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Executive Summary  

Section 1: Introduction 

In December 2019, Columbia Legal Services (CLS) contracted with the University of 
Washington’s Daniel J. Evans School of Public Policy and Governance Student Consulting Lab. 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the impact of CLS’ work over the past three years on 
communities negatively impacted by the immigration system and mass incarceration and to 
clearly communicate that impact to potential donors. Jenny Fingles, Sehej Singh, and Sarah 
Zavaleta conducted this research under the supervision of Adrienne Quinn and in partnership 
with CLS staff and board members. 

Section 2: Understanding the Problem  

Since it was founded in 1967, Columbia Legal Services (CLS) has been deeply committed to 
advocating for social, economic, and racial equity for those who are harmed by the immigration 
system and mass incarceration. CLS achieves its organizational goals through policy advocacy 
and class action litigation in the above two foundational areas. 

Since state and federal government legal aid funding is restricted and cannot be used to help 
those without U.S. immigration status or represent people in prisons, CLS relies heavily on 
private grants and donations to fund its work. More than 80 percent of CLS’ funding comes 
from foundation grants, though more than two-thirds of their foundation funding is from a 
single grant2. This large funding source is from Interest on Lawyer Trust Accounts administered 
by the Legal Foundation of Washington. The amount of funding available depends on the 
federal interest rate. Currently, the rate is below 1% as a result of the COVID economic crisis. To 
secure future work, CLS must diversify its funding sources by convincingly communicating its 
impact to donors with varying interests. 

Section 3: Research Methodology 

To understand Columbia Legal Services’ (CLS) impact through their policy advocacy and class 
action litigations on mass incarceration and immigrant communities, our team analyzed data 
and information from interviews, internal CLS documents, class action cases, and the 
Washington State Legislature. Our analysis of CLS’ impact from both actions is explored through 
the following research question: Has CLS made an impact over the past three years on 
communities in Washington State? 

To answer the above research question, our team developed a four-pronged data collection 
approach. Each research approach was designed to help evaluate and measure CLS’ systemic 
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impact. The data collection approaches included: (1) Internal semi-structured interviews of 
internal and external stakeholders to CLS, (2) Qualitative analysis of court dockets from cases 
CLS worked on in the last three years, (3) Qualitative analysis of Senate/House bills that CLS 
advocated for in the last three years, and (4) Quantitative analysis of all CLS advocacy work in 
the last three years.  

Section 4: Analysis and Findings  

The research in this paper is grounded in a narrative framework that we created to organize our 
evaluation by types of success: (1) systems reform impacts, (2) by the numbers impact, (3) 
community impacts, (4) individual impacts, and (5) advocacy area impacts. This framework 
guided our analysis of CLS’ work and the creation of the matrices.  

 

Systems Reform Impacts 

CLS has had 90% of the systems-change House/Senate bills that they have advocated for pass in 
Washington State Legislature.  
 

Advocacy Area Systems Reform Samples 

Criminal Justice 

● Incarceration and arrest preventions 
through policy reform 

● Reentry reform formerly incarcerated 
individuals  

● Policy changes to limit use of youth 
solitary confinement 

Economic Justice 

● Support for SSI applicants with disabilities 
● Changing medical debt collection 

practices 
● Policy changes for driver licenses 

suspensions as a debt collection tool 

Immigrant Justice  

● Prevention of unauthorized information 
exchanges between local government 
and ICE  

● Permanent injunction against various H-
2A employers  

● Implementation of the Vulnerable Youth 
Guardianship proceeding 

Housing Justice ● Prevention of housing discrimination 
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● Protecting individuals who live in vehicles 
● Community collaborations to stop 

wrongful utility fees 

 
 

By the Numbers Impacts 

CLS has won over $9 million in total settlements that went to claimants in the past three years 
through their class action lawsuits supporting worker and immigrant justice, economic justice, 
criminal justice, and housing justice. 
 

Advocacy Area Quantified Systems Reform 

Criminal Justice 

● 11 bills and lawsuits 
● 358,000 individuals impacted1  
● $1,240,000 in settlement funds2 
● 1 CLS attorney benefits 30,000 affected 

by the justice system3 

Economic Justice 
● 11 bills and lawsuits 
● 27,000 families impacted4 
● $1.9 million potential cost savings 

Immigrant Justice 

● 9 bills and lawsuits 
● 141,500 individuals impacted 
● $4.6 million in settlement funds 
● 1 CLS attorney benefits 11,800 

immigrants 

Housing Justice 
● 12 bills and lawsuits 
● 13,000 families impacted 

                                                        
1 This number includes those who will potentially be affected by the criminal justice such as those with legal 
financial obligations (in reference to HB 1783) and those who were previously in the justice system (in reference to 
the Seattle Fair Chance Housing Ordinance) 
2 Settlement funds go to clients and CLS obtains a small portion of these fees to support the work of their 
attorneys 
3 The number of clients a CLS attorney impacted is only listed for their recent work in criminal justice and 
immigrant justice to reflect CLS’ recent narrowing of strategy 
4 This unit for this data is presented as families (or households) versus individuals due to most administrative data 
on welfare and economic justice being in terms of households, rather than individuals  
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● $4.9 million in settlement funds 

Youth Justice 

● 8 bills and lawsuits 
● 7,244 youth impacted 
● $240,000 in compensation for harm of 

youth in solitary confinement 

 

 

 Community Impacts 

This type of success results in change at the community or local level. The impact is specific to a 
social community as a whole or a defined geographic area (e.g. people of color or residents of 
King County).  
 

 
Community Impacts 

CLS has worked with 40+5 community-based organizations including Tenants Union, La 
Justicia, and the WA Immigrant Solidarity Network to advocate for communities in 

Washington (e.g. people of color or residents of King County) in the past three years. 

 
 

 Individual Impacts 

CLS’ work has resulted in 22 various individual impacts including: increased chances for 
restorative justice, improved mental health, opportunity to social mobility, and equitable access 
to resources. Roughly 67% of those impacted by CLS’ work identify as people of color. This 
includes individuals who are overrepresented in Washington State’s criminal justice system, 
who are discriminated against when accessing public benefits, and accounts for the individuals 
in the H-2A and undocumented communities who are disproportionately affected by wage 
theft, poor working conditions, ICE arrests, and deportation outcomes.  
 

                                                        
5 This number is based on approximately 10-15 community collaborations per year 
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Advocacy Area Individual Impacts 

Criminal Justice 
● 358,000 individuals impacted  
● Increased chances for rehabilitation, 

social mobility, and quality of life 

Economic Justice 
● 27,000 families6 impacted 
● Economic support, stability, and mobility 

for individuals 

Immigrant Justice 

● 141,500 individuals impacted 
● Empowerment for H-2A workers, 

protection of constitutional rights, and 
stability and protection of immigrant 
youth 

Youth Justice 
● 7,244 youth impacted 
● Access to education, mobility, and 

increased chances for rehabilitation  

 

Advocacy Area Impacts 

 

Advocacy Area Impacts 

                 Mass Incarceration 

CLS has made systemic changes by 
● Implementing policy changes that ban 

solitary confinement of youth 
● Eliminating incarceration of youth for 

status offenses 
● Changing WA’s three strikes law to 

decrease sentences and incarceration  
● Placing injunctive relief on deplorable 

conditions in Franklin County Jail 

                                                        
6 This unit for this data is presented as families (or households) versus individuals due to most administrative data 
on welfare and economic justice being in terms of households, rather than individuals  
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               Immigrant Justice  

CLS has made systemic changes by 
● Preventing unauthorized collaboration 

between local government and ICE that 
results in arrests of undocumented 
individuals 

● Mandating protections and guardianship  
for unaccompanied immigrant youth 

● Mandating protections for and 
empowering H-2A workers to voice their 
working condition concerns 

 

Section 5: Recommendations and Conclusion 

Recommendations 

Given our evaluation of Columbia Legal Services’ impact on communities facing poverty and 
oppression in Washington over the past three years, we have a recommendation that 
encompasses two actions for further improvement: monitoring and updating the matrices and 
data index and utilizing four types of monitoring data for impact evaluations.  

1. Monitor and Update Advocacy Matrices and Data Index 

We recommend that CLS place into practice a monitoring system to track and concurrently 
update a variety of data significant to their advocacy work, using the matrices and data index 
provided in this report. 

Consistently monitoring and updating CLS’ work and the data directly associated has three main 
purposes: (1) to demonstrate CLS’ accountability to potential donors, (2) to help CLS improve 
future communications to potential donors, and (3) to assist CLS in analyzing impacts of 
advocacy work and provide a process for such analysis. 

2. Implement and Utilize Four Types of Monitoring Data for Impact   

In an effort to diversify CLS’ funding sources and systemically analyze their impact, CLS should 
also regularly collect and update the following four types of monitoring data which can be used 
to communicate CLS’ work and the impact to potential donors: (1) activity tracking, (2) 
targeting, (3) engagement, and (4) feedback.  

Conclusion 
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Columbia Legal Services has worked hard to make positive impacts on Washington State 
communities it works with through policy advocacy and class action litigation. Through our 
qualitative and quantitative analysis of data and information gathered from interviews, internal 
documents, class action cases, and the Washington State Legislature, we uncovered the ways 
CLS has made positive impacts on communities in Washington State who are poor over the past 
three years. Based on the findings in this report, there is ample data to support additional 
funding of CLS’ work.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 

1.1 REPORT OVERVIEW 

In December 2019, Columbia Legal Services (CLS) contracted with the University of 
Washington’s Evans School of Public Policy and Governance Student Consulting Lab. The 
purpose of this study was to evaluate the impact of CLS’ work over the past three years on 
communities negatively impacted by the immigration system and mass incarceration and to 
clearly communicate that impact to potential donors. Additionally, this report provides a 
framework and matrices with corresponding criteria to support future impact evaluations of 
CLS’ work. This study used a variety of qualitative and quantitative methods to answer the 
following research question: 

1. Has CLS made an impact over the past three years on communities in Washington 
State? 

This research question was designed to explore what types of criteria should be used to 
evaluate the true impacts of CLS’ policy advocacy and class action litigation work. Our findings 
inform how CLS will assess their organizational impact on the communities it serves in the 
future. In addition to providing a road map for future impact evaluations, the findings in this 
report also serve to communicate CLS’ impact and organizational success to prospective donors 
in an effort to diversify its donor base. 

CLS has recently narrowed its organizational focus on two impact areas: immigrant justice and 
mass incarceration. To assess current and future needs of CLS, this report explores various 
impact areas of CLS’ work with a special focus on the above two impact areas.  

Immigrant justice, one of the two impact areas CLS focuses on, has long been an issue for the 
State of Washington as it is one of the top ten states in the country that has seen incredibly 
large numerical increases in its immigrant populations since 2010 (Center for Immigration 
Studies 2018). Roughly one in seven residents of Washington State is an immigrant and one in 
eight residents is a native-born U.S. citizen with at least one immigrant parent (American 
Immigration Council 2017). Despite these soaring numbers, immigrants in Washington State are 
still being criminalized and mistreated in the workplace and disproportionately impoverished 
(Migration Policy 2020). Over half the workers in farming are immigrants (American 
Immigration Council 2017) and because of this, CLS has focused much of its class action 
litigation work on worker’s rights, particularly in the agricultural sector. 

Mass incarceration, the second of the two impact areas CLS focuses on, has been increasingly 
concerning in the United States. Washington State has an incarceration rate of 480 per 100,000 
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people (including prisons, jails, immigration detention, and juvenile justice facilities) and recent 
pre-trial policies have continued to push Washington’s jail growth upward by incarcerating 
individuals prior to conviction (Prison Policy, 2020). Washington’s incarceration alone is more 
than three times higher than that of the entire United Kingdom (Prison Policy, 2020). Perhaps 
more concerning, individuals of color are being disproportionately incarcerated in Washington 
jails and prisons (Prison Policy 2020). While Black individuals represent four percent of 
Washington State’s general population, 18% of prisoners in Washington’s Department of 
Corrections facilities are Black. Similarly, Native Americans make up two percent of the general 
population, yet five percent of prisoners are Native American (Prison Policy, 2020).  

Recently, CLS has chosen to narrow its organizational strategy to concentrate its advocacy 
efforts on two of the most impacted and underrepresented communities for which federal 
funding for legal aid cannot be used: those without legal immigration status and those in mass 
incarceration. As immigrant justice and mass incarceration continue to be issues of concern and 
the number of residents affected continues to grow, legal representation and advocacy for fair 
and just policies have become increasingly important. Advocacy organizations, such as 
Columbia Legal Services, are increasingly focused on these areas of concerns while funding has 
become more and more competitive. This report addresses these concerns by evaluating how 
CLS can accurately communicate its impact to potential donors in an effort to expand its donor 
base and increase work capacity. 

This report has five chapters: 

o Chapter One, Introduction, includes an introduction to the report, an overview of the 
study, client, and key findings. 

o Chapter Two, Understanding the Problem, includes an overview of the problem 
diagnosis, as well as a thorough review of the literature discussing the criminalization of 
immigrants, labor rights, and the criminal justice system. 

o Chapter Three, Research Methodology, further describes our research question and 
sub-questions as well as the various qualitative approaches to our research. 

o Chapter Four, Analysis and Findings, provides an in-depth analysis of each type of 
success and social issue that CLS focuses on, as well as a series of one-pagers for 
potential donors. 

o Chapter Five, Recommendations and Conclusions, presents our key recommendations to 
help CLS more effectively communicate its impact to potential donors. Additionally, this 
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chapter provides an overview of CLS’ impact over the past three years, as well as our 
concluding thoughts. 

