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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

. Introduction

King County Council adopted the Adult Justice Ofiereal Master Plan (the Plan) in November 2002 clvhi
paved the way for the Criminal Justice Initiati@]{). The Plan recommended that a portion of ¥peeted
savings from the closure of the North Rehabilitati@cility and Cedar Hills Addiction Treatment fégibe
used for alternatives to 24-hour secure detentiding County correctional facilities. The primary
objectives of developing jail alternatives weredduce both the jail population and recidivismpakticular
emphasis was placed on developing services fortesnaho are high users of the jail and/or individweho
have substance use disorders and mental ilinesseane not otherwise eligible for service enrollmen are
applying for publicly-funded benefits and services.

The Department of Community and Human Servicemieid a cross-departmental CJl planning group in
March, 2003 to determine which programs would bestigped and delivered. The group was supportesl by
National Institute of Corrections Technical Assista Grant. With the assistance of consulting itatdrs

and a review of relevant literature, the grouplsgtbn developing ten CJl programs — five servicgmms

to provide housing, mental health and chemical ddgecy treatment services, and five process
improvements to train stakeholders and assist iesrtatconnect to treatment services and publiaigidual
benefits. Specifically, the CJI planning groupedatined that the following programs would be depelh

Service Programs

« Co-occurring disorder (COD) integrated treatment

* Housing vouchers

* Mental health treatment vouchers

« Methadone vouchers

* Intensive outpatient (IOP) chemical dependencytineat at the Community Center for Alternative
Programs (CCAP)

Process Improvements

e Criminal justice (CJ) liaisons

« Alcoholism and Drug Addiction Treatment and Suppgt (ADATSA) application worker
e Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS])ieaimon worker

» Cross-system training

« Enhanced screening and assessment in jail

Pur pose of thisreport

This report summarizes the first year outcomeshferthird year cohort of participants in the CJhird year
outcomes for the COD, Housing Voucher and CCAP $&fice programs are included. The mental health
and methadone voucher programs did not have aytbadof operation. The evaluation report inclujdés
and clinical outcomes and length of treatment.

This report also includes characteristics of pessmrved and treatment linkages for the third péar

operation of the CJI process improvements includddiaisons and characteristics of persons seaudd
success in obtaining benefits for the third yeahefADATSA and DSHS benefit application workers.
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CJI Summary and Comparisons acr oss CJl Service Programs

A total of 463 people were served under the Cdliseprograms during their third year. During thied
year, the methadone and mental health vouchergragwere no longer operating, while two new COD
programs accepted participants from non-speciaitytaeferrals from the King County jail and muipiai
jails. The number of participants served withia ipecialty-court COD program, Housing Voucher oy
and CCAP IOP were similar to the second year ofxble During the third year, the CJI served a &igh
proportion of women and a similar proportion ofréthminority individuals compared to the overall ja
population. Nearly all had a chemical dependemoplpm at admission and about half had a mentedsH.
About 2/3 were homeless and few were employed.

The number of jail bookings for participants durthe third year of the CJl was significantly reddif®m

an average of 2.6 during the pre-program years tvarage of 2.0 during the year following progrmtry.
The specialty court-referred and King County jaiflerred COD programs and the Housing Voucher progra
showed significant reductions in bookings. Jaildsignificantly increased for the CJI participainidicating
increased lengths of incarceration per booking.

Although jail bookings were reduced, recidivism lggis showed that 72% of third-year CJI particigant
were re-incarcerated within one year of programyenthis recidivism rate was similar to the 69% King
county jail recidivism rate for those with mentaiéss, and just above the range of 24-56% for-poseking
jail diversion program elsewhere in the countryatrime types, property crimes were reducechtiost.

Clinical outcomes for CJI participants during th&d year showed that nearly half (41%) of the CJI
participants had positive treatment dispositioffhe strongest clinical outcomes were shown fer th
specialty court-referred and King County jail-reést COD programs. The housing voucher and CCAP I0OP
programs focused respectively on improving houstagility and reducing substance use and each showe
moderate success. These findings are very simitlose found for first and second year parsinip.

CJI Service Program Highlights
Co-Occurring Disorder (COD) integrated treatment

During the third year of operation 70 people erddhe specialty-court referred COD program, comiplarto
the 85 and 79 who entered during the prior two ie@uring the first year of the jail-referred pram, 66
people entered from the King County jail, while&8ered from municipal jails.

Jail bookings were reduced at a trend level fadthiear specialty-court participants from an averaf3.0
during the pre-program year to an average of 2tihguhe year following entry into the program.il Ja
bookings were also significantly reduced for Kingu@ty jail-referred participants from an averag@.@to
an average of 2.6, while bookings were unchangethtmicipal jail participants. Jail days were istidally
unchanged for the specialty-court third year pgudiots and the King County jail-referred particifsrbut
increased significantly for municipal jail partiaipts. About three-quarter (77%) of third year gdgccourt-
referred participants were re-incarcerated withig gear of program admission (improved from thet faind
second years), comparable to the 74% for King Gojailtparticipants and 78% for municipal jail
participants. Felonies as a proportion of all bogk fell significantly for the second straight yéar the
specialty-court referred participants, but notdiher jail-referred program.

Overall, the specialty-court COD program jail outws for third-year participants largely reboundethbse
found during the first year of program operation #&me clinical outcomes (reduced substance usenamdal
health symptoms and improved community functioncm)tinue to be strong. Jail and clinical outceme
were also positive for the King County jail-refadr€ OD program participants. Jail outcomes were not
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positive for the municipal jail-referred particigarand clinical outcomes were mixed, possibly duthé
small sample size.

Housing voucher

During the third year of operation, there were Uidduplicated people (166 admissions) who entered th
housing voucher program, somewhat fewer than theiquis two years. As is shown in figures 1 and 2
above, the number of jail bookings for third-yeartjgzipants was significantly reduced from an ageraf
2.8 during the pre-program year to an average®flaring the year following entry into the prograsill
three years showed significant reductions in jadlings. Jail days were statistically unchangedHivd-
year participants, as was the case for first-yeatigipants; however jail days declined signifidgrior the
second-year participants. About 2/3 (68%) of tyiedr participants were re-incarcerated within pear of
program entry, similar to the 64% during the secgear but lower than the 76% during the first year.
Felonies as a proportion of all bookings were redusignificantly for third-year participants as vedso
shown for second-year participants, but not fatfirear participants. During the third year, 2806 o
participants obtained permanent housing which weasparable to the rate during the first year (28%g a
lower than the rate during the second year (38Phpse who stayed in services longer were moreyliteel
obtain permanent housing.

CCAPIOP

During the third year of operation, there were Uiduplicated people who entered the CCAP IOP, which
represented an increase over both prior years.nititvder of jail bookings for third-year participantas
unchanged with an average of 1.7 during the pregraro year to an average of 1.6 during the yeaovigig
entry into the program. This represented a chémge prior years in which jail bookings were sigo#ntly
reduced. Participants in all three program yeaceesed jail days, indicating a substantial irexén length
of stay. Recidivism analysis shows that 72% ofttfiel year participants were re-incarcerated witbie-
year of program entry, a rate that has risen dlighter the three program years. About a thirthef
participants during the third year completed treathat CCAP or were transferred elsewhere to cample
treatment. Few showed reductions in substance @sanges in participant characteristics over tiheet
years (e.g., increased homelessness and co-ogeurantal illnesses) may have affected the progesults
and make it difficult to draw conclusions regardimr-to-year comparisons.

. CJI Process | mprovement Highlights

Criminal justice (CJ) liaisons

During the third year of the program the CJ liasearved a total of 1270 referrals (518 KCCF, 33@,R899
CCAP), somewhat lower than the peak of 1778 refedaring the second year and similar to the 1347
referred during the first year. One explanatiantfie decrease in referrals processed is thatglthigthird
year, the CJ liaison's work began to include agsgasmates for eligibility to the jail-referredgn-specialty
court) COD program described above. These refetalie more time to process, resulting in les$ staé

for other types of referrals. Most clients serbgdhe jail-based CJ liaisons received a refeaal benefit
application worker (DSHS, ADATSA or the Justice Baxe Center). Referrals to mental health agencies
were also common, particularly from the CCAP liaiso

Alcoholism and Drug Addiction Treatment and Support Act (ADAT SA) application workers

During the third year, 319 individuals received/DATSA screening representing a substantial in@eas
over the 251 screened during the second year ahdctdened during the first year. Of those whopmetad
an ADATSA screening, over 80% obtained ADATSA bésef
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Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) application workers

During the third year 1828 referrals were madé&oD@SHS application workers representing a subatant
increase over the 1562 during the second year 258 during the first year. During the third ye#4% of
referrals completed a DSHS application which is asubstantial increase over previous years. these
who completed an application, nearly 2/3 of thobe applied for Medicaid and cash assistance regdeive
them. The rate was similar for receiving ADAT Sénlefits during the first two years of the progrém, fell
during the third year. One contributor to thisussvas initiating access to the COD program faerrafs
from non-specialty courts (i.e., courts other tHamg and mental health courts) at the end of 2@D5.
liaisons (who refer to the ADATSA workers) priozigd this population and these individuals are yikel
have applied for ADATSA then been found eligible @OD (including GAU/GAX due to a co-occurring
mental illness) which would mean that their ADAT8pplication would be denied. Nearly all of thegw
applied for food stamps received them in all progseears.

V. Recommendationsand Actions Taken

Below are recommendations based on the data intinddis report and selected issues raised i prio
reports where noted.

1. During the first and third years of the spegiatvurt referred COD integrated treatment prograanticipants
demonstrated significant reductions in jail bookinigut not during the second year. During alléhrears
participants showed positive clinical outcomes light of inconsistent jail outcomes, MHCADSD will
restructure approximately half of the funding foistprogram to use a different model that focusesem
specifically on forensic issues and obtaining hogi$or participants who are homeless. This restired
program could provide a convenient natural compargroup to test the relative effectiveness ofttle
models, if participants are selected into the nesgram in a comparable fashion to selection forattiginal
program.

The COD program was extended at the end of 208&¢orals from non-specialty court inmates via Klieg
County jail and municipal jails. First-year jaihd clinical outcomes were positive for the Kinguty jail-
referred COD program but less so for the munigaibkeferred program. It is possible that the kera
outcomes for the municipal jail COD program were tluthe small sample size or unmeasured diffeseimce
the populations served. As such, this programlghmeire-evaluated at the end of its second yeanpming
results from both years if there is insufficientngde size to analyze them separately.

2. The housing voucher progrdms shown significant reductions in jail bookimlysing all three years of the
program, and during the second year jail days wks@ significantly reduced. However, as about bathe
participants drop out of the program in less tham&ys and less than 30% obtained permanent housing
during the first and third years of the program%@a8uring the second year), there is a continued teee
focus on participant retention and ways to increéhsesupply of safe, appropriate and well-maintaine
housing for CJI participants. MHCADSD is engageangoing discussions with funders to provide
dedicated permanent supportive housing voucherhifpopulation in order to address the partidipan
retention problem.

3. The_CCAP IOP prograntid not show significant reductions in jail boofginduring the third year; however
reductions had been shown during the prior twos/edail days were not reduced during any of tleesye
The moderate falloff in jail outcomes during thedhyear could be due both changes in the sevefitlye
client population (e.g., homelessness, COD, etcwWell as significant staff turnover, as discusaledve.
Staffing problems were also exacerbated by lackfofl-time on-site program supervisor, which wdsed
starting at the beginning of the fourth programry@goril 2007), when a new provider agency was taxted
with to provide services. MHCADSD staff is monitay jail and clinical outcomes for clients servedthe

Criminal Justice Initiative One-Year Outcomes fnirl Year Participants Page iv of viii



new provider agency and are exploring ideas abowttb address the substantial proportion of CCA&htd
needing substance abuse treatment who also haveccoring mental illnesses.

4. The CJ liaisonand ADATSA and DSHS application workersllectively served 3,417 people during the
third year; about the same as during the secondayehabout one-third more than during the firgtrye
Individuals served were referred to essential benahd community-based treatment and other sexvice
During the third year of these programs we didh@ote the ability to determine whether referralstipalarly
from the CJ liaisons, resulted in actual linkagé&réatment and services. Midway through 2007nteyecase
managers were hired to help assure that indiviche#dsred by the CJ liaisons are successfully lintoe
services. Re-entry case managers meet with inmatasto release to enhance pre-release engagement
Very recently, this program has been extendedfesrads from Jail Health Services. Data from trisgram
should be available within a year.
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SECTION |
INTRODUCTION

King County adopted the Adult Justice Operationakhr Plan (the Plan) in November 2002 which paled
way for the current Criminal Justice Initiative (EJThe Plan recommended that a portion of thesetqal
savings from closure of the North Rehabilitatioify and Cedar Hills Addiction Treatment facilibe used for
alternatives to secure detention in King Countyextional facilities. The primary objectives fhetuse of these
funds were to reduce the jail population and redacalivism. The Plan stressed that secure detestiould be
reserved for those who are a public safety or fliggk or who have failed in community alternatitesecure
detention. A particular emphasis was placed orldging alternatives to secure detention and sesvior
inmates who are high users of the jail and/or iidials who have substance use disorders and nikmgskes
and are not otherwise eligible for service enrolitnelail alternatives developed through the Cleviletended to
preserve public safety, provide an appropriatellef/sanctioning for criminal offenses, be coskeffve and
acceptable to the courts, reduce risk of re-offemgkactual recidivism, and not lead to net-widgrire.,
providing alternatives to people who otherwise wiaubt have been incarcerated).

The rationale for focusing on individuals with st&rge use and mental illnesses stems from their
disproportionately high jail usage. For examphapag those with drug or alcohol-related chargasaites with
co-occurring psychiatric disorders (COD) have nedduble the average length of stay in King Coyaitig.
Further, people with CODs represent 60% of Distilental Health Court (DMHC) cases and 41% of Drug
Diversion Court cases. About one-third of spegidiug and mental health court clients are alsodiess.
Among those with ten or more jail bookings in arye#l were homeless. A presumption of the CJhpiag
process was that at least a subset of these indigidould be safely and more appropriately sewidd
community-based interventions.

CJI Planning

The Department of Community and Human Servicemiaidl a cross-departmental CJl planning group inckla
2003 to determine which programs would be devel@petidelivered. The group was supported by a Natio
Institute of Corrections Technical Assistance Grant

The group consisted of representatives from thatytsumental health and chemical dependency service
administration (MHCADSD), jail and corrections leaship, Jail Health Services, and specialty cowt¥ith the
assistance of consulting facilitators, the groupewed relevant research and best practice infoomaincluding
information from model programs in Multnomah CouimtyOregon and Broward County in Florida. Findings
from these reviews are briefly summarized in adogodel presented in Appendix A. In addition, ¢gneup
discussed gaps in the current service system. disgsission revealed weak coordination betweespkeialty
courts and their respective treatment systems, lonfjureaucratic systems for inmates to obtairtlements
and treatment, inmate homelessness following relfram jail, limited case management for individuedleased
pre-trial, little expertise in the provision of deince-based care for this population, and littierdimation of
community care for people released from jail.

