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Summary 
 

 

Introduction (chapter 1) 

 

Stay-a-way is a Dutch cognitive-behavioural intervention designed to help young offenders 

who have substance use problems. Stay-a-way was accredited by the Ministry of Justice 

Accreditation Committee for Behavioural Interventions in June 2011. Accreditation is valid 

for five years and can be extended for another three years if the intervention has been 

shown effective by the end of the initial five-year period. In June 2016, Stay-a-way will be 

submitted to the committee again, accompanied by results from an effectiveness study. 

Before it can be determined whether the intended behavioural changes are achieved in 

Stay-a-way, a process evaluation is necessary to ensure that the intervention was 

delivered as intended. The Trimbos Institute was commissioned by the Research and 

Documentation Centre (WODC) of the Justice Ministry to conduct that evaluation, which is 

detailed in this report.  

 

The purpose of our evaluation was to verify whether Stay-a-way was conducted in line with 

the programme manuals as approved by the accreditation committee. We also sought to 

identify underlying causes of any problems arising in the delivery and to recommend any 

necessary improvements in the intervention or its implementation. An additional aim of 

the process evaluation was to determine whether it will be feasible to conduct an 

effectiveness study to assess whether the programme objectives are being achieved. 

 

Stay-a-way in theory (chapter 2) 

 

Stay-a-way provides community-based, individual cognitive-behavioural training to 

offenders aged 12 to 18 who engage in hazardous substance use or have risk factors for 

doing so. The aim is to curb the substance misuse, as a means of reducing recidivism. 

 

Stay-a-way is composed of several modules: getting acquainted (introductory module), 

motivational training and self-control training. Each module also includes training sessions 

for parents and parent-child sessions. There are three variants of Stay-a-way: the standard 

variant consisting of 23 sessions, a shortened 16-session variant for adolescents who 

already seem motivated for behavioural change, and a 23-session plus-variant for 

adolescents with mild intellectual disabilities. 

 

Stay-a-way was developed by Tactus Addiction Treatment and the IVO Addiction Research 

Institute. It is delivered by certified facilitators working in four addiction services 

throughout the Netherlands.  

 

Evaluation design (chapter 3) 

 

The third chapter explains the research design of the process evaluation, which we 

conducted from January 2014 to February 2015. Our research questions focused on the 

treatment needs assessments, the targeted group, the conduct of the intervention, the 

training of facilitators, the client assessment instruments, and problems and snags in the 

delivery. The specific questions addressed are listed in this summary at the beginning of 

each section below. 
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To investigate the research questions concerning the participants and the practical conduct 

of the recruitment and selection strategies, we reviewed client case records, using the 

National Assessment Toolset for the Youth Justice Continuum (LIJ) as our data source. We 

also conducted semi-structured interviews with a range of stakeholders involved in the 

delivery of Stay-a-way – facilitators, coaches, programme trainer, national project 

manager, child welfare investigator, community punishment orders coordinator, 

behavioural expert. Topics included the treatment needs assessments, programme 

integrity, Stay-a-way practitioners, and the use of the client assessment instruments 

required to evaluate effectiveness. 

 

In documenting the delivery of Stay-a-way in the practice settings, we obtained additional 

data from the client register of the national Stay-a-way project manager. At the end of 

each individual intervention, the facilitator completes the Stay-a-way data form, recording 

information on indicators such as the duration of the intervention, the number of contacts 

with the client, skipped sessions, and whether the intervention was successfully completed 

or prematurely terminated. The recorded data provide evidence for how Stay-a-way was 

conducted in practice. The data from all assessment instruments are also transmitted to 

the national project manager, who maintains reporting databases to keep track of which 

assessment instruments were administered to which adolescents. 

 

To gauge whether the current facilitators had the necessary experience and qualifications 

to conduct the Stay-a-way intervention, we administered a questionnaire about the 

prerequisite qualifications for facilitators and coaches to all facilitators and coaches who 

were serving as facilitators at the time of the data collection. It included questions about 

their professional qualifications, knowledge and experience. 

