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CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY TREATMENT FOR OFFENDERS:
A REVIEW OF THE EVIDENCE AND BENEFIT-COST FINDINGS

The Washington State Institute for Public Policy
(Institute) was directed by the 2012 Legislature to
review chemical dependency treatment in the
adult and juvenile justice systems to determine
whether the programs reduce crime and
substance abuse." The Institute was also asked
to estimate monetary benefits and costs.

Substance abuse is prevalent among offender
populations in Washington State. According to
the Department of Corrections (DOC), over 50%
of all offenders under its jurisdiction need
chemical dependency treatment. Among juvenile
offenders, the Juvenile Rehabilitation
Administration (JRA) reports that 65% need
chemical dependency treatment.?

The Institute has received assignments in the
past to identify “what works?” for a variety of
public policies including criminal justice.®> This
project updates and extends our work for
chemical dependency programs for offenders.
We focus on programs currently funded by
Washington taxpayers to determine whether
these programs cost-effectively reduce crime.

It is important to note that this study is not an
outcome evaluation of whether specific chemical
dependency programs in Washington State affect
recidivism. Rather, we systematically review the
national research to provide insight on the likely
effectiveness of the general types of chemical
dependency programs funded in Washington.

Systematic reviews have the benefit of informing
policymakers quickly and at a lower cost than
outcome evaluations. However, to ensure
taxpayers are achieving at least the average

! 3ESHB 2127, Chapter 7, Laws of 2012, Section 606

2 Correspondence with the DOC and JRA.

®Lee, S., Aos, S., Drake, E., Pennucci, A., Klima, T., Miller, M.,
Anderson, L., Mayfield, J., & Burley, M. (2012). Return on
investment: Evidence-based options to improve statewide
outcomes (12-04-1201). Olympia: Washington State Institute for
Public Policy.

Summary

The Washington State Institute for Public Policy was
directed by the 2012 Legislature to review whether
chemical dependency treatment in the adult and
juvenile justice systems reduces crime and substance
abuse. The Institute was also asked to estimate the
monetary benefits and costs of these programs.

We conducted a systematic review of research studies
to determine if, on average, these programs have been
shown to reduce crime. To narrow our review of this
vast literature, we focused on the type of chemical
dependency programs funded by Washington
taxpayers.

We located 55 unique studies with sufficient research
rigor to include in our review. Programs for adult
offenders have been evaluated more frequently than
for juveniles. Of the 55 studies, 45 evaluated
treatments delivered to adults while only 10 were for
juveniles.

Our findings indicate a variety of chemical dependency
treatments are effective at reducing crime. Recidivism
is reduced by 4-9%. Some programs also have
benefits that substantially exceed costs.

We found that community case management for adult
substance abusers has a larger effect when coupled
with “swift and certain.” This finding is consistent with
an emerging trend in the criminal justice literature—that
swiftness and certainty of punishment has a larger
deterrent effect than the severity of punishment.

effects we report here, we recommend conducting
outcome evaluations of programs in Washington.

Section | of this report outlines our research
approach to identifying evidence-based programs,
and Section Il discusses findings. Appendices
contain detail on our findings and methods.

Suggested citation: Drake, E. (2012). Chemical Dependency
Treatment for Offenders: A Review of the Evidence and Benefit-Cost
Findings (Document No. 12-12-1201). Olympia: Washington State
Institute for Public Policy.

The author thanks Matt Lemon & Mia Nafziger for their assistance.



|. BACKGROUND & RESEARCH
APPROACH

The Washington State legislature began to
enact statutes during the mid-1990s to promote
an evidence-based approach to several public
policies. “Evidence-based” has not been
consistently defined in legislation, but it has
been generally described as a program or
policy supported by rigorous research clearly
demonstrating effectiveness.

Since that time, the legislature also began to
require benefit-cost analyses of certain state-
funded programs and practices to determine if
taxpayers receive an adequate return on
investment. Benefit-cost analysis examines,
systematically, the monetary value of programs
or policies to determine whether the benefits
from the program exceed its costs. In the
criminal justice field, benefit-cost analysis can
help policymakers identify budget options that
save taxpayer dollars without compromising
public safety.

Previous research conducted by the Institute on
the adult and juvenile justice systems was part
of an ongoing effort to improve Washington’s
criminal justice system by informing the budget
and policymaking process, thereby facilitating
the investment of state dollars in programs
proven through research to be effective.*

ASSIGNMENT AND SCOPE OF REVIEW

To accomplish the current legislative
assignment, we systematically reviewed the
research literature on chemical dependency
treatments delivered specifically to offender
populations. A variety of chemical dependency
interventions exist, which can generally be
placed into two broad categories.®

* See: Drake, E. (2010). Washington State Juvenile Court
Funding: Applying Research in a Public Policy Setting (Document
No.10-12-1201). Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public
Policy; and Aos, S., Miller, M., & Drake, E. (2006). Evidence-
Based Public Policy Options to Reduce Future Prison
Construction, Criminal Justice Costs, and Crime Rates
(Document No.06-10-1201). Olympia: Washington State Institute
for Public Policy.

® Another broad category that could be considered for review is
“substitution therapy”—illicit drugs are substituted, under the
supervision of a doctor, with a medically prescribed drug intended
to relieve the negative side effects (withdrawal and cravings) of
the illicit drug. A relatively large literature exists on substitution

Therapeutic interventions include “therapeutic
communities,” inpatient or residential treatment,
outpatient treatment, cognitive behavioral
therapy, individual and group counseling, and
12-step programs. These programs can be
delivered in prison, jail, partial confinement
facilities such as work release, or in the
community.

System approaches for chemically dependent
offenders include interventions such as drug
courts, case management for offenders on
probation or parole, drug sentencing
alternatives (diversion from incarceration), and
increased urinalysis testing. These approaches
may or may not be incorporated with
therapeutic interventions.

To narrow our review of this vast literature, we
focused our work on policy-relevant programs
funded by Washington State taxpayers.® For
example, DOC delivers three broad chemical
dependency services to its population:
therapeutic communities, intensive outpatient,
and outpatient treatment. These treatment
modalities are available to offenders in prison
and while on supervision in the community. We
reviewed these types of interventions for our
current assignment.

We also reviewed case management in the
community for adult offenders with substance
abuse problems. This topic is particularly
relevant to DOC given recent changes in the way
it supervises offenders in the community.” Under
the new supervision model, DOC targets an
offender’s criminogenic factors—for example,
substance abuse—uwith evidence-based
interventions. Based on this new supervision
approach, the 2012 Legislature allotted an
additional $3.8 million for chemical dependency
treatment in Fiscal Year (FY) 2013.2

therapy; however, due to time constraints, we did not include it in
this review.

® We updated systematic reviews for all chemical dependency
programs for offenders with the exception of adult and juvenile
drug courts. We have reviewed the drug court literature
extensively in the past and show our previous findings in this
report.

" 2E2SSB 6204, Chapter 6, Laws of 2012. See also: Department
of Corrections (May 2012). Changing Community Supervision A
Shift Towards Evidence Based Corrections. Retrieved from:
http://www.doc.wa.gov/aboutdoc/docs/2E2SSB6204WhitePaper.p
df

® The total chemical dependency treatment budget for FY 2013 is
$22.7 million according to correspondence with the Department of
Corrections on December 10, 2012.



For juvenile offenders, JRA delivers inpatient
and outpatient treatment to youth in need of
chemical dependency treatment. Inpatient
services provide 24-hour care while outpatient
services are approximately eight hours per
week. Youth adjudicated by the juvenile courts
who remain under the jurisdiction of the county
also access inpatient and outpatient services.

