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Executive Summary 
 

The United States is the world leader in incarceration, with over two million people in 

prison and jails throughout the country. Incarceration rates have increased by 500% over the last 

40 years. After being released from prison, individuals face continued barriers while 

reintegrating into society including finding housing, financial support, and jobs. Employment has 

been recognized as an important component to successful reentry and to reduce rates of 

recidivism. In Washington D.C., clients who have been released from prison, known as returning 

citizens, are under supervision by the Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 

(CSOSA). CSOSA provides wraparound services for their clients to help them obtain housing, 

receive mental health and substance abuse treatment, and gain employment. At any given time, 

about 50% of CSOSA’s employable clients have jobs. While there has been substantial research 

on the topic of employment barriers faced by returning citizens, there is a lack of comprehensive 

research specific to CSOSA’s clients.  

This purpose of this study is to investigate the barriers that CSOSA clients face upon 

finding and obtaining employment and to examine the success of existing employment programs 

for CSOSA and the District of Columbia. It also aims to determine if there are individual factors 

that lead to a greater level of success at finding jobs than others. A literature review of existing 

research on employment of former offenders in the US highlights some of the legal issues that 

limit opportunities and describes how individual factors such as age, race, and sex can affect 

success rates. It also provides an overview of some of the existing programs and policies aimed 

to help returning citizens find employment at CSOSA and throughout D.C. Interviews were 

conducted with criminal justice professionals, such as those who run employment-based 

programs, policy analysts and employers who hire returning citizens, to gain perspective on the 
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issues surrounding returning citizens from their expertise.  Quantitative employment data in the 

form of aggregated case files from CSOSA’s Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) were 

analyzed to determine what factors led to different rates of employment. 

Key Findings 

● The level of supervision under which a client is placed hugely impacts their rates of 

employment. Those with intensive supervision are employed at a rate of 16%, while 

those with minimum supervision are employed at a rate of 70%. 

● Employment rates varied dramatically depending on charge and supervision type, with 

the lowest employment rate (12%) being associated with those with drug charges on 

probation. Those on parole had higher rates of employment than those on probation (53% 

versus 41.4%) 

● Employment rates also varied greatly depending on age. 32% of CSOSA clients aged 18-

25 are employed, versus 47.6% of clients aged 36-45. 

● Housing status impacts employment status. Those who are considered as having unstable 

housing (living in homeless shelters, transitional housing, or with no fixed address) were 

employed at a rate of 18%, while those with stable housing were employed at a rate of 

45%. 

● The interviews identified 12 factors as crucial to finding and maintaining employment. 

Of these, five were identified as most significant and were further explored: legal 

barriers, soft/life skills, job retention, trauma/mental health issues, and lack of training 

and education. 

Key Recommendations 

● Evaluations of current job training programs and wraparound services should be 

completed to see how they could better cater to those who have been identified as having 
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lower rates of employment, such as those with drug charges, younger clients and those 

with housing instability. 

● CSOSA should expand its evaluation efforts to measure job retention, which has been 

identified as a key component of job success and reduced recidivism and is not currently 

measured. It should also incorporate a measure to evaluate the effects of self-

employment/entrepreneurship on employment, as this can help determine the success of 

entrepreneurship programs. 

● An evaluation should also be completed on the process by which employment data is 

collected and analyzed, as a large number of clients are listed as having an unknown 

employment status (14.8%). Having accurate employment rates will help to further guide 

policies and programming. 

● Many of these findings can be enhanced through continued research. Privacy regulations 

prohibited working with individual case data. ORE, which has access to this data, should 

run regressions based on this data to determine which of the factors analyzed most 

influences employment rates. 

● CSOSA should work with other agencies with a vested interest in employing returning 

citizens such as the Mayor's Office of Returning Citizen's Affairs (MORCA) and the D.C. 

Department of Small and Local Business Development to increase collaboration and data 

sharing in order to reduce program overlap and ensure the most up to date resources for 

the returning citizens themselves. 
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Introduction 
 

"Today a criminal freed from prison has scarcely more rights, and arguably less respect, 

than a freed slave or a black person living "free" in Mississippi at the height of Jim Crow. The 

"whites only" signs may be gone, but new signs have gone up – notices placed in job 

applications, rental agreements, loan applications, forms for welfare benefits, school 

applications, and petitions for licenses, informing the general public that "felons" are not wanted 

here. A criminal record today authorizes precisely the forms of discrimination we supposedly left 

behind – discrimination in employment, housing, education public benefits and jury service." 

(Alexander, 2016). These words, taken from the book The New Jim Crow, paint a stark picture 

about the harsh realities of life for those involved in the criminal justice system in the United 

States. 

The state of criminal justice in the United States is a bleak one. Although the United 

States of America makes up only 5% of the world's population, it contains more than 20% of the 

global prison population. In a period of fewer than 40 years, the prison population in the US 

increased 408% from 1978-2014. One in 35 adults in the United States in under some form of 

correctional control; either actively imprisoned, on probation or parole (ACLU, 2011). The 

numbers are even starker in our nation's Capital of Washington DC. As of 2015, one in 22 adults 

here is under some form of correctional control (Council for Court Excellence, 2016). The 

criminal justice system is disproportionately made up of people of color. Whites in the US 

makeup 64% of the total population and are 39% of the prison population. On the other hand, 

Hispanics, which are 16% of the total population make up 19% of the prison population, and 

most startling the black population which is just 13% of the total population makes up 40% of 

the prison population (Sakala, 2014). Besides higher rates of incarceration, minorities receive 



Selwitz 7 
 

harsher and longer punishments. Blacks and Latinos face significantly greater odds of 

incarceration than their white counterparts and receive longer sentences (ACLU, 2014). 

 The high cost of incarceration has long-term effects even after a prisoner has been 

released. Nationwide, the average cost per year to house an inmate was $33,274 as of 2015, and 

this cost includes the amount spent to staff and maintain prisons and provide all prison services. 

These costs vary from state to state. In Washington DC, all prisoners convicted of felonies serve 

their time in federal prisons throughout the country. The average cost of a federal inmate as of 

2015 is $31,977.65 (Federal Register, 2018). Nationwide, the annual cost spent on corrections is 

about $80 billion, however that significantly underestimates indirect costs such as loss of 

productivity, future losses due to difficulty gaining employment, and social costs. For every 

dollar of correctional costs, there are ten dollars of social costs, which affects incarcerated 

persons, families and communities such as lost wages and increased criminality of children born 

to incarcerated parents. Given that, the actual cost of incarceration in the US is closer to $500 

billion per year (McLaughlin, Pettus-Davis, Brown, Veeh & Renn, 2016).  

 Collateral consequences are another form of the cost that is incurred as a result of 

involvement in the criminal justice system.  These consequences, which consist of civil state 

penalties, sanctions, and disqualifications that impact housing, employment, and benefits, place a 

large burden on individuals trying to reintegrate into society. The Justice Center has a database 

which lists the collateral consequences by state. Washington D.C. lists 632 collateral 

consequences for returning citizens as of April 2018 and includes several different categories 

such as employment, education, government benefits, and housing. Employment makes up the 

largest amount of consequences at 377, and includes ineligibility at certain places of work and to 

obtain certain licenses and certifications. When factoring in federal collateral consequences, the 
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figures rise to 1,828 and 976 for total consequences and employment consequences, respectively. 

Figure 1 shows the total numbers of collateral consequences for each category by state only or 

state and federal combined. 

 

Figure 1: Number of collateral consequences per category in Washington, D.C. 

Social costs and collateral consequences, which affect wages earned and lack of 

employment opportunities, are particularly important to study in regards to the state of criminal 

justice in the US due to their ties to recidivism. The relationship between employment and 

recidivism is complex, with further empirical evidence on the subject needed. Research suggests 

that employment does play an important role in recidivism, but it is not an indicator of successful 

reentry alone. Several studies show that employment, particularly when helping a former 

prisoner get increased wages, has positive associations with reentry and reduction in recidivism. 

Tripodi, Kim, and Bender (2010) found that while employment was not associated with a 

significant decrease in re-incarceration, it was significantly associated with a greater amount of 

time before being incarcerated, and thus larger amounts of time spent crime-free in the 

community before returning to prison. This makes a case for the importance of providing 

Category  Collateral Consequences (State only) Collateral Consequences (State and federal)

Employment 377 976

Occupational License/Certification 203 398

Business License/Property Rights 180 570

Government Contracting and Program Participation 42 254

Government Loans and Grants 5 97

Judicial Rights 16 61

Government benefits 22 61

Education 15 31

Political and Civic Participation 49 116

Housing 33 53

Family/Domestic Rights 37 57

Recreational License, incl. firearm 12 27

Registration, Notification and Residency Restrictions 66 133

Motor Vehicle Licensure 35 44

General Relief Provision 20 42
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employment opportunities as an increase in time spent crime-free is a positive behavioral change 

and can be a starting point for researching other indicators that can help reduce recidivism. The 

Justice Center affirms that employment can be a key to successful reentry and reduced 

recidivism for the former offender (Council of State Governments Justice Center). America 

Works, a workforce development firm, examined results of their prison-to-work programs across 

six cities in the US, and found that while average recidivism rates of the states they worked in 

ranged from 31-70 percent, the recidivism rates for former offenders who were placed in jobs 

shortly after release were from 3.3-8% (Cove & Bowes, 2015). This indicates that not only does 

employment impact recidivism, the time period in which one obtains employment is a factor as 

well. 
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Background 
 

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency of DC (CSOSA) is a federal 

agency in Washington DC charged with providing supervision to all residents of DC who are 

returning from serving a sentence at a DC jail or federal prison. It was formed through the 

National Capital Revitalization and Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997 which brought 

the jurisdiction of criminal supervision to the federal government; previously probation and 

parole had been managed through D.C government. CSOSA has three primary missions: to 

promote public safety, to promote successful reintegration into society, and ensure fair 

administration justice. The employment rate of CSOSA's clients, who consist of former inmates 

who have been released on parole or probation, is at about 50 percent of clients deemed 

"employable" as of the most recently available report from 2016. Employable clients are those 

free of disability or any other mental or physical condition which renders them unable to work 

and accounts for ⅔ of CSOSA's approximately 13,000 clients (CSOSA, 2016).    