Based on information reviewed, the group reachedeasus to develop ten CJI programs -- five chentice
programs to provide housing, mental health and @srdependency services, and five process imprewesrto
train stakeholders and assist inmates to connematment services and publicly-funded benef{slecision
was made that overall program management woulddeded by (MHCADSD). Specifically, the group
decided that the following five client service pragns and five process improvements would be deeeltop
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Service programs

« Co-occurring disorder (COD) integrated treatment

* Housing vouchers

* Mental health treatment vouchers

« Methadone vouchers

* Intensive outpatient (IOP) chemical dependencytineat at the Community Center for Alternative
Programs (CCAP)

Process improvements

e Criminal justice (CJ) liaisons

« Alcoholism and Drug Addiction Treatment and Suppgt (ADATSA) application worker
e Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS])ieaimon worker

* Cross-system training

« Enhanced screening and assessment in jail

Program Evaluation Questions, Design and M ethods
The CJI evaluation included an outcome evaluatimhpocess evaluation.
Outcome evaluation
CJl outcome evaluation questions were developeeldbais stakeholder interviews. The table below show
outcome evaluation questions for each of the fisegervice programs. Data regarding items markiddav

were collected exclusively for the first year oft@pants and were reported in earlier reporty.onl

Table 1. Outcome evaluation questions by CJI seprogram

Outcome evaluation questions COD | Mental Methadone | Housing | CCAP IOP
Health Vouchers Vouchers| Chemical Dependency
Vouchers treatment

1. Reduced jail bookings and jail days X X X X X

2. Conviction$ X X X X X

3. Reduced substance use X X

4. Reduced mental health symptoms K X

5. Increased housing stability X X

6. Improved community functioning X X X

7. Disposition at service completion X X X X X

*8. Participant-reported impacts X X X X X

*9. Reduced jail ave. daily pop. (ADR)

TAnalysis of convictions was dropped from the evétiraas jail bookings were determined to be momional and relevant

The outcome evaluation employed a pre-post conpagsoup design. Pre-program measures were cothpare
with measures taken at the end of the program heregfod or at program discharge. Comparison gsoaf
similar individuals for first year analyses wereided for the historical period before the CJI paogs were
implemented and for the period concurrent with @dgram implementation.
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Pr ocess evaluation

CJI process evaluation questions were derived frmsame stakeholder interviews as was used fautoeme
evaluation questions. The table below shows etialuguestions related to CJI service program [s8ee as
well the five CJI process improvements. Data reiggridems marked with a * were collected excluspfelr the
first year of participants and were reported idieareports only.

Table 2. Process evaluation questions
CJI Service Programs
*1. What proportion of individuals offered CJI grams engage in treatment?
*2. What is the volume of services used by pastiots?
3. How long do participants stay in treatment?
*4, Are services satisfactory to participants?
*5. Are treatment programs using evidence-basadtioes?
*6. Are programs satisfactory to stakeholders
CJ Liaisons/Linkage improvements
1. Are CJ liaisons integrated?
*2. Are linkages to treatment consistently made?
3. Has the number of linkages to treatment irsgda
Cross-system training
*1. Has training reached all relevant groups?
*2. Have training participants gained knowledgeareling treatment and CJ systems?
ADATSA and DSHS application workers
1. Are more ADATSA and DSHS applications complqtegetrelease?
Enhanced screening and assessmentin jail
*1. Is assessment process sound and feasible?
*2. Is assessment process identifying all MH/GBes for the courts?
*3. Are referrals of MH/CD cases to specialtygland MH courts increasing?

*4. Are the courts provided sufficient informatice: MH/CD to determine a disposition
"Not evaluated for the housing voucher program
'Responsibility for evaluating the in-jail assesstneas moved to the Community Corrections Division

Process evaluation questions were examined latgitg a post-only design without comparison groups.
Data collection strategies

A large number of data collection strategies wesediin the CJI evaluation. Participant and stéthone
interviews and stakeholder surveys for the firgtryaf participants were developed. Participargriviews were
conducted as close to participants' program digehpoint as was feasible. Staff interviews anleftalder
surveys were conducted when a given program haal dqgerational for six months.

Data from the MHCADSD information system (IS), b8HS TARGET data system for chemical dependency
treatment, and the King County jail system alsaluseo supplement electronic records, outcomeunstnts
were developed for the mental health voucher progthe COD treatment program, and the methadonehesu
program. Data collection spreadsheet templatesléatronic submission were also designed for thesimg
voucher program, CJ liaisons, and the DSHS and ABA&pplication workers.

Additional information regarding the evaluation ides data collection, and instruments is availalgen request.
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Pur pose of report

This report summarizes the first year outcomesherthird year cohort of participants in the CThird year
outcomes for the COD, Housing Voucher and CCAP $&®ice programs are included. The mental health a
methadone voucher programs did not have a thirdgfeaperation. The evaluation report includekgaid
clinical outcomes and length of treatment.

This report also includes characteristics of pessmrved and treatment linkages for the third gpéaperation of

the CJI process improvements including CJ liaisords characteristics of persons served and suategddining
benefits for the third year of the ADATSA and DShkhefit application workers.
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SECTION I
CJI SUMMARY AND COMPARISONSACROSS CJl SERVICE PROGRAMS

This chapter summarizes participant characteristicsjail and clinical outcomes for the third yeaparticipants
across the five CJI client service programs.

A. Characteristics of persons served

Participant characteristics during the third yefathe CJI service programs are summarized beldwotal of
463 individuals entered CJI service programs duttiregy third year, about the same as the 457 satuddg
the second year and substantially fewer than tBesé6sed during the first year. As noted elsewhdueng
the third year, the mental health and methadoneharprograms were no longer in operation, andC®
program was expanded to develop programs for nenialpy court-referred individuals from the King
County jail and municipal jails. As such, figurgown are for the first year of these new COD mDty.
The number of individuals served within the speagtaburt referred COD program and Housing Voucher
program were similar to the numbers served dur@agisd year, while there was a modest increasesin th
number of CCAP IOP participants.

Data from 2007 showed that the daily populatiotheKing County jail included 13% women and 46%
ethnic minorities. Therefore, during their thirelay the CJI served a higher proportion of womenaand
similar proportion of ethnic minority individual®mpared to the overall jail population. The spkygicourt
COD program served a somewhat higher proportiomoshen and minorities than other CJI programs.
Nearly all CJI participants had a chemical depeoggmoblem and about 2/3 were homeless.

Table 3. CJl year 3 participant characteristics

Characteristic COD COD KC| COD muni Housing| CCAP IOP] Total CJI
specialty jail* jail* voucher
court
N=70 N=66 N=23 N=147 N=157 N=463
Gender- #/% female 31 (44%)| 22 (33%) 6 (26%) 37 (25%)| 37 (24%j | 133 (29%)
Ethnicity

Caucasian 32 (46%)| 38 (58%)| 16 (70%) 90 (61%) 92 (60%)] 268 (58%)
African-American 32 (46%)| 21 (32%) 6 (26%) 52 (35%) 34 (22%)] 145 (31%)
Native American 1 (1%) 3 (5%) 1 (4%) 1 (1%) 3 (2%) 9 (2%)
Asian-Pac Islander 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 3 (2%) 8 (5%) 12 (3%)
Mixed or "other" 5 (7%) 3 (5%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 16 (10%) 25 (5%)
Hispanic (duplicated 5 (7%) 3 (5%) 1 (4%) Not avalil. 7 (5%) 16 (5%
Age Ave.=37.4| Ave.=37.3| Ave.=37.1] Ave.=37.1] Ave.=35.6] Ave.=36.7
SD=9.1 SD=9.6| SD=10.3 SD=9.8 SD=10.4 SD=9.9
Mental illness at 70 (100%) | 66 (100%) | 23 (100%)j | 47 (32%} Not avail.| 206 (67%}

admission
Chemical dependency g 70 (100%]j | 66 (100%]) | 23 (100%]) | 100 (68%] | 157 (100%) | 416 (90%)

admission

Homeless at admission| 40 (57%)| 56 (85%)| 12 (52%)| 147 (100%) 44 (30%)] 299 (65%)
Employed at admission 7 (10%) 3 (5%) 1 (4%) Not avail. 17 (11%) 28 (9%

"Data presented is for the first year of the CODj&iCand muni jail programs

Characteristic is an eligibility requirement foethrogram

%% taken out of n=316 as housing voucher data wasailable

®Based on 306 individuals from all CJI programs ex&@CAP IOP

4Underestimates prevalence: based on referring oolytmental health court=mental illness; drug rtechemical dependency
*Four people were not matched to state TARGET data@are missing from analyses - % are taken i6&n
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B. Outcomefindings
1. Jail outcomes

Below are shown changes in jail bookings, days,tarukings per days at-risk across the CJI programs.
The "pre" period is defined as the 365 days poart index booking. "Index bookings" are bookingih
release dates within 45 days of program starteXrmbokings are omitted from analyses to not l@aslts in
favor of reductions in jail utilization. For indduals without an index booking, "pre" bookings bomkings
within 365 days prior to program start. The "pgsdtiod is a booking that occurs within the 365day
following program admission.

The figure below shows that participants duringtttied year of CJI programs overall demonstrated a
significant reduction in jail bookings from an aage of 2.6 bookings during the pre-program yeanto
average of 2.0 during the year following prograrmesion. The programs with the strongest perforreanc
were the housing voucher, COD specialty court a@&ing County jail-referred programs. The Housing
Voucher program has shown significant reductionsookings during all three years, while the COD
specialty court program has shown a reductionérfitist and third years. The CCAP IOP showed a
significant reduction during its first two yearsitimot during this most recent year.

Figure 1. Change in jail bookings

Average jail bookings for third year of programs

4 ——e— COD specialty court (n=70)1
35 —=&—— CODKC jail (n=66)*
3 A —A—— COD muni jail (n=23)
25 - - -X- - - Housing voucher (n=147)*
2 —%— CCAPIOP (n=157)
15 *— —x —e— All programs (n=463)*
1 4
0.5
0

pre post

*statistically significant at p<.05 based on WilooxSigned ranks test (non-parametric)
Isignificant at trend level p=.07

Shown below, the CJI as a whole showed a signifieduction in bookings per month "at-risk" i.€0, ays
in which the person was not incarcerated, howevsrfinding was driven solely by the Housing Vouche
program. This pattern is the same as for the skgear of the CJI programs. During the first yéiae,
CCAP IOP program also showed a significant redadticoookings per month "at-risk".
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Figure 2. Change in jail bookings per 30 datsrisk"

Average bookings per month "at-risk" for third year of programs

0.6 -
05 _____— —e—— COD specialty court (n=70)
04 —#— COD KC jail (n=66)

03 4 M ——— COD muni jail (n=23)

- - -X- - - Housing voucher (n=147)*

02 | 5 X
o1 a — % CCAPIOP (n=157)
0 —o— All programs (n=463)*

pre post

*statistically significant based on WilanxSigned ranks test (non-parametric)

The figure below shows that participants duringtttied year of CJI programs overall demonstrated a
significant increase in jail days. All program&ept the Housing Voucher program increased jais dand
the increase was significant for the municipal4aferred COD and CCAP IOP programs. These data
indicate that while jail bookings declined, theddmof each booking (days) increased, in part,tdube
imposition of longer sentences on individuals vegisting criminal histories. The pattern is samito prior
years, except during the second year the Housingher program showed a significant reduction ih jai
days.

Figure 3. Change in average jail days

Average jail days for third year of programs

—e— COD specialty court (n=70)
—&—— COD KC jail (n=66)
—A—— COD muni jail (n=23)*

- - -X- - - Housing voucher (n=147)
—¥— CCAPIOP (n=157)*
——e— All progranms (n=463)*

pre post

*statistically significant based on Wilcaox&igned ranks test (non-parametric)

The analysis below shows the numbers of individudls reduced, increased, or had the same amount of
bookings comparing the year prior to program ewiiti the year following program entry. During ttreérd
year of the CJI, half (50%) of the participantsueeld bookings and an additional 13% had the satmbeu
of pre- and post-period bookings (including thosnwo bookings during either period). These fagiare
very similar to prior years.
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Table 4. CJI year 3 participants - proportions éasing and decreasing jail bookings

Proportion changing jail COD | COD KC COD Housing | CCAP | Total CJI
bookings specialty jail muni jail | voucher IOP

court

N=70 N=66 N=23 N=147 N=157 N=463
Reduced bookings 35 (50%)41 (62%)| 9 (39%)| 84 (57%)| 63 (40%)| 232 (50%)
No pre or post bookings 4 (6%) 2 (3%) 3 (13%)| 13(9%)| 17 (11%)| 39 (8%)
Same # of pre & post bookings 8 (11%) 6 (9%) 2 (9%) | 20 (14%)| 24 (15%)| 60 (13%)
Increased bookings 23 (33%)17 (26%)| 9 (39%)| 30 (20%)| 53 (34%)| 132 (29%)

Change in Charge Severity

Most serious offense (MSO) crime category was fisednalysis of charge severity. The table belbaves
the rates of all MSO crime categories during tree385 day period and post-365 day period. Ovgill
bookings were reduced the most for the Housing Yeuprogram and jail referred COD program. Of all
the crime types, property crimes were reduced thst.min prior years, drug crimes showed the gstate

reduction.

Table 5. CJl year 3 participants - change in tygfasimes

Most Serious Offense COD COD KC | COD muni| Housing CCAP IOP | Total CJI
(MSO) specialty jail jail voucher
court

N=70 N=66 N=23 N=147 N=157 N=463

Pre total 212 249 55 415 271 1202

Post total 165 173 48 278 244 908

Property -11 (-5%) -30 (-12%)| -7 (-13%)| -31 (-7%) -12 (-4%) -91 (-8%)
Drugs +1 (+<1%)* -3 (-1%) 0 (0%) -39 (-9%) -8 (-3%) -49 (-4%)
Criminal trespass -1 (-<1%) -2 (-1%) -3 (-5%) -17 (-4%) -9 (-3%) -32 (-3%)
Domestic violence -9 (-4%) -6 (-2%) 0 (0%) -6 (-1%) -4 (-1%) -25 (-2%)
Traffic -1 (-<1%) 0 (0%) -1 (-2%) -3 (-1%) +6 (+2%)| +1 (+<1%)
Non-compliance -20 (F9%) -4 (-2%)| +4 (+7%) -29 (-7%)| +29 (+11%) -20 (-2%)
DUI 0 (0%) -9 (-4%) -1 (-2%)| -1 (-<1%) -2 (-1%) -13 (-1%)
Prostitution +2 (+1% -3 (-1%) 0 (0%)]| +2 (+<1%) -3 (-1%) -2 (-<1%)
Robbery -1 (-<1%) +2 (+1%) 0 (0%)| +1 (+<1%) +3 (+1%)| +5 (+<1%)
Assault -2 (-1% -7 (-3%) -1 (-2%) -9 (-2%) -12 (-4%) -31 (-3%)
Other -5 (-2%)| -14 (-6%)| +2 (+4%) -5 (-1%) -15 (-6%) -37 (-3%)
Total -47 (-23%)| -76 (-31%)| -7 (-13%)]| -137 (-33%)| -27 (-10%)| -294 (-24%)

* + indicates increase; -indicates deseea % is of the Pre-total crimes figure (e.f21B8=<1%)

Jail recidivism

The table below shows jail recidivism analysesthéligh participants reduced the number of jail fagdk
from the "pre" to the "post" period as shown ab®&% nevertheless had a least one jail bookingimitie
year following program entry. This rate of regidim is similar to the recidivism rate found for muely ill
offenders leaving the King County jail (69%), amrewhat above rates found (24-56%) for jail divansi
programs elsewhere in the country.

