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Introduction
When Texans pay to lock up a youth, they seek 
to redress the offense that occurred, protect the 
public for the period of incarceration, and re-
habilitate that youth to reduce the risk of future 
criminal behavior. It is principally to accom-
plish this latter goal of long-term recidivism 
reduction that supervision and treatment by 
the juvenile justice system continues after the 
actual period of incarceration and into a period 
in which the youth is on parole.

How many youth continue to break the law 
and are reincarcerated at taxpayer’s expense 
depends not just on the effectiveness of  the 
institutions where they served time, but also 
upon the effectiveness of parole and reentry 
programs that seek to transition them back 
into the free world. In fact, ineffective reen-
try programming would virtually nullify any 
treatment or therapy the youth received while 
committed to state custody, as it would prevent 
translation of the treatment to the youth’s home 
environment. Because of the key role parole 
plays in reforming juvenile offenders and en-
suring the lessons learned in residential treat-
ment are sustained when the juvenile returns 
home, successful reentry programs can dra-
matically reduce recidivism rates.

The existing parole programming mandated by 
the Texas Juvenile Justice Department (TJJD) 
currently produces rates of reincarceration of 
41.2 percent and 35.7 percent after three years, 
for youth released in 2006 and 2007, respec-
tively.1 These results must be closely evaluated, 
especially in light of alternative parole pro-
gramming currently being used within two pi-
lot programs in major urban centers in Texas, 
Harris County and Bexar County.

These programs represent promising oppor-
tunities to reformulate parole for Texas juve-
niles into a cost-efficient and effective aftercare 
program. Intensive reentry and a more effec-
tive parole process can be paired with slight 
reductions in the length of stay for particular 
Texas youth without affecting public safety. The 
commitment time reductions can be devoted, 
instead, to reentry programs, resulting in both 
reduced recidivism and lower costs for Texas 
taxpayers.

Texas Juvenile Justice Department 
Parole Programming
The current system of parole and reentry ser-
vices provided to offenders released from 
residential treatment is administered by TJJD, 
with a portion (30 percent of the parole popu-
lation) contracted out to county-level proba-
tion departments or private organizations.2  
Parole surveillance can be intensive, moderate, 
or minimum, depending on offense severity.3  
There are also specialized reentry programs 
available, based on chemical dependency, sex-
ual behavior, or mental health issues.4 

While on parole, TJJD parole officers hold 
scheduled office visits with youth, make un-
scheduled visits to school, work, and home, 
and may include random curfew checks in 
the parole process. Youth are required to un-
dertake 40 hours of constructive activity per 
week (such as employment, education, treat-
ment, or community service),5 and the parole 
officer assists the youth in setting and meeting 
educational goals. TJJD has recently begun to 
incorporate Functional Family Therapy and 
Multi-systemic Therapy in select locations.6 In 
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addition, Senate Bill 103, in 2007, required the agency to cre-
ate a reentry and reintegration plan for each released youth, 
which addressed housing, family counseling, mentoring, 
academic and vocational planning, and other specialized 
treatments, as applicable.7 House Bill 3689 further required 
the state to also consider the skills necessary for successful 
reentry, comprehensive transition programs, and commu-
nity providers the agency could enter into contracts with to 
provide reentry services.8*

The time spent on parole for Texas youth also varies. Most 
non-violent offenders can be put on “Fast Track Parole,” 
which decreases the length of time on parole from nine 
months to six months, and release from supervision occurs 
only after all the requirements for a discharge have been met.9 
Sentenced and “Type A Violent Offenders” (those charged 
with murder, attempted murder, capital murder, aggravated 
sexual assault, and sexual assault10) remain on parole until 
the age of 19.11 

For moderate or low severity offenders to be discharged 
from parole under the standards in TJJD’s General Admin-

istrative Policy Manual,12 the offender must complete the 
surveillance and supervision requirements, comply with pa-
role conditions, be free of pending delinquency petitions or 
criminal charges, complete 60 hours of community service, 
and have been involved in 40 hours of constructive activi-
ties per week for at least 30 days. However, a discharge may 
be approved earlier if other factors so justify. Discharge may 
also be granted directly out of residential placement, due to 
age (TJJD’s jurisdiction statutorily concludes at the age of 
19), or other special circumstances. 

