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SVORI Evaluation 
Executive Summary 
This evaluation report focuses on the Wyoming Adult Offender Reentry Program that was funded 
through a federal reentry program designed to reduce the extremely high rates of recidivism among 
the most serious and violent offenders in corrections systems. The Serious and Violent Offender 
Reentry Initiative (SVORI) prescribed a three phase approach to prisoner reintegration based on 
successful models of community reentry programming found in the peer-reviewed literature of the 
field . The SVORI strategy included an initial risk assessment to determine key risk and need factors 
commonly found in correctional populations. After development of a case management plan, 
offenders were provided access to the appropriate mental health and substance abuse treatment, 
skills and job training, education and other interventions needed to prepare them for community 
reentry. Once released into the community, offenders had continued access to services and 
interventions.  
 
At the national level, the Bureau of Justice Statistics reports that “at least 95% of all State prisoners 
will be released from prison at some point; nearly 80% will be released to parole supervision” 
(Reentry Trends in the United States,” BJS website). Of the state parole discharges in 2000, only 41% 
successfully completed their term of supervision.  
 
This report is based on data collected by the Wyoming Survey & Analysis Center (WYSAC) over the 
past five years (both data collected by WYSAC data compiled by WDOC). The Wyoming SVORI 
program began in April of 2003 and ran through December of 2007. Outcome data on the legal 
status of participants was gathered as late as February 2008. This evaluation report tracks SVORI 
participants and a similar non-participant, serious and violent comparator group that were 
incarcerated at the Wyoming State Penitentiary (WSP) or the Wyoming Women’s Center (WWC). 
After release most offenders were paroled to either Cheyenne or Casper, two small urban centers in 
Wyoming (pop. ~ 50,000). Through statistical procedures (survival analysis) this report measures the 
relative success of offenders at reentering Wyoming communities and maintaining their freedom.  
 
SVORI and Comparator Group Analyses 
The group that received SVORI programming (the treatment group) in this survival analysis 
included 58 individuals who completed the SVORI Phase 1 institutional programming and at least 
began community reintegration programming through Adult Community Corrections Centers (ACC), 
Intensive Supervision Parole (ISP), traditional parole; or some combination of these modes.  In 
order to assess the effects of the SVORI program, it was critical to select a comparison group that 
did not participate in the SVORI programming, yet was quite similar on key characteristics. 
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Table 1. Comparator Group Selection Criteria 
Criteria  Specific Comparator Group Selection Criteria 

Age  At least 20 and no more than 47 years‐old 
Custody Level  Medium, Close General Pop., Close Restricted, Maximum 
COMPAS Assessment  Must have had a COMPAS assessment 
Risk of Recidivism  7 or above on the COMPAS decile risk score (range 0 to 10) 
Risk of Violence  7 or above on the COMPAS decile risk score (range 0 to 10) 
Time of Release  Between August 2003 and December 2007 

 

To be included in the comparison group, offenders must have met all six of the selection criteria in 
Table 1. Individuals had to have been released from prison between the dates of August 2003 and 
December 2007 since these dates correspond to the Wyoming SVORI implementation and program 
delivery. The same risk assessment instrument used for SVORI participants was used for the 
comparator group. Offenders must have received a COMPAS1 decile score of seven or above on 
both recidivism and violence indexes, which range from 0 to 10.  

Dozens of variables were tested for inclusion in the analysis.  The regression method, Survival 
Analysis (also known as Hazard Rate Analysis), was used to determine which variables were the 
strongest predictors of recidivism.  Since the primary purpose of the project was to measure the 
effects of SVORI programming on recidivism (as delivered by WDOC), the initial bivariate model 
considered group status – SVORI vs. the non-SVORI comparator group. As seen in Figure 1, 
regardless of group status the recidivism rates rose sharply in the first three hundred days after 
offenders are released into the community. Recidivism rates for both groups were very similar 
during this period. However, after three hundred days, the rates diverge with the SVORI group 
showing a consistently lower recidivism rate over the remainder of the study period. 
 

                                                 
1 COMPAS is a statistically based risk assessment specifically designed to assess key risk and needs factors in 
correctional populations and to provide decision-support for justice professionals when placing offenders into the 
community. Created by the Northpointe Institute for Public Management Inc., WDOC adopted the use of COMPAS as 
its primary instrument for offender risk and needs assessment in 2003.  
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Figure 1. Recidivism Rates, SVORI vs. Comparison group 
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Next we investigated predictor variables related to recidivism, other than SVORI/Non-SVORI 
status . Although in the literature several variables were found to be related to recidivism for general 
prison populations (such as age, past criminal activity, etc.), it was important to investigate whether 
these relationships held true for this high-risk subset of the prison population. From the initial 
findings it was obvious that to properly assess the effects of SVORI, a more comprehensive model 
would be needed, one that would include the effects of all relevant predictors, and where necessary, 
would include variables designed to compensate for the widely differing rates pre- and post-300 
days. A procedure capable of considering multiple predictors simultaneously was needed—the Cox 
Proportional Hazards Survival procedure.  

The results of the multivariate mode are show in the Table 2 below. Hazard rates above 1.00 
represent an increased risk of recidivism; whereas, hazard rates below 1.00 represent a decreased rate 
of recidivism. Thus, by comparing the hazard rates we can compare the effects of each risk factor 
(while controlling for the other variables in the model).  

Table 2. Multi-Variate Model Coefficients 

Variable 
Model 2 – Final Model
Hazard Rate p‐value

SVORI * Less than 300 days  6.59 .001
SVORI * More than 300 days  0.39 .015
Parole Revocation * Less than 
300 days  13.33  .000 

Parole Revocation * More 
than 300 days  2.89  .009 

Previous Gang Membership  2.64 .009
Age at Start Date (Overall)    .024
Age at Start Date (25‐30)  0.51 .092
Age at Start Date (>30)  0.33 .007
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As seen in the table, several risk factors were present, the most important of which was previous 
parole revocations. For study participants who had previously gone on parole and had been revoked 
during that parole (one or more times in the past), they experienced a hazard rate that was 13 times 
higher for the first 300 days after release, as compared to those who had never had a prior parole 
revocation. If participants could make it past 300 days, the hazard rate was still 2.89 times higher 
than those who had never experienced a parole revocation. Thus, having past parole revocations is 
an extremely strong risk factor for potential recidivism. 

In addition, previous gang membership was a strong indicator of future recidivism. Those that had 
past gang ties recidivated at a rate that was 2.64 times higher than those without prior gang 
affiliation.  

The final significant variable was age when the participant was released. This was coded as “less than 
25 years old,” “25-30 years old,” and “greater than 30 years old.” After controlling for other 
variables in the model, those that were 25 to 30 years old had a hazard rate of recidivism only half as 
large as those who were under 25 (hazard rate = .51), and those that were over 30 had a hazard rate 
only one-third as large as those who were under 25 (hazard rate = .33). Thus, increased age acted as 
protective factor for recidivism. 

After controlling for these very important risk and protective factors, SVORI maintained its long-term 
positive effects on participants. Although SVORI participants had a hazard rate for recidivism that 
was 6.59 times higher than the comparison group in the first 300 days, after 300 days their rate of 
recidivism was 61% lower than the comparison group (hazard rate = 0.39).  

It is important to note here the influence of an additional variable not in the model, but one that was 
found to have a strong influence on recidivism—completing one’s sentence. Although SVORI 
participants appeared to do much worse in the short-term, offenders in the comparator group were 
more than twice as likely to have completed their sentences and not go on parole (20% vs. 9%). 
Unlike parolees who can be revoked for violating the terms of their parole, offenders who killed 
their sentences must have endured a fairly lengthy process before being re-incarcerated. They had to 
have been 1) arrested, 2) tried, 3) convicted, 4) sentenced, and then 5) returned to prison before the 
clock would have started on a recidivism event, as defined in this study. On average, the time 
necessary to revoke parole and return an offender to prison is far shorter than prosecuting a new 
felony that would result in a new prison sentence. This imbalance between the groups contributed to 
the higher SVORI group recidivism rates in the first 300 days, but other factors unrepresented in the 
available data could also have influenced the results.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

• For this set of high-risk participants, there were two main risk factors and two main 
protective factors regarding future recidivism.   
o Significant Risk Factors: past parole revocations, past gang membership 
o Significant Protective Factors: participation in SVORI, increased age at release 
o Factors not significantly related to recidivism (after controlling for the above four 

variables): gender; history of sex crimes or violent crimes; highest custody level in the 
past three years at WSP/WWC; COMPAS decile risk of violence and COMPAS decile 
risk of recidivism; attendance at the minimum security facilities—the Honor Farm and 
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Conservation Camp, incarceration at the Casper Therapy Center; and the city where 
inmate was released on parole. 
 

• SVORI was associated with significantly lower long-term rates of recidivism in both the univariate 
and multivariate statistical models.  
o If no adjustments were made for other risk factors: Recidivism rates were similar 

between SVORI participants and the comparison group until 300 days after release; 
lower at 1 year after release (21% SVORI vs. 31% comparator group); lower at 2 years 
after release (38% vs. 53%); and lower at 3 years after release (45% vs. 60%).   

o When controlling for significant risk/protective factors: In the first three hundred days, 
SVORI participants experienced a higher rate of recidivism relative to the comparison 
group, yet after three hundred days, the hazard rate for recidivism was 61% lower for the 
SVORI group (control variables included past parole revocations, past gang 
membership, and inmate’s age at release).  