Overall recidivism rates have risen over the tlyeses from 62% for the first year of participants70%

for the second year and, as shown, 72% for thd yfsar.
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Table 6. CJI year 3 participants - jail bookingidadgsm

1- year jail recidivism COD COD KC | COD muni | Housing CCAP Total CJI
(any post-period specialty jal jail voucher IOP
booking) court

N=70 N=66 N=23 N=147 N=157 N=463
Recidivists 54 (77%)| 49 (74%)| 18 (78%)| 100 (68%)| 113 (72%)| 334 (72%)

May not have had any booking within the prior year

2. Disposition at discharge

The table below shows that 41% of the CJI partitip&ither completed the designed service program o
were transferred for continued service. HoweMaghgy more than half have less successful didjpms
with a substantial proportion withdrawing from tireent before the end of the service period. Thitepn
was very similar to that found for the first andaed years of participants.

Table 7. CJl year 3 participants - dispositiodiatharge
COD | COD KC| COD muni| Housing CCAP Total CJI

specialty jail jail | voucher IOP
court
Positive dispositions N=70 N=66 N=23 N=147 N=157 N=463

Reached end of benefit/ 41 (59%)| 25 (38%) 8 (35%)| 45 (31%)| 35 (24%)*| 154 (34%)*
completed program/
obtained housing
Transferred to other 2 (3%) 4 (6%) 2 (9%) 0(0%)| 23 (16%) 31 (7%)
funding or facility,
extended program
Negative dispositions
Withdrew, lost to contact, | 22 (31%)| 26 (39%) 7 (30%)| 25 (17%)| 32 (22%)| 105 (23%)

moved

Incarcerated 5 (7%)| 10 (15%) 4 (16%)| 11 (7%)| 40 (27%) 70 (15%)
Died 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1(<1%)
Inpatient treatment 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1(4%)| 10 (7%) 0 (0%) 11 (2%)
Rule violation NA NA NA | 51 (35%) 8 (5%) 59 (13%)
Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 5 (3%) 10 (6%) 16 (4%)

*discharge data available on 148 people - % tdf@n 148 (total CJl % taken from 454)

3. Clinical outcomes

Below is an overview of the clinical outcomes exaadi in the CJI. The strongest clinical outcomese
shown for the specialty court-referred and King ftgyail-referred COD programs. The housing varch
and CCAP IOP programs focused respectively on imipgohousing stability and reducing substance use
and each showed moderate success. This pattervenyasimilar to that found for the first and sedorars
of participants. Detailed analysis of clinical carnes can be found within the following chapteet th
present data specific to each CJI program.
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Table 8. CJl year 3 participants - clinical outesm

Clinical Outcomes COD| COD COD | Housing| CCAP
specialty KC | munijail | voucher IOP
court jalil
N=70| N=66 N=23| N=147| N=157
Reduced substance use ++ ++ ++ +
Reduced mental health symptoms ++ ++ 0
Increased housing stability + + + +
Improved community functioning + ++ 0

++ substantial and/or statistically sigraht positive outcome; + some evidence of positiutcome; 0 no change

D. Summary

A total of 463 people were served under the Cdliseprograms during their third year. The nundewved
was very similar to the 457 served during the sdg@ar and somewhat fewer than the 663 servedglthi
first year. During the third year, the methadoné mental health voucher programs were no longer
operating, while two new COD programs acceptedgipaints from non-specialty court referrals frora th
King County jail and municipal jails. The numbdmarticipants served within the specialty-courtl@O
program, Housing Voucher program and CCAP IOP sardar to the second year of the CJI. During the
third year, the CJI served a higher proportion omen and a similar proportion of ethnic minority
individuals compared to the overall jail populatiddearly all had a chemical dependency problem at
admission and about half had a mental illness. UAB( were homeless and few were employed.

The number of jail bookings for participants durthg third year of the CJI was significantly reddidem

an average of 2.6 during the pre-program years tvarage of 2.0 during the year following progremtry.
The specialty court-referred and King County jeillerred COD programs and the Housing Voucher progra
showed significant reductions in bookings. Jajlgdsignificantly increased for the CJI participainidicating
increased lengths of incarceration per booking.

Although jail bookings were reduced, analysis afdizism (having a least one post-period bookirngveed
that 72% of third-year CJI participants were reaiterated within one year of program entry. This
recidivism rate was similar to the 69% King coujay recidivism rate for those with mental illnessd just
above the range of 24-56% for post-booking jaiedsion program elsewhere in the country. Of cather
types, property crimes were reduced the most.

Clinical outcomes for CJI participants during th&d year showed that nearly half (41%) of the CJI
participants had positive treatment dispositioffie strongest clinical outcomes were shown for the
specialty court-referred and King County jail-reést COD programs. The housing voucher and CCAP IOP
programs focused respectively on improving houstagility and reducing substance use and each showe
moderate success. These findings are very sitnillose found for first and second year paréiotp.
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SECTION |11
CJI SErRVICE PROGRAM DETAIL

CHAPTER 1
C0O-OCCURRING DISORDER (COD) INTEGRATED TREATMENT PROGRAM

I. Program Description

Program overview: The COD treatment program for individuals refdriemm specialty mental health and
drug courts began August, 2003. Services weregedwby Community Psychiatric Clinic and Sound

Mental Health (formerly Seattle Mental Health). eTprogram provided up to 12 months of integrated
outpatient mental health and chemical dependeeeyrtrent, case management, medication management, an
housing stabilization. Services were located engame agency and treated both disorders as primary
Caseloads were small (limited to 35 per agencydarombined, with a requirement of small staff-tat

ratios) and coordination was maintained with thercof referral.

Due to early successes of the program it was exguhatithe end of 2005 to take referrals from natistty
courts involving inmates in the King County Corientl Facility (KCCF), Norm Maleng Regional Justice
Center (RJC), as well as municipal jails within @eunty.

Target population: Initially the program was limited to adult inmeatwith co-occurring mental health and
chemical dependency problems who were referred,femmd agreed to participate in ("opt in"), the King
County Drug Diversion Court, King County Districtdvital Health Court or Seattle Municipal Mental Hieal
Court ("specialty courts"). Participants must diswe had one additional prior incarceration. nAged
above, the program was expanded in late 2005 tespeaialty court inmates in the King County jaidan
municipal jails.

Il. Results

Results from the first three years of referralsrfriie specialty mental health and drug courts exsgnted
first, followed by results from the first year afferrals from the non-specialty courts (i.e. inmaferrals
from King County and municipal jails).

SPECIALTY COURT-REFERRED COD PROGRAM

First program year - August 1, 2003 thru July Z104
Second program year - August 1, 2004 thru July\2B05
Third program year - August 1 2005 thru July 310&

A. Characteristics of per sons served

Characteristics of individuals served during the¢hyears of the COD program are presented bellnwing
the third year, 70 unduplicated people enteregtbgram (representing 73 total admissions), coniparta
the 79 people who entered during the second yedr8a who entered during the first year.

Data from 2007 showed that the daily populatiotheKing County jail included 13% women and 46%
ethnic minorities. Thus, the COD program servédigaer proportion of females compared to the oVéadl
population. During the first and second yearsp#ration, the COD program served a similar proportf
ethnic minority individuals compared to the jailgubation, however, during the third year the CODgpam
served proportionately more ethnic minorities.
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Table 9. Specialty-court referred COD programarahteristics of persons served

First year cohort

Second year cohort

Third year cohort

Demographics N=85 % N=79 % N=70 %
Gender- #/% female 29 34% 31 39% 31 44%
Ethnicity

Caucasian 4b 53% 44 56% 32 46%
African-American 26 31% 23 29% 32 46%
Native American 5 6% 2 3% 1 1%
Asian-Pacific Islander 4 5% 2 3% 0 0%
Mixed or "other" 5 6% 8 10% 5 7%
Hispanic (duplicated 6 7% 10 13% 5 7%
Age Averages SD=9.6| Average=36.4 SD=9.0 Average=| SD=9.1
36.5 yrs 37.4

First year cohort

Second year cohort

Third year cohort

Mental illness diagnoses N=85 % N=79 % N=70 %
Depression 27 32% 26 33% 20 29%
Bipolar 22 26% 21 27% 23 33%
Schizophrenia spectrur] 22 26% 15 19% 11 16%
Other 14 16% 17 22% 16 23%

Substance use
May list >1 substance
Cocaine 22 58% 55 70% 49 70%
Alcohol 26 68% 49 62% 35 50%
Marijuana 14 37% 35 44% 17 24%
Opiates 7 18% 28 35% 18 26%
Amphetamines y 5% 28 35% 14 20%

Homelessness

(or unstable/temporary)
Case manager report b4  64% 42 53% 40 57%

Community functioning
Global Assessment of | Average=43.3 SD=7.9| Average=43.1 SD=6.8| Average=42.7| SD=5.6
Functioning (GAF) Serious Serious Serious

0 - most severe impairment impairment impairment

100 - superior functioning
Problem Severity Average=2.3 SD=.6| Average=2.5 SD=.6| Average=2.4 SD=.6
Summary Slight-marked Slight-marked Slight-marked

0 - above average impairment impairment impairment

5 - extreme impairment
Employmerit 1 1% 3 4% 7 10%

ISubstance use information was collected startingaly, 2004 -- referrals from the first five months., Aug-Dec,
2003) of the six-month cohort are not repnésd
2A person is considered employed if they have pare-or full-time employment (not including voluntegork)

Analysis of diagnoses showed that over 3/4 of tlseseed had major mental illnesses in addition to
substance use disorders characterized primarilyskyof alcohol and cocaine. Functioning was sshjou
impaired by these problems. Nearly 2/3 were hosseatieiring the first year of the program, droppimg t

about half for the second and third years.
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B. Outcomefindings

1. Jail outcomes

The report examines one-year jail outcomes fofitee second, and third years of program partictpa

Change in jail bookings and days

Jail utilization during the year prior to and theay following program entry is shown below. Tlwfie
below depicts the time frames for analyses. "Inoleokings" are bookings with release dates witirdys
of program start or opt-in. Such bookings thahtzhed participants into CJI programs are omittechfr
analyses so as not to unfairly bias results infa¥@eductions in jail utilization.

365 days "pre" "Index booking" n T 365 days "post|
(release <45 days before program star® S
- removed from analyses) —~Q
People without index booking % 365 days "post|
365 days "pre"

The table below shows that COD program participhatssignificantly reduced jail bookings subsequent
program participation during the first program yesard the reduction was significant at the trewélleuring
the third year. Jail days were statistically umgjed for the first and third years of participaautsl increased
significantly for the second year of participanksjs length of incarceration per booking increasgdokings
per days "at-risk" (i.e., not in jail) did not sifjoantly change. The proportion of individualstivino
bookings increased during all three program ydausing the third year, nearly a quarterly of thetipgpants
had no jail use during the "post" period; a higtate than for either of the previous two years.

Table 10. Specialty court-referred COD prograahange in average jail bookings and days

Jail outcome indicator

First year cohort

Second year cohort

Third year cohort

(N=85) (N=79) (N=70)
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Jail bookings (average) 3.4(Z4) 2.7(2.6)*| 3.2(2.5) 3.2@3.7)| 3027 2421}
Jail days (average) 52.5 (57[1)60.3 (65.0)] 49.9 (54.6)] 69.1 (67.4)*| 59.8 (64.1) 61.4 (74.1)
Bookings/month "at-risk" 37(35)| .33(42)] .34(.35) 43(63)] .35(39)] .30(.35)
No jail use 5(6%) 17 (20%)|  7(9%)| 10 (13%)|  5(7%)| 16 (23%)

*statistically significant based on Wilcoxon Signehks test (non-parametric)
pre" program bookings are bookings that occurnaihg the 365 days prior to an index booking. iRdividuals
without index bookings, "pre" bookings dookings within 365 days prior to program start.
2Standard deviation for jail bookings, days and tigé/month "at-risk" are shown in ()
Bookings/month “at-risk"= # of bookings/(non-jaihys/30)

“Significant at trend level p=.07

The table below shows that second year COD paatitipused slightly more jail days during the year
following program participation than during the ygaior to it for the first and third program yeawvehile the
second program year showed a more substantiabisere

Table 11. Specialty court-referred COD programil-diays detalil

Jail day detalil First year cohort | Second year cohor{ Third year cohort
(N=85) (N=79) (N=70)

Pre period jail days 4458 3943 4187

Post period jail days 5124 5462 4301

Change in jail days

+666 (+15%)

+1519 (+39%)

+114 (+3%)
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The analysis below shows the numbers of individudls reduced, increased, or had the same amount of
bookings comparing the year prior to program ewtiti the year following program entry. The tablews
that about half of the participants during all piaog years reduced jail bookings.

Table 12. Specialty court-referred COD programepprtions increasing and decreasing jail bookings

Proportion changing jail booking First year cohor] Second year cohor{ Third year cohort
(N=85) (N=79) (N=70)
Reduced bookings 51  60% 37 A47% 35 50%
No pre or post bookings 1 1% 1 1% 4 6%
Same # of pre and post bookings 7 8% 12 15% 8 11%
Increased bookings 26 31% 29 37% 23 33%

Jail recidivism

The table below shows jail recidivism analysesthéligh most participants reduced the number of jail
bookings from the "pre" to the "post" period aswgh@bove, a high proportion nevertheless had & tees
jail booking within the year following program ewntr

Table 13. Specialty court-referred COD progrgail-booking recidivism

1- year jail recidivism First year cohort | Second year cohor{ Third year cohort

(any post-period booking) (N=85) (N=79) (N=70)
Recidivists Recidivists Recidivists

Total in cohort 68| 80% 69 | 87% 54|  77%

Some individuals may not have had any bookingsiwithe prior year

Recidivism rates from this program are higher tloial and national jail rates. For example, ofpalbple
booked within calendar year 2003 within the Kingu@ty jail system (most of whom did not have
complicating mental health and chemical dependenalylems), 49% had another booking within 365 days
of their initial release date. Rates from theye&#90's in our jail system show one year recidivet 69%

for mentally ill offenders and 60% for non-mentdllyoffenders (Harris and Koepsell, 1996). Ineath
studies, one-year recidivism rates for people witntal illness range from 24% to 56% (Solomon &ibDga
2002; Ventura, Cassel, Jacoby, Huang, 1998). @lagively higher recidivism for the COD program tobu
be due to courts selecting the most challenginiyihgials to participate and/or individuals who hang

been successful in other programs.