1.2 CLIENT OBJECTIVE 

Columbia Legal Services (CLS) was founded in 1967 and has been dedicated to representing and 
meeting the needs of communities facing oppression and social injustice in Washington State. 
CLS is deeply committed to advocating for social, economic, and racial equity for those who are 
harmed by the immigration system and mass incarceration. CLS serves those who do not have 
U.S. immigration status and who are victims of (or in danger of becoming a victim) of mass 
incarceration through policy advancement and class action litigation. Since state and federal 
government legal aid funding is restricted and cannot be used to help those without U.S. 
immigration status, CLS relies on private grants and donations to fund its work. More than 80 
percent of CLS’ funding comes from foundation grants and over two-thirds of that is from a 
single grant (2019-2023 Strategy Road Map). In order to secure future work, CLS must diversify 
its funding sources and to do so, must convincingly communicate its impact to donors with 
varying interests. CLS has three key objectives for this report: 

1. A road map that can be used to evaluate CLS’ impact in the future. 

2. An analysis of CLS’ impact over the past three years. 

3. A better way to communicate CLS’ impact to potential donors 

To fulfill the client’s objective, we analyzed data and information gathered from interviews, 
internal documents, class action cases, and the Washington State Legislature. 

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

In order to deliver the above, we aimed to answer the following research question: 

Has CLS made an impact over the past three years on communities in Washington 
State? 

To help refine our research, we developed the following four sub-questions: 

1. What class action lawsuits has CLS taken on in the last three years, particularly in but 
not limited to, the areas of mass incarceration and immigrant justice? 

2. What legislation has CLS promoted and/or advocated for in the last three years, 
particularly in but not limited to, the areas of mass incarceration and immigrant justice? 
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3. What are the criteria that CLS can use to assess their future systemic impact through 
class action litigation? 

4. What are the criteria CLS can use to assess their future systemic impact through 
legislation? 

These five questions guided our research and elicited key findings about CLS’ impact over the 
last three years on communities in Washington State and how that impact can best be 
communicated to potential donors. 

1.4 KEY FINDINGS 

This section outlines our key findings, recommendations, and conclusions. Chapter Four, 
Analysis and Findings, includes a more in-depth analysis of our findings. 

 

1.4.1 Systems Reform Impacts 

CLS has had 90% of the systems-change House/Senate bills that they have advocated for pass in 
Washington State Legislature.  
 

Advocacy Area Systems Reform Samples 

Criminal Justice 

● Incarceration and arrest preventions through 
policy reforms 

● Reentry reform for formerly incarcerated 
individuals  

● Policy changes to limit use of youth solitary 
confinement 

Economic Justice 

● Support for SSI applicants with disabilities 
● Changing medical debt collection practices  
● Policy changes for driving licenses suspensions 

as a debt collection tool 

Immigrant Justice  

● Prevention of unauthorized information 
exchanges between local government and ICE  

● Permanent injunction against various H-2A 
employers  

● Implementation of the Vulnerable Youth 
Guardianship proceeding 

Housing Justice ● Prevention of housing discrimination 
● Protecting individuals who live in vehicles 
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● Community collaborations to stop wrongful 
utility fees 

 

 

1.4.2 By the Numbers Impacts 

CLS has won over $9 million in total settlements that went to claimants in the past three years 
through their class action lawsuits supporting worker and immigrant justice, economic justice, 
criminal justice, and house justice. 
 

Advocacy Area Quantified Systems Reform 

Criminal Justice 

● 11 bills and lawsuits 
● 358,000 individuals impacted7  
● $1,000,000 in settlement funds8 
● 1 CLS attorney benefits 30,000 affected by the 

justice system9 

Economic Justice 
● 11 bills and lawsuits 
● 27,000 families impacted10 
● $1.9 million potential cost savings 

Immigrant Justice 

● 9 bills and lawsuits 
● 141,500 individuals impacted 
● $4.6 million in settlement funds 
● 1 CLS attorney benefits 11,800 immigrants 

Housing Justice 
● 12 bills and lawsuits 
● 13,000 families impacted 
● $4.9 million in settlement funds 

Youth Justice ● 8 bills and lawsuits 

                                                        
7 This number includes those who will potentially be affected by the criminal justice such as those with legal 
financial obligations (in reference to HB 1783) and those who were previously in the justice system (in reference to 
the Seattle Fair Chance Housing Ordinance) 
8 Settlement funds go to clients and CLS obtains a small portion of these fees to support the work of their 
attorneys 
9 The number of clients a CLS attorney impacted is only listed for their recent work in criminal justice and 
immigrant justice to reflect CLS’ recent narrowing of strategy 
10 This unit for this data is presented as families (or households) versus individuals due to most administrative data 
on welfare and economic justice being in terms of households, rather than individuals  
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● 7,244 youth impacted 
● $240,000 in compensation for harm of youth 

in solitary confinement 

 

 

 1.4.3 Community Impacts 

This type of success results in change at the community or local level. The impact is specific to a 
social community as a whole or a defined geographic area (e.g. people of color or residents of 
King County).  

 

Community Impacts 

CLS has worked with 40+ community-based organizations including Tenants Union, La 
Justicia, and the WA Immigrant Solidarity Network to advocate for communities in 

Washington (e.g. people of color or residents of King County) in the past three years. 

 
 

 1.4.4 Individual Impacts 

CLS’ work has resulted in 22 various individual impacts including: increased chances for 
restorative justice, improved mental health, opportunity to social mobility, and equitable access 
to resources. Roughly 67% of those impacted by CLS’ work identify as people of color. This 
includes individuals who are overrepresented in Washington State’s criminal justice system, 
who are discriminated against when accessing public benefits, and accounts for the individuals 
in the H-2A and undocumented communities who are disproportionately affected by wage 
theft, poor working conditions, ICE arrests, and deportation outcomes.  
 

Advocacy Area Individual Impacts 

Criminal Justice 
● 358,000 individuals impacted  
● Increased chances for rehabilitation, social 

mobility, and quality of life 
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Economic Justice 
● 27,000 families impacted11 
● Economic support, stability, and mobility for 

individuals 

Immigrant Justice 
● 141,500 individuals impacted 
● Empowerment for H-2A workers, stability and 

protection of immigrant youth 

Youth Justice 
● 7,244 youth impacted 
● Access to quality education, mobility, and 

increased chances for rehabilitation  

 

1.4.5 Advocacy Area Impacts 

 

Advocacy Area Impacts 

               Mass Incarceration 
 

CLS has made systemic changes by 
● Implementing policy changes that ban solitary 

confinement of youth 
● Eliminating incarceration of youth for status 

offenses 
● Changing WA’s three strikes law to decrease 

sentences and incarceration  
● Placing injunctive relief on deplorable 

conditions in Franklin County Jail 

               Immigrant Justice 
  

CLS has made systemic changes by 
● Preventing unauthorized collaboration 

between local government and ICE that results 
in arrests of undocumented individuals 

● Mandating protections and guardianship  for 
unaccompanied immigrant youth 

● Mandating protections for and empowering H-
2A workers to voice their working condition 
concerns 

 

  

                                                        
11 This unit for this data is presented as families (or households) versus individuals due to most administrative data 
on welfare and economic justice being in terms of households, rather than individuals  
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Chapter Two: Understanding the Problem 

2.1 SCOPE AND FOCUS 

Since it was founded in 1967, Columbia Legal Services (CLS) has been deeply committed to 
advocating for social, economic, and racial equity for those who are harmed by the immigration 
system and mass incarceration. CLS achieves their organizational goals through policy advocacy 
and class action litigation in the above two foundational areas. 

Since state and federal government legal aid funding is restricted and cannot be used to help 
those without U.S. immigration status or represent people in prison, CLS relies heavily on 
private grants and donations to fund their work. More than 80 percent of CLS’ funding comes 
from foundation grants, though two-thirds of their foundation funding is from a single grant. To 
secure future work, CLS must diversify their funding sources by convincingly communicating its 
impact to donors with varying interests. 

CLS requested a framework to evaluate and communicate the impact of their work as a means 
to secure funding for future work. Through the course of our research, we constructed two 
matrices, separated by legislative advocacy and class action litigation work and further broken 
down by the system CLS was targeting: mass incarceration, immigration, labor rights, and other 
advocacy issues. We looked at various criteria (further discussed in Chapter 4) to analyze and 
quantify the level of impact CLS has had in the past three years. These matrices will also act as 
evaluative frameworks and thus, will support CLS’ efforts in future impact evaluations. 

In order to construct our impact framework, we looked at the body of research in areas key to 
our analysis:  

o Mass Incarceration through national and Washington State trends, macro level policies, 
and ethnographies 

o Immigration and Labor Rights through national and Washington State trends 

o Criminalization of Immigration Status 

Each of these advocacy areas sets the context for a brief overview of CLS’ current work. For the 
purposes of this report, policy and legislative advocacy will be interchangeable as we are not 
focused on the differences between branches of government, but rather how policy in the two 
areas of mass incarceration and immigrant justice formed the arena in which CLS works to fight 
injustice. Finally, we address some limitations and additional research that could be applied in 
the future. 
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In summary, this literature review is used to lay the framework and build the matrices by which 
we analyzed CLS’ work to dismantle and transform two key racialized systems that are barriers 
to human rights and economic opportunities for marginalized communities: (a) decreasing the 
harm of mass incarceration and (b) increasing and protecting the rights of immigrants. 

2.2 MASS INCARCERATION 

In this section, we examine the national and state trends leading to the current state of mass 
incarceration, the politics and policies that are the backbone of these trends, and the 
qualitative social research to set the policy context before reviewing CLS’ work. 

2.2.1 National and State Trends 

The unprecedented growth of the prison population in the United States over the last 40 years 
is recognized across academia and popular culture alike (Gottschalk, 2008; Alexander, 2010; 
DuVerney, 2016; Rubin & Reiter, 2017; Forman, 2017; Reiter & Chesnut, 2018). Washington is 
not exempt from this national trend, and in fact, the state’s trends parallel these national 
trends. Prison Policy Institute highlights these trends: 480 individuals per 100,000 people in 
Washington, or roughly 37,000 total individuals, are separated from society in jails, prisons, and 
other forms of confinement. When we include all of those on probation and parole the number 
of individuals under carceral control goes up to 136,000. Other recent trends in Washington 

include higher rates of 
pretrial detention 
compared to those 
convicted. Additionally, 
there are severe racial 
disparities within 
prisons and jails with 
Black and Native 
individuals 
disproportionately 
overrepresented while 
white and Asian 
individuals are 
underrepresented (see 
Figure 1). 

 
Figure 1: Racial and ethnic disparities in prisons and jails in Washington (Source: Prison Policy Institute 2018) 
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Macro Level Policies 

Washington State’s incarceration rates tend to follow national trends, and as such, national 
policies set a precedent that is critical to explore. Reiter and Chesnut, criminology and law 
researchers, outline macro level policies that work together to create the mass incarceration 
and hard punishment policies present today, categorizing them broadly as economic, political, 
or social causes (p. 51). This broadened, culture-forward approach to understanding mass 
incarceration is necessary to realize the underpinnings of white supremacy in otherwise race-
neutral legislation. Hinton, a historian, traced the war on drugs and war on poverty through 
legislation, internal government memos, and presidential statements, linking each to the 
current state of mass incarceration. These on-the-surface, race-neutral policies are actually not 
race-neutral in their foundation, application, and outcomes. Simon, a professor of law and 
faculty director at the Center for the Study of Law & Society, makes the connection explicit 
between criminal justice policies and the disparate outcomes for people of color: “It is essential 
that we link mass incarceration to the kind of aggressive preemptive policing that has been a 
major product of the war on crime and that forms the core of what today is becoming 
intolerable to many Americans about our carceral state” (p. 1084). 

Gottschalk, a political science researcher, found “[t]he metastasizing carceral state has begun to   
threaten fundamental democratic institutions, everything from free and fair elections to an 
accurate and representative census” (p. 237). People who are in prison cannot vote (except for 
Maine and Vermont), and in only 15 states are voter rights automatically reinstated after 
release from prison (Lewis). Loss of legal status to vote alone cannot account for the voter 
disenfranchisement across all people who encounter the criminal justice system. Gottschalk 
explains that “all things being equal, offenders are less likely to vote than people without 
criminal records” (p. 243). By combining each individual’s loss of rights, noting the trends of 
over-incarcerating Black and Brown bodies, and acknowledging the social and cultural push for 
incarceration, one can see the “carceral state has grown so huge that it has begun to transform 
fundamental democratic institutions, from free and fair elections to an accurate and 
representative census” (p. 235). 

Ethnographies 

Qualitative research in the criminal justice system is another important body of work to 
examine for policy context. Race, crime, and justice (RCJ) ethnographies, or the scientific 
research into culture and customs, “deliver critical analyses of the ways in which marginalized 
people are criminalized, which results in their increased vulnerability to police contact, 
interpersonal violence, incarceration, discrimination, and exclusion from pathways to 
conventional success” (Rios). These ethnographies bring the qualitative research to everyday 
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interactions that build upon each other to form systems of oppression in the carceral state as 
Gottschalk describes. Rios continues, “Recent ethnographies of RCJ examine how over-policing 
and the advent of the punitive state and mass incarceration influence daily life in marginalized 
communities (Boyles 2015; Duck 2015; Flores 2013, 2016; Goffman 2014; Lopez-Aguado 2016; 
Miller 2008; Rios 2011, 2017; Stuart 2016)” (p. 494). 

Recent ethnographies of race, crime, and justice rose to prominence in the 2010s with works 
that “study the forms of governance, social relations, and neighborhood conditions created and 
shaped by such systems” (Boyles 2015, Comfort 2008, Duck 2015, Dur´an 2013, Fader 2013, 
Flores 2016, Goffman 2014, Jones 2009, Lopez-Aguado 2016, Mac´ıas-Rojas 2016, Martinez 
2016, Miller 2008, Rios 2017, Stuart 2016, Van Cleve 2016). These works shaped a new 
standard of ethnography research at the intersection of race and justice: 

what we term the sociological double-consciousness approach. This approach is rooted 
in a deeply reflexive methodological practice that guides researchers in their quest to 
understand power, inequality, and justice. It analyzes culture as a fluid and dynamic 
system, breaking from fixed, simplistic understandings of race, crime, and criminal 
justice. This approach aims to understand the ways in which various forms of power, 
social categories, cultural processes, and social conditions intersect with one another to 
generate systems that affect the lives of marginalized populations. (Rios 2017, p. 494) 

We examined overarching national and state trends leading to the current state of mass 
incarceration, as well as policies that structured these trends and the qualitative social research 
which sets the foundation for exploring CLS’ work. 

