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Overview

= World class evidence based policy — what's achievable
= Current state — NSW

= Bridging the two
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The potential for
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The goal is evidence-informed policy

_Juvenile Justice @

Date of last
Program name .
. . literature
{click on the program name for more detail) c
review
-9 -9
- -

Education and Employment Training (EET, King County) Dec. 2015
Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CET) Dec. 2014
Coordination of Services Sep. 2015
Farenting with Love and Limits uPDATED Jun. 2016
Aggression Replacement Training {youth in state institutions) Dec. 2014
Functional Family Therapy (youth in state institutions) Dec. 2014
Aggression Replacement Training (youth on probation) Dec, 2014
Functional Family Therapy {youth on probation) Dec. 2014
Other family-based therapies (non-name brand) Sep. 2015
Victim offender mediation Apr. 2012
Wilderness experience programs Sep. 2015
Mentaoring Jun. 2014
Therapeutic communities for juveniles with substance use disorder Dec. 2012
Intensive supervision {parole) Sep. 2015
Functional Family Parole {with guality assurance) Jan. 2013
Family Integrated Transitions (youth in state institutions) Dec, 2014
Multisystemic Therapy Apr. 2012
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care Jun. 2014

Total
benefits

-9
-

$36,180
$14,957

$9,850
$39,057
$22,870
$43,696
$16,940
$30,792
$15,145

§3,553
$27,408
$13,685
$19,340

$6,768
$11,916
$29,044
$18,935

§17,432

For questions on benefit-cost results relating to Juvenile Justice, contact Elizabeth Drake.

Taxpayer
benefits

-
$9,022

53,672
$2,758
59,779
$4,816
§9,813
54,181
§8,017
$3,675
51,089
§8,367
$4,267
54,529
$1,660
53,078
§7,132
$4,651

$4,575

Mon-
taxpayer
benefits

r-%
=

$27,157
§11,284

$7.111
$29,279
$18,054
$33,883
§12,768
$22,775
$11,470

$2,465
$19,041

$9,417
$14,811

$5,108

$8,837
$21,912
$14,284

$12,857

Costs
&
($885)
($395)
(54183)
($1,705)
(31,604)
($3,467)
(51,603)
($3,470)
($1,812)
($615)
($6,452)
($3,300)
(34,717)
($2,158)
($4,618)
($11,948)
(57,334

($8,37%)

Benefits
minus costs
(net present

value) &
S

$35,316
$14,562

$9,450
$37,352
$21,266
$40,229
$15,347
§27,322
$13,333

$2,938
$20,946
$10,385
$14,623

54,611

§7,207
$17,096
$11,102

$9,054

Benefit to
cost ratio

-

$41.84
$37.87
$23.55
$22.91
$14.26
$12.60
$10.58
£8.87
§8.36
85.77
24.24
2413
8410
2314
§2.58
5243
8242

£2.08

Chance
benefits will
exceed costs

F=%
>

100 %
94 %
96 %
98 %
93 %
99 %
92 %
99 %
96 %
75 %
100 %
84 %
g3 %
68 %
T1%
75 %
84 %
62 %
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Treasury can help clusters in meta-evaluation by applying CBA methodology to international evidence, to translate what works to NSW cohorts. 
For example:
A justice pilot project has been completed, and demonstrated that the WSIPP model can be implemented in the NSW criminal justice cluster. 
Applying international literature to NSW will be an iterative process that will require ongoing collaboration with all relevant agencies. Ongoing collaboration will include, among other things, sharpening cost estimates, identifying opportunities for evaluations, adapting the model to better reflect the reality of the NSW operating environment. 
In the pilot project, the model was successfully populated with local criminal justice cost data. As per Washington State, to be a significant tool in the decision making process, it needs to be extended out to other sectors.
Data collection was the greatest challenge, in particular the extraction of long time series was impeded data systems that were discontinuous or frequently restructured. Further, significant effort was expended formatting data.
The WSIPP model is technically complex and requires technical expertise to be maintained and updated. While the model has been updated with local cost data, a lot of data used in the pilot run (e.g. effect sizes, elasticities, recidivism cohorts) has been sourced from international jurisdictions. Updating the model with local data will require further work.