Charge Severity

The table below shows changes in charge severityeasost serious offense (MSO) crime categoriesgu
the pre-365 day period and post-365 day period.

The table shows that there is not a clear pattecnimoe types that were increased or reduced fogiam
participants. The proportion of crimes that wessaallts rose substantially for first-year partiofganon-
compliance and criminal trespass rose for secoadfyarticipants and drug crimes rose for third-year
participants. Criminal trespass was reducedifst-§ear participants, drug and property crimesewe
reduced for second-year participants, and non-damge was reduced for third-year participants

Separate analyses showed that felonies as a prpoftall bookings decreased slightly from 49%128%6

for first year participants and significantly fra®3% to 54% for second year participants and 65%2% for
third year participants when comparing the pre-@&p period with the post-365 day period.
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Table 14. Specialty court-referred COD pang - change in types of crimes

Most Serious First year cohort (N=85) | Second year cohort (N=79 Third year cohort (N=70)
Offense (MSO) Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Drugs 89 (31%) 74 (33%)| 118 (47%)| 108 (42%) 80 (38%) 81 (49%)
Property 53 (18%)| 38 (17%)| 42 (17%)| 29 (11%)| 43 (20%)| 32 (19%)
Assault 17 (6%) 38 (17%) 13 (5%) 15 (6%) 9 (4%) 7 (4%)
Non-compliance 29 (10%) 24 (11%) 32 (13%) 48 (19%) 43 (21%) 23 (14%)
Criminal trespass 22 (8%) 10 (4%) 6 (2%) 16 (6%) 3 (1%) 2 (1%)
DUI 11 (4%) 7 (3%) 4 (2%) 2 (1%) 2 (1%) 2 (1%)
Domestic violence 10 (3%) 5 (2%) 2 (1%) 4 (2%) 12 (6%) 3 (2%)
Prostitution 9 (3%) 4 (2%) 6 (2%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1%)
Traffic 5 (2%) 2 (1%) 5 (2%) 1 (0%) 2 (1%) 1 (1%)
Robbery 0 (0%) 3 (1%) 4 (2%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 0 (0%)
Other 42 (15%) 22 (10%) 18 (7%) 31 (12%) 17 (8%) 12 (8%)
Total 287 (100%)| 227 (100%)| 250 (100%)| 255 (100%)| 212 (100%) 165 (100%)

2. Length of treatment and treatment dispositions

The table below shows that the COD program is &btetain 2/3 — 3/4 of participants for at leash@nths of
the twelve-month benefit period. Extensions beythrdtwelve-month benefit were requested and redeiv
for 4 first-year participants, 9 second-year pgtiots, and 10 third-year participants.

Table 15. Specialty court-referred COD pamgr- length of treatment

Length of treatment

First year cohor

Second year coho

Third year cohort

N=85 % N=79 % | N=70 %
0-90 days 4 5% 8 10% 6 9%
91-180 days 11 13% 12 15% 7 10%
181-270 days 14 16% 9 11% 5 7%
271-365 days 56 66% 50 63% 52 74%

The table below shows that participants in alleéhyears were most likely to be discharged becdese t
reached the end of the COD program benefit periduds rate increased over the three program years
reflecting the increased success in retaining @petnts for the full benefit length.

Table 16. Specialty court-referred COD progradisposition at discharge

Disposition at discharge First year cohort Second year cohort | Third year cohort
N=85 % N=79 % | N=70 %
Reached end of 12-month 28 33% 37 47% 41 59%
benefit/completed treatment
Lost to contact 12 14% 15 19% 15 21%
Refused further treatment 11 13% 14 18% 6 9%
Transferred to OPRother funding 19 22% 4 5% 1 1%
Long-term incarceration 6 7% 5 6% 5 7%
Dropped from specialty court 6 7% 0 0% 0 0%
Moved 1 1% 2 3% 1 1%
Transferred to different facility 0 0% 2 3% 1 1%
Died 2 2% 0 0% 0 0%

DPB= King County Mental Health Plan regular outgatibenefit
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3. Clinical outcomes

The table below shows clinical outcomes for fisgtgond, and third year participants.

Table 17. Specialty court-referred COD pamgr- clinical outcomes

Changes from admission to discharge First year cohort Second year cohon Third year cohort
(N=85) (N=79) (N=70)
Substance use - Reduced to & days/wk 33 (47%) 26 (34%) 28 (44%)
days/week (over Partial reduction 16 (23%) 27 (36%) 12 (19%)
multiple substance) | No change 13 (19%) 14 (18%) 14 (22%)
Increased 8 (11%) 9 (12%) 10 (16%)
Time using in week Average @ admission 2.9 (SD=1.3)* 4.3 (1.0)* 4.2 (SD=.83)*
1=none; 5=allnearly all || Ayerage @ discharge 2.4 (SD=1.6) 3.1(1.7) 2.7 (SD=1.6)
Symptoms and Improved 44 (52%) 29 (38%) 33 (47%)
community No change 31 (36%) 34 (43%) 33 (47%)
functioning Worsened 10 (12%) 16 (20%) 4 (6%)
(Problem Severity) | Average @ admission 2.3 (SD=.6)* 2.6 (SD=.5)* 2.4 (SD=.4)*
Average @ discharge 2.1 (SD=.6) 2.4 (SD=.5) 2.1 (SD=.5)
Functioning (GAF) | Average @ admission| 43.3 (SD=7.9)* 43.1 (SD=6.8) 42.7 (SD=5.6)
Average @ discharge 46.6 (SD=8.5) 42.7 (SD=6.7) 44.3 (SD=5.2)
Gained housing 10 (19%) 4 (10%) 10 (25%)
Housingd No change 38 (70%) 38 (90%) 24 (60%)
Type change 6 (11%) 0 (0%) 6 (15%)
Employment Gained 5 (6%) 7 (9%) 4 (6%)
No change 80 (94%) 71 (90%) 64 (91%)
Lost employment 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 2 (3%)

*significant change from admission to dischargeeblasn t-test probability of <=.05

194 taken out of 70 for the first year, 76 for thea®l year and 64 for the third year; remainingipigents had unknown substance
use at discharge

2Among the 54 (first year cohort), 43 (second yedoct), and 38 (third year cohort) who were inlfidlomeless. Moving to

inpatient treatment or incarceration were considiétgpe" changes. Temporary and transitional haygiare considered homeless.

3A person is considered employed if they have paré-or full-time employment - volunteer work is riotiuded

4Significant at trend level (p=.06)

Participants in all years consistently showed icgit reductions in substance use, mental hegittpgpoms
and community functioning at the time they werel@éged from the program. A small proportion of
individuals gained housing and employment throunghrogram.

JAIL REFERRED COD PROGRAM

First program year - November 1, 2005 thru Decearhe2006

A. Characteristics of per sons served

Characteristics of individuals served in the noaesgity court and municipal jail COD programs are
presented below. During the first year, 23 undigéd people entered the program via municipal gild 66
entered from non-specialty courts via the KCCF @uedRJC. Referring jail and demographic charéasttes
of these groups are shown below. These programedsa higher proportion of females and a lower
proportion of ethnic minorities compared to theralleking County jail population.
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Table 18. Jail-referred COD program - referrintgja

Non-specialty court KC jails (N=66 Municipal Jails (N=23)
KCCF 53 80% Auburn 13| 57%
RJC 13 20% Kent 6| 26%
Enumclaw 3| 13%
Table 19. Jail-referred COD program - charactiessif persons served
Demographics Non-specialty court KC Municipal jails (N=23) Total (N=89)
jails (N=66)
Gender- #/% female 22 33% 6 26% 28 31%
Ethnicity
Caucasian 38 58% 16 70% 54 61%
African-American 21 32% 6 26% 27 30%
Native American 3 5% 1 4% 4 4%
Asian-Pacific Islander 1 2% 0 0% 1 1%
Mixed or "other" 3 5% 0 0% 3 3%
Hispanic (duplicated) B3 5% 1 4% 4 4%
Age Average=s SD=9.6| Average=37.1 SD=10.3| Average=36.9 SD=9.7
37.3 yrs yrs yrs
Mental illness diagnoses
Depression 18 27% 7 30% 25 28%
Bipolar 26 39% 7 30% 33 37%
Schizophrenia spectrum 12 18% 3 13% 25 28%
Other 100 15% 6 26% 16 18%
Substance use
May list >1 substance
Alcohol 48 73% 16 70% 64 72%
Cocaine 39 59% 12 52% 51 57%
Marijuana 19 29% 10 43% 29 33%
Opiates 13 20% 1 4% 14 16%
Amphetamines 12 18% 11 48% 23 26%
Homelessness 56 85% 12 52% 68 76%
(or unstable/temporary)
Community functioning
Global Assessment of Average=42.4 SD=4.6| Average=40.1 SD=4.1| Average=42.0 SD=4.5
Functioning (GAF) Serious Serious Serious
0- most severe; 100 - superior impairment impairment impairment
Problem Severity Summar Average=2.4 SD=.4| Average=2.4 SD=.5| Average=2.4 SD=.4
0 - above average; Slight-marked Slight-marked Slight-marked
5 - extreme impairment impairment impairment impairment
Employment 3 5% 1 4% 4 4%

ISubstance use information was collected startingaly, 2004 -- referrals from the first five months., Aug-Dec,
2003) of the six-month cohort are not repnéed
2A person is considered employed if they have pare-or full-time employment (not including voluntegork)

Over 3/4 of those served had major mental illneBsaddition to substance use disorders charaeteriz
primarily by use of alcohol and cocaine. Functignivas seriously impaired by these problems. Mb#te
King County jail-referred participants were homslesile about half of the municipal-jail referred
participants were homeless. Few were employed.
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B. Outcomefindings

1. Jail outcomes

Change in jail bookings and days

The table below shows that participants in the Kiginty jail COD program significantly reduced the
number of jail bookings subsequent to program gigetion while participants in the municipal jaiDD
program did not. This lack of statistical changegarticipants from municipal jails could be doetie small
sample size for this group. The municipal jailgs@lso had considerably fewer bookings at progratry
than the King County jail group. Jail days weristically unchanged for the King County jail gpoout
significantly increased for the municipal jail gmuBookings per days "at-risk" (i.e., not in jadiyl not
significantly change for either group. The projmrtof individuals with no bookings increased fhe tKing
County jail group but not for the municipal jailogip.

Table 20. Jail-referred COD program - changevarage jail bookings and days

Jail outcome indicator Non-specialty court KC jailg Municipal jails Total
(N=66) (N=23) (N=89)
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Jail bookings (average) 3.8 (36) 2.6 (3.1)* 2.4 (2.1) 2.1(2.2) 3.4(3.4)] 2.5 (2.9)*
Jail days (average) 71.2 (69/8) 75.9 (92.9)] 55.7 (76.9)] 71.6 (87.6)*| 67.2 (71.6)] 74.7 (91.1)
Bookings/month "at-risk" .46 (.50) 54 (1.9)] .35(.59) 30(.38)] .43(52)] .48(1.0)
No jail use 5 (8% 17 (26%) 5 (22%) 5(22%)| 10 (11%)| 22 (25%)

*statistically significant based on Wilcoxon Signehks test (non-parametric)
pre" program bookings are bookings that occurnaihg the 365 days prior to an index booking. iRdividuals
without index bookings, "pre" bookinge dookings within 365 days prior to program start.
2Standard deviation for jail bookings, days and tigé/month "at-risk" are shown in ()
Bookings/month “at-risk"= # of bookings/(non-jaihys/30)

The table below shows that, comparing the yearr poithe program with the subsequent year, Kingr@pu
jail participants used slightly more jail days, ehinunicipal jail participants used substantiallyre

Table 21. Jail-referred COD prog

ram - jail day deta

Jail day detail Non-specialty court| Municipal jails Total

KC jails (N=66) (N=23) (N=89)
Pre period jail days 4696 1282 5978
Post period jail days 5006 1646 6652
Change in jail days +310 (+7%) +364 (28%)| +674 (11%)

The analysis below shows the numbers of individudls reduced, increased, or had the same amount of
bookings comparing the year prior to program ewfiti the year following program entry. About 2/8 o
King County jail participants reduced jail bookingghile only 39% of municipal jail participants did.

Table 22. Jail-referred COD program - proportiongéasing and decreasing jail bookings

Proportion changing jail booking Non-specialty court Municipal jails Total

KC jails (N=66) (N=23) (N=89)
Reduced bookings 4a 62% 9 39% 50 56%
No pre or post bookings 2 3% 3 13% 5 6%
Same # of pre and post bookings 6 9% 2 9% 8 9%
Increased bookings 17 26% 9 39% 26 29%

Criminal Justice Initiative One-Year Outcomes fnirl Year Participants
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Jail recidivism

The table below shows jail recidivism analyses.oétt3/4 of the participants from both the King Cguand
municipal jails had a least one jail booking witkie year following program entry. This rateligtgly
lower than for those referred from the specialtyntakhealth and drug courts.

Table 23. Jail-referred COD program - jail baakrecidivism
1- year jail recidivism Non-specialty courl  Municipal jails Total
(any post-period booking) KC jails (N=66) (N=23) (N=89)
Recidivists Recidivists Recidivists
Total in cohort 49]  74% 18| 78% 67| 75%

Some individuals may not have had any bookingsiwithe prior year

Charge Severity

The table below shows changes in charge severityeamost serious offense (MSO) crime categoriemgu
the pre-365 day period and post-365 day period.