CSOSA offers several different supportive services to returning citizens1 besides 

supervision in order to meet its goal of promoting successful reentry into society. Upon release 

from prison, returning offenders often face a myriad of challenges including finding steady 

housing, employment, mental health/substance abuse services, food and other basic needs. To 

address these challenges, CSOSA has specialized departments which focus on helping returning 

citizens meet their needs. Many of CSOSA's clients are spread out in prisons throughout the 

country, as someone who is convicted of a felony in D.C is sent to a federal correctional 

institution, none of which are located within D.C. Therefore, it can be difficult to provide 

                                                
1 As of 2015, the preferred nomenclature for those who have served prison sentences in DC is “returning citizen”. Prior to this, they 

were typically referred to as “previously incarcerated persons”. The term, now adopted by local government and agencies, was 
advocated for by anti-violence groups in conjunction with the #ReturningCitizensMatter movement 
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information about the District's resources for them. Every 90 days, CSOSA hosts a Resource Fair 

via video conference where prisoners set to be released within three months can find out about 

current opportunities for subsidized housing, training opportunities, actively hiring employers, 

etc. The Vocational Opportunities, Training, Education / Employment (VOTEE) Unit works with 

clients to provide educational job training and job readiness programs as well as establish 

relationships with employers in DC to help clients find employment upon release. The 

Transitional Intervention for Parole Supervision (TIPS) Program screens and assesses clients in 

halfway housing and develops individual reentry plans to link them to appropriate resources, 

help them establish positive behaviors and relationships, and help to provide a seamless 

transition from incarceration to their communities. CSOSA also houses a substance abuse 

treatment program called the Re-Entry and Sanctions Center (RSC) to help current clients under 

supervision address underlying substance abuse issues. CSOSA offers mental health counseling 

to clients who have been identified as having mental health issues be the primary cause of 

criminality, many of whom are required to receive treatment as part of their supervision plan. 

CSOSA has day centers which offer therapeutic recreational activities such as music and art 

therapy along with classes to help with parenting, anger management, etc. 

Since there is such a large criminal justice population in Washington DC (an estimated 

60,000 District residents have criminal records), DC has established other entities to address the 

unique challenges of reentry. The Mayor’s Office of Returning Citizens Affairs (MORCA) is a 

resource to returning citizens and provides resources, access to employers and advocacy. They 

work with the Department of Health and the Department of Mental Health to provide mental 

health and substance abuse services. They also provide legal referrals and help to find 

educational and job training programs. Additionally, DC has a Commission on Re-Entry and 
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Returning Citizen Affairs. Its purpose is to serve as an advisory board to DC officials on “the 

process, issues, and consequences of the reintegration of returning citizens into the general 

population.” This Council’s goals are to advocate for returning citizens, develop relationships 

and coordinate with federal, state and private agencies working with returning citizens, promote 

community dialogue concerning the issues confronting returning citizens, and coordinate policies 

and programs to assist in the successful reintegration of returning citizens (Mayor’s Office of 

Returning Citizens Affairs). 

The Council of Court Excellence (CCE) was founded in 1982 as a nonprofit, nonpartisan 

civic organization that helps to promote an equitable justice system that builds strong, prosperous 

communities. In order to address some of the many barriers that returning citizens’ face with 

regards to employment upon reentry into society, the Council of Court Excellence released a 

report in 2011 titled "Unlocking Employment Opportunity for Previously Incarcerated Person in 

the District of Columbia". This report had two goals: to educate the D.C. community on the 

effects of a criminal record on obtaining employment and to inform D.C. policymakers and 

business leaders on policy recommendations to enhance employment outcomes for previously 

incarcerated persons. The report surveyed over 550 previously incarcerated DC residents to get 

an in-depth look at rates of employment, types of employment, and challenges they face. They 

also surveyed 20 DC employers to get their perspective on hiring these residents. As a result of 

this research, CCE came up with five policy recommendations. The first was to create a legal 

liability protection for employers, which would exclude certain criminal record evidence from 

trial when a civil negligent hiring claim has been filed. This policy was intended to encourage 

employers who are concerned about liability risks to hire a previously incarcerated person. The 

second recommendation was to offer a “certificate of good standing” program to promote the 



Selwitz 13 
 

licensing and hiring of previously incarcerated persons. The intent of this program was to 

provide proof to present to employers of reliability and good character as well as regained status 

lost during a conviction. The third recommendation was to annually review the performance of 

DC government contracts and grants related to reentry and develop best practices, as they had 

found no published evaluations of these programs.  The fourth recommendation was to review 

and revise employment programming available to DC residents on current employment trends. 

The final recommendation was to not establish a reentry court, as research shows that these 

courts have little to no influence on recidivism (Council for Court Excellence, 2011). As a result 

of the report, DC passed legislation to make the first two recommendations a reality. The Re-

Entry Facilitation Amendment Act of 2012 created limited liability for employers hiring 

previously incarcerated individuals, and also established a certificate of good standing program 

for them to obtain through DC Courts (Re-Entry Facilitation Amendment Act, 2012). Research is 

needed to address efficacy and usage of these two measures. 
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Literature Review 
 

Upon facing reentry into society after incarceration, former inmates face a great many 

numbers of challenges adapting to a life outside of prison and becoming a productive member of 

society. One particular challenge that can impact many others aspects of a former inmate’s life, 

including recidivism rate, is their ability to find employment and the type of employment they 

are able to obtain. Those returning to society and employment post-incarceration are referred to 

as returning citizens. There are several obstacles that these returning citizens face upon trying to 

find gainful employment. For one, employers tend to negatively perceive the notion of hiring 

them and there is a negative stigma surrounding their employment, particularly when there is 

other readily available labor of potential employees who have done no prison time. In a study in 

Los Angeles surveying employers on their likelihood to accept an applicant with a criminal 

record, only 20% indicated that they “definitely” or “probably” would accept an application from 

someone with a criminal background (Holzer, Raphael and Stoll, 2006). The same researchers 

found that in a separate survey, 90% of employers were willing to consider hiring a welfare 

recipient for a recent job posting while only 40% were willing to hire a former offender for the 

same job (Holzer, Raphael & Stoll, 2003). 

Racial issues come into play as well in returning citizens’ employment, as employers’ 

willingness to hire white former offenders versus offenders of color have varying rates. In a 

study done in Milwaukee, actors were randomly assigned to pose as ex-offenders or non-

offenders and went to apply for entry-level positions. Criminal records reduced a white 

applicant’s probability of getting a callback by 50%, while it reduced a black applicant’s 

probability by 65%. White applicants with criminal backgrounds were called back at about the 
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same rate of black applicants with no criminal background, which indicates that race plays a 

major issue in the process of finding employment upon release from prison (Moses, 2014). 

Besides race, there are several other factors that can influence a former offender's ability 

to find a job, as well as the type of job and amount of income earned, most of which have been 

studied individually. Gender is one factor that impacts everything from why an offender has been 

incarcerated to their post-release employment. Jung (2015) explored the long-term employment 

and wages of men who had been imprisoned. He looked at the hourly wages of men and found 

that the wages of men who had never been incarcerated increased three times from ages 18-40, 

while incarcerated men had wages increase 1.5 to 2 times during the same time period. Studies 

on female offenders focus on increased barriers that females face upon reintegration and seeking 

employment, including increased risk of victimization, sexual assault, and mental health issues. 

Blanchette & Taylor (2009) argue that gender needs to play a role in the types of programs 

designed for reentry and that specifically for females, approaches which address past 

victimization and mental health issues are needed for effective reintegration. The Acting Director 

of the Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency, James Berry, describes that societal and 

community views on gender can also influence employment after being released from prison. 

Upon release, women are expected to immediately provide for their families and jump back into 

the working world and be productive, while men are not given that same sense of urgency. This 

has to do with the way genders are viewed in that society, in that women are always taught to 

provide for families by cooking, cleaning and working, whereas boys have grown up with the 

"boys will be boys" mentality and given more leniency. We see this when they take longer to 

find employment (Berry, 2018). 
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Age can also play a major part in finding employment post-incarceration. The age that an 

offender is first incarcerated can impact long-term employability and wages. For example, 

incarceration of young offenders (teens and 20s) is particularly harmful to employment outcomes 

since this is a critical time period to develop skills, education, and experience that help with 

career success. Men who were incarcerated from ages 20-24 accumulated the least amount of job 

experience when looking at employment rates of former offenders from different age groups and 

decreased the average hourly wage at age 40 (Jung, 2015). 

Job retention has been identified as an important component to a successful reintegration 

into society and in the reduction of recidivism. Studies have shown that an unstable employment 

record that comes along with low job retention is one of the predictors of continued criminality, 

along with low levels of personal, educational, vocational and financial achievement (Houston, 

2006). As such, the National Institute of Corrections established an Employment Retention 

Imitative (ERI) with the overall goal of ensuring that corrections practitioners develop skills to 

support offender employment retention. The program called for the development of an 

Employment Retention Specialist, whose role is defined as “one who develops and implements 

workforce development services and uses evidence-based practices for career planning and 

successful, long-term gainful employment that leads to sustained economic self-sufficiency" 

(Taylor, 2010).  A follow-up evaluation of this program by the Urban Institute reaffirmed 

support that employee retention is linked to recidivism, as in one county those who did not have 

a job at baseline were four times more likely to be reincarcerated within the following year, 

compared to those who did have a job at baseline. Participants who were unemployed at both the 

baseline follow up and those who were only unemployed at follow up were almost three times 

more likely to recidivate during the year than those who retained their employment. The study 
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also found that the ERI’s predictive validity (predicting employment status eight months post-

ERI) ranged from fair to excellent, showing support for the potential of these types of programs 

and laying a path for further research (Yahner, Paddock & Willison, 2016).  

Alternative employment programs, such as subsidized employment and entrepreneurial 

programs may also play a part in a success of a former offender finding employment post-

release. In a study testing the effect of an employment-oriented re-entry program for especially 

high-risk offenders, those who were in the treatment group and were part of the program had 

arrest rates 11 percentage points less than those in the control group (63 versus 72% 

respectively). The study showed that recidivism was most impacted when the employment 

program was paired with wrap-around services prior to release (Cook et al., 2015). The Prison 

Entrepreneurship Program offers prisoners around the state of Texas an opportunity to participate 

in their Leadership Academy and Business Program with the goal of incentivizing participants to 

start their own businesses. Graduates of the program have an almost 100% employment retention 

rate (versus 50% nationally) and a recidivism rate of about 7% (versus 50% nationally). Their 

starting wages are about 60% higher than minimum wage (Prison Entrepreneurship Program).  

