 15 5 7 T -
HSR 322 0 5 18 8
McDowell 53 0 1 o =
Mecklenburg 93 2 5 42 0
NEW 177 5 a7 = o
New Hanover 192 2 110 & T
Orange 0 0 0 5 5
Pitt a4 5 5 19 :
Wake 184 0 124 38 2

Segment 5 of LRC Outcomes Excel:

# Active #Active # Active
Participants who| Particip who pants who

LRC Moved into Moved into Moved into

Emergency Transitional Permanent
Buncombe 46 0 46 0
Craven-Pamlico 148 0 92 56
Cumberland 53 0 53 0
Durham 35 0 35 0
Forsyth 6 0 2 4
Guilford 57 50 5 2
HSR 85 0 42 43
McDowell 138 4 128 6
Mecklenburg 181 0 181 0
NEW M 4 3 34
New Hanover 183 5 102 76
Orange 2 0 0 2
87 0 87 0
Wake 182 0 114 68

[ TotAL™ 24 | e [ 80 | 201 |



Segment 6 of LRC Outcomes Excel:
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# Active Participants # Active Participants YV # Active
who Successfully who were Non- #Active # Active #Active Participants
Completed Compli Partici Par who | Partici #Active Participants o
i (reentry plan completed |(client refused follow case| who Moved | Dropped Out |who were Re-| Participants | withNo =y g oy
with proof from service | plan & made no progress Away (Quit) Arrested Did Gk to Another
providers, etc.) toward goal) gz o) LRC

Buncombe 180 168 0 0 0 0 0 12 0
Craven-Pamlico 168 14 4 8 6 5 0 130 1
Cumberland 506 212 103 1 59 9 0 122 0
Durham 110 97 1 1 0 0 0 11 0
Forsyth 62 26 2 4 4 2 0 24 0
Guilford 14 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HSR 254 251 0 1 0 2 0 0 0
McDowell 168 69 6 18 i 4 0 52 2
Mecklenburg 199 70 7 3 7 9 0 103 0
NEW 192 132 1 13 0 3 0 43 0
New Hanover 129 99 0 0 0 16 2 11 1
Orange 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Pitt 148 0 11 0 8 2 97 0
Wake 491 234 0 0 0 4 0 253 0
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Appendix E: Correlations Between LRC Services and County Demographics

The correlation coefficients between the number of LRC participants who received
employment, transportation, and housing services, and the corresponding employment-,
transportation-, and housing-related variables for the respective counties (see Figure 10) are below
in Figures E1-3.3° Although all of these variables may not be accurate or good indicators of the
county needs (e.g. mean travel time to work), at least some are relevant and worthwhile analyzing
(e.g. housing and rent costs).

Correlation Coefficients

. o :
Between Employment- County Per Capita | County % Persons in

Related Variables ) FEEY
# LRC Participants who
Received Employment -0.45 0.41

Services

Correlation Coefficient

Between Transportation- S LI VI

Related Variables AT (VoI
# LRC Participants who
Received Transportation -0.21
Services

Correlation Coefficients | County Median Value
Between Housing-Related Owner-Occupied
Variables Housing Units

County Median Gross
Rent

# LRC Participants who

0.15 0.11
Received Housing Services

Figures E1-E3: Correlation coefficients between the number of LRC participants receiving
employment, transportation, and housing services and the corresponding employment,
transportation, and housing county data points referenced in Figure 10.

