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Evaluating Treatment Drug Courts in Kansas City, Missouri and Pensacola, Florida 
Executive Summary 
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I Background 

The National Institute of Justice (NU) awarded Abt Associates Iric. a grant to evaluate adult 

treatment drug court programs in two phases and at two sites-Escambia County (Pensacola), Florida and 

Jackson County (Kansas City), Missouri. In addition to a review of the literature, Phase I involved a 

retrospective study of the 1993-1997 cohorts including: 

0 case studies - documenting program development, policies and procedures, caseflow, and lessons 

learned; and, 

impact evaluations - using survival analysis to assess the effects of the drug court programs on criminal 

recidivism among felony drug offenders. 

Phase 11 was a prospective study for the 1999-2000 cohorts that involved: 

program retention models - using logistic regression tal predict program status, and survival analysis to 

predict length of stay, based on intake interview data; and, 

descriptive analyses - exploring Escambia County court data for recorded events, and followup 

interview data from both programs' participants for selif-reported events and perceptions, concerning 

the period of program participation. 

0 

A. separate technical report was produced for each phase, but they are complementary and should 

be read in conjunction. The following provides an overview of the research design and findings pertaining 

to the case studies, the impact evaluations, and program status modeling. In preview, the impact 

evaluation demonstrated that both programs were successful in reducing recidivism rates, and that the time 

until rearrest increased with participation in Jackson County. In Escambia County, 49% of the Phase 11 

cohort graduated and 14% remained active in the program; in Jackson County, 28% graduated and 23% 

remained active. Demographics were the best predictors of program status (graduate or active), while 

treatment motivation, alcohol and other drug (AOD) use and dependency, and mental health varied in 

influence; these factors also varied in influence by site. 
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Phase I Case Studies 

Esdambia County Drug Court 

The Escambia County drug court offers AOD treatment under close court supervision to eligible 

defendants. When the program began in June 1993, it only accepted first-time drug offenders. The drug 

court now accepts drug offenders and non-drug offenders who are substance abusers; however defendants 

with violent criminal histories are excluded. It is funded by a combination of Federal, State, and local 

grants; contributors include the State Justice Institute, the Florida Department of Corrections, and Federal 

local law enforcement block grant programs. The drug court team includes two judges, an Assistant State 

Attorney, a Public Defender, a Treatment Liaison, a Count Administrator, officers representing Probation 

and Community Control, and a Court Clerk. 

Eligible defendants are referred by Pretrial Services or the Assistant State Attorney’s office. 

Following their initial court appearance, offenders are assessed by Pathway Addiction Treatment Center, 

which is the single outpatient treatment provider under contract. To successfully graduate, participants 

must complete three phases of treatment, which correspond to reduced levels of supervision. They must 

appear in court on a regular basis, provide specimens for random urinalysis, attend intensive outpatient 

treatment sessions at Pathway and community-based tfeatment meetings, and pay restitution costs and 

other fees. Employment is not a requirement, but participants must establish community support systems. 

Staff refer participants to outside childcare, education, housing, and employment services. Upon 

successful completion of the program, the plea is withdrawn for graduates on deferred sentence status; 

graduates on probation with suspended sentence do not seirve any jail time. Between June 1993 and July 

1999,691 defendants entered the Escambia County drug court; 40 percent of the participants graduated 

and 8 percent remained active in the program at the time of this evaluation. 

Jackson County Drug Court 

Since it’s inception in October 1993, the Jackson County drug court has offered intensive 

outpatient treatment and a variety of services to eligible sulbstance abusing defendants. The program is 

supervised by the prosecutor’s office, and funded by Missouri’s Community-Backed Anti-Drug Tax 

(COMBAT), the Drug Court Program Office (DCPO), and! Federal and local law enforcement block 

grants. The chief drug court prosecutor determines eligibility, based on the current offense (nondrug 

trafficking charges) and criminal history (e.g., violent offenses), for offenders referred by law enforcement. 

A Commissioner-not a Judge-serves on the drug court. 

Eligible defendants are given the opportunity to participate at their first court appearance, and if 

they agree to participate, their treatment needs are assessed by County Court Services, the sole outpatient 
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I 
treatment provider under contract. Depending on the levei of treatment required, defendants undergo drug 

testing, attend individual and group counseling sessions, and make frequent court appearances. Jackson 

County drug court, through contractual arrangements, provides other resources indluding employment 

counseling and health care services. Participants must abstain from drug use, not get arrested on felony 

charges, perform community service, either remain employed or in school, and pay all fines in order to 

graduate from the program. Defendants who successfully [complete the program earn the dismissal of their 

charges. Between October 1993 and April 1998, a total of 1,444 defendants entered the Jackson County 

drug court; 24 percent graduated, and another 24 percent were active participants at the time of this 

# 
II 

evaluation. 

Lessons Learned , 

Since 1993, both drug courts programs have modified case screening, outpatient treatment 

delivery, and various policies and practices in response to participant needs and other concerns realized 

over time. A few of the lessons learned can be summarized in the following points. 

Law enforcement and other political support: Institutionalization of the drug court requires support 

from judges, prosecutors, probation and community control, as well as other CJS officials who 

appropriate resources and who refer and manage defendants; this includes: iaw enforcement, elected 

officials, legislators, and others. One political force (e.g., a prosecutors office) may initiate program 

development, but acceptance among other groups is necessary for program viability. For instance, 

support among Jackson County law enforcement was demonstrated by their willingness to modify 

screening procedures to avoid losing eligible defendants because of statutory detention limitations. 

Staff cooperation: Although drug court team members fulfill discrete roles (e.g., prosecutors represent 

the State’s interests in protecting public safety), staff continually educate one another and reach 

decisions through consensus. Court staff inform treatment staff about legal considerations, and 

treatment staff inform court staff about addiction models of AOD use and other treatment issues. This 

I 
I 
11 
5 
E 

reduces referral of inappropriate defendants, improves client management in the courtroom and the 

community, and ultimately promotes therapeutic jurisprudence. 

Court disposition: Many drug courts begin as pretrial diversion programs, but deferred prosecution 

status may impair prosecution of unsuccessfully terminated cases (e.g., due to delays in identifying 

witnesses and gathering evidence). Instead, the Escamhia County drug court secures convictions using 

either deferred sentence or probation with suspended sentence dispositions. Upon graduation, deferred 

sentence defendants withdraw their plea and the case is dismissed. Other defendants are sentenced to 

drug court as a condition of probation; upon unsuccessful termination, a suspended sentence of 1 1  

months and 30 days jail is imposed. 

I 
I 
I 
E 
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0 Criminal justice system supervision and sanctions: Selection of appropriate defendants that satisfies 

multiple stakeholder interests is not just a matter of adjusting eligibility criteria. To access the desired 

volume of target populations without jeopardizing public safety or political adceptance, programs 

require intensive community supervision and sanctioning capabilities to handle high-risk defendants 

(i.e., those with more serious criminal histones or instant offenses). Drug courts often employ 

a 
a 

4 
I 

0 I 
1 
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graduated sanctions, whereby responses to program violations (e.g., additional urinalysis tests or shock 

incarceration) escalate according to frequency and severity. When successful-as in Escambia 

County-this may result in improved referrals from judges and prosecutors who regard the drug court 

as a reasonably safe option. However, jail overcrowding (as experieqced in Jackson County) may 

reduce judges' ability to use intermediate jail sanctions as a tool to motivate program compliance. 

Outpatient treatment and other services: Both programs contract with a siqgle provider for assessment 

and outpatient treatment services. They found that multiple providers, or even multiple facilities 

operated by the same provider, caused uneven service delivery and dissatisfaction among participants. 

Apart from inpatient or other treatment services, delivery of support services is highly variable across 

drug court programs. Many participants are already aware of government subsidized services (e.g., 

food stamps), but important needs (esp. dental and employment) remain unmet. The Jackson County 

program has the resources to assist participants beyond referral and limiteq followup. They contract 

with several education, employment, and other ancillary service providers who conduct outreach on- 

site. As service delivery becomes more responsive, access to needed resources is improved and risk of 

relapse is reduced. 

a Phase I Recidivism Impact Evaluation 

The impact evaluation used survival analysis to assess the effects of the drug court programs on 

criminal recidivism measured as the probability of, and time until, first rearrest. To reduce threats to 

validity (like selection bias) that would weaken the utility of the results, the evaluation used instrumental 

variable techniques to compare time until first rearrest for two consistently defined groups of defendants 

with similar criminal histories: those arrested before the druig court started versus those arrested between 

1993 and 1997 (including drug court participants and non-participants as shown in Figure 1). 

E 
I 
I 
I 
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Figure 1. Impact Evaluation Sample Design 
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We conducted an outcome analysis using a 24-month followup period, first by estimating a simple 

survival model, and then by estimating a split-population survival model and using its parameter estimates 

to test for a treatment effect attributable to participation in (drug courts. This method splits the population 

into two groups: people who will eventually recidivate, and people who will never recidivate. It also 

assumes that the timing of recidivism for those who wijl follows a statistical distribution-for our purposes 

a Weibull distribution. Instrumental variable techniques were used to deal with possible selection bias. 

Separate analyses for Escambia and Jackson Counties included only defendants who were arrested for 

drug-related felonies. 

Using either estimation method, Escambia County results showed that males have a higher 

probability of recidivism than females, and Blacks have a higher probability than Whites. In addition, 

recidivism rates decreased with age, and offenders were more likely to recidivate if they had more serious 

criminal records. Using the simple survival model and defining recidivism as a felony arrest, we observed 

a statistically significant treatment effect. Turning to a split-population model, the treatment effect with 

regard to the probability of ever recidivating was statistically significant, but this method did not show that 

the timing of recidivism was affected by drug court participation. The findings imply that participation in 

the Escambia County drug court reduced recidivism for new felonies from roughly 40 percent to nearly 12 

percent within the two-year followup period (see Figure 2a). We did not observe the same large effect 

when recidivism is defined as any rearrest-either a felony or a misdemeanor. The Escambia County drug 

court seems to have reduced criminal recidivism for felony, but not new misdemeanor, arrests. 
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Figure 2a. Program Effects on Felony Recidivism: Escambia County 
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We observed similar results in our analysis of the Jackson County drug court data. Employing 

either the simple survival or the split-population model and defining recidivism as a felony arrest, 

recidivism rates were the same for men and women, but higher for Blacks than for Whites. As in 

Escambia County, recidivism rates dropped as age increased, and rose for offenders with more serious 

criminal records. We found that the probability of recidivism fell, and the time to rearrest increased, with 

participation in drug court. The findings imply that participation in the Jackson County drug court reduced 

I 

recidivism from approximately 50 percent to 35 percent (see Figure 2b). Defining recidivism as any felony 

or misdemeanor arrest, we observed a similar effect. The probability of eventually recidivating again fell 

with participation in drug court, and time to rearrest increased. Participation reduced recidivism for new 

felonies or misdemeanors from 65 percent to 45 percent. 
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Figure 2b. Program Effects on Felony Recidivism: Jackson County 
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Phase I1 Program Retention Models 

During Phase II we recruited 182 Jackson County and 74 Escambia County program participants 

for a prospective study of the cohort who entered the drug courts between October 1999 and October 2000. 

As of September 2001,28% of the Jackson County participants and 49% of the Escambia County and had 

successfully completed and graduated from the program (see Figure 3). Participants required as many as 

22 months to complete the program, but the median length of stay was 13 months in Jackson County and 

12 months in Escambia County among graduates. There remained 42 (23%) active participants in Jackson 

County and 10 (14%) active participants in Escambia County, so the final proportions of program 

successes were unknown. It is difficult to predict their outcomes since participants who were ultimately 

terminated lasted as many as 18 months in the program. Overall, the median length of stay among 

terminations was 7.5 months in Jackson County and 8 months in Escambia County. 
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Figure 3. Program Status and Retention by Site 
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Finally, 17% of the Jackson County and 11% of the Escambia County participants had absconded 

and were on warrant status in September 2001. Someremiained in the program as many as 21 months 

before the last warrant was issued, but the median length of stay among absconders was 6 months in 

Jackson County and 4 months in Escambia County. Until those participants surrender, it is uncertain 

whether they will resume participation or be terminated from the program. Each case is judged 

individually, but one might assume that the likelihood of being accepted back into the program diminishes 

the longer they avoid surrender. By September 2001,3 1 Jackson County participants had been in warrant 

status from 2 to 17 months, or 10 months on average. The 8 Escambia County participants had been in 

warrant status from 5 to 21 months, or 14 months on averaige. 

To evaluate program retention, we used demographics, AOD use, and the other independent 

variables to predict two outcomes: program status and length of stay. Potential predictors of program 

retention in both sites included independent variables associated with: . Demomaphics: age, education (HS/GED or not), race (Black or not), gender, employment (full- 

time, part-time,'or not), and residency (owxdrent home or not); 

AOD use: past month use of cocaine, hallucinogens, sedatives, or amphetamines (or not), and 

injection drug use ever (or not); 

Clinical status: abuse and dependency (SUDDS-I\I score), prior treatment (any detoxhehab or 

not), mental health (any indicators of emotional problems or treatment, or not), and juvenile risk 

behaviors (number of positive indicators); and, 

. 

. 
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e Treatment motivation: number of positive indicators for each factor-problem recognition, desire 

for help, treatment readiness, and external pressures.. 

Neakly all Escambia County participants were felony drug offenders, so criminal history would not help us 

distinguish participants in predicting the program retention outcomes. Criminal history data were 

unavailable for Phase II Jackson County participan,t,s, but Phase I participants were fairly homogeneous in 

regard to prior drug felonies. 

These data were used to describe the population of drug court participants and to determine which 

factors best predicted program graduation and retention. We were especially interested to learn whether 

prognostic indicators, such as level of AOD dependence, could prove useful to programs in predicting 

outcomes and thereby informing resource allocations. 

Given that substantial time has passed since participants on warrant status absconded, they were 

grouped with terminations and compared to participants who either graduated or remained active in the 

program. The dependent variable for program status was defined as unsuccessful (terminations and 

warrants) versus successful (graduates and actives) participation. We used a stepwise logistic regression to 

estimate the relationship between treatment retention and participant characteristics. Generally, statistical 

tests indicate the degree of association between each indivildual variable and the probability of that 

outcome, controlling for the influence of other independent variables in the model. 

Program status in Jackson County appeared to be associated with the variables shown in Table la. 

Demographics had the most predictive value. The probability of program success increased with age, 

education (HSGED), and employment (EMPLOY). For example, the odds ratio of 2.01 for education 

suggests that those with a high school diploma or GED were twice as likely to be successful (graduate or 

remain active). Males, Blacks, and participants who owned1 or rented their homes, were more likely to be 

unsuccessful (terminate or out on a warrant). Injection drug use (IDU) was the only AOD use variable 

correlated with unsuccessful program participation. The only clinical variable correlated with program 

status was mental health, in that participants with emotional problems or prior treatment experiences 

(MENTAL) had a higher probability of success. Last, partijcipants who scored low on the problem 

recognition factor of treatment motivation had a higher probability of success. 
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Parameter 
Constant 
AGE 
HSGED 
MALE 
BLACK 
EMPLOY 
RESIDENCE 
PRIOR TREAT 
SUDDS-IVSCORE 
PROBLEM REC 
TREAT READY 

I 
J 
I 
II 
I 
I 
1 

Estimate Std. Error Std. Error 
-6.92 5.20 -1.33 
6.1 6 2.60 2.37 
1.39 0.77 1.80 
1.07 0.80 1.34 
-1.36 0.79 -1.73 
0.36 0.42 0.85 
0.1 6 1.11 0.15 
-1.52 0.88 -1.74 
-5.68 3.45 -1.65 
2.29 1 .oo 2.28 
1.14 0.54 2.12 

I 
II 
8 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
C 
I 
c 
I 

Table la. Logistic Regression Analysis of Program Status: Jackson County 

Parameter 
Constant 
AGE 
HSGED 
W E  
BLACK 
EMPLOY 
RESIDENCE 
IDU 
MENTAL 
PROBLEM REC 

IEs tim ate/ 
Estimate Std. Error Std. Error P-value , Odds Ratio 
-0.52 0.73 -0.71 0.477 
2.05 1.12 1.83 0.067 7.80 
0.70 0.38 1.85 0.065 2.01 
-0.37 0.43 -0.86 0.391 0.69 
-1.01 0.42 -2.42 0.01 6 0.36 
0.52 0.21 2.49 0.01 3 1.69 
-0.63 0.41 -1.51 0.1 30 0.53 
-0.80 0.66 -1.22 0.223 0.45 
0.57 0.37 1.53 0.1 25 1.77 
-0.32 0.27 -1.1 9 0.234 0.73 

I 

i 

In Escambia County, the same demographic variables were predictive, of program status, except 

that males and participants who owned or rented their homes had a higher probability of success (see Table 

lb); for example, the odds were that males were nearly three times more likely to graduate or remain active 

than females in Escambia County. Prior treatment experiences (PRIOR TREAT) and abuse/dependency 

diagnoses (SUDDS-N SCORE) were clinical variables tha.t predicted program status, in that participants 

who had previously been in detox or rehab, and participants with high levels of drug dependency, were 

more likely to be unsuccessful. Three of the four treatment motivation factorvproblem recognition, 

treatment readiness, and external pressures-were associated with a higher probability of successful 

program participation. 

Table lb. Logistic Regression Analysis of Program Status: Escambia County 

I I Estimate/ I 
P-value 
0.1 83 
0.01 8 
0.072 
0.1 81 
0.084 
0.393 
0.884 
0.083 
0.1 00 
0.023 
0.034 

Odds Ratio 

472.98 
4.01 
2.91 
0.26 
1.43 
1.17 
0.22 
0.00 
9.87 
3.1 3 

IEX~ERNAL PRESS I 1.31 0.46 2.86 0.004 3.72 I 
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Discussion 

1 1 ’ 

Do the drug court programs lower criminal recidivism? During Phase I, &e conducted a 

retrospective before and after study modified by level of program enrollment over time. We looked at 

rearrest and time to first rearrest during a two-year followup. Controlling for offender demographics, date 

(proxy for program development), and program enrollment over time, survival analyses showed that 

I 

I 
I 
P 

treatment reduced: 

0 the felony rearrest rate from 40% before there was a drug court to 12% since the drug court started in 

Escambia County; and, I 

I ,  

0 the felony rearrest rate from 50% before there was a drug court to 35% since the drug court started in 

Jackson County. , 

While Phase I of this study profiled the two drug court programs and demonstrated that they reduce 

recidivism among drug-involved felony offenders, Phase 11 more closely examined participant 

characteristics, as well as their experiences and perceptions, opening the proverbial “black box” of Phase I 

and analyzing how the programs work and for whom. 

I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

In Phase II, interview and court data established that participants’ criminal histories include 

felonies and both noddrug offenses, and that clinical diagnoses and self-reported drug use were serious. 

That is, participant characteristics were consistent with the target populations. Quantitative analyses 

indicated that demographics-age, employment, gender, racelethnicity, residence, and education-were 

the best predictors of program status and time to program failure. In Jackson County, participants who 

were older, female, non-Black, employed, did not own or rent their home, or had a high school diploma or 

GED had a higher probability of graduating or remaining active in the program. Injection drug use, not 

having mental health problems, and problem recognition (a. factor in treatment motivation) were associated 

with a higher probability of unsuccessful program participation (termination or warrant status). With the 

exception of problem recognition, survival analyses indicated that the same variables were associated with 

time to failure in Jackson County. In other words, participants who did not inject drugs, and participants 

with mental health problems, lasted longer in that program. 

In Escambia County, the probability of program success was higher among participants who were 

older, male, non-Black, employed, owned or rented their own home, or had a high school diploma or GED. 

In addition, prior AOD treatment and high levels of AOD dependency were associated with unsuccessful 

program participation. Three of the four treatment motivation factors (problem recognition, treatment 

readiness, and external pressures) were associated with program success. Similarly, survival analyses 

indicated that time to failure in Escambia County was associated with the same demographics, prior AOD I 

treatment, and treatment motivation (external pressures and treatment motivation). 
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In light of the relatively small samples sizes and the exploratory modeling procedure applied, it 

must be noted that there is some margin of error in our findings regarding program status and retention. 

Nonetheless, these results may be used as a rough guide for drug court teams in deciding two things. First, 

how may clients be assessed and triaged into the appropriate program services? Second, can the programs 

accommodate participants with various needs, or sbould they consider modifications? 

For instance, many of the demographic variables may be considered indicators of community 

stability. Given the circumstances under which participanls are referred to these programs (e.g., repeated 

felony offending and AOD involvement), community ties are likely in disrepair for many participants. If 

those participants are accepted into the program, what can be done to stabilize and improve their 

employment situation as well as other areas of their lives, and thus increase their changes of successful 

program participation? 

While there are several means to assess mental health status, AOD use and prior treatment 

experiences, and level of treatment motivation, it is sometimes difficult to predict outcomes based on these 

indicators. Participants in Jackson County with mental health problems were more likely to succeed and 

stay longer in the program, but this variable had no predictive value in Escambia County. Injection drug 

users did poorly in Jackson County, as did Escambia County participants with prior AOD treatment 

experiences. Treatment motivation may have changedsince intake, but participants who reported 

treatment readiness and external pressures consistently did well in Escambia County. 

On the other hand, the findings that Blacks were more likely to terminate or abscond, and that 

Blacks failed more quickly than non-Blacks, was consistent across sites. We collected data on a variable 

labeled “race/ethnicity” which represents issues that are cornplex in origin and remedy and would be 

difficult to measure directly. How can the drug court team identify racial and ethnic issues impacting their 

program, and what steps can they take to address them within the realm of the drug court program’s 

influence? 

Our recommendation is that resources be devoted to improved record maintenance so that program 

monitoring and evaluation can progress, and these and similar policy questions may be addressed. This 

would allow drug court teams to: examine individual patterns more closely; tailor program services to 

current needs; use program service feedback when deciding resource allocations; and ensure accountability 

to the participants, their families, the public, and other program stakeholders. 
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PHASE I: CASE STUDIES AND 1MPACT EVALUATIONS 
OF ESCAMBIA COUNTY (PENSACOLA), FLORIDA 

AND JACKSON COUNTY (KANSAS CITY), MISSOURI DRUF COURTS 

1.0 Introduction 

I 
1.1 Expedited Case Management and Treatment Drug Courts 

Belenko and Dumanovsky (1 993) trace drug courts back to the 1970s when New York City 

started “narcotics courts” to adjudicate increasing numbers of cases prosecuted under harsher drug laws. 

That type of drug court is considered a speedy trial or expedited case processing drug court, in which all 

drug felony cases are concentrated in one courtroom. Defendants waive their rights to a grand jury 

hearing and plead guilty. This disposition process reduces drug caseloads and time to disposition, and 

thereby increases trial capacity and other non-drug caselclad resources. 

Over time, these courts evolved into dedicated treatment drug courts in recognition of the need 

for sanctions and treatment strategies appropriate for drug involved defendants. Treatment drug courts 

pursue the same trial capacity and caseload reduction goals as expedited case processing drug courts, but 

do so by focusing on drug involved defendants arrested om property or drug possession offenses (Le., 

they exclude defendants charged with drug sales or trafficking). Treatment drug courts attempt to reduce 

drug use <and recidivism by linking such defendants to community-based drug treatment and using case 

management to address other needs (Belenko and Dumanlovsky 1993). Criminal courts have developed 

expedited drug case management practices to emphasize drug treatment, such as early drug dependency 

screening, case assignment to tracks featuring specialized court hearings and treatment interventions, 

continuous compliance monitoring, and coordination of treatment and other community resources 

(Cooper 1994). 

1.2 Therapeutic Jurisprudence 

Expedited drug case management is consistent with the theory of therapeutic jurisprudence 

which advocates interdisciplinary approaches to legal issues in such arenas as mental health, corrections, 

and courts (Hora, Schma, and Rosenthal 1999). Courts arc: establishing problem-solving partnerships 

based on a therapeutic jurisprudence approach which “attempts to combine a ‘rights’ perspective- 

focusing on justice, rights, and equality issues-with an ‘ethic of care’ perspective-focusing on care, 

interdependence, and response to need” (Rottmann and Casey 1999, 13). A fundamental principle is 

selecting a therapeutic option that promotes health and does not conflict with traditional criminal justice 

values, including public safety and due process. Treatment drug courts are a prime example of 
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therapeutic jurisprudence implemented at the organizational level in the form of specialized courts. The 

essential elements of treatment drug courts are: 

’ 1. intervention is immediate; 
2. the adjudication process is nonadversarial in nature; 
3. the judge takes a hands-on approach to the defendant’s treatment program; 
4. the treatment program contains clearlyidefined rules and structured goals for the participants; 

and, 
5. the concept of the DTC [drug treatment court]-that is judge, prosecutor, defense counsel, 

treatment provider, and correctional personnel-is important (Hora, et al. 1999,453). 

1.3 Treatment Drug Court Standards 

Dade County (Miami), Florida, established the first treatment drug court in the country in 1989. 

As described by Goldkamp and Weiland (1 993), drug-involved defendants charged with felony drug 

possession who had no prior convictions were referred to (a diversion program associated with outpatient 

drug treatment. The program required these defendants tot proceed through four phases over a one-year 

period: I) detoxification, 11) counseling, 111) educationaI/vocational assessment and training, and IV) 

graduation. Applying expedited case management practices to the treatment drug court elements 

described above, the program developed what is now refeued to as the “Miami Drug Court model” 

(Goldkamp and Weiland 1993). 

Over the past 10 years, the National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP) has 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

promoted treatment drug courts through training and professional conferences, research dissemination, 

and other information sharing. Since 1994, the U.S. Deparbnent of Justice Drug Courts Program Office 

(DCPO) has provided financial and technical assistance to State, local, and Indian tribal governments and 

courts lor the planning, continuation, and enhancement of treatment drug courts. DCPO also funds the 

Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project at American University to compile, publish, 

and disseminate information on drug courts. In 1997, DCPO and NADCP organized a committee of drug 

court practitioners and other experts to document performance benchmarks and best practices for adult 

treatment drug courts (DCPO 1997). The key components of treatment drug courts are as follows. 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5 .  
6 .  
7. 
.8 . 

Drug courts integrate alcohol and other drug treatment services with justice system case 
processing. 
Using a nonadversarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel promote public safety 
while protecting participants’ due process rights. 
Eligible participants are identified early and prlomptly placed in the drug court program. 
Drug courts provide access to a continuum of allcohol, drug, and other related treatment and 
rehabilitation services. 
Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other drug testing. 
A coordinated strategy governs drug court responses to participants’ compliance. 
Ongoing judicial interaction with each drug court participant is essential. 
Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program goals and gauge 
effectiveness. 
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9. Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court planning, 

implementation, and operations. 
10. Forging partnerships among drug courts, public agencies, and community-based 

organizations generates local support and enhances drug court effectiveness (DCPO 1997, 
iii-iv). 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

As of March 1997, a total of 161 drug court programs were in operation (U.S. General Accounting Office 

1997). Along with the drug courts in Las Vegas, Nevada and Portland, Oregon, the National Institute of 

Justice (NIJ) chose the Jackson County and Escambia County drug courts for evaluation because they 

represent a core of longstanding programs suitable for process and impact evaluations. The following is 

a select review of past drug court research evaluations which are summarized in section 1.4.7 (see table 

1 )- 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

1.4 Drug Court Evaluation Research Review 

All drug courts monitor participant statistics for purposes of current grant requirements or future 

funding support. Several reviews of these statistics (Shawl and Robinson 1999) are available through the 

National Drug Court Institute, the research office of NADCP. However, robust research evaluations 

have high data demands (e.g., large sample sizes) and are therefore rare. Examples selected for this 

review include: Goldkamp and Weiland’s (1993) evaluation of Dade County’s felony drug court; 

Belenko, I:agan, Dumanovsky, and Davis’ (1 993) evaluation of New York City’s special drug courts; 

Deschenes, Turner, and Greenwood’s (1995) evaluation of Maricopa County’s drug court; Harrell, 

Cavanagh, and Roman’s (1 998) evaluation of Washington, D.C.’s drug court intervention program; 

Peters and Murrin’s (1998) evaluation of Florida drug courts in Escambia County and Okaloosa County; 

and Finigan’s (1 998) outcome evaluation of Multnomah County, Oregon’s Sanction Treatment 

Opportunity Progress (STOP) drug diversion program. Although these studies investigated a variety of 

outcomes-including reduced drug use and other lifestyle adjustments-this review is limited to criminal 

recidivism, which is the subject of our study. 

1.4.1 Dade County’s Felony Drug Court 

Gddkamp and Weiland (1 993) evaluated the Dade: County drug court two years after it opened. 

They studied a cohort of 326 drug felony defendants admitted to drug court in 1990 and three 

contemporary comparison groups: 89 drug felony defendants assigned but not admitted to drug court, 

2,071 drug felony defendants not assigned to drug court, and 3,763 nondrug felony defendants. Two pre- 

drug court samples were also drawn from 1987: 302 drug and 536 nondrug felony cases. At the end of 

the 1 &month observation period, 34 percent of the drug court cohort graduated, 28 percent were still 

active (including capias warrant status), and 23 percent were terminated unfavorably (e.g., for violations 
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of program requirements).’ Compared to the comparison groups’ rearrest rates (48 percent to 55 

percent), the drug court admission cohort generated lower rates (33 percent), and the median length of 

time to rearrest was two to three times longer (e.g., 240 days to first rearrestifor 4he drug court cohort 

versus 79 days to first rearrest for other drug felony defendants in 1990). Goldkamp and Weiland (1993) 

concluded that, “Drug court defendants not only appear to re-offend less often, but those who did re- 

offend did so only after considerable time had elapsed” (p. 5). 

1.4.2 New York City’s Special Drug Courts 

Belenko, et a]. (1993) studied specialized narcotics courtrooms (N Parts) in New York City, 

which expedited disposition of felony drug cases following criminal court arraignment (see Introduction 

section 1 , l ) .  They compared rearrest rates, time to first rearrest, and number of rearrests’ for two groups3 

of defendants arraigned on B felony drug charges in 1989: 2,758 N Part defendants versus 3,225 

defendants processed through other courtrooms. The researchers found that N Part processing had little 

impact on rearrest prevalence overall4 (53.5 percent N Part versus 50.9 percent non-N Part defendants 

were rearrested). Logistic regression was used to predict the effect of N Parts on rearrest prevalence 

controlling for offense and defendant characteristics, priors, and sanctions. The multivariate models 

confirmed the descriptive results, suggesting no impact. Predictors of rearrest included: younger ages, 

extensive prior criminal histories, and shorter sanction terms (although jail or prison sentences increased 

the odds of rearrest). 

Time to first rearrest was calculated over a two-year period beginning with the sample arrest in 

1989, and adjusted for time at risk by deducting days in distention or incarceration. Rearrest charge type 

and severity variables were used to create separate time to rearrest outcomes for various rearrest types 

(e.g., first drug felony rearrest). These outcomes did not differ by court type. For the 1,464 N Part 

defendants rearrested, the average number of days to rearrest was 164.7, whereas the average time to 

Other terminations resulted from dropped charges (10 percent) and transferred cases or miscellaneous 
causes (4 percent). 

* E3elenk0, et al. (1 993) examined criminal justice systems costs as a function of rearrest, reconviction, and 
probation violation rates. 

[Jpdating samples of 100 cases drawn from specialized drug courts (Smith, Davis, and Goretsky 1991), 
Belenko, et al. (1993) also examined rearrests over a two-year period in Chicago and Milwaukee. Overall, the 
prevalence of felony rearrests was higher in Chicago (37 percent rearrested) than in Milwaukee (29 percent 
rearrested). In Chicago, 29 percent were rearrested on new drug charges, with a mean time of 2 14 days to a new 
drug rearrest. Only 1 1 percent were rearrested on new drug charges in Milwaukee, with a mean time of 360 days 
until a new drug rearrest. Time at risk measures could not be constructed without detention and incarceration data, 
but Milwaukee drug offenders had higher incarceration rates than did Chicago drug offenders (Smith, et al. 1991). 