2.2.2 CLS’ Recent Work for Dismantling Mass Incarceration 

As we have discussed in the preceding sections, there are a multitude of challenges and barriers 
to the equitable and racially just society that CLS works towards. Their work is guided by the 
same fluid approaches that the ethnographies (described above) utilize: CLS focuses on these 
intersections of power, culture, and social conditions that continue to reveal inequitable 
outcomes for communities that have been marginalized. CLS’ 2019-2023 Strategic Plan 
describes how the organization’s values of racial equity and justice push CLS to “hold 
government agencies, institutions, and other actors accountable to address the root causes of 
racism and their manifestation in unfair treatment and inequitable access to resources, power, 
and opportunities based on race” (p. 8). 

CLS’ work in the recent past focused on supporting targeted legislative policies such as 
restructuring Washington’s Three Strikes laws, ending the practice of incarcerating children for 
non-criminal offenses such as truancy, supporting humane alternatives for life without parole 
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for convicted youth, and supporting a housing ordinance for individuals whole are exiting 
incarceration. CLS’ work on class action lawsuits in the past focused on addressing humane 
conditions within jails, supporting prisoners who were denied necessary medical care, and 
supporting prisoners who were sexually abused by guards. Taken together, CLS’ efforts through 
policy advocacy and class action litigation are focused on dismantling the carceral state that 
breeds disparate outcomes for the communities CLS supports. In Chapters 4 and 5 we discuss 
the individual cases and policies CLS has worked on and analyze the impacts on the system, the 
community, and individuals. 

2.3 IMMIGRANT LABOR RIGHTS 

In this section we outline the recent national and state trends of immigration laws, the related 
nature of labor and immigration rights, and the gradual evolution of criminalizing immigration 
in the United States prior to discussing CLS’ efforts in this area. 

2.3.1 National and State Trends 

Immigrant rights in the U.S. have a long and storied history⎯It is difficult to explain why 
contemporary policies are structured the way they are without the context of the U.S.’ racial 
history with immigrants. This system is designed to exclude some and include others. While the 
groups and labels have changed over the years the fundamental principle of exclusion has 
remained consistent. CLS explains that “as a result of their immigration status, many people 
lack basic employment protections, health care, housing and public benefits, and, increasingly, 
are targeted for civil and criminal sanctions through our legal and justice systems.” The focus of 
this section is on the macro policies and trends in immigration that have led to the current 
policy context for CLS’ work. It should be noted that there are many areas within the 
immigration system that deserve research and thorough analysis. In this section, we solely 
discuss what is relevant to CLS, specifically, the rights of immigrants in the U.S., labor rights, and 
the detention and deportation of immigrants. 

With each wave of immigration came a reactionary wave of xenophobia. Legislation in the 
1940s created a second-class characterization of permanent residents. Cohen, a political 
scientist at Syracuse University, explains, 

Since the introduction of the nation’s first official guest-worker programs in the 1940s, 
immigrants increasingly have been permitted to remain in the country for extended 
periods of time, contingent on their understanding that they cannot seek to remain 
permanently and naturalize. Aspiring to hold U.S. citizenship is now regarded with 
suspicion, and an infrastructure to prevent immigrants from either staying permanently 
or naturalizing has been erected. (p. 338) 
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The construction of a subclass of residents in the U.S. has not deterred immigration. 
Washington State is home to 980,158 immigrants who make up almost 14% of the state 
population (American Immigration Council). About 250,000 undocumented individuals make up 
26% of the immigrant population and roughly 3.6% of the total state population. 40.4% of those 
in agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting industry are immigrants (American Immigration 
Council). Immigrants, documented and undocumented, are vital to Washington’s infrastructure, 
health, and culture. 

Labor Rights 

Because of their status, migrant workers face high rates of wage theft and other forms of 
exploitation. Additionally, this vulnerable population has added barriers to accessing 
justice⎯migrant workers face multiple procedural hurdles in a racialized legal system that was 
not built for them. Coleman lays out clearly, “[p]erhaps not surprisingly, wage theft is felt more 
acutely by the most vulnerable members of the workforce…Undocumented immigrant workers 
increasingly constitute a growing percentage of low-wage workers and are the victims of the 
most severe wage theft.” As Coleman further describes the problem of addressing this injustice: 
there is a “complexity of pursuing wages for a group of immigrant workers who must not only 
possess the wherewithal to sue their exploiting employer, but must do so while simultaneously 
grappling with the added vulnerability arising from their immigration status” (p.4). Wage and 
hour cases alleging violations of the Fair Labor Standards Act have ballooned since 1996. Bacon 
notes, “the vast increase in workplace raids has gone hand in hand with a pressure campaign 
designed to win passage of an immigration reform package centered on guest-worker 
programs” (2008, p. 20). Employers retaliate with threats of raids against the workers who 
speak up about injustices and violations of rights. 

Immigrant rights are intrinsically tied to labor rights. Chomsky outlines the recent history of 
labor movement in American and how immigrants and immigrant community concerns are at 
the heart of these decisions over NAFTA, union drives like Justice for Janitors, and Working 
America. Many worker centers, complementary alternatives to unions, focus their work on 
immigrant issues including documentation and recovering lost wages. In New York, worker 
centers secured the Domestic Worker’s Bill of Rights in 2010. David Bacon, a labor and 
immigrant rights activist, concisely notes, “it is not possible to win major changes in 
immigration policy without making them part of a struggle for the goals of working-class 
communities” (2014, p. 4). 

Societal discussions around labor also rely on the division of this second class mentioned above 
by Cohen. Bacon argues this disconnect is intentional, “there is a fundamental contradiction in 
the bipartisan policies in Congress that promotes more free trade agreements, and then 
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criminalizes the migration of the people they displace” (p. 4) Chomsky provides a concise case 
study for intentional division in the recent DACA discussion: 

DACA, which covers just 750,000 of the roughly 11 million undocumented immigrants in 
the U.S., sidestepped the fact that most immigrants are, in fact, workers. In proclaiming 
the ‘innocence’ of immigrant youth, DACA also tacitly implied that other immigrants 
were not so innocent, and some argued, ignored the key structural, economic, and 
political issues that could help link immigrants’ struggles to those of all working 
Americans—the “99 percent.” (p. 210). 

Though U.S. policy has consistently ignored the systemic effects of characterizing immigrants as 
second-class U.S. residents and the harmful outcomes of labor and human rights violations, 
policies continue to perpetuate disparate social outcomes for marginalized immigrant 
communities.  

Criminalization of Immigration 

Not satisfied with the second-class citizen tier for immigrant workers, Congress pushed for 
harsher punishment such as deportation for acts that were considered misdemeanors and low-
level offenses. This is the evolution of criminalizing immigration, or “crimmigration.”  Emily Ryo, 
a professor of law and sociology, explains two pivotal moments of “crimmigration” legislation: 
the war on drugs and related mid-1980s policies such as the Anti-Drug Abuse Acts of 1986 and 
1988; and the 1996 laws Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act and the Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act. Combined, “these two laws substantially 
expanded the list of crimes that could trigger detention and deportation and broadened the 
categories of noncitizens subject to mandatory detention” (p. 101-102). Ryo discusses wider 
scholarship that argue “these policy choices were animated in large part by racial and economic 
anxieties over immigration, and the social construction of immigrants as criminals” (p. 102). 
This work lays a solid foundation for the overlap between mass incarceration and immigration 
in America while also bringing to light the civic and democratic costs of over-detention (p. 108).  

Victor Rios, Professor of Sociology at UC Santa Barbara, builds on the social cost of 
crimmigration noting that “a combination of immigration and criminal law enforcement tactics, 
including surveillance, policing, and immigration raids, works to discipline and control a 
racialized population regardless of individual documentation status” (p. 500). For the politicians 
who conceptualize immigration as a social problem, criminalizing immigration effectively 
marries up this ‘problem’ with a solution framework. Gottschalk notes how interconnected 
these systems are through political language: “criminalization of immigration policy is just one 
example of how the ‘technologies, discourses, and metaphors of crime and criminal justice’ 
have been migrating to all kinds of institutions and public policies that seem far afield from 
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crime fighting” (quoting Simon, 2007, p. 4; p. 246). Politicians across the spectrum build on 
their language with each election trying to outdo each other with their ‘tough on crime’ stances 
and policies. These crime policies are woven with immigration and labor and public health and 
every other social policy.  

Rios further states that “These studies of crimmigration, or the criminalization of immigrant 
populations, shed important light on how the mass incarceration apparatus and its 
accompanying system of racialized punitive social control have expanded to affect the lives of 
vulnerable populations, and how everyday social problems in the twenty-first-century United 
States have come to be solved through criminal justice and criminalization” (Rios 2017, p. 500-
501). Thus, Ryo lays the groundwork of policies and laws for crimmigration, Rios’ work builds on 
detention and the ethnography work behind the racism inherent in crimmigration, and Bacon’s 
work on immigration labor combined construct the intersectionality of policies that criminalize 
otherwise-legal acts for immigrants. These policies inherently increase incarceration numbers 
and further cement the social construction of immigrants as criminals, making it easier to pass 
laws and policies further marginalizing immigrant populations in America. 

2.3.2 CLS’ Recent Work Supporting Immigrant Rights 

CLS is well aware of the societal and economic pressures on the immigrant communities they 
work with. Their community-led advocacy drives the organization to address the intersections 
of power, culture, and social conditions that continue to reveal inequitable outcomes for the 
communities they represent. The organization’s ultimate goal is “to create a world where every 
person enjoys full human rights and economic opportunities” (CLS New Strategic Direction). 

CLS’ work in the recent past focused on supporting targeted legislative policies such as creating 
and funding an office to oversee compliance with the H-2A visa program, supporting the Keep 
Washington Working legislation, and protecting immigrant farm workers with safe working 
conditions. CLS’ work on class action lawsuits have kept large farms and employers accountable 
for failure to follow wage and hour laws, challenged exemption for overtime protection for 
agricultural workers, and further challenged practices of violating rights of H-2A farmworkers 
under federal anti-trafficking laws. As a collective, CLS’ efforts through policy advocacy and 
class action litigation focus on targeting barriers for immigrant communities that keep them 
from full realization of human rights and economic opportunities in Washington. In Chapters 4 
and 5 we discuss the cases and policies CLS has worked on and analyze the impacts on the 
system, the community, and individuals. 
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2.4 LIMITATIONS AND ADDITIONAL RESEARCH 

Evaluating macro level systemic change presents a number of difficulties (Boston, 2000). 
Choosing appropriate criteria, collecting relevant evidence, interpreting said evidence and 
determining cause, and ultimately arriving at a conclusion are all challenging to do at a systemic 
level. This is largely due to how researchers are unable to completely isolate the problem. 
Boston notes that those who have worked on macro systemic assessment tend to narrow their 
scope considerably and “have generally been constrained in terms of their depth and rigor” (p. 
32). We discuss in Chapter 4 our criteria and how we analyzed and extrapolated impacts to 
draw our conclusions.  

2.4.1 Participatory Action Research in Future Evaluations 

As an addendum to the literature review we outline above, we acknowledge a limitation in our 
research: we have not included or sought out the voices of those directly impacted by CLS’ 
work. This was a decision made together by the Evans consulting team and CLS representatives 
due to the time limitations of this project and the overall scope of the paper. Participatory 
action research (PAR), an approach to research on communities considered vulnerable, 
promotes the autonomy of community members and their voices throughout the research 
process—especially for communities of color who have been consistently tokenized in research 
processes and evaluations. We recognize our limitations as a consultant team as an opportunity 
for CLS to utilize the principles of PAR in its methodologies for community-driven advocacy, 
organizational research and development, and especially future systemic impact evaluations. By 
using such principles, CLS can place their new strategic direction and community-centered 
advocacy into physical action—the organization will continue its fight for systemic changes in 
mass incarceration and the immigration system with the communities affected by these 
systems. 

Jo Aldridge, professor of social policy and criminology, describes four participation approaches 
that CLS can adopt when considering applying PAR methodologies to their work: contractual 
participation, consultative, collaborative, and collegiate. As CLS already has staff who specialize 
in community engagement, we anticipate that CLS can adopt a collegiate participation model 
for advocacy and future evaluations, as this model is “fully consultative and inclusive, with an 
emphasis on mutuality in terms of planning, management, and ownership…” (Aldridge, 2015). A 
key consideration with this recommendation is ensuring financial compensation for those 
community members involved in future evaluations. 
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2.5 CONCLUSION 

CLS positions their organization in the middle of these intersecting avenues for change that we 
have discussed throughout this section. When fighting for one avenue of justice, others follow 
due to the intrinsic nature of these overlapping systems. Some of CLS’ work cannot be easily 
siloed into the two pillars of mass incarceration or immigrant rights—this work is broadly 
categorized as economic and housing justice litigation and advocacy. CLS continues to 
undertake policy advocacy outside of the above mentioned focus areas to support or reject 
legislation identified as a priority or problem by Alliance for Justice and community partners 
where there is a critical need, no one else can do it, and it impacts people living in poverty. This 
includes:  

o Protecting low-income consumers by relieving the burdens of debt and garnishment, 
including student loan and medical debt;   

o Working to preserve access to public benefits for all families;  

o Supporting expanded rights for tenants and defending against bad housing bills.    

Our research attempts to solidify CLS’ impacts in communities living in poverty, especially those 
affected by mass incarceration and the immigration system. Therefore, we analyze these 
impacts through CLS’ policy advocacy and class action litigation practices as CLS achieves their 
goal of social, economic, and racial equity through these advocacy processes.  
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Chapter Three: Research Methodology 

3.1 METHODS OVERVIEW 

To understand Columbia Legal Services’ (CLS) impact through their class action litigation on 
mass incarceration and immigrant communities, and policy advocacy for low income 
communities, our team analyzed data and information from interviews, internal CLS 
documents, class action cases, publicly available data on relevant policy areas and the 
Washington State Legislature. Our analysis of CLS’ impact from both actions is explored through 
the following research question: Has CLS made an impact over the past three years on 
communities in Washington State? To answer our overarching research question, we first set 
out to answer the following four sub-questions: 

1. What class action lawsuits has CLS taken on in the last three years, particularly in but 
not limited to, the areas of mass incarceration and immigrant justice? 

2. What legislation has CLS promoted and/or advocated for in the last three years, 
particularly in but not limited to, the areas of mass incarceration and immigrant justice? 

