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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In 2002, under Act 128, the Vermont Legislature established a pilot project to create drug court 
initiatives and begin implementing drug courts in three Vermont counties --Rutland, Chittenden, 
and Bennington. Since the establishment of these drug courts, and the initial indications of their 
efficacy,   additional Vermont counties have started drug court programs. The Washington 
County Treatment Court began official operation in September of 2006. It was established as a 
pilot program for combating drug crimes, not only drug possession, but drug-related crimes, 
both misdemeanors and felonies, such as retail theft, burglaries, and grand larceny. Offenders 
identified as drug-addicted are referred to the court by law enforcement, probation officers and 
attorneys and put into a treatment program whose goal is to reduce drug dependency and 
improve the quality of life for offenders and their families. In most cases, after their successful 
completion of drug court, the original charges are dismissed or reduced. The benefits to society 
include reduced recidivism by the drug court participants, leading to increased public safety and 
reduced costs to taxpayers. 
 
 

METHODOLOGY 

An outcome evaluation attempts to determine the effects that a program has on participants. In 
the case of the Washington Treatment Court (WTC) the objective of this outcome evaluation 
was to determine the extent to which the WTC reduced recidivism among program participants. 

In this evaluation participant behavior was divided into three study groups – those who 
successfully graduated from the WTC, those who were terminated or withdrew before 
completing the WTC, and those who were referred to the WTC but did not participate. The 
latter group was characterized as a quasi-control group (hereafter, “control group”) for the 
study. 

An indicator of post-program criminal behavior that is commonly used in outcome evaluations 
of criminal justice programs is the number of participants who recidivate -- that is, are convicted 
of a crime after they complete the program. An analysis of the criminal history records of the 64 
subjects who were referred to the WTC from program inception to March 12, 2012, was 
conducted using the Vermont criminal history record of participants as provided by the Vermont 
Criminal Information Center (VCIC) at the Vermont Department of Public Safety. The Vermont 
criminal history record on which the recidivism analysis was based included all charges and 
convictions prosecuted in a Vermont District Court that were available as of July 1, 2012.   The 
criminal records on which the study was based do not contain federal prosecutions, out-of-state 
prosecutions, or traffic tickets. 
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

 

1. The Washington Treatment Court (WTC) appears to be a promising approach for 
 reducing recidivism among participants who completed the program.  An analysis of the 
 Vermont criminal records for the 64 study subjects shows that approximately 27% of 
 successful graduates of the WTC were reconvicted of a crime as compared to 74% of the 
 control group during the study period. 

2 The Washington Treatment Court was shown to be very effective in producing 
 graduates that remained conviction free in the community during their first year after 
 leaving the program.   Approximately 87% of participants who completed the WTC had 
 no arrest for any new criminal conviction within one year after program completion.  
 The control group had a significantly lower success rate – only 52% remained 
 conviction free within the first year. 

3. The Washington Treatment Court appears to be a promising approach for reducing the 
number and severity of post-WTC reconvictions for participants who completed the 
WTC. The reconviction rate for the successful WTC participants was a fraction of the 
rate for the control group participants (47 compared to 607 reconvictions per 100, 
respectively). None of the WTC graduates’ reconvictions were felonies compared to the 
4.8% felonies for the unsuccessful participants. In comparison, the control group had a 
much higher number of felony reconvictions (17.7%). 

4. The Washington Treatment Court may have a beneficial effect on participants regardless 
of whether they complete the program or not. The control group recidivists averaged 
significantly more reconvictions than WTC participants, averaging 8.2 convictions per 
recidivist. In comparison, the recidivists who successfully graduated from the WTC 
averaged only 1.8 convictions, and the subjects who were unsuccessful in completing 
the WTC averaged only 2.6 convictions. This result indicates that an intervention to get 
people engaged with treatment might have lasting effects even if the participants don’t 
successfully complete the program.  

5. The reduced recidivism rates observed for the graduates of the WTC and for the 
subjects who were unsuccessful in completing the WTC, compared with the control 
group were most likely due to the benefits of the WTC program rather than due  to 
differences in demographic, criminal history, or the base charge characteristics of the 
study segments.  
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INTRODUCTION 
This outcome evaluation of the Washington Treatment Court (hereafter the “WTC”) was 
designed to answer five questions associated with the post-project behavior of subjects who 
participated in the Washington Treatment Court from September 2006 to March 2012.    

1. Which subjects were convicted of additional crimes after their participation in 
the Washington Treatment Court?  

 2. For those subjects who were convicted of additional crimes after their   
  participation in the Washington Treatment Court, when were they convicted? 

 3. For those subjects who were convicted of additional crimes after their   
  participation in the Washington Treatment Court, what crimes did they commit? 

4. For those subjects who were convicted of additional crimes after their 
participation in the Washington Treatment Court, in which counties were the 
subjects convicted? 

In this evaluation, participant behavior was divided into three study groups – those who 
successfully graduated from the WTC, those who were terminated or withdrew before 
completing the WTC, and those who were referred to the WTC but did not participate. The 
latter group was characterized as a quasi-control group for the study. 

This outcome evaluation was supported through funds provided by the Vermont Court 
Administrator’s Office (CAO), however, the findings and conclusions expressed in this report are 
those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the CAO. 

WASHINGTON TREATMENT COURT 
September 2006 – March 2012 

Overview 

In 2002, under Act 128, the Vermont Legislature established a pilot project to create drug court 
initiatives and begin implementing drug courts in three Vermont counties -- Rutland, 
Chittenden, and Bennington. Since the establishment of these drug courts, and the initial 
indications of their efficacy, additional Vermont counties have started drug court programs. The 
Washington County Treatment Court began official operation in September of 2006. It was 
established as a pilot program for combating drug crimes, not only  drug possession, but drug-
related crimes, both misdemeanor and felony, such as retail theft, burglaries and grand larceny.. 
Offenders identified as drug-addicted are referred to the court by law enforcement, probation 
officers and attorneys and put into a treatment program whose goal is to reduce drug 
dependency and improve the quality of life for   offenders and their families. In most cases, after 
their successful completion of drug court, the original charges are dismissed or reduced. The 
benefits to society include reduced recidivism by the drug court participants, leading to 
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increased public safety and reduced costs to taxpayers. 
 “In the typical drug court program, participants are closely supervised by a judge who is 
supported by a team of agency representatives operating outside their traditional roles. The 
team typically includes a drug court coordinator, case managers, substance abuse treatment 
providers, District/State’s Attorneys, Public Defenders, law enforcement officers, and parole and 
probation officers who work together to provide needed services to drug court participants. 
District/State’s Attorneys and Public Defenders hold their usual adversarial positions in 
abeyance to support the treatment and supervision needs of program participants. Drug court 
programs blend the resources, expertise and interests of a variety of jurisdictions and 
agencies.”1 

It should be noted that the WTC has not had a coordinator and has a half-time case manager. 
Consequently, the WTC serves   fewer people in a year than the treatment courts that are fully 
staffed. 