Washington D.C. faces particular challenges as a city when addressing finding 

employment for returning citizens. As our nation’s Capital, the primary industry in D.C. involves 

work with the Federal Government, and working in this capacity requires rigorous background 

checks and security clearances that can be difficult for those who have served time in prison to 

obtain. Certain positions within the Federal Government prohibit former offenders who have 

served time for sentences such as domestic violence crimes from working in certain positions. 

(Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act of 1997). Other industries which make up a large 

number of jobs in D.C. include hospitality, tourism, and IT. They are not known the be 
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particularly “friendly” towards hiring returning citizens, as these types of job seekers are more 

likely to find jobs in manufacturing, construction, and food services. (Lichtenberger, 2006) In 

addition, we know that African Americans are disproportionately represented in the criminal 

justice system, as they are incarcerated at more than five times the rate of their white 

counterparts. Black males are about seven times more likely to be incarcerated in their lifetime 

than white males (Vogel & Porter, 2016), D.C. has been a historically predominantly black city, 

at one point making up 70% of the city's population. Despite that percentage dropping, currently, 

about 50 percent of DC's residents are black (U.S. Census). 

Washington D.C.’s returning citizens face additional challenges upon reentry besides lack 

of employment opportunity that can complicate their job search and living conditions. As the city 

has undergone rapid gentrification in recent years, housing has become more expensive and in 

some cases the family systems that were present before incarceration are now gone. Many 

families have moved to surrounding Maryland and Virginia in the search for more affordable 

housing. With this gentrification, many new jobs that are being created are not helping African 

Americans. Georgetown University found in 2017 that while more than half of the new jobs 

created in D.C. from present day to 2020 will require bachelor's degrees, only 12.3% of DC's 

black population were college graduates (Augenstein, 2017). The Council for Court Excellence 

released a report in 2011 which addressed many of the challenges specific to DC's returning 

citizen population. They documented that about 60,000 of the District's population have criminal 

records, and 8,000 return from serving sentenced each year. Of these, about 4,000 will return to 

prison within 3 years. Advocating that employment is crucial for reducing recidivism for these 

offenders and in increasing public safety for the District as a whole, the CCE made a series of 

recommendations to help increase employment opportunities in DC. Some of these 
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recommendations, including passing legislation to reduce employer's liability for hiring a former 

offender and creating a program that gives a former offender a "certificate of good standing", 

have been implemented, but their efficacy has not yet been studied (Council for Court 

Excellence, 2011). 

Trauma and mental health issues can play a substantial role in impacting both a prisoner’s 

experience while incarcerated, and in determining their experience post-incarceration. Trauma can 

occur before entering prison, and also within the confines of imprisonment itself. In a study done 

to examine rates of childhood and adult trauma on emotional problems and behaviors and 

incarcerated men, it was found that trauma exposure was found to be strongly associated with a 

wide range of psychopathology and behavioral problems. Those who had reported childhood 

trauma exposure reported significantly more issues with mental health such as depression and 

anxiety, and substance abuse disorders. Additionally, those who had been exposed to childhood 

physical abuse had higher rates of other psychopathology such as issues with interpersonal, self-

regulation, and aggression; traits consistent with violence (Wolff & Shii, 2012). The National 

Institute of Justice has found that trauma through childhood abuse and neglect increased the odds 

of adult criminal behavior by 29%. It also increased the likelihood of arrest as a juvenile by 59% 

and of being arrested for a violent crime by 30% (Samuels, 2001). Traumatic events, such as 

childhood abuse as well as stressors that come about in low-income neighborhoods can affect 

personality, behavior and brain chemistry. Psychologists have proposed that symptoms 

experienced by growing up in traumatic, low-income and high violence settings are similar to those 

of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD). The Adverse Childhood Experience (ACE) score, 

which measures the number of traumatic childhood experiences one faces, has shown the effect 

these traumas can have in regards to employment. In a study done by the CDC, 18% of those who 
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scored four or more on the ACE reported job problems, versus 8.3% of those with a score of zero 

(no traumatic experiences) (Stephens, 2015). 

Although reentry, recidivism and employment outcomes for returning citizens are all 

well-researched subjects, there lacks empirical evidence which takes a holistic approach in 

examining several different factors which impact the employment of returning citizens, 

specifically as it relates to recidivism.  Visher, Debus-Sherill & Yarill (2011) noted in their 

longitudinal study of former prisoners, "Little systematic information is available about the 

employment experiences of individuals released from prison or the characteristics of former 

prisoners who are successful in locating employment". 

Much research has been done both on the effects of employment and recidivism and on 

the various barriers and challenges of finding employment, and many of these studies focus on 

individual subjects such as age, race, and gender. There is a need for a comprehensive analysis of 

which factors impact employment outcomes of returning citizens more than others. Additionally, 

studies on employment post-release focus more on rates of employment versus retention, and 

further research needs to be dedicated to that subject. Specific to Washington D.C. and CSOSA 

clients, existing studies and policy recommendations that have been completed for Washington 

DC specifically look at the issue from individual lenses/focuses, such as employer influence and 

legislative focus (i.e. Ban the Box). Additionally, CSOSA is uniquely positioned in terms of 

criminal justice supervision as a Federal Agency with a wholly local mission. That means that 

although it is a Federal Agency who has to abide by Federal rules, regulations, and policies, it 

serves only the criminal justice population of D.C. All other agencies that work with parole and 

probation are state agencies and can establish relationships with local employers, colleges, etc. 

Since CSOSA is a federal agency, it is unable to do that, as prisoners are dispersed at federal 
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prisons throughout the country. It is vitally important to see how its clients are impacted in 

finding employment. Additionally, although D.C. has a variety of agencies wholly committed to 

assisting returning citizens, the outlook for employment has not improved. As of Fiscal Year 

2015, 49.4% of employable CSOSA clients were employed, which is a decrease from FY 2011's 

rate of 53.9% employed (CSOSA, 2016). This study aims to focus on employment barriers of 

returning citizens through several different lenses/viewpoints and will create a comprehensive 

picture of the unique challenges that Washington DC returning citizens face in gaining 

employment post-release and create a set of recommendations to improve employment, increase 

the efficiency of programs, and in turn recidivism outcomes. 
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Research Questions 
 

In order to best study the state of returning citizens’ employment as well as the efficacy of 

existing programs geared towards helping improve employment outcomes, the following 

research questions were proposed: 

1. Which factors/characteristics most impact whether a not a CSOSA client is employed? 

2. What do local leaders and experts in criminal justice and reentry believe to be the biggest 

obstacles facing DC returning citizens? 

3. What can CSOSA do, in terms of changes to policies or programs, to improve 

employment rates of its clients? 

4. What, if any, have been the effects of recent policy changes stemming from the CCE’s 

report? 
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Methodology Overview 
 

Quantitative Data 

In order to explore the questions proposed, I proposed a mixed methodology using 

qualitative and quantitative data. To evaluate the factors which most impact employment of 

CSOSA’s clients, I analyzed existing data pulled from CSOSA’s Office of Research and 

Evaluation’s SMART database. Due to extensive federal privacy laws affecting CSOSA as a 

federal entity, I was unable to have direct access to the raw data in the form of client case files. I 

worked with research staff within CSOSA’s Office of Research and Evaluation to request cross-

tabs of existing data which looked at specific variables of CSOSAs clients that may influence 

employment. The variables studied were: 

 Supervision Type 

 Employment Status 

 Police District 

 Gender 

 Age Group 

 Housing 

 Supervision Level 

 Charges (violent, sex, firearm, and drug) 

 Time on Supervision to Date 

 Mental Health Status 

The cross-tabs were analyzed to create a portrait of what CSOSA's client population looks like, 

and to see how employment rates varied across different groups.2  

                                                
2 The cross-tabs used in the analysis can be found in the Appendix. 
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Qualitative Data 

In order to gain an in-depth overview of the programs and services offered to DC's 

returning citizen community by both CSOSA and other organization, 19 interviews were 

conducted with program specialists, employers, and policy experts. They consisted of semi-

structured interviews which varied based on the interviewee. Interviews with CSOSA staff 

members and program specialists of other D.C.-based programming consisted of determining 

existing practices, policies, as well as issues the staff has observed their clients face. Some of the 

questions asked include:  

 “What have been some of the biggest challenges you have seen returning citizens face?” 

 “Can you tell me how your program seeks to help improve outcomes for returning 

citizens?” 

 “How do you measure if your program is effective?” 

Interviews with policy experts and researchers focused on the results of existing studies and 

research on DC reentry, and barriers they had already identified. Some of the questions asked 

include: 

 What have you found in your research in terms of biggest legal barriers that returning 

citizens face? 

 Which policies have helped returning citizens the most? Which has helped the least? 

 What areas need to be further researched? 

Interviews with employers focused more on their attitudes and experiences of hiring and 

employing returning citizens. The interviews consisted of several open-ended questions, such as: 

 Do you find that returning citizens have shorter/longer job tenures than other employees? 
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 Are you aware that DC offers limited liability for employers for hiring returning citizens? 

 Do you actively hire returning citizens? 

 (If yes) did you develop a policy to hire them, or made a purposeful effort to hire them? 

The goal of these interviews was to get an in-depth look at the impacts of local connections 

on job opportunities, experts' opinions on the biggest obstacles facing DC returning citizens, and 

the scale and use of the new policies created as a result of CCE's reports.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
3 A full list of interview questions can be found in the Appendix 
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Ethical Consideration 
 

As returning citizens are a vulnerable population and can be a sensitive subject matter, I made 

sure to discuss the intent of my research with each interviewee and give them the option to not 

include their names or the names of their employers in my report. I made sure discussions and 

conversation regarding individuals did not contain any personally identifying information to 

maintain privacy and integrity. Throughout the interviews, multiple interviewees informed me 

that they were returning citizens themselves, and I made sure to get permission to use their 

stories. One participant asked me to change their name and is referenced as “anonymous” in this 

study.  
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Results 
 

Quantitative Data: ORE 

To determine how individual factors affected employment rates of CSOSA’s clients, 

crosstabs from CSOSA’s ORE were examined. Results are current as of March 5, 2018. 