Table 24. Jail-referred COD program - cleimgtypes of crimes

Most Serious Non-specialty court KC jailg Municipal jails Total
Offense (MSO) (N=66) (N=23) (N=89)

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Non-compliance 88 (35%) 84 (49%) 14 (25%) 18 (38%)| 102 (34%)| 102 (46%)
Property 43 (17%) 13 (8%)| 14 (25%) 7 (15%)| 57 (19%) 20 (9%)
Drugs 45 (18%)| 42 (24%) 3 (5%) 3(6%)| 48 (16%)| 45 (20%)
Assault 14 (6%) 7 (4%) 8 (15%) 7 (15%) 22 (7%) 14 (6%)
Criminal trespass 8 (3%) 6 (3%) 5 (9%) 2 (4%) 13 (4%) 8 (4%)
DUI 12 (5%) 3 (2%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 13 (4%) 3 (1%)
Domestic violence 11 (4%) 5 (3%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 12 (4%) 6 (3%)
Prostitution 3 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 (1%) 0 (0%)
Traffic 1 (0%) 1 (1%) 3 (5%) 2 (4%) 4 (1%) 3 (1%)
Robbery 0 (0%) 2 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1%)
Other 24 (10%) 10 (6%) 6 (11%) 8 (17%)| 30 (10%) 18 (8%)
Total 249 (100%)| 173 (100%)| 55 (100%)| 48 (100%)| 304 (100%)| 221 (100%)

The table above shows that the proportion of crithaswere non-compliance increased while the pitapo
of property crimes decreased. The proportiontieéiocrime categories changed little.

Separate analyses showed that felonies as a pmpoftall bookings decreased slightly from 51%48%
for King County jail participants while the feloqyoportion increased slightly from 18% to 19% for
municipal jail COD patrticipants when comparing fhre-365 day period with the post-365 day period.

2. Length of treatment and treatment dispositions

The table below shows that the jail-referred COBgpam is able to retain about half of participdotsat
least 9 months of the twelve-month benefit periBgtention for municipal jail participants exceeded
retention for the King County jail participantsxtensions beyond the twelve-month benefit were estpd
and received for 4 participants. Overall, retamiweaker than for those referred from speciagntal
health and drug courts.
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Table 25. Jail-referred COD program - lengftireatment

Length of treatment| Non-specialty court KC jails| Municipal jails Total
(N=66) (N=23) (N=89)
N % N % N %
0-90 days 21 32% 3 13% 24 27%
91-180 days 7 11% 1 4% 8 9%
181-270 days 11 17% 3 13% 14 16%
271-365 days 27 41%| 16 70% 43 48%

The table below shows that participants from bb&hKing County and municipal jails were most likedybe
discharged because they reached the end of thepe@Pam benefit period. The next most common
reasons were losing contact with the client and{tamm incarceration. This pattern is similathat found
for participants referred from the specialty memighlth and drug courts.

Table 26. Jail-referred COD program - dispositiualischarge

Disposition at discharge Non-specialty court KC jail§ Municipal jails Total
(N=66) (N=23) (N=89)

N % N % N %
Reached end of 12-month 25 38% 8| 35% 33 37%
benefit/completed treatment
Lost to contact 18 27% 4| 16% 22 25%
Long-term incarceration 10 15% 41 16% 14 16%
Refused further treatment 7 11% 1 4% 8 9%
Transferred to OPBother funding 2 3% 2 9% 4 4%
Moved 1 2% 2 9% 3 3%
Transferred to different facility 2 3% 0 0% 2 2%
Long-term hospitalization 0 0% 1 4% 1 1%
Died 1 2% 0 0% 1 1%
Other 0 0% 1 4% 1 1%

DPB= King County Mental Health Plan regular outpatibenefit

3. Clinical outcomes

The table below shows that participants from bbthKing County and municipal jails achieved sigrafit
reductions in substance use. Slightly more thédfoli&ing County jail-referred participants redute
substance use, while about 3/4 of municipal jdmed participants reduced substance use. [|masin
King County jail participants showed significantitgproved mental health symptoms and community
functioning, while municipal jail participants shedno change. About one in five participants ithbo
groups gained housing while only a few gained egmpknt through the program.
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Table 27. Jail-referred COD program - clithioutcomes

Changes from admission to discharge Non-specialty Municipal jails Total
court KC jails (N=23) (N=89)
(N=66)
Substance use - Reduced to & days/wk 19 (29%) 10 (43%) 29 (33%)
days/week (over Partial reduction 18 (27%) 7 (30%) 25 (28%)
multiple substance) | No change 18 (27%) 5 (22%) 23 (26%)
Increased 11 (17%) 1 (4%) 12 (13%)
Time using in week Average @ admission 4.5 (SD=.9)* 4.0 (SD=1.0)* 4.3 (SD=1.0.)*
1=none; 5=allnearly all || Ayerage @ discharge 3.0 (SD=1.6) 2.5 (SD=1.5) 2.6 (SD=1.6)
Symptoms and Improved 29 (44%) 3 (13%) 32 (36%)
community No change 27 (41%) 15 (65%) 42 (47%)
functioning Worsened 10 (15%) 5 (22%) 15 (17%)
(Problem Severity) | Average @ admission 2.4 (SD=.4)* 2.4 (SD=.5) 2.4 (SD=.4)*
Average @ discharge 2.2 (SD=.5) 2.5 (SD=.4) 2.3 (SD=.5)
Functioning (GAF) | Average @ admission| 42.4 (SD=4.6)* 40.8 (SD=4.1) 42.0 (SD=4.5)*
Average @ discharge 46.0 (SD=8.0) 41.8 (SD=4.0) 45.0 (SD=7.4)
Gained housing 11 (20%) 2 (17%) 13 (19%)
Housingd No change 45 (80%) 8 (67%) 53 (78%)
Type change 0 (0%) 2 (17%) 2 (3%)
Employment Gained 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 2 (2%)
No change 65 (98%) 22 (96%) 87 (98%)
Lost employment 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

*significant change from admission to dischargeebasn t-test probability of <=.05

1Among the 56 (KC jail) and 12 (municipal jail) paipants who were initially homeless. Moving t@aiient treatment or
incarceration were considered "type" changempigary and transitional housing were consideredeiess.

%A person is considered employed if they have pare-or full-time employment - volunteer work is riotluded

Summary

During the third year of the specialty-court reéefiCOD program 70 people entered, comparable t83he
and 79 who entered during the prior two years.ridduthe first year of the jail-referred prograng, geople
entered from the King County jails, while 23 entefeom municipal jails.

In all years in both programs, more women wereegeoompared to the overall jail population. The
programs served a similar proportion of ethnic mitgandividuals compared to the overall jail poatibn
with the exception of the municipal jail-referredlividuals who were less likely to be ethnic mities. In
all years in both programs, over half of the p#tiats were homeless and all had serious funcipnin
impairments related to their substance use andéotahillnesses.

Jail bookings were reduced at a trend level fodtiiear specialty-court participants from an averaf3.0
during the pre-program year to an average of 2tihduhe year following entry into the programail Hays
were statistically unchanged. Jail bookings wése significantly reduced for King County jail-refed
participants from an average of 3.8 during thegragram year to an average of 2.6 during the yakoviing
entry into the program. Jail days were unchandédnicipal jail participants did not reduce jaddkings
and jail days significantly increased.

Although jail bookings were reduced, recidivism Istais showed that 77% of third year specialty court
referred participants were re-incarcerated withia gear of program admission; a rate somewhat iegro
from the 87% for second year participants and 80@4irfst year participants. Recidivism rates foe first
year of the King County and municipal jail prograwere 74% and 78% respectively. These rates were
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higher than local and national recidivism ratessiamilar populations. Felonies as a proportioalbf
bookings fell significantly for third-year parti@pts as they did for second-year participantsoriel
proportion was statistically unchanged for the-jaferred COD programs.

Clinical outcomes showed that program retention wveag good for the specialty court referred COD
program and that it improved relative to the firgd years of program operation with nearly 3/4 of
participants remaining in the program for at ledse months. Only about half of King County jedferred
participants were retained for nine months, whéany 3/4 of municipal jail-referred participantene
retained this long.

Participants in all years of the specialty coufitimeed COD program and the first year of the Kirgu6ty
jail-referred program showed significant reductionsubstance use, mental health symptoms and caitymu
functioning when they were discharged from the pgog Municipal jail-referred COD participants shemv
reduced substance use but no significant changeirial health symptoms or functioning. A small
proportion of individuals in all programs in allams gained housing through the program and litienge

was shown in employment status.

Overall, the specialty court referred COD prograihgutcomes for third-year participants largelpoanded
to those found during the first year of programragien and clinical outcomes continue to be strordgil
and clinical outcomes were also positive for thegKCounty jail-referred COD program participanisil
outcomes were not positive for the municipal jeflerred participants and clinical outcomes wereeihix
possibly due to the small sample size.
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CHAPTER 2
HOUSING VOUCHER

I. Program description

Program overview: The housing voucher program began in May, 2003 drbgram provided up to six
consecutive months of housing services that casase management services, rent and utilities sebsiahd
security deposits. Clients were linked to an aoflyousing options including respite, clean argesp
abstinence-encouraged, and “client choice”. Sdvadtal Health (formerly Seattle Mental Health)
functioned as the housing broker and assigned sifgpgase manager to each voucher recipient. Case
management services included permanent housinghsesatvocacy, and assistance in obtaining publicly-
funded benefits. Coordination was maintained wWithcourt of referral and the housing provider.

Target population: Individuals eligible for the program were King Gy jail inmates and recently released
persons who were homeless and who had chemicahdepey problems or co-occurring mental health and
chemical dependency problems. Homelessness winedefs being on the street, in a shelter or tiansi
setting for homeless individuals, being evictechimita week, being discharged from an institutiorexehthe
individual had been for more than 30 days and leasonising, or having no housing and fleeing doroesti
violence. To be eligible for the program, indivadsl must also have been referred from King CountygD
Diversion Court, King County District Mental Heal@ourt, or Seattle Municipal Mental Health Court
("specialty courts").

1. Results

First program year - May 1, 2003 thru April 30, 200
Second program year - May 1, 2004 thru April 32
Third program year - May 1, 2005 thru April 30,080

A. Characteristics of per sons served

Characteristics of individuals served during thstfihree years of the housing voucher progranpeesented
below. During the third year 147 unduplicated pepaccounting for 166 admissions, entered therpraog
This is slightly lower than the 159 people (181 a#ions) who entered during the second year and 189
people (208 admissions) during the first year. éopmen were served in the housing voucher program
compared to the overall jail population duringthiee years. A similar proportion of ethnic mirpri
participants were served compared to the King Gojailtpopulation during the first year, howeveisthate
has fallen slightly behind the overall jail rateridg the second and third years.

Table 28. Housing voucher program - charésties of persons served

Demographics First year cohort Second year cohort Third year cohort
N=189 % N=159 % N=147 %
Gender - #/% female 52 28% 49 31% 37 25%
Ethnicity
Caucasian 9 52% 94 59% 90 61%
African-American 74 42% 60 38% 52 35%
Native American [ 3% 2 1% 1 1%
Asian-Pacific Islander 3% 3 2% 3 2%
Hispanic (duplicatet]) 14 7% ! ! ! !
Other/unk @ 0 0 0 1 1%
Age Averages SD=9.1| Average=| SD=9.9| Average=| SD=9.8
38.9 yrs 40.1 37.0

Hispanic ethnicity was incomplete during year 1 andvailable during years 2 and 3. This has beercted for subsequent years.
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B. Outcomefindings

1. Jail outcomes

The report examines one-year jail outcomes fofitee second, and third years of program partictpa
Only the first admission was evaluated for peophe wntered the program more than once during angive
program year. By excluding from analyses thoseisgions that have had the benefit of “practicethia
program, the evaluation findings could be overlgsarvative.

Change in jail bookings and days

Jail utilization during the year prior to and theay following program entry is shown below. Tlwfie
below depicts the time frames for analyses. "Inoleokings" are bookings with release dates witidys
of program start or opt-in. Such bookings thahthed participants into CJI programs are omittechfr
analyses so as not to unfairly bias results infafoeductions in jail utilization.

365 days "pre"

"Index booking"
(release <45 days before
program start - omitted
from analysis)

365 days "post"

People without index booking

©1s weibold

365 days "post"

365 days "pre"

The table below shows that jail bookings were digaintly reduced subsequent to program participafio
all three program years. Jail days declined (otisignificantly) for the first and third yearsdasignificantly
for the second year. Bookings per days "at-rigk',(not in jail) decreased significantly for gdlars. The
proportion of people with no bookings increasedstanitially subsequent to program participationaibthree

program years.

Table 29. Housing voucher program — changeverage jail bookings and days

Jail outcome indicator First year cohort Second year cohort Third year cohort
(N=189) (N=159) (N=147)
Pré Post Pre Post Pre Post
Jail bookings (average) 2.7 (Z.0) 2.2 (2.2)* 2.8 (2.1) 1.7 (1.8)* 2.8 (2.3) 1.9 (2.1)*
Jail days (average) 50.9 (56.3)44.6 (52.1)] 39.3 (43.5)| 36.3 (51.8)*| 51.2 (59.1)] 47.7 (63.4)
Bookings/month "at-risk" .30 (.29)| .24 (.31)* .28 (.26) .18 (.22)* .31 (.31) .22 (.28)*
No jail use 13 (7%) 46 (24%)| 18 (11%) 57 (36%)| 22 (15%) 47 (32%)

*statistically significant based on Wilcoxon Signeahks test (non-parametric)
Ypre" program bookings are bookings that occurtaihg the 365 days prior to an index booking. #Rdividuals
without index bookings, "pre" bookings dookings within 365 days prior to program start.

2Standard deviation for jail bookings, days and hog&/month "at-risk" are shown in ()

®Bookings/month “at-risk”= # of bookings/(non-jaiaygs/30)

The table below shows that in all year, the housimgcher participants reduced jail days. Durirgytthird
year participants reduced jail days by 7%, comparibthe 8% for second-year participants and 1356 f
first-year participants.

Table 30. Housing voucher program — jail day dietai

Jail day detalil First year cohort| Second year cohor{ Third year cohort
(N=189) (N=159) (N=147)

Pre period jail days 9618 6248 7519

Post period jail days 8427 5778 7018

Change in jail days -1191 (-12%) -470 (-8%) -501 (-7%)
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The analysis below shows the numbers of individudls reduced, increased, or had the same amount of
bookings comparing the year prior to program ewtiti2 the year following program entry. The tablews
that just over half (57%) of third year participeinéduced bookings, comparable to 62% during tbensk
year and 49% during the first year.

Table 31. Housing voucher program — proportionssiasing and decreasing jail bookings

Proportion changing jail booking First year cohor] Second year cohort| Third year cohort
(N=189) (N=159) (N=147)
Reduced bookings <R 49% 98 62% 84 57%
No pre or post bookings 9 5% 8 5% 13 9%
Same # of pre and post bookings 29 15% 19 12% 20 14%
Increased bookings 59 31% 34 21% 30 20%

Jail recidivism

The table below shows jail recidivism analyses.rilmuthe third year, 68% of participants had aljibking
within the year following program entry, comparatle64% during the second year, and lower thary &3

found during the first year.