N Part defendants had higher proportions of felony rearrests (45.9 percent versus 43.5 percent) and drug 
felony rearrests (37.0 percent versus 33.5 percent) than did n0n-N Part defendants. 
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rearrest for the 1,569 non-N Part defendants was 154.6 days. Average time to first drug rearrest was 

15 1 .O days for N Part defendants compared to 146.4 days for non-N Part defendants. Controlling for 

offense and defendant characteristics, time to rearrest was analyzed using proportionate hazard models 

(Cox regression procedures) for defendants with a minimum of 360 day’s time at risk. Belenko, et al. 

(1993) found that N Part processing had neither general nor interactive effects on recidivism. 

A third outcome of the Belenko, et al. (1 993) study was total number of rearrests adjusted for 

time at risk and calculated on a common metric of one year (e.g., three rearrests in six months equals six 

rearrests per year). Tobit? was used to analyze rearrest rates which exclude lag time data for defendants 

not rearrested during the two-year observation period. Such censored cases are modeled separately fiom 

noncensored cases (offenders rearrested during the two-year period), so the results indicate both 1) the 

likelihood of any rearrest, and 2) a higher rearrest rate given at least one rearrest. Non-N Part defendants 

had higher annualized rearrest rates (5.6 arrests versus 3.3 arrests per year) when adjusted for time at 

risk; however, the tobit models used to analyze rearrest raites were not successful. 

1.4.3 Maricopa County’s First Time Drug Offender Program 

As part of a larger NIJ project that examined the effects of treatment, sanctions, and drug testing 

on offenders, Deschenes, et a]. (1 995) employed an experimental research design to evaluate Maricopa 

County’s First Time Drug Offender (FTDO) Program in Arizona. The FTDO’s drug court is a 

postadjudication probation enhancement for first-time drug felony possession offenders sentenced to 

probation. Over a period of 6 to 12 months, participants received private drug treatment and court 

supervision and progressed through three phases-orientation, stabilization, and transition. They were 

awarded probation and program fee reductions for satisfying contracted requirements that stipulated drug 

education classes, counseling sessions, 12-step meetings, ]probation officer contacts, negative urine tests, 

and fees. 

Deschenes, et a]. (1995) randomly assigned 639 felony drug possession probationers6 to drug 

, court (1 76) and three control groups (standard probation varying in drug testing schedule) between 

March 1992 and April 1993. There were no significant differences in rearrest or technical violation 

rates-about 30 percent of both groups were arrested on a new offense (1 8 percent on drug offenses), and 

40 percent of drug court participants versus 46 percent of standard probationers had technical violations. 

I 

I 
Tobit is a special case of logistic regression analysis in which the dependent variable is a single value 

(e.g., 0 for no rearrests) for many observations, but the remaining values have a continuous range. I 

I 

Excludes offenders in need of inpatient counseling, intensive Community Punishment Program services, I specialized caseload supervision, and offenders appropriate for fine-only probation without drug treatment. 
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Although the drug court program was associated with increased drug treatment participation, it did not 

result in the anticipated reductions in recidivism and substance use. 

1.4.4 Washington, D.C.’s Superior Court Drug Court lntervention Program 

More recently, Hanell, et al. (1998) conducted process, impact, and cost-benefit analyses of the 

Superior Court Drug Intervention Program (SCDLP) in Washington, D.C., an experimental pretrial 

intervention program that targets drug felony defendants who use drugs. Generally, the program includes 

treatment drug court elements, such as early intervention, judicial monitoring of defendants (monthly 

status hearings), and twice-weekly drug testing. Unlike many drug courts, SCDIP admits drug felony 

defendants regardless of prior criminal history (including violent crimes) or level of drug use (casual 

users as well as addicts). From September 1994 through January 1996, drug felony defendants who 

tested positive were each randomly assigned to one of three dockets with varying conditions: 

Standard-twice-weekly drug testing, judicial1 monitoring, and encouragement to seek 

treatment; 

Sanctions-twice-weekly drug testing, judicial monitoring, treatment and other service 

referrals, and graduated sanctions;’ or, 

Treatment4rug testing daily or three times per week, judicial monitoring, intensive day 

treatment, and program violation penalties. 

In the sanctions docket, defendants received case management, were referred to treatment and other 

services as needed, and were penalized for failures to appear and for positive drug tests. Defendants in 

the treatment docket received psychoeducational interventions, individual and group counseling, and 

supplemental services for six months. The experiment was designed to measure the impact of graduated 

sanctions (sanctions docket) versus intensive treatment (treatment docket) to the standard of drug testing 

and judicial monitoring. 

Out of the experimental sample of 1,022 cases randomly assigned to these dockets, a quasi- 

experimental sample of 691 defendants agreed to participate in their respective programs and were 

sentenced by June 1997. One motivation to participate was the increased likelihood of probation (rather 

than jail) depending on discontinued drug use as indicated by negative drug tests presentencing. 

Using Pretrial Services Agency, Department of Corrections, and self-report survey data 

(weighted for nonresponses), Harrell, et al. (1 998) assessed the impact of sanctions and treatment 

conditions on presentence drug tests, criminal recidivism, self-reported drug use, drug treatment 

participation, and self-reported economic well-being 12 months postsentence. Controlling for days 

Sanctions change from jury box days, to jail days, to dletoxification, and jail weeks with each successive 
infraction. Judges had discretion in sanctioning treatment defendants with jury or jail days for violating program 
requirements. 
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incarcerated in Washington, D.C. correctional facilities, they examined rearrests, time to first rearrest, 

and number of rearrests within the first year after sentencing. Limiting the analysis to defendants not 

incarcerated for the entire followup period, a proportional hazards model was used to model these data 

censored at one year after sentencing. 

Sanctions defendants were less likely to be rearrested within 12 months postsentence (19 percent 

versus 2'7 percent) and averaged more days to first rearrest (83 percent versus 78 percent rearrested by 

day 300 postsentence), but they did not have fewer arrests once rearrested. 

Rearrest rates were similar for treatment and standard defendants (26 percent versus 27 percent); 

however,, rearrests for drug offenses were less likely among treatment defendants. There were no 

significant differences in time to rearrest between treatment and standard defendants; for example, 19 

percent of the treatment defendants versus 22 percent of the standard defendants were rearrested by day 

300 of the followup. Further, Poisson regression analyses showed that treatment conditions did not 

reduce the number of rearrests, although treatment defendants had fewer drug rearrests. 

1.4.5 Escambia County and Okaloosa County Drug Courts 

Grimm and Peters (1 998) conducted process and impact evaluations (Peters and Murrin 1998) of 

the Escambia County and Okaloosa County, Florida drug courts which opened in 1993. (A detailed 

process evaluation of the Escambia County drug court is provided in Chapter'3 of this report; the 

Okaloosa County drug court is similar in most aspects, except that pleas are not entered upon program 

entry, and the participants are more likely White, educateld, and employed.) Using treatment, probation, 

Clerk of the Court's office, judicial, and National Crime Information Center (NCIC) and Florida Crime 

Information Center (FCIC) arrest records, Peters and Murrin (1 998) examined treatment completion, 

criminal recidivism, substance abuse, and community readjustment outcomes over a 30-month followup 

period (i.e., 18 months post graduation). Outcomes for 8 I Escambia County and 3 1 Okaloosa County 

drug court participants who graduated between June 1994 and June 1996 were contrasted to outcomes 

among probationers matched on County residence, gender, race/ethnicity, and offense', and outcomes 

among non-graduatesg. 

Based on survival analyses, Escambia County and1 Okaloosa County drug court graduates were 

significantly less likely to be arrested both 12 months and 30 months after program entry than matched 

probationers or non-graduates. 

' Offenses included: possession/ possession with intent to sell, purchase/possession with intent to sell, 
obtaining drugs by fraud, grand theft auto, burglary of a dwelling, or forgery. 

Escambia County had 8 1 matched probationers and 87 non-graduates; Okaloosa County had 3 1 matched 
probationers and 27 non-graduates. 
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At 30 months, 48 percent of the Escambia County graduates had been rearrested, versus 63 

percent of matched probationers and 86 percent of the non-graduates. 

In Okaloosa, 26 percent of the graduates had been rearrested, compdred to 55 percent of the 

matched probationers and 63 percent of the non-graduates, by month 30. 

Drug court graduates also had fewer rearrests. 

Escambia County averaged 82 arrests per 100 graduates, 164 arrests per 100 matched 

probationers, and 274 arrests per 100 non-graiduates. 

Okaloosa County averaged 46 arrests per 100 graduates, 1 17 arrests per 100 matched 

, 

probationers, and 2 19 arrests per 100 non-graduates. I 

Of those rearrested during the 30-month followup period: 

Escambia County graduates had significantly longer times to first rearrest (average 682 days, 

versus 547 days for matched probationers and 299 days for non-graduates); as did 

Okaloosa County graduates (average 790 day,j., versus 588 days for matched probationers and 

494 days for non-graduates). 

Cox regression analyses with forward stepwise modeling :showed that number of prior arrests and age 

were negatively associated with days to first rearrest in Escambia County; Okaloosa County had an 

insufficierit sample size for such analysis. ' 1 ,  

1.4.6 Multnomah County STOP Drug Diversion Program 

The final study in this review evaluated the Sanction Treatment Opportunity Progress (STOP) 

Drug Diversion Program of Multnomah County, Oregon. STOP was started in 199 1 to reduce drug case 

backlogs and to encourage treatment among drug offenders (Finigan 1998). Eligibles included first-time 

drug offenders arrested on charges of possession of a controlled substance (and excluded those arrested 

on drug distribution or manufacture charges). Participants attend individual and group outpatient 

treatment sessions weekdays, report to court for status hearings monthly, and receive acupuncture or 

inpatient treatment as necessary. The program was enhanced in 1995 with additional support services 

(e.g., literacy classes); by 1998, between 400 to 700 cases were admitted annually. 

Using data for cases processed during 1994 and 19'95, Finigan (1998) analyzed rearrest and other 

outcomes for random samples of 1 50 arrestees representing three groups: graduates, non-graduates, and a 

comparison group of arrestees who were eligible but not admitted to the program. Over two-year 

followup periods, there were: 

59 new arrests per 100 participants after leaving the program; 

36 new arrests per 100 graduates after graduation; 

7 1 new arrests per 100 non-graduates after leaving the program; and, 

153 new arrests per IO0 comparison group non-participants subsequent to eligibility. 
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Analysis of covariance showed significant differences between participants and non-participants (F=29.2, 

p<.dO l), and between graduates and non-graduates (Fz23.5, p<.OOl). Among non-graduates, those who 

were terminated before completing one-third of the program generated 139 new arrests per 100, and 

those who completed at least one-third generated 62 new arrests per 100 (F=23, p<.OO 1). 

1.4.7 Research Review Summary 

To summarize, table 1 highlights the rearrest rate and average time to first rearrest results by 

study (followup periods noted in parentheses). Drawing upon even the best studies available, it is clear 

that outcomes range widely depending on research design and program, making it difficult to judge the 

effectiveness of drug court programs generally. As shown, rearrest rates for drug court groups range 

from 26 percent for Okaloosa County graduates and Washington, D.C. SCDIP treatment docket 

defendants, to 54 percent for N Part defendants in New York City’s Special Drug Courts. To contrast, 

comparison group rearrest rates range from 27 percent for Washington, D.C. standard docket defendants 

to 86 percent for Escambia County non-graduates. Time to first rearrest averages from 165 days for N 

Part defendants in New York City’s Special Drug Courts to 790 days for Okaloosa County drug court 

graduates. Among comparison groups, time to first rearrest averages from 79 days for other drug felony 

defendants in Dade County, to 588 days for matched probationers in Okaloosa County. 

Table 1. Summary of Rearrest Rate, Average Time to Rearrest, and Ratio of Rearrest Rates 

Average Time 
to Rearrest Rearrest Ratio 
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Matched probationers 

Non-graduates 

Table 1 (continued) 

63% 547 days 63:h3 or 1.3 1 

.86% 299 'days 86:48 or 1.79 

Average Time 1 Study (fol lowup period)/Group 1 RearrestRate I to qeardest I Rearrest Ratio I ' 

Harrell, et al. (1998): Washington, D.C. 's SCDIP (I2 months) 

Graduates 

1 Sanctions docket I 19% 183%byday300 I 27:19or1.42 I 

2 

I 

Non-graduates 63% 494 days 63126 or 2.42 

I 
c 
1E 
I 
I 

Non-graduates 

Non-participants 

I Peters and Murrin (1998): Escambia County Drug Court (30 months) I 

- 71:36 or 1.97 71 arrests 

153 arrests - 153:36 or 4.25 

I Matched probationers I 55% I 588days I 55:26or2.12 I ' 

One way to compare results across studies is to create ratios of rearrest rate outcomes. For 

example, there is no difference between Maricopa County's FTDO participants and standard 

probationers, but the ratio of rearrest rates between Multnomah County's STOP graduates and its non- 

graduates is 7 1 to 36 or 1.97. That is, non-graduates are nearly twice as likely to be rearrested within the 

24-month followup period, and non-participants are more than four times as likely. Similarly, Okaloosa 

County matched probationers and non-graduates are at least twice as likely as drug court graduates to be 

rearrested with the 30-month followup period. 

Familiar problems in evaluating impact during the early stages of program development are 

instability in policies, procedures, and resources that mean uneven service delivery, and typically small 

sample sizes. Examples are the abovereferenced evaluations of the Dade County drug court (Goldamp 

and Weiland 1993), Washington D.C.'s SCDIP (Hmell, eit al. 1998), and the Escambia County and 

Okaloosa County drugs courts (Peters and Murrin 1998), which were undergoing substantial 

8 
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modification during the periods studied. This is compounded in evaluations involving jurisdictions with 

comparatively smaller caseloads-like Escambia and 0k.aloosa Counties-resulting in questionable 

internal and external validity of findings. 
I 

As described in chapter 4, selection bias is another concern for impact evaluation. Although both 

the Maricopa County FTDO program evaluation (Deschenes, et al. 1995) and the Washington, D.C. 
SCDIP evaluation (Harrell, et al. 1998) employed random assignment techniques, the latter analyses were 

based on a self-selected sample of program participants. Utilizing an experimental design, Deschenes, et 

al. (1 995) found that while the program increased treatment participation, neither recidivism nor 

substance use was impacted. The other studies used statistical procedures to control for the impact of 

competing explanatory variables. Although several patterns suggesting program effects were, discerned 

in the data reported by the evaluations reviewed here, multivariate analyses oftentimes reduced the 

predictive factors to basic relationships between age or prior criminal history and likelihood of rearrest or 

time to rearrest (Belenko, et al. 1993; Peters and Murrin I 998). Selection bias seems to remain a 

potentially confounding factor. 

, 
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2.0 The Escambia County (Pensacola) Drug Court 

‘The first drug court participating in this evaluation-the Escambia County adult drug court-is 

located in Pensacola, Florida. This description of the drug court is based on interviews and onsite 

observation conducted during 1998 and 1999, as well as on several documents, including: a manual 

prepared by founding drug court team members (Farnham and Wright, undated), a draft process 

evaluation report (Grimm and Peters 1998),’ results from a survey conducted by the Office of Justice 

Programs’ Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project (Drug Court Clearinghouse) 

(Cooper, et ai. 1997), and materials obtained from drug court and treatment representatives. The 

following discussion provides an overview of the goals and development of the adult drug court program, 

and descriptions of case processing, the substance abuse treatment component, support services, and 

caseflow. (Phase I1 of this evaluation will access data directly fiom probation, treatment, and court 

records to describe treatment, sanction, and drug testing iin more detail.) This chapter ends with program 

participant comments documented by Grimm and Peters (1998), and those shared by drug court team 

members and drug court participants during interviews. ‘The results of the impact evaluation are 

presented in chapter 4. 

1 2.1 Goals 

Like the Jackson County drug court, the Escambia County drug court uses a carrot and stick 

approach. Compared to traditional probation, it offers an opportunity for intensive alcohol and other 

drug (AOD) treatment on an outpatient basis and close court supervision, immediate sanctions after 

program violations, and enhanced sentences after unsuccessful termination. This therapeutic 

jurisprudence approach (see chapter 1) is intended to motivate participant accountability through 

immediate positive and negative responses, as appropriate. 

I 
The drug court program is more a postadjudicatioa than a diversion program (which usually 

diverts arrestees pretrial), and its mission is substance abuse and criminal behavior intervention.* It is 

designed to reduce recidivism through immediate treatment and support services after a plea has been 

1 

entered, and to offer an alternative to incarceration for offenders who can function as productive b 
I ’ The Office of the State Courts Administration received a grant from the State Justice Institute to evaluate 

the adult drug courts in Escambia and Okaloosa Counties- two of the four counties in the First Judicial District of 
the Florida Supreme Court. A draft of the process evaluation covering the period October 1992 to June 1996 
(Grimm and Peters 1998) was made available for this review. 

’ The initial point of intervention is immediately following arrest when the prosecutor, defense attorney, or 
a 

pretrial services representative suggests drug court. This is when defendants may be acutely aware of the 
consequences of their drug abuse while in custody. m 
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members of the community. For some participants, pleas are withdrawn upon successful graduation; 

others avoid incarceration but their convictions remain on record. 

, 

I Family members, who are encouraged to participate in the process, may benefit as well. 

Participants may influence family members to confront their own substance abuse problems, and family 

members may come to view defendants as successful role models, thus breaking intergenerational cycles 

of substance abuse and criminal behavior. 
I 

2.2 Program Development and Lessons Learned 

In October 1992, the State Justice Institute (SJI) fbnded a feasibility study by Office of the State 

Courts Administration (OSCA) that led to the implementation of adult drug court programs in Escambia 

and Okaloosa Countie~.~ The Escambia County adult drug court began in June 1993. The drug court 

program was initiated by the Chief Circuit Court Judge, the State Attorney, the Public Defender, and the 

Court Administrator; primary responsibility for drug court operations has since been delegated to senior 

staff representing each office. They decided that incarceration alone was an ineffective response to 

rising drug and drug-related caseloads, and that without accountability and family involvement, 

substance abuse treatment funding was being wasted on dliversion and probation programs. Consulting 

with the Miami drug court coordinator and representatives from the Drug COW Clearinghouse, they 

developed the first program in Escambia County for criminal defendants to offer a strong treatment 

component.4 

Supporters include high-level criminal justice system (CJS) officers (e.g., those who initiated the 

drug court program and the Clerk of the Circuit Courts Office), as well as Federal, State, and local 

funding sources. 
0 OSCA received over $300,000 in grants from SJI for adult drug court staffing, technical 

In 1993, the Florida Department of Corrections provided $100,000 through its 

assistance, and evaluation between 1992 and 1994. 
0 

Community Corrections Partnership Acts to cover officer assignments and sanction 

development; in addition, $40,000 in trealment grants were awarded each fiscal year 

from FY95 through FY99. 

Escambia County now has adult, juvenile, and parents drugs courts; Okaloosa County now has an adult 
drug court and a domestic violence court. 

One pre-existing option for criminal offenders is referral to Keeton, a privatized, nonsecure three- to six- 
month residential program under County contract; but the Public Defender does not recommend this option. 
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m Adult treatment funds were provided by the Gannett Foundation ($10,000) in 1995, and I 

the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services has funded residential treatment 

beds since 1993. l 

I 

a Matching funds from the Department of Community Affairs (Edward Byrne Funds) 

E received since 1994 sum to over $500,000. 

1. 
8 The Escambia County Drug Court Coalition collected $12,000 as of 1996 for emergency 

medical, housing, and day care funds from businesses and local organizations. 

Finally, local law enforcement block grants of $1 90,000 were received for each of the 

last three years. I 

The drug court has been successful in obtaining grants to cover administrative, treatment, and 

supervision budgets. Still, only a few drug court team members are full-time; most positions are partial 

or volunteer, and are in addition to full court caseloads. In light of upcoming managed care restrictions, 

financial support for long-term outpatient treatment could become an issue. Further, many of the drug 

court team members interviewed suggested that inpatient and ancillary services be enhanced to better 

support recovery. 

I 
E 
i 
li 
1 
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Team members are satisfied with the present adullt drug court design! They see it as a permanent 

program and intend to continue to participate. Suggestions for potential new directions include making 

drug courts self-sufficient, which means obtaining State legislative and local government support for staff 

. assignments and treatment funds. In this vein, Judge John Parnham (one of the program's founders) and 

other team members regularly promote the program at pulblic speaking engagements, and several 

community group representatives have observed drug court sessions. P 
Opposition to the drug court comes from prosecutors and citizens who are frustrated with crime 

and view such programs as means for criminals to avoid just punishment. The drug court's disease 

model of addiction is not widely accepted outside the treatment community. Drug court team members 

interviewed recommended that institutionalization may bc: achieved by educating CJS staff though more 

frequent rotation on the drug court with tutorials supervised by current team members (to avoid program 

delivery disruption). 

If the drug court were to be expanded, one recomrnendation suggested by drug court team 

members interviewed is to add parallel courts rather than increase the current ratio of participants to 

staff. And, although the initiative started in adult drug courts, specialization including dependency and 

juvenile court participants is essential if the public is serious about addressing substance abuse problems. 

Pensacola was selected as one of the drug court mlentor sites by the National Association of Drug 

Court Professionals (NADCP); as such, its adult, parents, and juvenile drug courts serve as models to 
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visitors interested in developing their own drug court systems (NADCP, undated). Following is a brief 

review of changes in staff, court disposition, case screening, and outpatient treatment that resulted from 

lessons learned since the program began in 1993. 

2.2.1 Staff Cooperation 

The present adult drug court team includes1 two judges (Judges Edward Nickinson and Terry 

Terrell), an Assistant State Attorney, a Public Defender, a Treatment Liaison, a Court Administrator, and 

officers representing Probation and Community Control. The same individuals have filled these roles 

since March 1997, and most have been on the team since 1993.5 Since the beginning, the Public 

Defender has volunteered his time to drug court in addition to his regular felony caseload, but the drug 

court caseload is small enough that hearings can be postponed when he is unavailable, and only 

occasionally do other Public Defenders substitute for him., 

Originally, Chief Judge Kuder and Judge Parnham shared the adult drug court caseload. 

However, participants learned to manipulate inconsistencies in judicial decisionmaking (caused by 

multiple judges on each case), causing confusion in commlunications between court and treatment staff. 

In response, Judge Parnham served as the sole drug court-judge until 1996 when the U.S. Department of 

Justice awarded OSCA’s First Judicial Circuit a grant to implement the Juvenile Drug Court Program, 

and the Department of Children and Families began funding the Parents with Addiction Problems Drug 

Court Program.6 In March 1997, Judges Terrell and Nickinson volunteered to relieve Judge Pamham of 

his adult drug court responsibilities so he could dedicate more time to the juvenile and parents drug court 

programs. The two judges split the caseload, and barring iinusual circumstances, hear only their cases 

from admission through termination. 

Successful coordination of the various drug court components requires mutual education and 

cooperation among staff. Court staff educate treatment staff about legal considerations (e.g., ordering 

inpatient rehabilitation is a legal sanction if the facility is secure), and treatment staff educate other drug 

court team members about the nature of addiction and sobriety. Some non-treatment staff already have 

experience in substance abuse treatment. For example, the current pretrial services interviewer, who is 

one source of drug court referrals, is a former treatment counselor. With training by the Assistant State 

Attorney regarding drug court eligibility criteria, he refers more appropriate candidates than did the 

former interviewer who lacked a substance abuse background. Unfortunately, staff turnover disrupts 

drug court operations until replacements are trained. When new judges started in 1997, their instincts 

The same Public Defender, Probation Officer, Court Administrator, and (for all but one year) Assistant 
State Attorney have been on the drug court team since 1993. 

I 
Note that only the adult treatment drug court is the subject of this evaluation. 
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were to engage in the unilateral decisionmaking typical of criminal court judges, and to serve as “the 

hammer” (e.g., ordering sanctions) in drug court. The team had to work closely with them before they 

understood the substance abusing population and learned how to employ a therapeutic model in the 

courtroorn. When dealing with a substance abusing population, judges have learned to expect relapse 

behaviors (e.g., illegal drug use), yet recognize and reward positive change, however incremental. The 

judges are now more in sync with the other team members. 

2.2.2 Court Disposition ‘ 

I 
1F 
I 
I 
I 
LII 
I 
I 

The adult drug court began as a pretrial diversion program for first-time drug offenders, with 

charges dropped for successful graduates and unsuccessful terminations transferred to criminal court for 

disposition. To improve participant accountability (i.e., by having each participant answer to a single 

judge), unsuccessful terminations were later transferred specifically to Judge Parnham’s criminal docket, 

but then Judge Parnham was rotated to the Juvenile Judicial Center. Finally, due to case prosecution 

problems associated with the passage of time (e.g., delays; in gathering evidence and identifying 

witnesses weakened cases brought later against terminateld participants), deferred prosecution was 

replaced by two disposition options to get convictions on record: deferred sentence, and probation with a 

suspended sentence. As noted in section 2.9, active participants are evenly split among dispositions. 
0 Deferred sentence-under deferred sentencing, the participant pleads no contest’ in drug 

court; upon successful termination (graduation), the plea is withdrawn and the case is 

dismissed. If unsuccessfully terminated, ,the offender is sentenced by the drug court 

judge according to the Florida sentencing guideline scoresheet prepared by the Assistant 

State Attorney before the first drug court appearance.’ 

Probation with suspended sentence-This; group (usually more serious offenders) also 

pleads no contest in drug court, but is sentenced with drug court as a condiiion of 

probation. Participants are placed on probation for a period of 12 months, and a sentence 

I of 11 months and 30 days in the County jail is suspended. Upon successful termination, 

the conviction remains on their record but no jail time is served. The jail sentence is 

imposed if the participant is unsuccessfully terminated. m 
I 

’ tiuilty pleas may result in driver’s license suspension which could raise transportation issue for clients. 

Effective July 1997, guideline departures on the basis of drug addiction were eliminated; this resulted in 

I 
more prison sentences for those who would otherwise receive probation, although judges may still cite uncoerced 
pleas as a mitigating circumstance justifying a downward departure (sentence reduction). 
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2.2.3 Case Screening 

yielding too many casual users and too few dependent sulbstance abusers. Hbweler, attempts to increase 

case volume by accepting property crime offenders and applying other more liberal selection criteria 

resulted in the admission of high-risk participants who threatened public safety and victim rights, and 

thereby the political viability of the program. As a result., the criteria were modified to accept offenders 

with criminal histories other than sex or violent offenses (but not habitual offenders) and whose instant 

offenses range in severity from misdemeanors to second degree felonies (e.g., dealing in stolen property, 

cocaine possession). Supervision of these more serious offenders required the participation of the 

Community Control Office, which provides community corrections supervision (e.g., house arrest) for 

more serious offenders who require more intensive supervision than those who would normally be placed 

Initially, case volume was low because only first-time offenders were admitted to drug court, 

i 

on regular probation (e.g., monthly office visits). 

Due to initially high absconding rates, the drug court targeted offenders deemed truly amenable 

to treatment, and screened out offenders merely attempting to avoid jail. Efficiency in targeting 

appropriate candidates is attributed to drug court team members who are knowledgeable about addiction 

(see section below on screening). 

One consequence of these control and screening improvements is moke referrals from criminal 

judges and prosecutors to a drug court which is not vieweld as just another “feel good” diversion program 

(i.e., a program driven by political agenda more than by efficacy). Although they are willing to transfer 

cases off their docket, judges need to have familiarity with addiction and recovery to know which 

defendants to refer to drug court. 

2.2.4 Outpatient Treatment 

Originally, the treatment provider assigned participants to facilities at different locations 

depending on phase of treatment. However, transitions to new treatment staff and variations in service 

delivery resulted in relapses, and participants used staff miscommunications to their advantage (e.g., 

blaming non-compliance on confusion regarding policies). Furthermore, one facility was inconvenient to 

reach by public transportation. Over time, the treatment provider consolidated its facilities, and with 

competitive bidding, the drug court program negotiated a favorable fee of $3,000 per treatment slot 

effective October 1 997.9 

Costs rose from $1,000 per slot in 1993, but the treatment contractor originally proposed $4,400 per slot 
in 1997. 
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2 3  Drug Court Case Processing 

'The following description applies to the policies and practices of the adult drug court effective in 

1999. Using figure 1 as a guide, case processing can be illustrated as having discrete components, each 

with distinct representatives and purposes. The Public Defender is involved only in drug court admission 

and termination hearings (ie., sentencing or violations of probation);" all other team members 

participate in case management through graduation or unsuccessful termination. The only funded drug 

court positions are the clerk and the Court Administrator. All of the Probation Officer's, most of the 

Community Control Officer's, and part of the Assistant State Attorney's time is assigned to drug court. 

The remaining members contribute their services above (and beyond their full-time court responsibilities. 

2.3,1 Case Referral 

Cases are placed on the drug court docket either by direct referral from the Pretrial Services 

Office (about 10 percent of referrals) or by transfer from the criminal docket. Following arrest, the 

Pretrial Services Office may interview defendants who do not bond out of jail to determine pretrial 

release recommendations" and drug court eligibility. Cases in which defendants are not interviewed or 

ruled ineligible are sent directly to the criminal docket. Ihring the course of investigation, Assistant 

State Attorneys'* and Public Defenders may ask the Assistant State Attorney associated with the drug 

court to review cases for eligibility; this process accounts for the majority of drug court referrals. 

Compared to referrals by the pretrial interviewer, the criminal docket referral process allows more time 

for pertinent information and legal issues to come to light. Thus, cases with litigation problems are 

avoided, allowing resources to be spent on treatment and other services instead of on adversarial 

proceedings to resolve collateral issues ( e g ,  restitution amounts). Time to program entry depends on the 

referral process, but is typically measured in days. 

l o  Unlike traditional CJS proceedings, these are the only hearings for which court reporters are used. No 
court interpreters appear to be necessary for Hispanic or Asian defendants; however it is unclear if such defendants 
are not accepted because current court, treatment, and supervision staff could not handle nowEnglish speaking 
participants. 

# 
I 

I '  Criminal history information is accessed from the National Crime Information Center. Defendants 
charged with violent or drug sale offenses are ineligible for pretrial release assessment, as are prostitutes because of 
their unstable residency and history of frequent rearrest. f I 

'' The Assistant State Attorney on the drug court team :supervises two-thirds of the felony division s attorneys . 
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I 
2.3.2 Eligibility 

As established by Florida restitution statutes and administrative orders, drug court disqualifiers 

include: 

I 

1 .  offense (e.g., crimes against the person, drug trafficking, misdemeanors, DUIs, crimes 

with mandatory minimums); , I  

criminal history (same as above except misdemeanors and DUIs); 

habitual violent felony offender charges; 

controlled release (e.g., community supervision) violation; 

2.. 

3 .  

4. 

5. parole violation; 

6 .  

7. 

8. 

cases pending in other jurisdictions; 

previous incompetency or insanity judgment; 

mental health problems-bipolar, manic depressive, posttraumatic stress disorder, 

retardation, dementia, hallucinations, paranoia, schizoid antisocial personality disorders; 

restitution problems-no means of recovery; 

serious personal injury to victim(s); 

history of drug sales; 

9 .  

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

I 3. 

In practice, cases eligible for drug court involve drug-related offenses (e.g., possession, purchase, 

previous drug court ejection; or, 

previous failure-to-appear or absconding while on community supervision. 

or manufacture of a controlled substance, and prescription forgery) or non-drug offenses (e.g., theft, 

forgery, worthless checks, burglary, and dealing in stolen property) if the defendant has a history of 

substance abuse. According to drug court team members interviewed, certain types of offenders are 

avoided--prostitutes, for example, because they have nevler had success with the pr~grarn.’~ Previously 

terminated drug court participants are readmitted in very rare instances. 