General Employment Rates 

CSOSA’s SMART database showed records for 9,924 clients. Of these, 72% (n=7,165) 

were considered “employable”, meaning free from any condition which prohibits them from 

working. Data was cleaned to remove information from unemployable clients, as this study 

focuses on employment, so total population refers to all employable clients. Of these, 41.7% 

were employed (n=2990), 43.4% were unemployed (n=3112) and 14.8% had an unknown 

employment status (n=1063). CSOSA places clients under one of five forms of supervision: 

probation, parole, supervised release, deferred sentence agreement, and civil protection order. 4 

Of the five supervision types, those on parole had the highest percentage of employed clients, at 

54% (n=357), and the lowest employment rate belonged to supervised released clients at 36% 

(n=1816). Most clients are relatively new to CSOSA, as 33.2% have been under supervision for 

six months or less (n=2068).  The longer the time someone has been under supervision, the 

higher their rate of employment, as evidenced by the figure 2 below. 

 

                                                
4 For a full list of Supervision Types and definitions, see Appendix 
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Employment by Age, Race, and Gender 

Despite making up about 50% of the general Washington D.C. population, about 89% of 

CSOSA's employable client populations identified as black (n= 7165). The remainder of 

CSOSA's clients were Hispanic (5.5%), white (5%) and other ethnicity (0.14%). The majority of 

black CSOSA clients were placed on probation (57.7%), and of this percent, 39.7% were 

employed (n=1450). Gender does not show a significant difference in terms of employment 

rates, although females are slightly more likely to be employed than males (44.67% versus 

41.3% respectively). However, males are disproportionately represented as they make up 86% of 

CSOSA's population and only 48% of Washington DC's population (US Census). Employment 

rates varied significantly by age group. Although technically the group with the lowest rates of 

employment were those 66 years of age and older at 25%, this can likely be explained by the fact 

that they are of retirement age. Of those who are considered working age, the youngest clients 

are associated with lowest rates of jobs. Clients who are 25 and younger make up about 20% of 

the client population (n=1390) and are employed at a rate of about 32% (n=445). Although about 

60% of the total CSOSA population is on parole, 76.4% of those under 25 were on this form of 
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supervision (n=1062). The highest rate of employment is for those who are 36-45 year old, at 

47.6% (n=738), with all other age ranges seeing rates between 42-44.5%. 

Employment by Supervision Level 

 Within 25 days of being assigned to supervision with CSOSA, clients undergo a 

comprehensive evaluation using CSOSA’s risk and needs assessment tool, which places them 

into one of four supervision types: intensive, maximum, medium and minimum.5 I removed data 

for those whose supervision had yet to be determined in order to ensure the accuracy of reporting 

rate and was left with a total population of 6314 clients. The most common supervision level was 

maximum, as 31.8% of clients fell in this category (n=2010). Employment rates were shown to 

vary considerably by supervision level, with higher employment rates being associated with less 

intensive supervision levels. The most drastic difference can be seen when comparing the lowest 

employment rate with the highest. Those with an intensive supervision status are employed at a 

rate of 16% (n=123) and those who have a minimum supervision level and are employed at a rate 

of about 70% (n=1304). Figure 3 shows the rate of employment by supervision level.  

 

Figure 3: Employment rate by supervision level 

                                                
5 For more information on the screening tool and level of supervision, see Appendix 
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Employment by Mental Health Status 

CSOSA’s clients’ mental health status is recorded when they complete intake forms at 

the start of supervision, and they are characterized as having no mental health condition, having 

a diagnosed mental health condition, or having an undiagnosed condition. Those who had 

marked symptoms of mental illness upon screening at intake are considered as having an 

undiagnosed mental health condition, while those who have had a diagnosis by a mental health 

professional are recognized as having a diagnosed mental health condition. 64% of CSOSA’s 

clients do not have a known mental health condition (n=2140) and of the remaining 36% that do, 

about 30% have been diagnosed (n=2140). Employment rates of the clients with mental health 

issues are lower than the general population, at 34.7%. The rate decreases even further to 32.8% 

for those with a mental health condition that has been diagnosed.  

Employment by Housing Status and Residence Location 

Housing status of CSOSA clients is characterized as being either being stable, unstable, 

or unknown. A client who lives in unstable housing may reside in a homeless shelter, halfway 

house, transitional housing, or have no fixed address. About 87% of CSOSA clients are 

considered housing stable, with about 10% being considered as having unstable housing. Those 

on supervised release have the highest rates of housing instability, at 15% (n=270). Those with 

stable housing are much more likely to be employed (45%) than those with unstable housing 

(18%).  In terms of residence, CSOSA clients are listed as residing in 1 of 7 police districts.6 

Employment rates vary widely by the district in which a client lives, ranging from 29% 

employment in District 1 (n=190) to 61% in district 2 (n=44). This discrepancy is especially 

distinctive as the districts are adjacent to each other. At 1,752 returning citizens, District 7 

contains the highest concentration of CSOSA clients. This high density of returning citizens may 

                                                
6 A map of DC’s Police Districts can be found in the appendix. 
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be explained by the fact that this police district contains areas east of the Anacostia, such as 

Anacostia and Barry Farm which have some of the highest rates of poverty in the city (U.S. 

Census). About 19% of clients reside outside of the District, in neighboring states such as 

Virginia and Maryland (n=1391). Those who reside out of state are employed at a rate of about 

44%.  

Employment by Charge 

When examining employment rate variation amongst the type of criminal charges, the 

total population of CSOSA clients measured varies from other cross-tabs. ORE removed any 

clients with unknown charges from the data-set before sending to me, so the total population of 

employable clients is 6214. Of this population, 1303 CSOSA clients were convicted of drug 

charges, meaning that about 21% of CSOSA’s clients have been convicted of a crime involving 

drugs. 335 of the clients with drug charges are employed (n=432). This means that only 18.7% of 

all CSOSA clients who are employed had a drug charge. Certain supervision groups with drug 

charges have lower rates of employment than other. The highest rate of employment of those 

with drug charges is those on supervised release, at 30.4% (n=197). 0 clients who are on a 

deferred sentencing agreement (DSA) of a drug charge were employed, versus 83 clients under 

DSA with no drug charge. Although the majority of clients are on probation, only 12% of those 

with drug charges on probation are employed (n=167). The number of those convicted of violent 

crimes is of similar population size to drug charges, as 21% of clients under supervision had 

been convicted of this charge (n=1303).  Employment rates were higher for violent crimes than 

drug crimes, at 22.6%. Both of these types of charges, which make up large percentages of 

CSOSA's client population, have much lower rates of employment than the general population.  

About 14% of CSOSA clients have been convicted of a firearm charge (n=846). Of these, 38.4% 

are employed, with the highest employment rate being associated with those with firearm 
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charges on parole (515). The charge with the smallest number of clients charged is those charged 

with sex crimes, as 251 of employable clients meet this criterion (4%). The employment of this 

relatively small population is higher than the total employable population, at 48%.   

Overall Results 

Although the limitations due to privacy restrictions prohibited the ability to determine if 

any individual factor influenced rates of employment more than others, this analysis paints a 

clear picture of the differences in employment status by several variables. The overall measured 

employment rate of 41.7% is lower than figures previously stated in CSOSA reports, and its 

reliability may be impacted by the large proportion of clients whose employment status is 

unknown (14.8%). The data show that CSOSA clients are disproportionately African American, 

as 89% of CSOSA clients are black yet about 50% of Washington DC’s population identifies as 

black. Additionally, the data show that the type of charge and supervision category likely 

influences the client’s success as finding employment, as the rate of employment varies greatly 

amongst clients with different criminal offenses and types of supervision. The lowest 

employment rate is associated with those with drug charges, at 18.7%, and the rate reduced even 

further for those on probation (12%).  In addition, employment rates varied greatly depending on 

age as 32% of CSOSA clients aged 18-25 are employed versus 47.6% of clients aged 36-45. 

Furthermore, housing status is shown to have a relationship with employment status as those 

who are considered as having unstable housing were employed at a rate of 18% versus 45% of 

stable housing clients are employed. Supervision level shows large differences in employment 

rate, as those with intensive supervision levels have much lower rates of employment (16%) than 

those with minimum levels (70%). We see differences in employment rates based upon where 

the returning citizen resides, and also see that a large proportion come from one police district 
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(25% live in District 7). Many clients live outside of the District (19%) in surrounding states 

such as Maryland and Virginia.  

Qualitative Data: Interviews 

Over the course of the interviews, several themes arose and were discussed by interview 

participants in length. These themes helped to shape further discussions, guide my policy 

recommendations, and to identify areas where CSOSA and DC could improve. From February to 

April 2018 I conducted 19 interviews with a variety of subjects who were familiar and worked 

closely with DC’s returning citizen population. The interviews were conducted in person or over 

the phone. During the interviews, I took notes and recorded quotes, which I later reviewed to 

distinguish the most frequency occurring themes. I determined that there were 10 factors that 

came up with 3 or more different interviews that had been identified as significant factors to 

determining employment outcomes of DC’s returning citizen population (see Figure 3 below for 

the list and frequency of these 10 themes). Although some topics were discussed once or twice in 

terms of factors influencing employment and reentry of returning citizens, these were not 

factored into my analysis unless otherwise noted. The most frequently discussed themes were 

legal barriers (n=11), life skills (n=10), retention (n=9), and training (n=8). I highlighted these 

themes as told by the interviewees, and also discuss other themes which impacted my work. 
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Figure 4: Frequency of themes in interviews 

Legal Barriers 

One of the most common themes that were discussed in the interviews were the various 

legal and policy barriers that returning citizens faced upon gaining employment. The barriers 

were the results of local legislature and supervision policies. Although the city has programs to 

help returning citizens gain employment and financial independence through entrepreneurship as 

an innovative approach, licensing issues create a challenge for those wanting to start their own 

business, particularly those with housing instability. The program manager for DC’s Aspire to 

Entrepreneurship program explained, " In order to get a business license, you need an occupancy 

permit, which is hard to get if your landlord does not want to sign off on it, or if you have 

housing instability with no address to put on the application". She also mentioned that unpaid 

parking tickets were a common issue for her clients. In theory, those going through the Aspire 

program, and any other entrepreneurial program through the Department of Small and Local 
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Business Development can get priority on receiving contracts through the district. If you owe the 

city money, such as with parking tickets, you are ineligible for the contracts (Mereand, 2018). 

