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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

began receiving referrals from Baltimore City Circuit and District Court drug treatment
court (DTC) programs in February 2006. As of September 2007, 131 drug court partic-
ipants had been referred and 124 had received services. These services include intake, case man-
agement, job readiness classes, job placement services, and transitional employment placements.

G oodwill Industries of the Chesapeake Employment Enhancement Program (GIC-EEP)

NPC Research was charged with assessing program outcomes and impacts by comparing drug
treatment court participants who received employment support through GIC-EEP with DTC par-
ticipants who did not receive this enhancement. NPC Research previously completed a process
evaluation for the GIC-EEP at Baltimore City Drug Treatment in December 2007 (Perkins &
Mackin, 2007) that can be found at

www.npcresearch.com/Files/Goodwill Employment Enhancement Adult Process 1207.pdf

NPC Research identified the Baltimore City Circuit and District Court drug treatment court par-
ticipants who entered the GIC-EEP between February 2006 and September 2007. As a compari-
son, a group of non-GIC-EEP individuals was identified from a list of all drug treatment court
participants from both the Circuit and District Courts who appeared to be eligible for referral to
employment programs based on their time and status in the drug court program but had not been
referred to the GIC-EEP. Data sources on criminal activity and employment status were utilized
to determine whether there was a difference in re-arrests, wage earnings, and other outcomes of
interest between the GIC-EEP and non-GIC-EEP groups.

The evaluation was designed to address the following research questions:

#1: What are the characteristics of people who are referred to the GIC-EEP, compared to
people who are not referred to the GIC-EEP?

Probation agents/officers tended to refer women more often than men, those with fewer prior ar-
rests overall and fewer prior drug arrests and District Court program participants (and thus those
with initial drug treatment court entry charges in the possession category rather than distribution
category). As expected, Probation Agent was significantly related to referral to the program, with
some agents referring significantly more often than others.

#2: What are the characteristics of GIC-EEP participants who were successful in obtaining
employment?

About two in five GIC-EEP participants (39%) obtained employment within the 9-month follow-
up time period. The effects of GIC-EEP services on employment were consistent among all partic-
ipants regardless of age, gender, ethnicity and prior criminal histories, indicating that services were
provided similarly to all groups. The level of GIC-EEP services received was significantly related
to obtaining employment. Drug treatment court participants who received an intake, job readiness
class and job placement at GIC were more likely to have obtained employment during the 9-month
follow-up time period than those who received only intake and job readiness and those who re-
ceived intake, job readiness, job placement and transitional employment. This finding was stronger
for the Circuit Court group, probably due to the larger numbers that were available for the study.

#3: Are Baltimore City drug treatment court participants who receive GIC-EEP services
more likely to a) obtain employment, b) remain employed for longer periods of time, and
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¢) earn higher wages than those Drug Treatment Court participants who did not receive
GIC-EEP services?

Drug Treatment Court participants who received GIC-EEP services were more likely than those
who do not receive GIC-EEP services to obtain employment during the outcome time period (9
months post-referral to GIC-EEP date)'. The groups were similar in earnings and their ability to
maintain employment during the follow-up time period. Circuit Court DTC participants were more
likely to obtain employment if they had received GIC-EEP services than those who did not.

#4: Do DTC GIC-EEP drug treatment court participants have a higher graduation rate
from the drug treatment court, compared to other non-GIC-EEP drug court participants?

Slightly more than half (58%) of the study participants had exited the programs at the time of the
study. Of this group, GIC-EEP participants were just as likely to graduate the DTC programs as
those not referred to GIC-EEP.

#5: Does participation in the GIC-EEP reduce the number of re-arrests for those individu-
als compared to non-GIC-EEP drug treatment court participants?

Most people in both groups did not have subsequent criminal justice events in the 9-month fol-
low-up time period. There were no significant differences between GIC-EEP and non-GIC-EEP
individuals in the proportion of people with (or number of) new criminal justice events.

#6: What are the investment costs for GIC EEP (based on total program costs overall and
per person for job readiness, case management, job placement services and transitional
employment services)?

Based on all participants that received any of the 4 main GIC-EEP transaction services from the
period from October 1, 2006, to September 30, 2007, a job readiness class was $932.04 per par-
ticipant, case management was $409.07 per participant, job placement services were $1,060.37
per participant, and transitional employment at GIC was $2,142.04 per participant. Total pro-
gram costs for all services during this year period were $169,782.45.

For an estimate of future GIC-EEP investment costs, multiply the cost per participant per trans-
action (below) by the estimated number of participants that will use each service, and sum the
results for the projected program cost.

