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accurately identify persons within and between data sources, 100% accuracy is not possible. These 
unreasonable ages may represent typographical errors from the original data source or errors in matching 
individuals’ records in the CHD. These exclusions were minimal and have no effect on the overall findings. 
For example, in the largest sample (the adult case cohort samples), we excluded only 0.17% of all cases. 

Sex 
We code sex into two categories: male and female. If an individual is reported as male in one data source 
and female in another data source, sex is coded as missing and the individual is removed from sex-
specific analyses. Sex is also a factor used to calculate the DOC’s Static Risk Assessment—Revised (SRA2). 
In instances where sex is missing or inconsistently reported, individuals are coded as “male” for purposes 
of calculating the risk classification. This decision was made due to the greater statistical probability that 
individuals in the criminal justice system are male. Total sample sizes by gender are presented in Exhibit 
A10. 

Exhibit A10 
Number of Males and Females in FY Cohorts 

Case cohort Release cohort Case cohort Release cohort 

FY Male Female Male Female FY Male Female Male Female 

Ad
ul

t s
am

pl
es

 

1995 62,907 15,106 3,953   420 
Ju

ve
ni

le
 s

am
pl

es
 
1995 20,075 8,525 1,333 134 

1996 68,005 17,460 4,187   442 1996 20,810 9,268 1,531 145 

1997 83,115 21,070 4,343   614 1997 21,347 9,246 1,609 162 

1998 94,174 24,985 4,504   578 1998 20,797 9,129 1,554 177 

1999 85,102 23,342 4,779   647 1999 20,578 9,167 1,353 139 

2000 90,145 25,116 5,178   704 2000 19,653 8,734 1,241 156 

2001 94,467 27,794 5,324   768 2001 18,650 8,624 1,131 131 

2002 87,357 25,197 5,790   781 2002 17,136 8,006 1,075 121 

2003 79,353 22,567 6,335   843 2003 17,391 8,370 1,053 106 

2004 90,556 28,092 6,947 1,003 2004 16,030 7,983   921  82 

2005 91,231 28,821 7,382 1,133 2005 15,366 7,830   877  78 

2006 89,928 28,227 7,684 1,181 2006 14,272 7,116   824 103 

2007 89,371 28,297 7,394 1,138 2007 14,489 6,775   713  97 

2008 89,145 29,315 7,124 1,164 2008 15,169 7,635   763  96 

2009 87,880 29,179 6,849 1,014 2009 14,583 7,314   674  84 

2010 83,892 29,194 6,744   914 2010 13,212 6,859   638  67 

2011 79,393 28,439 6,590   823 2011 12,199 6,296   638  71 

2012 73,689 27,124 6,512   836 2012 10,601 5,145   540  68 

2013 67,327 25,486 6,568    879 2013   9,111 4,690   495  63 

2014 61,252 23,784 6,849   947 2014   7,788 3,830   429  59 
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Race 
We code race into five categories: White, Black/African American, Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, 
American Indian/Alaskan Native, and other/unknown. Each individual is classified into only one of the five 
categories because the AOC, Juvenile and Corrections System (JCS), and DOC data do not include 
categories for bi-racial or multi-racial.43 The total sample sizes for each racial category are presented in 
Exhibits A11 and A12. 
 
In order to resolve coding discrepancies, WSIPP has established a series of coding decisions for creating 
each individual’s racial classification in the compiled person profiles. First, WSIPP selects race from 
available AOC court cases data. The AOC data are the most comprehensive given that those in the DOC 
data should have an associated court case record, but not all persons with a court case record will be 
included in the DOC data. If individuals had multiple records in the AOC data (e.g., two cases in the AOC 
data for different years) and their race was recorded differently (e.g., Black and White), we selected racial 
classifications in the following order: 1) Black/African American, 2) Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, 
3) American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 4) White.44  
 
For those who were missing racial information in the AOC data, we first used any available DOC records. If 
records were still missing, we used any available JCS records. When race was recorded differently across 
different observations in the DOC or JCS data, we selected racial classifications in the following order: 1) 
Black/African American, 2) Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, 3) American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 
4) White.   
 