3. What are the criteria that CLS can use to assess their future systemic impact through 
class action litigation? 

4. What are the criteria CLS can use to assess their future systemic impact through 
legislation? 

To answer the above research questions, our team developed a four-pronged data collection 
approach. Each research approach was designed to help answer either the larger questions 
about CLS’ systemic impact or a specific sub-question. The data collection approaches were: 

1. Internal semi-structured interviews of internal and external stakeholders to CLS 

2. Qualitative analysis of court dockets from cases CLS worked on in the last three years 

3. Qualitative analysis of Senate/House bills that CLS advocated for in the last three years 

4. Quantitative analysis of all CLS advocacy work in the last three years 

The following sections provide more detailed information about each of the above data 
collection approaches. 
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3.1.1 Internal Semi-Structured Interviews 

Our first inductive research approach yielded information regarding CLS’ internal perceptions 
around organizational success, current work, and future direction, and answered the following 
sub-questions: 

1. What are the criteria that CLS can use to assess their future systemic impact through 
class action litigations? 

2. What are the criteria CLS can use to assess their future systemic impact through 
legislation? 

Our team decided that semi-structured interviews would best allow us to inductively 
understand CLS’ background, context, and perceived impacts. Much of the context and 
background of this research paper was grounded in information gathered from the interviews 
with the CLS employee and board members. The purpose of these interviews was to 
understand internal CLS perspectives in terms of the work that the organization does in the 
areas of mass incarceration and immigrant-related policies, as well as their work at the 
intersection of the two. 

While we initially hoped to interview two CLS employees and two CLS board members, due to 
the unexpected impacts of the coronavirus pandemic, we were only able to interview one CLS 
employee and two CLS board members. However, the three interviews were still more than 
adequate to provide themes surrounding key, detailed background information about CLS’ 
actions, the context within which those actions took place, and internal opinions and 
perceptions of CLS’ impact. 

Since our team wanted unique and specific insights on CLS’ policy advocacy and legal 
representation work, we relied on typical purposive sampling for selecting individuals to 
interview. We began this data collecting approach by thoroughly considering which individuals 
would likely have the most knowledge in the areas we were interested in collecting information 
about. By first identifying subject matter experts, we ensured that the information we collected 
was accurate and generally representative. In an effort to clearly understand the scope and 
nature of CLS’ policy advocacy work, we chose to interview CLS’ policy advocacy director. In an 
effort to understand how somewhat external stakeholders perceive CLS’ successes and future 
direction, we interviewed two CLS board members. Relying on purposive sampling was very 
time effective as it did not require time-intensive statistical probabilities to be estimated and 
there was limited cost-burdening of individuals whose interviews may not have resulted in 
content-rich information. Additionally, the information collected in the three interviews was 
highly relevant in the areas we wished to collect from, due to the interviewees being subject 
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matter experts. Although purposive sampling is non-random and does not control for the bias 
of both the researchers and the interviewees, our team believed that the advantages 
mentioned earlier outweighed the concerns surrounding bias. 

In preparation for the interviews, our team review2ed internal CLS documents including grant 
applications and previous reports. In doing so, we were able to establish what information and 
data had already been collected as well as determine what was still needed to develop 
evaluation criteria and conduct a thorough impact evaluation. We developed an interview 
guide (see Appendix A) with a list of questions intended to reveal themes about the inner-
workings of CLS as well as potential data sources through the perspectives of staff and board 
members. 

Our team relied on cultural domain analysis to explore the internal perceptions surrounding 
CLS’ work and its impact by asking questions during the interviews such as: How does Columbia 
Legal Services leadership think about their work and the impact it makes? Cultural domain 
analysis can be used to understand how people in a certain group think about things in a 
common way (Bernard, Wutich, & Ryan 2017). Respondents were asked to talk about how they 
personally perceive the work that CLS has done in its communities and what they thought 
success looked like. Analyzing the qualitative data collected from these interviews was useful in 
understanding how CLS leadership thinks about their work and the resulting impact, thus 
providing a solid background for the rest of our research. 

Interviews took place over the phone or video conference, each lasting approximately 45 
minutes, and responses were recorded by hand during the interview. Once interviews had been 
completed, our team used semantic network analysis to compare how interviewees used 
similar language to describe CLS’ advocacy efforts and impact. Semantic network analysis, 
particularly when using similarity matrices, relies on extracting words from data sources like 
interview notes and finding commonalities and themes from those words (Bernard et al. 2017). 
To do this, we went through the interview notes and blocked the text we wanted to code by 
skimming each interview for information relevant to our research questions and purpose. We 
then created a set of codes or measures that eventually generated data representing themes. 

Our team wanted to ensure that our set of codes would generate reliable data and be valid 
representations of the themes found in the interviews. To do so, we pretested our codebook on 
a set of grant applications CLS had previously submitted, in which they described their work and 
perceived impact. Once we established a strong, reliable codebook (see Appendix B), we 
applied the codes to the interview notes. The following themes emerged from our coded 
interview notes: 

1. Advocacy impact through social justice for those most vulnerable. 
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2. Class action impact through social justice for those most vulnerable. 

3. Building relationships with the communities CLS serves. 

The semi-structured interviews helped us gain a clearer understanding of CLS’ priorities, as 
perceived by internal and external stakeholders to the organization. The themes that emerged 
helped us to develop our impact evaluation framework as well as our descriptive matrices and 
criteria.  

Our team chose to examine a variety of existing data sources to analyze the impact CLS has had 
through both its policy advocacy efforts and class action lawsuits. The final two data collection 
approaches are described below. 

3.1.2 Qualitative Analysis of Court Dockets 

Our next data collection approach was an analysis of class action litigation court dockets. In 
addition to supporting our knowledge of the nature of CLS’ work, this analysis helped us answer 
the following sub-questions: 

1. What class action lawsuits has CLS taken on in the last three years, particularly in but 
not limited to, the areas of mass incarceration and immigrant justice? 

2. What are the criteria that CLS can use to assess their future systemic impact through 
class action litigations? 

In an effort to use a variety of resources available to us to inform our research, we conducted 
content analysis on a sample of court cases from CLS’ class action litigations over the past three 
years. From all the court cases that CLS was involved in during the past three years, we were 
provided with a sample of 20 different litigation cases to analyze. We began our analysis by 
downloading all of the available court dockets from LexisNexus, an external data source.[3] 

Next, we blocked the text we wanted to code by skimming each document for information 
relevant to our research questions and purpose, paying particular notice to the initial briefs 
(with the most recent complaints) and the decision or settlement agreements. We then created 
a set of measurement criteria (Section 3.3) that eventually generated data which in turn 
represented themes. After the measurement criteria had been established, we created a case-
by-variable matrix from the texts and criteria (see Appendix D) that we then analyzed to 
develop themes from. 
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3.1.3 Qualitative Analysis of Senate and House Bills  

Our third research approach was an analysis of Senate and House bills. Similar to analyzing 
court dockets in order to evaluate the impact CLS has through class action litigation, we 
analyzed Senate and House bills that CLS helped to promote in order to evaluate the impact CLS 
has through legislation. This analysis also helped us to answer the following sub-questions: 

1. What legislation has CLS promoted and/or advocated for in the last three years, 
particularly in but not limited to, the areas of mass incarceration and immigrant justice? 

2. What are the criteria CLS can use to assess their future systemic impact through 
legislation? 

Measuring the direct impact of an organization’s policy advocacy efforts on social issues is 
difficult to quantify due to the many contributions to policy advancement and the complicated 
nature of legislation. Creating an impact evaluation that captures and allows for the 
measurement of indirect influence is essential to understanding the full impact CLS has. 
Therefore, we have included both tangible, direct measurements as well as indirect 
measurements such as cost-avoidance and lower incidence of jail time for non-criminal 
offenses in our legislation-by-variable matrix (see Appendix E).  

We relied on information collected from the Washington State Legislature for understanding 
CLS’ impact as a result of their policy advocacy efforts over the last three years. In an effort to 
identify the direct and indirect impacts that CLS’ policy advocacy efforts had on communities in 
Washington State, we considered raw numbers of individuals who belong to each interest 
group and studied its impact by different type (e.g. cost-avoidance, co-benefits, systemic 
change, by the numbers, community impact, and individual impact). As with our analysis of the 
court dockets, we analyzed our legislation-by-variable matrix to develop our themes and 
findings. 

Additionally, we utilized scientific publications such as Kathryn McCollistor’s study on the cost 
of crime to society, Washington State Institute for Public Policy’s (WSIPP) cost-benefit analyses, 
and analyses from the Washington State Legislature to categorize and identify indirect and 
intangible benefits of CLS’ advocacy (McCollistor, 2009). For example, McCollistor lists 
intangible losses of the status quo12 such as decreased quality of life and psychological distress. 
Just as WSIPP does in its analyses, we framed intangible losses to intangible benefits of CLS 
advocacy such as improved quality of life, and increased chances for economic mobility, social 

                                                        
12 The status quo is defined as a society without certain policy changes and interventions that would improve 
society in place.  
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mobility, and rehabilitation. As we executed our qualitative analysis, we categorized these 
intangible benefits for every piece of CLS advocacy.  

3.1.4 Quantitative Analysis of CLS Advocacy 

Our final research approach was a quantitative analysis on each advocacy area that CLS worked 
within for the past three years. The purpose of this analysis was to quantify the direct systemic 
impacts found from the qualitative analysis of the legislation and class-action litigation 
matrices. To conduct this quantitative analysis, we relied on existing and publicly available data 
relevant to each of CLS’ advocacy work. For example, as CLS testified to support Senate Bill 
6160 (to reduce the number of youth auto-declined to criminal court), we found data that 
shows approximately 60 youth are auto-declined every year from juvenile justice administrative 
data (See Appendix C for a data index). We used this publicly available to find further measures 
of quantitative impact such as systems cost avoidance. To monetize impacts in terms of cost-
avoidance, we utilized one of McCollistor’s four fundamental components13 to analyze costs of 
the status quo (status quo is defined as without the changes promoted by CLS): systems costs 
analysis. A systems cost analysis finds costs to local, state, and federal government funds spent 
on aspects of the criminal, immigration, and welfare systems.  

Additionally, our team utilized an effectiveness methodology by Stephanie Cellini and James 
Kee to analyze the existing data with CLS’ advocacy (Cellini and Kee, 2015). Cellini and Kee’s 
steps below demonstrate our methodology and roadmap to quantify benefits:  

1. Set the analytical framework and criteria and define units of effectiveness (see Sections 
3.2 and 3.3) 

2. Categorize impacts and benefits through the matrices 
3. Estimate impacts using publicly available data over timeline given 
4. Monetize impacts based on publicly available data 
5. Quantify and calculate CLS systemic impacts and ROI in terms of units of effectiveness 

Using the publicly available data and the above methodology, we were able to calculate CLS’ 
estimated impact over the timeline of three years. We subsequently calculated CLS’ cost and 
organizational effectiveness for systemic impact in terms of the number of CLS staff, attorneys, 
and CLS budget allocation for respective advocacy areas using the following equations. The unit 
of effectiveness can be substituted with various measures of impact such as the number of 
individuals benefiting from CLS advocacy or systems cost-avoidance:  

                                                        
13 The other components of cost analysis by McCollistor include victim costs, career costs, and monetized 
intangible costs. 



Columbia Legal Services: Impact Evaluation | 39 

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 =
𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐴𝐴𝐸𝐸𝐴𝐴 𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐴𝐴𝐵𝐵𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶

𝑈𝑈𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶 𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 

 

𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝐵𝐵𝐴𝐴𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑂𝑂𝐴𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐴𝐴𝑂𝑂 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 =
𝑈𝑈𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶 𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶

# 𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐴𝐴𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 𝐶𝐶𝑂𝑂 # 𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐴𝐴𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑂𝑂𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐴𝐴𝐶𝐶 

 

A key aspect for our systemic impact analysis was the long-term benefits incurred for each 
individual impacted by CLS’ advocacy work. As we analyzed our matrices for indirect impacts of 
each piece of CLS advocacy, we realized the potential long-term benefits of CLS' systemic 
changes on each individual impact and incorporated this into our methodology for quantitative 
analysis. Therefore, to calculate impacts over the last three years, we estimated per year 
quantitative impacts and included accumulated net-impact over three years to account for the 
long-term benefits and impacts on system change (See Appendix F for a sample table on per 
year impact).  

Additionally, due to the many pieces of legislation that CLS advocated for in 2019, we have also 
calculated projected per-year impacts based on the same methodology that CLS can interpret, 
track, and use for future systemic impact evaluations. 

3.2 DEVELOPING IMPACT EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

The base of our research is a narrative framework consisting of various criteria to guide current 
and future analysis of CLS’ work. We developed this framework in an effort to categorize CLS’ 
impact by types of success. Breaking down the types of success allows us to uniquely highlight, 
and communicate to potential donors, the variety of impacts CLS has made on the communities 
it serves. 

We selected to organize our impact evaluation by the following types of success: 
 
 

3.2.1 Systems Reform 

This type of success results in change at the systemic level. The impact is fundamental 
and changes how a particular system (e.g. mass incarceration) functions and affects 
individuals and groups in the future. 
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3.2.2 By the Numbers 

This type of success is measured by either dollar amount or number of individuals 
(e.g. dollars won or spent and number of immigrant workers impacted). 

3.2.3 Community Impacts 

This type of success results in change at the community or local level. The impact is 
specific to a social community as a whole or a defined geographic area (e.g. people of 
color or residents of King County). 

3.2.4 Individual Impacts 

This type of success results in change at the individual level. The impact is specific to 
the lives of individuals and, by proxy, their families (e.g. psychological harm a youth 
incurs from being incarcerated).   

3.3 CREATING DESCRIPTIVE MATRICES AND CRITERIA  

To support our evaluation framework, we collected a number of data points (criteria) on the 
work CLS does through policy advocacy and class action litigations. In order to effectively 
evaluate CLS’ impact, our team developed two separate matrices, each with their own unique 
criteria. We chose to create two matrices to individually evaluate CLS’ impact of their policy 
advocacy efforts and their class action lawsuits. We selected the following criteria to assess 
their impact: 

Table 1: Policy Advocacy Criteria 

 

Criterion: Criterion Definition: 

Nature of Policy A brief description of the bill and its intentions. 