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
An outcome evaluation attempts to determine the effects that a program has on participants. In 
the case of the Washington Treatment Court the objective of this outcome evaluation was to 
determine the extent to which the Washington Treatment Court reduced recidivism among its 
participants. 

An indicator of post-program criminal behavior that is commonly used in outcome evaluations 
of criminal justice programs is the number of participants who recidivate -- that is, are convicted 
of a crime after they complete the program. In the case of this study, participants were 
considered to have recidivated if they were reconvicted for of any crime prosecuted in a 
Vermont District Court; including violations of probation and motor vehicle offenses, after 
successful completion or termination from the WTC.  

This evaluation included three study segments – subjects who successfully completed the 
Treatment Court program (n=15), a segment that was terminated or withdrew from the 
program (n=22), and a quasi-control group that were referred to the WTC but did not participate 
(n=27, hereafter the “control”). During the study period, 41% of Washington Treatment Court 
participants (15 of 37) successfully graduated from the WTC. 

An analysis of the criminal history records of the 64 subjects who were referred to the 
Washington Treatment Court from program inception to March 12, 2012, was conducted using 
the Vermont criminal history record of participants as provided by the Vermont Criminal 
Information Center (VCIC) at the Vermont Department of Public Safety.  The Vermont criminal 
history record on which the recidivism analysis was based included all charges and convictions 
prosecuted in a Vermont District Court that were available as of July 1, 2012.   The criminal 
records on which the study was based do not contain federal prosecutions, out-of-state 
prosecutions, or traffic tickets. 
                                                           

1Vermont Drug Courts: Rutland County Adult Drug Court Cost Evaluation Final Report, NPC Research, January 2009. 
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RECIDIVISM 
How is Recidivism Defined? 

Since recidivism is usually the primary measure of interest when evaluating the effectiveness of 
programs such as the Washington Treatment Court, it is important to consider the manner in 
which recidivism is defined, and how the definition affects the interpretation of study results.  
The Vermont Legislature in “The War on Recidivism” Act of 2011, ordered the Department of 
Corrections to calculate recidivism as: 

 “[T]he rate of recidivism based upon offenders who are sentenced to more than  
 one year of incarceration, who, after release from incarceration, return to  
 prison within three years for a conviction for a new offense or a violation of  
 supervision resulting, and the new incarceration sentence is at least 90 days.”2 
 
Analysis using this definition of recidivism for the Washington Treatment Court study indicates 
that only one subject, belonging to the terminated/withdrew group, can be classified as a 
recidivist within this definition. This analysis results in a post-program recidivism rate of 4.5% for 
this study segment, and no recidivists among those who successfully completed the WTC. 

Despite the extremely low recidivism rate for the Washington Treatment Court derived from 
Vermont’s statutory definition of recidivism, WTC administrators requested that a more 
rigorous definition for recidivism be used for this analysis. It was determined that a “zero 
tolerance” standard for recidivism would be adopted such that any Washington Treatment 
Court participant who was convicted of any crime prosecuted in a Vermont District Court, 
including violations of probation and motor vehicle offenses, after program completion or 
termination would be considered a recidivist. 

How was Recidivism Determined? 

In order to determine which subjects recidivated, a recidivism clock start date was set for each  
subject, dependent on whether they successfully graduated from the WTC, were unsuccessful at 
completing the WTC ( were terminated or withdrew), or were referred to but  did not 
participate in the WTC.   

For those participants that had successfully completed the WTC, their recidivism clock started 
on their “Program Completion Date”, which was included in the participant description data 
provided by the Court Administrator’s Office (CAO). If a Project Completion date was not 
available, the recidivism clock was started on the “Sentencing Date” which was also provided in 
the participant description data.  If the sentencing date was not available, then the recidivism 

                                                           

2 http://www.leg.state.vt.us/docs/2012/Acts/ACT041.pdf  Section 5, Subsection b(1). 

http://www.leg.state.vt.us/docs/2012/Acts/ACT041.pdf
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clock was started on the “Disposition Date” of the base docket case (the case that resulted in 
the subject’s referral to the Washington Treatment Court) as indicated in VCIC criminal history 
records. For subjects who were terminated or withdrew from the WTC, the recidivism clock was 
started on the “Program End Date,” which was provided in the participant description data from 
the CAO. For the control group that was referred to but did not participate in the WTC, no base 
dockets were provided by the CAO.  Therefore, the recidivism clock for these subjects was 
determined from their VCIC criminal records and started at the time of their earliest conviction 
during the study period.  

Based on each subject’s recidivism start date and their criminal records from VCIC, a subject was 
considered a recidivist if they were convicted of any new offense after their recidivism start 
date. The elapsed time to recidivate was also measured between the start of the participant’s 
recidivism clock and the date the participant was arrested for the new offense that ended in 
conviction. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 1:  WHICH SUBJECTS WERE CONVICTED OF 
ADDITIONAL CRIMES AFTER THEIR PARTICIPATION IN THE WTC? 
 

Summary of Findings 

When compared to the other two study segments, significantly more subjects from the control 
group recidivated. These subjects recidivated at a rate of 74.1%, compared to the WTC 
graduates (26.7%) and the people who were terminated or withdrew from the WTC (36.4%).  