Legal issues stemming from employer background checks is also an identified barrier to 

employment. I spoke with Marina Duane, a Research Associate with the Urban Institute who has 

done substantial research on DC's Ban the Box initiative. In her research, she found that many 

employers would deny employment to an applicant if they found any involvement in the criminal 

background system, regardless of conviction. Although the Ban the Box initiative was passed in 

2014, making it illegal for employers to ask job applicants if they had been convicted of a crime 

on the actual job application, these employers are still permitted to run background checks on the 

potential employees. This is an issue when it comes to arrests versus convictions. Employers can 

request a background check from the FBI or use a private company. "The private companies will 

scrape the web for records", she explained. "Someone may be disqualified from a job if a record 

is found, even with no conviction". Misdemeanors are an especially big challenge. They make up 

the majority of arrests in DC (43 percent of all arrests from 2007-2016) and only lead to 

convictions about 38 percent of the time. "Records for felonies that lead to no conviction are 

cleared faster since someone who was arrested has more of an incentive to clear their record. 

Misdemeanors just sit there". This issue can be compounded by the number of charges someone 

has. "When someone is arrested, if they previously know (by the courts), they will charge you 

with more to make sure they get you on at least some charges". Marina stressed the importance 

of coming up with a more efficient system to clear the criminal records of those not convict 

(Duane, 2018). 

Sharon Dietrich, whose organization Community Legal Services of Philadelphia (CLS) 

created programs specifically focused on record clearance, also emphasized the importance of 



Selwitz 36 
 

record clearance for employment success. She reported that about 68% of new clients to CLS in 

2014 (n=941) came to the clinic to seek assistance with their criminal records as they pertained 

to finding employment. Her clients, who for the most part were seeking to get their records 

expunged, knew that doing so would greatly enhance their job prospects. The large percentage of 

clients seeking this type of service coincided with the purported rise in background checks, 

which pull information on crimes that can disqualify an applicant even if it occurred decades 

ago. "It was easier to get a job after getting out of jail in the 1970s than it is now", she explained, 

as her clients who became returning citizens back then faced far fewer barriers in the form of 

background checks than they do now (Dietrich, 2018). As a result of the large demand for record 

expungement, CLS has created a web-based program which automates the process of generating 

expungement petitions, which are presented to the court when a client tries to clear their record. 

Additionally, CLS run clinics based in low-income neighborhoods in Philadelphia with the goal 

of helping as many clients expunge their records as possible, and has helped to create the Clean 

Slate Bill. This bill, which is currently in the state Senate, will automatically seal eligible records 

after 10 years. 

Tony Lewis, CSOSA’s Vocational Development Coordinator, had similar sentiments to 

Marina and Sharon when expressing issues with background checks. He described how he’d 

noticed a marked increase in job applications that ask an applicant if they have ever been 

convicted of a felony, versus in previous years they would ask within a certain time frame.7 He's 

seen his clients continually face this issue when applying for jobs and described that he would 

even have clients get approved for a job initially, only to be told when a background check came 

through that they were denied. This can substantially impact a returning citizen's motivation to 

                                                
7 Although Ban the Box passed, many employers either do not know of this legislation or ignore it and continue to ask this on job applications. 
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keep job searching instead of slipping back into their own ways. "How many no's can they take 

before they finally say forget it?” He described that despite all the efforts DC and CSOSA have 

made to increase employment opportunities, these barriers still held people back. “The gate is 

still locked” (Lewis, 2018). 

Soft/Life Skills 

A frequent theme that emerged from these discussions was the necessity not just to 

provide comprehensive job training, but to also provide life skills training to help the returning 

citizens find success in the job market. Several of the interviewees expressed concern that these 

returning citizens, many of whom have been out of the job market for years or never been in the 

job market at all, are expected to have professional soft skills needed to succeed in a work 

environment. Omar McIntosh, the Senior Vice President of Smoot Construction, describes the 

lack of soft skills training as a “heavy lift” for most employers. When he hires returning citizens, 

he needs to teach them “what to do, what to wear, and where to show up” before he even starts to 

consider training them for jobs. He mentions that he uses this knowledge to form an approach of 

how to train the new employees, “We go over everything so that nothing is left to chance” 

(McIntosh, 2018). This sentiment was echoed by another employer in the construction industry, 

Kenneth Glover, who handles human resources for Miller and Long Construction Company. He 

mentioned one of the biggest barriers that he sees returning citizens face when seeking 

employment is “they are not job ready. They are not prepped on how to do an interview”. He 

explains that the institutions serving this population aren’t adequately preparing them for what 

they need to do (in the working world) (Glover, 2018). 

A caseworker for the DC Mayor's Office of Returning Citizens Affairs (MORCA), 

mentioned how the lack of soft skills can impact how often a returning citizen is hired. He 

specifically mentioned physical appearance as the main barrier, as those who have been out of 
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the job market or never been in it may show up to job interviews improperly dressed or groomed 

which gives a negative appearance. Teaching these soft skills is an essential aspect of the DC 

Central Kitchen Program, which provides culinary training to DC residents facing high barriers 

to employment, including returning citizens (Elliott, 2018) Tony Vinson, who is the recruitment 

specialist for DC Central Kitchen as well as a former participant himself, talked about the need 

for these life skills classes in correlation with the professional development portion of the 

program. The session, which helps to empower participants, can turn into a form of therapy for 

the participants, “We cry in this room, we laugh in this room. When I do recruitment visits I let 

these individuals know that if it were not for this self-empowerment course, I would not be 

where I am today”, he explained (Vinson, 2018). 

Retention 

Job retention, or how long a returning citizen is able to keep a job, was brought up as an 

issue in regards to how it differs from returning citizens to those without a criminal background, 

and in regards to if/how it was tracked by various agencies. A CSOSA employee who 

coordinates programming for CSOSA's clients is aware of this issue within CSOSA. "Following 

them as they get the job is where we've failed them", she explained. "The biggest problem for 

our clients is keeping their job. So many can get a job, but cannot keep it” (Copeland, 2018). 

When a client comes into CSOSA, a Court Service Officer (CSO) verifies the information the 

client has entered on their intake form, including employment. Employment is verified again 

throughout the course of supervision, and how often it is verified is determined by the 

supervision type, but at least once every 90 days.    

Based on conversation and observations of how CSOSA reports on offender data, I did 

not see a reliable way to measure retention nor the job sector in which a client is employed. The 

SMART reports will show a transcript of an individual's record of each change to job status, but 
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job length and job type are not currently reported. ORE described to me that although the 

SMART database does technically have the capability to measure both job type and job length, 

they found that CSOs were not reliably putting this information and thus ORE was unable to 

draw meaningful conclusions. Tony Lewis described another challenge in measuring retention, 

“a lot of the time they leave a job, they are already off supervision. So there’s no way for us to 

track that” (Lewis 2018). Follow up research if/when a data sharing partnership is established 

with the DOES will be helpful in determining the efficacy of retention tracking/measuring. 

CSOSA acknowledges its employment data limitations and is currently engaged in dialog with 

the DC Department of Employment Services (DOES) regarding the potential to share relevant 

employment data.  

The interviewees described several different factors that can impact how long an 

employee keeps their job, including housing instability, being unable to afford transportation to 

work as well as uniforms and equipment, as well as lingering substance abuse and mental health 

issues. Housing, in particular, was brought up as an employment concern in general by several 

interviewees, and it can play a huge role in retention. Many told me how they'd observed 

employees not showing up to work when there was housing instability, as they were unable to 

focus on bettering their career when their main focus was figuring out where to sleep for the 

night. Halfway house and supervision restrictions pose an issue too, as one employer explained 

to me. “A client’s supervision, either from the halfway house or CSOSA will require them to 

leave early, to check in or go to court. On the job site, someone has to take their place while 

they’re gone, so there is not always job security). This is a tremendous stumbling block for any 

place they want to seek employment” (Glover, 2018). He recommended that Supervision 
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Officers try to schedule meetings when it is convenient for the client, not the officer, as it will 

help the client to keep their jobs.  

Project Empowerment, which provides job training and subsidized employment for 

unemployed residents of DC who experience chronic homelessness, issues with substance abuse, 

lack of education, and/or a criminal background, recognizes the importance of evaluating 

retention of their participants. They measure how long a participant is able to keep a job once 

they graduate from the program and obtain an unsubsidized job. The retention team evaluates if 

the participant is employed at 90 days, 180 days, and 360 days. DC Central Kitchen, which has a 

similar subsidized work method, evaluates retention as well. The Director of Monitoring and 

Evaluation for DC Central Kitchen, Dan Hall, provided the retention rate for CSOSA clients. In a 

3 year period from January 1, 2015, to December 31, 2017, they had 19 participants that were 

also CSOSA clients. 10 of the 19 participants had 12 months of continuous employment (53%). 

DC Central Kitchen also provides data on employment rate (see figure x below). The job 

placement/employment rate of 83% is substantially higher than CSOSA’s average rate of 41.7%, 

although it is necessary to take the small population size into account. Figure 4 shows 

employment data from DC Central Kitchen. 

DC Central Kitchen Employment Data 

 

   

 

Figure 5: Employment Data from DC Central Kitchen 

Trauma/Mental Health Issues 

It was not surprising to me during the course of my interviews to discuss mental health 

barriers that many returning citizens face, but the trauma was a central theme that many 
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identified as an even more pressing issue than mental health. For those acutely aware of it within 

the criminal justice population, they described how those who have lived through trauma did not 

have the processing or coping skills needed to be successful in an employment situation. One 

employer, who runs a career incubator specifically designed to train returning citizens on how to 

work in HVAC, created a program to help change cognitive functioning for those with traumatic 

histories called the “Mindful Warrior” program. This program, which consists of life skills 

training complimenting the job training he offers, draws on existing evidence that trauma can 

negatively impact executive function and self-regulation skills such as working memory and self-

control, which are vital for performing job functions. The program uses a full service online 

learning support system to provide guided learning in areas such as communication, conflict 

resolution, and active listening with the goal of overcoming the cognitive barriers inflicted by 

trauma. He developed the program with the idea that re-training trauma-affected individuals on 

how to think and process information, challenges etc. will lead to better decision making and 

longer employment. He believes without addressing underlying barriers such as trauma and just 

pushing returning citizens in the workforce, they will be unable to complete their necessary job 

functions, failing to keep their jobs, and exacerbating the self-fulfilling prophecies and 

stereotypes employers feel about hiring former felons. He is currently working with 

philanthropic foundations to develop a pilot program at local employers in order to evaluate the 

efficacy of his program but has good anecdotal evidence from his existing participants 

(Andronaco, 2018) 

 CSOSA's Programming Coordinator LaKisha Copeland also is aware of the harmful impact 

trauma can have on reentry outcomes. She observed how it was extremely common for her 

clients. "Clients have been through a lot of trauma. It's the norm (in their neighborhoods) to get 
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shot”. She explained how a traumatic background can impact employment in particular with her 

clients. “Trauma is a big barrier to positive employment outcomes. Most clients don’t ever 

address it”. Trauma within these clients can cause mental health issues, which can be difficult to 

address due to stigma and lack of quality care. She described issues with finding providers for 

mental health care, as CSOSA frequently outsources this treatment. “The DC system is not great. 