 

Our original question as to whether there was a significant net effect of SVORI programming on 
offender recidivism (relative to a quite similar high-risk comparator group) has been answered. Yes, 
long-term recidivism rates (from 300 days to 3-years) were lower for the SVORI group while 
controlling for other variables found to influence recidivism is this sample.  

Other models were investigated which included a large list of reasonable risk/protective factors 
from the research literature. Although some studies found that variables such as gender, history of 
sex crimes, and history of violent crimes are related to recidivism rates, for this set of high-risk 
participants, these variables were not significantly associated with recidivism after controlling for the 
effects of SVORI participation, parole revocations, gang membership, and age.  

Recommendations and Policy Implications 

SVORI style programming appears to be an effective tool in lowering long-term recidivism rates 
among the highest risk offenders in the Wyoming corrections system. Although SVORI funding has 
ended, during the funding period WDOC wisely institutionalized reentry programming, as far as 
funding permitted. WDOC should continue to expand and strengthen this ordered, systematized 
approach to reentry programming—the formal assessment of offender needs and the delivery of 
targeted treatments, services, and other interventions designed to prepare offenders for reentry.  
 
WDOC should continue to monitor the outcomes of both the SVORI participants and the 
comparator group to determine if the positive affects of SVORI programming continue longer term.   
 
WDOC should also consider a survival analysis for a wider base of offenders, not limiting the 
analysis to just high-risk offenders. Specifically, we suggest creating a systemwide analysis of the risk 
factors that are the most predictive of future recidivism.  The analysis should be based on Wyoming 
Corrections Information System dating back to 2000.  The large number of offenders available for 
inclusion in the study population over this time period will permit comparative analysis of recidivism 
rates in finer-grained detail.  For example, recidivism rates of high risk offenders can be compared to 
low and medium risk offenders.  Not only the overall rate for the entire study period, but the varying 
rates at any given point in time Additionally, high or medium risk offenders released from Wyoming 
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State Penitentiary can be compared to high or medium risk offenders from Wyoming Women’s 
Center (either over the entire study period or some subset of the study period).   
 
As an example of policy decisions that can be informed by the results of such a wide-ranging 
recidivism analysis, assume that in this hypothetical analysis that there are 250 offenders with serious 
substance abuse problems assessed to need residential-level treatment. Assume also that of these 
250, half completed residential level substance abuse programming at the Casper Therapy Center 
while the other half completed residential level care at the Intensive Care Units at either WSP or 
WWC.   
 
Analysis reveals that there is no bias in the selection of offenders for substance abuse treatment at 
the three treatment centers (other than gender at the ICUs).  And assume that survival analysis 
demonstrates that the Casper Therapy Center (CTC) has a significantly lower recidivism rate than 
does either of the ICUs (after controlling for individual offender demographics, criminal history, type of crime, 
etc.).2   
 
Policy options would be based on the conclusion that program characteristics of the CTC are 
superior at preparing substance abusers for success on the outside than are either of the institutional 
ICUs. The options below are potential policy directions for decreasing recidivism rates for offenders 
who are assessed to be at very high risk of substance abuse.  

 
1. Modify the institutional ICU programs to mirror the program design of the 

CTC. 
2. Invest in increasing treatment capacity at the CTC. 
3. Close the institutional ICUs and use the savings to expand the CTC or create 

additional therapy centers patterned after the CTC. 
4. Structure the ICUs so that they are preparatory to the CTC. Configure the 

program so that in order to gain entry into the CTC, offenders must first 
spend 4-6 months in either ICU where they are prepared specifically for the 
program at CTC.  This could create more open beds at all substance abuse 
centers. 

5. After a substantial period of time, re-evaluate with recidivism studies the 
program changes chosen for implementation.  

 

The final recommendation is that WDOC initiate a cost-benefit analysis of SVORI-style 
programming. Based on the analyses in this evaluation report, participation in SVORI transition 
programming was associated with significant reductions in long-term recidivism. There are great cost 
reductions associated with reduced recidivism.  Only focusing on the additional costs of expanding 
and operating a comprehensive reentry/transition program ignores savings associated with decreased 
offender incarceration and supervision, correction’s staffing, policing and court costs, etc. In 

                                                 
2 A univariate Kaplan-Meier analysis for this report (survival rates by incarceration at CTC or not being incarcerated at 
CTC, page 38, #5) actually demonstrated that those who had treatment at CTC appear far less likely to recidivate.  The 
analysis reached near significance (p = .07) with only 15 of 111 offenders having attended CTC.  These results 
demonstrate that at least further investigation into the recidivism rates at various substance abuse residential treatment 
facilities are warranted.   
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addition, it must be remembered that reductions in recidivism result in increased public safety. 
Rather than characterizing the treatment and services associated with reentry programming as 
“additional costs,” a cost-benefit analysis of the Wyoming system could potentially reveal that a 
more accurate characterization of reentry would be: a wise investment with a substantial net return.  
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Introduction 

Background 
The Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) is a collaborative effort of the U.S. 
Departments of Justice, Labor, Education, Housing and Urban Development, as well as Health and 
Human Services. SVORI grantees are predominately state correctional or social service agencies 
tasked with administering adult and juvenile corrections programs in all 50 states, the U.S. Virgin 
Islands, and the District of Columbia. Sixty-nine SVORI grantees (45 adult correctional agencies, 13 
juvenile justice agencies, and 11 other state agencies) received grant awards ranging from $500,000 
to $2,000,000 by late 2003. The Wyoming Department of Corrections (WDOC) was one of the 45 
correctional agencies across the country that was awarded a SVORI grant.   
 
The Wyoming Department of Corrections (WDOC) received $1.8 million to “unify existing services 
to address offenders’ return to the community; [provide] substance abuse and mental health 
treatment; and [provide] educational, employment, and housing needs” (U.S. Department of Justice, 
Office of Justice Programs SVORI website). Wyoming was one of only 15 SVORI grantees that 
piloted simultaneous adult and juvenile reentry programs. As Wyoming’s foremost agency 
responsible for juvenile justice programs, the Wyoming Department of Family Services (DFS) took 
the lead in administering the juvenile reentry program while WDOC retained primary responsibility 
for adult reentry.  
 
This evaluation report focuses on the Wyoming Adult Offender Reentry Program that was funded 
through a federal reentry program designed to reduce the extremely high rates of recidivism among 
the most serious and violent offenders in corrections systems. The Serious and Violent Offender 
Reentry Initiative (SVORI) prescribed a three phase approach to prisoner reintegration based on 
successful models of community reentry programming found in the peer-reviewed literature of the 
field . The SVORI strategy included an initial risk assessment to determine key risk and need factors 
commonly found in correctional populations. After development of a case management plan, 
offenders were provided access to the appropriate mental health and substance abuse treatment, 
skills and job training, education and other interventions needed to prepare them for community 
reentry. Once released into the community, offenders had continued access to services and 
interventions.  
 
This report is based on data collected by the Wyoming Survey & Analysis Center (WYSAC) over the 
past five years (both data collected by WYSAC data compiled by WDOC). The Wyoming SVORI 
program began in April of 2003 and ran through December of 2007. Outcome data on the legal 
status of participants was gathered as late as February 2008. This evaluation report tracks SVORI 
participants and a similar non-participant, serious and violent comparator group that were 
incarcerated at the Wyoming State Penitentiary (WSP) or the Wyoming Women’s Center (WWC). 
After release most offenders were paroled to either Cheyenne or Casper, two small urban centers in 
Wyoming (pop. ~ 50,000). Through statistical procedures (survival analysis) this report measures the 
relative success of offenders at reentering Wyoming communities and maintaining their freedom.  
 



WYSAC, University of Wyoming  SVORI Evaluation  13 

 

Methods 

SVORI Group and Comparator Group Data 
The group that received SVORI programming (the treatment group) used in this survival analysis 
included 58 individuals who completed the SVORI Phase 1 institutional programming and at least 
began community reintegration programming through Adult Community Corrections Centers (ACC), 
Intensive Supervision Parole (ISP), traditional parole; or some combination of these modes.  Six 
SVORI participants were excluded from the analysis because they did not complete Phase 1 during 
the study period, and hence, had no opportunity to recidivate (the event of interest, or dependent 
variable).   

In order to assess the effects of the SVORI program, it was critical to select a comparison group 
that did not participate in the SVORI programming, yet was quite similar on key characteristics.   

Table 3. Comparator Group Selection Criteria 
Criteria  Specific Comparator Group Selection Criteria 
Age  At least 20 and no more than 47 years‐old 

Custody Level  Medium, Close General Pop., Close Restricted, Maximum 
COMPAS Assessment  Must have had a COMPAS assessment 
Risk of Recidivism  7 or above on the COMPAS decile risk score (range 0 to 10) 
Risk of Violence  7 or above on the COMPAS decile risk score (range 0 to 10) 
Time of Release  Between August 2003 and December 2007 

 

To be included in the comparison group, offenders must have met all six of the selection criteria. 
Individuals had to have been released from prison between the dates of August 2003 and December 
2007 since these dates correspond to the Wyoming SVORI implementation and program delivery. 
Each comparator had to have been held sometime during the three years prior to release at a 
custody level above the minimum: Medium, Close Custody (general population), Close Custody 
(restricted population), or Maximum. Individuals must have received a COMPAS3 assessment 
because that was the primary method used in SVORI participant selection to assess the risk of 
recidivism and violence (a decile score ranging from 0 to 10, of at least 7 or above on both recidivism 
and violence). Also Like the SVORI participants, comparators had to be at least 20 and no more 
than 47 years-old. Selection on these criteria resulted in a final comparator group of 54 individuals.  