 

Detailed Findings  

Table 1 provides data regarding the percentage of Washington Treatment Court participants 
who recidivated during the study period as per the study definition of recidivism. An analysis of 
the Vermont criminal records for these 64 subjects shows that 26.7% ( 4 of 15)  of the subjects 
who completed the WTC were reconvicted of some type of crime as compared to 36.4% (8 of 
22) of the subjects who failed to complete the WTC and withdrew or were terminated. 
Comparing these two study segments with the control group showed that significantly more 
subjects from the control group recidivated. Seventy-four percent (20 of 27) of the control 
group were reconvicted of new crimes.  

Table 1 
Subjects Reconvicted for Any Offense 

 

  Graduated / Completed 
WTC 

Terminated / Withdrew 
From WTC Control Group 

  Count % Count % Count % 

Recidivist 4 26.7% 8 36.4% 20 74.1% 

Non-recidivist 11 73.3% 14 63.6% 7 25.9% 

Total 15 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 
Note: Values in the same row showing different shades of gray are significantly different at p< 0.05 in the two-sided test of 
equality for column proportions. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2: WHEN WERE SUBJECTS ARRESTED AND 
CONVICTED? 
 

Summary of Findings 

If “successful outcome” for the WTC is defined as no arrest for any new criminal conviction 
within one year after leaving the program, both the graduates of the WTC and the subjects who 
were unsuccessful in completing the WTC were significantly more successful in remaining 
conviction free during their first year after leaving the program than were members of the 
control group. Eighty-seven percent of the WTC graduates and 86% of the terminated/withdrew 
participants had no arrests for any new criminal conviction within one year of leaving the 
program. The control group had a significantly lower success rate, with only 52% of subjects 
with no reconvictions within one year. 

Detailed Findings 

In addition to recidivism measures, program effectiveness can be also measured in terms of how 
long a participant remains conviction free in the community.  Even if a participant is convicted of 
another offense after program completion, the longer the subject remains conviction free is 
important in evaluating the crime prevention potential for a project. 
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Table 2 summarizes the analysis of elapsed recidivism time for subjects who were convicted of 
any new crime during the study period.  For the subjects who successfully completed the WTC, 
only two of the 15 arrests for new criminal convictions occurred in less than one year.  The other 
two arrests occurred during the first year. Similar findings were observed for the subjects who 
withdrew or were terminated from the WTC. For this group, only three of the 22 arrests for any 
new criminal conviction occurred in less than one year, with three arrests occurring during the 
first year after leaving the WTC, and two arrests during the second year after leaving the WTC.  
The control group showed significantly more arrests for new criminal conviction in less than one 
year (13 of 27, or 48%). 

Table 2 
Time to Recidivism 

Participant Group When First 
Recidivated Total Percentage 

Graduated/Completed 
WTC 

< 1 year 2 13.3% 

During year 1 2 13.3% 

During year 2 0 0.0% 

After year 2 0 0.0% 

Total Subjects 15 26.7% 

Terminated/Withdrew 
from WTC 

< 1 year 3 13.6% 

During year 1 3 13.6% 

During year 2 2 9.1% 

After year 2 0 0.0% 

Total Subjects 22 36.4% 

Control Group 

< 1 year 13 48.2% 
During year 1 3 11.1% 
During year 2 1 3.7% 
After year 2 3 11.1% 

 Total Subjects 27 74.1% 
Note: Values in rows showing different shades of gray are significantly different 
at p< 0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions 

 
If “successful outcome” for the Washington Treatment Court is defined as no arrest for any new 
criminal conviction within one year of recidivism eligibility, than the success rate for participants 
who completed the WTC would be 86.7% (13 subjects with no arrest for any new criminal 
conviction within one year divided by 15 participants who successfully completed the WTC).  A 
similar success rate was observed for participants who withdrew or were terminated from the 
WTC with 19 out of 22 (86.4%) with no new convictions within one year. The control group had 
a significantly lower success rate -- 51.8%, or 14 of 27 subjects with no reconvictions within one 
year. 
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Research Question 3: What Crimes Did They Commit? 
 

Overview 

When considering the effect that the WTC had on participants it is important to differentiate 
between the number of participants who recidivated and the number of crimes for which 
participants were convicted during the study period. For example, if a participant’s case was 
disposed in 2009 and s/he was convicted of two crimes in 2010 and then three crimes in 2011, 
the participant would be counted as a recidivist only once.  However, in order to understand the 
full offense pattern of participants, and to assess the full impact of the WTC on the criminal 
behavior of participants, it is important to also note that the defendant was convicted of those 
five additional crimes during the study period.  While the first section of this evaluation focused 
on whether or not a participant was reconvicted during the study period, this section of the 
analysis focuses on the number of crimes for which participants were reconvicted.   

Summary of Findings 

The successful graduates of the WTC were reconvicted of only seven crimes, none of which were 
felonies. Participants who withdrew or were terminated from the WTC were convicted of 21 
crimes during the study period – one felony (4.8%) and 20 misdemeanors (95.2%). The control 
group had a total of 164 reconvictions – 26 (17.7%) felonies and 135 misdemeanors (82.3%). 

The successful graduates of the WTC, and those that were terminated or withdrew from the 
program, had much lower reconviction rates (number of reconvictions per 100 subjects) than 
did the control group. The rate for those that completed the WTC was 47 reconvictions per 100 
participants. The terminated/withdrew study group had a rate of 95 reconvictions per 100 
participants. In comparison, the control group had 607 reconvictions per 100 participants. 
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Detailed Findings 

Participant Offense Levels and Patterns 

Table 3 indicates that the combined study participants were convicted of a total of 192 crimes 
during the follow-up period.  The successful graduates of the WTC were convicted of a total of 
seven crimes during the study period – all misdemeanors. Participants who withdrew or were 
terminated from the WTC were convicted of 21 crimes during the study period – one felony 
(4.8%) and 20 misdemeanors (95.2%). The control group had a total of 164 reconvictions – 29 
(17.7%) felonies and 135 misdemeanors (82.3%).  
 