We moved to private practice, so pop up places will come and go, and clients get frustrated. 

They go to centers where (staff) doesn’t care about the clients or are not properly equipped” 

(Copeland, 2018). 

Lack of training and education 

In addition to the legal barriers and stigmas that are associated with those involved in the 

criminal justice system that may inhibit employment prospects, many returning citizens face an 

additional barrier: they are unqualified for many of the jobs DC has to offer. Many of the 

interviewees discussed lack of education and job training as a huge challenge for those trying to 

find employment upon release from prison. Some of this issue stems from the resources within 

the prisons themselves. An anonymous employee from the Vera Institute described some of the 

education challenges he'd found with the prisoners he'd worked with. "For people in prison and 

coming into prison, they come into the justice system with little to no education. Students who 

prepare to take the GED (which many prisons offer as a service) are preparing just to pass the 

test, not to become college ready” (Anonymous, 2018). This is problematic as more and more 

jobs in DC and nationwide require a college education. One caseworker within MORCA 

reported only having 5 out of 98 clients with some college experience, and that did not even 

account for having a degree (Elliott, 2018).  

CSOSA employments are acutely aware of the issues that training and education can 

have on finding employment, and the difficulties of providing the training needed to succeed in 
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DC's economy to those in Federal Prison. For example, an employee within the VOTEE unit 

described the challenge of trying to implement a training program at one of the federal 

correctional facilities in DC which was geared towards minimum security offenders. The 

problem is that the training would not be able to apply to those in the medium-security prison, 

which made up the majority of DC residents incarcerated and would also not be able to apply to 

prisons in other states. “We can’t improve them (in prison) and then they come home to one of 

the most competitive job markets in the country” (Lewis, 2018).  

 One employer who provides training specifically for those returning from prison do so due to 

personal knowledge and experience of the lack of skills many prisoners receive. While his clients 

receive job training, they also receive a living wage of $14.20 an hour. "For the (friends and 

family) who went to jail, it was so hard to get back on their feet…they had no skills. Situations 

must be in place to improve work skills" (Whitaker, 2018). Another employer believes that 

enhanced training is the key to their success and trains his construction employees to be foreman. 

He found that training them and providing them an opportunity to be a leader actually leads to 

higher levels of retention than other workers without a criminal background. "(With training) the 

employees stay longer. The more they are trained, the better. It accelerates growth for them" 

(McIntyre, 2018).   

Effects of recent policy changes stemming from the CCE’s report 

One of this study’s research questions aimed to identify if there were any effects from 

recent policy changes that were created after CCE’s report, "Unlocking Employment 

Opportunity for Previously Incarcerated Person in the District of Columbia". I specifically 

looked into 2 laws that had passed: The creation of a certificate of good standing that could be 

obtained through DC’s Court system, and the introduction of legal liability protection for 

employers in the case that they hire a returning citizen and are later sued. I quickly learned 
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through an initial interview with Cedric Hendricks that the certificate of good standing had never 

fully been implemented, as the returning citizen community both felt that it would not actually 

prove their rehabilitation and also was too extensive of a process, involving multiple trips to the 

court, to pursue. They felt the cons outweighed the pros, and so the initial plan to implement and 

advertise through MORCA never materialized. I confirmed this assessment by searching through 

the MORCA website and finding no information of the certificate. 

 Mr. Hendricks had almost mentioned that few people knew about the legal liability 

protection, but unlike the certificate of good standing, it was technically available to pursue. 

Throughout the course of my interviews with employers, I asked them if they had heard of this 

protection. Although 2 mentioned being aware of a type of bonding they could obtain, the 

bonding they were referring to is a federal program which was established in 1966 known as the 

Federal Bonding Program (FBP). The FBP provides a $5000 fidelity bond as an incentive to hire 

disadvantaged applicants such as returning citizens, welfare recipients, and those with poor credit 

records. The bond protects employers from employee dishonesty including theft, forgery, 

larceny, and embezzlement. Since this is separate from DC’s legal liability, I concluded that 

none of the interviewees had heard of it. Further assessment should be done to determine if these 

types of laws would benefit returning citizens and if so, work needs to be done to get out 

messaging about them, as well as reduce any hurdles that would prohibit someone from 

obtaining the certificate of good standing.   
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Policy Recommendations 
 

1. A common theme that occurred in my research, and an area that I was acutely aware of 

throughout the course of this study, was the discussion of retention and how it is recorded, if at 

all, as a measure of success. CSOSA does not currently evaluate job retention, which I consider 

to be a vital measurement in terms of how successful a program is at helping a returning citizen 

reintegrate into society. The literature review and the interviews I conducted pointed to the fact 

that being able to obtain a job is just one measure of success for a CSOSA client, and that being 

able to keep the job was another measure. The Office of Research and Evaluation should expand 

upon the data is analyzed to include retention, and programs should focus on it more. There are 

several ways this could be done: 

 Re-engineer the SMART database to have the ability to report on the length of 

employment as it is entered by CSOs 

 Conduct an assessment of current practices where intake staff and CSOs record 

employment status and verifications to ensure there are best practices for entering 

accurate employment data. Current approaches reflect only the necessity to verify 

employment in general, with little emphasis on job length or type. This type of 

information could help with future studies 

 CSOSA could create a retention specialist role to help CSOSA track and encourage 

retention of jobs. 

2. Multiple programs designed to help returning citizens gain employment involve encouraging 

and providing support for them to become entrepreneurs and start their own businesses. 

CSOSA's SMART system currently does not track self-employment as a type of employment. It 

would be helpful to have this as an option so that we can further evaluate the success of such 
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programs.  This is especially important as data available suggests that entrepreneurship may help 

not just with gainful employment but also reduce recidivism. Project Empowerment, although 

still in its early phases, boasts a 0% recidivism rate of its total client base. Additionally, the 

success of the entrepreneurs of their clients can trickle down to other returning citizens; the 

businesses created through this program have hired 39 additional returning citizens. 

3. Increased collaboration between different entities serving the criminal justice population, 

including discussion and data sharing, could help to provide clarity on the resources available for 

returning citizens and create best practices amongst the groups. There is overlap in some of the 

programming available to returning citizens, such as vocational training through MORCA and 

CSOSA's VOTEE unit. A returning citizen may not know where the best resource to go to for 

employment help as there are programs through CSOSA, MORCA, DC Department of Small 

and Local businesses, and private employers.  I had to do extensive research to find most of these 

agencies myself and found that each agency had slightly different information about what 

resources were available for returning citizens. During my research, I did attend the first ever 

criminal justice reentry roundtable, which was created for the purpose of expanded collaboration. 

The meeting lacked structure and did not indicate any follow-up meetings. This should become a 

regular occurrence, and there should be a centralized "one-stop shop" area for returning citizens 

to gain access to information on all the programs and resources offered to them. 

4. DC government and CSOSA should conduct a needs assessment on the training and programs 

available to inmates in the various federal prisons that DC code offenders are housed to see if the 

skills gained match up with the needs of DC’s economy. DC is unique in that all convicted felons 

within its jurisdiction are sent to federal prisons in other states, so they will receive whatever 

training and educational opportunities are available in that state. Evaluations should also be done 
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on current job training/readiness programs to see how they can better cater to those who have 

been identified as having lower rates of employment, such as those with drug charges, younger 

clients and those with housing instability. 

5. DC or CSOSA should hire someone who specifically is responsible for creating ties within the 

business community for returning citizens. Acting Deputy Director Hendricks emphasized this as 

a necessity multiple times, and I found in my research that the employers who actively supported 

hiring this population were familiar with CSOSA or had involvement in the criminal justice 

system themselves (either directly or a loved one). "DC doesn't have someone preaching to the 

employer community" (Hendricks, 2018). It can be difficult to convince an employer to hire a 

returning citizen unless they have ties or education on the merits and benefits of hiring this 

community.  



Selwitz 48 
 

Limitations and Directions for Research 
 

One of the primary limitations of my research was the restrictions of data that I had, due 

to CSOSA and federal privacy rules. Although I was considered a contract employee of CSOSA 

in terms of personnel, the Office of the General Counsel provided legal limitations (similar to 

what an outside research agency would be subjected to) on which data I could access. As a 

result, I could not see case files even with any identifying information removed and thus was 

limited to aggregate data. With this, I ran crosstabs which I reported in the quantitative data 

section, but I had hoped to run more robust statistical analysis including running regressions with 

the hope of answering my research question of which factors most influence employment. 

Further research should be conducted by those who do have access to detailed case information. 

Restriction on data also meant that I could not interview any of CSOSA clients, who would have 

added a unique perspective to the interviews in my qualitative data section. Further research, 

which has the time and resources to go through an IRB review, could expand upon the findings 

of this study by supplementing data from the returning citizens themselves. Finally, as CSOSA is 

an executive agency and requires various levels of bureaucratic approval, I had to have my 

proposal and research plan approved by 3 different departments within the agency. This took up 

a significant portion of time, so I was unable to start conducting research as soon as I would have 

liked. As our timeline is already limited to the time that we are at our mentorship sites, this 

pushed the timeline even further.  

To the best of my knowledge, there has not been research conducted on outcomes of 

returning citizens based on which federal prison they served their time. Since the training and 

resources offered in prison can vary from state to state, this research could help to identify if 

certain programming is better equipped to prepare prisoners for returning to DC in terms of 
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education and training needed for employment. This research should also focus on soft skills/job 

readiness training offered within the prisons, as that has been a recurrent theme as an issue 

preventing returning citizens from gaining and keeping employment. 

