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Presenter
Presentation Notes
CT joined the Pew-MacArthur Results First Initiative in March 2011 as one of the very first participating states.Since then, we have been working towards a simple, yet ambitious goal: to identify and invest in programs that work in order to achieve better outcomes in social policy areas, beginning with adult criminal and juvenile justice.



Use the best national 
research to identify what works 

Predict impact  
in your state 

Calculate long-term costs  
and benefits 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Results First employs an innovative approach to cost-benefit analysis. Instead of assessing the cost-benefit ratio for a single program, this model analyzes multiple programs through the same lens, enabling policymakers to make “apples to apples” comparisons about very different programs.At the 30,000 foot level, the model does three main things:First, it draws on an extensive national research base. Staff at the Washington State Institute for Public Policy, or WSIPP, have reviewed thousands of program evaluations and assessed them according to a strict set of criteria. Using only the best studies, they then aggregate the expected outcomes using meta-analysis, resulting in clear predictions of a program’s effectiveness.Second, the model estimates the expected outcomes if the program were to be implemented in CT, based on the state’s unique population characteristics. Third, the model uses CT’s own fiscal data to calculate what those expected benefits would be worth over time, resulting in a state-specific return on investment estimate for each program.This approach brings the best of both worlds to bear – rigorous national research on programs, and state-specific population and cost data.



Focuses on Three Key Questions  

What does it cost to achieve the goal  
(e.g., reducing crime)?  

What is achieving that goal worth to 
taxpayers and citizens? 

How do alternative ways to achieve  
that goal compare as investments?  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To do this, the Results First cost-benefit model, asks three key questions:What does it cost to achieve the goal at hand? If it’s reducing crime, how much will it cost the state to establish and/or amend the policies and services needed to reduce the crime rate and recidivism?What is achieving that goal worth, both to taxpayers and citizens? Or, what are the long-term benefits to taxpayers and citizens associated with establishing and/or amending the policies and services needed to reduce the crime rate and recidivism?Lastly, what are the different ways the state can achieve that goal, how do they compare to one another, and which provide the best return on CT’s investment?



The Cost of Crime 
 • Taxpayers (i.e., policies and services that prevent and 

 respond to crime) 

• Society (i.e., victimization) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To determine what it costs the state to reduce crime, one of the key pieces of analysis we’ll discuss today, we have to estimate both:How it affects the budget, meaning the policies and services taxpayers fund for crime control, punishment, and rehabilitation; andHow it affects our citizens, meaning the costs of victimization.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Results First is currently working in 14 states and 2 California counties across a variety of geographic and political contexts.CT is great company here in the northeast – MA, NY, and VT have been working with us for quite a while now, and RI came on board in the spring.In a very short period of time, Results First states have already started achieving great successes using this approach. For example:3 states have enacted legislation incorporating Results First into their policymaking processes, with CT leading the way. MA and VT also passed similar legislation in 2013.2 states – IL and IA – used their models to analyze legislation, avoiding millions in potential costs.And 5 states – IA, MA, NM, NY, and VT – used their models to target $28 million in funding, through investing in highly effective evidence-based programs.The Initiative is continuing to grow by developing more intensive partnerships in current states (e.g., implementing components of the model other than criminal justice) and expanding to 25 jurisdictions in 2015.



 

Criminal Justice System 
Cost Estimates 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As mentioned earlier, crime reduction is the major policy goal by which options are compared.  The model applies a major premise that interventions in a number of social policy areas affect the incidence of crime.  Evidence-based programs for prisoner re-entry, juvenile delinquency, substance abuse treatment, criminogenic behavior directly affect crime incidence in the model.  Additionally, early childhood education, public assistance, and mental health intervention programs have an indirect affect on crime incidence.  To compare the impact of these interventions, the costs of the criminal justice system must be determined for a number of sectors where resources are used.  Because the model is designed for state policy analysis, we rely mainly on the public sector costs of the criminal justice system.