Except only moderately for employment variables, there were not meaningful linear
relationships between LRC and county data. Scatterplots of the employment variable relationships
are displayed in Figures E4 and E5. County per capita income and LRC employment services had
anegative correlation of 0.45, meaning that counties with low incomes had relatively high numbers
of LRC participants receiving employment services, and vice versa. In contrast, poverty
percentages in a county had a positive correlation of 0.41 with LRC employment services, such
that counties with low percentages of people in poverty had low percentages of LRC participants
receiving employment services, and vice versa for high statistics. For at least income data, the
relationship makes sense intuitively—in a county with low per capita income, employment
services help participants earn higher wages, yet participants would not need such services as much
in a county with high per capita income (e.g. in Wake County, where companies typically pay
$15.00+). Like with other variables, it is possible that a county poverty percentage is a poor
indicator of employment prospects for justice-involved individuals: The variable does not speak

30 Because the LRCs span multiple counties in three cases and I collected only individual county demographic data in
Figure 10, I averaged the county data for Craven-Pamlico, Hoke-Robeson-Scotland, and Nash-Edgecombe-Wilson
counties to allow for easy correlations.
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to the number of companies hiring people with criminal histories, to hiring competitiveness, or to
the types of jobs and skillsets required most in a county.

Scatterplot of LRC Employment Services and County Scatterplot of LRC Employment Services and County
Income with Correlation Line Percentage Poverty with Correlation Line
40,000 25
= . = . .
@ 1~
= 35,000 N d>3
s ¢ &0 S el
.
30,000 = ® =1
= Tt T B L
=2 . = g —
) ° —— =] °
£ 25,000 o . \ fsl—0woe
3 . - & .
= =
= 20,000 =]
] ° ® . .
S
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E 10,000 g
. [
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= S
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Number of LRC Participants who Received Employment Services Number of LRC Participants who Received Employment Services

Figures 21 and 22: Scatterplots charting the relationship between the numbers of LRC
participants receiving employment services and the county per capita incomes and poverty
percentages, respectively. The trend lines represent Correlation Lines.
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Appendix F: Color-Coded Excel of LRC Websites

Because the Excel file is extensive, I break it up into five segments to include all data
categories. The key for the colors is included below. I include the total Green and Blue color counts
for each data category at the bottom of each category, and the color totals for each LRC on the
right side of Segment 5. Text is included in individual cells if the data category or LRC information
required elaboration (e.g. it was the social media data category or the LRC received a Yellow code
for that category) or if the information was useful for my analysis.

COLOR KEY

This is not explicitly included ("Unclear") or components are missing
("Incomplete")

Segment 1 of LRC Websites Excel:

LRC Website? Social Media Accounts? (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)

Buncombe County

Craven-Pamlico

Durham County

Fayetteville-Cumberland

Forsyth County

Guilford County

HRS (Hoke, Robeson, Scotland)

Jones-Onslow

McDowell County

NEW (Nash, Edge, Wilson)

New Hanover County

Orange County

Pitt County

Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg

Wake County

Totals per Data Category 7 Green; 4 Blue 3 Green; 7 Blue
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Segment 2 of LRC Websites Excel:

LRC

Physical
Address?

Phone? Email? Fax? Hours?

Buncombe County

Craven-Pamlico

Durham County

Fayetteville-Cumberland

Forsyth County

Guilford County

HRS (Hoke, Robeson, Scotland)

Jones-Onslow

McDowell County

NEW (Nash, Edge, Wilson)

New Hanover County

Orange County

Pitt County

Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg

Wake County
Totals per Data Category 8 Green; 4 Blue 8 Green; 4 Blue 7 Green; 3 Blue | 3 Green; 2 Blue |4 Green; 3 Blue
Segment 3 of LRC Websites Excel:
LRC Intermediary Agency? Governance Structure? Goal(s), Vision, Motivation? Eligibility?

Buncombe County

Unclear; housed by County JRC

Craven-Pamlico

Durham County

Fayetteville-Cumberland

Incomplete; only a Reentry
Coordinator is identifiable

Forsyth County

Unclear; only lists a Reentry
Coordinator

Unclear; housed by PTRC

Unclear; questions loosely about
goals

Guilford County

Unclear; housed by Sheriff's
page

HRS (Hoke, Robeson, Scotland)

Jones-Onslow

McDowell County

Unclear; housed by Freedom
Life

NEW (Nash, Edge, Wilson)

Unclear; housed by NCCAA

New Hanover County

Unclear; housed by LINC

Orange County

Unclear; housed by County

Pitt County

Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg

Wake County

Totals per Data Category

6 Green; 1 Blue

1 Green; 1 Blue 6 Green; 5 Blue

3 Green; 2 Blue




Segment 4 of LRC Websites Excel:
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LRC Services? Partner Organizations?