In 2010, budgeted expenditures were $23.11 per day per ju-
venile offender on parole;13 and, actual expenditures were 
$23.97 per day per juvenile offender in 2011.14 This price tag 
has doubled since 2007, when costs were under ten dollars 
per day, which was at a time when the number of supervised 
youth was double the number in 2011.15 The minimum time 
on parole is six months, which means (barring early dis-
charge based on special circumstances) the total average cost 
for parole is $4,163, at a minimum. The total budget for pa-
role services was $12,173,963 in 2010, part of which included 
a $2.9 million dollar federal grant to start up a pilot project.16 

Sources: TJJD and Legislative Budget Board

* The statutory changes that came after an internal audit, conducted in 2007, found that 37 percent of youth were not discharged from parole in accor-
dance to policy, including discharge prior to meeting the minimum requirements and discharge after eligibility date has passed. The audit additionally 
found that there were no significant differences in the parole outcomes for youths who had fully completed incarceration treatment phases and those 
who had not. The parole department also did not have access to youths’ risk levels calculated by the institution. The agency concurred with the findings 
of the audit department, and planned to respond to the issues highlighted by the report.
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The budget for parole operations has hovered around nine 
million dollars for a decade. The parole population, how-
ever, experienced a sharp drop off after 2007, as a result of 
the decreased levels of commitments to state institutions. 
But even with this population drop off, the budget for parole 
programming has remained the same.

These services that are, at least, nominally available under 
the traditional parole programming and TJJD’s multi-mil-
lion dollar budget, however, have produced questionable 
results when considered in light of current recidivism mea-
sures. In 2007, the most recent three-year outcome data 
available, 35.7 percent of Texas youths were reincarcerated17 
as noted above, and just about half of those youths (18.3 per-
cent) were reincarcerated within one year.18 Rearrest rates, 
which are much higher than reincarceration rates since not 
all arrests result in adjudications and incarceration, totaled 
73.6 percent after three years, for youths released in 2006.19 
Finally, in 2010, there were 3,143 parolees supervised by the 
state, and 14.3 percent had their parole revoked.

To put this in perspective, 1,521 youths were back in a state 
lockup at some point within three years of their release and 
parole, 2,433 juveniles were rearrested after being treated 
and receiving parole programming, and 451 Texas juveniles 
were unable to follow one or more conditions of their parole.

These rates are less than encouraging given the amount spent 
on treating these youth both in a state secure facility and on 
parole. Taxpayers must be assured that the $359 daily price tag 
for incarceration and the $23 daily price tag for parole are ef-
fectively producing the highest measure of reformed juveniles 
that is feasible. In order to make that determination, a com-
parison to two pilot parole projects can reveal whether more 
youth can be effectively reformed during the reentry phase. 

Parenting With Love and Limits
One of two pilot programs currently being conducted within 
TJJD’s parole program is the Parenting with Love and Limits 
program, or PLL. PLL is a reentry program being used in 
Harris County, Texas, as well as select sites across the coun-
try. PLL combines group and family therapy to prevent re-
cidivism in youth by retraining families to incorporate new 
skills into their parenting.20 

Group therapy includes youth, parents, and siblings, with no 
more than six families at one time.21 During each two-hour 
class, one hour is spent as a group and one hour is spent with 
parents and teens counseled separately.22 Family therapy in-
cludes intensive one- to two-hour sessions.

These therapy sessions produce two important products for 
the youth’s progress. The first is the formation of new par-
enting skills to work through the risk factors which could 
lead to future justice system involvement by the youth. 
Parents develop their skills to provide more structure and 
clear boundaries for the youth in the home so that law en-
forcement and correctional interventions are not needed. 
The second is a “typed-out, loophole-free contract.”23 The 
contract sets out the youth’s goals and the necessary steps to 
achieve those goals, and ensures that each youth and family 
is held accountable and is making progress.

PLL has been recognized as an evidence-based model by the 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administra-
tion’s National Registry of Evidence-based Programs and 
Practices,24 the Promising Practices Network,25 and the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention’s Model 
Programs Guide.26 

PLL currently costs approximately $5,926 per youth, which 
encompasses family involvement from the first day of incar-
ceration through family groups and video conferenced fam-
ily therapy, an aftercare family plan in place before discharge, 
as well as three months of aftercare.27 

While preliminary, the results of the PLL program thus far 
are promising. A few of the sites where PLL is currently be-
ing used as a reentry program have produced a small num-
ber of performance measures for comparison purposes. In 
Indiana, 16 percent of youths referred to a PLL program 
were readjudicated for another offense within one year.28 
Another pilot site featured a 30 percent rearrest rate and a 
14 percent recommitment rate for the 153 youths who com-
pleted PLL—a 27 percent reduction in recidivism as com-
pared to a matched sample of youths who had received stan-
dard reentry programming.29 In an extremely small sample 
of youths in Florida—15—using the PLL program, only two 
earned new charges after six months of release, and neither 
were recommitted for those charges.30 