                            Year Policy Enacted 
A data point to understanding the length of time 
these bills take to work through the legislative 
system, to see results. 

Monetary Value 
If there is a financial payout or benefit to the 
affected community. 
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Community Impacted 
The specific group of people who were/will be 
impacted by the outcome of the bill. 

Number of Individuals Impacted 
A data point to understanding the magnitude of 
impact. 

Domain 
(e.g. Mass Incarceration / Immigration / Poverty) 
a data point to better categorize our findings. 

CLS Role 
Whether CLS took the lead on this bill or 
supported another organization. 

 

Table 2: Class Action Litigation Criteria 

 

Criterion: Criterion Definition: 

Case Name/Court Docket 

The party through which CLS files the class action 
litigation versus the offending party causing harm 
to the filer; the court with jurisdiction presiding 
over the case. 

CLS role 
Whether CLS was lead counsel or co-counsel on the 
case. 

Nature of Case 
A concise description of the harm and 
circumstances of the case. 

Case Status 
Where in the judicial process the case stood as of 
writing this report. 

Year Case was Filed 
A data point to understanding the length of time 
these cases take to work through the judicial 
system, to see results. 

Monetary Value 
If there was a payout either to individuals harmed 
or to CLS for attorney fees. 

Community Impacted 
The specific group of people who were/will be 
impacted by the resolution of the case. 
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Number of Individuals Impacted 
A data point to understanding the magnitude of 
impact. 

Domain 
(e.g. Mass Incarceration / Immigration / Poverty) a 
data point to better categorize our findings. 

 

Our team also included the below criteria in our matrices to provide an opportunity for these 
spreadsheets to communicate a narrative of CLS’ intentions and the qualitative outcomes of 
their work. 

1. Why CLS Cares: A qualitative data point to understand the motive of CLS and how each 
bill or case fits into their mission and why they act upon this bill or case. 

2. The Specific Harm: We look at three levels of harm: society, community, and individuals 
who are negatively impacted. 

3. The Solution/Remedy: The specific outcome CLS advocates for and why. 

4. The Results: The outcome; we look at the cost-avoidance, systemic change, and co-
benefits of the bill or case. 

3.4 DATA LIMITATIONS 

The research analysis in this report relies on data collected from semi-structured interviews 
with a CLS employee and two board members, court dockets from LexisNexus, Senate and 
House bill information from the Washington State Legislature, publicly available data for 
relevant advocacy areas, and other information collected and shared internally by CLS. Due to 
the variance in our information and data sources, it is important to consider the implications 
that inconsistency may have had on our research. 

Our team conducted analysis on just 13 class action litigations due to the lack of public 
availability of certain court cases. Federal cases in particular were easier to find and Superior 
Court cases in some counties are not publicly available online. While the court cases we 
analyzed were a representative sample of the work that CLS does, conclusions from this report 
may not be easily generalized to all of CLS’ litigation work. 

Additionally, the information gathered from the semi-structured interviews helped inform the 
evaluation framework and the development of certain criteria. However, since the sample was 
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very small, it is important to note that the opinions and perceptions of those three individuals 
may not be representative of all CLS employees and board members. 

Regarding the publicly available data we used for quantitative analysis, it is critical to note 
variance across years of data and intricacies of certain data, especially for data on the criminal 
justice and immigration systems which are complex across local, state, and federal authorities. 
For example, to determine criminal justice impacts over three years, one must consider 
intricacies such as recidivism, releases, and overlapping data across different justice 
jurisdictions in Washington. Therefore, we estimated recidivism, release rates, and differences 
among authorities as a means to achieve such accuracy to the best of our abilities. 

Additionally, CLS has worked on much legislation that just passed in 2019 or is still currently in 
progress. Though we counted these impacts in our qualitative analysis, we did not count the 
numerical impact of these recent legislation over three years. Instead, we calculated projected 
numerical impacts based on publicly available data. 
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Chapter Four: Analysis and Findings 

4.1 OVERVIEW 

In this chapter we describe our findings from our qualitative and quantitative analysis of data 
and information collected from interviews, internal Columbia Legal Services (CLS) documents, 
class action cases, and the Washington State Legislature. We begin by providing an overview 
that summarizes our findings surrounding CLS’ impact on communities in Washington State as 
well as how best to communicate that impact to potential donors. We then spend the rest of 
the chapter discussing our qualitative analysis, framework, and the development of our 
matrices and criteria. 

Our qualitative analysis of the semi-structured interviews with CLS staff and board members 
provided context and background information that shaped our research and the development 
of our matrices and criteria for evaluating CLS’ impact. We relied on cultural domain analysis 
and coding to develop themes from the interviews, which resulted in a solid background to 
guide the rest of our research.   

Our analysis of the court dockets and Senate and House bills began with a narrative framework. 
In this framework, we organized our analysis by the following types of success: systems reform, 
by the numbers, community impacts, and individual impacts. Next, we developed two unique 
matrices with a variety of criteria that allowed us to evaluate each individual court case and 
legislation to estimate the impact CLS has on the communities it serves. We carefully selected 
these criteria through close readings of CLS’ organizational mission and vision as well as 
information gathered from the semi-structured interviews. Additionally, we defined these 
criteria based on information captured from pre-existing literature of comparable, 
programmatic research. Examples of how to apply these criteria to a single court case and to a 
single Senate bill are also provided for ease of future use. 

4.2 ANALYSIS OF SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 

We conducted internal, semi-structured interviews of various staff and board members. Much 
of the context and background of this research was grounded in the information gathered from 
these interviews. The purpose of these interviews was to understand internal CLS perspectives 
in terms of the work that the organization does, particularly related to mass incarceration and 
immigrant-related policies as well as their work at the intersection of the two. 
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We relied on cultural domain analysis to explore the internal perceptions surrounding CLS’ work 
and its impact by asking questions during the interviews such as: How does Columbia Legal 
Services leadership think about their work and the impact it makes? Cultural domain analysis 
can be used to understand how people in a certain group think about things in a common way 
(Bernard, Wutich, & Ryan 2017). Respondents were then expected to talk about how they 
personally perceive the work that CLS has done in its communities and what they thought 
success looked like. 

  

Once interviews had been completed, our team used semantic network analysis to compare 
how interviewees used similar language to describe CLS’ advocacy efforts and impact. Semantic 
network analysis, particularly when using similarity matrices, relies on extracting words from 
data sources like interview notes and finding commonalities and themes from those words 
(Bernard et al. 2017). To do this, we went through the interview notes and blocked the text we 
wanted to code by skimming each interview for information relevant to our research questions 
and purpose. We then created a set of codes or measures (see Appendix B for codebook) that 
eventually generated data representing the following themes: 

1. CLS’ current and future policy advocacy and class action litigation efforts are focused 
centrally on two of the most excluded communities: immigrants and those in mass 
incarceration. 
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2. CLS values the relationships it builds with the communities they serve and aspires to 
track and measure those relationships. 

3. CLS seeks to promote social justice for those most excluded, whether due to 
incarceration, not having immigration status, or low income. 

The above themes that came out of the coding helped us to gain a clearer understanding of 
CLS’ priorities and how internal and external stakeholders to CLS think about their work and the 
resulting impact. The themes that emerged also helped us to develop our impact evaluation 
framework as well as our descriptive matrices and criteria.  

4.3 NARRATIVE FRAMEWORK 

The client’s objective is to have a road map that can be used in an on-going manner to evaluate 
CLS’ impact in the future, an analysis of CLS’ impact over the past three years, and a better way 
to communicate CLS’ impact to potential donors. To deliver these objectives, we based our 
research in a narrative framework that organized our evaluation by types of success. This 
framework guided our analysis of CLS’ work and the creation of the matrices. To support this 
framework, a number of data points were collected and evaluated for the specific work that CLS 
has done through policy advocacy and class action lawsuits. 

4.3.1 Systems Reform 

This type of success results in change at the systemic level. The impact is fundamental 
and changes how a particular system (e.g. mass incarceration) functions and affects 
individuals and groups in the future. 

4.3.2 By the Numbers 

This type of success is measured by either dollar amount or number of individuals For 
example, dollars won or spent and number of immigrant workers impacted are 
measured by which we quantified CLS’ impact. (See Appendix C for a comprehensive 
data index of CLS’ quantified impact). 

4.3.3 Community Impacts 

This type of success results in change at the community or local level. The impact is 
specific to a social community as a whole or a defined geographic area (e.g. people of 
color or residents of King County). 
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4.3.4 Individual Impacts 

This type of success results in change at the individual level. The impact is specific to 
the lives of individuals and, by proxy, their families (e.g. psychological harm a youth 
incurs from being incarcerated).  

4.4 ANALYSIS MATRICES 

This section is divided by the two types of advocacy that CLS works on to further their mission: 
legislative advocacy and class action litigation. We created two spreadsheets (see Appendices D 
and E) as road maps of our methodical examination of the work CLS has supported and 
advocated for, so that future analysis can be easily conducted. We established the criteria that 
makes up these matrices through careful consideration of CLS’ organizational mission and 
vision as well as information gathered from CLS staff and board members in interviews. 
Additionally, we defined these criteria in great detail based on information derived from pre-
existing literature of comparable research. An example of one bill and one case are analyzed 
below following the descriptions of the matrices to help guide CLS in future impact evaluations. 
These matrices will also serve CLS moving forward as they continue to identify and measure 
their future impact. 

Below we outline the structure of the spreadsheets, explain the criteria by which we conducted 
our analysis, and provide examples of how to assess impact of a legislative bill and class action 
case using the criteria: 

4.4.1 Legislative Action Matrix:  

We look at each policy CLS worked or supported, defining the following criteria for each:  

1. Nature of Policy: A brief description of the bill and its intentions. 

2. Year Policy Enacted: A data point to understanding the length of time these bills take to 
work through the legislative system, to see results. 

3. Monetary Value: If there is a financial payout or benefit to the affected community. 

4. Community Impacted: The specific group of people who were/will be impacted by the 
outcome of the bill. 

5. Number of Individuals Impacted: A data point to understanding the magnitude of 
impact. 
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6. Domain: (e.g. Mass Incarceration / Immigration / Poverty) a data point to better 
categorize our findings. 

7. CLS Role: Whether CLS took the lead on this bill or supported another organization. 

Our team also included the below criteria in our matrices to provide an opportunity for these 
spreadsheets to communicate a narrative of CLS’ intentions and the qualitative outcomes of 
their policy advocacy work. 

1. Why CLS Cares: A qualitative data point to understand the motive of CLS and how each 
bill fits into their mission and why they act upon this bill. 

2. The Specific Harm: We look at three levels of harm: society, community, and individuals 
who are negatively impacted. 

3. The Solution/Remedy: The specific outcome CLS advocates for and why. 

4. The Results: The outcome of the bill. We note here that a bill that does not pass or sign 
into law is not seen as a failure. There are additional outcomes such as outreach and 
awareness that lay the groundwork for future advocacy. We look at the cost-avoidance, 
systemic change, and co-benefits of the bill. 

4.4.2 In-Depth Legislation Example 

SB 5290: Bill ending incarceration of youth for non-criminal behaviors 

Why: Incarcerating youth for non-criminal behaviors violates youth rights and infringes on 
racially equitable access to resources and opportunity in the future. This is a component of the 
mass incarceration systems that CLS strives to dismantle through community-led legal 
advocacy. 

Level of Harm: 

● Society: Youth who have been incarcerated for non-criminal behaviors are typically 
vulnerable to recidivism, given the nature of the current criminal justice system. This is a 
key contributor to mass incarceration and its subsequent societal effects such as racial 
inequity. 

● Community: Youth incarcerated for non-criminal offenses in a justice system that is 
more punitive than restorative negatively affects these youth as a community in various 
ways, especially youth of color and their communities that transcend prison walls. 
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● Individual: Similar to the community level, being incarcerated as a youth for non-
criminal behavior causes immense psychological harm and mitigates access to resources 
and future opportunity. This is especially salient for youth of color trapped in a racialized 
justice system. 

Solution/Remedy: CLS advocated for legislation through the state legislature that would 
mandate the end of the practice of youth incarceration for non-criminal behaviors in 
Washington. 

Results: CLS’ political advocacy led to SB 5290 being passed and signed by Gov. Jay Inslee. 

● Cost-avoidance: Mitigating youth incarceration for non-criminal behaviors also mitigates 
heavy costs (monetary and social) of mass incarceration. 

● Systemic Change: SB 5290 officially ended a long-standing, harmful practice of the 
justice system in Washington. 

● Co-benefits: Eliminating youth incarceration for non-criminal offenses will lead to more 
restorative and community-based practices to improve behavioral health of vulnerable 
youth. This will also lead to more equitable access to opportunity and resources such as 
education. 

4.4.3 Class Action Litigation Matrix:  

We look at each class action litigation case for which we have case documents, defining the 
following criteria for each: 

1. Case Name/Court Docket: The party through which CLS files the class action litigation 
versus the offending party causing harm to the filer; the court with jurisdiction presiding 
over the case. 

2. CLS role: Whether CLS was lead counsel or co-counsel on the case. 

3. Nature of Case: A concise description of the harm and circumstances of the case. 

4. Case Status: Where in the judicial process the case stood as of writing this report. 

5. Year Case was Filed: A data point to understanding the length of time these cases take 
to work through the judicial system, to see results. 

6. Monetary Value: If there was a payout either to individuals harmed or to CLS for 
attorney fees. 
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7. Community Impacted: The specific group of people who were/will be impacted by the 
resolution of the case. 

8. Number of Individuals Impacted: A data point to understanding the magnitude of 
impact. 

9. Domain: (e.g. Mass Incarceration / Immigration / Poverty) a data point to better 
categorize our findings. 

Our team also included the below criteria in our matrices to provide an opportunity for these 
spreadsheets to communicate a narrative of CLS’ intentions and the qualitative outcomes of 
their class action litigation work. 

1. Why CLS Cares: A qualitative data point to understand the motive of CLS and how each 
case fits into its mission. 

2. The Specific Harm: We look at three levels of harm: society, community, and individuals 
who are negatively impacted. 

3. The Solution/Remedy: The specific outcome CLS advocates for and why. 

4. The Results: The outcome; we look at the cost-avoidance, systemic change, and co-
benefits of the judgment and conclusion of the case. 