 

Needs assessments, treatment recommendations and imposition of Stay-a-way 

(chapter 4) 

 

This chapter traces the entire process of treatment needs assessments, recommendations 

by the Child Protection Board (RvdK) and the imposition of the Stay-a-way behavioural 

intervention in court sentencing. The following research questions are of primary interest: 

 

- To what extent needs assessments for Stay-a-way performed in accordance with 

the programme manual?  

o Target population: How many young offenders are eligible for Stay-a-way 

on the basis of the defined criteria? What characteristics does that potential 

target group have?  

o Stay-a-way recommendation: How many offenders receive 

recommendations to receive the intervention? How many who meet the 

criteria are not recommended and in what ways do they differ from those 

who are? To what extent are Stay-a-way recommendations issued for people 

who do not satisfy the criteria? 

o Imposition of Stay-a-way: To what extent do courts follow the Child 

Protection Board’s recommendations and sentence young offenders to the 

Stay-a-way intervention? To what extent do courts ever impose the 

intervention in the absence of a Stay-a-way recommendation by the Board? 

 

According to the LIJ toolset data, 1,402 youth justice cases were eligible for Stay-a-way 

sentencing during our study time frame. Nearly all the offenders involved were male 

adolescents born in the Netherlands. Their average age was 16 at the time of notification 
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to the Child Protection Board. This potential target group showed high general recidivism 

risks and moderately dynamic risk profiles. 

 

Of the 1,402 eligible cases, 89 (6.3%) received Stay-a-way recommendations from the 

Child Protection Board. A comparison between the recommended cases and the 1,313 other 

eligible cases showed that Stay-a-way was recommended by and large for older 

adolescents with significantly lower general recidivism risks and less dynamic risk profiles. 

The stakeholders we interviewed cited a number of possible reasons why Stay-a-way 

recommendations were not issued; these included the need for further assessment by a 

health agency, the young offender’s denial of the problems, unfamiliarity with the 

intervention within the Child Protection Board, varying interpretations of the eligibility 

criterion of hazardous substance use, and the fact that substance use is first queried 

extensively on LIJ form 2B, which is administered only to offenders with moderately or 

highly dynamic risk profiles. We also found that child welfare investigators and judges were 

sometimes hesitant to recommend or impose Stay-a-way because of its relatively long 

duration and time investment.  

 

Stay-a-way was recommended a total of 256 times during the period under study. In 89 

LIJ cases, the recommendations conformed to the manual. In 37 other LIJ cases, Stay-a-

way was recommended for adolescents that did not fulfil the criteria, most of whom had 

not been assessed with moderate or high recidivism risks. In the remaining 130 cases, 

Stay-a-way recommendations were issued but no LIJ form was completed; no data is 

available on whether those cases met the criteria. 

 

A needs assessment indicating Stay-a-way does not necessarily mean that a court will 

sentence an offender to the intervention. Courts sometimes do not follow up on Stay-a-

way recommendations because of its longer duration or because it does not always seem 

proportionate to the offences committed. In the 256 identified cases in which Stay-a-way 

was recommended, 147 (57.4%) of the offenders were sentenced to the intervention. 

Courts also imposed Stay-a-way participation in 79 additional cases in which no Stay-a-

way recommendation had been issued. 

 

Participants (chapter 5) 

 

The focus in this chapter is on the target group: the young offenders that were sentenced 

to the Stay-a-way intervention. The following questions are addressed: 

 

- What are the participants’ characteristics?  

- To what extent do these match the inclusion and exclusion criteria defined for the 

programme (also called eligibility and contraindication criteria)? 

- How many and what types of participants drop out prematurely?  

- Are the participants motivated to take part in Stay-a-way? 

 

Offenders were ultimately sentenced to Stay-a-way in 226 youth justice cases, and more 

than half of these were identified for the standard treatment pathway. The number of Stay-

a-way sentences appears to have declined since 2013. Background information was 

available on 75 (33.2%) of all cases, nearly all of which involved youths born in the 

Netherlands. Their average age at notification to the Child Protection Board was 16.6. On 

average they had a high general recidivism risk and a moderately dynamic risk profile. 