Taxpayer Costs 
 • Police 

• Courts 

• Adult jail (county) 

• Adult probation 

• Adult prison (security, health care, 
etc.) 

• Adult parole 

• Youth probation/detention 

• Youth secure facility commitment 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Rob, this slide, introducing The highest cost categories tend to be in incarceration for adults, and juveniles in residential facilities.  Adult and juvenile unit costs are per ADP.  Police costs are per arrest.  Court costs are per conviction.  (If asked, describe that WSIPP used time series and regression analysis to derive marginal costs, but this is not a rule.  Alternatives would be to use operational budget info and numbers of arrests, but exclude capital costs.)  



Per Unit Costs 

 Focusing on the costs related to incremental 
change in average daily population 
 
Marginal Cost is the change in the total cost as 
the number of individuals served increases by 
one; typically referred to as “the cost to 
produce one more unit” 
 
Looking at additional cost of change in units 
served within existing system 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Most fiscal analysis of unit costs measure the average cost, whereby the total expenditure is divided by the average daily population or other service unit.  Marginal costs for the system are estimated rather than average costs. Additional costs per person in the system tend to be incremental.  If you’re looking at the additional cost of an offender, you’re not looking at huge changes.  If you take, for example, the prison budget and divide by inmates, you’ll get all kinds of central admin functions, capital costs.  But those costs tend not to change.  The main costs that change are health care, food, bedding, and correctional officers if big enough change.  



Per Unit Costs: PRISON EXAMPLE 

 • When one inmate is added to a prison, certain 
variable costs increase immediately: food, 
laundry, medical.  Officers would not be 
added right away, but would be if 100 more 
inmates were committed 

• Appropriate because administration, capital 
investment, and most utilities are fixed costs 

• Estimated by change in total costs divided by 
change in average daily population 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Most fiscal analysis of unit costs measure the average cost, whereby the total expenditure is divided by the average daily population or other service unit.  Marginal costs for the system are estimated rather than average costs. Additional costs per person in the system tend to be incremental.  If you’re looking at the additional cost of an offender, you’re not looking at huge changes.  If you take, for example, the prison budget and divide by inmates, you’ll get all kinds of central admin functions, capital costs.  But those costs tend not to change.  The main costs that change are health care, food, bedding, and correctional officers if big enough change.  



 

Case Study:  
Marginal Cost of Adult 
Incarceration in Connecticut 



Adult Jail & State Prison, $20,447  

 • DOC quarterly expenditures and average daily 
population 2004-2011 per facility 

• Personal services, medical, gate money, and 
operating expenses (food, laundry, 
communications, fleet, utilities) 

• Used statistical analysis, controlling for 
institutional differences 

• Refined first estimates after discussion with 
DOC & OPM 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Revision – excluded closed facilities (Bergin, Gates, and Webster).Personal services excludes fringe – but could be added back in by adjusting personal costs by 35%.All annual values are normalized to 2011 dollars.Real escalation rate: -0.0194



Adult Jail & State Prison, $20,447  

  
• The Connecticut Dept. of Correction reports its 

average daily cost of incarceration per inmate, is 
approximately $95.16 per inmate, which is $34,733 
annually (~2011) 

• The Office of Legislative Research reported the 
average annual cost of incarceration per inmate is 
$44,165 in 2006 

• The Vera Institute reported the average annual cost 
per inmate to be $50,262 in 2012 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
http://www.ct.gov/doc/cwp/view.asp?a=1492&q=265472 Link to facility descriptions: http://www.ct.gov/doc/cwp/view.asp?a=1502&Q=265422&docNav=|OLR report used expenditure data from the Office of Fiscal AnalysisVera included expenditures in all areas of government that support the prison system (34% outside DOC budget).  Includes fringe, pension & liability, retiree liablity, statewide administrative costs.  Excludes capital costs.  