4.4.4 In-Depth Litigation Example 

Farris et al. v. Franklin Co. et al.: class action suit to improve conditions in Franklin Co. jail 

Why: CLS advocated on behalf of individuals confined in Franklin Co.  jail to remedy inhumane 
conditions and stem the harmful impacts the criminal justice system has upon these individuals and 
the larger community. 

Level of Harm: 

● Society: How we treat people, especially those who with the least power and status in 
society, is a reflection of our collective values. CLS advocates for inclusion, health, 
safety, and the dismantling of harmful systems, which include our jail conditions.  

● Community: The operating procedures within Franklin Co. Jail were deplorable relative 
to other county jails in Washington, yet the particular policies and procedures noted in 
the lawsuit negatively impacted the broader community of all jailed detained people in 
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Washington. In addition, this case in particular raised the routine use of solitary 
confinement for people with disabilities and the harms that come with this treatment. 

● Individuals: The class of people CLS represented were individuals who, while under the 
care of Franklin Co. Jail, suffered abuse and lived in unsafe and unsanitary conditions. 
This case addressed the 23-hour lockdown policy, in-processing procedures that did not 
consider individuals’ medical and mental health needs, and poor training and 
supervision of jail staff leading to due process violations and inhumane treatment of 
those in custody. 

Solution/Remedy: Through class action lawsuit, CLS sought and succeeded in dismantling harmful 
intake policies for inmate medical and mental health, corrected facility maintenance to increase 
quality of life, and injunctive relief agreements to change policies that lead to poor behavior of 
prison guards which resulted in constitutional rights violations, psychological and physical abuse 
toward those in their care. 

Results: CLS won injunctive relief after mediation and the case was dismissed after Franklin Co. 
Jail addressed its pattern and practice of inhumane treatment of individuals in its care. 

● Cost-avoidance: Solitary confinement is more expensive by far than housing in the 
general jail population; lawsuits such as this can create a domino effect for other jails 
and prisons to change their behavior to avoid further legal fees and battles. 

● System Change: procedures within this jail changed, more training was mandated, and 
CLS raised awareness about the inhumane treatment of individuals under state carceral 
control in an extensive report on jail deaths14, which in turn raised awareness of 
conditions in jails and impacts of the health of those incarcerated, and in general, led to 
more justice reform within correctional facilities.  

● Co-Benefits: Jail remodel (removing opaque paint from windows, creating a day room 
with seating, etc) improve morale while people are confined and removed from their 
communities; adequate space to visit with family and friends have added social benefits 
to the whole community while lessening recidivism rates once people exit the criminal 
justice system. 

                                                        
14 Gone But Not Forgotten: The Untold Stories of Jail Deaths in Washington (A report by Columbia Legal Services, 
2019)  

https://columbialegal.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Gone-But-Not-Forgotten-May2019.pdf
https://columbialegal.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Gone-But-Not-Forgotten-May2019.pdf
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4.5 FINDINGS 

To address the client’s objectives, we created a series of one-pagers complete with easy-to-
read infographics. We developed these one-pagers with data and information from our analysis 
of internal CLS documents, semi-structured interviews, class action court dockets, and policy 
information from the Washington State Legislature. These one-pagers provide an overview of 
CLS’ impact on all the communities it serves by the types of success: systems reform, by the 
numbers, community impacts, and individual impacts. We also created one-pagers for each of 
the social, economic, and criminal justice issues that CLS wishes to focus its work on moving 
forward: immigrant justice and mass incarceration. 

Much of CLS’ work relies on private grants and donations and more than two-thirds of their 
foundation grants come from a single grant (2019-2023 Strategy Road Map). To secure future 
work, CLS must diversify their funding sources and to do so, must convincingly communicate its 
impact to donors with varying interests. CLS needs to present its work and the resulting impact 
in ways that highlight different aspects in order to cater to the unique interests of various 
potential donors. These one-pagers can easily be used as pull-outs for this purpose. 

Within these one-pagers, we drew connections between CLS’ work in mass incarceration and 
immigrant justice as many of the policies and class actions cases they have advocated for had 
significant impacts on individuals who belong to both groups. Additionally, these one-pagers 
highlight important indirect and intangible effects of many of the policies and cases CLS has 
supported. 

4.5.1 Brief Summary and Precursor to One-Pager Findings  

To preface the one-pagers, we estimated general trends of CLS’ advocacy over the past three 
years. Overall, CLS’ largest impacts have been in the areas of economic and housing justice 
through both policy advocacy and impact legislation. Closer to 2019, CLS has started to make 
larger impacts in immigrant justice with legislation such as Keep Washington Working. 
Additionally, more individuals have been impacted by CLS’ legislative advocacy due to the 
generalized nature of policy advocacy and specified nature of class-action litigation. 
Nevertheless, CLS has made large impacts through both means of advocacy in terms of 
individual, community, and systemic impact which we depict in the one-pagers. See Appendix G 
for a suite of data visualization that maps CLS’ impact over the last three years.  
 
Though we calculated a multitude of data relevant to CLS’ impact over the last three years and 
in the future, the below one-pagers are a selection of the numbers and qualitative data we 
found. Our matrices and data index depict the full range of data we found throughout our 
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analyses. In the future, CLS can utilize this full range of data to select which data to place on 
communication materials for donors.  
 
For most of the quantitative data in these one-pagers, we have included impacts only from suits 
and legislations that went into effect 2018 or earlier. This is due to the three-year impact 
timeline of this report and how we estimated numerical impact on a year-by-year basis. 
Because legislation that passed in 2019 passed mid-year it was difficult to include numerical 
impact in our yearly impact process. However, qualitative data includes legislation that passed 
in 2019. Additionally, in the immigrant justice one-pager, we included the number of 
undocumented individuals impacted by Keep Washington Working.  
 
The systems reform one-pager depicts key changes that CLS’ advocacy has led to in various 
systems and policy areas. We also included visuals that depict numbers of individuals and 
communities impacted by the system and policy changes. See Appendix F to find a sample 
policy area impact table that demonstrates how we analyzed larger system reforms specific to 
each area of advocacy. The table provides a deeper analysis of area impacts derived from the 
matrices.  
 
The “by the numbers” one-pager is a selection of numbers found from our numerical analysis of 
CLS’ work. See Appendix C for a data index of the entire set of numbers we found relevant to all 
of CLS’ advocacy from the past three years.  
 
The individual and community impact one-pagers consolidate our findings of numerical impacts 
and the intangible benefits of CLS’ work for individuals and communities across advocacy areas. 
Using analyses and reports from the WA State Legislature, our team tracked all indirect and 
intangible benefits of policies and suits in the respective matrices. We also tracked the number 
of communities and community-based organizations CLS collaborated with to promote system 
changes. From this, we found themes of intangible benefits for communities and individuals to 
implement within our findings for the one-pagers.  
 
Lastly, the advocacy-area one pagers on mass incarceration and immigrant justice also 
consolidate the qualitative and quantitative data we found in these areas. Using the 
effectiveness ratio equation, we estimated the number of individuals one CLS attorney 
impacted in the respective areas over the past three years.  

 

 



Columbia Legal Services: Impact Evaluation | 54 

4.5.2 Systems Reform 
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 4.5.3 By the Numbers 
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 4.5.4 Individual Impacts 
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4.5.5 Community Impacts 
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4.5.6 Mass Incarceration 
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4.5.7 Immigrant Justice 
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4.6 LIMITATIONS AND SHORTCOMINGS 

The limitations of this report stem chiefly from lack of access to superior court cases. Due to 
local superior court cases being inaccessible online and a widespread health crisis, we only had 
access to case documents for 12 of the 20 total recent cases CLS provided us. Although our 
analysis is not as comprehensive as it would be with all recent cases included, there is an 
adequate sample of the domain areas identified to extrapolate conclusions from. Additionally, 
our team estimated budget allocations for each advocacy area based on the 2020 proposed CLS 
budget provided in the 2020 LFW Grant Application, which may have resulted in different ROI 
ratios than in actuality. Nevertheless, further internal analysis by CLS may be completed using 
our framework, matrix, data, and equations provided in Section 3.1.4. Nevertheless, further 
internal analysis by CLS may be completed using our framework and matrix. 

Our team acknowledges the lack of voice from the communities and individuals directly 
affected by these laws and cases in our analysis and in this report. Conducting participatory 
research and hearing directly from these individuals would have provided valuable context and 
shaping of the analysis. However, due to the burden participatory research would have placed 
on vulnerable populations and the short timeframe we had to complete this project, our team 
and CLS made the collective decision to forego this avenue of study. 

4.7 ALTERNATIVES AND TRADE-OFFS 

Initially CLS desired an internal evaluation study as well as an external impact study to measure 
their impact against their peer organizations.  The size and timeline of this project required our 
team to narrow our scope to an internal analysis of CLS’ current work. A different path would 
have taken this project to compare CLS’ work with the work of their peer organizations, 
allowing for a comprehensive study of the non-profit work that addresses legal needs of low-
income individuals. By focusing on their internal evaluation, we were able to create a roadmap, 
consisting of a framework of analysis and matrices, to track and evaluate current and future 
work of CLS. 
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Chapter Five: Recommendations and Conclusions 

5.1 STRATEGIES FOR USE OF ONE-PAGERS 

Consistent with our findings (Section 4.5) and the client’s objectives for this report, we 
developed the one-pagers as a way to clearly communicate to potential donors CLS’ impact on 
all the communities it serves by the types of success: systems reform, by the numbers, 
community impacts, and individual impacts and by social issue that CLS wishes to focus its work 
on moving forward: immigrant justice and mass incarceration. CLS needs to present its work 
and the resulting impact in ways that highlight different aspects in order to cater to the unique 
interests and objectives of various potential donors. The one-pagers can easily be used as pull-
outs for this purpose. 

We suggest the following strategies and target audiences for the use of the one-pagers: 

1) Systems Reform - Elected officials, law-makers, grassroots activists, and 
philanthropies (particularly those focused on mass incarceration and immigration 
reform) looking to address systemic harms would benefit from this hand-out. In 
addition to gathering more allies, CLS could also utilize this hand-out in its internal 
strategic planning and SWOT15 analysis.  

2) By the Numbers - As the most versatile hand-out with quick facts and easy to read 
visuals, we recommend using this one-pager for most meetings with law-makers, 
journalists and media partners, data-driven funders, etc.  

3) Community Impacts - Community partners, grassroots organizations, and other 
associations focusing on the broader consequences would benefit from this one-
pager. 

4) Individual Impacts - Media partners, certain grants, and those looking to humanize 
direct impacts would find this one-pager useful. Additionally, any organization that 
focuses on human rights and quality of life conditions would be another target 
audience. 

6) Mass Incarceration - From legal partners to human-rights activist organizations, 
CLS could use this one-pager to rally more allies and expand its partnerships. 

                                                        
15 Acronym for Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats 
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5) Immigrant Justice - Partners across advocacy circles and different levels of 
government that deal with immigrant labor rights issues would benefit from this 
handout. 

5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPACT DATA 

Given our evaluation of Columbia Legal Services’ impact on communities facing poverty and 
oppression in Washington over the past three years, we have a recommendation that 
encompasses two actions for further improvement: monitoring and updating the matrices and 
data index and utilizing four types of monitoring data for impact evaluations.  

5.2.1 Monitor and Update Advocacy Matrices and Data Index 

We recommend that CLS place into practice a monitoring system to track and concurrently 
update a variety of data significant to their advocacy work, using the matrices, data index, and 
per-year impact table provided in this report. The matrices serve as a means for CLS to 
comprehensively track and monitor their advocacy work across areas and means of advocacy. 
Additionally, the data index provides an example of how CLS can track, update, and calculate 
relevant numerical data in each of their advocacy areas. The per-year impact table provides an 
example of how CLS can track both qualitative and quantitative data over multiple years for 
specific CLS advocacy areas.  

Consistently monitoring and updating CLS’ work and the data directly associated has three main 
purposes:  

1. To demonstrate CLS’ accountability to potential funders 

2. To help CLS improve future communications to potential donors 

3. To assist CLS in analyzing impacts of advocacy work and provide a process for 
such analysis  

By implementing this systemic practice, CLS can consistently track the advocacy work it is doing, 
how it is doing that work, and how they are analyzing their work. This will ultimately provide 
CLS a consistent means to clearly communicate to current and potential donors its work and 
that it is meeting expectations by supporting communities facing oppression in Washington 
(Goldilocks Toolkit).  
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How CLS Can Communicate Quantitative Methodology  

Due to the complex nature of the quantitative methodology to find numerical impact, we 
recommend that CLS condense the narrative of our quantitative methodology in order to 
communicate reliability of numerical impact. To estimate numerical impact (especially impact 
on the criminal justice system), we synthesized established methods by public policy experts 
Kathryn McCollistor, Stephanie Cellini, James Kee, and confirmation from criminal justice policy 
expert Karin Martin. This established method consists of utilizing publicly available data on 
numbers of people impacted by various systems in Washington, demographic proportions in 
Washington, costs of programs in Washington, and applying these data points to CLS’ advocacy 
work. For example, when analyzing CLS’ work on Senate Bill 5290, our team utilized 
administrative data on the number of youth incarcerated in Washington and the proportion of 
those incarcerated for status offenses to estimate the number of youth directly impacted by 
the legislation.  

Further, organizations such as the Vera Institute of Justice and the Justice Policy Institute have 
utilized a similar methodology when estimating costs and benefits of various criminal justice 
interventions. In the Vera Institute’s cost-benefit analysis toolkit, the organization emphasizes 
the complexity of finding reliable and relevant public data for such analyses and recommends 
evaluators to “convene an advisory panel to ensure that you have access to the best available 
data and can benefit from reviewers who have a range of knowledge and expertise.” With 
available resources and funding, we recommend CLS to consider a thorough process of finding 
relevant data to CLS’ work and apply it within the established methodology utilized for this 
evaluation.  