Since the size of the three study groups was different, a reconviction rate per 100 is a more 
useful measure for comparing results.  The reconviction rate for those participants who 
completed the WTC was 47 reconvictions per 100 participants (7 reconvictions divided by 15 
subjects, multiplied by 100) versus 95 reconvictions per 100 participants for the 
terminated/withdrew group (21 reconvictions divided by 22 subjects, multiplied by 100), and 
607 reconvictions per 100 for the control group (164 reconvictions divided by 27 subjects, 
multiplied by 100). 
 

Table 3 
Offense Levels For All Crimes For Which Subjects Were Reconvicted 

 
 Graduated / 

Completed WTC 
Terminated / 

Withdrew From WTC Control Group Total 

  # of 
Convictions Percent 

# of 
Convictions Percent 

# of 
Convictions Percent 

# of 
Convictions Percent 

Felony 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 29 17.7% 30 15.6% 
Misdemeanor 7 100.0% 20 95.2% 135 82.3% 162 84.4% 

Total 7 100.0% 21 100.0% 164 100.0% 192 100.0% 
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Table 4 shows the types of crime for which the subjects were reconvicted. The recidivists who 
successfully completed the WTC averaged 1.8 convictions with a median of 1.5 and maximum of 
three convictions. Five out of seven of their reconvictions were for theft crimes. The subjects 
who withdrew or were terminated from the WTC averaged 2.6 convictions with a median of two 
convictions and a maximum of seven.  These subjects showed similar offense patterns as 
subjects who completed the WTC, with most of their reconvictions (42.9%) being theft crimes, 
followed by disorderly conduct (23.8%) and motor vehicle violations (14.3%).  

The control group averaged significantly more reconvictions compared to the other study 
segments. They averaged 8.2 convictions with a median of 7.5 and maximum of 25 convictions. 
About 62% their reconvictions included (listed in order of frequency): theft, motor vehicle 
violations, violations of probation, failure to appear, and drug crimes. They committed only two 
violent crimes – one for an assault on a law enforcement officer and one for domestic assault.  A 
majority of the motor vehicle violations for the control group were driving with license 
suspended. 
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Table 4 
All Crimes for Which Subjects Were Reconvicted  

 Graduated / 
Completed WTC 

Terminated / 
Withdrew From WTC Control Group Total 

  # of 
Convictions Percent 

# of 
Convictions Percent 

# of 
Convictions Percent 

# of 
Convictions Percent 

Theft 5 71.4% 9 42.9% 27 16.5% 41 21.4% 

Total DMV Convictions 1 14.3% 3 14.3% 25 15.2% 29 15.1% 

Violation of Probation 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 12.2% 20 10.4% 

Failure to Appear 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18 11.0% 18 9.4% 

Drug Offense 1 14.3% 1 4.8% 12 7.3% 14 7.3% 

Stolen Property 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 5.5% 9 4.7% 

Disorderly Conduct 0 0.0% 5 23.8% 8 4.9% 13 6.8% 

Unlawful Trespass 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 8 4.9% 9 4.7% 

Fraud 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 5.5% 9 4.7% 

DUI 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 5 3.0% 6 3.1% 

Accessory 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 3.0% 5 2.6% 

Unlawful Mischief 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 2.4% 4 2.1% 

Temporary Restraining Order 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 1.8% 3 1.6% 

Alcohol Violation 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 1.8% 3 1.6% 

Fish & Game Violation 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 1.8% 3 1.6% 

Vs Justice 3 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 1 0.6% 2 1.0% 

Assault Law Enforcement 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.5% 

Domestic Assault 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.5% 

Escape 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.5% 

Reckless Endangerment 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.5% 
Total 7 100.0% 21 100.0% 164 100.0% 192 100.0% 

Number of Recidivists 4 
  
  
  
  

8 
  
  
  
  

20 
  
  
  
  

32 
  
  
  
  

Average # of Convictions 1.8 2.6 8.2 6.0 

Median # of Convictions 1.5 2 7.5 5 

Maximum # of Convictions 3.00 7 25 25 
Note: Values in the same row that are shaded in gray are significantly different at p< 0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column 
means. 

 

  

                                                           

3 Contempt, False Alarms, Resist Arrest, etc. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 4: IN WHICH COUNTIES WERE THE 
SUBJECTS CONVICTED? 
 

Summary of Findings 

Three out of seven successful graduates and seven out of 15 of the terminated/withdrew group 
recidivated in Washington County. The majority of the control group reconvictions (121 of 164, 
or 73.7%) were also prosecuted in Washington County. The number of reconvictions for the 
graduated and terminated/withdrew study groups is especially small, which does not lend itself 
to making generalizations about the data. There were no significant differences in the county 
where the WTC participants recidivated. 

Detailed Findings 

Table 5 provides the distribution of reconvictions for WTC participants who successfully 
completed the program by the county in which the case was prosecuted which, more than 
likely, was the county where the crime was committed. For these participants, four of their 
seven new convictions occurred in Chittenden County.  The other reconvictions occurred in 
Washington County. 

Table 5 
County of Prosecution for Reconvictions: 

Participants Who Graduated / Completed WTC 
 

  Chittenden Washington 

  # of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

Shoplifting 2 50.0% 1 33.3% 

Theft 1 25.0% 1 33.3% 

Driving License Suspended 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 

Drug Offense 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 

Total 4 100.0% 3 100.0% 
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Table 6 shows the distribution of counties where the participants who were terminated or 
withdrew from the WTC were prosecuted for their reconvictions. The results show that 13 of the 
21 new convictions occurred in Washington County. Chittenden County (seven convictions) and 
Orange County (one conviction) accounted for the remainder of the reconvictions. 

Table 6 
County of Prosecution for Reconvictions: 

Participants Who Were Terminated / Withdrew From WTC 
 

  Chittenden Orange Washington 
  # of 

Convictions % 
# of 

Convictions % 
# of 

Convictions % 
Total Theft Convictions 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 7 53.8% 

Disorderly Conduct 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 2 15.4% 

Driving License Suspended 1 14.3% 1 100.0% 1 7.7% 

Drug Offense 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 

DUI-1st Offense 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 

Unlawful Trespass 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 
Vs Justice4 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Total 7 100.0
% 1 100.0% 13 100.0% 
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Table 7 shows the county in which the reconvictions of the crimes committed by the control 
group were prosecuted. Not surprisingly, most control group reconvictions were prosecuted in 
Washington County (73.7%), with Orange and Chittenden being the next most frequent. 
Addison, Caledonia, Lamoille and Rutland were also counties where reconviction prosecutions 
took place.  