The Washington State approach

Outcomes in Washington State

= Juvenile arrest rates declined 62% relative

" 0 : EXAMPLE: Meta-analysis of PRV | Hachrtur

to national rate of 48% (since 1990) Functional Family Therapy RV | R
Recidivism Rate

= Reconviction rates across all prison release o
cohorts trended downward (1990-2006).

= Non drug crime rate dropped (each year
since 2005)

60% r

| RECIDIVISM RATES REDUGED BY 22%

2% ¢

= Crime rates down without increased o T e
incarceratiOn T 3 . s r;F ".? $ T 0N 213
QliDw-Up rears
= State incarceration rate ~56% of national
rate - ]

Source: Washington State Institute for Public Policy and The Pew-MacArthur Results First NSW Treasury
Initiative
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The outcomes from this take 3 main forms:

1. In terms of public policy effort – government interventions are more likely to be limited to those that are very likely to improve outcomes.

2. In terms of public and client safety and welfare – crime and recidivism rates have dropped relative to the national average

For several decades— from 1930 until the mid-1970s—Washington’s incarceration rate was quite similar to the average rate across the United States. 

Washington’s rate began to diverge slightly from the national trend in the late 1970s, but then went on a distinctively different path after Washington enacted sentencing reform legislation in the early 1980s. 

Today Washington’s incarceration rate is about 56 percent of the national rate.

3. And in terms of the public investment, there has been a measurable increase on the return on investment.

Positive spillovers are significant – avoided costs to people and government services i.e. in health/criminal justice/welfare.

This frees up resources to put to use in other community services



What's achievable - better outcomes

Outcomes in Washington State — reduction in juvenile arrest rates

Keeping Track of Results: Juvenile Arrest Rates
Change since 19920 in the United States and in Washington State

10

0

-10

United States
49% lower

In 2000, Washington begins evidence-
based juvenile justice programs.

-50
In 2003, Washington begins
-60 “full fidelity” implementation.
-70 Washington State

67% lower

1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009

Source: Washington State Institute for Public Policy and The Pew-MacArthur Results First
Initiative
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ldentified weaknesses in resource allocation

Criticism by major reviews

» NSW Commission of Audit 2012:

= “The matrix by which program effectiveness is measured need to be significantly
improved to ensure that the full long term costs and benefits are incorporated in the
calculation of public benefits from programs.”

» NSW Financial Audit (Lambert Report) 2011:

= “There is no process for systematically evaluating expenditure on the stock of
current programs — either to avoid duplication and overlap; or to identify policies that
are ineffective or fail to provide good public value, and which could make way for
other policies that yield higher public value outcomes at a lower cost.”

NSW Treasury _



Purpose of NSW pilot project

\ * Test feasibility of cost-benefit assessment model

e Using NSW criminal justice sector data

e Establish potential for use in NSW

* Establish evidence base of ‘what works’ to support policy decisions

* Develop tool to link the evidence base to resource allocation

Strictly Confidential — Limited for Distribution

NSW Treasury _
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Key model inputs

= Marginal costs of detection, conviction and custodial care

= Victim impacts (direct and indirect), resource use and costs to society
= Recidivism rates, resource use rates, offending base rates

" |ncapacitation, simultaneity and elasticity metrics

= Policing and prison population headcounts

= Earned income by single year of age and educational attainment: used in model for
early years interventions

= Evidence library: effect sizes of intervention outcomes

NSW Treasury
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RT?  Deleted ATOD (assessing long-term consequences of recreational drugs, CAN, DSM-IV, epidemiology
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Limitations

And what would be required to replicate capability in NSW?

Data availability and quality
Agency data-wrangling capability

Lack of local outcome data
Global evidence may not always be relevant in interim

Cannot operate without institutional and cultural framework
Outputs ineffective unless linked to decision making

Puts evidence
based policy into
practice

NSW Treasury



.

Results of NSW Pilot

Collection and
adaptation of data
portfolio-wide

Estimated marginal system costs and
victim costs for first time

Proven feasibility of Washington State model in NSW

Demonstrated potential to support evidence based policy in NSW

NSW Treasury -
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OC – add end Phase 1 and plans for Phase 2 up to Criminal Justice Transformation Board plus interest from other sectors??


Summary of Results:
While we started with a highly sceptical audience (in the form of justice sector agencies) – we have painstakingly built up a high degree of support.