 

Analysis of LIJ data showed that more than 80% of the Stay-a-way participants satisfied 

the four eligibility criteria. Two LIJ cases (2.7%) were identified that matched the 
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contraindication criterion of defiant or disruptive behaviour. We were unable to determine 

from the LIJ data whether any participants met the two other contraindication criteria: 

severe symptoms of psychopathology or earlier participation in a more intensive 

intervention for substance use. 

 

Depending on the motivation and intelligence levels of eligible candidates, these were to 

receive a standard, shortened or plus-variant of the Stay-a-way treatment pathway. The 

LIJ data revealed no significant differences between participants in the standard and 

shortened variants in terms of the protective factors in the Attitude domain (which indicates 

the desire for behavioural change). As the LIJ data does not normally contain data on 

participants’ intelligence, we could not use it to assess whether assignments to the 

standard and the plus-variant were accurately made. According to the coordinator for 

community punishment orders, all offenders with low-level intelligence quotients are 

identified for the plus-variant; in practice, however, some offenders with low IQs were 

assigned to the shortened variant. 

 

Both the interview data and the LIJ data indicated that most young offenders satisfied the 

eligibility criteria at the time their Stay-a-way recommendation was issued. The main 

reason why non-eligible adolescents were nonetheless found to take part, interviewees 

said, was that changes had occurred between the eligibility assessment and the beginning 

of the intervention. Several facilitators reported that new participants did not meet the 

criteria, or no longer met them, at the time of the intervention. The child protection 

investigator reported that young offenders who matched one or more contraindication 

criteria were rarely identified for the intervention, but facilitators said they regularly 

encountered such participants at the start of the intervention. 

 

Data from the Child Protection Board revealed that 29% of the Stay-a-way sentences were 

not completed. That included offenders who never reported for the intervention, who never 

commenced it or who terminated it prematurely. Most such attrition occurred in the plus-

variant, and analysis of the Stay-a-way data forms confirmed that pattern. One quarter of 

the interventions that were started were not finished. In many cases, failure to complete 

the intervention was associated with a lack of motivation. Participants who dropped out 

had significantly more dynamic risk profiles than those who completed the intervention. 

 

Although facilitators reported that most participants seemed willing to take part in Stay-a-

way, not all of them were. Generally speaking, participants did complete their homework, 

but dropouts were more likely to have shirked homework assignments some or all of the 

time. The Stay-a-way components that participants found most motivating were the 

psychoeducational exercises and the exercises in the motivational training component.  

 

Delivery of Stay-a-way in practice settings (chapter 6) 

 

This chapter assesses the programme integrity of Stay-a-way – how it was conducted in 

practice. It addresses the following questions:  

 

 To what extent is the content of the Stay-a-way intervention delivered in line with 

the programme manual?  

 To what extent are the procedures of the Stay-a-way intervention performed in line 

with the programme manual?  
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On the basis of the data recorded by facilitators at the end of each intervention, we 

determined that 74% of all commenced interventions (81% of all completed interventions) 

were delivered in line with the programme manual.  

 

All facilitators reported that the essential parts of the introductory module were performed. 

There was slightly more variation in the motivational module, with the manual being 

adhered to as a rule but certain components being omitted, added or modified as 

appropriate to the participant in question. Some essential or more minor components were 

not always performed according to the manual (such as the knowledge quiz and the Your 

Life Is Like a House exercise). In the self-control training module, all exercises were usually 

performed, but some of these were adapted or replaced by other exercises because they 

seemed less appropriate to the individual situations of some participants.  

 

The procedural aspects of Stay-a-way were largely carried out as intended. Most 

interventions consisted of weekly sessions conducted by one facilitator, starting with an 

introductory session and ending with a final evaluation. Missed sessions were usually made 

up later. In most completed Stay-a-way interventions (92%), all sessions were attended 

or made up. Very little aftercare was provided, however. 