Buncombe County

Incomplete; empty "resources" tab on

Craven-Pamlico p
site

Durham County

Fayetteville-Cumberland

Incomplete; mentioned in some Incomplete; mentioned in some
Facebook posts Faceboook posts

Forsyth County

Guilford County

HRS (Hoke, Robeson, Scotland)

Jones-Onslow

McDowell County

NEW (Nash, Edge, Wilson)

New Hanover County

Orange County

Incomplete; says "see list of reentry

Pitt Coun
Ly partners," but no such list

Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg

Wake County

Totals per Data Category 4 Green; 5 Blue 2 Green; 3 Blue

Partnership
App/Info?

3 Green

About LRCs or TSy Y0

Incomplete; "must be logged

in" for intake form

6 Green; 2 Blue 4 Green; 3 Blue

Segment 5 of LRC Websites Excel:

LRC Activity Calendar? Additional L ?

Buncombe County

Craven-Pamlico

Incomplete; no events listed in

Durham County 2020

Incomplete; some activities on

Fayetteville-Cumberland Facebook

Forsyth County

Guilford County

HRS (Hoke, Robeson, Scotland)

Jones-Onslow

McDowell County

NEW (Nash, Edge, Wilson)

New Hanover County
Incomplete; lists committee &
Orange Coun
g ty
Pitt County

Re-Entry Partners of Mecklenburg

Wake County

Totals per Data Category 1 Green; 2 Blue 3 Green; 2 Blue 0 Green

Data, Results? Totals per LRC
0 Green; 14 Blue
9 Green
14 Green; 1 Blue

some Facebook posts
6 Green; 1 Blue
8 Green
0 Green
0 Green
0 Green; 8 Blue
12 Green
12 Green; 3 Blue
13 Green; 1 Blue
0 Green; 10 Blue

0 Gren; 15 blue

0 Green

1Green
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Appendix G: Color-Coded LRC Goals

If titles like “goal,” “vision,” “mission,” or others are within quotations, they are pulled
verbatim from the LRCs or LRC Intermediary Agencies (hereafter, “TA”). If, however, titles are
outside of quotation marks, they are my own categorizations. Not all listed examples are from the
LRCs directly—for example, Buncombe County includes the goal of the Justice Resource Center,
the LRC’s IA and webpage host. I note “website” if the information is taken from the LRC’s
independent site, “webpage” if it is from a page hosted on another institution’s website, and the
name of the particular social media platform if it is from the LRC’s social media account.

In the key below, the number in parenthesis counts the number of unique LRCs or [As that
feature language from the respective categories, not the total count of each category type (e.g. if a
term like “community” is listed three times in an LRC’s mission, it is counted just once for that
LRC), whereas the total number is the total count. There are 11 LRCs or [As that list a goal, vision,
mission, and/or motivation on websites or social media.

Color Key
Reasons to Focus on Reentry:
Help Justice-Involved Citizens (10) [total: 26]
Recidivism/Law Adherence/Stability (8) [total: 10]
(3) [total: 3]

(3) [total: 3]

Patterns in Language/Wording:

(6) [total: 9]

Reform (5) [total: 5]
Notion of Success (5) [total: 6]

Buncombe County: Justice Resource Center website (IA)
“Why it Matters: Involvement in the criminal justice system can carry lifelong impacts on the
health, safety and well-being of individuals, families, and neighborhoods. Many individuals with
justice involvement are also impacted by poverty, trauma, mental illness and/or substance use
disorders. We provide services and seamless linkage to GOMMURILY resources.”