Projected GIC-EEP Costs per Participant’

Projected Cost per
Transaction GIC-EEP Participant
Job Readiness Classes $317°
Case Management $409
Job Placement Services $1,060
Transitional Employment $2,142

1 Trend level of significance, p <.1
2 Average costs per participant have been rounded to the nearest whole dollar amount.

3 Because the Job Readiness Class instructor can serve up to 200 participants for the same cost, the yearly Job Readiness Class cost
of $63,378.64 was divided by 200 for a result of $316.89. This is the lowest possible cost per participant. If fewer than 200 partici-
pants are to be served, the number would be higher ($63,378.64 divided by that number). If more than 200 participants are to be
served, an additional Job Readiness Class instructor would need to be hired, changing the total yearly costs for this transaction.

I June 2008



Executive Summary

#7: What are the outcome costs for GIC EEP participants compared to DTC alone?

GIC-EEP participants had higher outcome costs than the non-GIC-EEP group ($13,033 vs.
$12,218), during the 9-month follow-up time period. However, GIC-EEP participants had higher
wages on average over the follow-up time period than the non-GIC-EEP participants ($3,463
versus $2,688). The higher income experienced by the GIC-EEP group, when compared to the
experience of the non-GIC-EEP group, can be seen as resulting in a benefit to both the GIC-EEP
participants and to taxpayers. Participants with higher income are less likely to be reliant on tax-
payers for public assistance (food stamps, welfare, housing, etc.) and are also likely to pay more
in taxes, which reduces the burden on all taxpayers.

Conclusions

Due to lower than anticipated numbers of referrals from Probation to Goodwill, and the timing of
when this study needed to be completed, the sample size for the GIC-EEP group in this study
was small. The low numbers required the evaluation team to use data from all participants, even
during the program’s early implementation. The small numbers may have prevented significant
findings from appearing, especially when looking at sub-groups of participants. In addition, data
for the full group of participants and the comparison group were not available or complete for
many of the research questions of interest, further reducing the opportunity to find significant
outcomes.

Based on available data, employment services did not appear to have an impact on increasing
graduation rates or reducing criminality. It should be noted that the outcome period (9 months)
was relatively short for an outcome cost analysis, so a future study with a longer outcome period
is recommended. Close to half of the GIC-EEP participants were still participating in DTC by the
end of the follow-up time period, and in other studies of drug courts, some recidivism results did
not appear until 24 months after program entry.

While the GIC-EEP employment services do have the benefit of assisting participants in finding
jobs and earning more income (even for an oftentimes difficult to employ population), other in-
terventions may be more appropriate for the purposes of lowering recidivism. Because of the low
rate of reoffending overall, and the lower rate of prior offending of the GIC-EEP group, it is
possible that the lack of findings in this area was also related to characteristics of the group of
people who probation agents selected for referral to GIC (as this selection process was not ran-
dom). However, it is also possible that other interventions may be more appropriate than em-
ployment services for the purposes of lowering recidivism.

While the effect of the GIC-EEP on criminal justice system outcome costs was not positive for
GIC-EEP participants by the 9-month follow-up time period, the effect on income was. It is
possible that the higher income for GIC-EEP participants also reduced participants’ use of public
assistance and other taxpayer-funded services, as well as contributed to increased taxes paid by
participants. These potential benefits are not taken into account in this analysis. The higher in-
come for GIC-EEP participants in subsequent quarters and years can be expected to continue to
accrue over time, further repaying the program investment costs and providing further savings in
opportunity resources to public agencies and to the participants themselves.






Background

BACKGROUND

The Drug Court Model

In the last 19 years, one of the most dramatic developments in the movement to reduce substance
abuse among the United States criminal justice population has been the spread of drug courts
across the country. The first drug court was implemented in Florida in 1989. As of December
2007, there were over 2,100 juvenile and adult drug courts, with drug courts operating or planned
in all 50 states (including Native American Tribal Courts), the District of Columbia, Northern
Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam (Bureau of Justice Assistance, 2008).

Drug courts are designed to guide offenders identified as drug-addicted into treatment that will
reduce drug dependence and improve the quality of life for offenders and their families. Benefits
to society take the form of reductions in crime committed by drug court participants, resulting in
reduced costs to taxpayers and increased public safety.

Drug courts have been shown to be effective in reducing recidivism (Government Accountability
Office, 2005) and in reducing taxpayer costs due to positive outcomes for drug court participants
(Carey & Finigan, 2004; Carey, Finigan, Waller, Lucas, & Crumpton, 2005). Some drug courts
have even been shown to cost less to operate than processing offenders through traditional “busi-
ness-as-usual” court processes (Carey & Finigan, 2004; Carey et al., 2005; Crumpton, Brekhus,
Weller, & Finigan, 2004).