                                                 

3 COMPAS is a statistically based risk assessment specifically designed to assess key risk and needs factors in 
correctional populations and to provide decision-support for justice professionals when placing offenders into the 
community. Created by the Northpointe Institute for Public Management Inc., WDOC adopted the use of COMPAS as 
its primary instrument for offender risk and needs assessment in 2003.  
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Offender data for this report was gathered from the Wyoming Corrections Information System 
(WCIS), the COMPAS risk assessment, the WDOC Probation and Parole Termination Report, and 
the SVORI participant data compiled by program managers/coordinators. Relevant data included 
information on demographics, past history (e.g. parole revocations, gang membership), locations 
during incarceration (e.g. WSP, Honor Farm, Casper Therapy Center), custody level, type of release 
(e.g. parole or completed/killed sentence), and city in which the inmate was paroled, if applicable. 

Statistical Analyses 
Variables of potential interest were assessed using the Pearson Chi-square analysis by group status 
(SVORI vs. Comparator group, see Appendix A). Dozens of variables were tested for inclusion in 
the analysis.  Only variables showing an association with recidivism4 or variables found in the 
literature that were frequently associated with recidivism were tested in the regression modeling.  
They included among others: gender, age at release from prison, events in an inmate’s history (parole 
revocations, gang membership, sex crimes, and violent crimes), placements during incarceration 
(Wyoming Conservation Camp, Honor Farm, and Casper Therapy Center), highest custody level 
during the most recent three years of incarceration, COMPAS scores for risk of violence and risk of 
recidivism, type of release (parole, completed sentence), and city where the inmate was paroled.  

The regression method, Survival Analysis (also known as Hazard Rate Analysis), was used to 
determine which variables were the strongest predictors of recidivism.  A fundamental strength of 
survival analysis is in plotting varying patterns of recidivism rates over time—3-year recidivism rates 
are seldom linear (i.e. constant over time).  The goals of survival analysis are to: 

1. Estimate the time between two events—release from incarceration and the date of 
recidivating 

2. Calculate the varying rates of recidivism over the study period 
3. Compare rates of recidivism between groups—in this case, SVORI participant and a 

non-SVORI comparator group 
 

The Kaplan-Meier Survival Analysis procedure was selected because one of the key strengths of the 
method is that it makes analytical use of observations (cases) where only partial data is available over 
the study period. In other words, the method does not require that offenders be paroled by the start 
of the study period and then either recidivate or successfully complete their parole sometime during 
the study period. Survival analysis is particularly useful in recidivism studies where individuals leave 
prison at different points along a timeline and may “be censored” before the study period ends. 
“Censoring” in survival analysis occurs when some empirical information about survival time is 
known, but the exact time of survival in unavailable. For example an offender might have been on 
parole for 6 months when the study period ended. We know that the offender met the criteria of 
inclusion in either the treatment or comparator group, and that he/she successfully completed 6 
months on parole, but beyond the study’s end the offender’s status is unknown.  The offender could 

                                                 
4 “Recidivism” in this study is defined as an offender being released from WDOC incarceration during the study’s time 
frame and then returning to WDOC incarceration for either a new crime or a revocation of parole. Since out of state 
data were not available for this study, it is possible that an inmate could have committed a new crime outside Wyoming 
resulting in incarceration that would not have been counted.    
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recidivate in the 7th month or never recidivate, but survival analysis only considers events of interest 
(recidivating) before the study ends. Thus, anything beyond the study period is “censored.”    

Survival curves (or recidivism curves) are estimated using partial data through partitioning the time 
(study period) into small increments (e.g. days or months). Then through combining these time 
intervals, a “hazard rate” for recidivating is calculated. The “hazard rate” is based on recidivism 
events over a period of time given that the person has not recidivated up to that point (Hosmer, 1999).  

By calculating the hazard rate for each month separately, all available data can efficiently be utilized. 
For example, there might be 100 people in the study with the possibility of recidivating in month 
one; whereas, there may be only 75 people with that possibility in month twelve. By calculating the 
hazard rate for each month, and then combining this information over all time periods, a recidivism 
curve is created which graphically shows recidivism and how this rate can vary over time. 
Additionally, different recidivism curves can be compared among various groups to assess if one 
group experienced a greater hazard rate than another. These analyses are especially useful when 
trying to assess risk factors for recidivism. 

In this study, the number of days until the recidivism event is defined as the “date of recidivism” 
minus the offender’s release or parole date. Since not all inmates were released on the same day for 
the period of study, it was necessary to assess the number of days eligible to recidivate. This “start 
date” was defined as the day the offender left prison if he/she completed the sentence (and was 
thereby not subject to parole). If the inmate did go on parole, then the start date was the day the 
individual transferred from prison to either ACC or ISP or regular parole. Thus, for each inmate a 
unique “day 0” was determined. The “date of recidivism” was defined to be the day that a former 
inmate was physically returned to prison. Due to data limitations, it was not possible to clearly define 
the date of the crime, the date of the trial, or the date of sentencing. If comparisons are to be made 
with another state’s data, it is important to note the method of defining the recidivism date.  

Since the primary purpose of the project was to measure the effects of SVORI programming as 
delivered by WDOC, the initial bivariate model considered only group status – SVORI vs. the non-
SVORI comparator group. As seen in Figure 1, regardless of group status the recidivism rates rise 
sharply in the first three hundred days after offenders are released. The rates for both groups are 
very similar during this period. However, after three hundred days, the rates diverge with the SVORI 
group showing a consistently lower recidivism rate over the remainder of the study period. The rates 
of recidivism at specific points in time are shown in Table 2. At three years after release (1095 days), 
the rate of recidivism for the SVORI group was substantially lower than that of the comparison 
group (44.8% vs. 59.9%). Thus, from a relative perspective, at three years SVORI participants were 
recidivating at a rate that was approximately 25% lower than those who did not receive the SVORI 
programming.  
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Figure 2. Recidivism Rates, SVORI vs. Comparison group 
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Table 4. Recidivism Rates over Time, SVORI vs. Comparator Group 

Time after 
Release 

Comparison Group 
Recidivism Rate 

SVORI Recidivism 
Rate

Absolute Decrease 
in Recidivism Rate

Relative Decrease 
in Recidivism Rate 

60 days  0.0%  1.8% ‐ ‐ 
120 days  7.4%  5.3% ‐ ‐ 
180 days  13.0%  10.8% ‐ ‐ 
240 days  14.8%  16.9% ‐ ‐ 
300 days  20.5%  18.9% ‐ ‐ 

1 yr  30.7%  21.0% 9.7% 31.6%
2 yrs  53.2%  37.5% 15.7% 29.5%
3 yrs  59.9%  44.8% 15.1% 25.2%

 
Next we investigated predictor variables related to recidivism, other than SVORI/Non-SVORI 
status. Although in the literature several variables were found to be related to recidivism for general 
prison populations (such as age, past criminal activity, etc.), it was important to investigate whether 
these relationships held true for this high-risk subset of the prison population.  

Offender history of parole revocations was investigated. For the two-variable analyses presented 
here, it is important to realize that both the SVORI and Non-SVORI groups are included together 
in a single high-risk offender sample (n=112). As seen in Figure 2, having at least one parole 
revocation in the past was strongly associated with recidivism.  



WYSAC, University of Wyoming  SVORI Evaluation  17 

Figure 3. Recidivism Rates, by Previous Parole Revocations 
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A second risk factor was offender history of previous gang membership. Offenders who had been 
affiliated with a gang in the past were much more likely to recidivate( see Figure 3). Time in the 
community did not serve as a moderator; at all time periods, those participants without prior gang 
membership had recidivism rates approximately one-third to one-half as large as those with former 
gang ties.  

Figure 4. Recidivism Rates, by Previous Gang Membership 
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Another risk factory, offender age at release, was examined and even though the sample group was 
already restricted by SVORI age requirements—the target population was 18-35, although a handful 
of offenders beyond the upper limit were accepted—age was still a significant factor. “Aging out of 
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crime” is a widely studied phenomenon and these results are consistent with this general finding.  As 
shown in Figure 4, recidivism rates are lowest for the oldest age group (those over 30).  

 
Figure 5. Recidivism Rates, by Age Category 
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Another significant factor was participant’s type of release from prison – whether inmates chose to 
go on parole or completed their sentences (“killed sentence” in prison parlance). As shown in Figure 
5, those who killed their sentences had lower initial recidivism rates (during the first 300 days); 
however in the longer-term, their recidivism rates were far higher than those who went on parole.  
This early advantage in the first 10 months is no doubt influenced by a couple of factors.  The first 
is that those who killed their sentences were not on parole and thus not exposed to invasive 
supervision like parolees on ISP or ACC, and so were not subject to random drug testing or home 
visits—put simply, they were not being watched as closely.  Neither were they subject to the risk of 
returning to prison for technical violations of parole.  