5.2.2 Implement and Utilize Four Types of Monitoring Data for Impact   

In an effort to diversify CLS’ funding sources and systemically analyze their impact, CLS should 
also regularly collect and update the following four types of monitoring data which can be used 
to communicate CLS’ work and the impact to potential donors:  
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Activity tracking - includes data and information on all organizational activities 
including, but not limited to: class action lawsuits, House and Senate bills, and 
published advocacy reports16.  

Deliberate Advocacy - consists of information on the individuals, groups, and 
communities that CLS supports and intends to support. Utilizing the three new 
advocacy and community engagement specialist positions to identify those 
supported by CLS’ advocacy efforts and what type of advocacy support would 
best help them will be useful in future impact evaluations.  

Engagement - includes information about which individuals, groups, and 
communities are being included in and reached by CLS’ current advocacy efforts 
and which individuals, groups, and communities should be engaged with and 
reached but are not. Assessing this, especially with a racial equity framework, 
will be useful in understanding the gap between CLS’ current work and individual 
and community needs.  

Feedback - consists of information about the strengths and weaknesses of the 
organization from the perspective of those it seeks to help, another useful 
purpose for the advocacy and community engagement specialist positions. Staff 
of CLS should also be regularly consulted for feedback as recognizing and 
responding to internal perceptions is important for the long-term success of the 
organization.  

For the above four types of monitoring data to be effective in improving CLS’ advocacy efforts 
and communicating the associated impacts to potential donors, we recommend that the 
information be collected, updated, and reviewed regularly and that the information be 
intentionally used in all points of CLS’ decision-making. This information can also be 
incorporated within the provided matrices and data index.  

5.3 CONCLUSIONS 

Columbia Legal Services has worked hard to make positive impacts on vulnerable communities 
in Washington State through policy advocacy and class action litigation. Through our qualitative 
and quantitative analysis of data and information gathered from interviews, internal 

                                                        

16 CLS does not currently keep an up-to-date document that contains all the cases and legislations CLS has worked 
on in the past three years. An easy-access and comprehensive document that tracks CLS’ activities would make 
future impact assessments much easier. 
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documents, class action cases, and the Washington State Legislature, we uncovered the below 
key takeaways. 

This report has thoroughly evaluated and illustrated the positive and significant impacts that 
CLS has made on targeted communities in Washington State over the past three years. Based 
on the findings in this report, there is ample data to support additional funding of CLS’ work.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Semi-Structured Interviews 

We conducted a set of three semi-structured interviews that included one internal stakeholder 
of Columbia Legal Services and two external stakeholders. 

Internal Stakeholders: 

1. Janet Chung, Advocacy Director, Columbia Legal Services 
2. Travis Andrews, Director of Equity and Community Engagement, Columbia Legal 

Services 

External Stakeholders: 

1. Matthew Moersfelder, Board Member, ad hoc committee 
2. Ben Golden, Board Member, ad hoc committee  

Interview Guide 

1. How would you define success for CLS? 

a. What benchmarks or metrics do you currently use to measure success for CLS? 

2. What recent actions has CLS taken to increase its outreach/services to target 

populations? 

3. What resources does CLS depend on for information about upcoming/impending issues 

that need CLS’ services? 

4. How would you describe the environment that CLS’ work is done in?  

5. What are the recent cases and projects that CLS has taken on that may not be listed? (if 

not confidential) 

6. How would you describe CLS’ work in terms of the intersectionality of immigrant rights 

and mass incarceration? 

a. What about your work do you feel specifically addresses this particular niche? 

7. Do you have any additional concerns or comments you would like to share at this point 

in time? 
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Appendix B: Codebook for Semi-Structured Interviews 

 

 



Appendix C: Data Index  
 

DATA TYPE: DATA POINT: MEASURE: DATA 
YEAR: Source/Calculation: 

Immigrant 
Justice 

Total undocumented 
population 

250,000 individuals 
constant every year 2016 Pew Research Center 

H-2A Visa Holders - migrant 
workers 

~30,000 individuals 
constant every year 2019 Employment Security Department 

Undocumented 
farmworkers  ~96,000 farmworkers 2012 

(48% undocumented farmworkers) X (200,000 total 
farmworkers) = 
 
Estimated percentage of farmworkers based on NAWS 
data (though this number has proved difficult to count) 

Youth with Special 
Immigrant Juvenile Status 
(SIJS) 

~500 youth per year 2016 UW School of Law  

# of ICE arrests that involve 
collaboration with local jails 3,431 arrests per year 2018 UW Center for Human Rights and ICE 2018 data  

Total dollar amount of 
settlement funds and 
injunctive relief disbursed 
for immigrants through CLS 
lawsuits 

$4,605,900 2017-
2020 LexisNexus Court Dockets 

https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/interactives/u-s-unauthorized-immigrants-by-state/
https://www.chinookobserver.com/news/state/lawmakers-propose-new-agency-to-administer-guest-worker-visas/article_0f1b5a46-2fcf-11e9-92a8-e36066904b8e.html
https://www.farmworkerjustice.org/sites/default/files/NAWS%20data%20factsht%201-13-15FINAL.pdf
https://www.farmworkerjustice.org/sites/default/files/NAWS%20data%20factsht%201-13-15FINAL.pdf
https://www.courts.wa.gov/committee/pdf/SIJSBenchbook.pdf
https://jsis.washington.edu/humanrights/2018/11/27/trac-ice-data-wa-state/
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Total immigrants impacted 
by CLS work over three 
years 

~141,500 individuals 
over three years 

2017-
2020 

 (45,000 H-2A workers) + (500 SIJS teenagers) + (96,000 
undocumented farmworkers) =  

 

Projected per year impact 
of CLS advocacy ~295,500 2019 

 (45,000 H-2A workers) + (1,000 SIJS teenagers) + 
(250,000 undocumented individuals)  =  
 
Adding in entire undocumented community after Keep 
Washington Working, which passed in May 2019 

CLS attorney effectiveness 
impact ratio for criminal 
justice over three years 

1 CLS attorney to 11,800 
benefit from advocacy 

2017-
2020 (141,500 immigrants) / (12 CLS Attorneys) = 

Cost-effectiveness ratio 
based on CLS expenses and 
units of effectiveness over 
three years 

1 immigrant impacted 
with every $7 CLS 

spends 

2017-
2020 

($983,000 total CLS Expense for immigrant justice) / 
(141,500 Individuals positively impacted by CLS 
advocacy as the unit of Effectiveness ) = 
 
CLS expense is based on the 2020 proposed budget 
provided and proportions of advocacy distribution. 

Worker Justice 

Total farm worker 
population  

200,000 individuals 
constant every year 2019 CLS Policy Advocacy Data 

Farm workers directly 
impacted by CLS lawsuits 3,249 individuals 2017-

2020 LexisNexus Court Dockets 

Total dollar amount of 
settlement funds disbursed 
for workers through CLS 
lawsuits 

$4,910,900 2017-
2020 LexisNexus Court Dockets 
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Criminal Justice 
System 

Total incarcerated 
population 

37,000 individuals every 
year 2018 Prison Policy Institute  

Total population in the 
criminal justice system 136,000 every year 2018 Prison Policy Institute  

% of people of color in 
criminal justice system 46% 2018 King County Dept. of Adult and Juvenile Detention 

% of people in justice 
system on probation or 
parole 

73% 2018 
(99,000 on probation and parole)/(136,000) 
 
Prison Policy Institute 

Average jail time for 
medical debt 3 days 2019 

Due to lack of data, this number is based off of multiple 
anecdotal reports. 
 
Prison Legal News, ACLU  

Average incarceration 
releases per year 12,950/year 2017-

2019 

Calculated average releases in state/federal prisons, 
county jails, and other facilities based on incarcerated 
population proportions   
 
WA DOC Data , Prison Policy Institute 

New individuals with 
criminal records including 
no longer 
incarcerated/year in WA 

18,644 individuals/year 
2018 
and 

2019 

(5,694 probation and parole admissions) + (12,950 
releases) 
 
WA DOC Data 

Individuals with criminal 
records over two years in 
Seattle  

~207,469 over two years 2018-
2019 

(205,605 with criminal history in Seattle in a given year) 
+ (1,864 new individuals in 2019) = 
 
Based on WA population proportions  

https://www.prisonpolicy.org/profiles/WA.html
https://www.prisonpolicy.org/profiles/WA.html
https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/courts/detention/documents/2018-12-kc-dar-monthly-breakouts.ashx?la=en
https://www.prisonlegalnews.org/news/2020/feb/4/growing-concerns-over-medical-debt-leading-jail-time/
https://www.aclu.org/issues/smart-justice/mass-incarceration/criminalization-private-debt
https://www.doc.wa.gov/docs/publications/reports/200-RE001.pdf
https://www.doc.wa.gov/docs/publications/reports/200-RE001.pdf
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% of indigent individuals of 
those with convictions 
subject to LFOs  

85% of those convicted 
with LFOs 2014 ACLU and CLS  

 
Estimated number of 
indigent individuals with 
LFOs  

 
115,600 

 
2014-
2018 

 
(136,000 involved in the criminal justice system) X (85% 
of these individuals are indigent) =  
 
ACLU and CLS, ACLU Q&A 

% incarcerated for LFOs in 
Washington ~10-20% 2014 ACLU and CLS 

Average jail time for failure 
to pay LFOs ~15 days 2014-

2015 

Average estimated from multiple anecdotes, due to lack 
of court data  
 
NPR Investigation, PublicSource, NPR, ACLU and CLS 

Number of driver license 
suspensions for 
noncriminal offenses 

~200,000 per year 2019 WA Dept. of Licensing  

WA residents arrested for 
medical debt  

~420 individuals constant 
every year 2016 

(~3,000 arrested for debt) X (0.14 proportion of debt 
collection categories) = 
 
Approximate estimate based on ACLU report 

% Black youth incarcerated 
for status offenses 43% 2019 The Seattle Times 

Recidivism probability for 
those convicted of robbery 
in the second degree 

3.8% 2019 

(62 currently on life sentence) /  
(0.083 serious robbery charges) X (19,160 WA DOC 
prison population) = 
 
WA DOC Data  

https://www.aclu-wa.org/docs/modern-day-debtors-prisons-washington
https://www.aclu-wa.org/docs/modern-day-debtors-prisons-washington
https://www.aclu-wa.org/questions-and-answers-about-legal-financial-obligations-lfos
https://www.aclu-wa.org/docs/modern-day-debtors-prisons-washington
https://www.npr.org/2014/05/19/312158516/increasing-court-fees-punish-the-poor
https://projects.publicsource.org/true-cost-of-court-debt/part-four.html
https://www.npr.org/sections/codeswitch/2015/02/09/384968360/jail-time-for-unpaid-court-fines-and-fees-can-create-cycle-of-poverty
https://www.aclu-wa.org/docs/modern-day-debtors-prisons-washington
https://www.dol.wa.gov/about/docs/2019-FY-stats-at-a-glance.pdf
https://www.aclu.org/report/pound-flesh-criminalization-private-debt
https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/jailing-runaways-does-not-keep-them-safe/
https://www.doc.wa.gov/docs/publications/reports/100-QA001.pdf
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Youth auto-declined to 
adult criminal court 

~60 youth constant every 
year 2014 

Average between discretionary waiver and statute 
exclusion 
 
JJGPS 

Recidivism rate for youth 
auto-declined from juvenile 
court jurisdiction 

72% 2013 WSIPP 
(36-month adjusted recidivism rate) 

Youth incarcerated for 
aggravated murder without 
parole  

~30 youth constant every 
year 

2017-
2019 

(0.2% proportion of aggravated murder convictions in 
juvenile justice) X (12,882 WA juvenile detention 
admissions) = 
 
Prison Policy Initiative, OJJDP, WA State Center for Court 
Research 

Recidivism rate for already 
incarcerated youth 
transferred to adult facility 

85% 
2011 

 Annie E. Casey Foundation Report 
(~tracked 3 years after conviction for boys only) 

Average number of times 
King County placed youth 
in solitary confinement in a 
year 

60 times 2018 Disability Rights Washington 

Number of times King 
County placed youth in 
solitary confinement in 
2019 

15 times 2019 The Stranger 

Average number of days 
youth spend in juvenile 
detention 

30 days 2009 Justice Policy Institute 

http://www.jjgps.org/jurisdictional-boundaries/washington
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/ReportFile/1544/Wsipp_The-Effectiveness-of-Declining-Juvenile-Court-Jurisdiction-of-Youth_Final-Report.pdf
https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh176/files/pubs/236480.pdf
https://www.courts.wa.gov/subsite/wsccr/docs/2017_JuvenileDetentionAnnualReport.pdf
https://www.courts.wa.gov/subsite/wsccr/docs/2017_JuvenileDetentionAnnualReport.pdf
https://www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-NoPlaceForKidsFullReport-2011.pdf
https://www.disabilityrightswa.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/CruelButNotUnusual_November2016.pdf
https://www.thestranger.com/slog/2019/03/21/39679491/king-county-jails-are-still-putting-kids-in-solitary-confinement
http://www.justicepolicy.org/images/upload/09_05_rep_costsofconfinement_jj_ps.pdf
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Estimated total additional 
incarcerated population 
without CLS advocacy over 
three years 

11,560 individuals over 
three years 

2017-
2020 

CLS advocated for HB 1783, in which new regulations for 
LFOs would have severely limited incarceration for LFOs 

 
Total individuals impacted 
by CLS criminal justice 
advocacy over three years 

 
~358,279 

 
2017-
2020 

(37,000 incarcerated individuals) + (60 youth) + (115,600 
individuals with LFOs) + (207,469 with criminal history in 
Seattle) = 

Total per year projected 
CLS individual impact ~169,918/year 2017-

2020 

(850 youth) + 
(14,062 convicted of DWLS III) + (420 medical debtors 
arrested) + (37,000 total incarcerated) + (62 convicted of 
robbery in the second degree) + (60 youth auto-
declined)+ 
 (115,600 with LFOs) + (1,864 individuals with records in 
Seattle) = 
 
Note: this includes projections for policy advocacy still in 
progress  

CLS attorney effectiveness 
impact ratio for criminal 
justice over three years 

1 CLS Attorney : 29,856 
benefit from CLS 

advocacy 

2017-
2020 

(358,279 impacted over three years) / (12 CLS 
attorneys)  =  

Total settlement amount 
disbursed $1,240,000 2017-

2020 LexisNexus Court Dockets 

Cost-effectiveness ratio 
based on CLS expenses and 
units of effectiveness over 
three years 