We were unable to provide accurate statistics for rates of recidivism by ethnicity (i.e., Hispanic vs. non-
Hispanic). At this time, WSIPP does not receive information about the ethnicity from the AOC for adult 
populations. When possible, future reports should follow OFM recommendations to present race 
categories by ethnicity (e.g., non-Hispanic Whites, non-Hispanic Blacks, etc.).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                   
43 AOC began reporting multi-racial classifications in 2018.  
44 To establish these coding standards, we analyzed the sample of individuals who were included in both the AOC and DOC data and 
who had racial information reported in both datasets. Our analyses found consistency in the classification of race for 95.4% of the 
individuals included in both datasets. Of the three minority classifications, we found Black/African American to be the most reliable 
with consistency in datasets for 95.98% of the individuals who were identified as Black/African American in either dataset. The 
majority of the differences in coding were such that one data source coded an individual as White when another data source coded 
an individual as Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian or American Indian/Alaskan Native. Specifically, 13.2% of the individuals who 
were ever identified as Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian in one dataset were identified as White a different dataset, and 28.5% 
of the individuals who were ever identified as American Indian/Alaskan Native were identified as White in a different dataset. Our 
selection methods ensure that individuals who were ever identified as a minority are recorded as such in the final data and that the 
dataset prioritizes the racial classifications found to be the most reliable. 
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Exhibit A11 
Adult FY Cohorts by Race 

Case cohorts Release cohorts 

FY White Black A/PI/NH AI/AN White Black A/PI/NH AI/AN 

1995  62,757  8,709 1,413 2,452 3,075 1,078  85 111 
1996  68,938  9,446 1,623 2,786 3,272 1,143  84 112 
1997  82,567 13,120 2,116 3,422 3,555 1,171  76 125 
1998  93,050 16,211 2,952 3,845 3,636 1,191  90 132 
1999  88,991 10,734 2,454 3,310 3,943 1,236  99 130 
2000  94,999 11,199 2,865 3,242 4,268 1,333 103 167 
2001 100,622 11,817 3,344 3,294 4,421 1,403 108 152 
2002  93,014 10,776 2,902 3,136 4,864 1,439 107 155 
2003  84,215  9,739 2,597 2,903 5,276 1,555 144 197 
2004  98,027 11,319 3,203 3,214 5,920 1,645 153 217 
2005  98,232 11,927 3,488 3,335 6,350 1,756 153 236 
2006  95,804 12,171 3,478 3,503 6,706 1,698 195 259 
2007  95,197 12,381 3,390 3,492 6,419 1,650 205 245 
2008  95,005 12,603 3,749 3,546 6,253 1,584 176 260 
2009  93,740 12,404 3,767 3,473 5,911 1,462 217 253 
2010  89,575 12,273 3,811 3,334 5,809 1,361 209 270 
2011  85,454 11,645 3,749 3,085 5,609 1,345 192 254 
2012  79,732 10,630 3,632 3,079 5,576 1,262 212 273 
2013  73,086  9,854 3,205 2,951 5,762 1,226 183 258 

2014  66,389  9,194 2,985 2,760 6,057 1,235 216 262 
Notes:  
A/PI/NH = Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian. 
AI/NA = American Indian/Alaskan Native. 
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Exhibit A12 