An additional factor contributing to the seemingly early success of those who killed their sentences is 
procedural in nature. Unlike parolees who can be revoked for being uncooperative with the terms of 
their parole, offenders who killed their sentences must have endured a fairly lengthy process before 
being re-incarcerated. They had to have been 1) arrested, 2) tried, 3) convicted, 4) sentenced, and 
then 5) returned to prison before the clock would have started on a recidivism event, as defined in 
this study. On average, the time necessary to revoke parole and return an offender to prison is far 
shorter than prosecuting a new felony that would result in a new prison sentence. 
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Figure 6. Recidivism Rates, by Type of Release (Paroled vs. Completed Sentence) 
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In summary, there are several variables significantly related to recidivism for the study participants. 

• Factors associated with higher recidivism: previous parole revocations, previous gang 
membership, completing sentence rather than being released on parole. 

• Factors associated with lower recidivism: participation in SVORI, increased age at release 

Key Findings: Full Model of  Recidivism 
Statistical models in the previous section analyzed associations with recidivism one variable at a time. 
From the findings it was obvious that to properly assess the effects of SVORI, a more 
comprehensive model would be needed, one that would include the effects of all relevant predictors, 
and where necessary, would include variables designed to compensate for the widely differing rates 
pre- and post-300 days. A different survival analysis statistical model was needed to consider 
multiple predictors simultaneously—the Cox Proportional Hazards Survival procedure.5 With this 
multivariate model, it was possible to control for potentially confounding variables so that the 
following fundamental question could be addressed: “Independent of the influence of other 
significant variables such as gang membership, age, and previous parole violations (which influenced 
recidivism rates in this high-risk sample), what was the net effect of SVORI programming on 
recidivism rates?”  

                                                 
5 Cox survival analysis is recommended when many other control variables need to be included in the model (Lee, 1992). 
One important note with this method is that the data are smoothed so that a baseline hazard function is created so that 
the effects of each variable are estimated with respect to this baseline reference function (Klein, 1997). For all of the 
following statistical analyses, the significance level was set at alpha = 0.05.  
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The result of the multivariate mode are show in Table 3. Hazard rates above 1.00 represent an 
increased risk of recidivism; whereas, hazard rates below 1.00 represent a decreased rate of 
recidivism. Thus, by comparing the hazard rates we can compare the effects of each risk factor 
(controlling for the other variables in the model).  

Table 5. Multi-Variate Model Coefficients 

Variable 
Model 2 – Final Model
Hazard Rate p‐value

SVORI * Less than 300 days  6.59 .001
SVORI * More than 300 days  0.39 .015
Parole Revocation * Less than 
300 days  13.33  .000 

Parole Revocation * More 
than 300 days  2.89  .009 

Previous Gang Membership  2.64 .009
Age at Start Date (Overall)    .024
Age at Start Date (25‐30)  0.51 .092
Age at Start Date (>30)  0.33 .007
 

As seen in Table 3, several risk factors were present, the most important of which was previous 
parole revocations. For study participants who had previously gone on parole and whose parole was 
revoked, they experienced a hazard rate that was 13 times higher for the first 300 days after release, 
as compared to those who had never had a prior parole revocation. If participants could make it past 
300 days, the hazard rate was still 2.89 times higher than those who had never been revoked. Thus, 
having a past parole revocations is an extremely strong risk factor for potential recidivism. 

In addition, previous gang membership was also a strong indicator of future recidivism. Those that 
had past gang ties recidivated at a rate that was 2.64 times higher than those without prior gang 
affiliation.  

The final significant variable was age when the participant was released. This was coded as “less than 
25 years old,” “25-30 years old,” and “greater than 30 years old.” After controlling for other 
variables in the model, those that were 25 to 30 years old had a hazard rate of recidivism only half as 
large as those who were under 25 (hazard rate = .51), and those that were over 30 had a hazard rate 
only one-third as large as those who were under 25 (hazard rate = .33). Thus, increased age acted as 
protective factor for recidivism. 

After controlling for these very important risk and protective factors, SVORI maintained its long-term 
positive effects on participants. Although SVORI participants had a hazard rate for recidivism that 
was 6.59 times higher than the comparison group in the first 300 days, after 300 days, their hazard 
rate of recidivism was 61% lower than the comparison group (hazard rate = 0.39).  

It is important to note again here the influence of an additional variable not in the model, but one 
that was found to have a strong influence on recidivism—killing one’s sentence (also discussed 
earlier in this report). Although SVORI participants appeared to do much worse in the short-term, 
offenders in the comparator group were more than twice as likely to complete their sentences and 
not go on parole (20% vs. 9%). This imbalance between the groups contributed to the higher SVORI 
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group recidivism rates in the first 300 days, but other factors unrepresented in the available data 
could also have influenced the results. The reasons for excluding this variable from the analysis have 
to do with the goals of SVORI programming and are discussed in section 5.1, Conclusions.   

Since there were a large number of potential risk factors relative to the number of individuals in the 
sample, we favored models which contained as few explanatory variables as possible. The final 
model included all variables that were significantly related to recidivism while excluding all variables 
not significantly related to recidivism (after controlling for the effects of the other predictors in the 
model). This methodology, along with the creation of variables that compensated for widely 
differing rates pre- and post-300 days, resulted in a parsimonious and useful model; this model can 
then be used as a basis for predicting recidivism among these high-risk parolees.  

Our original question as to whether there was a significant net effect of SVORI programming on 
offender recidivism (relative to a quite similar high-risk comparator group) has been answered. Yes, 
long-term recidivism rates (from 300 days to 3-years) were 61% lower for the SVORI group while 
controlling for other variables found to influence recidivism is this sample. In this model, prior 
parole revocations, prior gang membership, and age were additional significant predictors of 
recidivism rates.   

For completeness, we investigated other models which included a large list of reasonable 
risk/protective factors from the research literature. Although some studies found that variables such 
as gender, history of sex crimes, and history of violent crimes are related to recidivism rates, for this 
set of high-risk participants, these variables were not significantly associated with recidivism after 
controlling for the effects of SVORI participation, parole revocations, gang membership, and age.  

Discussion 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
• For this set of high-risk participants, there were two main risk factors and two main 

protective factors regarding future recidivism.   
o Significant Risk Factors: past parole revocations, past gang membership 
o Significant Protective Factors: participation in SVORI, increased age at release 
o Factors not significantly related to recidivism (after controlling for the above four 

variables): gender; history of sex crimes or violent crimes; highest custody level in the 
past three years at WSP/WWC; COMPAS decile risk of violence and COMPAS decile 
risk of recidivism; attendance at the minimum security facilities—the Honor Farm and 
Conservation Camp, incarceration at the Casper Therapy Center; and the city where 
inmate was released on parole. 
 

• SVORI was associated with significantly lower long-term rates of recidivism in both the univariate 
and multivariate statistical models.  
o If no adjustments were made for other risk factors: Recidivism rates were similar 

between SVORI participants and the comparison group until 300 days after release; 
lower at 1 year after release (21% SVORI vs. 31% comparator group); lower at 2 years 
after release (38% vs. 53%); and lower at 3 years after release (45% vs. 60%).   

o When controlling for significant risk/protective factors: In the first three hundred days, 
SVORI participants experienced a higher rate of recidivism relative to the comparison 
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group, yet after three hundred days, the hazard rate for recidivism was 61% lower for the 
SVORI group (control variables included past parole revocations, past gang 
membership, and inmate’s age at release).  

 
Our original question as to whether there was a significant net effect of SVORI programming on 
offender recidivism (relative to a quite similar high-risk comparator group) has been answered. Yes, 
long-term recidivism rates (from 300 days to 3-years) were lower for the SVORI group while 
controlling for other variables found to influence recidivism is this sample.  

Other models were investigated which included a large list of reasonable risk/protective factors 
from the research literature. Although some studies found that variables such as gender, history of 
sex crimes, and history of violent crimes are related to recidivism rates, for this set of high-risk 
participants, these variables were not significantly associated with recidivism after controlling for the 
effects of SVORI participation, parole revocations, gang membership, and age.  

Policy Implications and Future Research 

SVORI style programming appears to be an effective tool in lowering long-term recidivism rates 
among the highest risk offenders in the Wyoming corrections system. Although SVORI funding has 
ended, during the funding period WDOC wisely institutionalized reentry programming, as far as 
funding permitted. WDOC should continue to expand and strengthen this ordered, systematized 
approach to reentry programming—the formal assessment of offender needs and the delivery of 
targeted treatments, services, and other interventions designed to prepare offenders for reentry.  

WDOC should continue to monitor the outcomes of both the SVORI participants and the 
comparator group to determine if the positive affects of SVORI programming continue longer term.   
 
WDOC should also consider a survival analysis for a wider base of offenders, not limiting the 
analysis to just high-risk offenders. Specifically, we suggest creating a systemwide analysis of the risk 
factors that are the most predictive of future recidivism.  The analysis should be based on Wyoming 
Corrections Information System dating back to 2000.  The large number of offenders available for 
inclusion in the study population over this time period will permit comparative analysis of recidivism 
rates in finer-grained detail.  For example, recidivism rates of high risk offenders can be compared to 
low and medium risk offenders.  Not only the overall rate for the entire study period, but the varying 
rates at any given point in time Additionally, high or medium risk offenders released from Wyoming 
State Penitentiary can be compared to high or medium risk offenders from Wyoming Women’s 
Center (either over the entire study period or some subset of the study period).   
 