However, PLL may provide benefits beyond decreasing re-
cidivism risks in the youth, by reforming familial attitudes 
generally. There are high rates of youth with justice-involved 
family members, totaling 42.6 percent of new commitments 
in 2011,31 and 46.5 percent of juveniles at the county level 
had a parent involved with the criminal justice system.32  
Within the Dallas County Juvenile Probation Department, 
20 percent of youths reported a family member in the juve-
nile justice system.33  
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PLL provides increased family discipline and authority that 
will not only create better parenting for the youth enrolled, 
but siblings and other family members. Therefore, the ben-
efits of this program should be recognized as, in many cases, 
extending beyond the juvenile’s recidivism risk and to each 
member of the family.

PLL recently began providing parole services to youth in 
Harris County. The outcome data will need to be carefully 
tracked to determine whether it can decrease recidivism in 
the same ways as other pilot sites have begun to witness.

Children’s Aftercare Reentry Experience
The Children’s Aftercare Reentry Experience, or CARE, is a 
pilot program created through a partnership between BCFS 
Health and Human Services, a private non-profit organi-
zation, Bexar County Juvenile Probation (BCJP), and the 
state.34 The program serves youth reentering Bexar County 
from TJJD and the local county-run post-adjudication facil-
ity, the Cyndi Krier Center.

Prior to the creation of CARE, BCFS had provided proba-
tion alternative programming and services for foster youth 
to prepare them for independent living. Both programs 
provided wraparound-type services in one non-residential 
facility, including mentoring, employment strategies, life 
skills classes, educational services, and other key programs 
to ensure that at-risk youth were able to lead productive, 
independent lives. Using this background, BCFS worked 
with juvenile justice agencies to formulate a reentry pro-
gram with all of these services as well as restorative justice, 
which ensures that youth understand the effects of their ac-
tions on victims and the community. The reentry program 
begins before the youth is released from residential treat-
ment, and incorporates the youth, his or her family, public 
and private partnerships, treatment, and supervision in a 
singular location.

CARE’s ability to provide a variety of services in one set-
ting ensures far more accountability for the youth involved. 
Within one building, youth can access BCFS resources, but 
also local community partners, education resources (includ-
ing ensuring reentry to public education, vocational and 
trade education), and other area non-profits. Youths can 
more easily and efficiently navigate the array of aftercare re-
sources available to them, both public and private. Further-
more, this centralized location ensures a continuum of care 

without duplication of services or overlap, which is designed 
to promote efficient yet comprehensive reentry.

Each service is strength-based, meaning it focuses on a youth’s 
strengths and goals, rather than weaknesses, and holds each 
person in that child’s life—mentors, family members, service 
providers, and the youth him or herself—accountable with 
signed contracts and checkups on progress. Furthermore, ser-
vices are far more intensive than basic parole. For example, 
CARE ensures that every child receives some type of mentor-
ing—individual or group, based on each child’s needs. In con-
trast, in the 2010 fiscal year, only 1.2 percent of youth on the 
state’s standard parole received mentoring services.35 

Further, information sharing is efficient in the CARE transi-
tion center. There is no interagency delay in service and infor-
mation sharing, but rather full disclosure amongst each stake-
holder. Finally, the administration of CARE through a private 
non-profit increases the collaborative possibilities with other 
private, non-profit resources, expanding treatment options for 
youth without additional taxpayer funding.

The Department of Labor provided a grant for the forma-
tion of this pilot project. The original grant was for just over 
one year and totaled $2,884,560, and was keyed to providing 
services for 450 youths.36 This translates to a cost of just over 
$6,400 per juvenile, based on a six-month service period (al-
though CARE currently provides treatment anywhere from 
four months to one year, based on a youth’s individual needs).

As of June 30, 2011, 509 youths had enrolled in the CARE pro-
gram.37 Studies are currently being conducted on the outcomes 
of this program. However, BCJP was able to track recidivism 
amongst juveniles who had successfully completed the CARE 
program. Out of 93 successful completions,* only 15 were re-
arrested for a felony or Class A or B misdemeanor within one 
year of their completion, and only seven of those were found 
delinquent as a result of that offense.38 All seven were given a 
disposition of probation. This data is limited to re-offense in-
formation within the juvenile system, and longitudinal data is 
essential to determine the long-term effects of this program.

