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The tables on the following pages present release and return information for adults released from
Minnesota Correctional Facilities during 1991. Return information is broken down by race, sex,

type of release (discharge, parole, or supervised release), and type of return (with a new court
commitment, or without [“technical violators™]).

Return rates are determined using CMIS status, sentence, and identification files. The status
database (OIDSTS) contains one or more records corresponding to each change in an offender’s
status. Each OIDSTS record stores the date, status action, supervising authority, and offender
location corresponding to that status. (“Statuses” include “incarcerated,” “supervised release,”
“on parole,” “fugitive,” “in hospital,” and so on. The “status action” gives additional information
about the inmate’s status; for instance, status actions that commonly appear with a status of

“incarcerated” include court commitment, transfer, and return from release.)

A file was created containing a combination of status and identification (race, sex, age)
information for each adult OIDSTS record in CMIS. The records in this new file were ordered
first by OID, then by “status date,” from oldest to most recent. Another file was created which
contained the OID and admission date for each adult sentence stored in CMIS, also sorted in the
same way. A computer program was written to read through these files, identify the 1991
releases, and then see whether they subsequently returned to a Minnesota Correctional Facility.
A simplified description of the logic employed is given below.

The program read through the first offender’s status records until it found a court-commit
incarceration. It then continued reading through this offender’s status records, looking for the
offender’s first release (supervised release, parole, discharge, or pardon) following the
incarceration. If this release was in 1991, it then read on to see if the offender was subsequently
incarcerated again. If the release was prior to 1991, it continued looking through the offender’s
status records to see if there was a court-commit incarceration for which there was a 1991
release. If the offender had a 1991 release, a record was created in an output file for the offender,
giving his OID, race, sex, age at incarceration, type of release, and “return category.” (“Return
categories” represented all possible outcomes: no return to a MCF, return with a new sentence
within a period of 6, 12, 18, etc. months, or return without a new sentence within various time
intervals.) The program proceeded in this manner to read each offender’s adult status records,
and to capture the needed information for 1991 releasees.

As described above, not every “incarceration” status record qualifies as a “commitment”—the
beginning step of the search for an offender’s commitment, release, and return; only court-
commit incarcerations begin this sequence. Also, not every release is considered by the program
logic—just the “first release” after the inmate’s court-commit incarceration. This logic results in
findings which exclude double-counting of inmates, are consistent with a natural understanding
of the concept of “return rates,” and are obtainable from the source data. One release (the first) is
counted per court commitment, and one return (the first...if there are any returns at all)
corresponding to that release is counted. Examples of how this works are described below.

An inmate who goes on supervised release and does not return to prison will have an OIDSTS
record documenting his supervised release, and eventually will have an OIDSTS record with the
status of “discharged.” While the computer program considers supervised releases, paroles, and



discharges to all be ‘“releases,” the logic used avoids double-counting this inmate in
determination of return rates by only counting his first release from prison (his supervised
release). Double-counting is avoided not only within the release-year of interest, but also from
one year to another, in using the program for analysis of other release-years.

Similarly, multiple counting of technical violators is not done by the program. For example,
suppose the following sequence of events occurs: -

a) an offender is incarcerated due to a court commitment

b) he is placed on supervised release

¢) he returns as a technical violator (without a new court commitment)
d) after some time in prison he is again placed on supervised release
e) he returns to prison once again

Events a, b, and c constitute a commitment-release-return sequence that the program would count
(assuming that the supervised release is in the target year). However, events d and e would not
be counted as a release and return in the report. Thus the return data in this report shows the
number of court commitments for which the offender returned after release.

In accordance with this approach, Tables 1 and 2 do not report all releases which occurred during
1991 (that information is available from sources such as the “Monthly Institution Admission and
Release Report”). As indicated by the table headings, Tables 1 and 2 give the number of inmates
for whom their first release following a court-commitment occurred during 1991. These
numbers provide the denominators for the percentages given in the remaining tables. For
instance, in Table 3, the 43 white adults who returned with a new court commitment after a
supervised release constitute 4% of the 1015 white supervised releasees shown in Table 1.

Tables 1 and 2 give the number of “first releases” from Minnesota Correctional Facilities during
1991, by race and gender respectively. Tables 3 through 6 give return rate information by race,
for returns within a period of 6, 12, 18, or 24 months respectively. The findings in each table are
cumulative. For example, Table 3 shows how many offenders were re-admitted to prison within
six months of their release date. Table 4 shows how many offenders were reincarcerated within
twelve months of release—this includes those who were readmitted within six months. For each
combination of race, release type, and return type, the number of returning offenders is given, as
well as the percentage they represent of all offenders in that race/release type category. None of
the offenders of “other” or “Japanese” race shown in Table 1 returned within 24 months, so these
race categories-are not shown in Tables 3 through 6.

Tables 7 through 10 correspond to Tables 3 through 6, except that returning offenders are
classified by gender instead of race.



Table 1

"First releases" from Minnesota Correctional Facilities during 1991, by race

Type of Release

Supervised
ischarge Parole Release Total

Table 2

"First releases" from Minnesota Correctional Facilities during 1991, by gender

Type of Release

Supervised

Discharge Parole Release Total




1991 Releasees returning to a MCF, by race:
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Table 3

six-month follow-up

Type of release

Parole
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Pct.
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Table 4

1991 Releasees returning to a MCF, by race: twelve-month follow-up

Type of release

Discharge Parole Supervised Release
n Pct. n Pct. n Pct.
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Table 5

1991 Releasees returning to a MCF, by race: eighteen-month follow-up

Type of release

Discharge Parole Supervised Release
n Pct. n . n




Table 6

1991 Releasees returning to a MCF, by race: twenty-four month follow-up

Dype of release

Discharge Parole Supervised Release
n Pct. n . n Pct.




Table 7

1991 Releasees returning to a MCF, by gender: six-month follow-up

Type of release
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Table 8

1991 Releasees returning to a MCF, by gender: twelve-month follow-up

Type of release
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Table 9

1991 Releasees returning to a MCF, by gender: eighteen-month follow-up

Type of release

Discharge Parole Supervised Release
n . n . n Pct.

Table 10

1991 Releasees returning to a MCF, by gender: twenty-four month follow-up

Type of release

Discharge Parole Supervised Release
n . n . n Pct.
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