1 individual impacted for 
every $10 CLS spends on 

criminal justice 
advocacy 

2017-
2020 

($3,598,903 total CLS Expense for Criminal Justice 
advocacy) / (395,279 Individuals positively impacted by 
CLS advocacy as the unit of Effectiveness ) = 
 
CLS expense is based on the 2020 proposed budget 
provided and proportions of advocacy distribution. 
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Youth Justice 

Foster youth (school-age, in 
out-of-home care) 

4,776 foster youth 
constant every year 2020 Child Well-Being Data Portal 

Aging-out foster youth 1,028 foster youth 
constant every year 2020 Child Well-Being Data Portal 

Youth at-risk of being 
incarcerated for status 
offenses  

850 youth constant every 
year 2019 

(12,882 juvenile admissions) X (6.6% of admissions are 
for status offenses) 
 
WA State Senate Report, WA State Center for Court 
Research, Justice Policy Institute   

Youth incarcerated in King 
County at any time  90 youth / years 2018-

2019 2019 King County Detention Report  

Total youth impacted by 
CLS 

7,244 youth over three 
years 

2018-
2020 

(4,776 foster youth) + (1,028 aging out youth) + (850 
youth and status offenses) + (90 youth incarcerated in 
King County) + (500 unaccompanied immigrant 
youth)  =  

Economic 
Justice 

Families with children who 
apply and receive 
TANF/AFDC 

~26,400 families per 
fiscal year 2018 Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 

SSI Recipients with 
disabilities 

131,763 individuals 
constant every year 2018 Social Security Administration 

Hearings for SSI Disability 
benefit denial appeals 

~17,000 hearings 
constant every year 2016 WA State Legislature 

Average % of people of 
color of those living in 
poverty  

21.2% 2014 2014 ACS Data  

http://www.vis.pocdata.org/graphs/ooh-counts
http://www.vis.pocdata.org/graphs/ooh-counts
http://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2019-20/Pdf/Bill%20Reports/Senate/5290%20SBR%20WM%2019.pdf?q=20200412120124
https://www.courts.wa.gov/subsite/wsccr/docs/2017_JuvenileDetentionAnnualReport.pdf
https://www.courts.wa.gov/subsite/wsccr/docs/2017_JuvenileDetentionAnnualReport.pdf
http://www.justicepolicy.org/images/upload/09_05_rep_costsofconfinement_jj_ps.pdf
https://www.kingcounty.gov/%7E/media/courts/detention/documents/2019-12_-_KC_DAR.ashx?la=en
https://www.cbpp.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/tanf_trends_wa.pdf
https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/ssi_sc/2018/wa.pdf
http://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2017-18/Pdf/Bill%20Reports/House/1239%20HBR%20HCW%2017.pdf?q=20200412191727
https://www.doh.wa.gov/Portals/1/Documents/1500/Context-SEP2016-DU.pdf
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Number of new graduates 
from four-universities who 
have student debt after 
graduation per year 

83,894 individuals/year 2015 WA State Legislature Report 

Total impacted by CLS 
economic justice advocacy 376,000 individuals 2017-

2020 

Estimated (200,000 workers for sufficient wages) 
+(15,000 affected by debt collection tools) + (161,000 
public benefit applicants) =  
 
All numbers based on CLS impacts only  

Total settlement amount 
from CLS suits disbursed  $3,700,000 2017-

2020 LexisNexus Court Dockets 

Housing Justice 

% of population who are 
tenants 35% 2019 CLS Policy Advocacy materials 

Number of rent-burdened 
WA households  1,223,600 households 2017 

(2,660,000 WA tenant population) X (0.46 proportion 
rent-burdened households) = 
 
UW Evictions Project 

% of Black adults evicted 
from rentals over five years 21.5% Black adults 2012-

2017 

Average between King and Pierce County % 
 
UW Evictions Project 

# of households in 
foreclosure process every 
year 

13,000 households 2017 CLS Advocacy Materials 

Individuals who live in cars 
(King County) 3,372 2018 All Home King County  

http://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2017-18/Pdf/Bill%20Reports/House/1169-S3%20HBR%20PL%2018.pdf?q=20200509180944
https://evictions.study/washington/
https://evictions.study/washington/
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/homeless/new-homeless-count-in-king-county-shows-spike-in-number-of-people-sleeping-outside/
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% of King County residents 
experiencing homelessness 
living in cars 

28% 2018 (3,372)/(~12,000 homelessness counts in 2018) =  

Individuals who live in cars 
across WA state 

4,324 individuals 
constant every year 

2018-
2019 

(0.2) X (21,621 WA homelessness counts) =  
 
Applying similar KC proportion to total WA 
homelessness counts, not the same proportion 
considering population differences across counties 

Individuals who live in 
mobile home communities  ~45,000 2016 The Center for Public Integrity 

Total settlement amount 
from CLS suits disbursed  $803,800 2017-

2020 LexisNexus Court Dockets 

 
 
 

Criminal Justice 
State Costs 

Average per day prison 
incarceration cost $122.96/day 2019 WA DOC Data 

Average per day county jail 
incarceration cost ~$161.01/day 2013-

2014 

Average between King and Pierce County average daily 
incarceration cost  
 
[($192.85 King County) + ($129.16 Pierce County)] / 2 = 
 
Vera Institute Report, Pierce County Data  

Average per day 
incarceration cost for youth ~$262.48/day 2015 Justice Policy Institute 

Approximate average per 
day cost of incarceration  ~$182.15/day 2013-

2019 Average across previous average daily costs  

Projected cost savings for 
mitigating incarceration of $6,693,240/year 2009-

2018 
(850 youth) X (30-day average detention) X ($262.48 per 
day detention cost) = 

https://www.commerce.wa.gov/news-releases/community-programs-facilities/final-results-for-2019-point-in-time-count-of-homeless-in-washington-show-net-decrease/
https://www.commerce.wa.gov/news-releases/community-programs-facilities/final-results-for-2019-point-in-time-count-of-homeless-in-washington-show-net-decrease/
https://publicintegrity.org/inequality-poverty-opportunity/washington-state-moves-to-protect-mobile-home-buyers/
https://www.doc.wa.gov/docs/publications/reports/200-AR001.pdf
https://www.vera.org/downloads/publications/price-of-jails.pdf
https://www.co.pierce.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/32482/Evaluation-of-Pierce-County-Detention-Operations?bidId=
http://www.justicepolicy.org/uploads/justicepolicy/documents/sticker_shock_final_v2.pdf
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youth who commit status 
offenses 

Cost per use of solitary 
confinement for youth 

$61.63/use of 
confinement 2015 Texas Civil Rights Project 

Projected cost savings for 
mitigating incarceration of 
medical debtors 

~$202,873/year 2014-
2019 

(420 medical debtors usually arrested) X ($161.01/day 
cost) X ( 3 days jail time) = 

Cost savings for preventing 
incarceration of indigent 
persons with LFOs 

~$27,919,134/year 2013-
2018 

(11,560 people incarcerated for LFOs) X (Average 15-day 
jail time) X ($161 per day jail cost) = 

Projected cost savings for 
lessening conviction of 
DWLS III in WA/year 

$2,564,065/yr 2015 

($182.34/conviction - considering jail costs) X (14,062 
convicted in a given year) = 
 
ACLU 

Average cost of LFOs 
imposed in a felony case $2,540/felony 2014 ACLU and CLS  

CLS cost-savings in criminal 
justice system for 
governments (state and 
local) over three years 

$27,925,684 over three 
years 

2017-
2020 

($6,550 savings in limiting use of youth solitary 
confinement in KC) + ($27,919,134 costs savings 
regarding LFO regulations) 

CLS projected cost savings 
per year $38,655,638/year 2019 

$6,693,240 (cost savings in youth incarceration) + 
$3,698 (cost savings in use of solitary confinement) + 

$2,564,065 (cost savings in DWLS convictions) + 
$202,873 (cost savings in medical debt arrests) + 

$1,166,890 (cost savings in youth recidivism) + $105,738 
(costs savings in recidivism) + $27,919,134 (cost savings 

in LFO arrest/incarceration) = 

https://texascivilrightsproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/SolitaryReport_2015.pdf
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/track?uri=urn%3Aaaid%3Ascds%3AUS%3A42cb574a-69d0-4d3e-adec-ff292b8cfb23
https://www.aclu-wa.org/docs/modern-day-debtors-prisons-washington
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Economic 
Justice State 
Costs 

Cost per disability appeal 
hearing  $116.5 per hearing 2019 Estimated from SSA Budget Analysis 

CLS potential cost-savings 
for WA governments over 
three years 

$1,980,500 2019 (17,000 hearings) X ($116.5 per hearing) = 

 
CLS 
Organizational 
Data Points 

CLS 2020 proposed budget $5,998,171 2020 CLS LFW Grant Application 

Estimated 2020 CLS 
personnel budget $4,313,809  2020 CLS LFW Grant Application 

# of CLS Personnel 37 2020 CLS Materials 

# of CLS Attorneys 12 2020 CLS Website and Materials 

 

https://www.ssa.gov/budget/FY20Files/2020BO_1.pdf


Appendix D: Class Action Litigation Matrix 
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Appendix E: Legislation Matrix



Appendix F:  Sample CLS Criminal Justice System Per-Year Prevention Impact Table  

 
Impacted Group CLS Impact type 2017 2018 2019 Total 3-year Impact Projected Impact / Year 

Youth at risk of status 
offenses 

Policy change to stop incarceration for status 
offenses statewide (effective July 2019) X X X X 

850 youth/year  
$6,693,240/year cost savings 
in incarcerations 

Those with driver’s 
license suspensions 
and DWLS III charges 

Raise awareness of driver’s license 
suspension effects (advocacy still in progress) X X X X 

200,000 suspensions/year 
14,062 convicted/year 
$2,564,065/year cost savings 
in convictions 

Those with medical 
debt  

Change in regulations for medical debt 
collection (effective July 2019) X X X X 

420 arrests prevented for 
medical debt/year 
$202,873/year cost savings in 
incarcerations 

Youth placed in solitary 
confinement in King 
County 

Policy change in King County to severely limit 
the use of solitary confinement for youth and 
improved conditions when confinement is 
used 

X 
60 solitary use 
preventions 
$61.63/use of 
solitary 
confinement 

45 solitary use 
preventions 
$61.63/use of 
solitary 
confinement 

105 preventions 
$6,550.4 cost savings 

60 solitary use preventions 
$3,698/year cost savings for 
limited use of solitary 

All WA incarcerated 
persons 

Raise awareness of denial of medical care in 
WA correctional facilities  

37,000 total 
incarcerated  

37,000 total 
incarcerated  

37,000 total 
incarcerated  37,000 individuals 37,000 total incarcerated  

Raise awareness of and permanent 
injunction against Franklin County Jail for 
inhumane conditions  

Youth transferred to 
adult correctional 
facilities  

Raise awareness of sentencing requirements 
for youth who committed serious offenses 
and early release for crime committed as 
youth 

X X X X 
85% recidivism rate 
26 youth transfer 
preventions/year 
$1,166,890/year cost savings 
in incarceration 

Individuals convicted of 
robbery in the second 
degree  

Policy change for WA’s three strikes law. 
Removes robbery in the second degree from 
“most serious offense”  (effective July 2019) 

X X X X 
62 convicted/year 
3.8% triple recidivism 
probability 
$105,738/year cost savings in 
incarceration 
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Youth who committed 
serious offenses  

Policy change for auto-decline of youth from 
juvenile to adult jurisdiction  X X 

60 youth auto-
decline 
preventions 

60 youth auto-
decline preventions 

60 youth and auto-decline  
preventions/year 

Individuals with LFOs 
post-incarceration 

Policy changes regarding imposition of LFOs 
on indigent persons X X 

11,560 
incarcerated for 
LFOs 
$27,919,134 cost 
savings in 
incarceration 

11,560 incarcerated 
for LFOs 
$27,919,134 cost 
savings in 
incarceration 

115,600 indigent persons with 
LFOs 
11,560 incarceration 
preventions 
$27,919,134/year cost savings 
in incarceration 

All individuals in 
Seattle with criminal 
records 

Policy change to ban housing discrimination 
against those with criminal history in Seattle X 

205,605 with 
criminal history in 
Seattle 

205,605 with 
criminal history in 
Seattle 

207,469 individuals 
with criminal history 
in Seattle 

1,864 new individuals with 
criminal history/yr in Seattle + 
existing population 

 
 

NOTES: 
• Legend: darker shades of blue indicate heavier impacts 
• Assuming the incarcerated population is constant at 37,000/year based on current data. Total impact over three years subtracts out approximately 

25,000 releases from incarceration per year to consider inflows and outflows of incarcerated persons. (per year impact vs. total 3-year impact)  
• “Raise awareness” is noted for class action suits that were denied class-action, settlement, or injunctive relief or for bills that are still in progress/did 

not pass the WA State Legislature  
• Assuming youth will spend at least year incarcerated in adult facilities rather than a day’s worth sentence 
• Includes projected impacts of all current advocacy efforts, including bills that just passed and advocacy that is still in progress 
• Our estimates include people who would benefit in the long term from changed policies and practices 



Appendix G: Data Visualization of CLS Impact Over Three Years 

These figures utilize the data we found on the number of individuals each piece of legislation and class-action litigation CLS worked 
on in the past three years. The bubbles represent each piece of work and the bubble sizes represent the number of individual 
impacts each piece of advocacy resulted in, or would have resulted in for some. The bubble placements on the graph are based on 
the strength of each piece of advocacy work, with policy change being the strongest indicator of systems change. Below are four 
different visualizations we created to depict CLS’ systemic impact over three years.  

Figure 2: Map of Impacts Over Time:  
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Figure 3: Policy Advocacy Map Over the Years 

 

 

 

 



Columbia Legal Services: Impact Evaluation | 85 

Figure 4: Impact Litigation Map Over the Years 

 

Figure 5: Criminal Justice and Immigrant Justice Impact Map Over the Years 
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