http://www.ct.gov/doc/cwp/view.asp?a=1492&q=265472
http://www.cga.ct.gov/2008/rpt/2008-R-0099.htm
http://www.vera.org/files/price-of-prisons-connecticut-fact-sheet.pdf


Capital Costs for Adult Jail & State Prison 

 • No new prison construction planned but capital 
expenditures continue for maintenance, repair, and 
upgrade for code compliance 

• Office of Fiscal Analysis examined bonds for capital 
expenses from FY 2003-2012 

• Mean allocation: $9 million ($452,000 principal + 
$237,000 interest over 20 years) 

• Provisional estimate: $423 annually per inmate 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Two prisons closed in 2011.  Last April Gov. Malloy showed interest in closing another in 2013 or 2014.The $43 needs to be multiplied by 10 to get the annual capital cost since in a given year one will be paying back an entire series of annual bonds.



 

Additional Per Unit Cost 
Estimates for Connecticut’s 
Criminal & Juvenile Justice 
System 



Other Justice System Marginal Costs 

 • Cost data narrowed to variable expenses, including 
personal services and operating expenses by quarter 
from 2005-2011 

• Provided by agency or Legislative Fiscal Analysis 

• Per-unit data included caseloads or average daily 
population by quarter from 2005-2011 

• Analysis used statistical techniques 

• Adjustments still needed for variation in costs by 
offense type 

Presenter
Presentation Notes




Annual Criminal Justice System Costs 

 
Criminal Justice System  Unit Cost Marginal or 

Average 
Data Source 

Police (per arrest) $ 815 Marginal Federal Justice Statistics 

Courts (per conviction) $ 7,553 Marginal Judicial Court Operations 

Adult Prison & Jail $ 20,447 Marginal Department of Correction 

Adult Probation $ 666 Marginal Judicial Branch, CSSD 

Adult Parole     $ 926 Marginal Department of Correction 

Juvenile Probation      $ 3,076 Average Judicial Branch, CSSD 

Juvenile Detention $ 231,981 Average Judicial Branch, CSSD 

Juvenile Training School $ 267,707 Marginal Department of Children & 
Families 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Police is based on ratio of marginal to average in WA state.  Ideally we would like to have different costs by offense type.Courts includes judicial and prosecution, excludes defense because of difficulty getting expenditure data.  Ideally we would like to have different costs by offense type.With Juvenile Probation & Detention there was no clear linear trend between population and expenditure variation; default to average unit cost. By way of comparison, the Campaign for Youth and Justice.org estimated that average daily youth commitment cost to be $377 or $137,605 annually. www.ctjja.org/resources/pdf/CTJJA-SafeAndSound This estimate could probably be refined with assistance from the DYS.   We feel it is too high to represent an incremental per unit cost.  A cost analysis with DYS may be warranted.Campaign for Youth Justice study (2010) estimated the average secure confinement cost about $744 per day.  The average Training School confinement to be $133,920 (6 months)



Victim Costs 

Murder Felony 
Sex 
Crimes 

Robbery Agg. 
Assault 

Felony 
Property 

Felony 
Drug & 
Misd. 

Tangible $   737,517 $     5,556 $     3,299 $     8,700 $    1,922 $ 0 

Intangible 8,442,000 198,212 4,976 13,435 0 0 

• Tangible costs include medical expenses, cash losses, property 
theft or damage, and lost earnings from injury 

• Intangible costs include pain and suffering from related injury and 
the value of a statistical life in the case of premature death 

Source: McCollister, French & Fang, “The Cost of Crime To Society,” 
Drug and Alcohol Dependence 108 (2010): 98-109. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Victim costs represent societal costs – the cost of crime to individual persons and society, not just taxpayers.McCollister, French & Fang (2010) use cost-of-illness and jury compensation methods to estimate both tangible and intangible costs of crime.  Tangible costs are estimated using the cost-of-illness approach that includes lost productivity for the perpetrator and short-term medical expenses, lost earnings, and property damage or loss for the victim.  Intangible costs are estimated using the jury compensation method that uses jury award data from personal injury trials to measure the equivalent dollar value of the pain and suffering and psychological distress suffered by the victim.  The intangible cost is the difference between the jury’s  total award and the direct economic loss to the victim.  Intangible costs include the medical expenses and lost earnings incurred by the victim as determined during the trial. Costs are mainly to the person victimized by offenderNone for drug offenses and most misdemeanors because they are generally considered “victimless” crimes