As an example of policy decisions that can be informed by the results of such a wide-ranging 
recidivism analysis, assume that in this hypothetical analysis that there are 250 offenders with serious 
substance abuse problems assessed to need residential-level treatment. Assume also that of these 
250, half completed residential level substance abuse programming at the Casper Therapy Center 
while the other half completed residential level care at the Intensive Care Units at either WSP or 
WWC.   
 
Analysis reveals that there is no bias in the selection of offenders for substance abuse treatment at 
the three treatment centers (other than gender at the ICUs).  And assume that survival analysis 
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demonstrates that the Casper Therapy Center (CTC) has a significantly lower recidivism rate than 
does either of the ICUs (after controlling for individual offender demographics, criminal history, type of crime, etc.).   
 
Policy options would be based on the conclusion that program characteristics of the CTC are 
superior at preparing substance abusers for success on the outside than are either of the institutional 
ICUs. The options below are potential policy directions for decreasing recidivism rates for offenders 
who are assessed to be at very high risk of substance abuse.  

 
6. Modify the institutional ICU programs to mirror the program design of the 

CTC. 
7. Invest in increasing treatment capacity at the CTC. 
8. Close the institutional ICUs and use the savings to expand the CTC or create 

additional therapy centers patterned after the CTC. 
9. Structure the ICUs so that they are preparatory to the CTC. Configure the 

program so that in order to gain entry into the CTC, offenders must first 
spend 4-6 months in either ICU where they are prepared specifically for the 
program at CTC.  This could create more open beds at all substance abuse 
centers. 

10. After a substantial period of time, re-evaluate with recidivism studies the 
program changes chosen for implementation.  

 

The final recommendation is that WDOC initiate a cost-benefit analysis of SVORI-style 
programming. Based on the analyses in this evaluation report, participation in SVORI transition 
programming was associated with significant reductions in long-term recidivism. There are great cost 
reductions associated with reduced recidivism.  Only focusing on the additional costs of expanding 
and operating a comprehensive reentry/transition program ignores savings associated with decreased 
offender incarceration and supervision, correction’s staffing, policing and court costs, etc. In 
addition, it must be remembered that reductions in recidivism result in increased public safety. 
Rather than characterizing the treatment and services associated with reentry programming as 
“additional costs,” a cost-benefit analysis of the Wyoming system could potentially reveal that a 
more accurate characterization of reentry would be: a wise investment with a substantial net return.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A. Crosstabs of  Each Variable by Group Status 
 
This appendix provides frequency counts and percentage distributions for all variables discussed in 
this report. Results are separated and labeled for those in SVORI and those in the comparison 
group. Additionally, Pearson chi-square results are provided below each table. If the p-value is less 
than 0.05, then this suggests that the pattern of responses is different between those in SVORI and 
those in the comparison group.  The following variables are included in this appendix. 
 
  1. Gender 
  2. History of past parole violations 
  3. History of previous gang membership 
  4. History of sex crimes 
  5. History of violent crimes 
  6. Highest custody level since January 1, 2003 (while at WSP or WWC) 
  7. Decile Risk of Violence (from the COMPAS) 
  8. Decile Risk of Recidivism (from the COMPAS) 
  9. History at the Wyoming Conservation Center 
10. History at the Casper Therapy Center 
11. History at the Honor Farm 
12. Did the inmate kill their sentence (complete the sentence and not go on parole)? 
13. Age at start date (release from prison / transfer to parole) 
14. History at either ACC or ISP 
15. History at ACC  
16. History at ISP 
17. City where the inmate was on parole 
18. For each inmate, was the information censored (not recidivated as of February 5, 2008: the end   
     of the study)? 
 
 
1. Variable: Gender 

Crosstab

6 4 10

11.1% 7.0% 9.0%

48 53 101

88.9% 93.0% 91.0%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

Female

Male

Gender

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =0.57, p = .45. 
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2. Variable: History of past parole violations 

Crosstab

37 40 77

68.5% 70.2% 69.4%

17 17 34

31.5% 29.8% 30.6%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

None

At least one

Number of Parole
Revocations (collapsed)

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =0.04, p =.85. 

 
 
3. Variable: History of previous gang membership 

Crosstab

40 50 90

74.1% 87.7% 81.1%

14 7 21

25.9% 12.3% 18.9%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

Previous Gang
Membership

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =3.37, p =.07. 
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4. Variable: History of sex crimes 

Crosstab

52 51 103

96.3% 92.7% 94.5%

2 4 6

3.7% 7.3% 5.5%

54 55 109

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

None

At least one

Sex crimes
(collapsed)

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =0.67, p =.41. 

 
 
 
5. Variable: History of violent crimes 

Crosstab

15 26 41

27.8% 45.6% 36.9%

39 31 70

72.2% 54.4% 63.1%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

None

At least one

Violent crimes
(collapsed)

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
Borderline significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =3.79, p 
=.05. 
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6. Variable: Highest custody level since January 1, 2003 (while at WSP or WWC) 

Crosstab

0 1 1

.0% 1.8% .9%

0 3 3

.0% 5.3% 2.7%

21 13 34

38.9% 22.8% 30.6%

24 28 52

44.4% 49.1% 46.8%

5 9 14

9.3% 15.8% 12.6%

4 3 7

7.4% 5.3% 6.3%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

Minimum

Minimum - Restricted

Medium

Close - Gen Pop

Close - Restricted

Maximum

Highest
custody
level since
Jan 1 2003

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (5) =7.40, p = .19. 
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7.  Variable: Decile Risk of Violence (from the COMPAS) 

Crosstab

0 3 3

.0% 7.1% 3.1%

0 6 6

.0% 14.3% 6.3%

0 1 1

.0% 2.4% 1.0%

17 6 23

31.5% 14.3% 24.0%

11 4 15

20.4% 9.5% 15.6%

13 12 25

24.1% 28.6% 26.0%

13 10 23

24.1% 23.8% 24.0%

54 42 96

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

1

5

6

7

8

9

10

Decile_Risk_
Violence_COMPAS

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
Significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (6) =17.74, p = .01. 
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8. Variable: Decile Risk of Recidivism (from the COMPAS) 

Crosstab

0 1 1

.0% 2.4% 1.0%

0 4 4

.0% 9.5% 4.2%

0 1 1

.0% 2.4% 1.0%

0 3 3

.0% 7.1% 3.1%

0 4 4

.0% 9.5% 4.2%

0 5 5

.0% 11.9% 5.2%

11 4 15

20.4% 9.5% 15.6%

9 6 15

16.7% 14.3% 15.6%

15 7 22

27.8% 16.7% 22.9%

19 7 26

35.2% 16.7% 27.1%

54 42 96

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Decile_Risk_
Recidivism_COMPAS

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
Significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (9) =29.27, p < .01. 
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9. Variable: History at the Wyoming Conservation Center 

Crosstab

48 56 104

88.9% 98.2% 93.7%

6 1 7

11.1% 1.8% 6.3%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

Wyoming Conserv
Center

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =4.11, p = .04. 

 
 
10. Variable: History at the Casper Therapy Center 

Crosstab

51 45 96

94.4% 78.9% 86.5%

3 12 15

5.6% 21.1% 13.5%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

Casper Therapy
Center

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
Significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =5.70, p = .02. 
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11. Variable: History at the Honor Farm 

Crosstab

45 52 97

83.3% 92.9% 88.2%

9 4 13

16.7% 7.1% 11.8%

54 56 110

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

Honor
Farm

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =2.39, p = .12. 

 
 
 
12. Variable: Did the inmate kill their sentence (complete time and not go on parole)? 

 

Crosstab

43 52 95

79.6% 91.2% 85.6%

11 5 16

20.4% 8.8% 14.4%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

Killed sentence?

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =3.02, p = .08; 
however, the results approach statistical significance. 
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13. Variable: Age at start date (release from prison / transfer to parole 

Crosstab

18 14 32

33.3% 24.6% 28.8%

15 18 33

27.8% 31.6% 29.7%

21 25 46

38.9% 43.9% 41.4%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

<25

25-30

>30

Age on start
date (collapsed)

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (2) =1.04, p =.59. 

 
 
 
14. Variable: History at either ACC or ISP 

Crosstab

13 10 23

24.1% 17.5% 20.7%

41 47 88

75.9% 82.5% 79.3%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

ACC or
ISP

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =0.72, p = .40. 
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15. Variable: History at ACC 

Crosstab

31 41 72

57.4% 71.9% 64.9%

23 16 39

42.6% 28.1% 35.1%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

ACC

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =2.57, p = .11. 

 
 
 
16. Variable: History at ISP 

Crosstab

36 26 62

66.7% 45.6% 55.9%

18 31 49

33.3% 54.4% 44.1%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

ISP parole

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
Significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =4.98, p = .03. 
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17. Variable: City where the inmate was paroled 

Crosstab

24 25 49

57.1% 47.2% 51.6%

4 18 22

9.5% 34.0% 23.2%

14 10 24

33.3% 18.9% 25.3%

42 53 95

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

Casper

Cheyenne

Other than
Cheyenne or Casper

City where the
inmate was on
parole(collapsed)

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
   Significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (2) =8.44, p = .02. 
 