I 
I 
t 
1 
I 
I 

, 2.3.3 Public Defender Interview 

Once the case enters the drug court docket, the Public Defender conducts a confidential interview 

to establish defendant interest, eligibility, and restitution and fee payment. Like the Assistant State 

Attorney, the Public Defender is concerned with protecting program integrity. Threats such as presented 

by drug dealers who may have a negative influence on treatment (e.g., by using the program as a drug 

market), and substance abusers who are motivated by the opportunity to avoid jail more than by the 

chance to become clean and sober, are viewed as inappropriate. The Public Defender advises defendants 

l 3  One theory for program failure is that even the inpatient treatment and service referrals associated with 
drug court are insufficient to remedy a self-esteem impaired by both prostitution and addiction. 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
8 
I 

~ ~ . _ _ _ _ _ . ~ ~ _ _ _ _ ~  ~ _ - - ~  - - - ~ ~ ~ _ _ _  

whose only interest is to avoid jail that failure to complete the program will result in more severe 

sanctions (than if they had not been admitted). 
I 

All criminal cases are evaluated for restitution purposes. Working with the Victim Witness 

Assistance Program, probation and community control staff determine victim losses and payment 

schedules. For drug court cases, the Public Defender evaluates ability to pay restitution based on several 

indicators identified by the Assistant State Attorney, such as employment history, social welfare income, 

assets, and liabilities. As described above, cases involving restitution issues requiring litigation are 

avoided. When drug court participants make restitution ]payments, probation and community control staff 

record arid forward payments to victims. 

In addition to restitution costs, participants must pay a $300 treatment fee before graduation. 

The treatment fee was established by Administrative Order to build a trust fund for child care, utilities, 

medical, dental, and other emergency needs. This is a fraction of the $3,000 per outpatient slot paid to 

the treatment contractor. The payment is intended to make participants feel invested in their treatment 

and to promote financial responsibility. Participants sentenced to probation also pay $266 in court costs 

plus a $1 50 Article V building fund fee, but the traditional $52 per month supervision fee is waived for 

drug court participants. Restitution and non-treatment fees can be paid after graduation; in some 

hardship cases, fees are waived. 

2.3.4 Initial Drug Court Appearance 

After meeting with the Public Defender, defendants make their first drug court appearance, 

During this hearing, the judge confirms agreement among team members and the defendant regarding 

eligibility, disposition, and supervision status (see case management section below). The defendant may 

decline the program, or the Assistant State Attorney (viewed as the gatekeeper) may argue against 

admission. Rejected cases are transferred to the criminal court docket, and new Assistant State Attorney 

and defense counsel staff are a~signed.'~ 

, 2.3.5 Administrative Intake and Clinical Assessment 

Immediately following their initial drug court appearance, participants report to Pathway 

Addiction Treatment Center for intake and assessment. Am assessment specialist collects personal 

information (e.g., health, education, and employment), administers a psychosocial assessment (e.g., 

drug/alcohol history, Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of'Menta1 Disorders (DSM-IV) diagnosis), 

disseminates policy and procedure materials, and has the participant execute various consent forms 

including a confidentiality waiver. Few if any participants are rejected on the basis of addiction severity 

l4 Those able to afford private representation are rarely referred to the drug court program. One 
explanation suggested by drug court team members interviewed is that non-indigent defendants can afford private 
treatment alternatives to incarceration. 
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at this point. The low incidence of false positives (participants who are not substance abusers) is 

attributed to the knowledge and experience of staff who ,screen candidates. A small number are deferred 

admission due to immediate mental health needs, because treatment staff have found that dual diagnosis 

clients are negatively affected by their medications-if not their illness-and cannot participate 

8 
I 

effectively in group sessions. / I  

1 I 

i 

1 , 

1 

2.4 Case Management 

Expedited case management focuses on the need for effective management and disposition 

presented by drug caseloads and drug-involved offenders (Cooper 1994). The drug court team fulfills 

various expedited case management functions; generally, the judge provides team leadership and legal 

authority, the Assistant State Attorney protects the public interest, the Treatment Liaison communicates 

clinical assessments to the court and court orders to treatment staff, and Probation and Community 

Control Officers enforce compliance. The Court Adminitstrator coordinates funding and provides budget 

oversight.” As noted above, the Public Defender is assigned only to initial drug court appearances and 

termination hearings. Together, the team collaborates to promote early screening and treatment 

intervention under continuous court supervision. 

2.4.1 Court Hearings 

Participants must appear before the judge for regular court hearings throughout the 12-month 

program according to their phase assignment-that is, Pbase I participants report once per week, Phase I1 

participants report every other week, and Phase I11 participants report every three weeks. Unless 

someone on the team is aware of special circumstances, the release bond is revoked and a capias warrant 

is issued when a participant fails to appear. 

Adult drug court is held on Monday and Thursday mornings. Except for the Public Defender,I6 

the drug court team gathers before each hearing to review cases scheduled for that day (a staffing). The 

Treatment Liaison presents information from a status call report prepared by the primary counselor, and 

the judge solicits input from team members before indicating his opinion. Problem areas needing a 

response typically relate to positive urinalysis tests, poor treatment attendance or group participation, 

absconding, and missed fee payments. The judge respects; treatment staff for their clinical expertise and 

usually follows their recommendations, which can specify jail sanctions or inpatient stays. 

l 5  More precisely, the Senior Deputy Court Administrator oversees the Escambia and Okaloosa drug 
courts, the Pretrial Services Office, and now the Okaloosa Domestic Violence Court. 

l6 ‘Be Public Defender is the only team member bound by attorney-client privilege, so the remaining team 
members are free to discuss participant communications. 

Abt Associates Inc. Phase I: Escambia County arid Jackson County Drug Courts 2-12 
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.

expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



I I 
I 1  

The role of the judge has been described by Judge Parnham as, “confessor, task master, 

cheerleader, and mentor, in turn exhorting, threatening, encouraging, and congratulating the participant” 

(Grimm and Peters 1998,26). As cases are heard in the courtroom, the judge adkresses the offender, as 

well as family members who frequently stand with the offender before the judge. 

During these sessions, the judge encourages employment or education enrollment, phase 

promotion, taking responsibility for personal choices, and reflection upon positive lifestyle changes. The 

judge may ask the courtroom to applaud an accomplishment, however modest: The judge discourages 

lateness to meetings, chronic excuse-making, and frequenting places (parties, neighborhoods, or 

workplaces) or people (including significant others) associated with alcohol or drug use. Jail sanctions 

are used in several situations. The judge sanctions relapse and persistent negative behavior (e.g., non- 

attendance or absconding) with jail terms of two or more days. Sometimes inpatient treatment is the 

decided response, but the participant may remain in jail until a bed is available. In rare cases, the judge 

may use jail preemptively over weekends to incapacitate borderline cases. Program termination is a last 

resort. , 

2.4.2 Community Supervision 

The adult drug court team includes a Probation Officer and a Community Control Officer who 

enforce compliance and collect information from the family and community ‘perspective (evaluating 

constructive and destructive behavior and relationships, a1 ike). All participants are under some form of 

community supervision, but some require additional restrictions (e.g., house arrest) and more intensive 

monitoring by the Community Control Office. Participants under community control supervision are 

mostly male and have longer criminal histories or past probation violations than do participants on 

probation. They receive six months of community controll followed by 18 to 24 months of probation, and 

transition supervision status while still under drug court control (probation continues post-graduation). 

Participants from the adult and parents drug court!j comprise the Probation Officer’s caseload, 

which averages 75 cases at any one time. Her duties include attending drug court staffings and hearings, 

communicating with treatment staff regarding participant (compliance and miscellaneous needs, and 

preparing reports based on monthly home visits. Conditions of probation include: 

notifying officers regarding residency and employment; 

obtaining permission before leaving the County; 

securing consent before possessing a firearm; 

paying fees and supporting dependents as able; and, 
abstaining from intoxicants. 
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The Community Control Officer manages a mixed caseload of youthful offenders, approximately 

15 to 20 adult drug court participants under community corrections supervision, and approximately 10 

probation cases." In addition to the duties outlined for Probation Officers, she meets with participants 

every Monday to schedule the week ahead (urinalysis tests are sometimes administered) and conducts 

weekly random home visits. During home visits,,sfficers can search the premises and ask participants to 

show proof of income and purchases. (Drug dealing is suspected when reported income cannot support 

expensive purchases.) Anecdotally, officers also observe that dealers who are not substance abusers are 

easily identified because they take more care in their personal appearance. 

I 
I 
1 
I 
6 
I 

Treatment counselors alert Probation and Community Control Officers when participants fail to 

attend scheduled treatment sessions. Because frequent communication from participants is common, 

absconding is suspected if the participant does not contact treatment staff or an officer. Probation or 

Community Control can request a capias warrant if they cannot locate a truant participant at home or 

work, Absconding typically happens shortly after prograim admission when participants are most likely 

to test the system. Upon return to court, either voluntaril!y or by arrest, the participant usually faces jail 

sanctions. l 
1 1 2.5 Substance Abuse Treatment 

I 
The County contracts with a single treatment provider, Pathway Addiction Treatment Center, for 

assessment, outpatient services, and urinalysis. Pathway is part of a larger organization, Lakeview 

Center, Inc.," which manages several treatment and service providers. As of 1999, Pathway staff 

included a director, a treatment director who acts as the court Treatment Liaison, an assessment 

specialist, and five full-time  counselor^.'^ Most are mature, degreed or licensed, and some are in 

recovery. Three counselors are female, and same-sex client assignments are the norm, but all staff are 

White (eliminating the option to match counselors with same-racelethnicity clients). Staff turnover is 

I 
I 

, low-all but one counselor had been with the program for more than a year-and they described morale 

and communication as good. These staff also counsel non-drug court clients. I 

l 7  The Community Control Officer may be assigned to a probation case because the participant resides . 
within a geographic area convenient to the Officer, or remain assigned despite a transition in supervision status to 
avoid upsetting a positive relationship established with the participant. 

Lakeview merged with Baptist Health Care which manages inpatient facilities. 

l 9  In the past year, Pathway has hired additional staff to work with juvenile clients; this would affect adult 
drug court treatment indirectly by allowing pre-existing staff more time with adult drug court clients. 
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I 

Phase I 

Phase I1 

Phase I11 

I 8  

I I 

Duration court Treatment 

8 weeks or 32 sessions every week ; 4% hourslday, 
' ' 1 4 dayslweek 

4 months every 2 weeks 4% hourslday, 
2 dayslweek 

6 months every 3 weeks 1 % hourslday, 
2 dayslweek 

2.5.1 Outpatient Program 

well as to private intensive outpatient clients and DUI court referrals who are admitted under different 

treatment plans. Unlike private clients who can terminaie treatment at will without legal ramification, 

drug court and DUI clients are motivated by the threat of increased legal sanctions. Drug court 

participants must complete a 12-month substance abuse treatment program that is divided into three 

phases (see table 2), reflecting a transition from intensive to regular outpatienk treatment. Advancement 

is based on demonstrations of commitment to treatment (e.g., group participation), abstinence (e.g., 

consistently negative urinalysis results), and 12-step program attendance. Following extended jail stays 

(i.e., not first-time or short-term incarceration) or inpatient stays, participants may be temporarily 

"demoted" to a previous phase for restabilization; pending judicial approval; they may be reinstated in 

their last highest phase and graduate without adding to the normal 12-month program period. 

Pathway provides outpatient services to participants of both the adult and parents drug courts, as 

I 
1 
I 
a 

Table 2. Escambia County Adult Drug Court and Outpatient Treatment Plan 
I 

i 
Participants receive a combination of group theralpy, psychoeducational seminars, and personal 

care service meetings (e.g., nutrition) offered during day or evening programs. Following attendance I 
sign-in and urinalysis specimen collection, counselors or invited speakers conduct group sessions which 

(in the past) mixed participants from different phases2' and involve as many as 30 clients. Topics 

include: cognitive restructuring, gender issues, parenting, life story, spirituality, and HIV/AIDS 
I 

education. 

Pathway has received many requests for information regarding its Spirituality Group. As an 

inpatient treatment provider years ago, Pathway offered nondenominational services on site after 

observing relapse among clients released on leave into the community to attend religious services. When 

it transitioned to outpatient services only, Pathway responded to a demand for a religious component I 
2o .According to Pathway, there is currently no mixing of clients who are in different phases of treatment. 
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I 1  

I I ” 

with a one-hour group session now offered twice per week. The drug court judges support the spiritual 

component, but attendance is not required (alternative pr’ogramming is available), and drug court 

participants sign a consent form to indicate voluntary participation. 
I 

I 

L,ed by a treatment counselor, the Spirituality Grloup uses biblical text and 12-Step materials for 
1 
1 
I 

lecture arid group discussion on several topics (e.g., grief; bitterness, and self-esteem). Sessions begin 

and end with prayer. Many clients have religious backgrounds, but their substance use usually cuts them 

off from church ties. By addressing rejection and guilt, clients may reconnect’to God apd their spiritual 

community-a support system which may help open linkages to family and friends. According to staff, 

client comments are positive regardless of religious affiliation (e.g., atheists, Buddhists, and Christians), 

and very few reject the group meetings. 

2.5.2 Client Monitoring I , 
I 

In addition to conducting group meetings, each counselor serves as primary counselor to an 

average caseload of 20 clients, most of whom are drug court participants. As such, their duties include 

not only individual counseling, but also monitoring attendance and urinalysis test results, preparing status 

reports for the court, and preparing discharge summaries. Counselors exchange clinical information at 

weekly staffings supervised by the Treatment Liaison, a common daily journal to which all staff post 

written entries, and a new desktop computer system shared with other faciliti’ks (e.g., inpatient services) 

that are also part of the Lakeview organization. Participants sign forms to authorize the release of 

protected information. As a result, staff are not bound by client-patient privilege and ex parte 

communications (statements made without the offender or a legal representative present) typically 

unallowed in criminal proceedings are allowed in the drug court program. The court may be made aware 

of client relapse by probation or community control reports, treatment urinalysis tests, or hearsay reports 

from relatives or other participants. Judges insist they look for corroborating information and do not levy 

sanctions against participants based on hearsay alone. 

I 
4 
I 
1 
I 

2.5.3 Urinalysis I Urinalysis testing is random but conducted at leasit twice a week. Same-sex counselors observe 

clients who provide specimens which are labeled and securely stored until they are tested on site. 

Counselors determine which drugs are tested for based on the client’s AOD use history. Urinalysis 

results regarding alcohol and drug use, which can be posted on computer files within 20 minutes, are then 

distributed to primary counselors. Results are labeled “positive” not only if the participant’s specimen 

tests positively for drugs or alcohol, but also if the participant refuses to provide a specimen. The latter 

may occur when the participant uses drugs and decides to risk a refusal to supply a specimen rather than 

to have their relapse confirmed. Once relapse is detected, multiple specimens are taken within a short 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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period for monitoring purposes; subsequent specimens will test positive, but a decline in drug level 

indicates the participant has stopped abusing since the initial relapse. 

2.5.4 Inpatient Services 

Inpatient stays are intended to prepare clients for the intensive outpatient modality. The drug 

court uses two inpatient service providers: Lakeview’s Friary for short-term stabilization (1 0 to 28 days), 

and Lakeview’s Adult Residential Treatment (ART) for long-term residential treatment (four to six 

months, or 90 days on average). According to drug court participants interviewed, participants 

transferred to these programs because of poor attitudes or relapses report positive inpatient experiences. 

They trust the counselors in whom they confide their problems and find counseling helps them cope with 

anger. 

Pathway’s affiliation with Baptist Hospital and Lakeview allows communication between staff, 

sharing of clinical notes (e.g., nurses’ notes and blood test results”), and treatment coordination. 

However, the number of beds available to participants is sometimes insufficient. Funding sources for 

drug court inpatient beds include the Department of Children and Families and the Department of 

Alcohol and Mental Health rather than public assistance sources such as Medicaid. Also, inpatient 

treatment is limited to counseling modalities. Arrestees do not receive drug treatment while in jailYu and 

post-admission medical detoxification is rare. Similarly, consistent with the program’s philosophy of 

abstinence from all drugs and alcohol, methadone maintenance is not permitted. 

2.5.5 1ZStep Program 

One strength of the drug court program is its outpatient treatment, which not only allows 

participants to remain in the community during treatment, but also provides vocational, educational, and 

spiritual components to assist the transition from intensive: outpatient treatment (or inpatient treatment as 

needed) tal independent recovery. To this end, Pathway invites community-based Alcoholics Anonymous 

(AA) and Narcotics Anonymous (NA) representatives to lead meetings on site open only to its clients. 

Attendance at AA or NA meetings outside Pathway is also, a mandatory step for graduation. Participants 

must obtain a sponsor to advance to Phase 11, and provide proof of community meeting attendance upon 

request. 

2’ In addition to urinalysis, blood tests are used to detect the use of analgesics (pain killers). 

22 The infirmary will treat symptoms (e.g., withdrawal), but will not provide aversion detoxification or 
other drug treatment services. 
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2.6 Support Services 

In addition to court case management and substance abuse treatment, a third component of the 

adult drug court program pertains to support services. Treatment staff, sometimes in conjunction with 

other team members, act as case managers to address bairriers to treatment caused by unmet needs, either 

by having community representatives visit Pathway or by referring participants to service providers. The 

most common needs are dentaUmedica1 services, transportation, childcare, employment preparation and . 

t 

placement, education (e.g., GED preparation), and housing. Referral is infonhal, sometimes discussed 

with Probation or Community Control Officers, and oftentimes left to the participant's initiative. 

Service providers include pro bono health providers, public social services (many participants or 

their families already access various public assistance systems), religious organizations, Pathway 

affiliates (e.g., job training and placement offices under Lakeview management), local colleges (e.g., 

Pensacola Junior College, University of West Florida), and shelters. Mental health services are usually 

provided by Lakeview, which operates a crisis center (e.$;., for suicide attempts); more frequently, 

psychiatrists examine participants upon Pathway's request." The drug court had made various attempts 

to organize support services, but a job placement list of local businesses and a Drug Court Coalition are 

, 

' 

now inactive. As noted, the Court Administrator's Office maintains an emergency fund reserved for 

priority needs (e.g., medical services) of drug court participants. I / ,  

Employment is not a graduation requirement but it is viewed by the drug court team as a positive 

step in recovery. Team members believe that participants, most of whom are qualified for blue-collar 

positions (e.g., construction), can find employment in the Pensacola job market. During court hearings, 

participants spoke of working minimum wage jobs. Many worked in longer than eight-hour shifts, 

typically in fast-food or stock clerk positions, and complained of fatigue or family schedule conflicts. 

Drug court staff say as many as 40 percent of the participants are unemployed at admission', whereas an 

estimated 80 to 90 percent are employed by graduation. Gulf Coast Enterprises, an affiliate of Lakeview, 

provides job training and placement. Employers who work with Gulf Coast prefer drug court placements 

despite their criminal histories because Pathway monitors their drug use with urinalysis. 

Practical concerns such as housing and transportation can make a difference in program 

compliance, but these are two areas in which support services are weak. A significant resource deficit is 

in transitional living or halfway houses, especially for women with children. Barriers to shelters include 

facilities that are open to families but not to males, religion-based programming, and space limitations. 

' 23 Psychological assessments are often postponed until one month after admission because most 
participants who present with depressed affect at intake improve with outpatient drug treatment and abstinence. 

Abt Associates Inc. Phase I: Escambia County and Jackson County Drug Courts 2-18 

i I' 

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.

expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



l l  

I I " 

The only public transportation is limited bus service which stops at 6 p.m. No van service is 

offered, and no team member (including Probation and (Community Control Officers) is permitted to 

transport participants. Even participants in custody have difficulty securing Sheriff escorts to court- . I I 
ordered meetings (e.g., for psychiatric evaluation). Those to whom a car is available have better access 

to jobs and services than do participants who depend on public transportation. I 
I 2.7 Termination 

Relapse and performance problems are expected among substance abusers coping with lifestyle 

and physical (e.g., drug dependence) changes, so the drug court is designed to deal with these problems 

using a program that combines treatment, support services, and sanctions. Problems may stem from 

personal relationships (e.g., codependency or peer pressure), low self-esteem, anxiety often dealt with by 

self-medication, and insufficient personal resources. Given the effort and energy needed to struggle with 

substance abuse and recovery, for some participants, the addition of court-ordered requirements may be 

overwhelming. A pitfall for some advanced participants is that they become over-confident and celebrate ' 

(e,g., holidays, anniversaries) with alcohol or drugs, but ithese violations less likely to lead to termination 

hearings (if the problem is non-recurrent). 

I 
I 
1 
I 
1 

I 

Problem signs include emotional withdrawal, unusual fatigue, and non-attendance, in addition to 

obvious relapse indicators such as positive urinalysis resiilts and physical symptoms associated with 

being under the influence. New crimes and absconding usually follow relapse. Peer support and 

building confidence through lifestyle changes such as financial stability, education, and reuniting with 

family members (inchding children removed from the home) may help reduce relapse. The treatment 

provider would like to implement a two-year optional program for special cases (e.g., difficult but 

promising participants) and already recommends continaation beyond the 12-month program in some 

instances. Since drug court admissions are determined by the allocation of budgeted treatment slots, it is 

unlikely the Drug Court Administrator will extend the normal program period beyond 12 months without 

additional funding. 

2.7.1 Unsuccessful Termination 

I 
I '  
I 

I 
1 

I 

Unsuccessful termination usually occurs when treatment staff decide against a client's continued 

program participation, when participants abscond (for more than 30 days), or when participants commit 

new crimes (esp. violent, DUI, or drug sale offenses) that raise public safety issues. The Assistant State 

Attorney has veto power, but termination decisions are usually reached through team consensus during 

the pre-hearing staffing. Rarely does new information revealed during the subsequent court termination 

hearing result in a decision reversal. Since convictions arle already on record from the initial drug court 

hearing, unsuccessful terminations are disposed by the drug court judge. The judge imposes suspended I 
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sentences of 11 months and 30 days for probation cases, and uses sentencing guideline scoresheets to 

determine sentences for deferred sentence cases. 

2.7.2 Successful Termination 

According to the program manual (Parnham and Wright, undated), Phase I11 participants who 

satisfy the following conditions are recommended ifor graduation: 

1. ongoing negative urine results; 

2!. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6. 

attendance at all scheduled meetings; 

full participation in group meetings; 

identification of long-term goals for recovery with an implementation strategy; 

ongoing work with the 12-Step recovery model and an identified home group; and, 

ongoing contact with community suppont systems. 

Graduation ceremonies are held every other month. All drug court team members attend, and 

participants invite family, friends, and sometimes CJS representatives (e.g., arresting officers). 

No one interviewed was able to isolate predisposing traits associated with success or failure. 

Each has seen examples of participants who triumphed against the odds, as well as those who failed 

despite the advantages of personal resources and support. One motivation factor identified by staff and 

participants was a readiness reached by personal decision to be clean and sober, without which 

participants just “played games” or “went through the motions.” 

2.8 Aftercare 

Although the label “aftercare” is sometimes used by staff to describe the phase of outpatient 

treatment when clients are transitioning to graduation, Paihway offers a dedicated aftercare program 

designed as a non-punitive support mechanism for graduates. Any client who completes a Pathway 

program-including drug court-may participate. Presently, graduates who were on deferred sentence 

case disposition status cannot be ordered to aftercare, but Probation or Community Control Officers can 

mandate aftercare post-graduation. Pathway normally closes client files after graduation but will monitor 

mandator)! aftercare attendance (and urinalysis if ordered). Volunteer aftercare participants can attend 

any meeting even if they relapse. Upon relapse, participants are reassessed by Pathway for continued 

aftercare or placement in publicly funded or sliding scale outpatient or inpatient treatment. 

Aftercare participants meet one evening or one morning a week at Pathway for open-ended group 

discussion. A counselor acts as the facilitator but avoids Ilecturing and individual counseling. 

Attendance ranges from 5 to 25 per group meeting (average 12 to 15). 

Some drug court team members interviewed question whether the drug court program should 

have an aftercare component since the goal of Phase I11 is to transition the participant fiom Pathway to 
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community-based support. If the drug court program operates as intended, graduates should voluntarily 

attend community 12-Step programs, which team members view as one of the best ways to stay sober and 

I 
I I support positive life changes. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

2.9 Caseflow 

One goal of this evaluation is to provide caseflovv statistics using archival records regarding drug 

court admission and program disposition figures. According to statistics compiled by the Assistant State 

Attorney, there were 69 1 drug court admissions between June 1993 and July 1999 (see figure 2). During 

those six years, 40 percent graduated and nearly half (46 percent) were terminated unsuccessfully. Six 

percent still have outstanding warrants-most of whom v d l  be terminated upon return to court. The 

remaining 55 are active cases divided between the two jujdges as of July 15,11999; of these, 27 (49 

percent) had deferred sentence dispositions. No data regarding case screening are available. 

The following is anecdotal information provided by team members interviewed. Team members 

describe recent adult drug court participants as similar to the CJS population in race/ethnicity (Le., 

disproportionately Black), but similar to the general population in gender (50 percent female).24 

Participants range in age from 18 to 70, but most are in their 30s. Drugs of abuse include: 

methamphetamine, crack, cocaine, opiates, acid, ecstasy, marijuana, and prebcription medications (e.g., 

Valium). Frequent demographic and drug correlates are: male users of crack or cocaine, young male 

users of marijuana, Black female users of crack, and White female users of prescription drugs. Polydrug 

use and alcohol in combination are common. Most participants are lower- or middle-class although some 

are  professional^.^^ Previous substance abuse treatment experiences range widely from community-based 

to court-ordered, and outpatient to inpatient services. 

, 

The drug court judges remark that even though their caseload represents a small minority of the 

cases disposed in criminal courts, they continue to support the program because they perceive a small but 

positive impact. Technically, successful termination is defined as meeting the graduation requirements; 

but the program goals include permanent recovery, or at least client empowerment (giving clients the 

tools) to deal with relapse, for both successful and unsuccessful terminations alike. According to drug 

court team members interviewed, substance abusers can be resourceful and like “chameleons” who 

perform well in the structured treatment environment. Participants may complete the program, but if 

their sobriety ends soon after graduation, the program did not meet its long-term goal. There are also 

I 
I 

24 Interviewees had no immediate explanation for why participants have been disproportionately female. I 
24 Interviewees had no immediate explanation for why participants have been disproportionately female. 

25 The use of inpatient services by drug court program participants caused the introduction of urban I minorities to a formerly homogenous (non-minority, middlehpper-class) inpatient client population. 
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Figure 2. Escambia County Drug Court Caseflow 
June 1993 to July 1999 
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unsuccessful terminations who were not ready to comply with program conditions who nonetheless 

gained something from their program experience. For thlese participants, the program is about “planting 

seeds,’ in offenders who may not realize the rewards for years until they are ready to make use of the 

treatment education they received during their participation. 

The Assistant State Attorney also tracks gI;aduates after successful termination. As of May 1999, 

he estimated a rearrest rate of 14 percent. Based on his records through July 1999, 16 percent (45 of the 

278) of the graduates violated conditions of continued supervision, most of whom were resentenced to 

incarceration. 

2.10 Participants’ Perspective 

Phase I1 of this evaluation will collect informatioin from participants over a 12-month period 

following program admission. The following is based on information gathered from offenders who 

participated during the period preceding 1999, including interviews conducted by Grimm and Peters 

(1998) and anecdotal information collected via interview (during Phase I site visits. 

Grimm and Peters’ (1998) interviews with a non-irandom selection of 24 participants offer 

feedback from active participants, unsuccessful terminations, graduates, and four family members. 

Except for criticisms about aftercare and specific treatment program content, they gave high ratings to 

most drug court components and overall program effectiveness. 

All but one participant would recommend the program to others based on the influence 

of the court’s authority, caring staff, program length, and immediate consequences for 

noncompliance balanced with second chances. 
e Even unsuccessfully terminated participarits reported the program sufficiently addressed 

recovery needs, and that, “they failed the program; the program did not fail them” 

(Grimm and Peters 1998, 12). 
e The jail sanctions and urinalysis tests were viewed as effective deterrents to drug use, but I some felt jail sanctions were imposed non-uniformly and that inpatient services may be a 

I 
I 

more appropriate response to relapse. 
e Participants added that education and couriseling support should be made available to 

Family members noted that participant sobriety increased responsibility and self-esteem, 

families and significant others. 
e 

thereby improving interpersonal relationships and family life generally. 

Phase I did not replicate the formal interview approach with participants. We elected to question 

team members about participant complaints and observations and to conduct informal discussions with 

active participants while on site. Based on team members interviewed, Probation and Community I 
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Control Officers and treatment staff have frequent inperson and telephone contact with participants. 

Given the non-traditional level of contact, the drug court judges are also in a good position to assess 

padicipants’ attitudes toward the program. Participants appear to view the drug court judge as a 

supportive authority figure and feel more comfortable speaking freely with him than with other criminal 

judges. / I  

Participants’ complaints about the program concern outpatient treatment and sanctions. 

Participants are reprimanded for not participating in group sessions, but they report that small groups of 

individuals sometimes dominate group interactions. One rationale behind mixing participants at different 

phases in group sessions is to provide peer role models tlo Phase I participants. (Note this practice has 

been discontinued according to Pathway). The problem is that more recent admissions may be shy or 

unaccustomed to speaking openly before large groups. More isolated complaints are of partiality; that is, 

some participants feel they receive negative reports because the counselors dislike them. Apart from 

objective measures such as attendance, urinalysis, and discrete lifestyle changes (e.g., employment), 

counselor assessments on other factors (e.g., attitude) are: subjective. Although participants have contact 

with several treatment staff, the primary counselor takes the lead on preparing treatment plans and court 

status reports, and discretion is unclear. However, counselors do review their reports with other staff 

before the Treatment Liasison submits these reports to the drug court judge. 

One often hears the statement that relapse occurs before actual drug use, meaning that relapse is 

preceded by behavioral and other communicated indicators. Team members are encouraged to flag and 

immediately report any signs of relapse. However, in the: absence of client-patient privilege and the 

allowance of ex parte communications, clients report the:y are less willing to speak honestly with those 

who are associated with the drug court-even their treatment peers-for fear of sanctions. Some clients 

say they prefer to discuss their negative behaviors and thoughts with those who cannot violate their 

confidence, such as AA or NA sponsors and inpatient counselors.26 The question becomes whether 

expectations of absolute disclosure is in the best of interests of the participant. The team approach relies 

on complete information sharing; however, a lack of openness on the part of participants may limit the 

application of some substance abuse models in treatment programming. For example, a biochemical 

model of relapse (e.g., drug cravings are triggered by sensory stimuli associated with emotional rewards) 

would suggest participants recognize individual histories to understand, and intervene in, their substance 

use decisionmaking processes. However, would participants be willing to engage in this therapy with 

26 With increased communication between Pathway and Lakeview via computer and facsimile, inpatient I staff will more likely share disclosures and behavioral observations, consistent with the drug court team model. 
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counselors or other team members when self-reporting noncompliant behaviors, such as those preceding 

relapse, will result in legal sanctions? 

'The Jackson County drug court program is described in the following chapter. The impact 

evaluation findings for both programs are presented in chapter 4. 

I 

I 
I 
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3.0 ’The Jackson County (Kansas City) Drug Court 

‘This study of the Jackson County drug court program is based on several site visits and telephone 

1 
I 
I 

interviews conducted during 1998 and 1999, as well as a review of manuals and other written materials 

provided by the drug court team. In this chapter, we review program goals and development, drug court 

case processing, substance abuse treatment, ancillary support services, graduation requirements, and 

caseflow. (Phase I1 of this evaluation will access data directly from probation, treatment, and court 

records to describe treatment, sanction, and drug testing in more detail.) Chapter 4 reports the impact 

evaluation results. m 8  
3.1 Program Goals 

The current Jackson County drug court was implemented in October 1993 under the authority of 

the prosecuting attorney’s office. Processed through the traditional adjudication route, many substance 

abusing offenders would receive probation or a suspended imposition of sentence, including a referral to 

treatment. However, many offenders with substance abuse and related problems are not likely to enter 

treatment voluntarily. Furthermore, when entry into treatment is imposed as a condition of probation, 

some probation officers cannot adequately monitor whether defendants enter and complete the treatment 

program. According to Molly Merrigan, the current drug court commissioner (formerly the chief drug 

court prosecutor): 

1 
I 

li 
I 

I 
We always dealt with the most needy cases and therefore neglected the types who are now in 
drug court until they messed up-and then we intervened. With probation-mandated treatment, it 
could be weeks before the officer realizes a clienl has relapsed or otherwise messed up. And 
while clients often did get treatment, it wasn’t as good quality [as with drug court] because it 
wasn’t tailored to their individual needs (Finn, Hunt, Rich, Seeherman, Heliotis, and Smith 1999, 
116). 