Table 32. Housing voucher program — jail bagkiecidivism

1- year jail recidivism First year cohort | Second year cohor{ Third year cohort

(any post-period booking) (N=189) (N=159) (N=147)
Recidivists Recidivists Recidivists

Total in cohort 143] 76% 102] 64% 100| 68%

Some individuals may not have had any bookingsiwithe prior year

Charge Severity

Analysis of charge severity revealed that felomigs proportion of all bookings decreased signifigefrom
57% to 50% for third-year participants when compguthe pre-365 day period with the post-365 dajoger
During the second year the reduction from 67% &b %8s also significant, while the reduction fron¥6tb
60% for first-year participants was not statisticalgnificantly. Most serious offense (MSO) cerategory
was used for this analysis. To understand thigitraore fully, the table below shows the ratedld¥i&O
crime categories during the pre-365 day periodpst-365 day period.

Table 33. Housing voucher program — chandgges of crimes

Most Serious First year cohort (N=189| Second year cohort (N=159 Third year cohort (N=147)
Offense (MSO) Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Drugs 288 (57%)| 291 (70%)| 246 (56%)| 188 (70%)| 198 (48%)| 159 (57%)
Property 46 (9%) 37 (9%) 55 (13%) 23 (9%) 66 (16%) 35 (13%)
Non-compliance 48 (9%) 39 (9%) 44 (10%) 18 (7%) 55 (13%) 26 (9%)
Assault 24 (5%) 13 (3%) 13 (3%) 4 (1%) 21 (5%) 12 (4%)
Criminal trespass 18 (4%) 3 (1%) 13 (3%) 5 (2%) 22 (5%) 5 (2%)
DUI 11 (2%) 5 (1%) 10 (2%) 2 (1%) 2 (0%) 1 (0%)
Domestic violence 8 (2%) 2 (<1%) 10 (2%) 1 (0%) 13 (3%) 7 (3%)
Prostitution 9 (2%) 0 (0%) 4 (1%) 1 (0%) 1 (0%) 3 (1%)
Traffic 6 (1%) 1 (<1%) 9 (2%) 2 (1%) 3 (1%) 0 (0%)
Robbery 1 (<1%) 1 (<1%) 4 (1%) 2 (1%) 1 (0%) 2 (1%)
Other 50 (10%) 26 (6%) 32 (7%) 22 (8%) 33 (8%) 28 (10%)
Total 509 (100%)| 418 (100%)| 440 (100%)| 268 (100%) 415 (100%) 278 (100%)
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The table above shows that the proportion of df€enses increased while other MSO crime categories

remained largely unchanged.

2. Length of treatment and treatment dispositions

Only about half of program participants are retdif@ more than 90 days. Of those who are retaioeer
half obtain an extension past the 180-day berefibhtinue services.

Table 34. Housing voucher program — length of servi

Length of treatment First year cohor| Second year coho| Third year cohort
N=189 % | N=159 % | N=147 %
0-90 days 105 56% 72 45% 80 54%
91-180 days 38 20% 37 23% 34 23%
181+ 46 24% 50 32% 33 22%

Less than one-third (28%) of the third-year coloaiined permanent housing, comparable to the 29%
during the first year, but lower than the 38% aehieduring the second year.

Table 35. Housing voucher program — dispositidrdistharge

Disposition at discharge from program First year cohorf Second year cohorn Third year cohort

N=189 % | N=159 % | N=147 %
Obtained per manent/long-term housing 54| 29% 60 38% 41 28%
Lost to contact 32| 17% 23 14% 25 17%
Discharged due to multiple positive urinalyses 30| 16% 23 14% 13 9%
Discharged due to bench warrant 15 8% 9 6% 5 3%
Discharged due to behavioral problems 14 7% 10 6% 8 5%
Discharged due to rule violations 13 7% 8 5% 25 17%
In inpatient treatment 15 8% 7 4% 10 7%
In custody 7 4% 11 7% 11 7%
Died 0 0% 1 1% 0 0%
End of voucher 3 2% 1 1% 4 3%
Other (left court; moved; refused, had baby, 6 3% 6 4% 5 3%
transferred to COD program, had pet)

3. Clinical outcomes

The primary outcome for the housing voucher progvaas obtaining permanent housing. The proportfon o
admissions that resulted in obtaining permanensingus shown above. The table shows that théHiked
of obtaining housing increased substantially wiltipipant's time in the program. Specificallypabhalf of
the participants exited services within three men#nd few of these individuals obtained permahensing.
During the third year, over 3/4 of participants wdtained housing remained in the program for ntfoae
90 days, and about half required an extensioneo6tmonth benefit.

decreased somewhat during the third year.
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Table 36. Housing voucher program - housing outom

Time in First year cohort Second year cohort Third year cohort
program All Obtained All Obtained All Obtained
permanent permanent permanent

housing housing housing

N=189 N=54 N=159 N=60 N=147 N=41
N % N % | N % | N % N % N %
0-90 days 105| 56% 7| 13%| 72| 45%| 5 8% | 80| 54% 9| 22%
91-180 days 38| 20%| 13| 24%| 37| 23%| 15| 25% 34| 23% 12| 29%
181+ 46| 24%| 34|63%| 50| 32%| 40| 67% 33| 22% 20| 49%

1. Summary

During the third year of operation, there were Uidduplicated people (166 admissions) who entered th
housing voucher program, somewhat lower than thenwe for the previous two years. The program skrve
a higher proportion of females than the overallpapulation during all three program years. Aitam
proportion of ethnic minority participants were\sat compared to the jail population during thet fysar,
however this rate has fallen slightly behind therall jail rate during the second and third yeakd.

participants were homeless and had a substance pllslem and/or co-occurring substance abuse and
mental health problems.

The number of jail bookings for third-year partiips was significantly reduced from an average®f 2
during the pre-program year to an average of littguhe year following entry into the program.| firee
years of the program showed significant reductionail bookings. Jail days were statistically hanged
for third-year participants, as was the case fst-fiear participants; however jail days declinigghificantly
for the second-year participants.

About 2/3 (68%) of third-year participants wereimearcerated within one year of program entry.
These rates are comparable to local and natiotes far similar populations. Felonies as a prtporof all

bookings were reduced significantly for third-y@articipants as was also shown for second-yeaicipamhts
but not for first-year participants.

Over half of the third-year participants exitedvsegs within three months, and few of these indiaild
obtained permanent housing. However, those whyedtm services longer were more likely to obtain
permanent housing. Most of those who obtained aeemt housing required an extension of the 6-month
benefit. Overall, 28% of participants obtainedrpanent housing which was comparable to the rataglur
the first year (28%) and lower than the rate dutheysecond year (38%).
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CHAPTER 3
INTENSIVE OUTPATIENT (IOP) CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY TREATMENT AT THE
COMMUNITY CENTER FOR ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS (CCAP)

Program description

Program overview: The CCAP IOP treatment program began April, 2008e program provided state-
certified intensive outpatient treatment for uBtmonths. A minimum of nine hours per week of undiiial
and group treatment was provided as well as aesistaith obtaining publicly-funded benefits. Reétto a
community provider was designed to occur at ledstdlys prior to each participant’s discharge froBA®@
with a linkage/discharge plan developed with thterafre provider agency. Strong coordination with
Community Corrections and ancillary/support sersiaas provided through this program by Community
Psychiatric Clinic staff housed within the CCAPIfiag

Target Population: Adult offender-clients who were court ordered toAFCfor 30 service days or longer by
King County District Court or King County Superi@ourt and who were chemically dependent were édgib
for the CCAP IOP treatment program.

. Results

First program year - April 1, 2004 thru March 2005
Second program year - April 1, 2005 thru MarchZ106
Third program year - April 1, 2006 thru March 3007

Characteristics of persons served

Characteristics of individuals served during thstfihree years of the CCAP IOP are shown belohe T
number of unduplicated individuals entering thegpam has increased from 87 the first year to 186 th
second year and to 157 the third year. The progemed a higher proportion of females and a simila
proportion of ethnic minorities compared to therallgail population. Alcohol and marijuana weepprted
to be used by more than half of the participarasame was used by about half during the first years,
falling slightly in the third year. We did not agaé methamphetamine separately in the first twosydaut
found that over half of "other" drug users durihg third year were using methamphetamine. Thespéage
of participants who are homeless has increased 2% in the first year to 30% in the third yedfew
participants have been employed at admission.

Table 37. CCAP IOP program characteristfqsensons served

First year cohort Second year cohort Third year cohort
Demographics N=87 % N=136 % N=157 %
Gender- #/% female 21 24% 44 32% 37* 24%
Ethnicity
Caucasian 456 52% 81 60% 92 60%
African-American 36 41% 36 26% 34 22%
Native American i 5% 4 3% 3 2%
Asian-Pacific Islande 1 1% 5 4% 8 5%
Mixed or "other" 1 1% 10 7% 16 10%
Hispanic (duplicated) 1 1% 9 7% 7 5%
Age Average= SD=10.7| Average=| SD=10.9| Average=35. SD=10.4
32.8 yrs 35.5 yrs

*4 people were not matched to state TARG@EBT are so are missing from analyses - % are faten153
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Table 37. CCAP IOP program characterigifgsersons served (cont'd)

Substances used First year cohor Second year coho| Third year cohort
(may report more than one) N=87 % | N=136 % | N=157 %
Alcohol 68| 78% 74 54% 91* 61%
Marijuana 54 62% 65 48% 75 51%
Cocaine 39 45% 68 50% 54 36%
Heroin 11] 13% 19 14% 20 14%
Other (non-tobacco) 34 39% 56 41% 59 40%
Homelessness
DSHS DASA data 18 21% 37 27% 44 30%
Community functioning
Employed (DASA data) 12 14% 14 11% 17 11%

*Admission data only available for 14&pke

Slight shifts in participant characteristics (egggportion African-American, homeless, etc.) ia third year
cohort may be attributable to how participants waieritized for the program. During the third yetne
contracting agency experienced significant stafiauer which challenged them to keep up with agsgss
referrals. MHCADSD directed the agency to priagtthose individuals who were court ordered to
treatment (IOP). As a result, the great majorftindividuals who were admitted to the program dgrihe
third year were court ordered. A greater propartibclients with co-occurring mental illnesses &also
referred to the program beginning the third ydaata from 2007 (encompassing part of the thirdfandh
program years) indicates that over half of all CGAiEnts have a mental illness. These changes in
participant characteristics may have affected thgnam results as described below. Such changes al
make it difficult to draw conclusions regarding péayear comparisons.

B. Outcome Evaluation
1. Jail outcomes
The report examines one-year jail outcomes fat,fgecond and third years of program participants.

Change in jail bookings and days

Jail utilization during the year prior to and theay following program entry is shown below. Tlgfie
below depicts the time frames for analyses. "Indeokings" are bookings with release dates witlirdys
of program start or opt-in. Such bookings thahthed participants into CJI programs are omittechfr
analyses so as not to unfairly bias results infa¥@eductions in jail utilization.

365 days "pre" "Index booking"
(release <45 days before
program start - omitted
from analysis)

365 days "post"

People without index booking 365 days "post"

365 days "pre"

©1S welboid

The table below shows that the first two yearsasfipipants significantly reduced jail bookings sequent to
program participation, however the third year aftipgpants did not. Bookings per days "at-risk&(j not in
jail) declined significantly for first year partfmints only. Jail days increased significantlydibthree years
of participants indicating increased length of stayie proportion of people with no bookings incea
notably from the "pre" program to "post" progranasgefor the first year of participants but onlyghblily for
the second and third years of participants.
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Table 38. CCAP IOP program change in averag®dgakings and days

Jail outcome indicator First year cohort (N=87) Second year cohort Third year cohort
(N=136) (N=157)
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Jail bookings (average) 2.0(£9) 1.3(1.5* 1.9(2.0) 1.5(1.9*| 1.7(2.0) 1.6 (1.6)
Jail days (average) 22.5 (35,144.7 (60.6)*| 26.2 (40.2)| 48.4 (65.9)*| 23.4 (39.7)] 57.3 (69.5)*
Bookings/month "at-risk" .19 (.20) .15 (.18)* .19 (.22) 19 (.29)| .17 (.21) .18 (.19)
No jail use 16 (18%) 33 (38%)| 36 (26%)| 41 (30%)| 45 (29%) 44 (28%)

Criminal Justice Initiative One-Year Outcomes fnirl Year Participants

*statistically significant based on Wilcoxon Signeohks test (non-parametric)
“Pre" program bookings are bookings that occurneihg the 365 days prior to an index booking. #Rdividuals
without index bookings, "pre" bookings are bogswithin 365 days prior to program start.
2standard deviation for jail bookings, days and hog&/month “at-risk" are shown in ()
Bookings/month “at-risk”= # of bookings/(non-jaigs/30)

The table below shows that CCAP IOP participangsigedoubled jail days during the year following
program participation than during the year prioit for participants in the first and second pragrgears,
while third year participants more than doubletdays.

Table 39. CCAP IOP jail day detail

Jail day detalil First year cohort | Second year cohor{ Third year cohort
(N=87) (N=136) (N=157)

Pre period jail days 1953 3565 3679

Post period jail days 3885 6576 8999

Change in jail days +1932 (+99%) +3011 (+84%), +5320 (+145%

The analysis below shows the numbers of individudls reduced, increased, or had the same amount of
bookings comparing the year prior to program ewiiti the year following program entry. The tabl®ws
that 53% of program participants during the firsayreduced bookings, dropping to 40% for the steoml
third years of participants.

Table 40. CCAP IOP program proportions increasimg) @ecreasing jail bookings

Proportion changing jail booking First year cohorl Second year cohort | Third year cohort
(N=87) (N=136) (n=157)
Reduced bookings 46 53% 55 40% 63 40%
No pre or post bookings 8 9% 16 12% 17 11%
Same # of pre and post bookings 13 15% 24 18% 24 15%
Increased bookings 20 23% 41 30% 53 34%

Jail recidivism

The table below shows jail recidivism analysesctysiwo percent of first-year participants had iif@oking
within the year following program entry, and thége rose to 70% for second-year participants, 286 for
third-year participants.

Table 41. CCAP IOP program jail booking recidimi
1- year jail recidivism First year cohort
(any post-period booking) (N=87)

Total recidivists in cohott 54|  62%
Some individuals may not have had any bookingsiwithe prior year

Second year cohor
(N=136)

95 |

Third year cohort
(N=157)

113 |

70% 2%
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Charge Severity

The table below shows changes in charge severityeamost serious offense (MSO) crime categoriesgu
the pre-365 day period compared with the post-28bpiriod. Non-compliance charges as a propodict
bookings increases from "pre" to "post" for papgants in all three program years. The proportafrether
crime categories remained largely unchanged.

Separate analyses showed that felonies as a pmpoftall bookings increased (but not significghfrom
44% to 45% for first year participants, 42% to 5fifosecond year participants, and 50% to 57% fiod th
year participants when comparing the pre-365 pesiid the post-365 day period.