 

Connecticut Recidivism 
Cohorts and Resource Use 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As mentioned earlier, crime reduction is the major policy goal by which options are compared.  The model applies a major premise that interventions in a number of social policy areas affect the incidence of crime.  Evidence-based programs for prisoner re-entry, juvenile delinquency, substance abuse treatment, criminogenic behavior directly affect crime incidence in the model.  Additionally, early childhood education, public assistance, and mental health intervention programs have an indirect affect on crime incidence.  To compare the impact of these interventions, the costs of the criminal justice system must be determined for a number of sectors where resources are used.  Because the model is designed for state policy analysis, we rely mainly on the public sector costs of the criminal justice system.



Key Definitions 

• Cumulative Conviction Rate:  percentage of persons 
convicted during the seven years of follow-up  

– Model calculates the unit change in recidivism related 
to the effect size of each evidence-based program 

• Hazard Rate:  when convictions are likely to happen 
over the follow up period 

• Resource Use:  the probability of prison or community 
sanctions and length of sentence for each crime type of 
those convicted 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Emphasize that RECIDIVISM is measured by conviction after release from prison/institution or after placement in probation or parole, at any point in the seven years follow up.  NOT an arrest or return to DOC/DCYF; NOT measured at one fixed point in time only.Cumulative recidivism rate = baseline for comparing effects of programs.



Cohort Analysis 

• 20 Offender Populations derived from 2004 criminal and 
juvenile justice records 

– Prison:  13,649  

– Parole/Community Supervision:  3,982 

– Adult Probation:  28,505 

– Juvenile Probation:  3,135 

– Juvenile Confinement: 273 

• Populations disaggregated by Risk and Offense Type, 
where available 



Cohort Analysis 

• Offenders tracked for seven years (2004-2011) 

• All convictions over the seven year period were 
analyzed 

• First study of CT offender populations to track recidivism 
for seven years 

• Datasets may provide the foundation for future studies 



Contributing Agencies 

• Department of Correction 

• Department of Emergency Management and Public 
Protection 

• Department of Children and Families 

• Judicial Branch 



State Adult Recidivism At 5 Years Compared 

State Prison Probation Misdemeanors 
Included 

CT 69 % 56 % Yes 
A 62 % 56 % Yes 
B 59 % 59 % Yes 
C 59 % 53 % Yes 
D 51 % 32 % Some 
E 48 % 30 % Yes 
F 40 % 30 % No 

Source: The Pew-MacArthur Results First Initiative. 



 

Connecticut Criminal Justice 
Programs 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As mentioned earlier, crime reduction is the major policy goal by which options are compared.  The model applies a major premise that interventions in a number of social policy areas affect the incidence of crime.  Evidence-based programs for prisoner re-entry, juvenile delinquency, substance abuse treatment, criminogenic behavior directly affect crime incidence in the model.  Additionally, early childhood education, public assistance, and mental health intervention programs have an indirect affect on crime incidence.  To compare the impact of these interventions, the costs of the criminal justice system must be determined for a number of sectors where resources are used.  Because the model is designed for state policy analysis, we rely mainly on the public sector costs of the criminal justice system.