P Based on the Miami drug court model, it is a collaborative effort among criminal justice 

I 1 professionals and treatment providers, combining individualized substance abuse treatment and 

rehabilitation services with intensive judicial monitoring. The program was designed to: 

expedite movement of drug-related cases through the criminal justice system (CJS); 

provide substance abusing offenders with the opportunity to access specialized treatment and 

supportive services, thereby reducing substance abuse and related crime; 

manage treatment resources within Jackson Clounty, the Jackson County jail, and the 

Missouri Department of Corrections; 

alleviate prison or jail overcrowding; and, 
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help drug abusers to become productive citizens. 

In addition to substance abuse treatment, the global approach of drug court focuses on lifestyle issues, 

criminal thinking patterns, and social skills of the substance abusing offender. Consistent with this 

philosophy, drug court offers a range of ancillary vocational, educational, and health services geared to 

the specific psychosocial needs of the participants1 Program staff recognize that relapse is a common 

occurrence among substance abusers during the treatment process, and is not necessarily an indicator of 

failure. 

After having been charged, the offender agrees to enter a rigorous treatment program operated by 

County Court Services, a private agency under contract to provide assessment and outpatient treatment 

for all drug court participants. The Jackson County Prosiecuting Attorney’s Office upholds very strict 

standards for substance abuse treatment which have impacted the way treatment is delivered. The drug 

court is a deferred prosecution program; Le., defendants who successfully complete the treatment 

program have their charges dismissed. Upon graduation from drug court, participants’ records are not 

expunged, but the records are not available to the public. In addition, drug court graduates do not need to 

tell employers they have a felony conviction. A Drug Court Executive Committee, comprised of the drug 

court commissioner,’ administrator, and chief prosecutor, the head of the court’s diversion managers 

(probation officers), the County Court Services executive director, a public defender, and two 

representatives from the Kansas City Police Department (KCPD), meets monthly to oversee the court’s 

operation. 

3.2 Program Development and Lessons Learned 

Effective April 1990, Jackson County, Missouri initiated a Community-Backed Anti-Drug Tax 
(known as COMBAT) to finance a multifaceted strategy to reduce drug abuse and drug-related crime that 

had plagued the county since the 1980s. COMBAT involves a one-quarter percent sales tax that supports 

I 1 

1 

I 

a partnership among law enforcement, prevention, and treatment agencies that addresses all aspects of 

the drug problem including police investigation, community policing, prosecution, prevention, treatment, 

and incarceration (Finn, et al. 1999). The original design included a deferred prosecution program; 

however, the Jackson County drug court did not take shape until October 1993 after former Jackson 

ln Missouri, court commissioners act as judges, granting child custody, transferring property, settling 
wills and divorce matters, and handling some criminal cases. Jackson County is the only county in Missouri with 
drug court commissioners. Judges are appointed by the Governor, and commissioners are appointed by the 
Judiciary. A commissioner has a four-year term and must be reappointed, while a circuit court judge is appointed 
for life. A commissioner may not try cases. 
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County Prosecutor Claire McCaskill took office (Peterson and Jameson 1994). COMBAT provides 74 

percent ofthe drug court’s $2,554,279 1999 budget, which breaks down as follows: 

I 
I $1,904,279 in COMBAT funds; 

a $275,000 enhancement grant from the Drug: Courts Program Office (DCPO); and, 

$375,000 in Federal and local law enforcement block grant funds. 

Ongoing COMBAT funding is one of the major strengths of the Jackson County drug court. 

In June 1993, a steering committee comprised of representatives from’ the Jackson County 

Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, Circuit Court of Jackson County, KCPD, Missouri Department of 

Probation and Parole, Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force, Missouri Department of Corrections, 

and Central Kansas City Mental Health Center was created to develop the plan for the drug c~ur t .  In the 

planning stages, McCaskill invited Judge Stanley M. Goldstein to speak to Circuit Court judges and 

probation officers in Jackson County about Miami’s treatment drug court. A team of criminal justice 

officials including McCaskill, Pam Taylor of the Circuit Court, Jackson County Circuit Court Judge 

Donald Mason, Carolyn Rowe (a mental health professional), and Neil Hartel, first program 

administrator of the drug court, also visited the Miami drug court to view its operations. 

Over time, several changes have been made to the Jackson County drug court program. 

Following are a few of the lessons learned by the team in regard to political support, law enforcement 

cooperation, treatment and other services, and CJS sanctions. 

3.2.1 Political Support 

One lesson from the drug court program is the importance of the backing of the prosecutor and 

other criminal justice professionals to the successful operation of the program. The first deferred 

prosecution program for drug offenders administered by thle Jackson County Prosecutor’s Ofice was 

implemented in the fall of 199 1 , but it was never institutionalized. The eligibility criteria for the program 

were narrow (Le., participants could not have any prior record, and could only be charged with minor 

drug possession). But, more importantly, assistant prosecutors did not support the concept and refused to 

refer potential participants to the program. Insufficient pressure was applied by the prosecuting attorney 

to refer substance abusing defendants to the program, and the program received little support from key 

CJS representatives. After a nine-month period, the progralm had no more than 50 or 60 clients. 

Eventually, the deferred prosecution program was reconfigured. The present Jackson County 

drug court was implemented in October 1993 due to the work of former Jackson County Prosecutor, 

Claire McCaskill. According to the administrator of the first deferred prosecution program, essentially, 
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“Claire made it happen” (N. Hartel, personal communic,ation, May 1998). She had a vision and 

unwavering commitment to the program, and its success today is, in large part, due to her efforts. 

3.2.2 Law Enforcement Cooperation 

In the past, there were barriers to processing drug court cases swiftly. After screening a potential 

participant for drug court, the detective delivers the paperwork directly to the prosecutor’s office where 

an assistant prosecutor reviews cases for probable cause. However, in the majority of cases filed, the 

defendant was not in custody when the detective submitted paperwork because a Missouri State statute 

stipulates that an arrestee cannot be detained for more than 20 hours unless the person has been charged. 

Detectives were usually unable to meet the 20-hour deadline due to personnel limitations-the small 

number of KCPD Drug Enforcement Unit (DEU) and Street Narcotics Unit (SNU) detectives, to whom 

street officers hand over their drug cases, reviewed the most serious cases first. Serious cases such as 

drug trafficking often involve lengthy investigation that left little time to process cases that meet the drug 

court criteria (e.g., lower level felonies). 

In October 1998, the drug court instituted a new screening procedure to expedite drug court case 

processing. DEU and SNU detectives now screen drug offenders in the holding cell twice a day, and 

immediately page the chief drug court prosecutor if there are suitable candidates for drug court. The 

prosecutor then prepares the paperwork for the warrants to be issued by the drug court commissioner. A 1 

strong collaborative relationship between the KCPD and the Jackson County Prosecutor’s Office, along 

with the KCPD’s strong support for the drug court concept, help make this new procedure work, thereby 

getting defendants into treatment as soon as possible. As noted previously, the KCPD contributes a 

portion of its law enforcement block grant monies to drui, r court. 

3.2.3 Treatment and Other Services 

Another lesson learned during program development is that outpatient treatment should be 

integrated with comprehensive services, and preferably pirovided at a single site. In the beginning, group 

and individual counseling services were delivered by one outpatient treatment provider, while relaxation 

and similar alternative therapies were provided by other organizations at different sites. This led to 

uneven service delivery and the decision to work with a sole provider of outpatient services. In 1996, 

County Court Services was awarded the contract to provide assessment and outpatient services to drug 

court participants at one facility. Following the assessmelnt process, treatment providers from County 

Court Services develop an individualized treatment plan for each participant that includes a 

recommended placement in one of six levels of treatment. All outpatient participants are provided with a 

range of on-site support services to help address other personal problems. Support services-especially 
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in the areas of education, employment, and training-are offered as a component of treatment. They are 

designed to help build self-esteem and to provide skills and resources necessary for drug court 

participants to ultimately lead a drug-free, healthy lifestyle. Now participants can access a range of 

treatment and ancillary services with minimal delay; as service delivery becomes more responsive, the 

I 
I 

risk of relapse is reduced. / I  

3.2.4 Criminal Justice System Sanctions 

Finally, general problems in the CJS, such as limited capacity due to jail overcrowding, can 

hamper the efficacy of drug court operations. When a drug court participant fails to comply with 

conditions of the program, the commissioner will respond immediately with sanctions-ranging fiom 

enhanced treatment services, more frequent urinalysis, imposition of additional community service hours, 

to “shock” incarceration. In addition to the larger threat of a prison sentence pending unsuccessful 

program termination, the commissioner can use short-term jail sanctioning as a tool to motivate 

compliance. However, crowding in the jail prevents the commissioner from meting out intermediate jail 

sanctions as necessary. 

I F ’  
1 
E 

3.3 Drug Court Case Processing 
8 

The Jackson County drug court differs from some other drug courts in that it is run by the 

prosecutor’s office, which alone decides which defendants may participate, and it refers participants to a 

1 
Y 
t 

1 

single outpatient treatment provider, County Court Services. Consistent with the spirit of drug courts is 

its multidisiciplinary team approach to combating substance abuse. There is very close collaboration 

among the major players in the drug court: the commissioner, drug court prosecutor, public defender, 

treatment provider, probation and parole officers, and other criminal justice professionals. County Court 

Services operates the Judge Mason Day Report Center, which provides assessment and outpatient 

treatment to drug court participants; they have an intensive outpatient therapeutic community exclusively 

for drug court participants who need a great deal of structure, but do not require residential care. The 

drug court commissioner has access to the most current information about each drug court participant 

including, urinalysis results and records of the person’s attendance at individual and group therapy 

sessions, and at support groups in the community via a real-time computer link located on the bench, as 

well as other information fiom weekly drug court stafings. 

3.3.1 Police Investigation and Initial Screening 

As shown in figure 3, after an individual is arrested on a drug charge, the arrest is approved by a 

sergeant and the individual is booked at the city jail. In Kansas City, the case is then handled by one of 
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Figure 3. 
Jackson County Drug Court Components 
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the detectives at the KCPD DEU or SNU. Other police departments in Jackson County submit candidate 

cases to the chief drug court prosecutor when she works in the Prosecutor’s Office in Independence, 

Missouri. The detective makes sure that there is probable cause for the arrest and that the search and 

seizure was constitutional. The detective obtains further background information on the case and then 

prepares the probable cause statement. If the information indicates the person is potentially suitable for 

the drug court, the officer completes an Initial Eligibility Drug Diversion Determination Report and 

includes it in the defendant’s file. 

3.3.2 Case Evaluation and Screening 

The detective delivers the paperwork directly to the prosecutor’s office where an assistant 

prosecutor reviews the probable cause. At this time, the prosecutor may note in the paperwork that there 

is a drug problem if the detective has not already filled out an Initial Eligibility Drug Diversion 

Determination Report. As described in section 3.2.2 regarding lessons learned, DEU and SNU detectives 

are able to work within the statutory 20-hour custody rule by screening drug offenders in the holding cell 

twice a day and paging the chief drug court prosecutor if there are suitable participants for drug court. 

The prosecutor immediately prepares the paperwork for the warrants to be issued by the drug court 

commissioner. 

The warrant prosecutor in the Jackson County Prosecutor’s Office also evaluates cases for 

possible inclusion in drug court that may have been missed in the earlier stages of case processing. 

Occasionally, the warrant prosecutor refers cases to the chief drug court prosecutor when the defendant 

meets the basic criteria for participation. 

At the same time as the initial screening, the Missouri Pretrial Release Office (probation and 

parole) conducts a bond evaluation that includes a risk assessment based on the defendant’s criminal 

history, employment, and other considerations. If the police department has not conducted a National 

Crime Information Center (NCIC) check, the Pretrial Release Office conducts one, as well as investigates 

whether the defendant has any out-of-state convictions that the NCIC search did not reveal. This 

additional information about the case has important eligibility implications. 
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3.3.3 Participant Eligibility Criteria 

The chief drug court prosecutor and a paralegal review all drug cases for eligibility for drug 
I court. The decision to accept a defendant is based on the nature and facts of the c p e  and the person's 

criminal history. Candidates are ineligible if they are2: 

not a resident of Jackson County; 

charged with drug trafficking or possession or sale of drugs that exceed specific quantities or 

weights3; 

charged with, or have ever been convicted of; a violent offense or an offense against the 

person; I 

charged with an offense involving a gun; 

, 

a gang member; or, I 

under Federal or State probation or parole supervision. 

Drug court participants may have a prior ordinance infraction or nonviolent offense on their record. ' In 

theory, drug court provides for the early identification and treatment of defendants with substance 

problems who have not progressed to serious criminal misconduct. 

3.3.4 Admission 

, 

After the chief drug court prosecutor determines that a defendant is hgible for the drug court 

program, she completes a Drug Court Eligibility Form and notifies the diversion manager by telephone or 

e-mail. The defendant is then taken for an initial appearance before the drug court commissioner and 

given the opportunity to participate in the program. 

However, if processing the case takes more than 20 hours-typically the case until the recent 

changes in procedure-the person must be released. In this situation, the officer takes the arrest warrant 

to the drug court commissioner for signature. The DEU or SNU detective serves the warrant when the 

defendant can be located; after service, the defendant is brought to drug court, charged, arraigned, and 

offered the opportunity to participate. Weeks or months may elapse before this process is completed. 

* Effective 1999, allowable pending restitution amounts were capped at $1,000; this restriction did not 
affect drug court eligibility during the period observed for this evaluation. 

Effective 1996, allowable drug possession amounts increased from 1 to 2 grams. 
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3.3.5 Initial Drug Court Appearance: The Drug Court Team 

The current members of the drug court are the drug court prosecutor, a district defender, a 

diversion manager, the drug court commissioner, and a treatment provider from County Court Services 

(see section 3.3.7). As noted earlier, the chief drug court prosecutor: 

prosecutes terminations; and, 

* 

At the first drug court appearance, eligible offenders are assigned a public defense attorney- 

reviews the case for a final determinqtion ofeligibility; 

attends all staffings4 and drug court sessions; 

serves on the drug court executive committee. 

called a district defender in Missouri. The district defender: 

reviews arrest warrants, criminal records, and other relevak legal information; 

gives defendants advice on the merits of their case and about search and seizure issues; 

explains the necessity for waiving the preliminary hearing’; and, 

advises defendants regarding the nature and purpose of the drug court program i d  the 

alternative ( Le., traditional case processing) 

0 

* 

The district defender advises and appears with the defendant at all future drug court appearances. 

Consistent with the treatment drug court model, the prosecutor and district defender relinquish their 

traditional adversarial approach and work collaborativeig with all members of the drug court team. 

Each participant is assigned to one of eight probation officers, called diversion managers. Of 

the eight diversion managers who are part of the drug court program, two work at the Day Report Center, 

two work at the Independence County Court Services site:, and four work at County Court Services in 

Kansas City. Diversion managers: 

monitor treatment plan activities other than substance abuse counseling (Le., education, 

employment, and community services activities); 

provide information to the court on overall compliance; 

actively participate on the treatment team (see section 3.3.7); 

participate in client staffings and court sessioms. 

The purpose of a “staffing” is for the drug court team to discuss the progress and status of each client 
before the person appears for a drug court hearing. Ordinarily the commissioner runs the staffings. In preparation 
for the session, he checks on the status of each client and writes notes about each individual based on compliance, 
urinalysis data, and written and oral reports from team members about the client’s progress. 

Drug court defendants waive their right to trial in the interests of expedited case processing. 
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Finally, another distinguishing feature of most drug courts is the central hands-on role, intense , 

commitment, and strong leadership of the judge or commissioner. Since 1996, the Jackson County Drug 

Court has been headed by Commissioner Marco Roldan, described by team1 members as an informed, 

dedicated criminal justice professional, and treatment advocate. Commissioner RoJdan takes on a 

paternal role in the courtroom. For many drug court participants, this may be the first time in their lives 

that someone in authority has cared about them and offered emotional support. In addition to his normal 

court duties, Commissioner Roldan offers constant verbal encouragement and is actively involved in 

monitoring the status of clients in the treatment program. While abstinence from drug use is a 

fundamental requirement, he also is aware that relapses are often part of the recovery process. 

I 

Most drug court sessions are held in Kansas City on Wednesday and Friday mornings. Twice a 

month, sessions are also held on a Thursday morning and a Thursday evening to accommodate 

participants who are employed during the day. Since 1994, morning and evening sessions are held one 

Thursday per month in Independence, Missouri. At the initial court appearance, Commissioner Roldan 

explains to the defendants the workings of the drug court program, the rules governing participation, the 

commitment they must make, and the consequences for failing to adhere to the rules. He explains that 
I 

during the course of the program, they will not only be wlorking on their substance abuse problem but 

also making life changes; the drug couit program will provide them with resburces to accomplish these 

goals. The commissioner then releases the defendants on a ROR (release on own recognizance) bond 

under the supervision of the Diversion Management Unit (Missouri Pretrial Release Office). He orders 

the defendants to appear again, in one week, on a regular Idrug court docket day. On the same day as the 

court appearance, a diversion manager will escort the defendants from court directly to the Assessment 

Unit at County Court Services. County Court Services will then begin the intake and assessment process. 

3.3.6 Intake and Assessment 

County Court Services offers a range of services to individuals referred from local courts, 

including an anger management program, alcohol and drug abuse treatment, a financial management 

course, electronic monitoring and probation supervision, and programs for victims of domestic violence. 

In 1995, County Court Services was awarded the contract as the treatment provider for the drug court. 

The contract was renewed in 1996, re-awarded to County  court Services in 1997, and renewed in 1998 

and 1999. As the sole treatment provider for the drug court, County Court Services evaluates all 

participants to determine if they are appropriate candidates for treatment, determines their treatment 

placement level, and provides group and individual counseling via outpatient treatment programming. 
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The first component of drug court treatment-tht: screening process-takes place at the offices 

of County Court Services in Kansas City or Independencle, Missouri. During the assessment process, the 

drug court participant attends group sessions five afternoons per week and two individual meetings. 

However, if the drug court participant is working full-time, the individual can attend an all-day Saturday 

session to complete the assessment process. The information contained in the five group sessions and two 

individual meetings are condensed into one day. The assessment process begins with a one-hour 

orientation about the drug court program conducted by a client advocate employed by the county. The 

orientation includes a general discussion of the opportunities and responsibilities the client will have in 

the program as well as a personal interview with each participant to verify the participant’s living 

environment, education and employment history, mental health status, and drug use. The personal 

interview provides an opportunity for the client advocate to observe the client and to determine whether 

the individual is in need of detoxification or a 30-day inpatient drug treatment program. After the general 

orientation and personal interviews have been completed. a County Court Services counselor administers 

a computerized assessment instrument, the Initial Standardized Assessment Protocol (ISAP), an 

expanded protocol that includes the Addiction Severity Index (ASI)! This usually takes place on the 

same day as the first court appearance. Another counselor completes the remaining parts of the 

1 assessment. The Substance Abuse Questionnaire, Mental Health Screening Form, Billingsley Depression 

Scale, Offender Proneness Scale, Criminal History Risk Scale, Anger Impact Inventory, Stress Symptoms 

Checklist, Family Assessment Form, Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE), and Medical Evaluation 

Checklist are some of the other protocols used in the assessment. 

The assessment is conducted to not only determine the extent of the participant’s level of drug 

use and criminality but also to shed light on the nature and extent of other problems in the participant’s 

life (e.g., physical and mental health, education, and family) that may contribute to the participant’s 

ongoing substance abuse problem. The assessment results are used later to develop an individualized 

treatment plan for each participant that includes a recommended placement in one of six levels of 

treatment: 

Level 1: Participants attend substance abuse education classes or 12-step group meetings, 

and submit to weekly urinalysis. 

The Addiction Severity Index is a research and assessment tool “designed to yield a subjective estimate 
of the client’s level of discomfort in seven problem areas commonly found in alcohol and drug dependent 
 individual^" (McLellan et al., 1985:iii). The following categories are rated for severity: alcohol use, drug use, legal 
status, family/social relationships, medical status, employment/support, and psychiatric status. 
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Level 2: 

' Level 3: 

Level 4: 

Level 5 :  

Level 6: 

Individuals participate in weekly group and monthly individual counseling, plus 

weekly urinalysis. 

Individuals participate in an intensive outpatient program at County Court 

Services involving group counseling twice per week, individual counseling once 

per week, and weekly urinalysis. 

Participants remain in a short-term residential program for at least one month. 

Clients participate in the activities of the Day Report Center five days a week 

including group counseling five tiimes per week, individual counseling a 

minimum of once per week, peer support group participation, community 

service, educational or vocational training, 12-step meetings, and urinalysis 

twice per week. 

Participants stay in a long-term residential treatment program for 90 days or 

longer. 

3.3.7 The Treatment Team 

Every participant is assigned to a treatment team consisting of a diversion manager (previously 

described), a counselor, and a client advocate if the client is assigned to Level 5. In addition to 

conducting the initial assessment, a counselor: 

monitors client progress and their treatment plans/ 

advises team members of client performance, such as attendance and urinalysis results for the 

Client Progress Report; 

participates in client staffings and drug court sessions; and, 

The third member, the client advocate, serves as a member of the treatment team for drug court 

provides individual, group, and family counseling. 

clients assigned to Level 5, and: 

monitors treatment plan activities at the Day Report Center; 

runs group counseling sessions at the Day Report Center; 

provides information to other team members albout attendance and monitored activities; and, 

attends staffings and drug court sessions as needed. 

The client advocates consider themselves a link between the counselors and the diversion managers, 

negotiating on behalf of the drug court participant. According to the client advocates, their main function 

is to remove any barriers to treatment clients may face such as homelessness, unstable housing 

arrangements, unemployment, or illiteracy. Since they spend up to 90 percent of their time in direct 
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contact with participants, client advocates are also aware of whether or not a client may be in need of a 

more focused, inpatient treatment program and bring this concern to the attention of the counselors. The 

commissioner relies on information from the client advocates to determine whin a client may be facing 

issues that interfere with treatment or is unable to carry out program requirements. 

After the client has been assigned a treatment level and referred to the appropriate site to begin 

treatment, the treatment team collaborates to develop a treatment plan. Thereafter, drug court 

participants may be moved along treatment levels based on specific performance expectations, except in 

Level 5. Participants assigned to Level 5 must complete three stages and cannot advance to the next 

stage until they complete specific objective performance requirements (see section 3.4.2). Once they 

complete the programs requirements of all three stages, they are eligible to graduate from the drug court 

program. 

3.3.8 Second Court Appearance 

County Court Services staff prepare an Assessment Summary form which accompanies the 

Court Report and delineates for Commissioner Roldan both the results of the assessment and the 

treatment recommendations. The form includes a final determination of eligibility. In addition, drug 

court staff prepare a computer-generated Client Progress Report outlining the results of all scheduled 

and completed urinalyses as well as the outcomes of all individual and group sessions the client attended 

during the assessment period. Commissioner Roldan reviews the Assessment Summary and Client 

Progress Report. If the client has fulfilled the assessment requirements and is determined to be eligible, 

the commissioner requires the offender to sign the Drug Court Diversion Contract and the individual will 

enter Phase 1 of the treatment program (see below). 

Drug court participants are required to appear in court at frequent intervals to account publicly 

for their behavior and progress. A drug court participant enters into a dialogue with Commissioner 

Roldan in the courtroom, and if the participant has made progress, the commissioner will acknowledge 

and praise the individual’s efforts encouraging applause from other persons in the courtroom to reinforce 

achievements. Other rewards include certificates for “clean time,” movie passes, food coupons, and 

activity tickets. At every opportunity, he supports treatment through positive reinforcement. However, if 

the participant has performed poorly (e.g., failed to attend counseling on a regular basis), the 

commissioner will probe for information about the factors in the participant’s life that may be impeding 

his or her progress. 

Commissioner Roldan’s possible responses to poor performance include verbal warnings, more 

frequent status hearings and drug tests, enhanced treatment services (e.g., increased sessions with the 
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I 
counselor and diversion manager), additional community service hours, participation in the Second 

Chance Program (see beiow), and short-term incarceration. The commissioner may order the participant 

to attend a substance abuse education course called “Focus” which emphasizes the opportunities that 

drug court offers and the importance of meeting all program requirements. When clients continue to use 

drugs, the commissioner may order them to attend a weekend program called “Second Chance.” This is a 

I 
1 
1 

more intensive substance abuse treatment program than the Focus course with drug education and 

counseling. If all attempts to improve performance fail--including a short period of time in jail-as a 

last resort, Commissioner Roldan will terminate the client from the program. Commissioner Roldan 

sentences terminated individuals who plead guilty to the original charges, but he refers participants who 

opt for a trial to Circuit Court for traditional adjudication .’ I’ 

3.4 Substance Abuse Treatment 
I 

The Jackson County Prosecutor’s Office maintains data for all its cases in a management 

information system (MIS) called INFORMER. Additional data pertaining to drug court cases are 

maintained in special INFORMER files which contain defendant, case, and most drug court event 

information, such as treatment attendance and drug test results. Unfortunately, recordkeeping prior to 

1999 was inconsistent, so we are not confident in using these data when they cannot be validated (e.g., by 

matching INFORMER data against KCPD arrest data). Given these reservations, the following section 

I 
1 

, 

8 on the treatment component of the Jackson County drug court program has no quantitative analyses. 

3.4.1 Treatment Phases 

The drug court treatment program is designed to last from 12 to 18 months, but the program is 

client-driven. While treatment is usually outpatient, some clients require treatment in a residential 

program for detoxification or to address relapses and ongoing substance abuse problems not responsive 

to outpatient treatment (Levels 4 and 6 involve residential treatment). 

Treatment is divided into two phases. Phase 1 lasts about 6 months. The goals of Phase 1 are to 

initiate treatment, stabilize the client, develop an individualized treatment plan, and involve the family or 

partner in the treatment process. Phase 2 focuses on aftercare and social reintegration into the 

community and lasts approximately six months. The goal of Phase 2 is relapse prevention. Participants 

8 
1 
c 

’ Clients are automatically terminated from drug court as a result of a new felony arrest or violation of 
their drug court agreement (e&, possession of a weapon while participating in a drug court activity). New 
misdemeanor arrests are examined on a case-by-case basis to determine whether they warrant termination. 
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may be moved up or down treatment levels based on their compliance during Phase 2. During this phase, 

the client is expected to participate in a community-based 12-step program in his or her community. 

3.4.2 Judge Mason Day Report Center I 
I 

One of the most innovative features of the Jackson County drug court program is the Day Report 

Center. The Center opened in August 1996 and is funded by COMBAT DCPO enhancement grants. The 

1998 Day Report Center budget is as follows (Finn, et al. 1999). 

COMBAT funds financed: 

- $366,400 for treatment costs; 

- $50,000 for employment assistance; and, I 

- $42,000 for urinalysis testing. 

The DCPO enhancement grant funded: 

- $220,062 in salaries and fees; 

- $50,000 for rent; and, 

- $3 1,526 €or miscellaneous costs. , 
Drug court clients assigned to Level 5 participate in a structured outpatient program at the Day 

Report Center. The treatment program at the Day Report Center is based on a therapeutic Community 

model, a highly segregated residential' treatment approach that includes individual and group therapy, 

substance abuse education, community meetings, and structured jobs for all residents. The approach of 

the therapeutic community is to isolate participants for a specific period of time-typically at least a 

year-from other active drug users and use the influence of peers to produce positive change. They learn 

that there are consequences for their actions but, at the same time, receive support from peers for positive 

behavior. The program emphasizes self-disclosure in group meetings, participation in therapeutic 

community jobs and activities that support the functioning of the community, and a clear set of rules that 

govern the community. Consistent with the tenets of this approach, some of the treatment providers at 

the Day Report Center are recovered addicts with a criminal history who serve as role models for 

participants. 

Participants are assigned to either a Day Track or Evening Track depending on their employment 

status. Typically, clients assigned to the Day Track are unemployed, from a dysfunctional family, and in 

need of considerable structure and continuous treatment. Initially, Day Report Center clients spend a 

minimum of 40 hours a week in process and educational groups, individual counseling sessions, service 

* Note clients do not stay overnight. 
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crews, a General Equivalency Diploma (GED) preparation class or an on-site vocational program. In the 

process group, clients share their inner feelings and incorporate attitudes and beliefs of fellow groups 

members. At some point, all clients do a “life probe” in which they share the edents of their life with the 

rest of the participants in the therapeutic community. The purpose of educational groups is to provide 

information of particular interest to Day Report Center participants that may be helpful to their recovery 

(e.g., the emotional and physical effects of drugs). 

I All Day Report Center clients are assigned to a specific service crew.’ Clients choose from 
I 

1 
I 
1 
I 

1 
e 

I /  
among the expediter crew which is responsible for the smooth operation of the Day Report Center 

facility; the service crew which cleans the facility; the information crew which coordinates 

announcements at meetings; the education crew which assists with educational activities; and the creative 

energy crew which plans and arranges activities that will maintain high morale and provide enjoyment to 

clients at the Day Report Center. 

Drug court participants at the Day Report Center engage in three stages of treatment, each of 

which is associated with an extensive set of performance expectations (Finn, et al. 1999): 

Stage 1: Main treatment: Clients must attiend the Day Report Center five days per week 

for four months, during which they participate in groups and other activities in 

the therapeutic community, comply with drug testin$\(as scheduled 75 percent or 

better), and demonstrate knowledge about the therapeutic community. 

Transition: Clients must attend the Day Report Center five days per week for 

four months, during which they must comply with all program rules, including 

maintaining sobriety and avoiding rearrest. They participate in community 

circle, conduct orientations for new clients, participate in community service, 

and become involved in a 12-step program. 

Cadre: Clients must attend a weekly “Winner’s Circle” meeting and a 12-Step 

, 

Stage 2: 

Stage 3: 

group in the community for three months, attend a monthly individual session, 

mentor a Day Report Center participant, and participate in a community activity. 

As the client demonstrates responsibility through these performance measures, he or she can also engage 

in evening part time employment or take advantage of courses and opportunities provided by the Full 
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Employment Council.g Defendants referred to the Evening Track meet 6:OO p.m. to 9:OO p-m., Monday 

through Thursday, with individual counseling sessions on Friday evenings. During this time, they spend 

a minimum of 12 hours per week in activities offered at the Day Report Center. 

Normally, the Day Report Center serves 30 to 40 clients at any one time, while the evening 

program serves 60 to 70. An estimated 47 drug court clients participated in the Day Report Center in 

1997; nine graduated in 1997, and 16 more graduated as of May 1998. 

3.5 Support Services 

The Judge Mason Day Report Center offers a range of support services to drug court clients in 

the therapeutic community. The services are designed to help build self-esteem and to provide skills and 

resources they may need to maintain drug-free lifestyles. Services include the Court Companion Project 

(sponsored by the Full Employment Council), health care services, a GED preparation course, and 

enhanced case management services. 

3.5.1 Employment 

COMBAT funds the Court Companion Project, a program designed to assist all drug court 

clients, not only those individuals participating in the outpatient therapeutic community at the Day 

Report Center, in finding appropriate employment opportunities and training programs. Assistance may 

take the form of job search strategies, immediate job placement, or a job internship that results in a 

permanent job, and jobs skills training (e.g., obtaining a GED, computer training at a community college, 

or on-the-job training). Staff may help clients fill out a jlob application or advise them on the 

appropriate type of clothing for a job interview. Employrnent assistance services are available at the Day 

Report Center and at the offices of County Court Services. 