However, after one year, rearrest rates of 16 percent, readju-
dication rates of 8 percent, and zero reincarcerations present 
far better outcomes than the current one-year reincarceration 
rates of 18.3 percent. While long-term outcomes are necessary 
to determine the true effectiveness of this program, these rates 
are encouraging.

*The number of juveniles tracked by BCJP is lower than the number of total enrollees in CARE for two reasons: first, BCJP is only tracking youth who have 
been out of residential care for one year. Second, BCJP is currently only developing recidivism rates for youth who successfully completed the CARE 
program, under the theory that those youth accurately represent the full benefit provided by CARE.
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Cost Savings with Effective Reentry
It is clear that there are opportunities to reduce recidivism by 
strengthening reentry programming for Texas youths. Less 
recidivism results in a lower human and economic toll on 
victims of crime. Moreover, while reentry programs come 
with a price tag, they can be implemented in ways that re-
duce total costs to taxpayers.

The cost savings possible through more effective reentry pro-
grams are two-fold. First, the decreased rates of recidivism 
reduce the burden taxpayers must incur in the future on the 
same youth. This leads to lower overall juvenile incarceration 
expenditures in each subsequent year that previously incar-
cerated youth do not recidivate and are not reincarcerated. 
Second, even though these programs cost more than the 
current reentry programming provided by the state, largely 
due to the vastly increased array of services and supervision, 
if paired with slightly reduced lengths of stays for the youth 
referred to the programs—which have been shown not to in-
crease recidivism—the result could be front-end cost savings 
that both offset the costs of intensive parole programming as 
well as decrease overall juvenile justice expenditures.

A more intensive supervisory period during a youth’s reentry 
has the potential to reduce both new offenses and technical 
recommitments to youth lockups for parole rule violations. 
Recidivism is reduced with targeted services and programs 
designed to address each youth’s specific risk factors and 
needs, as well as a greater array of services. Technical recom-
mitments, on the other hand, which are parole revocations 
for rules violations rather than a new felony or misdemeanor, 
also may be reduced with a more focused reentry program.

In the 2011 fiscal year, 104 youths had their parole revoked 
for a technical violation of parole, and sent back to a secure 
facility.39 In comparison, only 31 parole revocations in that 
year were due to a new felony-level incident, and 76 youths 
were revoked to a secure facility for a new misdemeanor of-
fense.40 With intensive reentry, technical violations can be 
reduced, as each youth is more carefully monitored and ser-
vice plans integrate the youth and family directly, increasing 
the likelihood of compliance.

Minimum Length of Stay Reductions
The first component of a more effective reentry program in-
volves slight reductions in the minimum length of stay for 
Texas juvenile offenders. Such reductions not only provide 
the opportunity to place youth in intensive reentry services, 
but also do not present significant risks to public safety, as 
the length of stay reductions proposed are backed by re-

search demonstrating that recidivism rates do not increase 
as a result of reducing length of stay parameters. As a result, 
public safety is not harmed, and more effective reentry is 
made possible.

Currently, TJJD sets a minimum length of stay in residential 
facilities based on offense severity and risk to the commu-
nity (or prior delinquency history), and can range from nine 
months to two years.41 The current average length of stay 
for all new commitments was 17.1 months in 2010.42 And 
for general offenders, which usually encompasses juveniles 
charged with a non-violent offense or property crime, in the 
2009 fiscal year, the average length of stay was 11.3 months.43  
General offenders made up 46 percent of new commitments 
in 2009,44 in contrast to the mere 7 percent of offenders com-
mitted between October of 2010 and September of 2011 un-
der a determinant sentence.45 

There is evidence that the length of stay for certain juvenile of-
fenders can be effectively reduced, without resulting impacts 
on public safety or recidivism rates. Researchers have found 
that residential treatment for juveniles with shorter lengths 
of stay—around six months—are associated with increased 
treatment effectiveness and gains in positive outcomes, and 
that longer lengths of stay do not increase positive outcome 
measures.46 Another study of 16,779 youths in Florida in a 
two-year time period found that lengths of stay had no sta-
tistically significant relationship to recidivism—rather, “age at 
first offense, age at program release, and prior adjudications 
exhibit the strongest associations with recidivism.”47 Under a 
bivariate analysis (a face-value analysis of the data, without 
controlling for other risk factors) for low-risk and moderate-
risk youth, increased length of stay had very little effect on 
recidivism rates.48 Another study which used a multivariate 
study (controlling for risk factors) similarly found “no signifi-
cant relationships between length of stay and recidivism.”49 