METHODS

This research estimates the effectiveness of
substance abuse treatment programs for
offenders with chemical dependency issues.’
The Institute’s research approach to identifying
evidence-based programs and policies has
three main steps.™

v First, we determine “what works” (and
what does not work) to reduce crime or
substance abuse, using a statistical
technique called meta-analysis.

v" Second, we calculate whether the benefits
of a program exceed its costs. This
economic test demonstrates whether the
monetary value of the program’s benefits
justifies a program’s expenditures.

v Third, we estimate the risk of investing in
a program by testing the sensitivity and
uncertainty of our modeling assumptions.
Risk analysis provides an indication of the
likelihood that, when key estimates are
varied, the benefits consistently exceed
costs.

® The draft of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual-5 uses the
terms “addiction” and “disorder.” Its predecessor, the DSM-IV,
uses the terms “dependence” and “abuse.” These terms have
clear distinctions for clinicians. For the purposes of this report,
we do not differentiate between substance addiction, disorder,
dependence, or abuse. The studies we reviewed for this report
include a wide spectrum depending on the program and the
intended population.

1% Appendix C of this report describes our meta-analytic and
benefit-cost methods.

What works (and what does not)? We
systematically reviewed the national literature
and located all outcome evaluations of chemical
dependency treatments within our scope of
work that are delivered to adult and juvenile
offenders. We reviewed and included studies
regardless of whether or not the outcomes were
favorable.

We assessed whether each study met minimum
standards of research rigor. For example, to be
included in our review, a study must have had a
treatment and comparison group and
demonstrated comparability between groups on
important preexisting differences such as
criminal history or level of substance abuse.

We did not include a study in our analysis if the
treatment group consisted solely of program
completers. We adopted this rule to avoid
unobserved self-selection factors that
distinguish a program completer from a
program dropout. These unobserved factors
are likely to significantly bias estimated
treatment effects.™

Our primary outcome of interest is crime. Thus,
to be included in our analysis, studies must
have reported some measure of criminal
recidivism. When provided, we also recorded
substance abuse outcomes. In an effort to
obtain internal consistency, when studies
reported multiple outcomes, we followed a
hierarchy of coding rules. For example,
preference was given to the outcome with the
longest follow-up period because we are
interested in the longer term effects of programs
on crime.*?

A study had to provide the necessary
information to calculate an effect size. An effect
size measures the degree to which a program
has been shown to change an outcome (such
as recidivism) for program participants relative
to a comparison group. The calculation of an
effect size allows researchers to compare
studies that use different measures of
recidivism, such as arrests or convictions, or
different follow-up periods.

™ Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. (2001). Practical meta-analysis.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

2 The average follow-up period for the studies we reviewed was
23 months.



The individual effect sizes from each study are
combined to produce a weighted average effect
size for a topic (e.g., therapeutic
communities).’® The “average” effect size tells
us whether and to what degree the program
works. The effect size also provides a
magnitude of the overall effectiveness when
comparing different topics.

Chemical dependency programs in Washington
may achieve more or less than the average
effect from our review of the national literature.
To test whether Washington’s programs
achieve these average effects, we recommend
following up this systematic review with
outcome evaluations of programs in
Washington.

Benefit-Cost. The Institute’s benefit-cost
model generates standard summary statistics—
net present value, benefit-cost ratio, and return
on investment—that can be used to assess the
program, and provide a consistent comparison
with the benefit-cost results of other programs
and policies.

In benefit-cost analyses of criminal justice
programs, the valuation of benefits in monetary
terms often takes the form of cost savings when
crime is avoided. Crime can produce many
costs, including those associated with the
criminal justice system as well as those incurred
by crime victims. When crime is avoided, these
reductions lead to monetary savings or benefits.
Thus, benefit-cost analysis requires estimating
the number and types of crimes avoided, due to
the evidence-based program, and determining
the monetary value associated with that crime
reduction.

¥ Following standard meta-analytic procedures, random effects
inverse variance weights are used to calculate the weighted
average effect size for each topic.

For each of the programs included in this
review, we collected program cost information
from Washington State agencies. The sum of
the estimated benefits, along with the program
cost, provides a statewide view on whether a
program produces benefits that exceed costs.

In addition to crime outcomes, we analyzed and
coded effect sizes for substance abuse when
available. For this report, however, we were
unable to calculate monetary benefits of
reductions in substance abuse. The Institute’s
benefit-cost model on substance abuse
contains procedures to estimate the monetary
value of changes in the disordered use of
alcohol and illicit drugs according to the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual-1V (DSM-IV).
The DSM-IV has become the standard for
evaluating and diagnosing mental disorders.

However, none of the studies included in our
systematic review reported disordered
substance use as measured by the DSM-IV.
The studies we reviewed for this report include
a wide spectrum of substance abuse measures
depending on the program and the intended
population (e.g., self-reported substance use,
abstinence, days used, or positive urinalysis
screening). Although we code and display
these effect sizes, we cannot calculate the
benefit to taxpayers until our model can
monetize these non-DSM-IV outcomes.

Risk. The third analytical step involves testing
the robustness of our results. Any tabulation of
benefits and costs involves some degree of
speculation about future performance. To
assess the riskiness of our conclusions, we
perform a “Monte Carlo” simulation in which we
vary the key factors of our calculations. The
purpose of the risk analysis is to determine the
odds that a particular policy option will at least
break even.



II. FINDINGS

In this section, we summarize the findings from
our systematic review of the literature for chemical
dependency interventions for adult and juvenile
offenders. We found 55 unique evaluations with
sufficient research rigor to be included in our
meta-analysis, contributing 80 unique effect sizes.

The results are displayed in a Consumer Reports-
like list of what works and what does not. As
displayed in Exhibit 1, there are a number of
evidence-based options that can help policy
makers achieve desired outcomes, as well as
offer taxpayers a good return on their investment,
with low risk of failure. Washington is already
investing in several of these options.

Column (2) in Exhibit 1 displays our estimates of
the total benefits—the sum of the taxpayer and
non-taxpayer benefits in columns (3) and (4)—for
each program reviewed. The annual program
cost, per participant, is shown in column (5).
Program costs were obtained from DOC or JRA
when possible.

Financial summary statistics are displayed in
columns (6) through (9). The risk analysis results
are shown in column (9). As previously
mentioned, we estimate the risk of investing in a
program by testing the sensitivity and uncertainty
of our estimates. Risk analysis provides an
indication of the likelihood that, when key
assumptions vary, the return on investment
consistently demonstrates that benefits exceed
costs. Appendix B displays the detail of our
benefit-cost analysis for each type of treatment.

The main findings that emerge from our
analysis include:

1) Substance abuse treatment appears to be
effective. We found that recidivism was
reduced between 4% and 9%. We also
found that a variety of treatments have
benefits that exceed costs.

2) Drug treatment for adults during incarceration
is more effective than drug treatment delivered
in the community.

3) Outpatient treatment for adults during
incarceration has approximately the same
effect as inpatient or intensive outpatient
treatment.

4) Community case management for adult
offenders that uses “swift and certain” or
“graduated sanctions” has a larger effect on
crime than case management alone. Swift
and certain sanctions provide quick
responses when an offender violates the
terms of supervision. This finding is
consistent with an emerging trend in the
criminal justice literature—that swiftness and
certainty of punishment has a larger deterrent
effect than the severity of punishment.**

5) Lastly, 45 of the 55 studies included in this
review were chemical dependency treatments
delivered to adults. Less is known about
chemical dependency treatments for youth in
the juvenile justice system. Thus, we were not
able to determine the effectiveness of as many
various treatment modalities for juvenile
offenders as we could with chemical
dependency treatment for adults.