A full-time consultant from the Full Employment Council has an ofice at the Day Report Center. 

He provides pre-employment assessment and employment counseling and information on site to drug 

court clients at the Day Report Center as well as at County Court Services. In addition, he refers clients 

to literacy and vocational rehabilitation programs if he determines that they have learning problems and 

or/disabilities. He not only links clients to employment, training, educational opportunities, and remedial 

programs, but he also assists drug court participants with supportive services such as transportation, day 

care, and obtaining clothing for job interviews. 

The Full Employment Council is a private nonprofit organization that works in collaboration with 
business and industry, government, labor, education and private citizens to create and help obtain jobs for the 
unemployed in the Greater Kansas City Area. 
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In 1997, the consultant from the Full Employment Council at the Day Reporting Center evaluated 

230  drug court participants, enrolled 48 in education or training programs (e.g., Adult Basic Education, 

on-the-job training, and internships), and assisted 79 in finding jobs at average hourly wages of $6.93. Of 

the 79 drug court clients with job placements, 48 remained employed at least 30  days. 

3.5.2 Health / I  

Individuals processed through the CJS often have serious health problems and limited access to 

health care. To address the health care needs of drug court clients, a physician’s assistant from a local 

community health center (Swope Parkway Health Center), comes to the Day Report Center one afternoon 

each week to provide basic health screens, referrals for additional testing, treatment, and health 

education. Typically, a drug court participant at the Day Report Center comes to the physician’s 

assistant with a health complaint, and the physician’s assistant does a brief medical examination that 

includes a blood pressure screening, an evaluation of heart and lungs, eye examination, and health 

history. If he determines that the client needs additional Mowup, such as further lab work or a chest x- 
ray, the physician’s assistant refers the individual to Swope Parkway Health Center or, in some instances, 

to Truman Medical Center (a major hospital in Kansas City). 

The physician’s assistant also gives lectures on a variety of health topics suggested by the clients 

such as sexually transmitted diseases, high blood pressure:, and respiratory disorders. An HIV health 

educator periodically comes on site to give discussions and lectures about HIV/AIDS. HIV testing is 

available to all drug court participants at the Day Report Center through the oral HIV test and most 

clients agree to be tested. The physician’s assistant is also trying to provide tuberculosis testing for all 

clients. Drug court participants are not routinely tested for other infectious diseases associated with 

substance abuse (such as hepatitis) because of the expense. The physician’s assistant refers clients he 

suspects may have hepatitis to Swope Parkway Health Center for a blood test. 

3.5.3 Education 

Drug court clients at the Judge Mason Center are placed in the GED preparation course if they 

have not completed high school. Since early 1998, a teaclher employed by the Kansas City School 

District Adult Basic Education (ABE) Program has prepared drug court participants for the GED exam. 

The instructor provides students with a general ABE curriculum, concentrating primarily on the 

development of basic math and reading skills. In addition, she provides individualized instruction for 

youth preparing for employment exams. Classes are held for two hours four days per week. 
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3.5.4 Case Management to System Management 

Finally, staff who work with drug court participants at the Day Report Center are keenly aware of 

barriers in an individual's life that may impede progress m the drug court program, including family 

problems. For a period of six months, Project Neighborhood, a large community-based agency dedicated 

to developing strategies for enrolling substance abusers into treatment, provided enhanced case 

management services to the families of drug court participants. After the client advocate referred an 

individual for intensive case management services, the Project Neighborhood' staff member evaluated the 

person's family situation. A Project Neighborhood staff member then served as a case manager, helping 

family members gain access to other service systems such as inpatient substance abuse treatment, 

housing agencies, schools, and child care agencies. 

i 

After six months, Project Neighborhood changed its perspective from serving individual 

participants and their families to targeting the systems thait serve them. Case managers now work with 

systems-such as Probation and Parole, Family Court, housing services, and utilities-to address service 

delivery issues, encourage collaboration and system integration, and thus ensure more efficient and 

effective services for drug court clients. The change in focus was, in part, due to a reorganization and 

change in Project Neighborhood leadership. The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, which funds Project 

, 

Neighborhood, also urged this change in approach. ' ,  

3.6 Graduation Requirements 

Clients may complete the drug court program in 12 to 18 months. Cessation of drug use is only 

one of the requirements for graduation from the program. To graduate, the client must also confront 

many other related personal problems (e.g., physical health, mental health, family relationships, 

education, housing, and employment) because solving these problems is seen as critical to achieving 

long-term sobriety and rehabilitation. 

Participants must meet the following conditions to graduate from the drug court program. 

1. Remain in the program a minimum of one year. 

2. Remain in Phase 2 a minimum of four months. 

3. Remain sober for a minimum of six months. 

4. Do not get arrested on a felony charges. 

5. Fulfill program requirements (compliance rate of 75 per cent or better). 

6. Complete 40 hours of community service. 

7. Be employed full-time, enrolled in school or vocational training, or receiving SSI (a GED is 
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not required for graduation). 

8. Pay all outstanding warrants and fines. 

9. Pay all fees required by drug court. ’ 

3.7 Caseflow / I  

Using INFORMER data, we created a defendant-based” file that allowed us to evaluate final 

case dispositions for 1,890 defendants eligible for drug court between October 1993 and April 1998. As 

shown in figure 4, three-quarters (1,444 or 76 percent) of the 1,890 eligible defendants agreed to 

participate in drug court (made an initial court appearance:, signed a drug court contract, and returned to 

drug court for a second court appearance). The remaining 24 percent elected to continue through the 

traditional criminal justice process; of these, about one-third (35 percent) pled guilty to the charge(s) 

either by agreement or pled guilty “to court” (Le., defendant pleads guilty, and the court determines the 

sentence). Cases were dismissed for 15 percent of the nonparticipants due to a number of legal reasons 

(e.g., witnesses not available, not enough evidence); charges were declined @e., a criminal case was 

never filed with the court) for a smaller proportion (10 percent). There is no case disposition information 

available for 40 percent (180) of the defendants who did not enter the drug court program.]’ 

Of the 1,444 drug court participants, almost half either successfully completed the program (24 

percent graduated) or were still in the program (24 percent active). Warrants were issued for a small 

number of participants (91 or 6 percent), and less than 1 percent of the participants disappeared (ie., the 

most recent event for any of the 7 cases is dated August 1’997). Under half (45 percent) of the drug court 

participants were terminated from the program, either voluntarily or by the court. 

Of the 657 terminations, the majority (73 percent) entered into a plea bargain agreement or pled 

guilty, and the court imposed a sentence. A relatively small number of the drug court participants who 

were terminated (77 or 12 percent) had their cases dismissed. Finally, no case disposition information is 

available for 15 percent of the terminated cases. 

The results of the impact evaluations for Jackson County and Escambia County are presented in 

the next chapter. 

l o  Data were aggregated for defendants charged with multiple offenses to reflect the most serious offense. 

Missing dispositions may result when defendants absconded or from data output for cases which have 
otherwise not yet been disposed. 
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Figure 4. Jackson County Drug Court Caseflow 
October 1993 to April 1998 
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4.0 Impact Evaluation 

validity’ of its results. Selection bias-or the degree to which different subgrodps from the target 

Every program impact evaluation must address the issue of potential bias which may affect the 

I 

I 
I 
I 
1 
1 

population actually enter the program-pose a threat to the validity of an impact assessment. This can 

result from self-selection (eligible arrestees may not consider themselves ready for treatment and refuse 

to participate), creaming (recruiting arrestees most likely to succeed, especially when resources are 

limited), or access (courts and treatment facilities may be at inconvenient locations). Self-selection or 

other factors correlated with differential participation rates make it difficult to attribute treatment versus 

control group differences (e.g., differences in criminal recidivism between drug court participants and 

non-participants) to treatment per se. 

The research question here is: What if any impact did the drug court programs have on criminal 
, 

behavior? Ideally, impact evaluations are based on experimental research designs, including random 

assignment to treatment and control groups. Given sufficient sample sizes, threats to validity are thus 

minimized because individual differences occur randomly. That is, representatives of different kinds of 

individuals accumulate in both treatment and control group samples. The more controlled the research 

design, the greater the confidence in its results. However, with few exceptions (see Deschenes, Turner, 

and Greenwood 1995), most drug court program evaluations are based on quasi-experimental designs in 

which assignment occurs naturally (e.g., by program discretion and participant self-selection), and 

researchers use statistical controls to account for differences in group participation. Clearly, it is 

important to understand the influence of individual characteristics-such as gender, race, and age-on  

arrest patterns; for example, are males more prone to arrest than females? Further, we need to control for 

criminal history, to include the current offense and prior arrests (measured in terms of offense type, 

severity, and number). Can changes in rearrest statistics be attributed to the program or to the selection 

of criminals with less serious problems? 

But statistical controls are adequate only to the extent that factors that affect both selection into 

the program and outcomes can be included as measured factors in the statistical analysis. For example, if 

“readiness” or motivation to change affects both program participation and recidivism, but readiness is 

unmeasured, statistical controls cannot do the job. Unfortunately, key variables are often missing, and a 

I 

researcher has no good way to ensure statistical controls are adequate. In the face of this dilemma, some 

researchers turn to instrumental variable techniques to deal with selection bias. This raises a new 

problem, because an c‘instrument”is typically unavailable. Suitable instruments are available to this 

’ Validity refers to the ability to test cause and effect relationships (internal validity), generalization to 
higher order constructs (construct validity), and generalization to other populations, settings, or times (external 
validity) (Cook and Campbell 1979). 
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evaluation of the drug courts in Jackson County and Escambia County, however, and we base our 

inferences on an instrumental variable approach. 
I 

Not to be confused with impact evaluation, there is a separate need for program monitoring. 

Typically, monitoring consists of observing post-graduation criminal behavior on the part of drug court 

participants in terms of probation violation and rem-rest data. Drug court teams can use these statistics to 

describe the group of defendants who successfully completed the program. However, one cannot fairly 

compare these statistics for graduates to statistics for unsuccessful terminations or nonparticipants and 

use differences to gauge treatment effect. First, graduates are by definition defendants who were not 

rearrested on new charges during the program period (ranging from 12 to I8 months); participants 

arrested on misdemeanor charges are evaluated on a case-by-case basis, but participants arrested on 

felony charges are automatically terminated. That is, graduate rearrest rates are lowered by the 

withdrawal of unsuccessful terminations due to rearrests, and time to rearrest for graduates is necessarily 

a minimum of 12 (to 18) months. Second, one cannot be confident that the results are not attributable to 

competing explanations such as self-selection, creaming, or access. 

The following sections present a description of ow evaluation design and the results of the 

impact evaluations for the Escambia County and Jackson County drug courts. 

4.1 Impact Evaluation Design 

This evaluation of the Escambia County and Jackson County drug courts has the advantage of 

examining stable programs that handle caseflows suitable for rigorous data analyses. The evaluation has 

the disadvantage that we could not randomly assign subjects to drug court and to a non-drug court 

alternative. The evaluation had to be based on a quasi-exlperimental design. 

We sought to deal with the problem of selection bias by employing an instrumental variable 

approach to data analysis. A technical appendix (appendix C) describes and justifies this approach. This 

current section provides a more intuitive overview. The instrumental variable approach requires that we 

divide the sample into two groups: 

Comparison group-untreated defendants arrested prior to drug court startup; and, 

Treatment group-defendants arrested since the program started regardless of whether or not 

they entered drug court. 

The treatment group can then be divided further into two subgroups: drug court program participants and 

non-participants (see figure 5) .  Note that drug court participation increased over time, so the figure 

8 
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Figure 5. Impact Evaluation Sample Design: Jackson County 
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shows that drug court participants were a relatively small component of the treatment group during drug 

courts’ early years and a comparatively large component during drug courts’ later years.’ 

The instrumental variable approach exploits this variation in program phicipation. Regardless 

of any selection bias that causes higher or lower risks to enter drug court, we would expect recidivism 

rates within the treatment group to be lower than recidivism rates for the comparison group, because 

some members of the treatment group participate in drug court. Therefore, holding constant other 

variables (criminal record, gender, race, and age), we would expect mernbers’of the treatment group to 

recidivate at a lower rate than the comparison group. Furthermore, as participation in drug courts gets 

higher and higher, we would expect recidivism rates within the treatmeqt group to get lower and lower. 

The instrumental variable approach estimates the treatment effect from the lower recidivism rates that 

results from introduction and expansion of drug courts. 

The instrumental variable approach requires the amalysis to proceed in two steps. First, using a 

probit model, we predict the probability of selection (P) into the drug court program as a function of 

gender, race, age, criminal record, and time. Note that members of the comparison group have zero 

probability of entering drug court because their arrests precede program startup. For members of the 

treatment group, the model has a general form: 

P = F( a,, + a, MALE + a, BLACK + a3 AGE + a, PRIOR RECORD ’+ a, TIME) 

The F( ) indicates that the probability of entering drug court is a function of gender, race, age, prior 

record, and time. In the second step, we use survival analysis to study recidivism as measured by the 

timing of a rearrest (T) within two-year followup period. Like any regression analysis, we can analyze 

recidivism and estimate a treatment effect holding constant individual characteristics. 

T = G(bo + b, MALE + b,BLACK + bj AGE + b, PRIOR RECORD + PA) 

P = estimated probability of program participation (see above formula). 

The parameter A is the treatment effect. The technical appendix shows that it is estimated consistently 

without bias despite the fact that drug courts may have selected participants who were on average higher 

or lower risks than non-drug court participants. “Consistently” means that the bias will approach zero in 

large samples. 

Figure 5 also explains how we assembled the data to conduct the instrumental variable analysis. 

As shown in figure 5, the Jackson County drug court program began in 1993. Using the date of the first 

arrest that got someone into the program (March 1993), we can then distinguish members of the 

treatment group and the comparison group. Everyone arrested before March 1993 could not enter the 

The figure is for illustration of the instrumental variable approach. In fact, drug court participation did 
not increase linearly as shows in the figure. As later results show, participation tended to increase, reach a rough 
steady-state , and then fluctuate somewhat about that steady-state. 
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program and is considered part of the comparison group. Everyone arrested since the drug court program 

began is in the treatment group. The treatment group is divided into drug court participants versus non- 

participants based on program records through 1997. 
I 

I 

The figure shows other aspects of the data assemlbly. We constructed criminal records limiting 

the criminal history to the two-year period that predated the arrest that caused the subject to enter our 

sample. To increase criminal record beyond two years would have reduced the number of offenders in 

the comparison group. We limited the followup period to two years and required that everybody in the 

data have at least two years in their followup period. This decision limited the size of the treatment 

group, of course. Although variable length followup periods are techniqally acceptable in survival 

model, there were practical problems for imposing a fixed-length period at risk of recidivism. 

We took one additional step to guard against selection bias. Drug courts tend to focus on 

offenders who were arrested for certain types of crimes. For example, 90 percent of the Jackson County 

drug court participants had been arrested for a felony drug law violation as the instant offense that led to 

drug court. We limited the comparison and treatment groups to these dominant offense types, rather than 

relying on “statistical controls” for instant offense type. These drug courts also tended to focus on 

offenders with certain types of prior records. For example, in Escambia County, very few drug court 

participants had prior arrests for violent offenses, so we eliminated offenderki with violent priors from 

both the comparison and treatment groups. The reason for taking this step was to make the comparison 

group and the treatment group as similar as possible, thereby reducing selection bias. Although we 

I 

’ 

, 

thereby lost a few cases from the drug court sample and many more cases from the rest of the sample, 

this had little practical cost. After all, we cannot expect to make useful statements about the 

effectiveness of the drug court experience for categories of offenders who do not participate in drug court 

because of the instant offense (e.g., non-drug law offenses, in Jackson County) or prior record (e.g., 

violent priors in Escambia County). We refer to the resulting analysis file as the “consistently defined 

sample of cases eligible for drug court.” 

4.2 Escambia County Drug Court Impact Evaluatilon 

Development of the analysis file began with drug court records maintained by the First Judicial 

Circuit Assistant State Attorney for participants who entered the Escambia County drug court between 

June 1993 and July 1999. These data were merged with arrest and court data: Florida Department of 

Law Enforcement data for felony and misdemeanor arrests in the four counties of the First Judicial 

Circuit (Escambia, Santa Rosa, Okaloosa, and Walton Coonties) for the period January 1990 through 

May 1999; and, Clerk of the Circuit Court management information system Escambia County felony 

court records for the period January 1990 through June 19!>8. 
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Escambia County drug court participants had more variation than Jackson County in top arrest 

charge at instant offense. Of the 483 drug court participants in the analysis file, 15 percent were admitted 

on felony property charges, and 85 percent on felony drug charges. About 90 percent of these 

participants had up to three prior arrests in the two years ]preceding their instant offense, of which up to 

two priors were felonies. The consistently defined samples of cases eligible for the Escambia County 

drug court are: 

Censored3 outcome variables were generated for time to first felony rearrest, and time to any 

252 Pre-drug coud cases (January 1990 to Mearch 1992); 

483 Drug court participants (April 1992 to May 1997); and, 

7,308 Non-participants (April 1992 to May 1997). 

rearrest, within a period of two years following the first Circuit Court appearance. Like Belenko, et al. 

( 1  993), we conceptually divided the analysis file into two groups: 1) the subsample of cases with 

observed rearrests and a calculable hazard rate: and 2) the remaining cases with no observed rearrest 

during followup and a hazard rate of zero. This split population model does not make the untenable 

assumption that all offenders will eventually recidivate, and acknowledges that the population is 

heterogeneous (Chung, Schmidt, and Witte 1991). (See appendix C for a discussion of the impact 

evaluation methodology, and the introductory chapter for a review of the impact evaluation results.) 

Censoring refers to when a variable cannot be observed, such as when some portion of subjects have not 
been arrested within the followup period, and time to rearrest is known only for those rearrested within the followup 
period (Chung, et a]. 1991). I 

The hazard rate refers to the proportion of subjects expected to recidivate as a function of time; for 
example, a positive or increasing hazard rates means the probability of rearrest increases with time (Chung, et a]. I 1991). 
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We analyzed data for a consistently defined sample of 8,043 arrestees eligible for the 

Escambia County drug court. Only a small proportion-6.0 percent-participated in the drug court 

program. Table 3 describes those 8,043 arrestees. I 
I 

Table 3. Descriptive Profile of Escambia County Arrestees 

BLACK 

AGE 

PROP CRIME 

PRIOR-D 

PRIOR-V 

PRIOR-P 

PRIOR-W 

PRIOR-J 

0 . 4 3 0 6  0.4952 

29.96 9.53 

0.5127 0.4999 

0.0680 0.2790 

0.1347 0.3957 

0.1577 0.4488 

0.0127 0.1163 

0.1197 0.3718 

0.0000 1.0000 

14.19 81. I56 

0.0000 1.0000 

0.0000 3 .0 l JOO 

0.0000 3.0lJOO 

0.0000 3 .oooo 

0 .0000 2 . oooo  

0.0000 3.01100 

As noted, about 6 percent of these offenders actually participated in the drug court 

program. Of all offenders, about three out of four weire male, fewer than half were Black, and the 

average age was about 30. The sample was evenly split between property and drug offenses on 

the instant arrest-that is, the arrest that got the offender into our sample? The offenders averaged 

0.07 prior arrests for drug offenses, 0.13 prior arrests for violent offenses, 0.16 prior arrests for 

property offenses, 0.01 prior arrests for weapons violations, and 0.12 prior arrests for crimes 

against the public order (PRIOR-J). 

I l t  

This group of 8,043 offenders participated differentially in the drug court program. Of 

course, some of them could not participate because their involvement with the criminal justice 

system predated the drug court program, so the following analysis is based on the 7,791 who were 

arraigned during the period when the drug court was operational. Table 4 reports results fiom an 

analyses to determine the probability of their participating in the drug court program. The 

dependent variable was a dummy variable coded one if the offender participated in drug court, 

and it was zero otherwise. The estimation procedure was maximum likelihood probit. 

We restricted the sample to drug law and property violators because others were infrequent 
participants of drug court. 
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Table 4. Estimated Probability of Participating in Eseambia County Drug Court 

variable Estimate E r r o r  t-value p> I t I I 

Probit Std. 

I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - _ - - _ - - - - - _ - - - - _ _ - - _ - - - - _ -  
CONSTANT -3.84932 0.3509 -10.97 0.000 

COURTDAT 8.21055 1.1618 7.07 0.000 

CTDATEZ -16.51530 2.5104 -6.58 13.000 

CTDATE3 9.77222 1.5987 6.11 13.000 

MALE -0.25329 0.0558 -4.54 13.000 

BLACK 0.10183 0.0506 2.01 I3 ~ 044 

AGE 9.84292 1.8952 5.19 13.000 

AGE2 -14.27622 2.9141 -4.90 113. 000 

PROP CRIME -0.85760 0.0596 -14.40 0.000 

I 

PRIOR-D 0.61399 0.0611 10.05 I). 000 

PRIOR-V -0.21016 0.0753 -2.79 I). 005 

PRIOR-P 0.25961 0.0514 5.05 I). 000 

I 

PRIOR-W -0.05616 0.2286 -0.25 13.806 

PRIOR- J 0.02966 0.0628 0.47 11.637 

I " 

. 

In this specification, a positive parameter (probit estimate) indicates that the probability 

of participating in drug court increases as the variable associated with thqt parameter increases. 

COURTDAT is the filing date (the first court event). It has been recoded by a linear 
1 1  

transformation so that the earliest date is zero and the latest date is one. CTDATE2 is the square 

of this transformed COURTDAT and CTDATE3 is its cubed value. Essentially the probability of 

participating in drug court increases sharply during the early life of the drug court program, falls 

somewhat as the program matures, and increases again toward the end of the observation period. 

Men were less likely to participate than were women. Blacks were somewhat more likely 

to participate than were Whites. Participation increased with age. In this analysis, AGE is a 

linear transformation of the offender's age, coded zero for age zero and coded one for age 100. 

AGE2 is the squared value of AGE. Given this transformation and the parameter estimates, 

participation increases monotonically with age despite: the quadratic term. 

The analysis shows that offenders accused of property crimes were much less likely to 

participate in drug courts than were offenders who were arrested on drug offenses. In fact, this 

difference was so large that we decided to conduct the outcome analysis exclusively on offenders 

who had been arrested on drug offenses. This way the: treatment group (those who participated in 

drug court) were more like those who did not participate. Similarly, offenders who had prior 

records of violent crimes were least likely to participate in drug courts, so we restricted the 

analysis file for the outcome analysis to offenders with no prior arrests for violent crimes. The 
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probability of participating in drug court increased wlhen an offender had prior drug offenses and 

property offenses on his or her record. (The prior record variables are the number of arrests 

auring the two-year period before the instant arrest.) Thus, the consistently defined sample 

comprised offenders who: 1 )  were arrested on drug offenses, and 2) had no prior arrest for violent 

offenses. , I  

We eliminated offenders whose instant offense was a property crime and offenders who 

had records of prior violent crimes from the analysis file for the outcome analysis. These 

exclusions were important to the analysis. Without them, the test of the statistical significance of 

treatment effectiveness is lower than is reported in the following analysis. That result is sensible. 

For reasons explained in appendix Cy the test of statistical significance is sensitive to the 

proportion of the sample that actually participated in drug court. A.third exclusion is that we 

required offenders to have a minimum of two years fcillowup before data were censored. The 

resulting analysis file comprised 2,860 cases. 

Table 5 reports results when recidivism was analyzed using a survival model based on the 

Weibull distribution. In this table, the outcome variable was a rearrest for a felony charge. We 

combine felonies and misdemeanors later. 

Table 5. Escambia County: Results from the Simple Survival Model Rearrest for a Felony 
Violation 

Mean log-likelihood -2.44653 

Number of cases 2860 

Parameters Estimates Std. err. Est./s.e. Prob. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
CONST -7.4632 0.4776 -15.625 0.0000 

PROB -1.7066 1.2501 -1.365 0.0861 

PROB-2 0.6396 2.3691 0.270 0.3936 

MALE 0.1861 0.1242 1.499 0.0670 

BLACK 1.0232 0.1038 9.857 0.0000 

AGE -5.6645 2.9415 -1.926 0.0271 

AGE2 4.4609 4.3763 1.019 0.1540 

PRIOR-D 0.6338 0.1726 3.673 0.0001 

PRIOR-P 0 - 4963 0.1142 4.345 0.0000 

PRIOR-J 0.4588 0.0929 4.939 0.0000 

SHAPE -0.2458 0.0328 -7.494 0.0000 

PROB is the estimated probability of participating in drug court based on results from probit 

analysis already discussed. PROB-2 is the square of PROB. We included both a linear and 
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quadratic term to account for nonlinearities in treatment effectiveness. That is, treatment may 

have become more or less effective as it was expanded to a larger population, and we sought to 

account for that possibility. I 

I 
I 

I 
If participation in drug court were effective, then we would expect: 

PR0B.P 1 + PROB-2.p 2‘0 

Where: I 

PI the parameter estimate associated with PROB; and, 

p2 the parameter estimate associated with PROB-2 . I 

I 

I 
I 

In fact, this linear function is negative over the entire possible range of PROB (that is, 

between 0 and 1). The parameter estimate PI is significant at 0.086. A strong argument can be 

made that statistical significance should be based on a one-tailed test, because we expect drug 
’ 

court to do some good, and we do not expect it to do any harm. If we adopt a one-tailed test of 

significance, then the treatment effect is significant at 0.043. The parameter estimate p2 was not 

statistically significant and, arguably, we might conclude that the treatment effect was linear in 

the  argument^.^ Nevertheless, we chose to report and use results from tkliis model because the 

treatment effect appears to be non-linear, and collinearity between PROB and PROB-2 probably 

accounts for high standard errors. 

Other parameters are not of great importance to us, but reviewing them is of some 

interest. Males have a somewhat higher probability of recidivism than do females, and Blacks 

have a much higher probability than do Whites. Because age varies between 0 and 1, recidivism 

decreases monotonically with age. Those with the worst prior criminal records were more likely 

to recidivate than were those without criminal records .5 The “shape parameter” indicates that the 

hazard function is decreasing over time, meaning that the instantaneous risk of recidivism (known 

as the hazard) gets smaller and smaller the longer an offender takes to recidivate.6 

We could not conclude that the probability of reciidivism is linear with respect to PROB, 

Prior weapons violations, which entered the probit analysis used to estimate the probability of 
however, because the logistic transformation will not yield such a linear relationship. 

participating in drug court, did not enter the outcome analysis. Offenders with weapons violations were so 
uncommon in the outcome analysis file that including made it impossible to invert the Hessian matrix and, 
thus, compute standard errors. 

As explained in appendix C,  the shape parameter reported in this table must be exponentiated to 
get the parameter used in the Weibull distribution. Using an exponential assures that the shape parameter is 
always positive. In this case, then, exp(-0.2458)=0.78. 
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I 
The next table shows the results from a split-population model, which does not imply that 

every individual will eventually recidivate. A likelihood ratio test rejects the simple survival 

model in favor of the split-population model. The first nine parameters in this table pertain to the 4 

probability of ever recidivating. The remaining 10 parameters pertain to the survival time part of 

the model. These remaining parameters have counterparts to the simple Weibull model. P 
Table 6.  Escambia County: Results from the Split-Population Survival Model Including a 
Quadratic Term-Rearrest for a Felony Violation 

Mean log-likelihood -2.44124 

Number of cases 2860 

I 

Std. err. Est./s.e. Prob. 
I 

parameters Estimates I 
CQNST 0.9361 0.9141 1.024 0.1529 m 

, 
SEX -0.4078 0.2705 -1.508 0.0658 

RACE -1.0066 0.3013 -3.341 0.0004 

AGE -2.2694 6.3279 -0.359 0.3599 

I PRIOR-D -1.2940 0.7251 -1.784 0.0372 

E 
l 

8.9753 0.771 0.2203 I AGE2 6.9219 

PRIOR-P -1.8741 0.7288 -2.571 0.0051 

PRIOR-J -0.5026 0.2518 -1.996 0.0229 

CONST -4.9078 0.7937 -6.183 0.0000 

SEX -0.1485 0.2784 -0.533 0 2969 

RACE 0.2453 0.3630 0.676 0 2496 

AGE -9.7468 5.3318 -1.828 0 0338 

AGE2 13.0498 7.7430 1.685 0.0460 
I 

PRIOR-D -0.1831 0.2759 -0.664 0.2534 

PRIOR-P -0.3151 0.1662 -1.896 0.0290 

PRIORJ 0.2012 0.1701 1.183 0.1184 

SHAPE -0.1129 0.0543 -2.080 0.0187 

The probability of participating in drug court appears twice in this model. The first time 

it appears-see the first pair of shaded bars-its parameter estimates reflect the effect that 

participation in drug court has on the probability of eventual recidivism. The linear term (PROB) 

is significant at 0.039 in a two-tailed test. The quadratic term is negative, and this causes some 

interpretive problems. Taken together, the linear and quadratic terms imply that treatment is 

1 
1 
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I efficacious until about one-third of the population goes to drug court, after which treatment is 

detrimental. We caution strongly against such a literail interpretation, however. The value of 

‘PROB is usually less than 0.35. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The estimated value of PROB is 0.20 or less for 91.9 percent of the cases. 

The estimated value of PROB is 0.25,pr less for 95.8 percent of the cases. 

The estimated value of PROB is 0.30 or less for 97.5 percent of the cases. 

The estimated value of PROB is 0.35 or less for 98.3 percent of the cases. 

This means that the curvature of the quadratic is determined primarily by observations 

whose value of PROB are considerably smaller than 0.35, and we should probably place our 

greatest faith in the estimates of treatment before, say, PROB equals 0.20 - and certainly before 

PROB equals 0.30. In fact, treatment has an estimated negative effect on the probability of 

recidivism until PROB equals 0.32. We conclude that participation in drug court reduces the 

eventual probability of recidi~ism.~ 

Looking at the timing of recidivism, neither the linear nor the quadratic term approaches 

statistical significance. The effect is in the expected diirection of increasing the time until 

recidivism, at least over most of the range of PROB of interest to us. Given the magnitude of the 

t-statistics, however, the safest conclusion is that drug court has no demonstrable effect on the 

timing until recidivism. 

Given the problems with using a quadratic to capture the treatment effect, an alternative 

approach is to assume that a linear representation is “good enough” and not as complicated. 

Table 7 presents results from analyzing recidivism using the same model as above, except that the 

quadratic term has been dropped from the model. 

The apparent decline in the effectiveness of treatment might imply that the drug court program 7 

tended to accept the best risks early in its history. As the program matured, it accepted progressively 
higher risks. 
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Table 7. Escambia County: Results from the Split-Population Survival Model Excluding a 
Quadratic Term-Rearrest for a Felony Violation 

1 

1 
CONST 0.9866 1.2286 0.803 3.2110 

-0.6273 0.4085 -1.535 11.0623 SEX 

RACE -0.4122 0.6831 -0.603 11.2731 

AGE -7.8116 7.8224 -0.999 0.1590 

AGE2 15.7957 11.8633 1.331 0.0915 

PRIOR-D -3.2161 1.6615 -1.936 0.0265 

PRIOR-P -2.8403 1.7917 -1.585 0.0565 

PRIOR- J -0.7729 0.5123 -1.509 0.0657 

CONST -5.2983 0.9337 -5.675 0.0000 

PROB 0.4755 1.1187 0.425 (1.3354 

SEX 

RACE 

AGE 

AGE2 

PRIOR-D 

PRIOR-P 

PRIOR-J 

SHAPE 

-0.2949 

0.8502 

12.4361 

17.1432 

-0.1905 

-0.1696 

0.1715 

-0.1739 

0.2651 

0.4633 

4.4222 

6.5487 

0.3376 

0.2778 

0.1536 

0.0579 

-1.112 

1.835 

-2.812 

2.618 

-0.564 

-0.610 

1.117 

-3.004 

0.1330 

CI  .0332 

Cll . 0025 
Cl ,0044 

Cl .2863 

0,. 2708 

0.1320 

0.0013 

The treatment effect with regard to the probability of ever recidivating is statistically 

significant at 0.036 in a two-tailed test. The treatment effect with respect to the timing of 

recidivism is in the anticipated direction, but would only be judged significant in a one-tailed test 

at 0.17. Thus, it does not imply that the timing of recidivism is much affected by treatment. 

