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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 22, 2013 

TO: Mayor Stephanie Rawlings-Blake 

FROM: Katherine Jones 

RE: Insufficient housing for Ex-Offenders experiencing Re-entry 

 

The following memo will address the problem of insufficient housing available to ex-

offenders reintegrating into Baltimore City.  This problem can be described as the inability to 

obtain stable and affordable housing due to barriers such as high cost of living, limited 

availability of housing, rising unemployment, low income, and discrimination based on criminal 

records. The Department of Corrections, DOC, releases approximately 473 offenders each 

month, most of which are unable to access housing.
1
  Adequate housing for ex-offenders is 

important because stable housing is a top indicator for lower recidivism rates
2
.  In Baltimore, 

nearly two-thirds of all individuals who are released following incarceration recidivate.
3
  This is 

comparable to the national recidivism rate of 62.5%.
4
  Insufficient housing has also led to an 

increase in homelessness among this population.  A recent survey in Baltimore City found 68% 

of ex-offender respondents experienced homelessness at the time of the survey.
5
 

Therefore, this memo will present two alternatives to address the problem of insufficient 

housing available to ex-offenders reintegrating into Baltimore.  The alternatives are 1) 

establishing a public-private partnership model in which ex-offenders access transitional housing 
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upon completion of a work release work-to-rent program and 2) a program that provides short 

term financial assistance to “grantees” that in turn help stabilize an ex-offender’s re-entry 

process by providing stable housing and food for up to three months.  This memo will evaluate 

each alternative based on the ability to provide stable and affordable housing, reduce recidivism, 

cost effectiveness, political feasibility, and robustness and conclude with a final 

recommendation. 

Supporting Evidence 

Baltimore City has a severe vacant housing problem.  Recent estimates state “there are 

16,000 vacant houses and 14,000 vacant lots within the city a significant portion of which—

nearly 25 percent—are currently owned by City government.”
6
  While the city of Baltimore has 

developed their “Vacants to Value” program aimed at moving city-owned vacant property into 

the hands of private ownership, this program is limited in scope.
7
  Mortgage lenders recommend 

spending only 28% of monthly income on housing; however data shows moderate-income 

homeowners in Baltimore pay 55% of their income on housing and transportation.
8
 As a result, 

lower to middle income residents of Baltimore face limited options when attempting to address 

their housing needs.   

The cost of housing in Baltimore is considerably higher than other urban areas around the 

country.  Comparing cost of living data in Seattle, WA, whose population size and density are 

similar to Baltimore, the city rates 19% less in cost of housing and 22% less in cost of utilities 

than Baltimore.
9
  Not only is the cost of housing higher, it continues to rise at rates faster than 
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that of income levels.  In Baltimore, the percent change in household income from 2000 to 2010 

was a 36% increase, while housing and transportation grew a combined 48%.
10

  As such, 

residents need higher paying jobs in order to maintain stable housing. 

While Maryland does not have specific laws that limit access to housing, there are 

roadblocks ex-offenders encounter in attempting to access stable and affordable housing.  Top 

roadblocks include discrimination from landlords, public access to criminal records, and inability 

to find employment.  The most common housing options available to ex-offenders include public 

housing, federally funded programs such as halfway houses or shelters, private housing such as 

rentals or living with family, and housing provided by non-profit organizations like specialized 

re-entry housing.  However, current discrimination by landlords and public housing agencies 

through the access of arrest records has led to a decrease in obtaining public housing and rental 

properties.
11

  Additionally, “the federal government’s regulations allow local housing authorities 

to expand upon this general structure [federal housing policy structure] by broadening the types 

of convictions that would render residents or applications ineligible for public housing.”
12

  Even 

if an ex-offender were to find a landlord willing to rent to them, income restrictions prevent most 

ex-offenders from being able to afford security deposits.   