The Institute was also directed by the Legislature
to investigate the effect of the duration of
treatment and aftercare on outcomes. To address
this question, we conducted a regression analysis
of the 80 unique effect sizes from our systematic
review. Unfortunately, this group of studies did not
allow us to reliably estimate whether the duration
of treatment, or the provision of aftercare, affects
recidivism.

Thus, while this analysis allows us to conclude that
a variety of chemical dependency programs lower
recidivism and save money, the existing research
literature does not enable us to peer into the “black
box” to determine whether treatment dosage or
aftercare are key elements of effective chemical
dependency programs. To test these two
additional legislative questions, we recommend
conducting a detailed outcome evaluation of
programs in Washington.

* See: Durlauf, S. N., & Nagin, D. S. (2011). The Deterrent Effect
of Imprisonment. In PJ Cook, J Ludwig, and J McCrary (eds.)
Controlling Crime: Strategies and Tradeoffs Chicago: University
of Chicago Press; and Hawken, A., & Kleiman, M. (2009).
Managing drug involved probationers with swift and certain
sanctions: Evaluating Hawaii's HOPE. Malibu, CA: Pepperdine
University, School of Public Policy.



Exhibit 1

Monetary Benefits and Costs of Chemical Dependency Treatment for Offenders
As of December 2012

Topic Area/Program

Benefits and costs are life-cycle present-values per participant, in
2011 dollars. See Appendix C for program-specific details.

Last
Updated

Monetary Benefits

Total
Benefits

Taxpayer

Non-
Taxpayer

Summary Statistics

Benefits
Minus
Costs

(net
present
value)

Benefit
to Cost

Ratio

Odds of

a

Positive
Net
Present
Value

Adult Offenders
Drug treatment during incarceration Dec. 2012 $13,311 $3,415 $9,896 ($2,781) $10,531 $4.79 100%
1)  Therapeutic communities Dec. 2012 $11,075 $2,841 $8,234 ($4,280) $6,795 $2.59 100%
2)  Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic communities) Dec. 2012 $16,547 $4,232 $12,315 ($841) $15,706  $19.68 100%
Inpatient or intensive outpatient Dec. 2012 $16,462 $4,189 $12,274 ($1,186) $15,276  $13.88 100%
Outpatient or non-intensive Dec. 2012 $15,975 $4,083 $11,892 ($580) $15,395 $27.55 100%
Drug treatment delivered in the community Dec. 2012 $8,748 $2,247 $6,501 ($1,604) $7,143 $5.45 100%
1)  Therapeutic communities Dec. 2012 $10,782 $2,708 $8,075 ($2,423) $8,359 $4.45 100%
2)  Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic communities) Dec. 2012 $3,887 $970 $2,918 ($783) $3,104 $4.96 69%
Inpatient or intensive outpatient (community) Dec. 2012 $3,419 $856 $2,563 ($930) $2,489 $3.68 87%
Outpatient or non-intensive Dec. 2012 $5,734 $1,437 $4,297 ($580) $5,154 $9.89 99%
Case management for substance-abusing offenders Dec. 2012 $8,528 $2,144 $6,384 ($4,757) $3,770 $1.79 91%
1)  Swift & certain sanctions Dec. 2012 $18,810 $4,738 $14,072 ($4,756) $14,054 $3.95 100%
2)  Other case management (not swift & certain) Dec. 2012 $5,377 $1,357 $4,021 ($4,767) $610 $1.13 55%
Therapeutic communities for offenders with a co-occurring disorders Dec. 2012 $25,247 $6,455 $18,793 ($3,575) $21,672 $7.06 100%
Drug courts April 2012 $7,391 $1,935 $5,456 ($4,183) $3,208 $1.77 100%
Juvenile Offenders
Drug treatment for juvenile offenders Dec. 2012 $7,868 $1,883 $5,985 ($3,646) $4,222 $2.16 87%
1)  Therapeutic communities (incarceration or community) Dec. 2012 $11,028 $2,262 $8,766 ($4,461) $6,567 $2.47 7%
2)  Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic communities) Dec. 2012 $4,922 $1,154 $3,768 ($3,150) $1,772 $1.56 65%
Multidimensional Family Therapy (MDFT) for substance abusers Dec. 2012 $23,660 $5,586 $18,074 ($5,712) $17,948 $4.14 84%
Drug courts April 2012 $13,861 $3,206 $10,656 ($3,088) $10,773 $4.49 94%




APPENDIX A: EFFECT SIZES BY TREATMENT TYPE

In this appendix, we present a summary of our meta-analytic findings of chemical dependency treatments on
crime and substance abuse. The individual effect sizes from each study are combined to produce a weighted
average effect size for each treatment. The average effect size tells us whether and to what degree the program
works. The effect size also provides a magnitude of the overall effectiveness when comparing different
treatments.

Exhibit Al

Summary of Meta-Analytic Findings of Chemical Dependency Treatments:
Crime Outcomes

Adjusted
Treatment Ejffect Stgndard Numl_)er p-value
Size rror Studies
Adult Offenders
Drug treatment during incarceration -0.142 0.022 32 0.000
1) Therapeutic communities -0.118 0.029 18 0.000
2) Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic communities) -0.177 0.031 14 0.000
Inpatient or intensive outpatient -0.172 0.054 6 0.001
Outpatient or non-intensive -0.173 0.047 8 0.000
Drug treatment delivered in the community -0.085 0.031 17 0.006
1) Therapeutic communities -0.147 0.045 8 0.001
2) Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic communities) -0.048 0.039 9 0.221
Inpatient or intensive outpatient -0.048 0.106 5 0.649
Outpatient or non-intensive -0.076 0.046 4 0.099
Case management for substance-abusing offenders -0.114 0.051 20 0.005
1) Swift & certain sanctions -0.232 0.078 7 0.003
2) Other case management (not swift & certain) -0.074 0.073 13 0.457
Therapeutic communities for offenders with co-occurring disorders -0.270 0.097 4 0.002
Juvenile Offenders
Drug treatment for juvenile offenders -0.070 0.052 10 0.120
1) Therapeutic communities (incarceration or community) -0.060 0.075 4 0.131
2) Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic communities) -0.046 0.075 6 0.457
Multidimensional Family Therapy (MDFT) for substance
abusers -0.217 0.277 1 0.030

Note: The standard errors reported in this table are inverse variance effects. See Appendix B for more detailed findings and Appendix C
for our methods and procedures.



Exhibit A2
Summary of Meta-Analytic Findings of Chemical Dependency Treatments:
Substance Use Outcomes

Adjusted Standard Number

Treatment type Effect p-value

. Error Studies
Size

Adult Offenders

Drug treatment during incarceration -0.012 0.022 5 0.882
Therapeutic communities -0.012 0.082 5 0.882
Drug treatment in the community -0.474 0.207 3 0.022
Therapeutic communities -0.474 0.207 3 0.022
Case management for substance-abusing offenders in the community -0.021 0.101 4 0.936
Therapeutic communities for offenders with a co-occurring disorder -0.179 0.158 2 0.104

Juvenile Offenders

Drug treatment for juvenile offenders -0.097 0.156 8 0.221
1) Therapeutic communities (incarceration or community) 0.099 0.255 3 0.515

2) Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic communities) -0.257 0.086 5 0.000
Multidimensional Family Therapy (MDFT) -0.282 0.107 4 0.000

Note: The main substance abuse measure reported by these studies was typically self-reported substance use or a positive urinalysis
screening.