 

Practitioners (chapter 7) 

 

The facilitators and internal coaches who implement Stay-a-way in the agencies are the 

focus of the next chapter. The following questions are addressed: 

 

- To what extent does the composition of the teams conform to the requirements?  

- To what extent do the facilitators, internal coaches and programme trainers have 

the experience and qualifications prescribed by the manual as prerequisites for 

entering the facilitators’ training course? 

- To what extent are training, coaching and peer supervision in Stay-a-way carried 

out in accordance with the training manual? 

- How do the Stay-a-way administrators and practitioners rate the programme?  

 

In three of the four agencies delivering Stay-a-way, the team satisfied the requirements. 

The teams were composed of one coach and two or more facilitators, all of whom had 

experience with treating substance dependency problems. One agency no longer had a 

coach in its Stay-a-way team. 

 

The selection procedure and the prerequisite qualifications for candidate facilitators as 

defined in the manual were not entirely adhered to in practice. The prerequisites for 

admission to the facilitators’ training course were not verified in an initial interview, and 

the questionnaires revealed that only one out of five candidate facilitators satisfied all the 

prerequisites when they began the training. Although about half of the candidates satisfied 

most or all prerequisites. The internal coaches had all completed additional coaching 

training, as prescribed by the manual. The two Stay-a-way programme trainers had 

sufficient experience and knowledge between them to teach the training courses. 

 

All Stay-a-way facilitators had completed the training course and passed the knowledge 

examination as required. The practice examination consisting of a trial intervention session 

was often dispensed with because applications for the intervention were already arriving. 

As required by the manuals, the facilitators attended the yearly follow-up sessions. 
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Except for supplemental in-service training sessions, the activities for safeguarding the 

quality and the implementation of Stay-a-way were performed as intended. In two 

agencies, the internal coach was also the administrative coordinator, as the manual 

prescribes. In the two other agencies, a separate coordinator had been appointed alongside 

the internal coach to perform some of the tasks. The quarterly coach meetings prescribed 

by the manual had been reduced in practice to two meetings plus a meeting with the Stay-

a-way trainer. Quarterly meetings did take place between the administrative coordinators 

and the national-level project manager. Stay-a-way facilitators attended coaching sessions 

with their internal coach. These did not take place every month as prescribed, but ten 

times a year. Contrary to the manual, no video recordings were made to aid in monitoring 

and evaluating intervention delivery. 

 

All facilitators who were working as Stay-a-way practitioners during the study period were 

able to retain their licences because they had fulfilled all requirements after a two-month 

extension. The facilitators rated Stay-a-way positively for the most part, in terms of both 

the design of the intervention and the delivery. They were less satisfied with the rigorous 

requirements placed on training and coaching. 

 

Effectiveness evaluation (chapter 8) 

 

The evaluation manual describes a design for a quasi-experimental outcome study of Stay-

a-way. Chapter 8 assesses, on the basis of two research questions, whether the study can 

be conducted according to those specifications. The following research questions are of 

primary interest: 

 

- To what extent are the client assessment instruments being administered that are 

needed for the outcome evaluation?  

- To what extent is the data collection procedure being carried out in line with the 

manual?  

 

In the delivery of the Stay-way programme, some parts of the questionnaires had been 

omitted, because administering them had proved too time-consuming in practice. The 

abridged set of assessment instruments was being employed in all four agencies. 

Assessment data with no missing values were available for half of the young offenders 

(50.5%) who had completed the intervention, including baseline and post-intervention 

assessments on all questionnaires. For the other half of the participants, either no data 

were available, a questionnaire was partly or entirely missing, or only one of the two 

required assessments had been carried out. 