Proposed Alternatives 

 The first proposed alternative is the establishment of a public-private partnership model 

in which ex-offenders access transitional housing upon completion of a work release work-to-

rent program.  Recommended by the Governor’s Summer Internship Program in 2011, the 

program provides in-house home rehabilitation training to qualified offenders prior to release 
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from prison.
13

  Upon completion of the training, offenders participate in work-release where they 

are connected with local private home redevelopers to rehabilitate vacant houses owned by 

Baltimore City.  Once the offenders have completed the requirements of their work-release and 

released from prison, they are offered rental access to the rehabilitated homes.  “Based on the 

amount of work-hour credits the ex-offenders have accumulated, the first 10-12 months of a 

former inmate’s rent are subsidized by non-profit and grand funding.”
14

  Ex-offenders would 

have access to the homes for up to three years, after which they are required to find their own 

housing in order to allow newly completed participants to access the home. 

The Governor’s Summer Internship Program recommends this alternative be composed 

of multiple phases.  The first phase would consist of developing the partnership between the 

Housing Authority of Baltimore City, the DOC, a community development organization, and 

private redeveloper(s).  They emphasize the potential willingness for private redevelopers to 

participate due to incentives such as “property(s) free of charge from the City; below-market 

construction labor costs (program inmate labor), guaranteed rental payments for 10-12 months 

through the State subsidized program, and assured tenants throughout the continuation of the 

program.”
15

  The State subsidized program is based on low-income housing credits and grant 

programs such as the Maryland Affordable Housing Trust that can be used by the redevelopers.
16

 

The second phase would consist of identifying eligible offender participants through 

criteria which ensure participants have minimal infractions, limited time remaining in their 

sentence, participation with in-house programing, and are a resident of Baltimore.
17

  This phase 

would also include coordinating the in-house training program and establishing the work-release 
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program which would require collaboration between the DOC, the Division of Parole and 

Probation, and the Skills Training Center, OTSC.   

The third phase would consist of the construction process in which five to six offenders 

would redevelop a single vacant home in Baltimore through the collaboration of a local private 

redeveloper for six months.  The Governor’s Summer Internship Program also recommends the 

collaboration of community organizations like Habitat for Humanity and Baltimore Civic Works 

to continue on-site teaching for offenders as they have experience with this population.
18

  

Finally, the fourth phase would consist of the completion of the work-release program 

requirements in which ex-offenders would have the option to rent finished rehabilitation homes 

if approved by the program administrators. 

The second proposed alternative is a program that provides short term financial assistance 

to “grantees” that in turn help stabilize an ex-offender’s re-entry process by providing stable 

housing and food for up to three months.  Developed in collaboration of several state agencies 

including the Department of Corrections and the Department of Community Affairs in the State 

of Georgia, the Re-Entry Partnership Housing Program, RPH, “ targets a special population, 

those convicted felons who remain in prison after the Parole Board has authorized their release 

solely because they have no place to live.”
19

  In Georgia, convicted felons are only allowed to be 

released from prison if they have a documented place to live.  As such, this program allows 

housing providers, typically faith based or non-profit organizations, to apply to participate in the 

program in which they receive $600 per month for up to three months in order to provide stable 

food and housing to the ex-offender.
20
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Housing providers are required to aid the ex-offender in connecting to community 

organizations that will assist with reintegration services like employment and healthcare.  

Additionally, they must “obtain a letter from a local government jurisdiction where properties 

will be located indicating that the local government is knowledgeable of the housing providers 

request in the program…”
21

  The ex-offenders are supervised by a parole officer throughout the 

time they are living with the housing provider.  Upon completion of the three months, the overall 

goal is to have established the ex-offender back into the community through obtaining 

employment and to remain in good parole standing. 

Evaluation of Alternatives 

 Each alternative will be evaluated on 1) the ability to provide more stable and affordable 

housing; 2) reduce recidivism i.e. the rates of ex-offenders recommitting a crime after release, 3) 

cost effectiveness i.e. the producing optimum results for the expenditure; 4) political feasibility 

i.e. the ability to be politically acceptable; and 5) robustness i.e. the ability for the 

implementation process to run smoothly and timely.   