Other research has found that for low- and moderate-risk 
juveniles, with lengths of stay between three and 13 months, 
longer stays had little or no impact on rearrest rates, when 
matched with like juveniles with shorter lengths of stay.50 

The data in Texas generally supports these conclusions. 
First, the minimum lengths of stay required in Texas have 
fluctuated over the years. Currently, the lowest-risk youth, 
both in terms of offense severity and risk assessment, have a 
minimum length of stay of nine months, while the highest-
risk youth have a minimum length of stay of 24 months.51  
Prior to the implementation of this policy in 2009, in the two 
previous decades, lengths of stay ranged from no minimum 
length to 48 months.52 
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While it is important to not overemphasize correlations 
between recidivism rates and lengths of stay, as a myriad 
of factors are involved, data from Texas beginning in fiscal 
year 2008 shows that time spent past the minimum length 
of stay had little effect on one-year rearrest rates. Youths 
who stayed one month past their minimum, as compared 
to youths who stayed three or more months past their mini-
mum length of stay were rearrested at largely comparable 
rates—less than a four point difference.53 Further, the rear-
rest rates by length of stay differed within the same mar-
gin for lengths of stay between less than 12 months to 18 
months, and reincarceration rates differed within the same 
margin for all lengths of stay.54 

This analysis suggests that slight reductions in length of stay 
after having satisfactorily completed treatment in the TJJD 
facility would be appropriate for many youth who are not 
among the most serious offenders. Many of the most se-
rious offenders would have either been tried as adults or 
given a determinate sentence. Of course, even though it ap-
pears there would be no change in recidivism rate over the 

medium and long term, there is a slight risk for whatever 
brief period the youth is not incarcerated when they other-
wise would have been. However, the evidence suggests that 
risk is more than offset in many cases by the substantial re-
cidivism reductions achievable through intensive reentry 
programs like PLL and CARE.

Certainly, in the context of juvenile correctional facilities, 
where the focus is far more attuned to treatment and reha-
bilitation, a key factor in determining whether a juvenile’s 
length of stay may be reduced should be completion of treat-
ment programming and accomplishment of rehabilitation 
goals, rather than generalized minimum lengths of stays.

In fact, TJJD itself recognizes that the commitment may be 
shortened when treatment is completed, and high security 
incarceration may not be required for the administrative 
minimum. Under its General Administrative Policy Manual 
section 85.45,55 certain youth are eligible to be transferred to 
a medium restriction facility or halfway house* prior to the 
completion of their minimum length of stay. The criteria are:

*  Halfway houses, a “step-down” to a medium security facility, have produced generally positive results. In 2010, youth transitioned through halfway 
houses through the CoNEXTions program were 9 percent less likely to be rearrested and 46 percent less likely to be reincarcerated. However, as of 2010, 
halfway houses cost taxpayers $282.01 per day, per youth, and the total capacity at halfway houses is only 218 beds, 171 of which were full in September 
of 2011. Therefore, while halfway houses are preferable to continued incarceration for certain youth such as those without a family or who would return 
to an abusive environment and have no means of self-sufficiency, there is more untapped potential for saving money while promoting public safety 
through the use of intensive reentry initiatives coupled with slightly shorter lengths of stay.
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•	 No major rule violations within 60 days (for low or 
moderate offenses) or 120 days (high severity offenses);

•	 Completion of a portion of their minimum length of stay 
in a high restriction facility, from six months (low sever-
ity offense) to all but six months (high severity offenses);

•	 Participation in specialized treatment or curriculum;

•	 Consistent participation in academic programs, work-
force development, skills development (dependent on 
the youth’s individual case plan) and consistent dem-
onstration of skills learned; and

•	 Completion of a draft community reintegration plan.

In addition, sentenced youths and sex offenders who have 
not completed the sexual behavior treatment program are 
not eligible for transition to halfway houses. And after a 
transition has been approved, the juvenile court, prosecut-
ing attorney, parole officer, and chief county juvenile proba-
tion officer are notified.56 These same standards could be ap-
plied to reducing lengths of stay for low-level offenders who 
would then be subject to intensive reentry programming.

For example, the youths committed to state lockup as gen-
eral offenders—which totaled 688 in 2009—could still 
serve eight months incarcerated in a high security TJJD 
residential facility, as long as they complete their treatment 
programs without incurring any major rule violations, and 

be released three months earlier than the current average 
length of stay. At this point, the youth would be eligible, 
under TJJD standards, to be transferred to a halfway house, 
but instead could be placed into a parole program with in-
creased rates of effectiveness. 