“Goal: We strive to reduce recidivism in terms of failure to appear, new arrest, and parole violation
with individuals postconviction/post-incarceration through increasing access to employment,
housing, transportation and education.”

Craven-Pamlico Counties: LRC website
“Vision: We believe that thosc FSIUIRMING to society should have a healthy, stable transition. When
a COMMUNIGY comes together to help, we are also building a better ﬁ.”
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“The goals of our council are to make safer by reducing recidivism and

by lowering the direct and collateral cost of incarceration.”

Durham County: LRC webpage
“Durham’s vision for reentry is to provide opportunities for justice involved individuals to
successfully . Through active partnerships with our
stakeholders, the Local Reentry Council will contribute to safer SOmmumities and an enhanced
for justice involved citizens.”

“The Durham Local Reentry Council's mission is to demonstrate a holistic and systematic
approach that seeks to reduce the likelihood of additional criminal behavior by providing
unwavering GOMMMUMIGY support for justice involved citizens.”

“The goal of the Local Reentry Council is fo connect individuals with services and support o assist

ina transition and to build capacity at the local level to reduce recidivism.”

Fayetteville-Cumberland: LRC Facebook page “About” section

“Mission:

by strengthening and utilizing resources. We seek

bh)

Guilford County: LRC webpage
Motivation: “Just about all jail inmates will leave correctional settings and FSUER to various

throughout Guilford County. Inadequate transition planning can put jail inmates, -
h back on . The

outcomes of inadequate transition planning include the

, and rearrests. With most inmates being released within a
very short period, often without notice, jails present unique challenges to transition planning.

Mission: “The Guilford County Reentry Council is a new organization that exists 0
. We act as a liaison

between the client and services such as substance abuse treatment, mental health treatment,
housing assistance, etc.”

McDowell County: Freedom Life Ministries website (IA
Mission: “At Freedom Life we are

as much as we are
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... there are many justice-involved people across our state and within our own community here in
McDowell County that need our help. Men and women reintegrating into society from jail or
prison face many barriers including food, clothing, housing, jobs, transportation, mental health
needs, medical health needs, substance misuse/addiction vulnerabilities, spiritual life needs, etc.
Many are released who have
In addition to these barriers, there are

. Many have been
because of the very conditions

. Just as

, neither can we as a single nonprofit
organization help them change their lives alone. At Freedom Life, we know it takes a ﬁ
working together ”

Vision: “We seek to of our EOMMMMUMIEY and the many needs of our justice
together. Through providing case management, mentoring,

pastoral care, needs resourcing, and agency networking, clients of Freedom Life are able to receive
the holistic help they need to address literally every need in their lives and in the lives of their
families. This is true of their

existing there that led to their own criminal behavior.”

Goals: “Freedom Life seeks to partner with our

2

Nash-Edgecombe Counties: LRC website

“Mission: The NEW Reentry Council brings together all stakeholders
Flaw-abiding and to

2

New Hanover County: LRC webpage
Mission: “Here - - - reenter the J

Orange County: LRC webpage

“Mission: The Local Reentry Council’s mission is to reduce recidivism,
, create a network of individuals and organizations
, ; and develop innovative responses

to address gaps in resources and services.”

Purpose: “The Local Reentry Council’s purpose is to coordinate resources in the EORMMMMIGY in
an effort to that will facilitate a
- transition from incarceration society or

9
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Pitt County: Life of NC website (IA)
Mission: “The Pitt County re-entry program is dedicated to helping previously incarcerated
individuals make a successful transition from prison/jail PaCkute thc Gommunity. The LRC is a
council made up of the designated stakeholder from across the Greenville/Pitt County Community
that collectively can impact recidivism in a positive way.”

Mecklenburg County: County website (IA)
“Mission: The mission of Mecklenburg County Re-Entry Services is to facilitate seamless
transition of participants while promoting employment stability, service engagement and
continuing education.”