APPENDIX B: DETAILED RESEARCH FINDINGS BY TREATMENT TYPE

CONTENTS

Adult Offenders

Drug treatment during INCArCEratioN ..........couiiiiiiiiiiie e 10
TRErapPEULIC COMIMUINITIES ......eetiitieeeiieieeeee ettt 12
Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic COMMUNILIES) ........covvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeee e 14

Inpatient or INtENSIVE OULPALIENT..........coiiiiicee e e e e e e e e raas 16
OutpatieNt OF NON-INTENSIVE ....u. e e e e e e e e e e e e et a s e e e e e e e e arat e aeaaes 17

Drug treatment delivered in the COMMUNILY .....ooiiiiiiiiii e 19
TherapeutiC COMMIUNILIES ........ouuiiiiiii e e e e e e e a e e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e eeeatrtaaaaaeeaes 21
Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic COMMUNILIES) ........vuiiiiiiiiiiiiice e 23

Inpatient or intensive outpatieNt (COMMUNILY) .......uuurrurureeiieeiiiereieieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 25
Outpatient Or NON-INTENSIVE ......ccoeiie e 26

Case management for substance-abusing OffeNders ...............uuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis 27
T A ot =T g = V] Y= 1 o 1o 29
Other case management (NOt SWift & CEItaIN)..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 31

Therapeutic communities for offenders with co-occurring diSOrders ........cccoeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeee, 33

(DA To [ o] o 11 | £ TSP PP TR 35

Juvenile Offenders

Drug treatment for juvenile OffENders ... 38
Therapeutic communities (incarceration Or COMMUNITY).........uuuuuuuuuurrureieieeneeeeeeeeeeneeereeeree. 40
Other drug treatment (non-therapeutic COMMUNILIES) ........covvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 42

Multidimensional Family Therapy (MDFT) for substance abusers.........ccccccciiiiiiinn, 44

[ 1 o oo 11 S 46

All studies used in the meta-analyses are listed for each treatment type. Studies marked with an
asterisk (*) were used in the effect size for substance abuse.



Program description:

Drug Treatment During Incarceration

This broad category includes a variety of substance abuse treatment modalities delivered during incarceration including therapeutic
communities, residential treatment, outpatient, cognitive behavioral treatment, drug education, and relapse prevention. Treatment can
be delivered in individual or group settings.
Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary | No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 32 -0.14 0.02 0.00 -0.14 0.02 32 -0.14 0.02 42
Benefit-Cost Summary
Program Benefits Costs Summary Statistics
The estimates shown are present value, Probability
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars of a
are expressed in the base year chosen ~ Return ) positive
for this analysis (2011). The economic . Benefit on Benefits net
discount rates and other relevant Partici- Tax- ot ICzjt_her BTotefxll t??e C(_)st Invest- I(\:/Imus prefent
parameters are described in Lee et al., pants payers ther ndirect enefits atio ment osts value
2012
$0 $3,415 $8,173 $1,723 $13,311 | -$2,781 $4.80 36% $10,531 100%
Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates
Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0 $3,415 $8,173 $1,723 $13,311
Detailed Cost Estimates
The figures shown are estimates of the Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
costs to implement programs in
h . Present Value of
Washington. The comparison group Net Program
costs reflect either no treatment or Annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
treatment as usual, depending on how Cost Duration  Dollars Cost Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
effect sizes were calculated in the meta-
analysis. The uncertainty range is used
$2,826 1 2012 $0 1 2012 $2,782 10%

in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in

Lee et al., 2012.

Source: This cost estimate is weighted by treatment modality within the meta-analysis. Costs were provided by the Washington State Department of

Corrections.

10
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Wexler, H. K., Falkin, G. P., & Lipton, D. S. (1990). Outcome evaluation of a prison therapeutic community for substance abuse treatment.
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Zhang, S. X., Roberts, R. E. L., & McCaollister, K. E. (2011). Therapeutic community in a California prison: Treatment outcomes after 5 years.
Crime & Delinquency, 57(1), 82-101.
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Therapeutic Communities During Incarceration

Program description:

Therapeutic communities are the most intensive form of substance abuse treatment. These residential living units are highly structured
using a hierarchical model among peers within the community. Offenders gain responsibility as they progress through the stages of
treatment. Depending on the level of dependency and the program, therapeutic communities can range from 6 to 18 months.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30

Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary | No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant p-
ES SE value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 18 -0.12 0.03 0.00 -0.12 0.03 32 -0.12 0.03 42

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program Bengefits Costs Summary Statistics
. . Probability

The estimates shown are present value, life i
cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are Return positive
expressed in the base year chosen for this Benefit on Benefits net
analysis (2011). The economic discount Partici- Tax- Other Total toCost Invest-  Minus present
rates and other relevant parameters are pants payers Other Indirect  Benefits Ratio ment Costs value
described in Lee et al., 2012

$0 $2,841  $6,819 $1,416 $11,075  -$4,280 | $2.30 23% $6,795 100%

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0 $2,841  $6,819 $1,416 $11,075

Detailed Cost Estimates

The figures shown are estimates of the Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
costs to implement programs in Present Value of

Washington. The comparison group costs Net Program

reflect either no treatment or treatment as Annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
usual, depending on how effect sizes were Cost Duration  Dollars Cost Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
calculated in the meta-analysis. The

uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo $4,359 1 2012 $0 1 2013 $4,291 10%

risk analysis, described in Lee et al., 2012.

Source: Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.
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Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Therapeutic Communities During Incarceration
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Hall, E. A., Prendergast, M. L., Wellisch, J., Patten, M., & Cao, Y. (2004). Treating drug-abusing women prisoners: An outcomes evaluation
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Klebe, K. J., & O'Keefe, M. (2004, October). Outcome evaluation of the Crossroads to Freedom House and Peer | therapeutic communities
(Document No. 208126). Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.
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*Welsh, W. (2007). A multisite evaluation of prison-based therapeutic community drug treatment. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34(11),
1481-1498.

Wexler, H. K., Falkin, G. P., & Lipton, D. S. (1990). Outcome evaluation of a prison therapeutic community for substance abuse treatment.
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Other Drug Treatment (Non-Therapeutic Communities) During Incarceration

Program description:

This broad category includes a variety of treatment modalities delivered during incarceration including inpatient, outpatient, cognitive
behavioral therapy, group counseling, drug education, or relapse prevention. Therapeutic communities were excluded from this

category of treatment.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary | No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant p-
ES SE value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 14 -0.18 0.03 0.00 -0.18 0.03 32 -0.18 0.03 42
Benefit-Cost Summary
Program Benefits Costs Summary Statistics
The estimates shown are present value, Probability
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars of a
are expressed in the base year chosen _ Return ] positive
for this analysis (2011). The economic N Benefit on Benefits net
discount rates and other relevant Partici- Tax- ot ICzjt_her BTOt?‘I toR Cc_)st Invest- gmus prelsent
parameters are described in Lee et al., pants payers ther ndirect enefits atio ment osts value
2012
$0 $4,232  $10,207 $2,108 $16,547 -$841 | $19.72 2213%  $15,706 100%
Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates
Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0 $4,232  $10,207 $2,108 $16,547
Detailed Cost Estimates
The flgufes shown are estimates of the Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
costs to implement programs in
h . Present Value of
Washington. The comparison group Net Program
costs reflect either no treatment or Annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
treatment as usual, depending on how Cost  Duration  Dollars Cost Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
effect sizes were calculated in the meta-
analysis. The uncertainty range is used
$854 1 2012 $0 1 2012 $0 10%

in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in
Lee et al., 2012.