Table 7 
County of Prosecution for Reconvictions: 

Participants in the Control Group 
 

  Chittenden Orange Washington 
Other 

Counties* 

  # of 
Conv % 

# of 
Conv % 

# of 
Conv % 

# of 
Conv % 

Total Theft Convictions 3 30.0% 5 33.3% 22 18.2% 6 33.3% 

Total DMV Convictions 0 0.0% 3 20.0% 22 18.2% 0 0.0% 

Violation of Probation 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18 14.9% 2 11.1% 

Failure to Appear 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 14 11.6% 3 16.7% 
Drug Offense 1 10.0% 2 13.3% 9 7.4% 0 0.0% 

Disorderly Conduct 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 6.6% 0 0.0% 

Total Fraud Convictions 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 7 5.8% 1 5.6% 

Unlawful Trespass 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 6 5.0% 1 5.6% 

Unlawful Mischief 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 3 2.5% 0 0.0% 
Temporary Restraining 
Order Violation 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 2.5% 0 0.0% 

Total Assault Convictions 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 2 1.7% 0 0.0% 

Alcohol Violation 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 2 1.7% 0 0.0% 

DUI-1st Offense 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 2 1.7% 1 5.6% 

Escape 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.8% 0 0.0% 

Fish & Game Violation 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.8% 2 11.1% 

Vs Justice5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.8% 0 0.0% 

Accessory 0 0.0% 3 20.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.1% 

Total 10 100.0% 15 100.0% 121 100.0% 18 100.0% 
* Addison, Caledonia, Lamoille, Rutland. 
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PARTICIPANT PROFILE COMPARISONS 
 

Overview 

In order to determine whether the observed reduction in the recidivism rate for the WTC 
graduates was due to differences in characteristics of the study segments  or due to the benefits 
of the program, comparisons of the demographic, criminal history, and base docket profile 
characteristics of the study segments were conducted. Data from the participant records 
provided by the CAO and VCIC were used for this analysis. The following profiles and variables 
were used to determine whether or not the study segments were equivalent.  

• Demographic Profile: Gender, age at disposition of base docket (cases  that led 
to referral to WTC), race, and state of birth. 

• Criminal History Profile: Age at first conviction/contact and prior criminal 
record. 

• Base Case Profile (cases that led to the referral to WTC): Offense level, offense 
type, case disposition, and sentence type.  

 

Demographic Profile Comparisons - Summary of Findings 

There were no significant differences in the findings related to gender, age, race, or state of 
birth between the study segments. This leads to the conclusion that the recidivism rates 
observed across the three study segments was not due to demographic differences measured in 
this report.  

The findings showed that 75% of all the participants were born in Vermont, with 46.9% being 
women and 53.1% men. Across all the study segments, the average age upon entering the WTC, 
or in the case of the control group the age at their earliest conviction during the study period, 
was 26, the minimum was 17, and the maximum age was 48. Not surprisingly, over 98% of all 
subjects were Caucasian.  African Americans comprised 1.6% of all the study participants.   
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Demographic Profile Comparisons - Detailed Findings 

Gender by Study Segments 

Table 8 presents the gender composition of the study group. The total study sample consisted of 
approximately 46.9% females and 53.1% males. No statistically significant differences in gender 
profile were observed across the three study segments.  

Table 8 
Gender by Study Segments 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew 

Control Group 
Total 

  # of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

Female 10 66.7% 6 27.3% 14 51.9% 30 46.9% 

Male 5 33.3% 16 72.7% 13 48.1% 34 53.1% 

Total 15 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 64 100.0% 

 
 
Age When Started WTC by Study Segments 

Table 9 summarizes the age distribution of the study segments at the time they started the 
WTC. For the control group, the age shown is at the time of their earliest conviction during the 
study period. No statistically significant differences were found in the age distributions across 
the three study segments. Overall, 75% of the subjects were under 30. Of the graduates, 80% 
were under 30 years old when they began the WTC, whereas 59.1% of the terminated/withdrew 
participants were under 30. The average age of the graduates was the lowest among the study 
segments at 24, while the average age of the terminated/withdrew group was 27 and the 
control group was 28. The difference observed in average ages was not found to be significant. 

Table 9 
Age When Started WTC by Study Segments 

 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew 

Control Group 
Total 

  # of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

18 to 20 3 20.0% 2 9.1% 10 37.0% 15 23.4% 

21 to 24 4 26.7% 5 22.7% 8 29.6% 17 26.6% 
25 to 29 5 33.3% 6 27.3% 5 18.5% 16 25.0% 

30 to 34 1 6.7% 5 22.7% 1 3.7% 7 10.9% 

35 to 39 0 0.0% 4 18.2% 0 0.0% 4 6.3% 

40 to 49 2 13.3% 0 0.0% 3 11.1% 5 7.8% 

Total 15 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 64 100.0% 
Average Age 24  27  28  26  
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Race by Study Segments 

Table 10 presents the racial characteristics of the study groups. Not surprisingly, over 98% of all 
subjects were Caucasian.  African Americans comprised 1.6% of all the study participants.  No 
other racial groups were represented.  There were no significant differences between the study 
segments in regards to race. 

Table 10 

Race by Study Segments 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew 

Control Group Total 

  # of 
Subjects % # of 

Subjects % # of 
Subjects % # of 

Subjects % 

African American 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 

Caucasian 15 100.0% 21 95.5% 27 100.0% 63 98.4% 

Total 15 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 64 100% 

 
 
State of Birth by Study Segments 

Table 11 presents information regarding the states where participants were born. Seventy-five 
percent of all the participants were born in Vermont; the next most represented states were 
Connecticut, Florida and Massachusetts (4.7% each).  In addition to these four states ten other 
states were represented.  No significant differences were observed between study segments. 

