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Reentry Programs
• Facilitate prison release & community re-integration

• Components:
1. In-person meeting prior to release (reach-in) 
2. Needs assessment & post-release case plan
3. Range of post-prison supportive services

• Washington & Linn have offered since 2007 

• Criminal Justice Commission identified Reentry Programs 
as promising 

• Oregon Social Learning Center team evaluated the 
Washington & Linn County Reentry programs



1. Improvement for Linn & Washington
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2. Recidivism Rates
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3. Recidivism by Use of Reach-Ins



Our Conclusions & Recommendations
• There is consistent evidence from multiple sources 

indicating Reentry Programs in Oregon are beneficial

• Reentry Programs as currently delivered in Washington and 
Linn Counties have quasi-experimental support for 
continuing

• Additional efforts to pursue: 
• Standardize program elements and monitor fidelity
• Identify the key components generating improvements
• Identify ways to improve outcomes



SUPPLEMENTAL SLIDES
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2. Recidivism Rates
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3. Recidivism by Use of Reach-Ins
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