Source: This cost estimate is weighted by the treatment types included in the meta-analysis. Treatment costs were provided by the Washington State

Department of Corrections.
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Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Other Drug Treatment (Non-Therapeutic Communities) During
Incarceration

Daley, M., Love C. T., Shepard D. S., Petersen C. B., White K. L., & Hall F. B. (2004). Cost-effectiveness of Connecticut's in-prison
substance abuse treatment. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 39(3), 69-92.

Drake, E. K. (2006). Washington's drug offender sentencing alternative: An update on recidivism findings (Document No. 06-12-1901).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

Dugan J. R., & Everett, R. S. (1998). An experimental test of chemical dependency therapy for jail inmates. International Journal of Offender
Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 42(4), 360-368.

Duwe, G. (2010). Prison-based chemical dependency treatment in Minnesota: An outcome evaluation. Journal of Experimental Criminology,
6(1), 57-81.

Gransky, L. A., & Jones, R. J. (1995, September). Evaluation of the post-release status of substance abuse program participants. Chicago,
IL: lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority.

Hughey, R., & Klemke, L. W. (1996). Evaluation of a jail-based substance abuse treatment program. Federal Probation, 60(4), 40-45.

Peters, R. H., Kearns, W. D., Murrin, M. R., Dolente, A. S., & May, R. L. (1993). Examining the effectiveness of in-jail substance abuse
treatment. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 19(3/4), 1-39.

Porporino, F. J., Robinson, D., Millson, B., & Weekes, J. R. (2002). An outcome evaluation of prison-based treatment programming for
substance users. Substance Use & Misuse, 37(8-10), 1047-1077.

Porter, R. (2002). Breaking the cycle: Technical report. New York: Vera Institute of Justice.

Tunis, S., Austin, J., Morris, M., Hardyman, P., & Bolyard, M. (1996, May). Evaluation of drug treatment in local corrections (Document No.
NCJ 159313). Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Wexler, H. K., Falkin, G. P., & Lipton, D. S. (1990). Outcome evaluation of a prison therapeutic community for substance abuse treatment.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 17(1), 71-92.
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Inpatient or Intensive Outpatient During Incarceration
Program description:

This grouping of programs includes inpatient or intensive outpatient treatment delivered during incarceration.
Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary or No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
Second- @ Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
ary Sizes
Partici- First time ES is Second time ES is
pant estimated estimated
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 6 -0.17 0.05 0.00 -0.17 0.05 32 -0.17 0.05 42

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program Bengfits Costs Summary Statistics

The estimates shown are present value, life
cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are Return
expre;sed in the base year ch_ose_n for this Benefitto on Benefits Probability of
analysis (2011). The economic discount rates | Partici- Other Total Cost Invest- Minus a positive net|
land other relevant parameters are described pants Tax-payers Other Indirect  Benefits Ratio  ment Costs  present value|
in Lee et al., 2012

$0 $4,189 $10,170 $2,103 $16,462 | -$1,186 | $13.90 495% $15,276 100%

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Benefits to:
Partici- Tax- Other In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0  $4,189 $10,170 $2,103 $16,462

Detailed Cost Estimates

The figures shown are estimates of the costs Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics

to implement programs in Washington. The Present Value of

comparison group costs reflect either no Net Program

treatment or treatment as usual, depending on| annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
how effect sizes were calculated in the meta- | Cost  Duraton Dollars =~ Cost  Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
analysis. The uncertainty range is used in

Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in Lee et | $1 208 1 2012 $0 1 2012 $0 10%
al., 2012,

Source: Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Inpatient or Intensive Outpatient During Incarceration

Drake, E. K. (2006). Washington's drug offender sentencing alternative: An update on recidivism findings (Document No. 06-12-1901).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

Duwe, G. (2010). Prison-based chemical dependency treatment in Minnesota: An outcome evaluation. Journal of Experimental Criminology,
6(1), 57-81.

Peters, R. H., Kearns, W. D., Murrin, M. R., Dolente, A. S., & May, R. L. (1993). Examining the effectiveness of in-jail substance abuse
treatment. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 19(3/4), 1-39.

Porter, R. (2002). Breaking the cycle: Technical report. New York: Vera Institute of Justice.
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Outpatient or Non-intensive Drug Treatment for During Incarceration

Program description:

This broad category includes less intensive treatment modalities delivered during incarceration. These treatments were generally less
intensive outpatient, group counseling, drug education, and relapse prevention.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary or| No. of = Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
Second- | Effect | (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
ary Sizes
Partici- First time ES is Second time ES is
pant estimated estimated
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 8 -0.17 0.05 0.00 -0.17 0.05 32 -0.17 0.05 42

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program Benefits Costs Summary Statistics

The estimates shown are present value, life
cycle benefits and costs. All dollars are
expres_sed in the base year ch_ose_n for this Benefit toReturn on Benefits Probability of
analysis (2011). The economic discount rates | Partici- Other Total Cost  Invest- Minus  a positive net
and other relevant parameters are described in| pants Tax-payers Other Indirect Benefits Ratio ment Costs  present value
Lee et al., 2012

$0 $4,083  $9,816 $2,076 $15975 | -$580 | $27.60 3471% $15,395 100%

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Benefits to:
Partici- Tax- Other In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other  direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0  $4,083 $9,816 $2,076 $15,975

Detailed Cost Estimates

The figures shown are estimates of the costs Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
to implement programs in Washington. The

comparison group costs reflect either no

Present Value of

treatment or treatment as usual, depending on | Apnual  Program  Year | Annual Program  Year | NetProgram Costs Uncertainty
how effect sizes were calculated inthe meta- | Cost  Duration Dollars = Cost  Duration Dollars | (in 2011 dollars) (+ or — %)
analysis. The uncertainty range is used in

Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in Lee et $589 1 2012 $0 1 2012 $0 10%
al., 2012.

Source: Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.
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Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Outpatient or Non-Intensive Drug Treatment During Incarceration

Daley, M., Love C. T., Shepard D. S., Petersen C. B., White K. L., & Hall F. B. (2004). Cost-effectiveness of Connecticut's in-prison
substance abuse treatment. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 39(3), 69-92.

Dugan J. R., & Everett, R. S. (1998). An experimental test of chemical dependency therapy for jail inmates. International Journal of Offender
Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 42(4), 360-368.

Duwe, G. (2010). Prison-based chemical dependency treatment in Minnesota: An outcome evaluation. Journal of Experimental Criminology,
6(1), 57-81.

Gransky, L. A., & Jones, R. J. (1995, September). Evaluation of the post-release status of substance abuse program participants. Chicago:
lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority.

Hughey, R., & Klemke, L. W. (1996). Evaluation of a jail-based substance abuse treatment program. Federal Probation, 60(4), 40-45.

Porporino, F. J., Robinson, D., Millson, B., & Weekes, J. R. (2002). An outcome evaluation of prison-based treatment programming for
substance users. Substance Use & Misuse, 37(8-10), 1047-1077.