Juvenile FY Cohorts by Race 

  Case cohorts Release cohorts 

FY White Black A/PI/NH AI/NA White Black A/PI/NH AI/NA 

1995 21,548 2,568 1,271 706 1,044 247 82 48 
1996 23,141 2,600 1,286 754 1,210 274 76 70 
1997 23,587 2,713 1,332 806 1,282 301 75 79 
1998 22,988 2,809 1,314 824 1,231 306 88 71 
1999 23,070 2,745 1,247 897 1,068 272 67 65 
2000 22,118 2,550 1,113 884 1,002 241 67 68 
2001 21,414 2,444   963 829   944 225 42 39 
2002 19,928 2,224   926 804   848 232 46 59 
2003 20,438 2,420   917 826   836 208 50 52 
2004 19,102 2,442   921 786   745 169 38 47 
2005 18,347 2,452   907 739   676 183 37 47 
2006 16,618 2,390   879 754   645 200 32 37 
2007 16,679 2,253   743 685   581 154 26 35 
2008 17,884 2,339   832 698   602 178 32 36 
2009 17,145 2,357   817 660   540 150 18 35 
2010 15,619 2,278   706 559   477 166 24 27 
2011 14,172 2,025   683 540   481 163 26 23 
2012 12,039 1,772   581 482   422 139 12 24 
2013 10,368 1,676   507 484   377 121 17 28 

2014   8,641 1,443   401 431   329 110 17 20 
Notes: 
A/PI/NH = Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian. 
AI/NA = American Indian/Native Alaskan. 

 
Reporting Small Sample Sizes 
 
Statistical estimates are sensitive to varying sample sizes. Our confidence in statistical estimates increases 
as the sample size and the prevalence of different outcomes increase. When sample sizes are small, there 
is more uncertainty in our estimates. For example, small sample sizes often lead to more extreme 
estimates than large sample sizes. When calculating percentages, small changes in actual outcomes can 
lead to very large changes in prevalence rates in small populations, whereas small changes in actual 
outcomes would likely cause only small changes in prevalence rates in large populations. It would be 
inappropriate to compare estimates drawn from large samples to the estimates drawn from very small 
samples.  
 
When analyzing the recidivism rates by demographic subgroups and by characteristics of the index 
offense, the fiscal year cohorts were divided into smaller samples. For instance, in the 2014 juvenile 
release cohort, there were only 17 youth identified as Asian/Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian and only 20 
youth identified as American Indian/Alaskan Native.  
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Due to the concerns about the comparability of the estimates from small vs large sample sizes, we did not 
report on the proportion of individuals who recidivated in a particular fiscal year cohort if the sample size 
for the subgroup in that fiscal year cohort was less than 80. For analyses of juvenile release cohorts, we 
combined categories of “drug” and “other” for the index offenses due to small sample sizes in each 
individual category (see Exhibit 25). In addition, we did not present the FY cohort estimates for youth 
released from a JR commitment for a misdemeanor index offense in Exhibit 26. Only 11 of the 20 FY 
cohorts met the minimum sample size threshold for this sample, making it difficult to establish any trends 
over time.  
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FY Changes in Recidivism Rates by Sex 

Our main report presents recidivism rates over time for males and for females in Exhibits 6, 15, 22, and 28. 
In this section, we present more precise comparisons in the percent change in the rate of recidivism by 
sex.  

We present the percent change trends in recidivism for both sexes in the adult case cohorts, adult release 
cohorts, and the juvenile case cohorts. We excluded the juvenile release samples for these analyses due to 
insufficient sample sizes for females (n < 80) from FY04–FY14.48 Because our interest in this appendix is 
the difference in the percent change trends between subgroups, we do not present the percent change 
trends for males in the juvenile release cohort. We present the findings for the percent change in the rate 
of recidivism for each of the samples in Exhibits A14, A15, and A16, following the same order as the 
findings in the main report.  

Key Findings (From FY 1995–FY 2014) 

 Adult case cohorts: The decline in recidivism was greater for females compared to males until
2009 when decline for males began to exceed the decline for females.

 Adult release cohorts: The recidivism rate for both males and females generally increased.
However, year-over-year differences in recidivism between males and females diverged from FY02
to FY12. During these years, the rate of recidivism for males increased more than the rate for
females. From FY12–FY14, the rate of recidivism for males was similar to the baseline rate in FY95
while the rate of recidivism for females decreased compared to the baseline rate in FY95.

 Juvenile case cohorts: The rates in recidivism for females remained generally consistent over time,
while males showed more dramatic decreases in recidivism, particularly in later years (FY06–FY14).
Overall patterns in the change in recidivism rates were consistent for females and for males.
However, the percent change was larger for males than for females, leading to increasingly
divergent trends over time.

48 See Appendix II. 
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