Table 42. CCAP IOP program change in tydesimes

Most Serious Offense First year cohort Second year cohort Third year cohort
(MSO) (N=87) (N=136) (N=157)

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Drugs 86 (49%) 53 (47%) 78 (30%)| 61 (30%) 73 (27%) 65 (27%)
Property 28 (16%) 20 (18%) 44 (17%)| 34 (17%) 48 (18%) 36 (15%)
Non-compliance 3 (2%) 11 (10%) 40 (15%)| 45 (22%) 44 (16%) 73 (30%)
DUI 16 (9%) 11 (10%) 16 (6%) 4 (2%) 9 (3%) 7 (3%)
Domestic violence 10 (6%) 0 (0%) 17 (6%) 9 (4%) 14 (5%) 10 (4%)
Assault 6 (3%) 3 (3%) 14 (5%) 8 (4%) 21 (8%) 9 (4%)
Criminal trespass 4 (2%) 3 (3%) 4 (2%) 5 (2%) 10 (4%) 1 (<1%)
Traffic 6 (3%) 3 (3%) 5 (2%) 3 (1%) 4 (1%) 10 (4%)
Prostitution 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (2%) 2 (1%) 4 (1%) 1 (<1%)
Robbery 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 3 (1%) 4 (2%) 2 (1%) 5 (2%)
Other 17 (10%) 8 (7%) 35 (13%)| 30 (15%) 42 (15%) 27 (11%)
Total 176 (100%)| 113 (100%)| 262 (100%)| 205 (100%)| 271 (100%)| 244 (100%)

2. Length of treatment and treatment disposstion

The CCAP IOP was designed as a 90-day intervenfldw table below shows that about half of
participants leave within 60 days. About one-gerarémain in the program for more than 90 days.

Table 43. CCAP IOP program length of treatment

Length of treatment First year cohor| Second year coho| Third year cohort
N=87 % | N=136 % | N=157 %
0-30 days 23 26% 32 24% 33* 21%
31-60 days 29 33% 36 26% 44 28%
61-90 days 16 18% 34 25% 36 23%
91+ days 19 22% 34 25% 43 28%

*discharge information available amly 148 people - % taken from 156

The table below shows that about one-third ofigigeints completed treatment at CCAP or were temnsél
to other agencies to complete treatment. Modt@fémaining individuals withdrew or were lost tmtact,
however the rate of those becoming incarceratedises over the three program years.
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Table 44. CCAP IOP program disposiiat discharge

Disposition at discharge from program First year cohort] Second year | Third year cohort
cohort
N=87 % | N=136 % | N=157 %
Completed treatment at CCAP 21 24% 31 23% 35* 24%
Transferred to complete treatment 12 14% 5 4% 23 16%
Withdrew or lost to contact 44  51% 55 40% 32 22%
Incarcerated § 9% 23 17% 40 27%
Inappropriate admission 0 0% 3 2% 8 5%
Funds exhausted 0 0% 5 4% 2 1%
Rule violation 2 2% 4 4% 8 5%
Other 0 0% 10 7% 0 0%

*discharge data available on 148 people - % tdi@n 148

3. Clinical outcomes

All (100%) of the first year participants who corefdd treatment (n=21) were reported to be no longjieig
drugs or alcohol. Participants who completed inesit represent 24% of all those served. Theseithdils
were also no longer spending money on such sutestanmaexperiencing alcohol or drug "problem days".
During the first year, substance use at discham@gnet recorded for individuals not completing timeznt at
CCAP because the agency providing services wadelit@determine their substance use.

For the second year of the program, substance aseegorded for all participants. Six participgd)

were no longer using their primary drug, while 8 lagpartial reduction and 3 increased. All rerimagjn
participants (out of 135 - one had unknown usej&tono change in substance use. Employment stitus
not change for any of the participants in eithearye Due to the very low number of individuals wimg
reduced substance use during the second year cednpéh the first year, we are not confident thetse data
are accurate. However, the service providing agbas since changed and we are thus unable to eithe
determine or improve data accuracy.

For the third year of the program, discharge sulggtaise, housing and employment data were avafiable
148 people. Of those, 7 participants were no longiang their primary drug (or other drugs in theases) at
the time of discharge, 4 had a partial reductich4&mcreased use. The remaining 142 participstndsved
no change in substance use. Ten gained housing gaithed employment.

1. Summary

During the third year of operation there were 16duplicated people who entered the CCAP IOP program
which represented an increase over both prior yeEng program served a higher proportion of fesaled

a similar proportion of ethnic minorities compaxeith the overall jail population. Alcohol and maana
were reported to be used by more than half of #réqipants; cocaine was used by about half dutiedirst
two years, falling slightly in the third year, hoves about half of "other" drug users used methargwhime.
Nearly a third of third-year participants were hdess at admission and only 11% were employed at
admission.

Jail bookings were unchanged for the third yeatigpants when comparing the pre-program year ¢oydar
following program admission. This represents angeefrom the prior two years in which participants
significantly reduced jail bookings. Participamsll three program years increased jail daysicatthg a
substantial increase in length of stay. Recidivésralysis shows that 72% of the third year pardicip were
re-incarcerated within one-year of program entmata that has risen slightly over the three pnogyaars.
Charge severity for program participants was unghen
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The moderate falloff in jail outcomes during thedhyear could be due to both changes in the ssvefrithe
client population (e.g., homelessness, COD, etcwWell as significant staff turnover, as discussefection
Il A. above. Staffing problems were also exacextdty lack of a full-time on-site program supervjso
which was added starting at the beginning of thetfoprogram year, April 2007.

About a third of the participants completed treattreg CCAP or were transferred elsewhere to complet
treatment. Few third-year participants showed cédas in substance use, a finding similar to #eosd
year and possibly caused by problems with data msion.

About half of the participants leave within 60 daysbout one-quarter remain in the program for ntbes
90 days. Two known reasons for early client disghs are that cases are placed back in custodyowiyh
one positive urinalysis and over 60% of clientsetrial status who can be can be discharged €QAP
at any time due to case dismissal, plea bargaamagthe like.
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SECTION IV
CJl PROCESSIMPROVEMENTS DETAIL

CHAPTER 1
CRIMINAL JUSTICE (CJ) LIAISONS

I. Program description

Program overview: The three CJ liaisons began work September, 2Q0® jail-based liaison was based at
the King County Correctional Facility (KCCF) andodéimer at the Regional Justice Center (RJC). Thengw
responsible for serving non-opiate dependent involégats with chemical dependency and/or mentalthea
problems, screening and referring appropriate ierchénts to the specialty courts for Co-Occuriigorder
(COD) and housing voucher programs, and direcflyiirlg mental health vouchers to eligible clienismo
release from custody. In 2005 (during the thirdry@fdhe program), the CJ liaisons also began sange
inmates for eligibility for the jail-referred (naspecialty court) COD program. They provided aasict to
inmate-clients regarding discharge planning, olntgibenefits, and providing linkage to treatmerd/an
other community-based services. A third liaisors wied at CCAP. This staff person was responéilole
engaging court-supervised out-of-custody individualon-site and post-discharge services, andtiailg a
coping skills group for CCAP clients with mentahlta issues. All of the CJ liaisons provided mehtalth
assessments and diagnostic evaluation, and thegrszat and referred presumptively eligible clieats t
appropriate staff to assist with applications foblicly funded benefits. They each provided disgha
planning for treatment, case management, and sugpg@uices in the community.

Target Population: Adult inmate-clients within the King County Jail wiad a mental health and/or
chemical dependency (non-opiate) problem, and wéie wot transferred to the state Department of
Corrections nor had an out-of-county hold, coulddferred to a CJ liaison stationed at each jailee
Offenders court ordered to the King County Commu@iénter for Alternative Programs (CCAP) who were
not eligible for other CCAP CJI programming (ilead a court order for less than 30 services dagss w
homeless or who were not chemically dependent)ddmei referred to the CJ liaison stationed at CCAP.

1. Results

First program year — September 1, 2003 thru Auglis2004
Second program year — September 1, 2004 thru Adjdusx005
Third program year - September 1, 2005 thru Auglis2006

A. Characteristics of per sons served

Characteristics of individuals served during thstfisecond, and third years of the CJ liaison nanogare
presented in the table below. A higher proportibfemales were served than are in the jail popras a
whole. Data regarding ethnicity was collectedfiiat time toward the end of the second year ofptagram.
The third year of the program is the first full yéa have ethnicity data. The CJ liaisons servetirélar
proportion of ethnic minority participants compatedhe overall jail population.

Most individuals served by jail-based liaisons haghtal health and/or chemical dependency problems.
Fewer of those served by the CCAP-based liaisomiettal health problems and this pattern was
particularly prominent during the third program geeDuring the first two years, the CCAP-basedba
saw fewer people with mental health or chemicakdéeency problems compared with the jail-baseddieis
however these discrepancies disappeared durintyitdeyear. During the first two years, about taflthose
served by the RJC liaison were homeless, risir@j4auring the third year, while fewer of thoseveer by
the KCCF and CCAP liaisons were homeless.
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Table 45. CJ liaisons — characteristicsaspns served

Characteristic Gender Age Presenting Problems
First year cohort #/% Female | Average Age (SD) | MH problem | CD problem | Homeless
KCCF (N=618) 248 (40% 34.4 (9)] 343 (56%) | 432 (70%§| 133 (22%]
RJC (N=492) 128 (26%) 36.2 (10) 287 (58%)| 457 (93%)| 251 (51%)
CCAP (N=237) 84 (35% 38.3 (10) 79 (33%) 55 (23%) 52 (22%)
Second year cohort
KCCF (N=620) 198 (32% 36.1(9.9) 438 (71%)| 388 (63%) 54 (9%)
RJC (N=650) 186 (29%) 35.9(8.9) 365 (56%)| 619 (95%)| 317 (49%)
CCAP (N=508) 168 (33%) 36.5 (11.3) 276 (54%)| 160 (31%)| 211 (42%)
Third year cohort
KCCF (N=518) 148 (29% 36.8 (9.9) 464 (90%)| 401 (77%) 238 (50%)
RJC (N=353) 88 (25%]) 37.1(9.4) 233 (66%)| 327 (93%)| 266 (75%)
CCAP (N=399) 143 (36%) 37.1(11.1) 287 (72%)| 293 (73%)| 120 (30%)

115 missing DOB in year 1 and 41 missing year 2faect referral to ADATSA/DSHS
Missing data for 30 direct referrals to ADATSA/DSHS

3Missing data for 45 direct referrals to ADATSA/DSHS

Table 46. CJ liaisons — ethnicity of persons sérve

Ethnicity White Black/African- | Native Asian/Pacific | Hispanic | Other/unk
Third year cohort American American | Islander
KCCF (N=518)| 257 (50% 216 (42%) 13 (3%) 16 (3%) 11 (2%) 5 (1%)
RJC (N=353) 200 (57%) 118 (33%) 17 (5%) 5 (1%) 13 (4%) 0 (0%)
CCAP (N=399)| 221 (55%) 138 (35%) 10 (3%) 8 (2%) 20 (5%) 2 (1%)

B. Referral sources

One way to assess the degree to which liaisonsi@grated within the systems in which they workois
examine their referral sources. If all expectddrral sources are represented, we could conchatehie
liaisons are sufficiently known and are functionadgquately in the views of referral sources. Irgtggn is
partially demonstrated by a high rate of refertalBaisons from Jail Health Services (particulddy the
KCCEF liaison), though court and corrections reflereae more infrequent. Inmate self-referral fesistance
was the most frequent referral source for the Rai€oin.

Table 47. CJ liaisons — referral sources

Referral sources* First year cohort Second year cohort Third year cohort
KCCF RJC KCCF RJC KCCF RJC
N=618 N=492 N=620 N=650 N=518 N=353
Self 297 (48%) 295 (60%)] 80 (13%)| 411 (63%) 38 (7%)] 200 (57%)
Jail Health Services 255 (41%) 91 (18%)| 499 (80%)| 131 (20%)] 367 (71%)| 81 (23%)
Defender Assoc., attorney 19 (3%) 10 (2%) 14 (2%) 30 (5%) 60 (12%)| 15 (4%)
Courts/judges 21 (3%) 16 (3%) 4 (1%) 18 (3%) 3 (1%) 20 (6%)
Other liaison 1(<1%) 18 (4%)| 1(<1%) 11 (2%) 3 (1%) 7 (2%)
RJC/DAJD staff 2 (<1%) 14 (3%) 0 (0%) 25 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
PO 1(<1%) 12 (2%) 0 (0%) 7 (1%) 5 (1%) 0 (0%)
Mental health case manager 6 (1po) 6 (1%) 4 (1%) 0 (0%) 11 (2%) 1 (<1%)
DSHS/ADATSA worker 0 (0% 5 (1%) 2 (<1%) 6 (1%) 2 (<1%) 3 (1%)
DOC CCO 2 (<1% 2 (<1%) 9 (1%) 0 (0%) 15 (3%) 24 (7%)
Other/Unknown 10 (2%) 23 (4%) 7 (1%) 11 (2%) 14 (3%) 2 (1%)
*CCAP liaison not included - all referrals are fraourts
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C. Treatment linkages

CJ liaisons provide a wide range of referrals “outilch are listed below.

Table 48. CJ liaisons — referrals out

Referrals out | DSHS/ Justice Mental Corrections/ | Housing | Specialty | Employ | CD, Medical
ADATSA | Resource| health Court and courts -ment JODET, | /dental/
/GAU Center agencies | (attrny, PO, | HOST AA, NA | other
IGAX (includes | judge, social
COD) worker,
- DOC, JHS,
First year liaisons)
cohort
KCCF (N=618)| 309 (50%) 48 (8%) 137 (22%) 76 (12%) 45 (7%)  88%)14 1 (<1%)| 27 (4%) 10 (2%
RJC (N=492) | 331 (67%) 5(1%) 76 (15% 64 (13%) 4 (19%) 49 (10%) 0 (0%)| 36 (7%)| 1(<1%
CCAP (N=237)| 91(38%)| - 68 (29% 1(1%) 39 (16% - | 65 (27%)| 40 (17%) 23 (10%)
Second year
cohort
KCCF (N=620)| 367 (59%)| 114 (18%) 144 (23%) 114 (18%) 49 (8%) (IBh)| 3 (<1%)| 40(6%) 2 (<1%
RJC (N=650) | 623(96%)| 239 (37% 32 (5%) 73 (11%) 8 (1%) 7 (o)L (<1%) | 28 (4%)| 3 (<1%
CCAP (N=508)| 248 (49%)] - 268 (53% 0(0%) 182 (36%) @0%) 0(0%)| 0 (0%)
Third year
cohort
KCCF (N=518)| 346 (67%)| 102 (20%) 161 (31%) 300 (58%) 65 (13%) (BP6)| 2 (<1%)| 51 (10% 5 (194)
RJC (N=353) 168 (48%)| 322 (91% 33 (9%) 13 (4%) 231 (65p0) 4Y1% 9 (3%) 7 (2%) 2 (1%
CCAP (N=399)| 175(44%)| - 296 (74% 0(0%) 107 (27%) - 124) -1 (<1%)

2Drug Court referrals involve talking w/attorneyreferring client to talk to attorney.
3Housing vouchers became available within CCAP D4y 4 were provided during the two months of tiejsorting period
“Not reported after Oct 2005

!Percentages do not add to 100% as liaisons may mafethan one referral per client and some cliggtisive no referrals

Most clients served by the jail-based CJ liais@teived a referral to a benefit application worll@8HS,
ADATSA or the Justice Resource Center). Refetmlsental health agencies were also common,

particularly from the CCAP liaison. We are notremtly able to determine whether linkage to sewic
referred has actually occurred.