8 
1 
8 

Using these results, we project the probability of recidivating within two years assuming 

no participation in drug court. That is, we set the variaible PROB equal to zero and then project 

the cumulative probability of recidivism over time when all other variables are set to their mean 

values.' Call this projection &(t), The subscript denotes that this is an untreated population. 

The t in parentheses indicates that this is a function of itime. Ru(t) is drawn in the figure. 

Next, we project the probability of recidivating within two years using the parameters 

associated with PROB as the treatment effect. That is, we evaluate the cumulative probability of 
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recidivism after setting PROB equal to the mean value of PROB. Call this projection R&t) to 

represent the projection for the partially treated population. 

Then the estimated cumulative probability of recidivism, had the enhe  population of 

drug court eligibles been treated, is estimated as: 

Rdt) = R,(t) + [Rp(t)-&(t)]/mean(PROB) 
I I The logic is that [Rp(t)-R,(t)] is the reduction in the rate of recidivism that can be attributed to 

program participants. If mean(PR0B) is the overall proportion of people who participated in the 

program, then [Rp(t)-R,(t)]/mean(PROB)is an estimate of the reduction in recidivism that would 

have occurred had everyone been treated. The technical appendix gives p lengthier justification 

for this inference. RT(t) is drawn in figure 6.  
, 

The predicted treatment effect seems large. Without drug court, an estimated 40 percent' 

of offenders would have recidivated. With drug court pak-ticipation, the estimated recidivism rate 

drops to closer to 12 percent. This is a large effect, but this estimate is only approximate. One 

problem is that we are uncertain how to evaluate the treatment effect, given that it is apparently 

nonlinear. The second problem is that the treatment effect has an appreciable standard error, 

whose confidence interval is not reflected in the figure. 

The mean values are the means for drug court participants. It makes less sense to estimate the 
effect that drug court participation would have for offenders who did not participate in drug court. 
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Figure 6 .  Escambia County: Predicted Recidivism Rates (Felony) as a Function of Time 
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Perhaps the safest conclusion to draw here is that the I3scambia County drug court seems to be 

effective at reducing criminal recidivism defined as being arrested for a felony. The treatment 

effect appears to be substantively meaningful based on the best point estimate. The exact size of 

the treatment effect could have been better estimated if a larger proportion of drug-involved 

offenders had actually participated in the drug court program. Given the low participation rate, 

we should be skeptical that expanding drug court to a iilarger proportion of drug-involved 

offenders would really reduce recidivism from 40 percent to 12 percent. 

The conclusions are not so clear when we define recidivism as being rearrested for either 

a felony or misdemeanor as the outcome variable. Table 8 provides estimates of treatment 

effectiveness with this new definition. 
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Table 8. Escambia County: Results from the Simple Survival Model Rearrest for a Felony or 
Misdemeanor Violation 

Mean log-likelihood 

Number of cases 

.3.33454 

2860 

Parameters Estimates Std. err. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
CONST -6.8595 0.3880 

PROB -0.0513 1.0100 

PROB-2 -2.0222 2.0671 

SEX 0.2096 0.0979 

RACE 0.6901 0.0779 

AGE -5.1618 2.3999 

Est./s.e. Prob. 
. - - - - - - -  _ - - - - - -  
-17.677 0.0000 

-0.051 0.4797 

-0.978 0.1640 

2.140 0.0162 

8.857 0.0000 

-2.151 0.0157 

AGE2 4.0368 3.5630 1.133 0.1286 

PRIOR-D 0.5271 0.1405 3.753 0.0001 

PRIOR-P 0.5382 0.0917 5.871 0.0000 

PRIOR-J 0.4254 0,0771 5.519 0.0000 

SHAPE -0.2025 0.0269 -7.538 0.0000 

According to a survival model based on the Weibull distribution, criminal recidivism 

(PROB) falls with an increase in the proportion of offenders who are treated. However, the linear 

effect is not statistically significant. The quadratic teirm reinforces the direction of the linear term 

(that is, both are negative), but the quadratic term is also not statistically significant. Even if we 

consider the quadratic term as approaching significance, as we show subsequently, the size of the 

treatment effect appears small. Table 9 presents comparable results from the split-population 

model. 
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Table 9. Escambia County: Results from the Split-Population Survival Model Rearrest for a 
Felony or Misdemeanor Violation 

I 
Mean log-likelihood -3.32944 

Number of cases 2860 

The covariance matrix of the parameters fadled to invert 

Parameters Estimates 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - -  
CONST -0.875087 

RACE -0.268951 

AGE 2.198245 

AGE2 1.343004 

PRIOR-D -3.107447 

PRIOR-P -1.799912 

PRIOR-J -0.860963 

CONST -5.900272 

SEX 0.044799 

RACE 0.609259 

AGE -6.038094 

AGE2 7.525109 

PRIOR-D -0.097259 

PRIOR-P -0.012012 

PRIOR-J 0.148416 

SHAPE -0.120650 

We were not able to estimate the standard errors for these parameter estimates, but we 

could estimate their joint significance using a likelihood ratio test. That statistic did not approach 

statistical significance, so we conclude that there is little or no evidence supporting the efficacy of 

drug courts in Escambia County when a felony or misdemeanor arrest is used as the outcome 

variable. 

Figure 7 projects the results from the split-population model. 
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Figure 7. Escambia County: Predicted Recidivism Rlates (Felony and Misdemeanor) as a 
Function of Time 
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Although the parameter estimates were not statistically significant, they were in the 

direction that suggests a favorable treatment effect, so we plotted the implied recidivism rates 

using the same techniques as were used previously. The figure shows that the estimated 

treatment effect is modest, at best, when the outcome variable is defined as either being arrested 

for a misdemeanor offense or being arrested for a felony offense. Perhaps the most justifiable 

conclusion here is that the Escambia County drug court has no demonstrative effect on recidivism 

when recidivism was defined as a rearrest for either a felony or misdemeanor. However, drug 

court did have a favorable effect on recidivism defined as an arrest for a felony violation. 

m 
I 
11 
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4.3 Jackson County Drug Court Impact Evaluation 

As shown in figure 3, entry into the Jackson County drug court program officialfy begins with 

the second court appearance following intake and assessment. First we created a profile for the 1,444 

drug court participants admitted between October 1993 and April 1998 according to the Jackson County 

Prosecutor's Office INFORMER MIS. Using ar rs t  data fiom the Kansas City Police Department's 

Automated Law Enforcement Response Team (ALERT) MIS: we established that the first participants 

were arrested beginning March 1993, and that the top arrlest charge that led to program entry (the instant 

offense) was a drug-related felony for about 90 percent of the admissions. Looking back two years from 

the instant offense, most participants had up to five prior arrests, of which up to two arrests were 

felonies; this excludes capias warrant and probation or parole violation arrests. Using these drug court 

eligible criteria, we built three consistently defined samples of cases" representing: 

1,4 16 Pre-drug court cases (January 1990 to February 1993); 

693 Drug court participants (March 1993 to April 1997); and, 

2,127 Non-participants (March 1993 to Apri I 1997). 

By using only data for Kansas City arrests, we exclude possible arrests recorded in other jurisdictions. 0 
l o  Case filings were confirmed using data fiom the 16th Circuit Court of Jackson County Criminal Records 

Information System (CRIS). 
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The analysis for Jackson County is much like the analysis for Escambia County. Only 

I '  

those people who were arrested for drug felonies were included in this analysis, because as a 

practical matter, drug court in Jackson County is focused on drug law violatdrs. We began with 

an analysis of factors that influenced whether or not a person entered drug court. Table 10 

provides descriptive statistics for the consistently defined sample of 4,236 arrestees eligible for 

the Jackson County drug court. 
, 

Table 10. Descriptive Profile of Jackson County Arrcstees 

I 
Variable Mean S t d  Dev Minimum Maximum 

PARTICIPANT 0.2457 0.4306 0.0000 1.0000 

MALE 0.8454 0.3616 0.0000 1.0000 

B U C K  0.7365 

AGE 29.16 

PRIOR-F 0.3599 

PRI OR-D 0.2475 

PRIOR-V 0.2929 

PRIOR-W 0.0578 

PRIOR-J 0.3351 

0.4406 0.0000 1.0000 

94.5 16.00 77.00 

0.6143 0.0000 2.0000 

0.5521 0.0000 4.0000 

0.6292 0.0000 4.0000 

0.2424 0.0000 2.0000 

0.7033 0.0000 5.0000 

About 25 percent of the total sample participzted in drug court. Blacks (74 percent) and 

males (85 percent) predominated. The average age was 29. On average, these offenders had 0.36 

prior felony arrests, 0.25 prior arrests for drug offenses, 0.29 prior anests for violent offenses, 

0.06 prior arrests for weapons violations, and 0.34 prior arrests for crimes against public order 

(PRIOR-J). 
8 
I Offenders' participation rates varied in a systematic way. We used a probit model to 

estimate the probability that an offender would participate in drug court. Table 11 reports those 

findings. & 
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Table 1 1. Estimated Probability of Participating in Jackson County Drug Court 

Variable Estimate Error t-value p:. It I I 

Probit Std. 

I 
____________- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - -  

CONSTANT - 1 .87290 0.3123 - 6 . 0 0  Cl.000 

MALE -0.35118 0.0707 - 4 . 9 7  CI .ooo  
BLACK 0.43355 0.0650 6 . 6 7  CI .ooo  

AGE 2.77412 1.5888 1 . 7 5  CI . O B 1  

AGE-2 -3 .74995 2.3669 - 1 . 5 8  01.113 

PRIOR-F - 0.25203 0.0540 -4 .67  G .OOO 

PRIOR-D -0 .00128 0.0555 -0 - 02 0.982 

PRIOR-V 0.05622 0.0445 1 . 2 6  0.206 

I 

I 

PRIOR-W 0.01275 0.1159 0 . 1 1  0 .912 

PRIOR-J -0.01043 0.0393 -0 .27  0 . 7 9 1  

COURTDAT 1 . 8 1 3 3 7  0 . 5 1 3 1  3 .53  0.000 

COURT2 - 0 . 7 9 3 0 5  0.4379 - 1 . 8 1  0.070 

Participation was lower for males than for females. It was higher for Blacks than for 
I 

Whites, and it increased with age. Participation was lowest when an offender had a prior felony 

record, but otherwise, participation did not seem to vaty much with the nature of the offender's 

record. (The prior record variables are the number of arrests duringthe &CI years before the 

instant arrest.) Participation rates increased over time,' but at a decreasing rate. 

Table 12 reports parameter estimates and standard errors for recidivism, defined as a 

rearrest for a felony offense, using the basic Weibull siirvival model. The most important finding 

is the parameter estimate for program participation. The parameter estimate (PROB) has the 

anticipated negative sign and is statistically significant at better than 0.01. 
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Table 12. Jackson County: Results from the Simple :Survival Model Rearrest for a Felony 
Violation 

Mean log-likelihood -3.46910 

Number of cases 4236 

, I  
parameters Estimates Std. err. Est./s.e. Prob. Gradient 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
CONST -6.7142 0.3920 -17.128 0.0000 -0.0000 

PROB -1.0512 0.2739 -3.838 0.0001 0.0000 

MALE -0.0170 0.1085 -0.157 13.4378 -0.0000 

BLACK 1.1627 0.1172 9.921 15.0000 -0.0000 

AGE -9.1678 2.2343 -4.103 ‘ll.0000 -0.0000 

AGE-2 9.1354 3.3572 2.721 0.0033 -0.0000 

PRIOR-F 0.1274 0.0671 1.900 I). 0287 -0.0000 

PRIOR-D 0.3499 0.0660 5.302 11.0000 -0.0000 

PR I OR-V 0.2058 0.0539 3.815 0.0001 -0.0000 

PRI OR-W 0.1486 0.1116 1.332 0.0914 -0.0000 

PRIOR-J 0.3457 0.0489 7.071 0.0000 0.0000 

SHAPE -0.4852 0.0209 -23.196 0.0000 -0.0000 

We also estimated a model where PROB entered the estimation in both its linear and 

quadratic forms. This mimicked the model reported fbr Escambia County. For Jackson County, 

however, neither the linear nor the quadratic terms were statistically significant. Given the 

findings reported above, where just the linear term entered the model, the lack of statistical 

significance of the linear and quadratic terms combined undoubtedly arises from collinearity. At 

any rate, when the linear and quadratic terms entered the model, they both had the same sign. 

That is, unlike the case in Escambia County, prediction of the treatment effect did not “bend 

back” as treatment exposure increased. Consequently, pursuit of this model appeared to be 

unproductive, and we do not report findings here. 

Our interest in the other parameter estimates i!j lesser. Nevertheless, we note that males 

have rates of recidivism that are about the same as that for females, Blacks are at higher risk of 

recidivism than are Whites, and recidivism falls as age increases. Recidivism is higher the more 

serious the offender’s criminal records. Finally, the shape parameter indicates that the hazard 

function decreases with time. 

Table 13 presents results for the split-population model. The eventual probability of 

recidivism falls with participation in drug treatment. The parameter estimate is significant at 

0.023 in a two-tailed test and at 0.012 in a one-tailed test. Consistent with the previous findings 
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from the simple survival model, the timing of recidivism is also significantly correlated with 

participation in drug treatment. The effect is significant at better than 0.01. 
I 

I 

Table 13. Jackson County: Results from the Split-Po~pulation Survival Model Excluding a 
Quadratic Term-Rearrest for a Felony Violation 

P 

T 

I 

Mean log-likelihood -3.45562 

Number of cases ' 4236 I 

PROB -1.0453 

MALE -0.0835 

0.5255 -1.989 (3.0234 

0.1686 -0.495 0.3103 I 

BLACK -1.2416 0.1546 -8.034 CIl.0000 

AGE 2.0590 2.9117 0.707 Cl.2397 

AGE-2 -0.5078 4.0284 -0.126 Cl.4498 

PRIOR-F -0.2486 0.1263 -1.968 0.0245 

PRIOR-D -0.5214 0.1402 -3.718 0.0001 

PRIOR-V -0.6343 0.2048 -3.098 0.0010 

I 

PRIOR-W 0.0345 0.1637 0.211 0.4165 I 

PRIOR-J -0.4525 0.1117 -4.051 0.0000 ' I  I 

CONST -3.5701 0.5670 -6.296 0.0000 

PROB -2.6014 0.4735 -5.494 0.0000 

MALE -0.1346 0.1744 -0.772 0.2201 

BLACK -0.2669 0.1915 -1.394 0.0817 

AGE -8.9138 2.8875 -3.087 0.0010 

AGE-2 10.5786 4.0725 2.598 0.0047 

I 
5 
II 

PRIOR-F -0.0900 0.0900 -1.000 0.1587 

PRIOR-D 0.0245 0.0805 0.304 0.3807 

PRI OR-V -0.1643 0.0862 -1.906 0.0284 

PRIOR-W 0.1972 0.1395 1.414 0.0787 

PRIOR- J 0.0381 0.0643 0.593 0.2766 

SHAPE -0.3136 0.0283 -11.078 0.0000 

Again, the focus is on the treatment effect, but other findings are of some interest. There 

is no apparent difference in recidivism rates between men and women. Blacks have a higher 

eventual rate of recidivism compared with Whites. The average time until recidivism increases 

with age. Generally, the eventual probability of recidivism increases with criminal record, but the 

timing of recidivism varies with the type of prior records. 

I 
I 
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These are extremely strong findings, but the magnitude of the effect is difficult to 

evaluate fiom the parameter estimates. Figure 8 provides estimates of the size of the treatment 

effect using the same procedures as were employed earIier to make the estimation. I 

Figure 8. Jackson County: Predicted Recidivism Rates (Felony) as a Function of Time 
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The figure shows a strong treatment effect, consistent with the findings reported in the 

preceding tables. Estimated recidivism rates approach 0.50 within two years for offenders who 

do not participate in drug court. We estimated that the rate of recidivism would have been about 

0.35 had those same offenders participated in drug cout. 

We repeated the analysis using a felony or misdemeanor arrest as the outcome variable. 

Results are reported in table 14 for the basic Weibull survival model and in table 15 for the split- 

population model. 
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Table 14. Jackson County: Results from the Simple Survival Model Rearrest for a Felony or 
Misdemeanor Violation 

Mean log-likelihood -4.21406 

N u m b e r  of cases 4236 

Parameters 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _  
CONST 

PROB 

SEX 

FACE 

AGE 

AGE-2 

PRIOR-F 

PRIOR-D 

PRIOR-V 

PRIOR-W 

PRIOR-J 

SHAPE 

. -  

Estimates 

-6.1077 

-1.0193 

0 + 0143 

1.1717 

-9.0188 

8.9507 

0.0738 

0.3568 

0.3126 

0.1191 

0.3489 

-0.4542 

Std. err. 

- _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _  
0.3361 

0.2328 

0.0974 

0.0976 

1.9068 

2 .E578 

0.0588 

0.0586 

0.0459 

0.0969 

0.0430 

I 
Est.1s.e. Prob. 

- - - - - - - - - -__-- - - -  
-18.172 0.0000 

-4.378 l ) . O O O O  

0.147 0.4416 

12.010 I). 0000 

-4.730 I). 0000 

3.132 0.0009 

1.256 0.1046 

6.093 (I. 0000 

6 .E05 ( I .  0000 

1.228 (1.1096 

8.118 (1.0000 

0.0178 -25.534 CI.0000 

Table 15. Jackson County: Results from the Split-Population Survival Model Excluding a 
Quadratic Term Rearrest for a Felony or Misdemeanor Violation 

Mean log-likelihood -4.19806 

Number of cases 4236 

CONST 

PROB 

SEX 

RACE 

AGE 

AGE-2 

PR I OR-F 

PRIOR-D 

PRIOR-V 

PRIOR-W 

PRIOR-J 

CONST 

PROB 

SEX 

RACE 

AGE 

- 0.5331 
-0.6795 

-0.0226 

-1.4716 

1.2089 

-0.1476 

-0.4047 

-0.5414 

-0.8887 

0.0152 

-0.6279 

-3.6140 

-1.7523 

-0.0308 

-0.1383 

-9.4344 

0.6144 

0 -5624 

0 - 1922 
0.1639 

3.2891 

4.7371 

0.1716 

0.1709 

0.2526 

0.2366 

0.1589 

0.4764 

0.3781 

0.1510 

0.1599 

2.5386 

0.868 

-1.208 

-0.117 

-8.981 

0.368 

-0.031 

-2.359 

-3 -169 

-3.518 

0.064 

-3.952 

-7.586 

-4.634 

-0.204 

-0.865 

-3.716 

0.1928 

0.1135 

0.4533 

0.0000 

0.3566 

0.4876 

0.0092 

0.0008 

0.0002 

0.4743 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.4191 

0.1935 

0 Y 0001 
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Table 1 5 .  (continued) 

Parameters Estimates Std. err. Est./s.e. Prob. 
_--_-_____-------i-------------------------------------- 

AGE-2 10.0310 3.8099 2.633 0.0042 

PRIOR-F -0.1264 0.0727 -1.738 0.0411 

PRIOR-D 0.1320 0.0679 1.944 0.0259 

I 

PRIOR-V 0.0262 0.0627 0.417 0.3382 

PRI OR-W 0.1155 0.1499 0.771 0.2205 

PRIOR-J 0.1006 0.0543 1.852 0.0320 

SHAPE -0.3231 0.0247 -13.096 0.0000 

I 

Extensive comments seem superfluous. Treating felony and misdemeanor arrests as a 

single outcome measure produces results that are substantively the same when felony arrests 

alone are treated as the outcome measure. The basic Weibull model yields a parameter estimate 

for the treatment effect that is statistically significant at better than 0.0 1. The split-population 

model provides two parameter estimates associated with drug court. The probability of 

eventually recidivating seems to increase with participation in drug court, but the parameter 

estimate is only significant at 0.1 14 in a two-tailed test of significance. The parameter estimate 

associated with the timing of recidivism is statistically significant at better than 0.01. These two 

treatment effects are not offsetting, however. Figure !3 shows the estimated treatment effect using 

procedures that are now familiar. 
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Figure 9. Jackson County: Predicted Recidivism Rates (Felony and Misdemeanor) as a Function 
of Time 
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When recidivism is defined as an arrest for either a felony or misdemeanor, the 

recidivism rate approaches 0.65 within two years provided the offender does not enter d k g  court. 

If the offender enters drug court, the recidivism rate is about 0.45 within two years. This would 

seem to be a sizeable treatment effect. 
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PHASE 11: PROGNOSTIC INdICATORs OF PROGRAM RETENTION OUTCOMES 
FOR ESCAMBIA COUNTY (PENSACOLA), FLORIDA 

AND JACKSON COUNTY (KANSAS my), MISSOURI DRUG COURTS 

I 
1 

1.0 Introduction 

The National Institute of Justice awarded Abt Associates Inc. a grant to evaluate adult treatment 

drug court programs in two phases and at two sites-Escaunbia County (Pensacola), Florida and Jackson 

County (Kansas City), Missouri. Phase I of the evaluation was retrospective and involved case studies 

and impact evaluations. In addition to documenting program development, caseflow, and lessons learned 

since the drug courts began in 1993, we used survival analysis to assess h e  effects of the drug court 

programs on criminal recidivism measured as probability of, and time until, first rearrest using a 24- 

month followup period. Based on a comparison of consistently defined groups of defendants with similar 

criminal histories-those arrested before the drug court started versus those arrested between 1993 and 

1997 (including drug court participants and non-participants)-the impact evaluation demonstrated that 

both programs were successful in reducing recidivism rates, and that the time until rearrest increased with 

participation in Jackson County. (See report on Phase I.) 

I 

During Phase 11 we recruited 182 Jackson County and 74 Escambia County program participants 

for a prospective study of the cohort who entered the drug courts between October 1999 and October 

2000. All drug court participants were approached for interviews, and very few participants declined to 

be interviewed.' We collected self-report data at intake on: demographics, alcohol and other drug (AOD) 

use, clinical diagnostics of abuse and dependence, prior AOD treatment, mental and physical health, 

juvenile risk behaviors, and treatment motivation. These baseline data were used to describe the 

population of drug court participants (sections 3.2,3.4 to 3.8), and to determine which factors best 

predicted program graduation and retention (section 3.10). We were especially interested to learn 

whether prognostic indicators, such as level of AOD dependence, could prove useful to programs in 

predicting outcomes and thereby informing resource allocations. 

Where reliable data were available, archival court records were used to examine criminal history 

(section 3.3) and to monitor program admissions and retention (sections 3.1 and 3.9). Additional data on 

warrants, arrests, jail stays, program status changes, and other events (inpatient stays) were available for 

Escambia County. These were used to observe program compliance patterns in terms of warrants and 

other events, along with drug court responses to criminal behavior and relapses (section 4.0). Program 

coordinators provided information regarding resource and other program changes throughout Phase II. 
We collected self-report followup data by telephone interview on service use, sources of trouble, 

AOD use, and other program feedback for participants active at six or more months post-baseline. There 
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was no comparison group, so we did not use these data to evaluate the program as done in Phase I. 

Rather, we intended to explore what happened to participants, how they perceived those experiences, and 

how they felt about each program’s strengths or weaknesses. Followup interviews were limited to 

participants who had a significant period of participation to draw upon, and’absconders and unsuccessful 

program terminations were difficult to locate; altogether 52 Jackson County and 36 Escambia County 

participants were interviewed at followup. Findings froni followup interviews provide program feedback 

(section 5.0), including responses to a final open-ended question from 32 of the Jackson County and 30 of 

the Escambia County participants. 

I 

This report should be read in conjunction with the preceding Phase I report. The first phase of 

this study profiled the two drug court programs and demonstrated that they reduce recidivism among 

drug-involved felony offenders. It did not, however, explore what occurs during program pmcipation. 

Phase I1 first analyzes intake interview data to predict program status and length of stay for the full 

baseline sample. Next, it uses court data to observe warrants, arrests, jail stays, participant behaviors and 

drug court responses for the full Escambia County sample. Last, it uses followup interview data for ’ the 

subsample of participants contacted six or more months post-intake to examine their perceptions of 

program services and personal experiences. Phase 11 takes a closer look at how the programs operate, 

opening the proverbial “black box” of Phase I and analyzing how the programs work and for whom. It 

does not attempt to repeat the Phase I evaluation, and does not compare drug court service delivery to 

another program or outcomes in the absence of program services. 

, 

’ We were unable to access complete data for admissions in both sites to confirm response rates. 
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2.0 Method 

2.1 Drug Court Programs 

The two adult treatment drug court programs are alike in many ways. Both started in 1993, they 

target non- and drug-offenders who are substance abusers without violent histories, each contracts with a 

single outpatient treaiment provider who offers inpatient options, the programs are divided into three 

phases, and prosecutors conduct initial screenings.1 However, as described in the report for Phase I of this 

study, the programs differ in size, services, and several other important dimensions. Recent differences in 

participant caseflow, population, and outcomes are detailed in the following. 

2.2 Data Resources 

Local consultants (a female in Jackson County, and a male in Escambia County) were stationed at 

the treatment facility of each site to enroll study participants during intake between October 1999 and 

October 2000. Potential participants were informed of their rights in choosing whether to consent, 

offered $10 incentives for baseline interviews, and $20 incentives for followup interviews to be 
conducted six months later. The Consultants read all intake interview questions, and answers were 

recorded on forms for data entry. 

Followup telephone interviews were conducted six or more months post-intake by three female 

and two male research assistants. Self-addressed postcards and a toll-free telephone number were given 

to participants to encourage contact information updates and to schedule interviews. Since these were not 

exit interviews, participants who absconded or were terminated prior to six months were not contacted. 

Unstable residency was an obstacle to contacting participants, regardless of the number of alternative 

contact numbers provided. 

With assistance from the Court Administrator’s Office in Escambia County, Florida Criminal 

Punishment Code Scoresheets were used to obtain data on primary and additional offenses charged for the 

instant arrest that led to program entry, as well as on prior record, and legal status and community 

sanction violations. Despite the valiant efforts of the Jackson County Prosecutor’s office to obtain 

criminal histories, Missouri State Highway Patrol Criminal History Records did not reflect current or 

reliable information that could be used for this study. We know from Phase I that the instant arrest was a 

drug-related felony for about 90 percent of the 1444 admissions to the Jackson County program between 

October 1993 and April 1998. Excluding capias warrant and probation or parole arrests, most Phase I 

participants had up to five prior arrests during the preceding two years from the instant arrest, of which up 

to two arrests were felonies. We understand that eligibility criteria have not changed for the Jackson 

County program. 

On-line access to the Clerk of the Circuit Court management information system (MIS) in 

Escambia County provided current and reliable infomatioin on ongoing criminal histories. We extracted 

data on warrants, arrests, court-ordered jail and inpatient treatment stays, participant’s behaviors (e.g., 
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Kansas City 

relapses) and drug court rewards and sanctions. The Jackson County program maintains a MIS for 

monitoring program participants, but the data were missing or otherwise too problematic for our purposes. 

Updates regarding program policies and procedures, staff and other resources were provided by 

the b u g  court coordinators via periodic telephone interview. 

Pensacola 

3.0 R e d t s  

3.1 Program Admissions 

Between October 1999 and October 2000, 182 participants were admitted to the Jackson County 

program, and 74 participants were admitted to the Escambia County program. Due to administrative 

delays caused by problems with Jackson County’s MIS filling capabilities in April 2000, there was a peak 

in admissions the following month, May 2000 (see Figure 1). There was a peak in Escambia County 

admissions during April 2000 because of their decision to limit admissions during previous months based 

on temporary resource problems (e.g., staff changes). 

a 40 40 * 5 35 35 5 30 3 0 

s 

- = 25 2 5 
20 20 

‘ 5  0 15 
10 ’ 0  

5 

c 

P 

2 0  f 5  0 

3.2 Participants Demographics 

A summary of demographics in Table 1 show that participant ages, education, employment, and 

residency backgrounds were similar in both programs. The average age was 3 1 years, although there 

seem to be a few more mature participants in Jackson County (23% versus 15% aged 41 and older). More 

than half of the participants had at least a high school educ,ation (60% and 65% in Jackson County and 

Escambia County respectively). About half of the participants were employed at the time of intake (49% 

and 47% respectively), and roughly three-quarters had been employed full-time in the preceding year 

(68% and 80% respectively). Most either owned or rented their home, or lived with someone who did; 

only 7% of the Jackson County participants, and 5% of the Escambia County participants, lived in 

facilities (groups homes), shelters, or other temporary residences. 
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Table 1. Participant Demographics by Site 

i 
Asian 
Natiw American 

1 1 1.35% 

Associate degree 

Choose not to work 
Disabled 

Another ownshents home 107 58.79% 

Excludes 6 females transferred to the Parents drug court program. 
2Jackson multiracial not specified, Escambia multiracial Hispanic and Natiw American. 
332 Jackson participants worked full-time 12 months; 7 Escambia participants worked full-time 12 months. 
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Figure 2. Participant Race and Gender by Site 

However, the two programs varied by participant race and gender. More males, particularly 

Black males, were in the Jackson County program (see Figure 2). The Jackson County program was 

comprised of 56% Black males, 19% White males, 15% EIlack females, and 9% White females, and three 

participants of varied race/ethnicity (HispanicLatino, Pacific Islander, and unspecified multiracial). To 

contrast, the Escambia County program was comprised of 33% White males, 30% White females, 22% 

Black males, 8% Black females, and six participants of varied racdethnicity (HispanicLatino, Asian, and 

Native American). 

3 3  Criminal History and Status 

A felony arrest triggered program intake for nearly all (96%) of the Escambia County participants 

(see Table 2), and a majority (69%) were arrested on drug-related offenses. Information on whether the 

instant arrest constituted a legal status (e.g., pretrial release) or community sanction (e.g., probation) 

violation was unavailable for 12% of the participants; amcing participants for whom these data were 

available, 18% violated their legal status and 42% violatedl a community sanction. Prior arrests included 

felonies for 96% and drug-related offenses for 88%. 

Escambia County has a post-adjudication program with two case dispositions. About three- 

quarters of the participants (73%)--typically the more serious offenders-were on probation with a 

suspended sentence. They pled no contest in drug court, and were placed on probation for a period of at 

least 12 months, with drug court as a condition of probation, and a sentence of 11 months and 30 days in 
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the County jail suspended. Upon successful termination, the conviction remains on their record but no 

jail time is served. The jail sentence is imposed if the participant is unsuccessfully terminated. 

Table 2. Criminal History, Case Disposition, aind Release Status: Escambia County 

I 

Instant Offense 
Felonv 
Drua-related I 51 68.92% 

Legal Status Violation n ?4 

Yes 12 18.460~ 
Missing 9 

Community Sanction Violation n ?4 

No 53 81.54% 

No 38 58.46% 
Yes 27 41.54% 
Mssing 9 

Prior Criminal History n % 
Felony arrests 71 95.95% 
Misdemeanor arrests 58 78.38% 
Drug-related arrests 65 87.84% 

Case Disposition I n % 
Probation with suspended sentence I 51 72.86% 
Deferred sentence 
Missing 

Release Status I n % 
Community control 37 56.92% 
Probation 
Mssing 

Note: Complete criminal history data unavailable for Jackson County participants 

The remaining quarter of the Escambia County participants were in deferred sentence disposition. 

They also pled no contest, but upon successful termination (graduation), the plea is withdrawn and the 

case is dismissed. If unsuccessfully terminated, the offender is sentenced by the drug court judge 

according to the criminal punishment code scoresheet prepared by the Assistant State Attorney before the 

first drug court appearance. 

I Among Escambia County participants for whom release status infohution was available, 57% 
required additional restrictions (e.g., house arrest) and more intensive monitoring by the Community 

Control Office rather than Probation. 

Criminal history and case disposition information was unavailable for Jackson County 

participants. 