In the typical drug court program, participants are closely supervised by a judge who is sup-
ported by a team of agency representatives who operate outside of their traditional roles. The
team typically includes a drug court coordinator, addiction treatment providers, prosecuting at-
torneys, defense attorneys, law enforcement officers, and parole and probation officers who work
together to provide needed services to drug court participants. Prosecuting attorneys and defense
attorneys hold their usual adversarial positions in abeyance to support the treatment and supervi-
sion needs of program participants. Drug court programs can be viewed as blending resources,
expertise, and interests of a variety of jurisdictions and agencies, including employment en-
hancement services.

Employment Enhancement Programs

The model of linking the resources of the criminal justice system and substance treatment pro-
grams has proven to be effective for increasing treatment participation and for decreasing crimi-
nal recidivism (Office of Justice Programs, 1997). The addition of a job readiness training pro-
gram, career training, employment placement, and full case management services seeks to fur-
ther support drug treatment court participants in breaking the cycle of addiction, as well as to
provide self-confidence, hope, financial stability, and self-sufficiency through employment (Be-
lenko, 1998). In this sense, employment becomes an integral component and outcome of drug
treatment court services, as noted elsewhere (Platt, 1995).

In order to better understand the costs and impacts of the Goodwill Industries of the Chesapeake
Employment Enhancement Program (GIC-EEP) on participants in a specific drug treatment
court, the results presented here include the outcomes of GIC-EEP participants as compared to a
sample of similar drug treatment court participants who did not receive GIC-EEP services. In
addition, the costs of the GIC-EEP in the Baltimore City Adult Drug Treatment Court are pre-
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sented in order to better estimate the costs and cost savings associated with this employment en-
hancement program.

Baltimore City

Baltimore City is located in the north central region of Maryland on the Chesapeake Bay and is
the largest city in Maryland. While it experienced tremendous growth through the early 1900s,
the city’s population has slowly decreased since the 1960s. The U. S. Census Bureau estimated
that the city’s population was around 630,000 as of July 2006, while the greater metropolitan
area was estimated at over 2 million.

The city continues to have a higher crime rate than the national average, in addition to having a
high rate of drug-related arrests. According to the University of Maryland’s Center for Substance
Abuse Research, over 27% of all adult arrests in 2005 were drug-related.'’ At the same time,
Baltimore City continues to have a higher unemployment rate than the national average. While
the national unemployment rate has hovered at or below 5% since 2005, the unemployment rate
for Baltimore City during the same time period has fluctuated between 6% and 7%."*

Process Description: Goodwill Industries of the Chesapeake
Employment Enhancement Program at Baltimore City Drug
Treatment Court

NPC Research completed a process evaluation of the Goodwill Employment Enhancement Pro-
gram at Baltimore City Adult Drug Treatment Court in December 2007. Please refer to the report
from this evaluation for a detailed description of the Goodwill Employment Enhancement pro-
gram and Drug Treatment Court process. This report is available at www.npcresearch.com.

GIC-EEP began receiving referrals from Baltimore City Circuit and District Court drug treat-
ment court programs in February 2006. As of September 2007, 131 drug court participants had
been referred and 124 had received services. These services include intake, case management,
job readiness classes, job placement services, and transitional employment placements.

Intake appointments are scheduled each Friday and last about 20 minutes to an hour, depending
on the client. The client is registered into the GIC ETO database and the DPP agent is informed
that the client showed up, voluntarily enrolled in the GIC-EEP, and plans to return the following
Monday for job readiness class. Participants undergo a preliminary screening, which includes
asking prospective clients why they have come to GIC-EEP, what their interests are, what types
of services they are looking for, what types of career they may be interested in, as well as any
life goals.

Job readiness classes may last up to 4 weeks or longer, depending on the participant’s needs.
These classes are a combination of job readiness and life skills training. This involves résumé
writing, interviewing, mock interviews, appropriate dress, decision-making, problem solving on
the job, communications, positive attitudes, attitude adjustment, and anger management.

Case management typically begins during the second week of job readiness classes. Case man-
agers meet with drug treatment court participants as needed to develop an individual service

" Retrieved April 21, 2008, from, http://www.cesar.umd.edu/cesar/county/balt_city/UCR_Balt_City Numbers.pdf
12 Retrieved April 21, 2008, from, http://www.dllr.state.md.us/lmi/laus/lausexcel
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Background

plan, focusing on any remaining barriers to employment, such as education, substance abuse,
mental health issues, housing and homelessness, child support, dental care, and obtaining clothes
for interviews and work. Case management is included with all other services and is not recorded
as a separate service in the GIC-EEP services data.

When the job readiness counselor feels that a client is ready for job placement, the case manager
is called in to decide which type of employment is most appropriate. Typically a job placement
coordinator comes into the job readiness class to introduce the job placement component of the
program. This usually takes place in the fourth week of the job readiness class.