Table 11 
State or Country of Birth 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew Control Group Total 

  # of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

VT 11 73.3% 17 77.3% 20 74.1% 48 75.0% 

CT 1 6.7% 1 4.5% 1 3.7% 3 4.7% 

FL 1 6.7% 2 9.1% 0 0.0% 3 4.7% 

MA 1 6.7% 1 4.5% 1 3.7% 3 4.7% 

DC 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 

GA 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 1 1.6% 
HI 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 1 1.6% 

LA 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 1 1.6% 

NY 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 1 1.6% 

OH 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 1 1.6% 

RI 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 

Total 15 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 64 100.0% 
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Criminal History Profile - Summary of Findings 

No significant differences were observed between the study segments with respect to age at 
first conviction or contact, or offense levels of prior convictions before entering the WTC. 
Significant differences between study segments were observed, however, in number and types 
of prior convictions.  

The study showed that both the graduates of the WTC and the control group had significantly 
lower average numbers of prior convictions at 4.7 and 2.1 per subject, compared to an average 
of 12.2 convictions for those who were terminated or withdrew from the WTC. These observed 
differences in prior convictions for the three study groups did not appear to be a significant 
factor in affecting the recidivism rate considering that the two study segments with the lowest 
and highest recidivism rates had the lowest average numbers of prior convictions.  

Looking at types of prior offenses also revealed some significant differences across study 
segments in numbers of shoplifting and alcohol violations. Again, these differences could not be 
tied to the study groups’ tendencies to recidivate. 
 

Criminal History Profile - Detailed Findings 

Age at First Conviction or Contact by Study Segments 

Table 12 summarizes data regarding the age of participants at their first criminal conviction or, if 
they had no conviction in their criminal history, their first contact with the criminal justice 
system. The data shows that the majority of all three study groups had their first 
conviction/contact between the ages of 16 and 20. The study segment that had the greatest 
percentage of participants within this age group was the terminated/withdrew group. The 
graduates had the lowest percentage of people who fell in the 16 to 20 year-old group. The 
average age for graduates of the WTC was 23, while the average age for the 
terminated/withdrew participants was 20 and the control group was 21. Overall, the average 
age of all study segments was 21, with the minimum age of 16 and the maximum age of 36. The 
differences observed in age distributions were not statistically significant. 

Table 12 
Age At First Conviction / Contact by Study Segments 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew 

Control Group Total 

  # of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

# of 
Subjects % 

16 to 20 7 46.7% 16 72.7% 15 55.6% 38 59.4% 
21 to 24 5 33.3% 2 9.1% 6 22.2% 13 20.3% 

25 to 29 1 6.7% 2 9.1% 5 18.5% 8 12.5% 

30 to 34 0 0.0% 2 9.1% 0 0.0% 2 3.1% 

35 to 39 2 13.3% 0 0.0% 1 3.7% 3 4.7% 

Total 15 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 64 100.0% 
Average 23  20  21  21  
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Prior Convictions Offense Levels by Study Segments 

Table 13 presents the offense levels of the study subjects’ prior convictions.  Misdemeanors 
comprised the majority of prior convictions for all three study segments. The control group had 
the highest percentage of prior felony convictions at 21.4%, but the differences in offense levels 
were not found to be significant.  

 

Table 13 
Prior Convictions – Offense Levels 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew 

Control Group 
Total 

  # of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

Felony 8 11.3% 44 15.2% 12 21.4% 64 15.3% 

Misdemeanor 63 88.7% 246 84.8% 44 78.6% 353 84.7% 

Total 71 100.0% 290 100.0% 56 100.0% 417 100.0% 

 
 

Prior Convictions Offense Types by Study Segments  

The criminal records of the study subjects were examined to determine the number of times 
they had been convicted of criminal offenses prior to their involvement with the WTC. Table 14 
presents data on the types of prior offenses that were committed. The results show that the 
subjects who were terminated or withdrew from the WTC had a significantly higher average 
number of convictions at 13.2 per subject (median of 12.5 and maximum of 35) compared to the 
graduates of the WTC with an average of 4.7 (median of five and maximum of 12), and the 
control group with only 2.1 convictions per subject (median of one and maximum of seven). 
 
Looking at specific offenses, there was a significant difference in the number of prior convictions 
for shoplifting and alcohol violations for participants who graduated the WTC compared to 
those who were terminated or withdrew and the control group. 
   
The top five prior convictions for all study subjects included (listed in order of frequency):  DMV 
convictions, violations of probation, theft, fraud, and drug offenses. These offenses comprised 
over two thirds of the prior convictions. Out of the 67 DMV convictions, 43 (or 64%) were for 
driving with a suspended license.  
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Table 14 
Prior Convictions Offense Types by Study Segments 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew 

Control Group 
Total 

  # of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

# of 
Convictions % 

Total DMV Convictions 11 15.5% 44 15.2% 12 21.4% 67 16.1% 

Violation of Probation 5 7.0% 50 17.2% 7 12.5% 62 14.9% 

Other Theft Convictions 7 9.9% 36 12.4% 4 7.1% 47 11.3% 

Total Fraud Convictions 8 11.3% 26 9.0% 7 12.5% 41 9.8% 
Drug Offense 7 9.9% 29 10.0% 5 8.9% 41 9.8% 

Failure to Appear 7 9.9% 24 8.3% 0 0.0% 31 7.4% 

Shoplifting 10 14.1% 19 6.6% 0 0.0% 29 7.0% 

Alcohol Violation 7 9.9% 6 2.1% 6 10.7% 19 4.6% 

Total DUI Convictions 1 1.4% 8 2.8% 5 8.9% 14 3.4% 

Total Assault Convictions 1 1.4% 10 3.4% 2 3.6% 13 3.1% 

Unlawful Mischief 0 0.0% 9 3.1% 2 3.6% 11 2.6% 
Vs Justice6 2 2.8% 8 2.8% 1 1.8% 11 2.6% 

Disorderly Conduct 3 4.2% 5 1.7% 1 1.8% 9 2.2% 

Unlawful Trespass 1 1.4% 6 2.1% 0 0.0% 7 1.7% 

Fish & Game Violation 0 0.0% 2 0.7% 2 3.6% 4 1.0% 

Escape 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 2 3.6% 3 0.7% 
Temporary Restraining Order 
Violation 0 0.0% 3 1.0% 0 0.0% 3 0.7% 