3.4 Alcohol and Other Drug Use 

At intake, histories of alcohol, marijuana, hallucinogen, and amphetamine use were similar in 

both programs (see Table 3). For example, over 90% of the participants had ever used alcohol and 

marijuana, about one-third had ever used hallucinogens, and about onequarter had ever used 
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Used past 24 hours 
M a r i j m  
mused 

I I '  
1 1  

32 1 7.58% 4 5.48% 
rJMch % rJMch % 

173 95.05% 66 9O.41% 

8 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 

I r j e c t i o n ~ l s e  

Table 3. AOD Use and Age of Onset by Site 

I J a d s m ~ i n = l 8 2 )  I EsmmbiaoxmaviR=74~ I 

n Yd n o/ 

154 
130 

8 days 

fvbdanageofonset 
u=dpastw 
usedpastmonth 
Manday3Used 

Used mst 24 hours 

15 )ears 
142 45 61.64% 
124 
17.5 day; 
43 5.w/  

2 0 -  
51 68.92% 
16 21.62% 

2 27P? 
6 das 4.5 days 

89 
67 

18 

M a n  age of onset 
usedpastw 

usedpastmonth 

usedpastmonth 

14 
6 

10 day 

i 

8 
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Prior Detoxification* 
Esr in detox 

I 
1 
I 
I '  
I 

Jackson County Escambia ODlnty 
(n = 182) (n = 74) 
n % n % 
27 141.84%1 20 27.03% 

amphetamines. There were more histones of cracMpowder cocaine (85% versus 62%), sedative (34% 

versus 21%), and heroin use (26% versus 5%), as well as more injection drug use (20% versus 8%), in 

Escambia County than in Jackson County. Accordingly, age of onset for cracklpowder cocaine and 

heroin use was later for Jackson County participants than for Escambia County participants-median ages 

of 24 to 25 years versus 20 years. In addition to the drugs shown in Table 3, three Jackson County and 

four Escambia County participants had ever used inhalants; and 147 (81%) of the Jackson County and 68 

(92%) of the Escambia County participants had ever smolked tobacco. 

Profiles of more recent AOD use are somewhat different. Alcohol and marjjuana use in the 

month preceding intake was higher among Jackson County participants (e.g., 7 1 % and 68% respectively) 

than among Escambia County participants (34% and 25% respectively). Also, 37% of the Jackson 

County participants had used cracklpowder cocaine in the past month, and 10% had in the 24 hours 

preceding intake. In comparison, 22% of the Escambia County participants had used crack/powder 

cocaine in the past month, and 3% had in the 24 hours preceding intake. However, no Jackson County 

participants had used heroin in the past month, compared to six Escambia County participants. The 

median number of days participants used AOD during the past month varied by drug and site. Alcohol, 

marjjuana, cocaine, and hallucinogen users used more often in Jackson County, whereas sedative and 

heroin users used more often in Escambia County. Amphetamine users used on about 10 of the past 30 

days in both sites. 

3.5 Treatment Experience and Clinical Diagnoses 

Sixty (33%) of the Jackson County participants had previously been in AOD treatment-28% in a 

rehabilitation program, and 15% in a detoxification program Forty (54%) of the Escambia County 

Detox past )ear 

participants had previously been in AOD treatment47% in a rehabilitation program (26% in the past 

year), and 27% in a detoxification program (12% in the past year). I 
Table 4. Prior AOD Treatment and Clinical Diagnoses by Site I 

10 Ei.49%1 

I 

Rehab past year 

Serious dependence 
ainical Diagnosis I 18 9.89% 19 25.68% 

n % n % 
78 42.86% 53 71.62% 

No history 6 3.30vo 1 1.35% 

D 
I 

Mxlerate dependence 
Mnimal dependence 
&use 
History, not current 

28 15.38% 
32 17.58Yo 
27 14.84% 
11 6.04% 

10 13.51% 
3 4.05% 
6 8.11% 
1 1.35% 
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Self-Reported Health Needs 

Using a subset of the Substance Use Disorders Diagnostic Schedule (SUDDS-IV) developed by 

H o h a n n  and Harrison (1995), we derived clinical diagnoses according to DSM-N criteria for 

dependence and abuse. Dependence is indicated by tolerance, withdrawal, increased use, failure to 

control use, time spent on drug use, reduction in nondrug activities, and continued use despite knowledge 

of effects. Abuse is indicated by failure to fulfill life roles, use in hazardous situations, legal problems 

resulting from use, and continued use despite knowledge of effects. As shown in Table 4, over 90% of 

the participants in both programs had current dependence or abuse problems per SUDDS-IV scores; very 

few (3% in Jackson County and 1% in Escambia County:ll were diagnosed as having no history. Scores 

indicating serious dependence were more prevalent among Escambia County participants (72% versus 

43%). 

3.6 Mental and Physical Health 

Co-morbidity was observed in the form of perceived need for help services to address mental 

health problems. As shown in Table 5,  problems with depression and anxiety were reported by roughly 

25% of the participants in both programs. About 6% had been hospitalized in the past year for emotional 

problems, and 6% to 12% had ever attempted suicide. 

Table 5. Mental and Physncal Health by Site 

Jackson County 
(n = 182) 

Mental Health 
Need help with depression 
Need help with anxiety 
Need services for other emotional problems 

E w  attempted suicide 

Need dental services 
Saw/should see doctor for medical condition 
Took prescription medication in past week 
Need medical services 
Physical ambulatory problems 
Hearing impaired 
Vision impaired (not correctable w/ lenses) 

Hospitalized for emotional problem past year 

Physical Health 

- I  

n ?4 
44 24.18% 
40 21.98% 
17 9.34% 
10 5.49% 
11 6.04% 
n v 

94 51.65% 
72 39.56% 
45 24.73% 
33 18.13% 
22 12.09% 
14 7.69% 
1'1 6.04% 

Currently pregnant 

Escambia County 
(n = 74) 

n 7 
21 28.38% 
19 25.68% 
14 18.92% 
5 6.76% 
9 12.16% 

3 1.65% 

n % 
32 43.24% 
29 39.19% 
23 31.08% 
17 22.97% 
5 6.76% 
2 2.70% 
2 2.70% 
1 1.35% 

Dental services were the most desired ancillary program services, reported by 52% of the Jackson 

County participants and 43% of the Escambia County participants. The level of need (versus unmet need) 

for medical services is less clear since many participants are already enrolled in public health services. 

Thirty-nine percent of the participants in both programs reported that they had a medical condition for 

which they saw a doctor or needed a doctor, but these conditions vary from acute (e.g., abscesses) and 

chronic (e.g., asthma) conditions to traumas (e.g., broken bones and gunshot wounds). At least one- 
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quarter reported recently taking prescription medications (assuming under a doctor’s care). In addition, a 

number of participants reported ambulatory problems (12% and 7% respectively), or being hearing (8% 

and 3% respectively) or vision (6% and 3% respectively) impaired. Three of the Jackson County, and one 

of the Escambia County, participants were pregnant at intake. 

3.7 Juvenile Risk Behaviors 

1 , 

We also assessed behaviors and experiences during childhood and adolescence associated with 

antisocial tendencies, hostility, risk-taking, and conduct disorders (Knight, et al. 1998; Lewinsohn, et al. 

2000). The most commonly reported behaviors include: lI!ying for personal gain (26% in Jackson County 

and 45% in Escambia County), initiating physical fights (26% and 28% respectively), and taking others’ 

property (25% and 34% respectively) (see Table 6). Experiences as both the victim and the aggressor in 

physical abuse were also reported by at least 20% in both programs. 

I 
I 

kperiences Before &e 15 
Started phwical fights more than once 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Jacksoncounty Escarnbiaaxnty 
In = 182) 

n % n % 
47 25.82% 21 28.38% 

(n = 74) 

I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 

Often lied to get what wanted 
Todcthings that didn’t belong to me 
Hit by another, which leil marks or 

Table 6. Juvenile Risk Behaviors by Site 

~ ___ 
47 25.82% 33 44.59% 
45 24.73% 25 33.78% 
43 23.63% 16 21.62% 

Phyjicallyhurt people 

Was me1 to or hurt animals 

Set fires on purpose 
Forged checks or broke into places to steal 
Forced people to gim me their belongings 

Damaged people’s propertyon purpose 

Used weapon in more than one fight 

39 21.43% 18 24.32% 

16 8.79% 6 8.11% 

13 7.14% 5 6.76% 
13 7.1 4% 8 10.81% 
12 6.59% 5 6.76% 

32 17.58% 15 2027% 

14 7.69% 9 12.16% 

I mademeafraid I I I 

I 3.8 Treatment Motivation 

Based on the TCU Treatment Motivation Scale taken from the Self-Rating at Intake Form,* we 

assessed the role of treatment motivation in four areas: problem recognition, desire for help, treatment 

readiness, and external pressures. These have been associated with treatment retention in several settings 

by Simpson and his colleagues (Simpson and Joe 1993; Simpson, et al. 1997). The results are presented 

in Table 7. 

I 
I 
I 

The items were asked on a four-point Likert scale, and coded as positive if the participant responded “probably 
yes“ or “definitely yes.“ This excludes the TCU Treatment Motivation Scale item, “You are in this treatment 
program because someone else made you come.” We modified the original TCU Treatment Motivation Scale items 
regarding legal problems and threat of incarceration, to whether pressure to avoid jail is the main reason for 
treatment or a motivation to stay in program. 
Abt Associates Inc. 
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Problem Recognition 
AOD use more trouble than it's worth 
AOD use is problem for you 
AOD use making life become worse 
AOD use going to cause death unless quit soon 
AOD use causing health problems 
AOD use causing problems with familyor friends 
AOD use causing problems with the law 

AOD use causing problems in findingkeeping job 

Will giw up friends and hangouts to solve AOD problems 
Want to get life straightened out 
Tired of problems caused byAOD 
Need help dealing with AOD use 
Can quit using drugs without help 
Urgent find immediate help for AOD use 
Life has gone out of control 

Expect to finish this program 

AOD use causing problems in thinking or doing work 

Desire for Help 

Treatment Readiness 

Program can really help 
This kind of program will be wry helpful 

Treatment is last chance to solve AOD problems 
Want to be in program 

Haw too many outside responsibilities to be in program 
Program seems too demanding 

External Pressures 

I " 
I t  

I 

Jackson County . Escambia County 
(n = 182) ' 

n % n % 
124 68.13% 62 83.78% 
109 59.89% 65 87.84% 
8d 45.05% 57 77.03% 
82 45.05% 59 67.57% 
62 34.07% 45 60.81% 
55 30.22% 51 68.92% 
50 27.47% 43 58.11% 
48 26.37% 33 44.59% 
46 25.27% 29 39.19% 
n YO n % 

168 92.31% 69 9324% 
163 89.56% 73 98.65% 
138 75.82% 71 95.95% 
122 67.03% , 67 90.54% 
122 67.03% 18 24.32% 
92 50.55% 65 87.84% 
54 29.67% 53 71.62% 
n YO n % 

74 100.00% 181 99.45% 

173 95.05% 74 100.00% 
64 86.49% 124 68.13% 

88 48.35% 59 79.73% 
65 35.71% 20 27.03% 

13 17.57% 

(n = 74) 

174 95.60% 73 98.65% 

42 23.08% 

At intake, nearly all participants expressed a deslre for help, in that they wanted to straighten out 

their lives and would give up friends and hangouts to solve their AOD problems. Perhaps responding to 

social desirability cues, they all reported that they thoughit this program would be helpful and that they 

would complete it. 
I 

I 

Table 7. TCU Treatment Motivation Scales by Site 

Otherwise, responses varied by site. Escambia County participants were consistent in responding 

positively to the problem recognition items more often than the Jackson County participants. For 

example, over 80% of the Escambia County participants reported that their AOD use was a problem and 

more trouble than it's worth, compared with 60% to 70% of the Jackson County participants. 

Escambia County participants were also more likely to report a desire for help. Compared with 

24% of the Escambia County participants, 67% of the Jackson County participants reported that they 

could quit using without help. More of the Escambia County participants reported that they were tired of 
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problems caused by AOD use, that they had an urgent need for immediate help, and that their lives had 

gone out of control. 

The pattern was the same concerning treatment readiness and external pressures. Somewhat more 

of the Jackson County participants reported having too many outside responsibilities to participate, and 

that the program seemed too demanding; more of the Escambia County participants reported that they 

wanted to be in the program, and that treatment was their last chance. Jackson County participants were 

more likely to report that avoiding jail was their main reason for treatment, and that they would remain in 

the program only to avoid jail. Pressure from family members was cited by participants in both programs, 

but more often in Escambia County than in Jackson County (9 1 % versus 61 %). 

3.9 Program Status 

As of September 2001,28% of the Jackson County and 49% of the Escambia County Participants 

had successfully completed and graduated from the program (see Table 8 and Figure 3). Participants 

required as many as 22 months to complete the program, but the median length of stay was 13 months in 

Jackson County and 12 months in Escambia County among graduates. There remain 42 (23%) active 

participants in Jackson County and 10 (14%) active participants in Escambia County, so the final 

proportion of program successes are unknown. It is difficult to predict their outcomes since participants 

who were ultimately terminated lasted as many as 18 months in the program. Overall, the median length 

of stay among terminations was 7.5 months in Jackson County and 8 months in Escambia County. 

Table 8. Program Status and Length of Stay by Site 

I Status 
~ 

Jackson County (n=180)' n % 
Terminated I 58 32.22% 
Warrant 

Graduated 

31 1722% 
42 23.33% 
49 27.22% 

&cambia County (n=72)* 

Warrant 
Active3 10 13.89% 
Graduated 35 48.61% 

~~ ~ 

Length of Stay (months) 
Min Max AvS SD Mdn 

'I1 18 . 7.79 4.46 7.5 
-11 21 6.74 4.98 6.0 
12 23 16.43 3.1 5 16.0 
11 22 14.51 2.77 13.0 
Min Max Avs SD Mdn 

11 12 7.42 3.70 8 .O 
11 14 5.25 423 4 .O 
10 21 12.33 3.39 1 1 .o 
12 16 12.54 0.85 12.0 

- 

'Current as of 9/01. Excludes one adrninistratiw termination for health reasons, and one transfer. 
'Current as of 9/01. Excludes one deceased participant, and one administrative termination for health reasons. 
3Length of stay unavailable for one participant referred from another County. 

Finally, 17% of the Jackson County and 11 % of the Escambia County participants had absconded 

and were on warrant status in September 2001. Some remained in the program as many as 21 months 

before the last warrant was issued, but the median length of stay among absconders was 6 months 

Abt Associates Inc. Phase 11: Prognostic Indicators for Drug Court Outcomes 13 

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.

expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Figure 3. Program Status and Retention by Site 

JACKSON COUNTY ESCAMBIA COUNTY 
(n= 1 80) (n=72) 

( 

I 
I 17.22% 

Graduated 
48.61% 

in Jackson County and 4 months in Escambia County. Until those participants surrender, it is uncertain 

whether they will resume participation or be terminated from the program. Each case is judged 

individually, but one might assume that the likelihood of being accepted back into the program 

diminishes the longer they avoid surrender. By September 2001,31 Jackson County participants had 

been in warrant status from 2 to 17 months, or 10 months on average. The 8 Bscambia County 

participants had been in warrant status from 5 to 21 months, or 14 months on average. 

3.10 Program Retention Models 

1 
I 
1 
I 

I 
1 1  

To evaluate program retention, we used demographics, AOD use, and the other independent 

variables described in previous sections to predict two outcomes: program status- and length of stay. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Separate outcome models were developed for each site. F'otential predictors of program retention in both 

sites include independent variables associated with: 

0 Demomauhics: age, education (HSIGED or not), race (Black or not), gender, employment (full- 

time, part-time, or not), and residency (owdrent home or not); 

AOD use: past month use of cocaine, hallucinogens, sedatives, or amphetamines (or not), and 

injection drug use ever (or not); 

Clinical status: abuse and dependency (SUDDS-lV ~ c o r e ) , ~  prior treatment (any detodrehab or 

not), mental health (any indicators of emotional problems or treatment, or not), and juvenile risk 
behaviors (number of positive indicators); and, 

0 

0 

' A logrithmic transformation was used to examine whether the relationship between SUDDS-IV scores and the 
outcome was curvilinear- for example low and high scores were both associated with unsuccessful participation. 
This did not affect the results reported in the text. 
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e Treatment motivation: number of positive indicatiors for each factor-problem recognition, desire 

for help, treatment readiness, and external pressures.. 4 
1 

Nearly all Escambia County participants were felony drug offenders, so criminal history would not help 

us distinguish participants in predicting the program retention outcomes. Crimidal history data were 

unavailable for Phase II Jackson County participants, but Phase I participants were fairly homogeneous in 

regard to prior drug felonies. 

3.10.1 Predicting Program Status 

I Given that substantial time has passed since participants on warrant sthtus absconded, they were 
4 1  grouped with terminations and compared to participants who either graduated or remained active in the 

program. The dependent variable for program status was defined as unspccessful (tenninations and 

warrants) versus successful (graduates and actives) participation. A logit model that is appropriate for a 

binary outcome such as this generates maximum likelihood estimates of parameters for each variable. 

Generally, statistical tests indicate the degree of association between each individual variable and the 

probability of that outcome, controlling for the influence of other independent variables in the model: 

We adopted a stepwise procedure to identify variables that indicated systematic differences in 

predicting program success. Starting with just a constant, we identified the single variable that had the 

greatest effect on the likelihood. Retaining that variable in the model, we identified the next variable that 

had the largest effect on the likelihood. This search continued until additioni! variables had 2-scores (the 

ratio of the parameter estimate to its standard error) less than 1.0. Using this exploratory technique, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

especially on small samples, has consequences for statistical testing? therefore we consider test statistics 

an imprecise but nonetheless meaningful guide as to which variables predict program status. 

Program status in Jackson County appeared to be associated with the variables shown in Table 9a. 

Demographics had the most predictive value. The probability of program success increased with age, 

education (HSGED), and employment (EMPLOY). For example, the odds ratio of 2.01 for education 

suggests that those with a high school diploma or GED were twice as likely to be successful (graduate or 

remain active). Males, Blacks, and participants who owned or rented their homes, were more likely to be 

unsuccessful (terminate or out on a warrant). Injection drug use (IDU) was the only AOD use variable 

correlated with unsuccessful program participation. The only clinical variable correlated with program 

status was mental health, in that participants with emotional problems or prior treatment experiences 

(MENTAL) had a higher probability of success. Last, parvlicipants who scored low on the problem 

recognition factor of treatment motivation had a higher probability of success. 

Items expressed as negative, such as program seems too demanding, were coded in reverse before they were 

There are two problems. First, standard errors have asymptotic justifications, and these samples are small. 

4 

added to the sum total. 

Second, the search procedure produces “pretest estimators” whose test statistics are unknown (Judge, Griffiths, Hill, 
and Lee ( 1980)). 
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Parameter 
Constant 

HSGED 

EMPLOY 
RESIDENCE 

MENTAL 
PROBLEM REC 

Estimate Std. Error 
-0.52 0.73 
2.05 1.12 
0.70 0.38 
-0.37 0.43 
-1.01 0.42 

-0.63 0.41 
-0.80 0.66 
0.57 0.37 
-0.32 0.27 

0.52 0.2’1 

Std. Error 

1.83 
1.85 

-- 
-0.71 

-0.86 
-2.42 
2.49 
-1 5 1  
-1.22 
1.53 
-1.1 9 

P-wlue 
0.477 
0.067 
0.065 
0.391 
0.01 6 
0.01 3 
0.130 
0.223 
0.1 25 
0.234 

Odds Ratio 

7.80 
2.01 
0.69 
0.36 
1.69 
0.53 
0.45 
1.77 
0.73 

I , 

Parameter I Estimate. Std. Error Std. Error P-value Odds Ratio 
Constant I -6.92 . 5.20 -1.33 0.183 

472.98 4.01 I 2.60 2.37 0.01 8 
0.77 1.80 0.072 

MALE 
BLACK 
EMPLOY 
RESIDENCE 
PRldR TREAT 

PROBLEM REC 
TREAT READY 

SUDDS-IV SCORE 

I EXERN& PRESS I I 3.10.2 Predicting Length of Stay 

1.07 

0.36 
0.1 6 
-1.52 
-5.68 
229 
1.14 
1.31 

-1.36 
0.80 
0.79 
0.42 
1.11 
0.88 
3.45 
1 .oo 
0.54 
0.46 

1.34 
-1.73 
0.85 
0.15 
-1.74 
-1.65 
2.28 
2.12 
2.86 

0.181 
0.084 
0.393 
0.884 
0.083 
0.1 00 
0.023 
0.034 
0.004 

2.91 
0.26 
1.43 
1.17 
0.22 
0.00 
9.87 
3.1 3 
3.72 

One might argue that a program should not be judged on the simplistic measure of graduation 

versus termination outcomes alone. Drug court teams are interested in retaining participants who are 

appropriate for the program for as long as possible-if not bough graduation. That is, some participants 

are not ready for complete program compliance, but the treatment and other services received via the 

program may positively impact future sobriety and reduce iecidivism. Drug court teams are interested in 

what variables affect length of stay so that they may respond in ways to increase program retention. 
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Parameter 
Constant 
AGE 
HSGED 
MALE 
BLACK 
EMPLOY 
RESIDENCE 
IDU 
MENTAL 
Sigma 

I '  

Es ti matel 
Estimate Std. Error Std. Error P-mlue 
2.59 0.42 6.1 1 0.000 
1.01 0.55 1.86 0.063 
0.44 0.2 1 2.1 2 0.034 
-0.32 0.23 -1.40 0.162 
-0.47 0.26 -1.79 0.741 
0.27 0.1 2 2.36 0.01 8 
-0.22 0.22 -1.00 0.318 
-0.45 0.41 -1.32 0.265 
0.34 0.20 1.66 0.097 
0.79 0.09 8.98 0.000 

The samples include participants whose final program status was not observed because they were 

still active as of Septe,mber 2001. These are considered censored cases which are easily addressed by 

survival analysis techniques that analyze the time until a specified event occurs. We used a hazqrd 

function which analyzes the hazard rate or proportion of subjects expected to fail as a function of time; for 

example, a positive or increasing hazard rates means the probability of failure increases with time 

(Chung, et al. 1991). Tables loa-b show the results of the survival models for Jackson County and 

, I 
I I 

I 

Parameter 
Constant 
AGE 
HSGED 
BLACK 
EMPLOY 
RESIDENCE 
PRIOR TREAT 
EXTERNAL PRESS 
TREAT READY 
Sigma 

1 

Estimate/ 
Estimate Std. Error Std. Error P-due 
-0.86 1.48 -0.58 0.561 
1.68 1.38 122 0.221 
0.42 0.34 1.26 0.207 
-0.33 0.35 -0.94 0.346 
0.30 0.1 9 1.54 0.1 24 
0.89 0.84 1.05 0.295 
-0.66 0.37 -1.79 0.073 
0.40 0.1 8 2.1 8 0.030 
0.35 0.1 9 1.80 0.072 
0.70 0.13 5.36 0.000 

Escambia County based on the Weibull distribution. 
I 

The stepwise procedure was repeated to construc:t a new equation for the survival analysis, but the 
1 1 ,  

results were similar to the logistic regression results predicting program success in both sites. 

Demographics, injection drug use, and mental health prolblems were the best predictors of time to failure 

in Jackson County (see Table loa). Participants who were older, educated, employed, or who had mental 

health problems lasted longer in the program. In Escambia County, demographics, prior treatment 

experiences, and treatment motivation (external pressure!; and treatment readiness) were predictors of 

time to failure (see Table lob); for example, Blacks and participants who had prior treatment experiences 

I 
1 
I 

failed the program more quickly. 

e 
1 
I 

I 
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4.0 Escambia County Program 

Data on warrants, arrests, jail stays, participant’s behaviors, and program responses were 

extracted fiom the Clerk of the Circuit Court MIS for Escambia County participants. These information 

pertain to the period during which participants were active in the program. Table 11 shows that no 

warrants were issued, and no arrests were made, for about two-thirds of the participants. Among the 26 

participants for whom warrants were issued, 7 were issued more than one warrant. Among the 25 

participants who were arrested, 6 were arrested more than once. Fifty-five or ‘75% of the Participants 

served short-term jail stays ordered by the drug court judge. A single jail stay can vary from 1 to 30 days 

or more; on average, participants spent about 10 days in jail during each stay. 

I 

Table 11. Warrants, Arrests, and Jail Stays Post-Intake: Escambia County 
, 

Escarnba County 

Number of Warrants 

My’ 
1 
2 

26 35.62% 
19 26.03% 
4 5.48% 

3 I 3 4.11%0] 
Number of Arrests I 4-1 
None 

&$ 
1 
2 
3 

Number of Jail Stays3 
None 
M Y  

1 
2 
3 
4 or more 

Average jail days (SD) 
Note: Complete program history data unavailable for Jackson County participants, and for one Escambia County participant 
‘All but one warrant (for a new offense) were capias warrants. 
‘Four arrests were for new offenses, the.remaining were on warrants. 
3Excludes one participant who served jail time preceding program admission, and 
one participant who semd jail time for a new offense and later relbrned to the program. 

Archival data from urinalysis tests were not available, but the MIS does record participant 

behaviors, including when drugs were detected by the drug court team (via urinalyses or other means). 

Table 12 shows that drug use was detected among 31 or 42% of the participants; most of the participants 

were found to use cocaine (23%) or marijuana (12%). Another 12 participants either failed to appear for 

testing or refused to provide a specimen. 
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Inpatient Treatment 

Table 12. Participant Behaviors and Drug Court Reponses: Escambia County 

7 9.59% 

Behaviors* I n ?4 
Any AOD Use 31 42.47% 

Cocaine use 
Marijuana use 
Alcohol use 
Analgesic use (Lortab, Oxycodone) 
Opiate use / I  

Sedative use (Benzodiazapam) 
Other drug use (Prescription, Ecstasy) 
Unspecificed drug use 

Urinalysis - FTAor refusal to provide specimen 

17 23.29% 
9 12.33% 
5 6.85% 
2 2.74% 
1 1.37% 
1 1.37% 
2 2.74% 
2 2.74% 

12 16.44% 
ITreatment attendance DrOblemS I 2 2.74%1 
Responses I 
Reward - Permission to trawl 
Reward - Fee waiver 
Reward - Less restrictive communitycontrol conditions 
Reward - Out of State treatment 
Sanction - Additional self-help meetings 
Sanction - Communityservice 
Sanction - Travel request denial 

5 6.85% 
2 2.74% 
1 '1.37% 

17 23.29% 
12 16.44% 
3 4.11% 

Also recorded are the drug court program's responses to participant behavior in the form of 

rewards, sanctions, and inpatient treatment referrals. The most common reward was permission to travel, 

which was granted to 19 (26%) of the participants. Orders to attend additional self-help meetings (23%) 

and to perform community service (16%) were the most clommon sanctions. Inpatient treatment was 

ordered for 10% of the participants. 

Arrest, warrant, jail stay, participant behavior, and drug court response data can be used to 

demonstrate the variety of participant histories. Illustratecl in Figure 4 are sample timelines for five 

Escambia County participants: two graduates, one active participant, one absconded participant still on 

warrant status, and one termination. The timelines are not drawn to scale, but the dates denoted below 

each event indicate the passage of time. Information on each row correspond to program status (Phase 

level6 and final program status), arrests and warrants, release custody status (community control or 

probation, and jail stays), and other events (behaviors, rewards, sanctions, and inpatient stays). 

Noted in Table 8 were lengths of stay that exceede:d the average 12- to 13-month program tenure 

until graduation. Using MIS data, one can observe how jail stays and other events affect total length of 

program stay. Typically, jail stays ordered by the drug court judge are considered part of the graduated 

sanctions system, and it would be inappropriate to subtract time served on jail stays from total length of 

stay. Participant #1 entered the program on 8/3/00 on community control release status, and advanced to 

Phase 111 by 1/29/01. The judge responded to a each of a series of relapses beginning on 2/12/01 with 

Phase level changes are noted here, but overall, the data were too inconsistent to report for all participants. 
Abt Associates Inc. Phase 11: Prognostic Indicators; for Drug Court Outcomes 19 

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.

expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Figure 4. Samples of Participant Timelines: Escambia County 

#2 

I :Phase1 { :Phase11 : !Phase1 :Phase11 
# I I 

I I :Warrant :Arrest : :Warrant 
I 

I I ? 

PROGRAM STATUS i !Phase1 :Phase11 : 
ARRESTSNARRANTS :Arrest :Arrest : 
CUSTODY 
OTHER EVENTS 

:Warrant :Arrest 

!Capias 
:Jail :Jail 

I 

I I I I I jcapias ! jcommunity i !Capias 

:Probation i ;Jail 

5/27/1999 911 111999 9/21/1999 11/111999 11/3/1999 11/8/1999 l11/22/1C199 112/61!QQQ I!/?/2OW '!!24/!900 11!?P1!?99 1221,9%0 I:l!l,"OC 13/13::.1c0 '3iZJi2WO 

-1  1/22/99 - 12/13/99 - 212 1/00 

I 
I I PROGRAM :Phase1 i :Phase 11 !Phase 111 :Graduation 

ARRESTSNARRANTS : Arrest :Arrest : :Arrest : I I I 

jlz-~tep I12-~tep j 
CUSTODY 
OTHER EVENTS 

I I 
I 

I 

6 

:Probation :Jail :Jail :Inpatient : 1 I I 

I 
I 

I 

!Capias !Marij, Cocaine 
I I I I I I I I I I I 

8/18/1999 9/23/1999 10/18/1999 11/5/1999 11/24/1999 12/9/1999 3/1G/22M)o 5/25/2000 7/13/2000 8/3/2000 11/7/2000 
- I  1/8/99 -la9199 

Note: Timelines not drawn to scale. 
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week-long jails stays. Participant #1 successfully completed the program on 8/10/01; throughout the 15- 

month period between admission and graduation, that panticipant remained in active status. 

example is Participant #2. After a series of arrests and a warrant that culminhted 'in a jail stay, the 

participant entered the program on 11/4/99 zind was placed on community control. Participant #2 was 

Alternatively, some lengths of stay are significanlly altered by jail sentences. The most dramatic 

arrested soon after and sentenced to jail, but returned to Plhase I of the program on 9/7/00. The participant 

advanced to Phase 11 on 11/9/00, to Phase III on 3/29/01, (and despite a short jail stay (7/21/01-7/23/01), 

remains active in the program. Using the first admission date, total length of stay is nearly two years 

(7/4/99 through 8/7/01), but about 10 months of that time was spent serving a jail sentence.' 

Participant #3 shows a sample timeline among participants who absconded after as many as 10 

months in the program. The participant first entered the program on probation status on 9/21/99,and 

advanced to Phase 11 by 11/1/99, but a capias warrant was issued two days later. Participant #3 soon 

returned, spent about two weeks in jail, and was returned lo Phase. The participant spent another week in 

jail (12/6/99-12/13/99), but again advanced to Phase 11 on 1/3/00. A capias warrant was issued for 

Participant #3 three weeks later. The participant was arrested soon after, and spent about three weeks in 

jail (1/28/99-U21/00). Upon release, Participant #3 returned to Phase I, but again advanced to Phase 11 by 

3/13/00. Participant #3 finally absconded from the program on 3/24/00, and has never returned. 

Some terminations spent as little as one month in the program, but the average length of stay for 

Escambia County terminations was seven months. Particiipant #4 illustrates a termination after nine 

months in the program. Placed on community control upon admission (7/13/00), Participant #4 advanced 

to Phase 11 by 9/28/00 with no incidents. Then a series of cocaine relapses started on 10/27/00. After five 

separate jail stays over a four month period, Participant #4 was terminated on 2/15/01. 