As the anonymous employee from the Vera Institute explained, there is no "cookie-cutter 

approach" to effective reentry. "There's not a right dosage to support that's necessary (for a 

returning citizen), human beings are all so different and their needs are all different as well" 

(Anonymous, 2018). While this definitely holds true in the complexity that is the criminal justice 

system, we can look at the data we do have available to help guide our decision making. For 

example, certain populations of CSOSA clients tend to have much higher employment rates than 

other. For example, only 12% of clients on probation with a drug charge are employed. Only 

16% of those on intensive supervision are employed. Further research into the populations that 

have either significantly higher or lower employment rates than the general population could 

help guide policies and programming for that subset of clients. 
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Conclusion 
 

More than anything else, this study has shown that there is not one answer or solution to 

the issue of unemployment of returning citizens. The background research and the conversations  

I had during the course of my interviews have shown just how complex of an issue this is, and 

how many barriers returning citizens face not just with employment, but with many other 

services and needs such as housing, mental health support, education, etc. While it may not be 

possible to create one policy or program that will solve the issues they face, we can look at the 

available data to see what’s working well and what we can do better to improve the lives of DC’s 

returning citizens.  

The quantitative analysis from analyzing data from CSOSA’s ORE helps to identify 

pockets of CSOSA’s client population that may need more support in finding employment than 

others. For example, we can look at the particularly low numbers of those employed with drug 

charges on probation, those aged 18-25, and those with housing instability and use this data to 

develop specific programs targeting finding employment for these groups.  As previously stated, 

limitations on access to data prohibited the ability to draw conclusions on which factors 

influenced rates of employment more than others. My findings can be used as preliminary 

research, which should be expanded upon. Case date from ORE could be measured via a 

regression analysis to see which factors are most strongly associated with employment than 

others. Subsequent research should include interviews with CSOSA clients to gain their 

perspective and find more about the issues they face from their point of view. I found that 19% 

of CSOSA clients live outside of DC. It would be useful to compare this figure with data from 

past years to see if there is any significant change in the percentage of returning citizens who live 

in surrounding states. Many interviewees brought up the issue of lack of affordable housing as it 
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pertains to employment and recidivism, and mentioned that they've seen returning citizens move 

outside of DC at rapid rates in recent years as the availability of affordable housing diminished. 

The themes that were uncovered throughout the course of the interviews emphasized the 

point that the issue of employment of returning citizens is incredibly complex with many moving 

parts and also helped to show actionable steps. For example, legal barriers were most frequently 

discussed during the interviews. Emphasis should be made on creating or expanding existing 

policies and programs which help to eliminate these barriers. DC could look into the plausibility 

of creating systems similar to Philadelphia in terms of clearing and expunging records after a 

period of time. The Ban the Box initiative was a good starting point in terms of preventing 

employers from disqualifying applicants with a criminal record, but work needs to be done on 

the availability of records during background checks. Preliminary results have shown that 

programs which provided subsidized employment and entrepreneurial-based training have been 

successful in helping returning citizens find and keep employment, so DC should focus on 

expanding these programs. The Incarceration to Incorporation Program, which passed through 

DC City Council in 2016, has yet to receive any funding. If DC is serious about helping to create 

pathways for its citizens with criminal records, it should fund this program and others which 

specifically focus on underserved populations such as those who are justice involved.  

CSOSA offers many programs and fosters partnerships with employers all aimed at 

helping returning citizens to find a job. Retention has been a subject discussed by many as a key 

indicator of how successful one's reentry is, and needs to be measured along with employment 

rate to truly indicate the success of CSOSA's employment programs. CSOSA should consider 

hiring a retention specialist to ensure an emphasis on this measure of success. CSOSA should 

also work to evaluate the success of entrepreneurial programs, either by evaluating themselves or 
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working with the DSLBD to share data, as this can help to create support for this type of 

programming. Either CSOSA or the DC government should create a position focusing on 

educating the business community about the benefits of hiring returning citizens. All of the 

employers I spoke with hired returning citizens because they either had a personal stake at 

investing in this population or had worked directly with someone at CSOSA who had provided 

this form of education and training. Additionally, without this type of liaison, legal efforts to 

remove barriers to employment will not be as effective. None of the employers I had spoken with 

had heard about bills passed after CCE's 2011 report "Unlocking Employment Opportunity for 

Previously Incarcerated Person in the District of Columbia". In order for legislation to be 

efficient, it needs to be communicated to those who it impacts.  

After extensively researching the barriers that returning citizens face to find a job and 

stabilize their lives, I am amazed at every success story I hear of a CSOSA client who has found 

gainful employment or created a business. The current legal barriers, social stigma and lack of 

services available to those with a criminal background create seemingly endless hurdles for 

economic stability. These hardships often result in homelessness, recidivism, substance abuse 

and mental health issues. If we truly believe that someone has served their time, we need to 

create policies and procedures that help to ensure returning citizens truly get a second, or often 

times, first chance at success. We need to remove legal barriers, invest in employment programs, 

and provide supportive services and affordable housing. CSOSA has shown a commitment to 

creating these opportunities to help its clients, and with these findings and continued research 

will hopefully expand upon its commitment to help returning citizens and further its mission to 

ensure public safety, reduce recidivism, and help successful reentry to society. 
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Appendix 
 

Crosstabs 

Employment Status by Supervision Type 

 
 
Employment status by age and supervision type 

 

 

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order Employable - Employed 90

Civil Protection Order Employable - Unemployed 67

Civil Protection Order Unknown 36

Deferred Sentence Agreement Employable - Employed 93

Deferred Sentence Agreement Employable - Unemployed 61

Deferred Sentence Agreement Unknown 16

Parole Employable - Employed 363

Parole Employable - Unemployed 245

Parole Unknown 59

Probation Employable - Employed 1791

Probation Employable - Unemployed 1703

Probation Unknown 824

Supervised Release Employable - Employed 654

Supervised Release Employable - Unemployed 1029

Supervised Release Unknown 133

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Age_Group Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order 25 and under Employable - Employed 9

Civil Protection Order 26-35 Employable - Employed 43

Civil Protection Order 36-45 Employable - Employed 24

Civil Protection Order 46-55 Employable - Employed 15

Civil Protection Order 56-65 Employable - Employed 4

Civil Protection Order 66+ Employable - Employed 1

Deferred Sentence Agreement 25 and under Employable - Employed 14

Deferred Sentence Agreement 26-35 Employable - Employed 44

Deferred Sentence Agreement 36-45 Employable - Employed 24

Deferred Sentence Agreement 46-55 Employable - Employed 0

Deferred Sentence Agreement 56-65 Employable - Employed 2

Deferred Sentence Agreement 66+ Employable - Employed 0

Parole 25 and under Employable - Employed 6

Parole 26-35 Employable - Employed 24

Parole 36-45 Employable - Employed 83

Parole 46-55 Employable - Employed 152

Parole 56-65 Employable - Employed 86

Parole 66+ Employable - Employed 16

Probation 25 and under Employable - Employed 365

Probation 26-35 Employable - Employed 641

Probation 36-45 Employable - Employed 420

Probation 46-55 Employable - Employed 255

Probation 56-65 Employable - Employed 99

Probation 66+ Employable - Employed 4

Supervised Release 25 and under Employable - Employed 51

Supervised Release 26-35 Employable - Employed 265

Supervised Release 36-45 Employable - Employed 187

Supervised Release 46-55 Employable - Employed 105

Supervised Release 56-65 Employable - Employed 48

Supervised Release 66+ Employable - Employed 3
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Employment status by status of drug charge and supervision type 

 

 
 
Employment status by firearm charge and supervision type 

 

 

 

Employment status by violent crime charge and supervision type 

 

 

 

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESCDrug_Charge Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order No Employable - Employed 17

Civil Protection Order Yes Employable - Employed 1

Deferred Sentence AgreementNo Employable - Employed 83

Deferred Sentence AgreementYes Employable - Employed 0

Parole No Employable - Employed 214

Parole Yes Employable - Employed 67

Probation No Employable - Employed 1201

Probation Yes Employable - Employed 167

Supervised Release No Employable - Employed 451

Supervised Release Yes Employable - Employed 197

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Firearm_Charge Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order No Employable - Employed 17

Civil Protection Order Yes Employable - Employed 1

Deferred Sentence AgreementNo Employable - Employed 83

Deferred Sentence AgreementYes Employable - Employed 0

Parole No Employable - Employed 200

Parole Yes Employable - Employed 81

Probation No Employable - Employed 1279

Probation Yes Employable - Employed 89

Supervised Release No Employable - Employed 494

Supervised Release Yes Employable - Employed 154

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Violent_Charge Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order No Employable - Employed 16

Civil Protection Order Yes Employable - Employed 2

Deferred Sentence Agreement No Employable - Employed 83

Deferred Sentence Agreement Yes Employable - Employed 0

Parole No Employable - Employed 78

Parole Yes Employable - Employed 203

Probation No Employable - Employed 1288

Probation Yes Employable - Employed 80

Supervised Release No Employable - Employed 392

Supervised Release Yes Employable - Employed 256
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Employment status by sex charge and supervision type 

 

 

 

Employment status by gender and supervision type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Sex_Charge Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order No Employable - Employed 17

Civil Protection Order Yes Employable - Employed 1

Deferred Sentence Agreement No Employable - Employed 82

Deferred Sentence Agreement Yes Employable - Employed 0

Parole No Employable - Employed 248

Parole Yes Employable - Employed 33

Probation No Employable - Employed 1326

Probation Yes Employable - Employed 42

Supervised Release No Employable - Employed 608

Supervised Release Yes Employable - Employed 40

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC SEX_DESC Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order Female Employable - Employed 20

Civil Protection Order Male Employable - Employed 72

Deferred Sentence Agreement Female Employable - Employed 27

Deferred Sentence Agreement Male Employable - Employed 67

Parole Female Employable - Employed 10

Parole Male Employable - Employed 356

Probation Female Employable - Employed 340

Probation Male Employable - Employed 1448

Supervised Release Female Employable - Employed 38

Supervised Release Male Employable - Employed 612
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Employment Status by Housing Stability Status and Supervision Type 

 

 

 

Employment state by mental health status and supervision type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Housing Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order Stable Employable - Employed 87