Three fewer months translates to cost savings of over $22 
million. A small portion of this cost savings could pay for 
the application of intensive parole services, such as PLL or 
CARE, to these youths, at a cost of between $3 and $4 mil-
lion. The rest of the cost savings can effectuate budget re-
ductions for TJJD.

Furthermore, additional cost savings could be realized 
through recidivism reduction. Under TJJD’s current rates 
of returning youth to commitment, and given that the av-
erage length of stay for a recommitment to state lock-ups 
was 18.4 months in September of 2011,57 the cost of reincar-
ceration for 688 youths under current reincarceration rates 
would be almost $48 million.

In contrast, if PLL and CARE’s preliminary recidivism rates 
hold true, under a conservative estimate, recidivism rates 
could be reduced 25-50 percent, then Texas taxpayers could 
save between $13 and 25 million, based on the fewer num-
bers of youths recidivating. These savings are the result of 
just one year’s worth of new commitments to TJJD. Such 
potential savings must be carefully tracked to ensure the 
recidivism rate reductions are realized and cost savings do 
indeed result.

 

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

120,000

140,000

Current Cost, per youth: 11.3 months
of lockup and 6 months of parole

Projected Cost, per youth: 8 months
of lockup and 6 months of intensive

re-entry programming

Sources: TJJD and author’s calculations

TJJD Projected Costs Comparison



Out for Life: Pathways to More Effective Reentry for Texas Juvenile Offenders January 2012

8  Texas Public Policy Foundation

Less extensive length-of-stay reductions would also pro-
duce positive results. One month off of the average length 
of stay for general offenders, in addition to the cost of an 
intensive reentry programming, would produce a total cost 
per juvenile more than $8,000 less than current costs. If 
only 500 youths took part in this process, the total front-
end cost savings would be $4,000,000. In addition, more 
effective re-entry could produce reductions in recidivism 
rates long-term and associated cost-savings.

For some youth, reducing the time spent in a TJJD facility 
would not require a formal policy change, as most youth al-
ready stay in a residential facility past their minimum length 
of stay. To reduce the length of stay for these youth, all that 
must be done is to ensure that their treatment is completed 
as quickly as possible after their minimum length of stay is 
reached. For other youth, it may be advisable to reformu-
late the minimum length of stay standard, which is found 
in TJJD’s General Administrative Policy Manual section 
85.25.58 The process for such a change is like any agency 
rulemaking power, with publication in the Texas Register, 
public comment, and board approval.

Once lengths of stay have been reduced, formally or infor-
mally, the Legislature and the Legislative Budget Board will 
be able to reflect shorter lengths of stay in its juvenile of-
fender population projections and budgetary calculations, 

and future budgets for TJJD will reflect lower costs for in-
stitutional services.

Conclusion
Reentry programming represents a state’s juvenile justice 
department’s last opportunity to ensure that whatever treat-
ment and progress accomplished by a juvenile while incar-
cerated, for typically less than a year and a half, is sustained 
post-release. Effective reentry can be the key to delivering 
the long-term public safety benefit that is realized when a 
juvenile delinquent becomes a productive, crime-free adult. 
TJJD’s current parole outcome benchmark, as measured by 
recidivism, leaves room for improvement. The preliminary 
data on PLL and CARE indicate such forms of comprehen-
sive reentry programming that leverage family and com-
munity involvement may deliver better results for youth 
and public safety.

Furthermore, the use of such programs, in conjunction with 
slightly reduced lengths of stay, would present an overall 
cost savings for each youth, which in the aggregate would 
represent substantial budgetary reduction for TJJD. While 
longitudinal data is needed to make a final determination of 
the efficacy of such comprehensive reentry programs, they 
represent promising opportunities for achieving more ef-
fective reentry for Texas youths, and better outcomes for 
youth and taxpayers alike.

*  The number of youth eligible for a reduction in length of stay and placement in intensive reentry should be determined by TJJD staff familiar with 
that youth’s progress. However, as a benchmark, in Fiscal Year 2011, 365 youths committed to TYC as a new commitment had never been placed 
outside the home before; 614 youths had no prior felony adjudications; and 751 youths were committed for second degree felonies, third degree 
felonies, or state jail felonies (as opposed to sentenced offenders or first-degree felons). These classes of juvenile offenders represent those most likely 
to benefit from intensive reentry.
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