• Cognitive Behavioral Therapy 
• Correctional Education  
• Correction Industries 
• Domestic Violence Perpetrator 

Treatment Programs 
• Drug Courts 
• Drug Treatment in the 

community 
• Drug treatment in prison 
• Earned Early Release in 

Prison 

 
• Electronic monitoring 
• Employment training/job 

assistance 
• Intensive supervision 
• Mental Health Courts 
• Supervision with Risk Need 

and Responsivity Principles 
• Vocational Education in prison 
• Work Release 

Evidence-Based Programs in Connecticut: Adults 



Corrections Program Effects on Recidivism 

Program Crime 
Change 

Studies 

Cognitive Behavioral Therapy - 8.9 % 38 

Correctional Education - 16.6 % 11 

Correctional Industries - 5.5 % 9 
Domestic Violence Perpetrators (Duluth) 4.0 % 9 
Drug Treatment - 11.7 % 21 
Vocational Education - 15.9 % 3 
Work Release - 5.5 % 7 



Evidence-Based Programs Programs in Connecticut  with Sufficient Data 
(Agency) 

Cognitive Behavioral Therapy Alternative in the Community (CSSD) 
Start NOW (DMHAS) 
Tier Two (DOC) 

Correctional Education in Prison Unified School District #1 (DOC) 
Correctional Industries in Prison Correctional Enterprises in Connecticut (DOC) 
Domestic Violence Perpetrator 

Treatment Programs 
EVOLVE (CSSD) 
Explore (CSSD) 
Understanding Domestic Violence (DOC) 

Drug Treatment in the Community Adult Behavioral Health Services (CSSD) 
DUI Home Confinement Program (DOC) 

Drug Treatment in Prison Tier Four (DOC) 
Electronic Monitoring Electronic Monitoring (CSSD) 
Employment Training/Job Assistance 

in the Community 
Alternative in the Community (CSSD) 

Mental Health Courts Jail Diversion Program (DMHAS) 
Vocational Education in Prison USD#1 (DOC) 
Work Release Work Release/Halfway House Program (DOC) 

Evidence-Based Programs in Connecticut: Adults 



• Adolescent Diversion Project 
• Aggression Replacement Training (ART) 
• Coordination of Services 
• Drug Court 
• Family Integrated Transitions 
• Functional Family Therapy 
• Multisystemic Therapy 
• Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care 
• Scared Straight 
• Victim Offender Mediation 

Evidence-Based Programs in Connecticut: Juveniles 



Adult Probation Program Effects on Recidivism 

Program Crime 
Change 

Studies 

Cognitive Behavioral Therapy - 7.4 % 38 

Drug Treatment - 14.0 % 6 

Electronic Monitoring - 15.2 % 16 

Intensive Supervision (surveillance)  0.0 % 14 

Intensive Supervision (with treatment) - 12.2 % 17 

Risk Need Responsivity Principles - 17.7 % 6 



Evidence-Based Programs Programs in Connecticut  with Sufficient Data 
(Agency) 

Aggression Replacement Training Youth Equipped for Success (CSSD) 

Family Integrated Transitions Multi-Systemic Therapy – Family Integrated 
Transitions (DCF) 

Functional Family Therapy Youth Equipped for Success (CSSD) 
Functional Family Therapy (DCF) 

Multisystemic Therapy Multisystemic Therapy (CSSD) 
Multisystemic Therapy (DCF) 

Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care (CSSD) 
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care (DCF) 

Evidence-Based Programs in Connecticut: Juveniles 



Juvenile Program Effects on Recidivism 

Program Crime 
Change 

Studies 

PROBATION 
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care - 12.2 % 3 

Aggression Replacement Therapy - 17.0 % 4 

Functional Family Therapy - 18.2 % 8 
Multisystemic Therapy - 11.1 % 11 

INSTITUTIONAL 
Functional Family Therapy - 12.4 % 8 
Family Integrated Transitions - 7.8 % 1 
Aggression Replacement Training - 11.5 % 4 



Vocational Education in Prison 
Program characteristics: 
• Delivered in prison involve instruction for a specific trade, 

occupation, or vocation such as welding, auto repair, 
building maintenance, and graphic arts 

• Primary goal of the program is to help offenders develop 
marketable job skills upon release to the community 

• Certificates or college credit can be earned for some 
vocational programs.  