 
 
18. Variable: For each inmate, was the information censored (not recidivated as of February 
5, 2008: the end of the study)? 

Crosstab

26 20 46

48.1% 35.1% 41.4%

28 37 65

51.9% 64.9% 58.6%

54 57 111

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison
Count
% within SVORI
vs. Comparison

No

Yes

Censored (Not
recidivated as
of Feb 5, 2008)

Total

Comparison
group

Person in
SVORI

SVORI vs. Comparison

Total

 
No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =1.95, p = .16. 
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Appendix B. Kaplan-Meier Survival Analysis of  Potential Risk and  

Protective Factors  
 
For each variable considered, recidivism rates over time are graphed. Below each graph, p-values are 
reported using the log-rank test for Kaplan-Meier survival analysis. Results are reported for all 
potential risk and protective factors with the exception of the following five variables: SVORI 
(yes/no); previous parole revocations; previous gang membership; age; and type of release (complete 
sentence/go on parole). For these five variables, please see section 5.1 of the main report. 

 

1. Recidivism Rates, by City on Parole 

Number of days out
146010957303650

Re
ci

di
vi

sm
 R

at
e

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

100%

Other than 
Cheyenne or 
Casper-censored

Cheyenne-
censored

Casper-censored

Other than 
Cheyenne or 
Casper

Cheyenne
Casper

City

 

No significant differences exist based on an inmate’s city on parole, χ2 (2) =0.88, p = 0.65. 
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2. Recidivism Rates, by Highest Level of Custody (in past three years) 

Number of days out
146010957303650

Re
ci

di
vi

sm
 R

at
e

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Close - Restricted
OR Maximum-
censored

Close - Gen Pop-
censored

Medium (or less)-
censored

Close - Restricted
OR Maximum

Close - Gen Pop
Medium (or less)

 

No significant differences exist based on the inmate’s highest custody level, χ2 (2) =2.64, p = 
0.27. 
 
 

3. Recidivism Rates by Gender 

Number of days out
146010957303650
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di
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sm
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at
e

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Male-censored
Female-censored
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No significant differences exist based on gender, χ2 (1) =0.52, p = 0.47. Note that only 10 of 
the 111 participants were female. Thus, the power to detect differences is small. 
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4. Recidivism Rates by Attendance at Wyoming Conservation Camp 

Number of days out
146010957303650

Re
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di
vi

sm
 R

at
e

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Yes-censored
No-censored
Yes
No

 

No significant differences exist based on attending WHCC, χ2 (1) =0.29, p = 0.59. Note that 
only 7 of the 111 study participants attended WHCC. 

 
 
5. Recidivism Rates by Attendance at the Casper Therapy Center 

Number of days out
146010957303650
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sm
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100%

80%
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40%

20%

0%

Yes-censored
No-censored
Yes
No

 

No significant differences exist based on attending CTC, χ2 (1) =3.32, p = 0.07. Note that 
only 15 of the 111 study participants attended CTC. Thus, the non-significant effect appears 
to be strongly influenced by the small sample size.  
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6. Recidivism Rates by Attendance at the Wyoming Honor Farm 

Number of days out
146010957303650
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vi

sm
 R

at
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80%
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40%

20%
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No-censored
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No significant differences exist based on attending the Wyoming Honor Farm, χ2 (1) =1.06, 
p = 0.30. Note that only 13 of the 111 study participants attended the WHF. 
 

 
7. Recidivism Rates for those who went on Parole, by Attendance at ACC 

Number of days out
146010957303650
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No significant differences exist based on attending ACC, χ2 (1) =1.97, p = 0.16. 
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8. Recidivism Rates for those who went on Parole, by Attendance at ISP 

Number of days out
146010957303650
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40%

20%
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No significant differences exist based on attending ISP, χ2 (1) =0.20, p = 0.66. 
 
 
9. Recidivism Rates, by COMPAS Decile Risk of Violence 

Number of days out
146010957303650
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No significant differences exist based on COMPAS decile risk of violence, χ2 (6) =10.81, p = 
0.09. The statistical test is based on all possible values, but for display purposes, those with 
scores of 1 to 6 are collapsed into “6 or less.” 
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10. Recidivism Rates, by COMPAS Decile Risk of Recidivism 

Number of days out
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No significant differences exist based on COMPAS decile risk of recidivism, χ2 (9) =9.22, p 
= 0.42. The statistical test is based on all possible values, but for display purposes, those with 
scores of 1 to 6 are collapsed into “6 or less.” 

 
 
11. Recidivism Rates, by History of Previous Sex Crime 

Number of days out
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No significant differences exist based on history of previous sex crime, χ2 (1) =0.96, p = 
0.33. Note that only 6 of the 111 study participants had a previous sex crime. 
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12. Recidivism Rates, by History of Previous Violent Crime 

Number of days out
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No significant differences exist based on history of previous violent crime, χ2 (1) =0.03, p = 
0.86.  
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Appendix C. Introduction to Survival Analysis 
This appendix includes a brief introduction to survival analysis along with a short comparison of 
two commonly used survival analysis techniques: Kaplan-Meier and Cox Proportional Hazards. 
 
Goals with survival analysis:   

1. Estimate the time between two events (e.g. release from prison and date of recidivating). 
2. Calculate the rate of occurrence of a certain event (e.g. rate of recidivating). 
3. Compare the rates of occurrence between groups (e.g. those in SVORI vs. non-SVORI). 

 
Problems with data used in survival analysis: 

1. The rate at which people recidivate may not be constant over the study. These methods 
allow the rates to vary from time period to time period. 
2. For some study participants, information is incomplete. At the end of the study, the event 
(recidivating) may not have occurred for everyone. Thus, all that can be assumed is that the 
time to event occurrence is at least “x” days for a given person. The issue of how to include 
partial data is the main strength of survival analysis over traditional statistical techniques. 

 
Solution to the problems 
In statistical analyses like regression, the sample size is constant (e.g. full data on n=200 people). In 
survival analysis, the relevant sample size depends on the specific time period within the study. For 
example, in the beginning of the study, there may be 200 people, and after a few months only 100 
people remain, and after two years into the study, there may only be 30 people left who had not 
recidivated or have not been limited by the end of the study period (e.g. all data collection stops on 
February 1, 2008). If researchers included only participants with “full data over the entire study 
period,” then the sample size would be tremendously reduced, and this reduction in sample size 
would lead to an impaired ability to detect differences among groups. Thus, any appropriate 
statistical technique will need to account for varying sample sizes over the study period.  
  
Survival curves (or recidivism curves in this case) are estimated by partitioning the complete study 
period into small increments (e.g. days or months). Then, for each of these small time intervals, 
researchers calculate the “hazard rate.” The “hazard rate” is an estimate of the rate of recidivating in 
the current time period given that the person has not recidivated up to that point.  

 
Hazard rates can be thought of as a way of measuring the impact of risk factors. For example, 
imagine that the hazard rate for recidivating among those who have never been a member of a gang is 
two people per month. Furthermore, imagine that the hazard rate among those who have been a 
member of a gang is ten people per month. Thus, we could say that the hazard rate for recidivism of 
those who have gang history is five times higher than that of someone who has never been in a 
gang. Thus, by comparing the ratios of hazard rates, important decisions can be reached concerning 
the effects of different risk factors. 
 
Illustration on how “hazard rates” are calculated and how “censored” data are used 
Imagine that we are at the beginning of a recidivism study with 200 inmates that have just been 
released from the Wyoming State Penitentiary. Let 40 of the 200 recidivate within the first month. 
Thus, the probability of recidivating for month one is estimated by 40/200 = .20. Thus, we could 
say that we expect to see about 20% of those released re-offend by the end of the first month. 
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Consequently, we could also state that the probability of advancing to the next month is .80 (80% 
did not recidivate). Now, in the second month, imagine that 9 additional people recidivated. Thus, 
the probability of recidivating for the second month is 9/180=.05. Note that these probability 
calculations only reflect those that were eligible to recidivate for that month. Since twenty people had 
recidivated during the first month, there were only 180 left. This process would then be repeated for 
all subsequent months.  Thus, the “hazard rate” is always estimated with only the relevant remaining 
sample for the defined time period.  
 
In addition to the above basic scenario, it is also important to be able to effectively deal with the 
reality of participants entering and leaving the study at different times. For example, imagine that ten 
people did not get paroled (and thus leave WSP) until one month before the end of the study period. 
For these individuals, they would most likely not have recidivated by the end of the study period. We 
would like to use these data even though they clearly cannot be used for all months (as these people 
were not out of jail until the very end of the study period). In statistical terms, we would say that 
these individuals have been “censored.” For these individuals, we would include them; however, their 
information on “not recidivating” would be only be used when calculating the hazard rate for the 
month they were in the community (month one after their release). They would not be included in 
the data set for months 2 and beyond (as we have no information on their actions two months after 
release due to the study ending).  
 
Thus, by calculating hazard rates for each interval, researchers can incorporate “partial data” to the 
maximum extent possible. So, in a typical regression analysis, one might say that the sample size is 
200 people. For survival analysis, one might say that the beginning sample size was 200; however, 
the sample size at one month was only 190, at one year was only 100, and by the end of the study, 
the sample size was only 30 people. 
 