 The first alternative, establishment of a public-private partnership model in which ex-

offenders access transitional housing upon completion of a work release work-to-rent program 

has the potential to provide substantial stable and affordable housing options to ex-offenders.  

First, the ex-offenders eligible to rent the homes will have already committed the required “work 

credit hours” on current rehabilitation projects that allows them up to 10-12 months rent free for 

up to three years due to the State subsidized program.
22

  This will allow ex-offenders the 

opportunity to save for future security deposits and rent by obtaining employment while living in 

the home.  There is the potential an ex-offender will obtain employment faster through the 
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completion of this program due to the direct skill development in home rehabilitation it provides 

and the established relationship with the home redevelopers.  Second, considering there are 

upwards of 4,000 vacant homes owned by Baltimore City that could be rehabilitated and used for 

transitional housing, this alternative has a high probability to produce stable and affordable 

housing for ex-offenders through a continuous cycle of rehabilitated homes. 

 This alternative has the potential to reduce recidivism due in part to its ability to provide 

stable employment and housing.  First, vacant housing is often found in lower income, crime 

ridden neighborhoods.  By focusing on neighborhoods that are currently going through 

gentrification and rehabilitation, such as Druid Heights in Baltimore, this program could support 

the current efforts and assist in revitalizing these areas leading to a reduction in crime and 

potential reduction in recidivism.  Second, by providing training and stable employment through 

the program, ex-offenders will be released from prison with an established set of skills and 

connections with home redevelopers.  Third, ex-offender participants will secure up to three 

years of stable housing through this program.  Considering stable employment and housing are 

indicators of lower recidivism, this alternative has a high potential to lower recidivism.  

Regarding cost-effectiveness, it is estimated a row home of 1500-square feet or less will 

total nearly $150,000 in rehabilitation costs.
23

  Permits required for construction in Baltimore 

reach up to $12,000 and any demolition cost needed have been estimated to cost nearly $190,000 

depending on the condition of the home.
24

  However, the Governor’s Summer Internship 

Program emphasizes the use of current state and federal funding programs such as the Maryland 

Housing Rehabilitation Program that provides up to $66,500 funding for general renovations or 

the Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grants that provides up to $5,000,000 for 
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incorporation housing, land use, and economic and workforce development investments to limit 

up-front costs.
25

  As the properties being rehabilitated are city owned, there is the potential to 

waive the permit costs.  Finally, the costs associated with the work-release program can also be 

supplied through grants such as the Community Service Program that provides up to $132,752 

for non-violent offender work assignments.
26

  Thus, it is possible to project this program has 

minimal costs in regards to implementation and sustainability and has the potential to provide 

substantial housing to ex-offenders making it highly cost-effective.  

 This alternative has the potential to have limited political feasibility due to the probable 

resistance from state officials.  Considering this alternative will require substantial investment 

from state and federal grants, there is the possibility it will not be supported due to potential 

discrimination of ex-offenders.  As state officials are interested in supporting the needs of their 

constitutes, the public may not be interested in having their tax dollars invested in programs that 

support “free rent” to ex-offenders.  While considerable community and non-profit organizations 

invested in re-entry services and community development will see the potential in this program, 

it is unlikely they can sway the support of state officials.   

 In terms of robustness, it is reasonable to project the implementation of this program 

could encounter roadblocks.  Considering this process relies on federal and state grants, it will be 

necessary to obtain grant funding in order to move forward and it is unfeasible to project the 

likelihood those grants can be secured at this time.  Considering the stigmatization ex-offenders 

face regarding to employment, redevelopers may not be interested in working with this 

population or allowing them to rent the properties.  While construction is one of the more 

available job opportunities for ex-offenders, there is the potential for resistance limiting the 
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availability of redevelopers to collaborate with.  If so, few homes may actually be rehabilitated if 

any at all. 