 

The collected data enable partial assessment of whether Stay-a-way can reduce hazardous 

substance use and the risks and incidence of general criminal recidivism. No self-report 

data are available as evidence of whether Stay-a-way is effective in reducing the general 

risk of reoffending, because the abridged set of assessment tools no longer includes the 

Criminal Recidivism section of the second International Self-Report Delinquency Study 

(ISRD-II). It is still possible, however, to assess changes in general recidivism risks by 

analysing official recidivism data from the Dutch Recidivism Monitor conducted by the 

Justice Ministry’s Research and Documentation Centre (WODC). Increases or decreases in 

substance use can be gauged for 65.6% of Stay-a-way completers on the basis of scores 

on the Criminal Behaviour version of the Measurements in the Addictions for Triage and 

Evaluation (MATE Crimi), one part of which records substance consumption in the past 30 

days.  
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We further investigated how much data was available for addressing the research questions 

that concern the secondary programme aims. Baseline–to–post-intervention changes in 

intrinsic motivation to reduce hazardous substance use can be determined for 64.5% of 

the completed interventions by analysing available data from the Readiness to Change 

Questionnaire, Dutch Translation (RCQ-D). It is not possible to assess changes in 

motivation for substance use treatment, because that section of the MATE Crimi has been 

omitted. Changes in self-control and parental attachment can be assessed for 73.1% of 

the completers by using data from the ISRD-II and a Dutch bullying and antisocial 

behaviour scale.  

 

In administering the questionnaires, the facilitators used the step-by-step facilitators’ 

guidebook. However, the guidebook sets out a different procedure to the one described in 

the assessment and evaluation manual. The information provision preceding the study, the 

administration of the baseline assessment, the signing of the informed consent form and 

the remuneration were all either performed, or not performed, in line with the guidebook 

procedure prescribed, and hence not in line the evaluation manual. The guidebook and the 

manual concur in terms of the informed consent information procedure and the mode of 

questionnaire administration; participants were informed about the study in accordance 

with the agreed procedure, and the face-to-face or written administration of the 

questionnaires was carried out in part as prescribed in the manual and the guidebook. 

Study attrition was recorded in line with the manual. Contrary to the manual, however, the 

data have not been anonymously stored and no control group has been created.  

 

Context of intervention delivery: Problems and snags (chapter 9) 

 

This chapter examines the context in which the intervention is delivered. These research 

questions are addressed: 

 

- What problems are reported by stakeholders in terms of the Stay-a-way needs 

assessment procedure? 

- What problems are reported in the delivery of Stay-a-way?  

- What adaptations and improvements are needed?  

- What success factors contribute to the proper delivery of Stay-a-way?  

 

Some of the young offenders who commenced the behavioural intervention did not meet, 

or no longer met, the eligibility criteria. Not all, for instance, exhibited hazardous substance 

use; some were assigned to the shortened intervention pathway even though they were 

not motivated for behavioural change; supplementary treatment or support was not always 

available where needed. Stay-a-way facilitators identified these aspects as serious faults 

in the needs assessment process. This compromised the maintenance of programme 

integrity, and, despite the efforts they themselves made to tailor the intervention to 

individual needs, it resulted in arduous courses of treatment prone to higher dropout rates. 

A further problem was that declining numbers of young offenders were now being 

sentenced to the Stay-a-way intervention. 

 

In some respects, the intervention may be out of tune with the experiential worlds of some 

clients. Facilitators then try to alter the intervention accordingly. Absence of a supportive 

parent or significant other is another hindrance in some cases, especially in the plus-

variant. 

 

Because programme delivery is to be as convenient as possible for the young clients, 

facilitators are expected to show great flexibility and travel long distances. In practice, that 
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may be out of proportion to the time spent in the sessions themselves. The fixed time limit 

within which interventions are to be completed was also sometimes seen by facilitators as 

a stumbling block. Because practical ancillary resources were frequently lacking, facilitators 

spent relatively large amounts of time on tasks such as arranging suitable venues or 

obtaining or printing materials. 

 

Facilitators generally expressed satisfaction with the programme. They did express desires 

for a reduction in the number of required evaluations and for a wider diversity of working 

methods. Some facilitators also pointed to a need for a separate interview with the 

adolescent’s parents alone prior to any joint parent-child sessions, and they suggested that 

the presence of a support person (without a parenting role) might be beneficial during the 

individual sessions with the adolescents. The structure of the shortened intervention 

variant could be improved by including a limited number of motivational components. The 

training of the facilitators might also devote more attention to systemic therapy techniques 

such as parent-child sessions. A final observation by facilitators was that the lack of an 

aftercare component is a missed chance. 