Arson 0 0.0% 2 0.7% 0 0.0% 2 0.5% 

Municipal Ordinance 1 1.4% 1 0.3% 0 0.0% 2 0.5% 

Accessory 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 0 0.0% 1 0.2% 

Total 71 100.0% 290 100.0% 56 100.0% 417 100.0% 
Total Subjects 15 

  
  
  
  

22 
  
  
  
  

27 
  
  
  
  

64 
  
  
  
  

Average # of Convictions 4.7 13.2 2.1 6.5 

Median # of Convictions 5 12.5 1 4 

Maximum # of Convictions 12 35 7 35 
Note: Values in the same row showing different shades of gray are significantly different at p< 0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column 
proportions and means. 
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Base Docket Case Profile - Summary of Findings 

The base docket refers to the cases that led to a referral to WTC. For the control group, no base 
dockets were provided so the earliest convictions during the study period were considered their 
base dockets.  

Because of the small sample sizes, no conclusions can be made concerning the significance of 
any observed differences between the study segments with respect to base charge offense 
level, offense type, or sentence length, or the importance of these base charge variables in 
determining tendency to recidivate.  

Findings showed that for the total study sample, the base docket charges consisted of 18.8% 
felonies and 70.3% misdemeanors. Examining base charge offence types, the results showed 
that 65.7% of the offenses were (in order of frequency):  theft, fraud, DMV violations, and drug 
offenses. 

 

Base Docket Case Profile - Detailed Findings 

Base Charge Offense Levels by Study Segments 

The case that resulted in referral to the WTC is referred to as the “base docket”. For the control 
group, the information shown is for their earliest conviction during the study period. Table 15 
presents data on the most serious offense levels for charges from the base docket. For the total 
study sample, the base docket charges consisted of 18.8% felonies and 70.3% misdemeanors.  

No significant differences were observed in base charge offense levels across the three study 
segments. Of the participants who were terminated or withdrew, 86.4% had misdemeanors for 
their base docket. Misdemeanors accounted for 77.8% of the control groups’ base charges. Base 
charge information was available for only eight of the 15 graduates of the WTC. For these 
subjects, five of their eight charges were misdemeanors.  

Table 15 
Base Charges Offense Level 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew Control Group Total 

  # of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

Felony 3 37.5% 3 13.6% 6 22.2% 12 18.8% 

Misdemeanor 5 62.5% 19 86.4% 21 77.8% 45 70.3% 

Total 8* 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 57 100.0% 
   * No base charge information was available for 7 of the 15 graduates of the WTC. 
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 Base Charge Offense Types by Study Segments 

Table 16 presents data showing the most serious offenses from the study subjects’ base docket. 
No significant differences in types of charges were observed across the three study segments. 
For all study subjects 65.7% of the base docket charges consisted of (in order of frequency:  
theft, fraud, DMV violations, and drug offenses. 

Table 16 
Most Serious Base Charge Offenses 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew 

Control Group Total 

  # of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

Total Theft Charges 4 50.0% 10 45.5% 6 22.2% 20 35.1% 

Total Fraud Charges 2 25.0% 1 4.5% 8 29.6% 11 19.3% 

Total DMV Charges 0 0.0% 3 13.6% 3 11.1% 6 10.5% 

Drug Offense 1 12.5% 2 9.1% 2 7.4% 5 8.8% 

Simple Assault 1 12.5% 1 4.5% 2 7.4% 4 7.0% 

Alcohol Violation 0 0.0% 2 9.1% 1 3.7% 3 5.3% 

Escape 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 7.4% 2 3.5% 

Failure to Appear 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 7.4% 2 3.5% 

Unlawful Mischief 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 1 3.7% 2 3.5% 

Disturbing the Peace 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 1 1.8% 

Unlawful Trespass 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 1 1.8% 

Total 8* 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 57 100.0% 
* No base charge information was available for 7 of the 15 graduates of the WTC. 

Base Charge Disposition and Type of Sentence by Study Segment 

Table 17 displays information regarding base charge dispositions and sentence types. More 
people in the terminated/withdrew and control groups were sentenced to incarceration, 
compared to the WTC graduates. However, because of the low sample sizes, no conclusions 
should be made concerning statistical significance of the differences observed. 

Table 17 
Base Case Dispositions & Type of Sentence 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew Control Group Total 

  # of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

# of 
Charges % 

Incarceration 0 0.0% 11 50.0% 10 37.0% 21 36.8% 

Probation 2 25.0% 3 13.6% 7 25.9% 12 21.1% 

Not Disp By Court 4 50.0% 4 18.2% 0 0.0% 8 14.0% 

Fine 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 18.5% 5 8.8% 

Sentence Deferred 1 12.5% 1 4.5% 3 11.1% 5 8.8% 

Split Sentence 1 12.5% 3 13.6% 0 0.0% 4 7.0% 

Missing/Unknown 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 7.4% 2 3.5% 

Total 8* 100.0% 22 100.0% 27 100.0% 64 100.0% 
* No base charge information was available for 7 of the 15 graduates of the WTC. 
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Maximum Length of Sentences to Incarceration by Study Segment 

Table 18 shows information regarding the maximum sentence length received by participants 
who were sentenced to incarceration or received a split sentence. WTC participants who were 
terminated or withdrew had an average sentence length of 332.6 days with a low of ten days 
and the high of 1825 days (five years). Similarly, the control group had an average sentence of 
335 days with a low of three days and the high of 1095 days (three years). Only one graduate of 
the WTC was sentenced to incarceration. Because of the small sample sizes, no conclusions 
should be made concerning the significance of these findings. 