Tunis, S., Austin, J., Morris, M., Hardyman, P., & Bolyard, M. (1996, May). Evaluation of drug treatment in local corrections (Document No.
NCJ 159313). Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Wexler, H. K., Falkin, G. P., & Lipton, D. S. (1990). Outcome evaluation of a prison therapeutic community for substance abuse treatment.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 17(1), 71-92.
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Drug Treatment Delivered in the Community
Program description:

This broad category includes a variety of substance abuse treatment modalities delivered to offenders in the community including
therapeutic communities, residential treatment, outpatient, cognitive behavioral treatment, drug education, and relapse prevention.
Treatment can be delivered in individual or group settings.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30

Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary = No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 17 -0.09 0.03 0.01 -0.09 0.03 32 -0.10 0.03 42

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program Benefits Costs Summary Statistics
The estimates shown are present value, Probability
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars of a
are expressed in the base year chosen ~ Return ) positive
for this analysis (2011). The economic » Benefit ~ on Benefits net
discount rates and other relevant Partici- Tax- Other Total to Cost  Invest- Minus present
parameters are described in Lee et al pants payers Other Indirect  Benefits Ratio ment Costs value
2012
$0 $2,247 $5,402  $1,099 $8,748 -$1,604 $5.46 47% $7,143 100%
Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates
Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total

Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant

Crime $0  $2,247  $5,402 $1,099 $8,748

Detailed Cost Estimates

The figures shown are estimates of the
costs to implement programs in
Washington. The comparison group Net Program

costs reflect either no treatment or Annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty

treatment as usual, depending on how Cost Duration  Dollars Cost Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
effect sizes were calculated in the meta-

analysis. The uncertainty range is used 0
in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in $1,603 1 2011 $0 0 2011 $1,603 10%

Lee et al., 2012.

Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
Present Value of

Source: This cost estimate is weighted by the treatment types included in the meta-analysis. Treatment costs were provided by the Washington State
Department of Corrections.
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Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Drug Treatment Delivered in the Community

Alemi, F., Taxman, F., Baghi, H., Vang, J., Thanner, M., & Doyon, V. (2006). Costs and benefits of combining probation and substance
abuse treatment. The Journal of Mental Health Policy and Economics, 9(2), 57-70.

Baird, C., Wagner, D., Decomo, B., & Aleman, T. (1994). Evaluation of the effectiveness of supervision and community rehabilitation
programs in Oregon. San Francisco: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

*Butzin, C. A., Martin, S. S., & Inciardi, J. A. (2005). Treatment during transition from prison to community and subsequent illicit drug use.
Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 28(4), 351-358.

California Department of Corrections. (1997). Los Angeles Prison Parole Network: An evaluation report. CA: Author.

Drake, E. K. (2006). Washington's drug offender sentencing alternative: An update on recidivism findings (Document No. 06-12-1901).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

Eisenberg, M., Arrigona, N., & Bryl, J. (1999). Three year recidivism tracking of offenders participating in substance abuse treatment
programs. Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Eisenberg, M., Riechers, L., & Arrigona, N. 2001. Evaluation of the performance of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Rehabilitation
Tier Programs. Austin, TX: Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Hiller, M. L., Knight, K., & Simpson, D. D. (2006). Recidivism following mandated residential substance abuse treatment for felony
probationers. The Prison Journal, 86(2), 230-241.

*Inciardi, J. A., Martin S. S., & Butzin, C. A. (2004). Five-year outcomes of therapeutic community treatment of drug-involved offenders after
release from prison. Crime & Delinquency, 50(1), 88-107.

Krebs, C. P., Strom, K. J., Koetse, W. H., & Lattimore, P. K. (2009). The impact of residential and nonresidential drug treatment on recidivism
among drug-involved probationers: A survival analysis. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 442-471.

Lattimore, P. K., Krebs, C. P., Koetse, W., Lindquist, C., & Cowell, A. J. (2005). Predicting the effect of substance abuse treatment on
probationer recidivism. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1(2), 159-189.

Mitchell, O., & Harrell, A. (2006). Evaluation of the breaking the cycle demonstration project: Jacksonville, FL and Tacoma, WA. Journal of
Drug Issues, 36(1), 97-118.

*Robbins, C. A, Martin, S. S., & Surratt, H. L. (2009). Substance abuse treatment, anticipated maternal roles, and reentry success of drug-
involved women prisoners. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 388-411.

Sacks, S., Chaple, M., Sacks, J. Y., McKendrick, K., & Cleland, C. M. (2012). Randomized trial of a reentry modified therapeutic community
for offenders with co-occurring disorders: Crime outcomes. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 42(3), 247-259.

Sacks, S., Sacks, J. Y., McKendrick, K., Banks, S., & Stommel, J. (2004). Modified TC for MICA offenders: Crime outcomes. Behavioral
Sciences and the Law, 22(4), 477-501.
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Therapeutic Communities Delivered in the Community

Program description:

Therapeutic communities are the most intensive form of substance abuse treatment. These residential living units are highly
structured using a hierarchical model among peers within the community. Offenders gain responsibility as they progress through the
stages of treatment. Depending on the level of dependency and the program, therapeutic communities can range from 6 to 18

months.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary
or
Second-
ary
Partici-
pant

Crime P

No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Sizes
First time ES is Second time ES is
estimated estimated
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
8 -0.15 0.05 0.00 -0.15 0.05 32 -0.15 0.05 42

Benefit-Cost Summary

The estimates shown are present value,
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars
are expressed in the base year chosen
for this analysis (2011). The economic
discount rates and other relevant
parameters are described in Lee et al.,
2012

Program Benefits Costs Summary Statistics
Probability
of a
Return positive
Benefit on Benefits net
Partici- Tax- Other Total to Cost Invest- Minus present
pants payers Other Indirect  Benefits Ratio ment Costs value

$0 $2,708  $6,760 $1,314 $10,782 | -$2,423 | $4.46 35% $8,359 100%

Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates

Source of Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime

Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total
pants payers Other direct Benefits
$0 $2,708  $6,760 $1,314 $10,782

Detailed Cost Estimates

The figures shown are estimates of the
costs to implement programs in
Washington. The comparison group
costs reflect either no treatment or
treatment as usual, depending on how
effect sizes were calculated in the meta-
analysis. The uncertainty range is used
in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in
Lee et al., 2012.

Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
Present Value of
Net Program

Annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
Cost Duration  Dollars Cost Duration Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
$2,463 1 2012 $0 1 2012 $0 10%

Source: Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.
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Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Therapeutic Communities Delivered in the Community

*Butzin, C. A., Martin, S. S., & Inciardi, J. A. (2005). Treatment during transition from prison to community and subsequent illicit drug use.
Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 28(4), 351-358.

Eisenberg, M., Riechers, L., & Arrigona, N. 2001. Evaluation of the performance of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Rehabilitation
Tier Programs. Austin, TX: Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Hiller, M. L., Knight, K., & Simpson, D. D. (2006). Recidivism following mandated residential substance abuse treatment for felony
probationers. The Prison Journal, 86(2), 230-241.

*Inciardi, J. A., Martin S. S., & Butzin, C. A. (2004). Five-year outcomes of therapeutic community treatment of drug-involved offenders after
release from prison. Crime & Delinquency, 50(1), 88-107.

*Robbins, C. A, Martin, S. S., & Surratt, H. L. (2009). Substance abuse treatment, anticipated maternal roles, and reentry success of drug-
involved women prisoners. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 388-411.

Sacks, S., Chaple, M., Sacks, J. Y., McKendrick, K., & Cleland, C. M. (2012). Randomized trial of a reentry modified therapeutic community
for offenders with co-occurring disorders: Crime outcomes. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 42(3), 247-259.