With a lot of assistance from justice agencies, we’ve collected all the relevant data to: 
Calculate victim costs 
Estimate MC 
Understand the incremental costs of one extra event in the system

On the benefit side:
At this stage we remain reliant on the international evidence for the outcomes of public programs but these can provide a guide in the interim for use in NSW – more about that later….


The conclusion is we’ve got confirmation that we can customise the model for use in NSW with potentially significant effect.





Centre for Evaluation and Evidence

Building capacity to
meet policy
standards

Setting the policy Strengthen links to

policy and resource

standards allocation decisions

NSW Treasury



NSW policy for ex-ante and ex-poste evaluation

ﬂ March 2017
«Nw% ipezs ury T P P
17-03

Policy and Guidelines Paper

NSW Government

Guide to Cost-Benefit Analysis

NSW GOVERNMENT
PROGRAM EVALUATION
GUIDELINES

January 2016

NSW Treasury



Ex-ante evidence for new policy proposals

” - State the objectives

* Define the base case and develop options

* Identify and forecast costs and benefits

* Value the costs and benefits

* Identify qualitative factors and distributional impacts

* Assess risks and test sensitivities

 Assess the net benefit

| * Report the results

« Undertake post evaluation

NSW Treasury



Building capacity across the NSW public sector

Centres of Excellence

= Now embedded in all cluster lead
departments

= Supporting developing the tools and

capabilities for evaluation
* Managing evaluations

Communities of Practice

+ CBA Best Practice group
«  Evaluation working Group

V

1
N

Cross-government

Initiatives

~

i

: Guidance and tools

E

NSW Gateway Policy TPP 2017-01

NSW Guide to Cost-Benefit Analysis TPP
2017-03

Program evaluation circular Treasury 2018-
03

NSW Program Evaluation Guidelines 2016
NSW Guide to Better Regulation Oct 2016
Co-designed Quality Assessment Tool

 Engagement
* Tailored workshops
* Joint research
* New evidence libraries

NSW Treasury




Building an evidence library

Evidence will be gathered throughout the policy development lifecycle, including, Budget process and
funding requests, reviews and evaluations and final program evaluations

Program

Information

Program
data:

e Cluster

e State
Outcome

e Program
name

e Maturity
level

S

J

Ex-Ante
Evaluation

Program
development:

e CBA
Outcome

e Benefit cost
ratio

e Net
Present
Value

& J

Program
Performance

Implementation
and program
management:

e Performance
information

o Effectiveness
and
Efficiency
review

e Benefit
Realisation

- J

Ex-post

Evaluation

Evaluation
and
outcomes:

e Process
Evaluation

e Qutcome
Evaluation

e CBA
Outcome

e Benefit cost

ratio
J

Evidence
Summary

Overall
Evidence:

e Quality of
evidence

e Decisions
taken

= J

NSW Treasury



Evidence as an input to
decision-making

Ties to resource allocation U
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Building Policy Impact Assessment Capability
Modelled on the Washington State Institute for Public Policy Approach (WSIPP)

I The Budget Process:

External AdjhOC
research reviews
AN

Cluster
prioritisation

Budget

_ submissions
Appraisals

Treasury

Program analysis

evals

Filters and standardises evidence to
present decision makers with a clear
comparison of investment returns on

policy options
I Investment and

ERC
consideration

NSW Treasury



1) e NEe
Budge
A als a
Derto s
AN ad
Progra
o colle
De 0
A QU3 d
gemao s
are peing o
outp S
adiviaua
Bene 0
= O CA .



» How to get there?
= Mindset
= Skillset — e.g. tools to make CBA & evaluation easier
= Dataset
= Process — e.g. 1-3% of program budget for ex-ante & ex-post evaluation

= Durable ties to policy decisions and resource allocation

» Returns on this ‘evaluation investment’ are high

NSW Treasury



Thankyou
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In conclusion, program evaluation has never been so important in NSW!

o	Outcomes Budgeting project is driving the reporting against, and use of outcomes for future government budgets.

o	Performance monitoring systems will be developed more fully by 2019-20. 

o	And Treasury’s Evidence Bank initiative is about aligning pre and post program evaluations that can provide government decision makers, as well as service providers, with a more holistic view of the evidence supporting NSW spending.

I hope that this summary of the background to program evaluation in the NSW government and forthcoming opportunities, will be useful context for today’s seminar theme – ‘Building better evaluation across the public sector’.

Thank you and I am happy to take some questions!
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