Once all the hazard rates for all time periods have been calculated, they can be compared to each 
other and also combined to form a cumulative hazard curve. With this information, we can 
investigate whether recidivism curves stabilize over time. Specifically, prior research has shown that 
the hazard rates are relatively high in the beginning months, but then as time goes on, the hazard 
rates tend to get smaller. This would imply that the recidivism curve would rise sharply in the 
beginning months after inmates are released and then level out over time. This ability to allow the 
hazard rate of recidivism to vary is a tremendous strength of survival analysis. 
 
In conclusion, by using survival analysis techniques, we can estimate the probability of recidivating 
for a given time period given a changing sample size. Furthermore, this technique can be used to 
maximize the information from every participant, even if that person’s information is incomplete for 
the entire study period. With this method, we can combine the hazard rates for each month (or 
whatever time period is chosen) and obtain an overall cumulative curve that estimates the recidivism 
rate from the beginning of the study until the end of the study. Finally, with these cumulative curves, 
effects of different programs can be evaluated to see if the recidivism curve for group A is different 
than that of group B. 
 
Differences between Kaplan-Meier survival analyses and Cox proportional hazard survival analyses 
Both of these methods are commonly-employed techniques which can be used to evaluate 
recidivism curves; however, depending on the question of interest, one method may be more 
appropriate than the other.  
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The Kaplan-Meier technique is appropriate when comparisons between two (or more) groups are 
made. The actual recidivism events are graphed without attempting to smooth the data. Then, a 
statistical test is conducted that investigates whether the curve from group one is different than the 
curve of group two. Thus, if a researcher wants to ask the basic question, “Is the recidivism rate 
different between SVORI and non-SVORI participants?” then the Kaplan-Meier technique is 
appropriate. One important limitation of this method is that it can only test one critical variable at a 
time. Thus, it is not possible to test whether the recidivism rate is different between the two groups 
after controlling for other important variables. For example, research demonstrates that age, gender, type of 
crime, etc. are often related to recidivism rates. The Kaplan-Meier method does not allow for these 
other variables to be included in the model so that their effects can be estimated. Thus, if it is 
reasonable to assume that the two groups are similar with regard to these other characteristics, then 
the use of the Kaplan-Meier technique is appropriate. If, on the other hand, many other “control 
variables” need to be included in the model, then a different approach is suggested. 
 
Cox Regression survival analysis is recommended when one or more control variables need to be 
included in the model. With this technique, one can test the effects of multiple variables 
simultaneously. So, if the question of interest is “What is the effect of SVORI vs. non-SVORI on 
recidivism rates after controlling for age, type of parole, previous gang membership, etc.?”, then the Cox 
regression model is the only viable option to estimate all of these effects at once. One important 
note is with this method, the data are smoothed so that a baseline hazard function is created. Then, 
the effects of each variable are estimated with respect to this baseline reference function. This 
automatic “smoothing” of the data is one possible disadvantage of the Cox regression method.  
 
In conclusion, if the effect of one variable on the recidivism rate is calculated, then the Kaplan-Meier 
technique is suggested. However, if more than one variable needs to be included in the analysis so that 
variation on one or more control variables can be assessed and incorporated, then the Cox 
regression survival analysis technique is appropriate. 
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Appendix D. The Various Models used in the Analysis 
For the baseline analysis, researchers used only SVORI status (yes/no) to predict recidivism rates. 
Prior to 300 days, SVORI participants had a hazard rate of recidivism that was 9.06 times greater 
than that of the comparison group; however, after 300 days, SVORI participants had a hazard rate 
of recidivism that was approximately 64% lower than the comparison group (hazard rate = .36) (see 
Table 11 under the Model 1 heading). As a note, the “hazard rate” is defined to be the rate of 
recidivating in the current time period given that the person has not recidivated up to that point. 
Thus, by comparing the hazard rates for different groups, researchers can compare the effects of 
each risk/protective factor (holding other variables constant). Hazard rates above 1.00 represent an 
increased risk of recidivism; whereas, hazard rates below 1.00 represent a decreased rate of 
recidivism. 

 

 

Table 6. Model Coefficients for Each Predictor Variable 

Variable 
Model 1 – SVORI only Model 2 – Final Model  Model 3 – All variables
Hazard Rate p‐value Hazard Rate p‐value  Hazard Rate p‐value

SVORI * Less than 300 days  9.06 .000 6.59 .001 8.69  .000
SVORI * More than 300 days  0.36 .006 0.39 .015 0.39  .054
Parole Revocation * Less than 
300 days      13.33  .000  20.59  .000 

Parole Revocation * More 
than 300 days      2.89  .009  2.27  .051 

Previous Gang Membership      2.64 .009 2.94  .007
Age at Start Date (Overall)        .024   .016
Age at Start Date (25‐30)      0.51 .092 0.46  .078
Age at Start Date (>30)      0.33 .007 0.29  .004
Gender (Male)          1.88  .405
Casper Therapy Center (Yes)          0.25  .181
Honor Farm (Yes)          0.62  .482
Wyo. Conserv. Center (Yes)          0.90  .897
Killed Sentence (Yes)          2.98  .232
History of Sex Crime (Yes)          1.59  .561
History of Violent Crime (Yes)          0.83  .627
Highest Custody Level          0.68  .090
Parole at ACC (Yes)          0.57  .504
Parole under ISP (Yes)          1.24  .799

  Chi‐sq. (df) p‐value Chi‐sq. (df) p‐value  Chi‐sq. (df) p‐value
Overall significance   48.88 (2) .000 130.12 (7) .000 140.22 (18) .000
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Final Model 

For the final SVORI group, 65% of the data were censored at the end of the study period. Note that 
there is no significant difference in the percentage of individuals who were censored between the 
SVORI group and the comparison group, p = 0.12. 

It is important to note that for the comparison group, 52% of the data were censored at the end of 
the study period. Because WYSAC’s study covered the period from August 1, 2003 to February 5, 
2008, and several study participants did not recidivate by the end of the study period, there were 
some released inmates that had limited (censored) data. Specifically, for individuals that had been 
released, but had not recidivated as of February 5, 2008, researchers could only conclude that the 
time that person was recidivism-free was at least “x” days. These censored data will be fully utilized 
with survival analysis techniques. 
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Appendix E. Group Comparisons on Key Demographics  
Although researchers selected the comparison group so that individuals would be similar to those in 
the SVORI group, it is possible that demographic characteristics could differ among the two groups. 
If meaningful and significant differences exist for certain demographic characteristics, and these 
characteristics have strong relationships to recidivism rates, then these “confounding” variables 
could be the true cause of any observed effects that occur after the SVORI treatment. Thus, to 
properly assess any change over time, it is important to conclude that the two groups were similar 
on all relevant variables before any treatment was provided.  

This demographics section includes three subsections. In the first subsection, researchers assessed if 
the comparison group was similar to the SVORI group for the variables gender and age. The second 
subsection assessed variables related to criminal history and location of the inmates. The final 
subsection assessed variables related to type of release and location after release. 

Gender and Age  

Table 7 presents information on participants’ gender and Table 8 displays data on the age at release 
from prison. For both the comparison group and the SVORI group, the overwhelming majority of 
individuals were male, and these percentages were similar for both groups. Researchers then 
collapsed an individual’s age at release from prison into three categories: less than 25 years, 25 to 30 
years, and more than 30 years old at release. Using these categories, there was no significant 
difference in the age at release between the two groups.  

Table 7. Gender of Participants, SVORI vs. Comparison Group 

Gender1  Comparison 
Group

SVORI 
Group

Total 

       
Male  89% 93% 91% 

1 No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (1) =0.57, p = .45. 
 
 
 
 
Table 8. Age at Release from WSP/WWC, SVORI vs. Comparison Group 

Age at Release1  Comparison 
Group

SVORI 
Group

Total 

       
Less than 25   33% 25% 29% 
25‐30  28% 32% 30% 
More than 30  39% 44% 41% 
Total  100% 100% 100% 

1 No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (2) =1.04, p = .59. 
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Criminal History and Inmate Location   

Table 9 presents information related to criminal history and assigned locations of the inmates. 
Regarding past criminal history, there were no significant differences related to history of sex crimes, 
history of parole revocations, or previous gang membership. However, participants did differ 
regarding history of violent crimes. Individuals in the comparison group were more likely to have at 
least one violent crime in their past as compared to those in the SVORI group (72% vs. 54%).   

Regarding assigned locations during an individual’s prison term, SVORI participants were more 
likely to have attended the Casper Therapy Center for drug treatment (21% vs. 6%) and were less 
likely to have attended the Wyoming Conservation Center (2% vs. 11%). No significant differences 
existed with respect to attending the Wyoming Honor Farm. 