Table 18 
Maximum Length of Sentences to Incarceration 

 

  Graduated / 
Completed 

Terminated / 
Withdrew 

Control Group 
Total 

  # of 
Sentences % 

# of 
Sentences % 

# of 
Sentences % 

# of 
Sentences % 

< 90 days 1 100.0% 5 35.7% 4 40.0% 10 40.0% 

90 days to < 1 yr 0 0.0% 5 35.7% 3 30.0% 8 32.0% 

1 yr to < 3 yrs 0 0.0% 3 21.4% 2 20.0% 5 20.0% 

3+ yrs 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 1 10.0% 2 8.0% 

Total 1 100.0% 14 100.0% 10 100.0% 25 100.0% 
Ave. Sentence Length (days) 30.0   

  
  

332.6   
  
  

335.1   
  
  

321.5   
  
  

Min Sentence Length (days) 30 10 3 3 

Max Sentence Length (days) 30 1825 1095 1825 

 



Washington Treatment Court Outcome Evaluation 

24 

LIMITATIONS 
Throughout this report the study cohort has been divided into three groups -- “Graduated”, 
“Terminated or Withdrew”, and “quasi-control group”.  The purpose of dividing the study cohort 
in this way was to show the difference in the post-program behavior between the groups.  It is 
important to note, however, that neither the “Terminated or Withdrew” nor the “quasi-control” 
group are true control or comparison groups as found in experimental research designs.  The 
key difference is that unlike in an experimental design, the “Terminated or Withdrew” group did 
participate at some level in the WTC program and possibly were affected by that experience.  
The recidivism pattern of the “Terminated or Withdrew” group is likely to be different from a 
true control group whose members would not be exposed to the services provided by the WTC 
program. The “quasi-control” group was also not a true control group, even though the subjects 
did not benefit from any treatment from the WTC.  The “quasi-control” group was not randomly 
selected, nor was it equivalent to the “Graduated” group, since the subjects were referred to 
the WTC but chose not to participate in the program. Given the positive results observed for the 
“Graduated” group it is possible that the levels of recidivism for a true control group might be 
different from those reported here.   

This study was further limited by the small number of cases and the lack of social/psychographic 
data for profiling and comparing the study segments. This made it difficult to draw conclusions 
regarding the significance of the differences observed between the study segments. Further, 
since we cannot assume that any differences between the groups reported on in this study are 
random (as would be the case in an experimental design) there may be differences between the 
study groups which are unrelated to program participation which are, however, related to 
recidivism. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 

1. The Washington Treatment Court (WTC) appears to be a promising approach for 
reducing recidivism among participants who completed the program.  

An analysis of the Vermont criminal records for the 64 study subjects shows that significantly 
fewer successful graduates of the WTC (26.7% or 4 of 15) were reconvicted of some type of 
crime as compared to a recidivism rate of 74.1% (20 of 27) for the control group.  

The WTC participants who failed to complete the program also showed a significantly lower 
recidivism rate than the control group -- 36.4% (8 of the 22 subjects). This rate was somewhat 
higher than the rate for the graduates of the WTC, but not found to be significantly different. It 
appears, however, that even an abbreviated contact with the WTC, as experienced by the 
unsuccessful participants, may help to reduce recidivism. 

2. The Washington Treatment Court was shown to be very effective in producing 
graduates that remained conviction free in the community during their first year after 
leaving the program.  

The success rate for participants who completed the WTC was 86.7% -- 13 of 15 participants 
who graduated from the WTC had no arrest for any new criminal conviction within one year 
after program completion.  A similar success rate was observed for participants who withdrew 
or were terminated from the WTC with 19 out of 22 (86.4%) with no new convictions within one 
year. The control group had a significantly lower success rate -- 51.8%, or 14 of 27 subjects 
remaining conviction free within the first year. 

3. The Washington Treatment Court appears to be a promising approach for reducing the 
number and severity of post-WTC reconvictions for participants who completed WTC.  

The reconviction rate for the successful WTC participants was about half the rate for the 
participants that were unsuccessful (47 compared to 95 reconvictions per 100, respectively). 
None of the WTC graduates’ reconvictions were felonies compared to the 4.8% felonies for the 
unsuccessful participants. In comparison, the control group had a much higher reconviction rate 
(607 reconvictions per 100) and number of felony crimes (17.7%). 

4. The Washington Treatment Court may have a beneficial effect on participants 
whether or not they complete the program. 

The control group recidivists averaged significantly more reconvictions compared to the other 
two study segments, averaging 8.2 convictions per recidivist. In comparison, the recidivists who 
successfully graduated from the WTC averaged only 1.8 convictions, and the subjects who were 
unsuccessful in completing the WTC averaged only 2.6 convictions. This result indicates that an 
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intervention to get people engaged with treatment might have lasting effects even if they don’t 
successfully complete the program.  

5. The reduced recidivism rates observed for the graduates of the WTC and for the 
subjects who were unsuccessful in completing the WTC, compared with the control 
group were most likely due to the benefits of the WTC program rather than due to 
differences in demographic, criminal history, or base charge characteristics of the 
study segments.  

Examining subject profiles with respect to demographic characteristics (gender, age, race, and 
state of birth) revealed no significant differences between study segments. This indicates that 
the difference in recidivism rates observed across the three study segments was more likely a 
result of the WTC program benefits than to demographic differences.  

Similar results were found in comparing criminal history profiles (age at first conviction or 
contact, offense levels, and types of prior convictions). The only significant differences observed 
were in numbers of prior convictions and numbers of shoplifting and alcohol violations. Based 
on further observations these differences were found to be unrelated to the observed 
differences in rates of recidivism.   

Base docket characteristics were also compared across study segments (base charge offense 
levels and type, and case disposition and sentencing).  However, because of the small sample 
sizes involved, conclusions could not be made concerning the significance of any observed 
differences between the study segments, or the importance of these base charge variables in 
determining tendency to recidivate. 

 

In conclusion, this study has shown that the Washington Treatment Court is a potentially 
effective program in reducing recidivism among participating offenders and warrants further 
research. It is recommended that a research initiative be considered for conducting periodic 
outcome evaluations on a semi-annual or annual basis to monitor the program’s efficacy. In 
addition, a follow-up research project is currently being considered that would involve creating 
a valid random control sample7 to provide a benchmark for confirming the reduction in 
recidivism reported in this study. 

                                                           

7 A control group study was conducted for Spectrum Youth and Family Services Rapid Referral Program. 
The report can be found at: http://www.vcjr.org/reports/reportscrimjust/reports/spectrum2report.html 
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