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Abstract 

Re-entry into society presents a wide array of complex challenges for individuals who have 

served jail time. There are many basic needs that are commonly left unmet for these former 

inmates upon their release into society. To address the challenges that inmates experience, a 

local county government agency has created a re-entry assistance program that will provide 

services tailored to each individual’s needs. The goals of the program are to increase self-

sufficiency and assist individuals in setting goals to succeed in re-entry. Local county corrections 

hypothesizes that the new re-entry assistance program is effective at creating smaller rates of 

recidivism compared to those who are not receiving the assistance. Data was gathered on 

inmates who received the re-entry program (RAP) and those who did not receive the 

assistance. A formal statistical analysis has been performed and found that there is no evidence 

to conclude there is a significant difference among recidivism rates among those receiving RAP 

services.  Other variables were collected to investigate further who should be 

provided/awarded the Re-entry assistance program to.  
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Introduction 

 In today’s society, the process of re-entry into society for someone who has served jail 

time is challenging. There are numerous things that inmates may not have in their possession 

upon their release, such as housing, insurance and family support, to name a few. In a local 

county in the state of Minnesota, a government agency has put forth effort to try to make the 

re-entry process into society for inmates as seamless as possible. Agencies have put together a 

program called the Re-entry Assistance Program (RAP) that is available to all local county 

residents upon their release from jail/prison. This new program gives hope that recidivism rates 

will decrease in the county due to the assistance of re-entry into society. The Re-entry 

assistance program will be analyzed to determine whether there is a significant difference in 

recidivism rates among those who choose to receive that re-entry assistance and those who do 

not receive the re-entry assistance. Three separate time periods will be used in this analysis to 

illustrate how recidivism rates change over time. Additionally, inmates risk to society will be 

evaluated and analyzed in the form of an LS-CMI risk score. The LS-CMI assessment gives a 

quantitative score that is used to label the inmate on their risk to society upon release. The 

purpose of the analysis will be to see if there is a significant difference in recidivism rates 

among those of different risk levels. 
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Re-entry Assistance Program: 

 All inmates come into society with different circumstances that are assessed by the Re-

entry Assistance Program (RAP) program, and services that will be provided by the program are 

planned prior to the release of the inmate. The RAP program tailors the needs for each 

individual differently.  The needs of each inmate are classified into four separate sections as 

identified below.   

 

 

 

While serving their jail time, each inmate is assessed to decide what pillars they will need 

assistance in. There is no limit on how many services each inmate can receive; it all depends on 

the results of the assistance assessment. 

In order to assist inmates with re-entry, RAP has established guiding principles that the 

program demonstrates every day:   

1. Help offenders with the basics to get them back on their feet and stable: RAP is a focused program 

dedicated to providing offenders with the foundational supports that are necessary for long-
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term success and self-sufficiency. Providing additional services above and beyond those that 

are core to re-entry is not within RAP’s mission.  

2. Encourage participants to do the next thing right: RAP utilizes cognitive behavioral therapy 

(CBT), an evidence-based practice that is focused on enabling participants to learn how to think 

rather than what to think. CBT is commonly used for general offenders as well as domestic 

violence and sex offenders, and it includes anger comparison and interpersonal problem 

solving.  

3. Serve the multiple needs of offenders through wraparound services in the community: RAP 

combines the expertise and insight of the Community Services Division, as well as other local 

County government partners, to create a multi-faceted response to each individual’s needs. 

Each participant has individualized, unique needs that require intensive support, which is 

provided in this coordinated delivery of diverse services across the local County.  

4. Provide positive support: The Community Corrections Department utilizes positive, evidence-

based principles to prepare offenders for successful re-entry into their communities. The 

department uses strategies such as positive reinforcements and other messaging so that 

offenders respond positively to demands for accountability. By doing this, RAP assists 

participants in effectively utilizing the lessons that they learned in the program so that they are 

better able to make smart, long-term decisions that benefit the community. 
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 The re-entry assistance program is not awarded/provided to all inmates who apply for 

the services, and there are multiple reasons as to why an inmate may be declined of these 

services. If inmates have pending charges, have a current warrant, are a non-local county 

resident or have less than 30 days of their sentence, inmates will automatically be declined of 

the re-entry assistance program. Not all inmates who qualify and apply for the program are 

accepted for the services, selection of those who applied for the program was not random.  

The process of how the RAP program is carried out is illustrated in the table below. 

 

 

 

The program as seen above has four basic parts. Inmates first are presented with the optional 

assistance program 60 days before there release from jail/prison, the inmates will then apply 

for these services if they have interest in it. Thirty days before they are released they are 

notified if they have been accepted into the assistance program. Services start immediately 
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upon their notification of acceptance, and then assistance programs are carried out for the next 

120 days. Services stop after this period are inmates are then on their own in society. 

 

LS-CMI Assessment 

 LS-CMI, or Levels of Services/ Case Management Inventory is an assessment given to 

inmates before their release from jail/prison. The purpose of this assessment is to help target 

the specific needs of inmates upon re-entry to society. The exam helps the Re-entry Assistance 

Program tailor the needs of each individual. This exam is also used to generate a quantitative 

score that measures the inmate’s risk to society upon release, and are binned into different 

levels of risk. Each offender is either labeled as a very low, low, medium, high or very high risk 

to society. It is noted that these risk assessments are given by professional probation officers.  

An example assessment is given in Appendix A. There are eight subgroups that the assessments 

touches on, eight categories help the assistance program decide on how they can help the 

inmates re-enter society.  