Summary

During the third year of the program the CJ liassarved a total of 1270 referrals (518 KCCF, 33@ R
399 CCAP), somewhat lower than the peak of 177& &k during the second year and similar to ther13

referrals during the first year. One explanationthe decrease in referrals processed is thatgltie third

year, the CJ liaison's work began to include agsgasmates for eligibility to the jail-referreddn-
specialty court) COD program described above. &hneferrals take more time to process, resultingsa
staff time for other types of referrals.

The program served a higher proportion of fematesaasimilar proportion of ethnic minority individis

compared to the overall jail population. Most redés to the RJC liaison were inmate self-referrésiring
the first year, most KCCF referrals were also irarslf-referrals, however since the second yeat mos
referrals have come from Jail Health Services.

Most clients served by the jail-based CJ liais@teived a referral to a benefit application worll@BHS,
ADATSA or the Justice Resource Center). Refetalsental health agencies were also common,
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particularly from the CCAP liaison. We are notremtly able to determine whether linkage to sewvice
referred has actually occurred.
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CHAPTER 2
ADAT SA APPLICATION WORKER

Program description

Program overview: An Alcoholism and Drug Addiction Treatment andofart Act (ADATSA) application

worker provided by the King County Assessment Qentes assigned full-time to the CJl in January, 2200
ADATSA application workers from a community providegere added during the third year. The ADATSA
application workers screened offender-clients refitfrom the DSHS application workers for financial
eligibility and assisted offender-clients in applyifor publicly funded chemical dependency treatmdine
position was intended to increase the volume arafér-clients who were efficiently and effectivéhked to
needed chemical dependency treatment upon release.

Target Population: Eligible individuals were adult offender-clientsthin King County jails who had
chemical dependency problems, were indigent, wifbimays of release from custody, without out-ajrty
holds, and not transferred to the State Departwfe@brrections. In early 2006, during the third iyefthe
program, municipal jails, primarily Auburn and Keniere added to this target population.

. Results;

First program year — February 1, 2004 thru Jan@ary®005
Second program year — February 1, 2005 thru Jar8iarg006
Third program year - February 1, 2006 thru Jan@4ry2007

Characteristics of persons served

During the third year of the program, 319 peopteieed an ADATSA screening; a substantial increass
the 251 screened during the second year and 14##ydbe first year. The table below shows thaigér
proportion of females and a similar proportion thfréc minorities were served by the ADATSA applioat
workers compared to the overall jail population.

Table 49. ADATSA application worker - charactddstof persons served

Demographics First year cohort Second year cohort Third year cohort
N=142] % N=251 % N=319 %
Gender- #/% female 45  32% 85 34% 79 25%
Ethnicity
Caucasian 101 58% 123 49% 170 53%
African-American 43 30% 75 30% 106 33%
Native American 14 10% 34 14% 28 9%
Asian-Pacific Islander il 1% 6 2% 11 3%
Mixed or "other" 3 2% 12 5% 2 1%
Hispanic (duplicated) il 1% 6 2% 16 5%
Unknown 0 0% 1 <1% 2 1%
Age Ave.=355 SD=9.0| Ave.=35.8 | SD=9.6| Ave.=35.0/ SD=10.3

13 people missing DOB
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B. Referral sources

During the third year of the program most referveése from DSHS application workers, while most
remaining participants were referred from Intakevi8es PR screeners. This is the same pattermtmat
found for the second year. During the first ydaow half of the participants self-referred as thés prior to
the introduction of DSHS worker pre-screening agfdnrals from Intake Services. A modest proportbn
referrals continued to come from the courts.

Table 50. ADATSA application worker referral soesc

ADATSA referral sources First year cohort Second year cohor{ Third year cohort
N=326 % N=251 % | N=319 %
Self 160 49% 0 0% 0 0%
DSHS workers 22 7% 188 75% 215 67%
Intake services/PR screeners 0 0% 27 11% 53 17%
CJ liaison 46 14% 0 0% 20 6%
Jail Health Services 45 14% 1 <1% 0 0%
Courts/judges/AGs office 17 5% 29 12% 0 0%
PO 16 5% 0 0% 0 0%
RJC/DAJD jail staff 4 1% 0 0% 10 3%
Community agencies P 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Community corrections D 0% 4 2% 0 0%
DOC 1 <1% 0 0% 0 0%
Defender organizations 1 <1% 0 0% 0 0%
Other/unknown 12 4% 2 1% 21 7%

C. Successin obtaining ADAT SA benefits

The table below shows that of those who completARATSA screening, nearly all obtains ADATSA
benefits.

Table 51. ADATSA success in obtaining betsefi

ADATSA First year cohort | Second year cohort | Third year cohort
(N=142 screened)| (N=251 screened) | (N=319 screened)
N % N % N %
Obtained ADATSA 122 80% 220 88% 260 82%
benefit or determined
eligible for services

[11. Summary
During the third year, 319 individuals receivedfDATSA screening representing a substantial inaeas
over the 251 screened during the second year ahdctéened during the first year. A higher prdparbf
females and a similar proportion of ethnic minestivere served compared to the jail population.

Of those who completed an ADATSA screening, ovén&btained ADATSA benefits.
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CHAPTER 3
DSHSAPPLICATION WORKER

Program description

Program overview: A DSHS application worker began work in May, 200he application worker assisted

potentially eligible offender-clients in applyingrfpublicly funded benefits. The application warkssisted
offender-clients at the KCCF half-time and CCAPfHtiahe in applying for Title XIX-Medicaid or other
publicly-funded benefits, including reinstatemehsacial security. A second DSHS application wonkas
dedicated to the project in June 2006, one assifyiietime at KCCF and the other assigned full-tiate
CCAP. RJC inmates were initially assisted by tkisting Kent CSO and later (effective January 2006)
the Belltown CSO. The application worker positievere intended to increase the volume of offendients
who were efficiently and effectively linked to negldbenefits upon release.

Target Population: Eligible individuals were adult offender-clientsthin King County jails who had
mental health and/or chemical dependency problesae indigent, within 45 days of release from cdgfo
without out-of-county holds, and not being transddrto prison.

. Results

First program year - May 1, 2004 - April 30, 2005
Second program year - May 1, 2005 - April 30, 2006
Third program year - May 1, 2006 - April 30, 2007

Characteristics of persons served

During the third year, 1828 referrals were madén&oDSHS applications workers resulting in 809
applications completed. These figures represdigtantial increases over the 1562 referrals (377
applications) during the second year and 1259 nadfe(298 applications) during the first year. The
proportion of applications relative to referralsaincreased. Referrals who did not have an egtjin
completed typically did not have a release dathiwid5 days of referral, were released too sodeto
screened, or only needed to check on their exi®iBHS funding status.

Demographic characteristics are collected for iilligls who received a DSHS application. A higher
proportion of females and a lower proportion ofnéthminorities completed a DSHS application comgdce
the overall jail population.

Table 52. DSHS application worker — charactegstitpersons served

Demographics First year cohort Second year cohort Third year cohort

N=1259 referrals N=1562 referrals N=1828 referrals
N=298 % N=377 % N=809 %

Applications Applications
Gender- #/% female 99 33% 125 33% 223 28%
Ethnicity

Caucasian 178 60% 265 70% 516 64%
African-American 103 35% 91 24% 236 29%
Native American 15 5% 13 3% 34 4%
Asian-Pacific Islander D 1% 7 2% 23 3%
Mixed or "other" 0 0% 1 <1% 0 0%
Hispanic (duplicated) 1 2% 6 2% 20 2%
Age Average=34.7 SD=10.1| Average=35.6 SD=9.8| Average=36.2 SD=10.2
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B. Referral sources

The data below show that most of the referral$ferDSHS application workers were from inmates
themselves and this proportion increased duringtting year. Other prominent referral sourcesuded
CCAP, Jail Health Services, and courts.

Table 53. DSHS application worker referral sources

DSHS referral sources First year cohor] Second year cohol Third year cohort
N=1259 % | N=1562 % | N=1828 %
Self 541| 43% 649 42% 1017 56%
CCAP 374 30% 469 30% 231 13%
Jail Health Services 113 9% 276 18% 159 9%
Courts 198 16% 74 5% 61 3%
Defender associations 9 1% 51 3% 37 2%
DOC 7 1% 9 <1% 12 1%
CJ liaison 7 1% 0 0% 30 2%
Psychiatric hospital 0 0% 14 1% 135 7%
Jail transition program D 0% 14 1% 62 3%
Mental health center B3 <1% 1 <1% 0 0%
Assessment Center/CD ITA/ADATSA 3 <1% 0 0% 2 <1%
Probation/parole 2 <1% 3 <1% 45 2%
DSHS workers (transfer) D 0% 0 0% 28 2%
Other/unknown 4 <% 2 <1% 9 <1%

. Successin obtaining DSHS benefits

DSHS benefits received by those completing aoticgtion are shown below. Nearly 2/3 of those who
applied for Medicaid and cash assistance recehlemit This pattern was also true for ADATSA betsefi
during the first and second years of the programmever, the rate dropped notably during the thedry
Nearly all of those who applied for food stampsereed them in all program years.

Table 54. DSHS application worker DSHS Hi¢ineceived

DSHS benefits First year cohor Second year coho Third year cohort
N=298 N=377 N=809

Applied | Received| Applied Received| Applied Received

ADATSA 119| 76 (64%) 162 96 (59%) 339| 131 (39%)
Food stamps 149 135 (91%) 206| 180 (87%) 333| 274 (82%)
Medicaid 78| 40 (51%) 166| 111 (67%) 427 297 (70%)
Cash assistance 86 45 (52%) 162| 107 (66%) 378| 242 (64%)
SSI 8 7 (88%) 0 0% (0%) 18 15 (83%)

1. Summary

During the third year 1828 referrals were madéneo@SHS application workers representing a subiatant
increase over the 1562 during the second year 26@ during the first year. During the third yeé4% of
referrals completed a DSHS application which is asubstantial increase over previous years.igien
proportion of females and a lower proportion ofnéthminorities completed an application comparethto

overall jail population.
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Referrals to the DSHS applications workers wergdlrfrom inmates themselves, CCAP, Jail Health
Services, or the courts.

For those who completed an application, nearlyo2tBose who applied for Medicaid and cash assistan
received them. The rate was similar for receiNATSA benefits during the first two years of the
program, but fell during the third year. One cimittor to this issue was initiating access to tigDC
program for referrals from non-specialty courts.(icourts other than drug and mental health cpatthe
end of 2005. CJ liaisons (who refer to the ADAT®#rkers) prioritized this population and these
individuals are likely to have applied for ADATSAd later found eligible for COD (including GAU/GAX
due to a co-occurring mental iliness), which womlgan that their ADATSA application would be denied.
Nearly all of those who applied for food stampsereed them in all program years.
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SECTIONV
RECOMMENDATIONSAND ACTIONS TAKEN

Below are recommendations based on the data intlinddis report and selected issues raised i pejgorts
where noted.

1. During the first and third years of the spegiaburt referred COD integrated treatment prograanticipants
demonstrated significant reductions in jail bookinigut not during the second year. During alléhrears
participants showed positive clinical outcomes light of inconsistent jail outcomes, MHCADSD will
restructure approximately half of the funding foistprogram to use a different model that focusesem
specifically on forensic issues and obtaining hogi$or participants who are homeless. This restired
program could provide a convenient natural compargroup to test the relative effectiveness ofttle
models, if participants are selected into the nevgram in a comparable fashion to selection forattiginal
program.

The COD program was extended at the end of 208&¢orals from non-specialty court inmates via Klieg
County jail and municipal jails. First-year jaihd clinical outcomes were positive for the Kinguty jail-
referred COD program but less so for the munidggikkeferred program. It is possible that the kera
outcomes for the municipal jail COD program were tluthe small sample size or unmeasured diffeseimce
the populations served. As such, this programIghmeire-evaluated at the end of its second yeanpming
results from both years if there is insufficientngde size to analyze them separately.

2. The housing voucher progrdms shown significant reductions in jail bookimlysing all three years of the
program, and during the second year jail days wks@ significantly reduced. However, as about bathe
participants drop out of the program in less th@m&ys and less the 30% obtained permanent hodsiirtg
the third years of the program (38% during the sdggear), there is a continued need to focus oticfEant
retention and ways to increase the supply of sgfiptopriate and well-maintained housing for CJI
participants. MHCADSD is engaged in ongoing distass with funders to provide dedicated permanent
supportive housing vouchers for this populationrider to address the participant retention problem.

3. The_CCAP IOP programid not show significant reductions in jail booginduring the third year; however
reductions had been shown during the prior twostedail days were not reduced during any of tlaesye
The moderate falloff in jail outcomes during the&dhyear could be due both changes in the sevefitiye
client population (e.g., homelessness, COD, etcWell as significant staff turnover, as discusaledve.
Staffing problems were also exacerbated by lackfofl-time on-site program supervisor, which wdsded
starting at the beginning of the fourth programry@goril 2007), when a new provider agency was caxted
with to provide services. MHCADSD staff is monitay jail and clinical outcomes for clients servedthe
new provider agency and are exploring ideas abowrtth address the substantial proportion of CCA&hts
needing substance abuse treatment who also haveccoring mental illnesses.

4. The CJ liaisonand ADATSA and DSHS application workersllectively served 3,417 people during the
third year; about the same as during the secondayehabout one-third more than during the firgtrye
Individuals served were referred to essential benahd community-based treatment and other sexvice
During the third year of these programs we didh@ote the ability to determine whether referralstipalarly
from the CJ liaisons, resulted in actual linkagé&réatment and services. Midway through 2007nteyecase
managers were hired to help ensure that individediésred by the CJ liaisons are successfully Lintke
services. Re-entry case managers meet with inmétesto release to enhance pre-release engagement
Very recently, this program has been extendedfesrads from Jail Health Services. Data from fivisgram
should be available within a year.
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