 
Table 9. History of Inmates, SVORI vs. Comparison Group 

Variable  Comparison 
Group

SVORI 
Group

Significant 
Difference  P‐value 

         
History of Sex Crime (% Yes)  4% 7% No  .41
History of Violent Crime (% Yes)  72% 54% Yes  .05
History of Parole Revocation (% Yes)  69% 70% No  .85
History of Gang Membership (% Yes)  26% 12% No  .07
Casper Therapy Center (% Yes)  6% 21% Yes  .02
Wyoming Conservation Center (% Yes) 11% 2% Yes  .04
Honor Farm (% Yes)  17% 7% No  .12

 

There was no statistical difference between the two groups regarding highest custody level during 
the most recent three years at WSP or WWC (see Table 10).  However, there were significant 
differences in both the COMPAS decile risk for violence and the COMPAS decile risk for 
recidivism (see Tables 11 and 12). Specifically, risk scores were lower in the SVORI group than the 
comparison group with several individuals in the SVORI groups scoring between one and six (on 
the 10-point scale). However, these differences between the SVORI group and the comparison 
group may be due to SVORI participants being given the COMPAS multiple times after the 
beginning of the program. Due to data limitations, only the most recent COMPAS scores were 
available to WYSAC researchers. Thus, it is quite possible that for some SVORI participants, the 
COMPAS scores applied to a testing date that occurred after the initiation of the treatment program. 
Thus, these lower scores would be expected as the SVORI program would, hopefully, have a positive 
effect on these two risk measurements. 
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Table 10. Highest Custody Level in Past Three Years while at WSP/WWC, SVORI vs. 
Comparison Group 

Highest Custody Level1  Comparison 
Group

SVORI 
Group

Total 

       
Minimum  0% 2% 1% 
Minimum – Restricted  0% 5% 3% 
Medium  39% 23% 31% 
Close – General Population  44% 49% 47% 
Close – Restricted / Maximum  17% 21% 19% 
Total  100% 100%2 100%2 

1 No significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (4) =1.70, p = .43. 
2 Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

 
 
Table 11. COMPAS Decile Risk for Violence, SVORI vs. Comparison Group 

Decile Risk Score1,2  Comparison 
Group

SVORI 
Group

Total 

       
6 or less  0% 24% 10% 
7  32% 14% 24% 
8  20% 10% 16% 
9  24% 29% 26% 
10  24% 24% 24% 
Total  100% 100% 100% 

1 Significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (4) =16.36, p = .004. 
2 Differences between the SVORI group and the comparison group may be due to SVORI 
participants given the COMPAS again after the beginning of the program. 

Table 12. COMPAS Decile Risk for Recidivism, SVORI vs. Comparison Group 

Decile Risk Score1,2  Comparison 
Group

SVORI 
Group

Total 

       
6 or less  0% 42% 18% 
7  20% 10% 16% 
8  17% 14% 16% 
9  28% 17% 23% 
10  35% 17% 27% 
Total  100% 100% 100% 

1 Significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (4) =27.88, p < .001. 
2 Differences between the SVORI group and the comparison group may be due to SVORI 
participants given the COMPAS again after the beginning of the program. 
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Type of Release and Location after Release 

Table 13 presents information related to an inmate’s type of release and type of parole. Regarding 
type of release, there was a larger proportion of inmates in the comparison group who chose to 
complete their sentence and not go on parole relative to the SVORI group (20% vs. 9%); however, 
this difference was only borderline significant, p = .08. For both groups, approximately four out of 
every five inmates went on high-supervision parole (ACC or ISP), and these percentages did not 
differ between the groups. However, the specific type of high-supervision parole did differ among 
study participants: the comparison group was more slightly likely to be paroled at ACC; whereas, the 
SVORI participants were more likely to be under ISP. 

Locations for parole also differed between the SVORI group and the comparison group. Although 
most study participants went on parole in either Casper or Cheyenne (81% for SVORI; 67% for the 
comparison group), inmates in the comparison group were more likely to have a parole location 
somewhere other than these two cities (see Table 14). 

Table 13. Type of Release and Parole, SVORI vs. Comparison Group 

Variable  Comparison 
Group

SVORI 
Group

Significant 
Difference  P‐value 

         
Type of Release (% Killed Sentence)  20% 9% No  .08
Paroled at ACC or ISP (% Yes)  76% 82% No  .40
Paroled at ACC (% Yes)  43% 28% No  .11
Paroled under ISP (% Yes)  33% 54% Yes  .03

 

Table 14. City where Inmate was on Parole, SVORI vs. Comparison Group 

City on Parole1  Comparison 
Group

SVORI 
Group

Total 

       
Casper  57% 47% 52% 
Cheyenne  10% 34% 23% 
Other than Casper or Cheyenne  33% 19% 25% 
Total  100%2 100%2 100% 

1 Significant differences exist between SVORI and the comparison group, χ2 (2) =8.44, p = .02. 
2 Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

In summary, participants were very similar with regard to most demographic characteristics; 
however, differences were present with regard to history of violent crime, attendance at Casper 
Therapy Center, attendance at the Wyoming Conservation Center, type of parole (ACC vs. ISP), 
location of parole, and the percentage who decided to complete their sentence (and not go on parole 
at all). These variables will be investigated in the next two sections with regard to whether any are 
significant predictors of recidivism. If none of them are significantly related to recidivism, after 
controlling for other known effects such as age, then any observed differences between the two 
groups mentioned in this section should be interpreted as differences on variables that are not 
associated with the ultimate outcome – returning to prison.  
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Appendix F. Variables and their Association with Recidivism Rates 
As reported previously, the SVORI group and the comparison group were similar for most 
variables. However, for certain demographics, the two groups were different. Before concluding that 
this difference between the two groups could be the true cause of any outcomes, it is important to 
document that the variable of interest actually has a significant relationship to recidivism.  

This section reports results to the question, “For each variable, is there a significant relationship to 
recidivism?” By performing these analyses, researchers determined which variables should be 
considered as risk factors for recidivism for this particular group of study participants.  These 
potential risk factors included information on personal characteristics, past history, locations during 
incarceration, custody level, type of release, and city where the inmate was on parole. Results are 
organized into two subsections: variables that are significant risk factors for recidivism and variables 
that are not significant risk factors for recidivism.  

Significant Risk Factors for Recidivism 

The first factor considered was group status - whether a person enrolled in the SVORI program or 
was in the comparison group. This analysis compares the recidivism rates over time for the two 
groups, but it does not take into account any other variable (like age or past history).  

As can be seen in Figure 7, the recidivism rates rise sharply in the first three hundred days after a 
person’s release regardless of group status. Furthermore, these recidivism rates appear to be very 
similar for the first three hundred days. However, after three hundred days, the positive effect of 
SVORI stands out. As time goes on, the recidivism rates increase for both groups; however, for 
SVORI participants, the rate of increase is much smaller. The actual rates of recidivism are shown in 
Table 15 for various time periods. At three years after release (1095 days), the rate of recidivism for 
the SVORI group was much lower than that of the comparison group (44.8% vs. 59.9%). Thus, 
from a relative perspective, SVORI participants are recidivating at a rate that is approximately 25% 
lower than those who did not receive the SVORI programming.  
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Figure 7. Recidivism Rates, SVORI vs. Comparison group 
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Table 15. Recidivism Rates over Time, SVORI vs. Comparison Group 

Time after 
Release 

Comparison Group 
Recidivism Rate 

SVORI Recidivism 
Rate

Absolute Decrease 
in Recidivism Rate

Relative Decrease 
in Recidivism Rate 

60 days  0.0%  1.8% ‐ ‐ 
120 days  7.4%  5.3% ‐ ‐ 
180 days  13.0%  10.8% ‐ ‐ 
240 days  14.8%  16.9% ‐ ‐ 
300 days  20.5%  18.9% ‐ ‐ 

1 yr  30.7%  21.0% 9.7% 31.6%
2 yrs  53.2%  37.5% 15.7% 29.5%
3 yrs  59.9%  44.8% 15.1% 25.2%

 
The second factor considered was participant’s history of parole revocations. For the two-variable 
analyses presented here, it is important to understand that both the SVORI and Non-SVORI groups 
are included together in a single high-risk offender sample (n=112). It was hypothesized that those 
individuals who had previously been on parole and had been revoked during that parole period 
would be more likely to recidivate than those without prior revocations.  As seen in Figure 8, this 
hypothesis was supported. Having at least one parole revocation in the past was strongly associated 
with recidivism for the high-risk groups understudy.   for the current study. Before 300 days, the 
slope of the line for those who had recidivated before is very steep as compared to those who had 
never had a parole revocation. After 300 days, this association tended to weaken. Although those 
who had a parole revocation in their past continued to recidivate at a higher rate, if a participant 
could make it past 300 days, then the recidivism curve tended to increase at a much slower rate as 
compared to before 300 days. 
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Figure 8. Recidivism Rates, by Previous Parole Revocations 
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Factors not Significantly Related to Recidivism 

Although there are many potential risk factors for recidivism found in the literature, not all of these 
were significantly related to recidivism for this set of high-risk study participants. Table 16 displays other 
risk factors considered. For all of these factors, none were significant predictors of recidivism. 

Table 16. Factors Not Significantly Related to Recidivism 
Potential Risk Factor  p‐value

Gender  .47
Highest Level of Custody in Past Three Years .27
History of Sex Crime  .33
History of Violent Crime .86
COMPAS Decile Risk of Violence  .09
COMPAS Decile Risk of Recidivism  .42
Attending Honor Farm  .30
Attending Wyoming Conservation Center .59
Attending Casper Therapy Center  .07
ACC  .16
ISP  .66
City on Parole  .65
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