           

These scored are from the assessment are tallied together and evaluated based off preset 

numbers that define an inmate’s overall risk. Figure 1 below gives an example LS-CMI score.  
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Figure 1: LS-CMI Results 

 

Figure 1 above shows that the inmate who took this test scored a 24 on their LS-CMI 

assessment. This inmate was then labeled as a high risk to society because the LS-CMI score fell 

in the 20-29 range.  

 

Results 

RAP Program 

 The first part of the analysis was to assess whether there is a difference in recidivism 

rates among those who received re-entry assistance and those who did not. 
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6 Month Period: 

Figure 2 

 

Looking at figure 2 the mosaic plot shows that the two lines running horizontal are not equal. 

This is initially telling us that the two recidivism rates are not the same. Next, looking at the 

contingency table on the right, the two true recidivism rates can be found. The recidivism rate 

for those who received the reentry assistance is at 25%. The recidivism rate for those who did 

not receive the reentry assistance was only at 19.8%. This was an unexpected outcome; the 

recidivism rate for those who received help was worse compared than those who did not receive 

any help. A Chi-Squared test was performed to see if there was any significant difference 

between the two rates. A p-vale of 0.2055 leads us to conclude that there is no evidence of a 

significant difference among these rates.  
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1 Year Period: 

Figure 3 

 

 

Similarly, when looking at the 6-month period results, in figure 3 there also appears to be a 

difference in the rates. The recidivism rate for those who received reentry assistance is at 

40.1%, an increase from the 6-month period. The recidivism rate for those who did not receive 

the reentry assistance was at 31.8%, also an increase from the 6-month time. The recidivism 

rate is higher for those who have received the reentry assistance. These are unexpected results 

considering that you would guess the rate to be smaller if inmates are receiving help. A Chi-

squared test was performed to see if there is a significant difference in recidivism rates 

between the two groups. The p-value of 0.089, leads me to conclude that there is no evidence 

of a significant difference in recidivism rates between the two groups at the 1-year period.  
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2 Year Period: 

Figure 4 

 

 

The mosaic plot in Figure 4 illustrates there is a difference in the recidivism rates between the 

two groups. Looking at the contingency table in Figure 4, it can be found that the recidivism 

rate for those with reentry assistance is 47.7% and 41% for those without assistance. These 

rates have increased from the 1-year period to the 2-year period as predicted. A Chi-Squared 

test has been performed to see if there is a significant difference between the two groups, and 

a p-value of 0.302 would lead me to conclude that there is no evidence of a significant 

difference in recidivism rates between those receiving reentry assistance and those who are 

not receiving the assistance. 

Overall, the results were unexpected being that recidivism rates are worse for those who are 

receiving the reentry assistance. Based on the results, a suggestion to the local county would 

include reformatting the program to try to help inmates in another fashion, decide who 

receives the RAP services in a different manner. Considering how much money this reentry 
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assistance program is costing taxpayers, something needs to be changed within this program so 

that the money is going to good use.  

 

LS-CMI Assessment Results 

LS-CMI assessment scores have been compiled for each inmate in the study, and grouped into 

the five different levels of risk to society. Recidivism rates were calculated separately for each 

group, and were compared to see if a significant difference in rates exist.  

6 Month Period: 

Figure 5 

 

 

In Figure 5 the mosaic plot shows that the recidivism rate gets worse as the risk level increases. 

Those who are in the very high-risk level group have the highest recidivism rate at 50%. A Chi-

squared test was conducted to see if there is a significant difference between these recidivism 

rates. The resulting p value of less than 0.001 leads to the conclusion that there is a significant 

difference between the recidivism rates.  
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1 Year Period: 

Figure 6 

 

 

The Mosaic plot in Figure 6 shows that the recidivism rate gets worse as the risk level increases. 

It can be seen from the contingency table that those labeled as a very risk to society have the 

worst recidivism rate at 59.69%. These results are intuitive because you would expect those 

inmates who are more troubled to be the ones more likely to recommit a crime and return to 

the jail system. A Chi-Squared test was performed to determine whether there is a significant 

difference in recidivism rates among the five risk levels, and a p-value of less than 0.001 leads 

to the conclusion that there is a significant difference in recidivism rates between the different 

risk levels.  
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2 Year Period: 

Figure 7 

 

Lastly, at the two-year period it is again seen in Figure 7 that the recidivism rates get worse as 

the risk level increases. As shown in Figure 7 it can be seen that those in the very high-risk level 

have a recidivism rate of 61.05%. These rates get smaller each time the risk level drops by one 

group. A Chi-squared test was performed to determine if there is a significant difference of 

recidivism rates among the different risk level groups, and a p-value of less than 0.001 leads to 

the conclusion that there is a significant difference among these rates. 

 

Conclusion 

 The results of the analysis have lead me to conclude the new reentry assistance 

program is not successful thus far. It has been found that the recidivism rates are better for 

those who have not received the reentry assistance, and could be hard to move forward with 

this program considering its costs. Taxpayer’s money is currently going towards a program that 

appears to be not helping inmates with the reentry into society, as intended.  
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 If this program continues, I would consider targeting those who are in the high-risk level 

group. They are the ones who have the highest recidivism rate, and returning to the jail system 

most often. I think that instead of just targeting every inmate in the system for these services, 

they should be targeting those who are of high risk. After these analysis’ I would suggest some 

kind of reformatting of the program so that the recidivism rates will improve for those receiving 

the help. After this has been completed, I would suggest for the local county to promote these 

services to those who have a high score on the LS-CMI score.  

 

Future Work 

  My future work with this project will be to consider additional variables that may help 

explain the difference in recidivism rates.  In my analysis, I was limited to looking only at 

recidivism if they had committed a crime after their release from jail/prison. There are many 

more factors that go into recidivism than just this, and it would be interesting to look into this.  
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