 

Conclusions (chapter 10) 

 

Our final chapter draws conclusions about the following questions: 

 

- To what extent is Stay-a-way being conducted in line with the programme manual 

as approved by the Accreditation Committee for Behavioural Interventions, in terms 

of treatment needs assessment, intervention delivery, training and internal 

coaching, and questionnaire administration? 

- What problems have occurred, what are the underlying causes and what things 

could be improved? 

- What conclusions arise from the findings of the process evaluation in terms of the 

feasibility of an effectiveness study and a quasi-experimental outcome evaluation?? 

 

The general conclusions are as follow: 

 

- The needs assessment as part of the Child Protection Board recommendation 

procedure is performed satisfactorily for most candidates, but difficulties are 

encountered on some issues. Programme integrity is generally maintained, 

including latitude for individualised provision if required by the age, circumstances 

or other characteristics of the client. 

- A number of improvements to the content of the intervention are proposed here, 

and several practical sticking points are identified that will require considerable 

investment of time by those conducting the programme. 

- An effectiveness study can be carried out with a small group of participants. A quasi-

experimental outcome evaluation is not possible due to the lack of a control group. 

 

We shall now discuss in more detail the key research focuses mentioned above.  

 

Needs assessment: Partly in line with manual 

Analysis of LIJ data showed that although most participants met the eligibility criteria, the 

assessment procedure did not entirely conform to the programme manual. Some 

participants took part in the intervention who did not meet the criteria or no longer met 

them. A few participants took part who were contraindicated. 
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Delivery in practice settings: Mostly in line with manual 

Stay-a-way was delivered largely in accordance with the programme manual. The most 

important elements were provided, with individualised adaptations by facilitators when 

necessary. The procedures of the intervention were generally followed as prescribed. 

Hence, programme integrity was maintained to a substantial degree. 

 

Required training elements, coaching and peer supervision: Partially or mostly in line with 

manual 

The training and coaching of facilitators and the peer supervision activities were carried 

out largely in accordance with the training manual. The selection of candidate facilitators 

who satisfied the acceptance prerequisites did not proceed in practice entirely according to 

the rules. All practitioners were trained in Stay-a-way training courses and they took part 

in coaching and peer supervision. All facilitators who were working throughout the study 

time frame were able to retain their licences as Stay-a-way facilitators. With the exception 

of supplemental training sessions, the activities for quality assurance and intervention 

implementation were carried out as intended. All things considered, the staffing situation 

was in order. 

 

Administration of assessment instruments: Mildly or partially in line with manual 

The client assessment instruments were employed in all agencies. All necessary data are 

available on half of the young offenders who have completed the intervention. The 

instruments were administered in line with the facilitators’ guidebook, but in some respects 

not in line with the assessment and evaluation manual. 

 

Snags 

Some perceived snags were the long travel times and the limited availability of materials. 

Delivering the intervention thus placed considerable demands on the facilitators. As the 

interviews showed, most facilitators rated Stay-a-way as a good intervention, but agreed 

that certain modifications to the programme were needed (such as fewer evaluation stages, 

more modern working methods, more flexibility in working methods, and the integration 

of motivational exercises into the shortened variant). 

 

Feasibility of future outcomes research  

A quasi-experimental outcome evaluation, as proposed in the assessment and evaluation 

manual, is not possible on the basis of the currently available data, because no control 

group has been included. The Child Protection Board has not nominated candidates for that 

purpose. Should a control group be created in future, then a quasi-experimental study 

might be an option. However, given the low number of applications for Stay-a-way, it would 

not seem feasible to recruit a large enough sample for a quasi-experimental study. It would 

be possible to carry out an effectiveness study on whether the Stay-a-way participants are 

achieving the programme objectives. The currently available data would enable the 

research questions on the achievement of intervention objectives to be largely or fully 

assessed in a group of 47 participants. 
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