Model information: 
• Using national research on effectiveness 
• Cost per participate $2,385 (2011 dollars) [average] 
• Primary participants: Adult prison - general 



DRAFT Adult Program Benefit-Cost Analysis 
 (2011 dollars) 

Program Cost Total 
Benefits 

Taxpayer Non-
Taxpayer 

Net 
Benefits 

Benefit 
to Cost 
Ratio 

PROBATION 

Cognitive Behavioral Therapy 
(high risk) 

($512) $5,983 $3,497 $2,486 $5,471 $11.69 

Electronic Monitoring (high risk) ($826) $11,029 $6,439 $4,590 $10,203 $13.35 

Mentally Ill Jail Diversion ($1,151) $5,512 $4,324 $1,188 $4,361 $4.79 

PRISON 

Correctional Industries ($1,216) $4,422 $1,978 $2,444 $3,206 $3.64 

Domestic Violence Perpetrator 
Treatment (Duluth) 

($1,400) ($4,977) ($2,755) ($2,222) ($6,377) ($3.56) 

Education ($2,386) $13,831 $7,643 $6,188 $11,446 $5.80 

Vocational Education  ($2,385) $13,114 $7,247 $5,867 $10,729 $5.50 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The annual discount rate is 3.5%.These are point estimates, not using Monte Carlo trials with variance parameters.Full “Consumer Reports” list of programs should include all those available in the model with cost estimates where the program is not delivered in the state.  This would allow for a full comparison of all available “evidence-based” program options.



DRAFT Juvenile Program Benefit-Cost Analysis  
(2011 dollars) 

Program Cost Total 
Benefits 

Taxpayer Non-
Taxpayer 

Net 
Benefits 

Benefit 
to Cost 
Ratio 

Aggression Replacement 
Training (Probation High Risk) 

($2,858) $24,945 $11,827 $8,956 $22,087 $8.73 

Family Integrated Transitions 
(Training School) 

($8,903) $39,940 $12,374 $24,829 $31,037 $4.49 

Functional Family Therapy 
(Probation) 

($3,894) $32,846 $12,758 $15,301 $28,951 $8.43 

Multisystemic Therapy 
(Probation) 

($8,240) $16,412 $7,781 $5,891 $8,172 $1.99 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Detention and Training School cost values are Washington’s.  (However, using CT’s results in only slightly higher benefits).Excluded from the table are the benefits to the participants (earnings from High School graduation) and other indirect benefits (economic bump from higher earnings and participation in the workforce).The annual discount rate is 3.5%.These are point estimates, not using Monte Carlo trials with variance parameters.



Washington State’s  Long-term Success 

• 15+ years of using approach to help steer budget 
decisions 

• Have achieved better outcomes at lower costs 

LOWERED CRIME RATE and achieved   
$2.7 BILLION in higher long-term benefits 



Compare Costs and Benefits 

*Washington State 2012 dollars 

ADULT PROGRAMS COST LONG-TERM BENEFITS COST/BENEFIT RATIO 

Intensive supervision (only) $4,140 -$578 -$0.14   
Mental health court $2,935 $20,424 $6.96 
Community drug treatment $1,602 $17,711 $11.05 
Correctional education in prison $1,128  $21,426 $19.00  
Work release  $661 $7,117 $10.77  
Cognitive behavioral therapy   $412 $9,695 $23.55 
Community job training & aid   $135 $5,501 $40.76 

JUVENILE PROGRAMS 

Functional Family Therapy $3,262 $70,370 $21.57 
Aggression replacement training $1,508   $62,947   $41.75 
Coordination of services  $395   $5,501 $13.94 
Scared Straight   $65  -$4,949 -$76.35 



Juvenile Crime Reduction Benefits 
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In 2003, Washington begins  
“full fidelity” implementation 
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Source: Washington State Institute for Public Policy 
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