 The second alternative, a program that provides short term financial assistance to 

“grantees” that in turn help stabilize an ex-offender’s re-entry process by providing stable 

housing and food for up to three months has the potential to be effective in its ability to provide 

stable and affordable housing to ex-offenders.  Considering the ex-offender is residing with a 

housing provider, there is no cost for the ex-offender regarding rent or utilities.  Additionally, the 

ex-offender has the option to stay with the housing provider for up to three months in which they 

receive assistance regarding employment and other re-entry needs.  Finally, data regarding the 

Georgia RPH model has shown since 2002 “over 58% of participants have secured employment 

and almost 16% have completed parole” allowing ex-offenders to focus on becoming financially 

stable to afford their own housing upon completion of the three months.
27

 

Regarding reducing recidivism, this program has the potential to be highly effective.  

According to data regarding the 516 parolees who have participated in the Georgia RPH program 

“only 5% have had their parole revoked and less than 3% have absconded.”
28

  This is compared 

to 28% of returning offender who are re-convicted within 3 years of release in Georgia.
29

  

Considering this program can be easily replicated in Baltimore, it would appear it have great 

potential in lowering recidivism. 

 Regarding cost effectiveness, this program can be projected to be highly cost-effective.  

The total cost for one ex-offender to participate is $1,800, $600 per month for three months.  As 

of 2008, the Georgia RPH program has cost $686,000 for 516 parolees since its inception in 
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2002 and saved over $25 million in incarceration costs.
30

  That’s just over $1,300 per ex-

offender resulting from early exit from the program due to finding other housing options or 

recidivating and requiring re-incarceration.
31

  Considering “supervising ex-offenders in their 

home communities costs an average of $1,422 per year” this program has the potential to cut 

down on costs related to public assistance programs that ex-offenders rely on when no other 

housing is available.
32

  These costs saved can potentially be reallocated to support the funding of 

this program.  Finally, in the Georgia RPH model, the initial implementation was supported by a 

grant through the Federal Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, therefore it is possible to 

project this same could occur in Baltimore, limiting the need for financial investment of state 

funds.
33

 

 In terms of political feasibility, this alternative has potential to cause minimal resistance.  

Considering the minimal financial investment, potential savings, and collaboration with 

community organizations that provides financial incentive, it would appear this program would 

be supported by state officials and community members.  Additionally, there is the potential for 

long term savings due to the high rate of lower recidivism which will reduce overall 

incarceration costs long term, saving tax payers money.  The only potential resistance would 

occur from community residents living near “grantees” that would like to become housing 

providers.  While the local government will be aware due to the letter agreement, it is possible 

that community residents will find out about the program and inform local officials of not 

wanting it in their neighborhood.  However, it is believed the potential for overall savings 

through the reduction in recidivism will out weight these concerns.  
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In evaluating robustness, it is reasonable to project this alternative may face roadblocks in 

regards to implementation.  By following the Georgia RPH model, it will be necessary to have 

successful collaboration between state agencies and community organizations interested in being 

housing providers.  This may cause barriers regarding implementation if these relationships do 

not remain supportive.  Additionally, the need to keep community resistance low could be 

difficult due to discrimination towards ex-offenders.  However, the RPH program does 

emphasize that registered sex-offenders and ex-offenders who suffer from mental illness are not 

eligible for their program, which could limit some discrimination.
34

  Finally, implementation will 

require successful obtainment of grant funding, reallocation of funding, or more investment from 

the state budget.  Considering the current economic climate, it is impracticable to project if 

funding can be obtained.  

Final Recommendation 

 In reviewing the proposed alternatives and evaluating them based on the ability to 

provide more stable and affordable housing, reduce recidivism, cost effectiveness, political 

feasibility, and robustness, this memo recommends the  establishment of a program that provides 

short term financial assistance to “grantees” that in turn help stabilize an ex-offender’s re-entry 

process by providing stable housing and food for up to three months has the potential to be 

effective in its ability to provide stable and affordable housing to ex-offenders.  Based on the 

successful application of the Georgia RPH model, this alternative will require minimal financial 

investment, has the potential for the best availability of housing for ex-offender with the least 

amount of possible resistance, and has a high rate of lowering recidivism.  For all these reasons, 

this alternative is projected to have the highest potential in providing sufficient housing to ex-

offenders in Baltimore City.  
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