Sacks, S., McKendrick, K., Sacks, J. A. Y., Banks, S., & Harle, M. (2008). Enhanced outpatient treatment for co-occurring disorders: Main
outcomes. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 34(1), 48-60.

Sacks, S., Sacks, J. Y., McKendrick, K., Banks, S., & Stommel, J. (2004). Modified TC for MICA offenders: Crime outcomes. Behavioral
Sciences and the Law, 22(4), 477-501.
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Other Drug Treatment in the Community (Non-Therapeutic Communities)

Program description:

This broad category includes a variety of substance abuse treatment modalities delivered to offenders in the community including
therapeutic communities, residential treatment, outpatient, cognitive behavioral treatment, drug education, and relapse prevention.
Treatment can be delivered in individual or group settings.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary = No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 9 -0.05 0.11 0.22 -0.05 0.11 32 -0.05 0.11 42
Benefit-Cost Summary
Program Bengfits Costs Summary Statistics
The estimates shown are present value, Probability
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars ) ofa
are expressed in the base year chosen for Benefit Return ) positive
this analysis (2011). The economic » to on Benefits net
discount rates and other relevant Partici- Tax- - Iczjt_her BTOI?.I R(,:O‘?t Invest- '(\:"'”“S prelsent
parameters are described in Lee et al., pants payers ther ndirect enefits atio ment osts value
2012
$0 $970 $2,442 $476 $3,887 -$783 $4.98  445%  $3,104 69%
Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates
Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0 $878  $2,262 $439 $3,579
Detailed Cost Estimates
The figures shown are estimates of the Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
costs to implement programs in
h ; Present Value of
Washington. The comparison group costs Net Program
reflect either n_o treatment or treat_ment as Annual  Program Year Annual Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
usual, depending on how effect sizes Cost  Duration  Dollars Cost Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
were calculated in the meta-analysis. The
uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo
$797 1 2012 $0 1 2012 $785 10%

risk analysis, described in Lee et al.,
2012.

Source: This cost estimate is weighted by the treatment types included in the meta-analysis. Treatment costs were provided by the Washington State

Department of Corrections.
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Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Other Drug Treatment (Non-Therapeutic Communities) in the
Community

Baird, C., Wagner, D., Decomo, B., & Aleman, T. (1994). Evaluation of the effectiveness of supervision and community rehabilitation
programs in Oregon. San Francisco: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

California Department of Corrections. (1997). Los Angeles Prison Parole Network: An evaluation report. CA: Author.

Drake, E. K. (2006). Washington's drug offender sentencing alternative: An update on recidivism findings (Document No. 06-12-1901).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

Eisenberg, M., Arrigona, N., & Bryl, J. (1999). Three year recidivism tracking of offenders participating in substance abuse treatment
programs. Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Eisenberg, M., Riechers, L., & Arrigona, N. 2001. Evaluation of the performance of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Rehabilitation
Tier Programs. Austin, TX: Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Krebs, C. P., Strom, K. J., Koetse, W. H., & Lattimore, P. K. (2009). The impact of residential and nonresidential drug treatment on recidivism
among drug-involved probationers: A survival analysis. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 442-471.

Lattimore, P. K., Krebs, C. P., Koetse, W., Lindquist, C., & Cowell, A. J. (2005). Predicting the effect of substance abuse treatment on
probationer recidivism. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1(2), 159-189.
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Inpatient or Intensive Outpatient Drug Treatment in the Community
Program description:

This grouping of programs includes inpatient or intensive outpatient treatment delivered to offenders who are supervised in the
community.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary | No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 5 -0.05 0.04 0.65 -0.05 0.04 32 -0.05 0.04 42

Benefit-Cost Summary

Program Bengefits Costs Summary Statistics
The estimates shown are present value, Probability
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars ] ofa
are expressed in the base year chosen for Benefit  Return . positive
this analysis (2011). The economic w to on Ber_1ef|ts net
discount rates and other relevant Partici- Tax- Other Total Cost Invest- Minus present
parameters are described in Lee et al pants payers Other Indirect  Benefits Ratio ment Costs value
2012
$0 $856 $2,139 $424 $3,419 -$930 $3.68 35% $2,489 87%
Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates
Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total

Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant

Crime $0 $856  $2,139 $424 $3,419

Detailed Cost Estimates

The figures shown are estimates of the
costs to implement programs in
Washington. The comparison group costs
reflect either no treatment or treatment as

Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
Present Value of
Net Program

. . Annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
usual, depending on how effect sizes Cost  Duration Dollars | Cost  Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
were calculated in the meta-analysis. The
uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo

$945 1 2012 $0 1 2012 $0 10%

risk analysis, described in Lee et al.,
2012.

Source: Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Inpatient or Intensive Outpatient Drug Treatment in the Community

California Department of Corrections. (1997). Los Angeles Prison Parole Network: An evaluation report. CA: Author.

Drake, E. K. (2006). Washington's drug offender sentencing alternative: An update on recidivism findings (Document No. 06-12-1901).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

Eisenberg, M., Arrigona, N., & Bryl, J. (1999). Three year recidivism tracking of offenders participating in substance abuse treatment
programs. Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Eisenberg, M., Riechers, L., & Arrigona, N. 2001. Evaluation of the performance of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Rehabilitation
Tier Programs. Austin, TX: Criminal Justice Policy Council.

Krebs, C. P., Strom, K. J., Koetse, W. H., & Lattimore, P. K. (2009). The impact of residential and nonresidential drug treatment on recidivism
among drug-involved probationers: A survival analysis. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 442-471.
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Outpatient or Non-Intensive Drug Treatment in the Community

Program description:

This broad category includes less intensive treatment modalities delivered in the community. These treatments were generally less
intensive outpatient, group counseling, drug education, and relapse prevention.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary = No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 4 -0.08 0.05 0.10 -0.08 0.05 32 -0.08 0.05 42
Benefit-Cost Summary
Program Bengfits Costs Summary Statistics
The estimates shown are present value, Probability
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars ) ofa
are expressed in the base year chosen for Benefit Return ) positive
this analysis (2011). The economic » to on Benefits net
discount rates and other relevant Partici- Tax- - Iczjt_her BTOI?.I R(,:O‘?t Invest- '(\:"'”“S prelsent
parameters are described in Lee et al., pants payers ther ndirect enefits atio ment osts value
2012
$0 $1,437  $3,571 $726 $5,734 -$580 $9.89 277%  $5,154 99%
Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates
Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0 $1,437  $3,571 $726 $5,734
Detailed Cost Estimates
The figures shown are estimates of the Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
costs to implement programs in
h ; Present Value of
Washington. The comparison group costs Net Program
reflect either n_o treatment or treat_ment as Annual  Program Year Annual Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
usual, depending on how effect sizes Cost  Duration  Dollars Cost Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
were calculated in the meta-analysis. The
uncertainty range is used in Monte Carlo
$589 1 2012 $0 1 2012 $0 10%

risk analysis, described in Lee et al.,
2012.

Source: Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.

Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Outpatient or Non-Intensive Drug Treatment in the Community

Baird, C., Wagner, D., Decomo, B., & Aleman, T. (1994). Evaluation of the effectiveness of supervision and community rehabilitation
programs in Oregon. San Francisco: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.
Krebs, C. P., Strom, K. J., Koetse, W. H., & Lattimore, P. K. (2009). The impact of residential and nonresidential drug treatment on recidivism
among drug-involved probationers: A survival analysis. Crime and Delinquency, 55(3), 442-471.
Lattimore, P. K., Krebs, C. P., Koetse, W., Lindquist, C., & Cowell, A. J. (2005). Predicting the effect of substance abuse treatment on
probationer recidivism. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1(2), 159-189.
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Case Management for Substance-Abusing Offenders in the Community

Program description:

This broad category includes studies using a case management approach to offender supervision and transition from incarceration. A
variety of case management models (e.g., brokerage or intensive) are included within this category. The primary goals of case
management is to improve collaboration between correctional and treatment staff and to increase participation in substance abuse

treatment.
Typical age of primary program participant: 30
Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary | No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant
ES SE p-value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 20 -0.14 0.05 0.01 -0.11 0.05 32 -0.11 0.05 42
Benefit-Cost Summary
Program Benefits Costs Summary Statistics
The estimates shown are present value, Probability
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars of a
are expressed in the base year chosen ~ Retun ) positive
for this analysis (2011). The economic » Benefit  on Benefits net
discount rates and other relevant Partici- Tax- ot ICzjt_her BTotefx_l t(}):e C(_)st Invest- I(\:/Imus prefent
parameters are described in Lee et al., pants payers ther ndirect enefits atio ment osts value
2012
$0 $2,144 $5,335  $1,050 $8,528 -$4,757 | $1.80 7% $3,770 91%
Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates
Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0 $2,144  $5,335 $1,050 $8,528
Detailed Cost Estimates
The figures shown are estimates of the Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
costs to implement programs in
) X Present Value of
Washington. The comparison group Net Program
costs reflect either no treatment or Annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
treatment as usual, depending on how Cost  Duration Dollars | Cost  Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
effect sizes were calculated in the meta-
analysis. The uncertainty range is used
$4,756 1 2011 $0 1 2012 $0 10%

in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in
Lee et al,, 2012.

Source: Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.
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Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Case Management for Substance-Abusing Offenders in the
Community

Alemi, F., Taxman, F., Baghi, H., Vang, J., Thanner, M., & Doyon, V. (2006). Costs and benefits of combining probation and substance
abuse treatment. The Journal of Mental Health Policy and Economics, 9(2), 57-70.

Anglin, M. D., Longshore, D., & Turner, S. (1999). Treatment alternatives to street crime: An evaluation of five programs. Criminal Justice
and Behavior, 26(2), 168-195.

Baird, C., Wagner, D., Decomo, B., & Aleman, T. (1994). Evaluation of the effectiveness of supervision and community rehabilitation
programs in Oregon. San Francisco: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

California Department of Corrections. (1996). Parolee Partnership Program: A parole outcome evaluation. Sacramento: California
Department of Corrections; Evaluation, Compliance, and Information Systems Division; Research Branch.

Guydish, J., Chan, M., Bostrom, A., Jessup, M. A., Davis, T. B., & Marsh, C. (2011). A randomized trial of probation case management for
drug-involved women offenders. Crime and Delinquency, 57(2), 167-198.

Hanlon, T. E., Nurco, D. N., Bateman, R. W., & O'Grady, K. E. (1999). The relative effects of three approaches to the parole supervision of
narcotic addicts and cocaine abusers. The Prison Journal, 79(2), 163-181.

Harrell, A., Mitchell, O., Hirst, A., Marlow, D., & Merrill, J. (2002). Breaking the cycle of drugs and crime: Findings from the Birmingham BTC
demonstration. Criminology and Public Policy, 1(2), 189-216.

Harrell, A., Roman, J., Bhati, A., & Parthasarathy, B. (2003). The impact evaluation of the Maryland Break the Cycle initiative. Washington,
DC: The Urban Institute.

Hawken, A., & Kleiman, M. (2009, December). Managing drug involved probationers with swift and certain sanctions: Evaluating Hawaii's
HOPE. Malibu, CA: Pepperdine University, School of Public Policy.

*Longshore, D., Turner, S., & Fain. T. (2005) Effects of case management on parolee misconduct. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 32(2), 205-
222.

Mitchell, O., & Harrell, A. (2006). Evaluation of the breaking the cycle demonstration project: Jacksonville, FL and Tacoma, WA. Journal of
Drug Issues, 36(1), 97-118.

Owens, S. J., Klebe, K. J., Arens, S. A,, Durham, R. L., Hughes, J., Moor, C. J., ... & Stommel, J. (1998). The Effectiveness of Colorado's
TASC Programs. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 26(1-2), 161-176.

*Prendergast, M., Frisman, L., Sacks, J. Y., Staton-Tindall, M., Greenwell, L., Lin, H. J., & Cartier, J. (2011). A multi-site, randomized study
of strengths-based case management with substance-abusing parolees. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 7(3), 225-253.

*Rhodes, W., & Gross, M. (1997). Case management reduces drug use and criminality among drug-involved arrestees: An experimental
study of an HIV prevention intervention. US Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice.
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Swift & Certain Sanctions for Substance-Abusing Offenders
Program description:

“Swift and certain sanctions” is a strategy of supervision for substance-abusing offenders for offenders who violate the terms of
supervision. Most of the studies included in this category also describe the use of graduated sanctions—sanctions that increase in
severity—with continued violation behavior.

Typical age of primary program participant: 30

Typical age of secondary program participant: N/A

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects

Outcomes Measured Primary = No. of Unadjusted Effect Sizes Adjusted Effect Sizes and Standard Errors
or Effect (Random Effects Model) Used in the Benefit-Cost Analysis
Second- | Sizes
ary First time ES is Second time ES is
Partici- estimated estimated
pant p-
ES SE value ES SE Age ES SE Age
Crime P 6 -0.26 0.09 0.01 -0.26 0.09 32 -0.26 0.09 42
Benefit-Cost Summary
Program Benefits Costs Summary Statistics
The estimates shown are present value, Probability
life cycle benefits and costs. All dollars ofa
are expressed in the base year chosen ~ Return ) positive
for this analysis (2011). The economic . Benefit on Benefits net
discount rates and other relevant Partici- Tax- ot IOdt_her BTotef1_| toR Cc_)st Invest- I(\:/Imus prelsent
parameters are described in Lee et al., pants payers ther ndirect enefits atio ment osts value
2012
$0 $4,738  $11,750 $2,322  $18,810 | -$4,756 | $3.96 30%  $14,054 100%
Detailed Monetary Benefit Estimates
Benefits to:
Other
Partici- Tax- In- Total
Source of Benefits pants payers Other direct Benefits
From Primary Participant
Crime $0 $4,738 $11,750 $2,322 $18,810
Detailed Cost Estimates
The figures shown are estimates of the Program Costs Comparison Costs Summary Statistics
costs to implement programs in
) ] Present Value of
Washington. The comparison group Net Program
costs reflect either no treatment or Annual  Program Year Annual  Program Year Costs (in 2011 Uncertainty
treatment as usual, depending on how Cost  Duration  Dollars Cost Duration  Dollars dollars) (+ or — %)
effect sizes were calculated in the meta-
analysis. The uncertainty range is used
$4,756 1 2011 $1 1 2012 $0 10%

in Monte Carlo risk analysis, described in
Lee et al., 2012.

Source: Estimate provided by the Washington State Department of Corrections.
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Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis: Swift & Certain Sanctions for Substance-Abusing Offenders

Alemi, F., Taxman, F., Baghi, H., Vang, J., Thanner, M., & Doyon, V. (2006). Costs and benefits of combining probation and substance
abuse treatment. The Journal of Mental Health Policy and Economics, 9(2