Job placement services assist the client with obtaining one of three types of employment: tempo-
rary, competitive, or transitional. Temporary employment is offered through Goodwill Staffing
Services, which coordinates temporary employment placements with outside employers. Com-
petitive employment is with an employer outside of Goodwill, based on individual connections
either with GIC-EEP staff or participants. Transitional employment is offered through the GIC-
EEP state office.

In addition to being an employment placement, transitional employment is also considered
another level of GIC-EEP services. A transitional placement provides work for participants at
Goodwill, which can sometimes lead to a longer-term placement in the case of several GIC-EEP
participants.






Methodology

METHODOLOGY

mental context of the program. This assessment includes the organizational structure of

the program itself, the organization of the agencies that interact through program, and
the organization of the county. For the Goodwill Industries of the Chesapeake Employment En-
hancement Program (GIC-EEP) at Baltimore City Drug Treatment Court, this information was
collected through a process evaluation that included site visits, phone calls and interviews with
people at the agencies involved, and documents shared during site visits. The process evaluation
was completed in December 2007 (Perkins & Mackin, 2007), and is available at
www.npcresearch.com/Files/Goodwill Employment Enhancement Adult Process 1207.pdf

P I PC Research begins a program evaluation by gaining an understanding of the environ-

Research Strategy

This study was scheduled for completion in June 2008. NPC Research identified the Baltimore
City Circuit and District Court drug treatment court participants who entered the GIC-EEP be-
tween February 2006 and September 2007. This time frame allowed for the availability of at
least 9 months outcomes data for all program participants. As a contrast, a group of non-GIC-
EEP individuals was identified from a list of all drug treatment court participants from both the
Circuit and District Courts who were eligible for referral to employment programs based on their
time and status in the drug court program but who were not referred to the GIC-EEP. These indi-
viduals participated in drug treatment court but did not receive GIC-EEP services for a variety of
reasons, e.g., were not referred, were not interested, or did not show up for an intake appointment
to enter the program. This group of individuals was selected using stratified random sampling to
ensure representation from all possible referring probation officers.

All groups were examined through existing administrative databases from the date of referral to
the GIC-EEP or estimated potential date of referral (Step III start date) for the non-GIC-EEP

group.
The evaluation team utilized data sources on criminal activity and employment status, which are
described below, to describe how the groups differ and to determine whether there was a differ-

ence in referral to GIC-EEP, re-arrests, wage earnings, and other outcomes of interest between
the GIC-EEP and non-GIC-EEP groups.

Study Questions

The evaluation was designed to address the following study questions:

1. What are the characteristics of people who are referred to the GIC-EEP, compared to
people who are not referred to the GIC-EEP?

2. What are the characteristics of GIC-EEP participants who were successful in obtaining
employment?

3. Are Baltimore City drug treatment court participants who receive the GIC-EEP more
likely to a) obtain employment, b) remain employed for longer periods of time, and c)
earn higher wages than those drug treatment court participants who did not receive the
GIC program?

4. Do GIC-EEP participants have a higher graduation rate from the drug treatment court,
compared to other non-GIC-EEP?
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5. Does participation in the GIC-EEP reduce the number of re-arrests for those individuals
compared to non-GIC-EEP drug treatment court participants?

6. What are the investment costs for the GIC-EEP?

7. What are the outcome costs for GIC-EEP participants compared to non-GIC-EEP drug
treatment court participants?

Data Collection and Sources

ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

The majority of the data necessary for the outcome evaluation were gathered from the adminis-
trative databases described below and in Table 1. Data were collected from the following
sources:

BALTIMORE CITY DEPARTMENT OF PAROLE AND PROBATION DRUG TREATMENT COURT
PARTICIPANT FILES

The Baltimore City Drug Treatment Court program data were collected from Baltimore City De-
partment of Parole and Probation (DPP) participant files. NPC Research attempted to collect in-
formation on all participants on their DTC program participation and drugs of choice. These data
were used to identify a possible referral date to GIC-EEP and subsequently select the non-GIC
EEP group. Later, these data were included in the process of analyzing predictors of GIC-EEP
success.

GOODWILL INDUSTRIES OF THE CHESAPEAKE

The Goodwill Industries of the Chesapeake provided program data for their drug court partici-
pants from their Efforts To Outcomes data system (ETO), including services received and em-
ployment placement information. Labor transaction records were also provided that included the
hours worked per week in transitional employment placements with GIC-EEP. These data pro-
vided information to determine costs of GIC-EEP services and level of services received by the
GIC-EEP group.

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY AND CORRECTIONAL SERVICES

The Maryland Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) provided data
from th