Civil Protection Order Unknown Employable - Employed 2

Civil Protection Order Unstable Employable - Employed 5

Deferred Sentence Agreement Stable Employable - Employed 87

Deferred Sentence Agreement Unknown Employable - Employed 4

Deferred Sentence Agreement Unstable Employable - Employed 4

Parole Stable Employable - Employed 325

Parole Unknown Employable - Employed 5

Parole Unstable Employable - Employed 28

Probation Stable Employable - Employed 1725

Probation Unknown Employable - Employed 18

Probation Unstable Employable - Employed 44

Supervised Release Stable Employable - Employed 613

Supervised Release Unknown Employable - Employed 2

Supervised Release Unstable Employable - Employed 44

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Mental_Health_Status Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order Diagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 17

Civil Protection Order No Mental Health Conditions Employable - Employed 67

Civil Protection Order Undiagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 10

Deferred Sentence Agreement Diagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 19

Deferred Sentence Agreement No Mental Health Conditions Employable - Employed 64

Deferred Sentence Agreement Undiagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 12

Parole Diagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 74

Parole No Mental Health Conditions Employable - Employed 258

Parole Undiagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 26

Probation Diagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 355

Probation No Mental Health Conditions Employable - Employed 1330

Probation Undiagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 102

Supervised Release Diagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 236

Supervised Release No Mental Health Conditions Employable - Employed 388

Supervised Release Undiagnosed Conditions Employable - Employed 35
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Employment rate by Police District location of residence and supervision type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC police_district_desc Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order 1 - First District Employable - Employed 7

Civil Protection Order 2 - Second District Employable - Employed 2

Civil Protection Order 3 - Third District Employable - Employed 1

Civil Protection Order 4 - Fourth District Employable - Employed 6

Civil Protection Order 5 - Fifth District Employable - Employed 13

Civil Protection Order 6 - Sixth District Employable - Employed 14

Civil Protection Order 7 - Seventh District Employable - Employed 14

Civil Protection Order N/A - Out of State Employable - Employed 37

Deferred Sentence Agreement 1 - First District Employable - Employed 8

Deferred Sentence Agreement 2 - Second District Employable - Employed 0

Deferred Sentence Agreement 3 - Third District Employable - Employed 11

Deferred Sentence Agreement 4 - Fourth District Employable - Employed 8

Deferred Sentence Agreement 5 - Fifth District Employable - Employed 13

Deferred Sentence Agreement 6 - Sixth District Employable - Employed 14

Deferred Sentence Agreement 7 - Seventh District Employable - Employed 12

Deferred Sentence Agreement N/A - Out of State Employable - Employed 23

Parole 1 - First District Employable - Employed 27

Parole 2 - Second District Employable - Employed 4

Parole 3 - Third District Employable - Employed 18

Parole 4 - Fourth District Employable - Employed 46

Parole 5 - Fifth District Employable - Employed 51

Parole 6 - Sixth District Employable - Employed 95

Parole 7 - Seventh District Employable - Employed 111

Parole N/A - Out of State Employable - Employed 7

Probation 1 - First District Employable - Employed 104

Probation 2 - Second District Employable - Employed 37

Probation 3 - Third District Employable - Employed 80

Probation 4 - Fourth District Employable - Employed 192

Probation 5 - Fifth District Employable - Employed 167

Probation 6 - Sixth District Employable - Employed 312

Probation 7 - Seventh District Employable - Employed 389

Probation N/A - Out of State Employable - Employed 509

Supervised Release 1 - First District Employable - Employed 44

Supervised Release 2 - Second District Employable - Employed 1

Supervised Release 3 - Third District Employable - Employed 32

Supervised Release 4 - Fourth District Employable - Employed 54

Supervised Release 5 - Fifth District Employable - Employed 95

Supervised Release 6 - Sixth District Employable - Employed 184

Supervised Release 7 - Seventh District Employable - Employed 205

Supervised Release N/A - Out of State Employable - Employed 34



Selwitz 64 
 

 

Employment rate by length of supervision and supervision type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Time_on_Supv_to_Date Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order More Than Three Years Employable - Employed 1

Civil Protection Order One to Two Years Employable - Employed 10

Civil Protection Order Six Months or Less Employable - Employed 37

Civil Protection Order Six Months to One Year Employable - Employed 38

Civil Protection Order Two to Three Years Employable - Employed 4

Deferred Sentence Agreement More Than Three Years Employable - Employed 1

Deferred Sentence Agreement One to Two Years Employable - Employed 0

Deferred Sentence Agreement Six Months or Less Employable - Employed 50

Deferred Sentence Agreement Six Months to One Year Employable - Employed 23

Deferred Sentence Agreement Two to Three Years Employable - Employed 0

Parole More Than Three Years Employable - Employed 183

Parole One to Two Years Employable - Employed 63

Parole Six Months or Less Employable - Employed 15

Parole Six Months to One Year Employable - Employed 32

Parole Two to Three Years Employable - Employed 50

Probation More Than Three Years Employable - Employed 147

Probation One to Two Years Employable - Employed 363

Probation Six Months or Less Employable - Employed 502

Probation Six Months to One Year Employable - Employed 538

Probation Two to Three Years Employable - Employed 118

Supervised Release More Than Three Years Employable - Employed 105

Supervised Release One to Two Years Employable - Employed 182

Supervised Release Six Months or Less Employable - Employed 78

Supervised Release Six Months to One Year Employable - Employed 112

Supervised Release Two to Three Years Employable - Employed 139
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Employment Status by ethnicity and supervision type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUPERVISION_TYPE_DESC Ethnicity Employment_Status Total

Civil Protection Order Black Employable - Employed 74

Civil Protection Order Hispanic Employable - Employed 12

Civil Protection Order Other Ethnicity Employable - Employed 5

Civil Protection Order White Employable - Employed 2

Deferred Sentence Agreement Black Employable - Employed 74

Deferred Sentence Agreement Hispanic Employable - Employed 13

Deferred Sentence Agreement Other Ethnicity Employable - Employed 0

Deferred Sentence Agreement White Employable - Employed 6

Parole Black Employable - Employed 351

Parole Hispanic Employable - Employed 1

Parole Other Ethnicity Employable - Employed 0

Parole White Employable - Employed 5

Probation Black Employable - Employed 1450

Probation Hispanic Employable - Employed 145

Probation Other Ethnicity Employable - Employed 38

Probation White Employable - Employed 161

Supervised Release Black Employable - Employed 639

Supervised Release Hispanic Employable - Employed 7

Supervised Release Other Ethnicity Employable - Employed 5

Supervised Release White Employable - Employed 2
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Description of CSOSA’s AUTO Screener 

 

The AUTO Screener is a risk and needs assessment tool that determines the appropriate 

level of supervision for offenders and generates an individualized prescriptive supervision plan 

(PSP) that identifies the offender's needs and includes recommendations for treatment and 

support services. The PSP provides valuable information to assist the Community Supervision 

Officer in supervising the offender. AUTO Screener measures include the offender's: 

 Educational status 

 Employability 

 Community and social networks 

 Patterns of thinking about criminality and authority 

 Attitudes and associations 

 

Clients undergo an AUTO Screener reassessment: 

 Every six months; 

 Upon any rearrest; or  

 Until they either complete supervision or reach a minimum level of supervision.8  

 

Description of CSOSA’s Supervision Levels 

 

After being assessed through the AUTO Screener, clients are assigned to one of four supervision 

levels. Information on the levels and what the supervision entails is below: 

 

 
 

Not less than 50% of all required contacts must be conducted in the field. 

 

Once an offender has been assessed, the offender's supervision contact standards are to be set in 

accordance with the standards associated with the offender's determined supervision level.9 

 

 

 

 

                                                
8 https://www.csosa.gov/supervision/accountability/risk_needs_assessment.aspx 
 
9 https://www.csosa.gov/supervision/levels.aspx 

Supervision Level Minimum Number of Face-to-Face ContactsFrequency of Field Contacts

Intensive 8 times per month 4 per month

Maximum 4 times per month 2 per month

Medium 2 times per month 1 per month

Minimum 1 time per month 1 per every 2 months

https://www.csosa.gov/supervision/levels.aspx
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Map of Washington D.C. Police Districts:10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
10 https://mpdc.dc.gov/page/police-districts-and-police-service-areas 



Selwitz 68 
 

Interview Questions 

For Employers: 

1. How many employees are in your company? 

2. Do you hire former offenders? If yes, why? 

3. How have your experiences been with hiring former offenders? 

4. What are some of the biggest challenges you see your offenders face in terms of finding 

and keeping employment? 

5. Do you find that former offenders have shorter/longer job tenures than other employers? 

6. Are you aware that DC offers former offenders certificates of good standing? 

7. Are you aware that DC offers legal liability to employers for hiring former offenders? 

For Policy and Research Analysts: 

1. What have you found in your research in terms of biggest legal barriers that returning 

citizens face? 

2. Which policies have helped returning citizens the most? Which has helped the least? 

3. What areas need to be further researched? 

4. If you could change one policy to help returning citizens, what would it be and why? 

For Program Specialists: 

1. What have been some of the biggest challenges you have seen returning citizens face? 

2. Can you tell me how your program seeks to help improve outcomes for returning 

citizens? 

3. How do you measure if your program is effective? 

4. Do you have any clients or stories which stand out to you most in terms of challenges or 

successes? 
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CSOSA Types of Supervision:11 

Probation: A court ordered disposition through which an adjudicated offender is placed under 

the control, supervision, and care of the Agency.  

Parole: A term of community-based supervision that occurs during a sentence of incarceration. 

Parole is a form of early release from prison based on an offender's positive adjustment to 

rehabilitative goals that were established during the incarceration portion of a sentence.  

Supervised Release: A term of supervision served after an offender is released from prison. The 

court imposes supervised release during sentencing in addition to the sentence of incarceration. 

Unlike parole, supervised release does not replace a portion of the sentence of incarceration, but 

is in addition to the time spent in prison. The offender is subject to the specified conditions of 

supervised release that are intended to prevent the offender's return to incarceration.  

Civil Protection Order:* A CPO is a civil order imposed by the Court for twelve months to 

protect an individual from further harassment or abuse by another individual. 

Deferred Sentencing Agreements (DSAs):* A DSA allows a defendant to enter a guilty plea in 

a domestic violence matter. In these cases, the Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA or 

government) and the defendant agree to continue sentencing for nine months with the Court's 

approval. 

 

*Note: CPOs and DSAs are technically types of probation. For the purpose of identifying how 

different type of probationary supervision impact employment outcomes, they were measured 

separately.   

 

 

                                                
11 https://www.csosa.gov/supervision/supervision_types.aspx 