Finally, Participant #5 shows how jail stays and inpatient treatment responses may result in 

graduation. Admitted on 10/18/99 on probation status, Participant #5 was arrested for a capias and spent 

three days in jail 11/5/99. Two weeks later, the program detected marijuana and cocaine use. The 

response was two weeks in jail, followed by inpatient treatment (period unknown). By 3/16/00 

Participant #5 advanced to Phase 11, and then to Phase III about two months later. There were two 

occasions of 12-step meeting attendance problems, but Participant #5 graduated on 11/7/00, roughly 14 

months after program admission. 

Since this is a jail sentence rather than a graduated sanction, his data is excluded from Table 1 1. 
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Corn ponents 
Urinalyses 
Drug court sessions 
Treatment group sessions 
Individual counseling 
Self-help groups (AA) 
Com rn unity supervision officers 

5.0 Followup Interviews 

Median Median 
5 5 
5 5 
4 5 
4 4 
4 5 
4 5 

J 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

Followup telephone interviews were conducted with 52 (29%) of the 182 Jackson County and 36 

(49%) of the 74 Escambia County participants for information on program components, ancillary 

services, sources of trouble, and AOD use. Open-ended comments were also solicited. Followup 

interviews were limited to participants who had a/ significant period of participation to draw upon; and 

absconders and unsuccessful program terminations were difficult to locate. The 52 Jackson County 

followups represent 36% of the 145 participants who were in the program for at least six months, and the 

35 Escambia County followups represent 57% of the 63 participants who were in the program that long. 

In the aggregate, participants gave each of the program components high ratings (see Table 13). 

Based on a scale of 1 to 5, median scores were either 4 (quite helpful) or 5 (very helpful). Urinalyses and 

drug court sessions were given the highest scores in both sites. Treatment group sessions, self-help 

groups, and community supervision officers (Probation and Community Control) scored higher in 

Escambia County (5 versus 4). Both groups of program participants rated individual counseling as quite 

helpful (4). 

Table 13. Program Component Ratings by Site 

Escarnbia County 
h=52 1 h 3 6 )  

The programs offer a wide range of ancillary services, but referral and use is discretionary. Table 

14 ranks the services by the number of participants who used that service. Employment and education 

assistance was popular among participants in both sites; for example, 38% of Jackson County and 19% of 

Escambia County participants used work readiness counseling. Transportation assistance, such as bus 

tokens, was used by 27% of the Jackson County and 22% of the Escambia County participants. On 

average, Jackson County participants reported using about two of the ancillary services offered, and 

Escambia County participants reported using at least one slisrvice. 

I I 
I 
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Ancillary Services 
Work readiness counseling 

I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 

Jackson County 
(n = 52) 

n % 
20 38.46% 

D l  

I 
I 
I 

Source of Trouble 
Stress 
Boredom 
Relations hip conflicts 
Craving drugs 

Loneliness 

Others using drugs 

Craving alcohol 
Arguments with friends 

Wanting to use when feeling good 

Family conflicts 

Others drinking alcohol 

Number of trouble sources 

I 
I 
I 

Jackson County Escambia County 
(n = 52) 

n YO n % 
37 71.15% 28 77.78% 
34 65.38% 24 66.67% 
27 51.92% 19 52.78% 
27 51.92% 16 44.44% 
24 46.15% 12 33.33% 
23 4423% 16 44.44% 
22 42.31% 16 44.44% 
22 42.31% 13 36.11% 
17 32.69% 13 36.11% 
17 32.69% 14 38.89% 
16 30.77% 11 30.56% 

5.1 2 3.32 5.06 3.22 

(n = 36) 

I 

Table 14. Ancillary Serviced Used by Site 

Job/work counseling 
Other adult education 
Transportation assitance (tokens) 
ABE or GED preparation 
Housing assistance 
Legal aid 
Job skills training/education 
Child care 

20 38.46% 
16 30.77% 
14 26.92% 
11 21 .15% 
10 19.23% 
10 19.23% 
9 17.31% 
5 9.62% 

Utilityservice assistance I 5 9.62% 

Escambia County 
(n = 36) 

n % 
7 19.44% 
5 1 3.89% 
7 19.44% 
8 22.22% 
5 13.89% 
1 2.78% 
2 5.56% 
4 11.11% 
4 11.11% 

1 2.78% 

Financial assistance I 4 7.69%1 1 2.78% I 
~ ~~ ~~ 

Number of services used (Aw, SD) I ~~ 2.38 125 2261 

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.

expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
E 

Drug Type 
Alcohol 
Cocaine 
Marijuana 
Sedativeshranquilizers 
Anti-depressants 
Amphetamines 

Hallucinogens 
Heroin 
Inhalants 

Any alcohol or drugs 

Overall, 36 (69%) of the Jackson County and 15 (42%) of the Escambia County participants 

reported any AOD use during program participation. Tbey were more likely to report drinking than using 

drugs; 25 (48%) of the Jackson County and 10 (28%) of ithe Escambia County participants reported 

d r i k n g  alcohol. Among drugs used, cocaine was most common in both sites-17 or 33% in Jackson 

County and 5 or 14% in Escambia County. In Escambia County, sedatives or tranquilizers were used by 

nearly the same number of participants (6 or 17%$. In Jackson County, marijuana (23%) and sedatives or 

tranquilizers (13%) ranked second and third, respectively. 

Jackson County Escambia County 
(n = 52) 

n YO n % 
25 48.08% 10 27.78% 
17 32.69% 5 13.89% 
12 ’ 23.08% 1 2.78% 
7 13.46% 6 16.67% 
4 7.69% 2 5.56% 

3 5.77% 1 2.78% 

3 5.77% 2 5.56% 
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 1 2.78% 

36 i6923% 15 41.67% 

(n = 36) 

Comments 

Positive 
Any 

Negative 

Table 17. Participant Comments by Site 

Escambia County 
(n = 38) 

30 78.95% 
25 83.33% +- 10 33.33% 

Jackson County 
(n = 54) 

n 
32 592’6% 
26 81 25% 
20 62.510% 

About 80% of both groups had positive things to say. 

One participant said that he really appreciated the program. It made him examine his life, values, 
and principles. It taught him humility. 

“Best thing that could have happened to me. I’m very grateful. I like everyone at [treatment], 
they do a good job, and you feel like they really care.” 

“It gave me back my life, and I’m very thankful for this. ... It gave me the knowledge I needed to 
stay sober.” 
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However, these were often conditional statements; 20 (63%) of the Jackson County and 10 (33%) 

also had negative feedback. 

0 While time at the program occupied her time and reduced opportunities to use drugs, one 
participant felt that the long hours were a hindrance to progression becahse, especially in the 
beginning, participants are unable to work or do anything except the program. 

However, he was concerned about the non-treatment staff at the facility who were not empathetic 
and sometimes rude. 

sufficient variety-that the same things were repeated after a period of six months or so, and that 
the same videos were frequently repeated. 

Another participant said that the curriculum would benefit fiord smaller classes and more 
specialized information about alcohol and drugs made readily available. 

0 Another participant was happy with the program, and felt that the counselors did a good job. 

One participant said that treatment sessions and the information disseminated did not have 1 0 

0 

6.0 Discussion 

Phase 11 of this evaluation project examined the 1182 Jackson County and 74 Escambia County 

participants who were admitted to the adult treatment drug court programs between October 1999 and 

October 2000. Both programs began in 1993 and are a1ik:e in intake criteria and in using a single 

treatment provider, but among other differences, the Jackson County progratn has a larger capacity and 

admission caseflow. This discussion first summarizes the participant cohorts based on intake interviews 

and criminal justice records. Comments relevant to interpretation and caveats are added. Next the results 

of the program status and retentions analyses are reviewed. The juxtaposition of Jackson County and 

Escambia County is intended to demonstrate the variety alf participants and outcomes among drug courts 

as exemplified by these two sample programs-not to contrast the results as to suggest that one is better 

or worse than the other in any way. 

6.1 Program Participants 
0 Demographics - Both cohorts were 3 1 years old on average, at least half had a high school 

diploma or GED and were employed at intake, and most lived in homes they or someone else 

rented or owned. There were more males-particularly Black males-in the Jackson County 

program (56% versus 22%). 

Criminal Histow - Based on arrest record analysis from Phase I for Jackson County, and on 

Florida Criminal Punishment Code Scoresheets for Escambia County, criminal histories for 

program participants include felony instant arrests and priors, and both drug-related and nondrug 

instant offenses and priors. Nearly threequarters of the Escambia County participants were on 

probation with a suspended sentence, and 27% were in deferred sentence disposition. 
0 AOD Use - In both sites, over 90% had ever used alcohol and marijuana, one-third had ever used 

hallucinogens, and onequarter had ever used amphetamines. Escambia County participants had 
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more histories of cocaine, sedative, heroin, and injection drug use. However, alcohol, marijuana, 

and cocaine use in the past month was more prevalent in Jackson County. Recent heroin use was 

only reported in Escambia County. 

Prior Treatment and Clinical Diagnoses - Sixty percent of the Jackson County and 54% of the 

Escambia County participants had previously been in AOD treatment. Over 90% of both cohorts 

had current dependence or abuse problem, and serious dependence was more prevalent in 

Escambia County. 

SUDDS-IY is not the diagnostic tool used by the programs to assess candidates for treatment 

, 
0 

services, but it does provide clinical data on the prevalence of abuse and dependence. It should be noted 

that the drug court teams exercise judgement in applying other information (e.g., past experiences) to their 

program admission decisionmaking. These other information sources, which may be less tangible than 

diagnostic scores, were not measured in this study. 

0 Mental and Phvsical Health - Onequarter of both cohorts reported problems with depression and 

anxiety, 6% had been hospitalized for emotional problems in the past year, and about 10% had 

attempted suicide. Dental services were needed by 52% of the Jackson County and 43% of the 

Escambia County participants, 39% of both cohalrts reported a medical condition that required a 

doctor’s attention, and four were pregnant. At least onequarter or more were taking prescription 

medications. 

Co-morbidity is difficult to diagnose in drug court admissions. Some are self-medicating their 

emotional problems with alcohol or drugs, and some are demonstrating the ill effects of AOD use that 

may be misinterpreted as the symptomology of emotional problems. The programs are carehl about 

admitting only co-morbid participants who they evaluate as capable of managing the rigorous program 

demands, but they prefer to evaluate the participant after a period of abstinence so that some of the effects 

of AOD use are reduced (that is, does the participant present as manic-depressive when clean and sober?). 

Our finding that 28% of the Escambia County participants reported a need for help with depression was 

consistent with the site’s own recent survey of participants, which revealed that about 25% had been 

prescribed medication for depression. 
I 

Just four (5%) of all female participants were pregnant at intake, so we could not analyze the 

effects of pregnancy on program outcomes. Nonetheless, this is a reminder that drug court interventions 

may impact not only the participant, but their families. That is, drug-free births mean improved child 

health and welfare, as well as medical cost savings for the public. 

0 Juvenile Risk Behaviors - Participants reported behaviors and experiences during childhood and 

adolescence associated with antisocial tendencies, hostility, risk-taking, and conduct disorders; 

for example, 45% of Escambia County and 26% Jackson County participants reported lying for 
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personal gain, and at least 20% in both cohorts reported being a victim and an aggressor in 

physical abuse. 

Treatment Motivation - Nearly all participants expressed some desire for help (e.g., willingness 

to give up friends to solve AOD problems) and treatment readiness (e-g., expectation of finishing 

the program). However, Escambia County participants were more consistent in their responses in 

all areas (problem recognition, desire for help, treatment readiness, and external pressures. For 

e 
1 I 

I 
example, 67% of the Jackson County and 24% of the Escambia County participants said they 

could quit using without help. 

Motivation level is not a criterion for eligibility, and the program do not screen candidates on 
i I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

this variable. That is, treatment counselors do not insist tlhat candidates make claims of hitting rock 

bottom; in fact, initial denial is expected and the drug court teams encourage problem recognition and 

other positive steps as part of the treatment process. Motivation is more dynamic than static, and 

followup measures on treatment motivation would have allowed us to examine patterns of change, 

perhaps as a predictor of program retention. For instance, one participant commented, “Drug court is a 

great program. In the beginning, I hated it. It takes a while to get used to.” 

, 

, 
We conclude that participant characteristics for these cohorts are consistent with the target 

population outlined by the eligibility criteria of serious criminal offenders with AOD use problems. The 

programs are equipped to address relapse, criminal behavior, and other recodev issues with an array of 

treatment services, drug court rewards and sanctions, and ancillary services. However, there is always I 
I 
1 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

room for improvement. Participant comments regarding atncillary services included general complaints 

about unexplained delays in receiving assistance, and specific complaints about transportation assistance 

(being repeatedly denied bus tokens after they were advertised as available, and how transport by bus was 

not always an option). 

6.2 Program Status and Retention 

As of September 2001,2896 of the Jackson County and 49% of the Escambia County participants 

had graduated their program (usually within 13 months). In Jackson County, 32% terminated 

unsuccessfully, 23% remained active, and 17% remained on warrant status. In Escambia County, 26% 

terminated unsuccessfully, 14% remained active, and 11% remained on warrant status. Placing these 

results in context is awkward given the variation in program populations, designs, and other factors that 

make interpretation a veritable comparison of “apples and oranges.” A recent summary of drug court 

evaluations (Belenko 200 1) reported that other programs estimate program graduation rates anywhere 

from 36% to 60%, and overall, demographic and other variable can have conflicting results (e.g., males 

do better in some programs, while females do better in others). 

Quantitative analyses indicated that demographics-age, employment, gender, race/ethnicity, 

residence, and education-were the best predictors of program status and time to program failure. In 
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Jackson County, participants who were older, female, noa-Black, employed, did not own or rent their 

home, or had a high school diploma or GED had a higher probability of graduating or remaining active in 

the program. Injection drug use, not having mental health problems, and problem recognition (a factor in 

treatment motivation) were associated with a higher probability of unsuccessful program participation . 

(termination or warrant status). With the exception of problem recognition, survival analyses indicated 

that the same variables were associated with time to failure in Jackson County. In other words, 

participants who did not inject drugs, and participants with mental health problems, lasted longer in that 

program. 

In Escambia County, the probability of program success was higher among participants who were 

older, male, non-Black, employed, owned or rented their own home, or had a high school diploma or 

GED. In addition, prior AOD treatment and high levels of AOD dependency were associated with 

unsuccessful program participation. Three of the four treatment motivation factors (problem recognition, 

treatment readiness, and external pressures) were associated with program success. Similarly, survival 

analyses indicated that time to failure in Escambia County was associated with the same demographics, 

prior AOD treatment, and treatment motivation (external pressures and treatment motivation). 

In light of the relatively small samples sizes and the exploratory modeling procedure applied, it 

must be noted that there is some margin of error in our findings regarding program status and retention. 

Nonetheless, these results may be used as a rough guide for drug court teams in deciding two things. 

First, how may clients be assessed and triaged into the appropriate program services? Second, can the 

programs accommodate participants with various needs, or should they consider modifications? 

For instance, many of the demographic variables may be considered indicators of community 

stability. Given the circumstances under which participants are referred to these programs (e.g., repeated 

felony offending and AOD involvement), community ties are likely in disrepair for many participants. If 

those participants are accepted into the program, what can be done to stabilize ahd improve their 

employment situation as well as other areas of their lives, and thus increase their changes. of successful 

program participation? 

While there are several means to assess mental health status, AOD use and prior treatment 

experiences, and level of treatment motivation, it is sometimes difficult to predict outcomes based on 

these indicators. Participants in Jackson County with mental health problems were more likely to succeed 

and stay longer in the program, but this variable had no predictive value in Escambia County. Injection 

drug users did poorly in Jackson County, as did Escambia County participants with prior AOD treatment 

experiences. Treatment motivation may have changed since intake, but participants who reported 

treatment readiness and external pressures consistently did well in Escambia County. 

On the other hand, the findings that Blacks were more likely to terminate or abscond, and that 

Blacks failed more quickly than non-Blacks, was consistent across sites. We collected data on a variable 

labeled “race/ethnicity” which represents issues that are complex in origin and remedy and would be 
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difficult to measure directly. How can the drug court team identify racial and ethnic issues impacting 

their program, and what steps can they take to address them within the realm of the drug court program’s 

influence? 

6 3  Program Monitoring Recommendations 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ’  
I 
I 
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While there is certainly value in collecting information from participants fxst-hand+specially to 

get their opinions for program feedback and to fillithe gaps where other data are unavailable (e.%., service 

use or treatment motivation), the most reliable information is typically obtained through archival files. 

When possible, criminal priors and other important data were collected from criminal justice authorities; 

however, many attempts to obtain such data failed. 

Self-report information collected during intake interviews may be more reliable than followup 

interview data, because whether internally or externally motivated, the participant has relatively little to 

lose at this point in the program. In contrast, followup interviews are costly ventures that yield data, such 

as self-reported AOD use, that cannot be verified and are therefore of unknown quality. Despite 

assurances of confidentiality, participants are understandably cautious about what they reveal. Followups 

are conducted at varying points in time per participant (e.g., 6 versus 8 months post-intake) and complete 

coverage of all participants is unrealistic due to absconders and nonrespondents, regardless of monetary 

incentives and extensive followup efforts. 

Our recommendation is that resources be devoted to improved record maintenance so that 

program monitoring and evaluation can progress. This would allow drug court teams to: examine 

individual patterns more closely; tailor program services to current needs; use program service feedback 

when deciding resource allocations; and ensure accountability to the participants, their families, the 

public, and other program stakeholders. 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
DRUG COURT ADMISSIONS EVALUATION REQUEST 

(To Division MA- Please place copy in case file land forward original to defense counsel) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

DATE REQUEST SUBMITTED: REQUESTED BY: 
CASE: STATE V VOP VOCC 
CASE NO(S): 
DMSION: JUDGE 
A.S.A.: DEFENSE COUNSEL 

INELIGIBLE ELIGIBLE - 
NOTES/TERMS OF ENTRY: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

DANIEL W. CLARK DATE 
ASSISTANT STATE ATTORNEY 

NOTE: The drug court ASA will do the plea papawork upon notification &e., receipt 
of form signed by defense attorney and defendant) that he/she desires entry if eligible; 

Defendant’s counsel should cocmiinate with the division ASA and the Clerk’s 
Office to set defendant to appear in drug court at least five (5) days from delivery or fax of this form 
signed by defendant and counsel to the drug court ASA. 

1) 

2) 

I WISH TO ENTER THE DRUG COURT PROGRAM. I UNDERSTAND THAT M y  ENTRY INTO THE 
PROGRAM IS DEPENDENT UPON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDED SLOTS AND ENTRY OF A PLEA PURSUANT 
TO AN AGREEMENT APPROVED BY THE STATE AWD THE DRUG COURT JUDGE. I FURTHER 
UNDERSTAND THAT EVEN AFTER ENTRY AND ACCEPTANCE OF SUCH A PLEA THAT FINAL 
ACCEPTANCE INTO THE PROGRAM IS CONTINGENT UPON APPROVAL BY THE DRUG COURT 
TREATMENT PROVIDER BASED UPON AN ASSESSMENT USUALLY DONE WITHIN TEN DAYS OF THE 
ENTRY OF THE PLEA. I ACKNOWLEDGE THAT IF THE TREATMENT PROVIDER FINDS ME TO BE AN 
UNACCEPTABLE CANDIDATE THAT ANY PLEA ENTERED AND/OR SENTENCE IMPOSED WILL BE 
VACATED AND A PLEA OF NOT GUILTY REENTERED ON MY BEHALF WITH MY CASE BElNG RESET 
ON A DOCKET OF THE DMSION TO WHICH IT WAS ONGINALLY ASSIGNED. I FURTHJZRUNDERSTAND 
THAT I DO NOT HAVE THE OPTION OF Wl’THDRAWING FROM THE DRUG COURT ONCE MY PLEA IS 
ACCEPTED BECAUSE OF PERSONAL PROBLEMS. I HAVE READ AND UNDERSTAND TEE GENERAL 
INFORMATION SHEET ON THE OPPOSITE SIDE OF THIS FORM AND UNDERSTAND THAT IT IS 
MEANT TO PROVIDE GENERAL INFORMATION ONLY AND MAY BE SUBJECT TO CHANGE. 

DEFENDANT DATE 

I reviewed both sides of this form with the above defendant and have discussed the Drug Court 
Program with this defendant who has expressed a desire to enter the program. I 

DEFENSE COUNSEL DATE 
DCF 05-24-99 

I This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.

expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



1 
I 
a 

0 I 

DRUG COURT 

WHAT IS DRUG COURT? 

Drug court is a twelve-step based out-patient program for certain qualified people with 
pending criminal charges and a related drug or alcohol problem. 

HOW LONG DOES DRUG COURT LAST? 

Usually 12 to 16 months, depending on a client’s progress. 

WHAT IS INVOLVED IN DRUG COURT TREATMENT? 

Drug Court occurs over 3 phases. The first phase involves 4 four-hour counseling sessions 
at Pathway in a group setting and 1 court appearance per week. Phase 1 usually lasts from 5 to 
9 weeks. A client then graduates to phase 2, which involves 2 four-hour group sessions per week 
and 1 court appearance every two weeks. Phase 2 may last anywhere from 2 to 6 months. The final 
phase, phase 3, involves 2 one and one-half hour group sessions per week and a court appearance 
every 3 weeks. Once all three phases are completed, a person graduates from drug court. Lack of 
transportation to court and treatment sessions is not an acceptable excuse for non-attendance. 

WHAT HAPPENS IF A CLIENT HAS PROBLEMS COIWLETING DRUG COURT REQUIREMENTS? 

The Court can impose short periods of jail time, require additional treatment andor impose 
such other conditions it feels are necessary to overcome the client’s problems, such as urine samples 
testing positive for drugs, failing to appear for court or treatment sessions or other non-compliant 
behavior deemed by the court to be detrimental to progress in the drug court. 

WHAT BEHAVIOR WILL THE DRUG COURT NOT TOLERATE? 

I 
I 
E 
I 
1 
I 
1 
I 

Absconsions (meaning missing counseling sessions and/or court appearances where the Court 
issues an arrest warrant and the police have to search for you); OR, new crimes committed while in 
the drug court program. 

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF A CLIENT ABSCONDS OR COMMITS A NEW CRIME? 

The Court will likely impose the county jail or state prison sentence suspended under the 
original plea agreement when the client first entered drug court. 

HOW MUCH DOES DRUG COURT COST? 

A treatment fee of $300 is required in monthly payments before the completion of drug court. 
This is only a small part of the actual cost of treatment and is cheaper than the cost of supervision 
for six months of probation with no treatment. 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT IN AND FOR ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA 
, 

&ATE OF FLORIDA, 
Plaintiff, 

Defendant 
/ 

I 

CASE NO(S): 
fhis plea, sentence and defendant’s enfry info Drug Courf is 
contingent upon final approval by he drug Courf treufment 
provider based upon assessment subsequenf to sentenchg. 
Defendant, by entry of his/her pleu acknowledges thuf Drug 
Court is a 12-step program in which a higher power is 
discussed and thuf he/she does not objed to fhis aspect of 
the program. 

DRUG COURT PLEA AGREEMENT 

e following reflects all terms of the  Plea Agreement: 
COUNT DEFENDANT CURRENTLY CHARGED WIW: MhIMUM FiNE MAND. 

(bERNDANT PLEADS: GUILTY NOLO CONTENDERE to the  following: 
- 
- - 

S OF PLEA ENTRY AND SENTENCING RECOMMENDATION AGREED UPON BY THE STATE AND DEFENDANT: 
Deferred Sentencing In interim successfully complete conditions stated below. Ifsucces,sful, case will be dismissed; ifunsucccessfui, 
sentence will be adjudication of wilt and 11 months, 15 days in &e counv jail. 
Adjudication of =gilt withheld, months community conml followed by m o n k  probation; special conditions: 11 months, 
15 days county jail suspended and complete conditions stated below. 
Adjudication of ,@t withheld, months state prison suspended: months community control followed by months 
probation. Complete conditions stated beiow. 

IN ADDITION TO ALL STANDARD CONDITIONS OF PROBATION AND/OR COMMUNITY CONTROL BEING ORDERED IMPOSED THE FOLLOWING 

YOU WILL SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE ESCAMBIA COUNTY DRUG COURT PROGRAM AND CONTINUE THEREAFTER AND 
SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE ANY TREATMENT DIRECTED POST GRADUATION ABSTINENCE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM, INCLUDING 
BUT NOT LIMITED TO MI0 12-STEP MEETINGS PER WEEK, WITH WRITEN VERIFICATION TO YOUR SUPERVISING OFFICER. 

PROVIDER AND/OR YOUR SUPERVISING OFFICER. 
YOU WILL PAY A TREATMENT FEE OF $300.00; $286.00 IN COURT C O W  $150.00 IN ARTICLE V COSTS AND INVESTlGATlVE COSTS 

: AUTO TO 

IN ADDITION, RESTITUTION IS AI50 ORDERED TO BE PAID BY YOU TO THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS(S) IN THE DESIGNATED 
AMOUNTS AT A RATE OF 

PECIAL CONDITIONS ARE ORDERED: p. 

IN THE AMOUNT OF ; AND A FiNE IN THE AMOUNT OF i’ BE PAID SEQUENTIALLY AT A RATE OF PER MONTH. 
4. 

PER MONTH: 

IT IS ALSO ORDERED THAT IF YOU 10 A MEDICAL FACILITY Q R  SEE ANY MEDICAL PERSONNEL FOR MEDICAL CARE OF ANY 
SORT, YOU WILL DO THE FOLLOWING: 1)YOLI WILL USE YOUR TRUE NAME; 2)YOU WILL ADVISE THE TREATING MEDICAL PERSONNEL 
OF YOUR SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY; 3)YOU WILL REPORT THE VISIT TO YOUR PROBATION OR COMMUNITY CONTROL OFFICER 
ON THE NEXT BUSINESS DAY AFTER TREATMENT 4)YOU WILL SIGN A RELEASE FOR YOUR PROBATION OR COMMUNITY CONTROL 
OFFICER TO VERIFY THAT YOU HAVE USED YOUR TRUE NAME AND ADVISED THE MEDICAL PERSONNEL OF YOUR SUBSTANCE ABUSE 
HISTORY; 5) YOU WILL NOT ACCEPT OR USE ANY MEDICATION EXCEPT AS LEGALLY PRESCRIBED BY A PHYSICIAN: AND, 6)  YOU 
WIU IMMEDIATELY RE?ORT RECEIPT OF THE PRESCRIPTION TO PATHWAY AND RECEIVE PERMISSION TO USE IT BEFORE DOING SO. 

B TTENTION: ABSCONSIONS A;YD ;YEW LAW OFFENSES WILL GENERaLY RESULT IN THE DEFENDANT’S EJECTION FROM THE 

I” 
UIDELMES: The appropriate scoresheet. if applicable, is aaached hereto. 

DRUG COURT PROGEUiM .-IND THE IMPOSITION OF ANY SUSPENDED SENTENCE. 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT IN AND FOR ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA 

STATE OF FLORIDA, 
, Plaintiff 

vs. CASE NO.: 

) I  

Defendant 
I 

ADDENDUM TO PLEA AGREEMENTPLEA STATEMENT 

Your plea agreement requires a period of community control. In addition to all special conditions 
announced at the time of sentencing, your community control will include the following standard 
conditions. 

If you have any objection to the imposition of mrly standard condition, the court will consider that 
objection at the time of sentencing. If you fail to object, the standard conditions will be imposed. You 
may, however, at any time during the course of you supervision, petition the court for deletion or 
modification of any condition of commuILity control. The standard conditions which are imposed in your 
case are as follows: 

1. Not later than the fifth (5th) day of each month, you will make a 111 and truthful report 
to your community control officer on the form provided for that purpose. 

2. You will pay the State the cost of your supervision, unless otherwise exempt in 
compliance with Florida Statutes. 

3. You will not change your residence or employment or leave the county of your residence 
without first procuring the consent of your community control officer. 

4. You will neither possess, carry, nor own any weapons or firearms without first securing 
the consent of your community control officer. 

5. You will live and remain at liberty without violating the law. A conviction in coutt shall 
not be necessary in order for such a violation to constitute a violation of your community control. 

8 
!i 

6. You will not use intoxicants AT ALL or possess any drugs or narcotics unless prescribed 
by a physician; nor will you visit places where intoxicants, drugs, or other dangerous substances are 
unlawfully sold, dispensed or used. b 

7. You will work diligently at a l a m  occupation, advise your employer of your probation 
status, and support any dependents to the best of your ability, as directed by your community control 
officer. 

a 
8. You will promptly and truthfully answer all inquiries directed to you by the court, or your 

community control officer, and allow the officer to visit in your home, at your employment site or 
elsewhere, and you will comply with all instructions he may give you. 

You will report to your community control officer at least one (1) time a week, or, if 

1 
I 9. 

unemployed full-time, report as directed. 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT IN AND FOR ESCAMBIA C O W ,  FLORIDA 

STATE OF FLORIDA, 
Plaintiff 

6 , 
vs. CASE NO.: 

1 I 1  Defendant 
I 

ADDEiWUM TO PLEA AGREEMENT B 

t 

Your Plea Agreement requires a period of probation. In addition to aJl special conditions 
announced at sentencing? your probation will include the following standard conditions. If you have any 
objection to the imposition of any standard condition, the Court will consider the objection at the time of 
sentencing. If you fail to object, the standard conditions will be imposed You may, however, at any time 
during your supervision, petition the Court for deletion or modification of any condition of probation. 

The standard conditions which are imposed in your case as as follows: 

1. Not later than the f i f i  (5th) day of each month, you will make a full and truthful report 
to your Probation Officer on the form provided for that purpose. 

2. You will pay the State of Florida the cost of your supervision, unless otherwise exempt 
in compliance with Florida Statutes. 

3. You will not change your residence or employment or leave the county of your residence 
without the consent of your Probation Officer. 

4. You will neither possess, carry, nor own any weapons or firearms without the consent of 

You will live and remain at liberty without violating the law. A conviction in a court of 

your Probation Officer. 

5. 
law shall not be necessary in order for such violation to constitute a violation of your probation. 

6. You will not use intoxicants& or possess any drugs or narcotics unless prescribed by 
a physician; nor will you visit places where intoxicants, drugs, or other dangerous substances are 
unladidly sold, dispensed or used. 

status, and support any dependents to the best of your ability, as directed by your Probation Officer. 

You will promptly and truthfully answer st l l  inquiries directed to you by the Court or the 
Probation Officer, and allow the Officer to visit in your home, at your employment site or elsewhere, and 
you will comply with all instructions he may give you. 

7. You will work diligently at a lam occupation, advise your employer of your probation @ 
8. 

9. You will not associate with any person engaged in any criminal activity. 

I - 
DEFENDANT DATE 
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10. You will perform public service work as ordered by the court and directed by your 
community control officer. 

1 1. You will remain confin& to your approved residence except foq one-half hour before and 
after your approved employment, public service work, or any other special activities approved by your 
community control officer. 

12. You will submit to urinalysis, breathalyser or blood tests at any time requested by your 
community control officer, or the professional staff of any treatment center where you are receiving 
treatment, to determine possible use of alcohol, drugs, or controlled substances. 

You will maintain an hourly accounting of all your activities on a daily log which you will 

You will participate in self-improvement program ='ordered by the court and directed 

You will not associate with any person engaged in any c&al activity. 

13. 
submit to your community control officer upon request. 

14. 
by your community control officer. 

15. 

The above conditions have been explained to me by my attorney and I understand and agree that 
each of the above standard conditions together with any special conditions imposed by the court shall be 
requirements of my supervision. 

Defendant Date 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT M AND FOR ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORU>A 

STATE OF FLORIDA, 
, Plaintiff 

vs. CASE NO.: 
/ I  

Defendant 

PRETRIAL RELEASE ORDER 

The Court being advised by and having reviewed The recommendations of the Escqnbia County 
Pretrial Services Release Program and the defendant having agreed to participate and successfully 
complete the Substance Abuse Diversion and Treatment Program as a condition of release, and the 
defendant having been advised of the requirements of the program including but not limited to: no 
new arrest; random urinalysis; remaining drug free; compliance with all phases of the treatment 
program including therapy and counseling sessions, 

IT IS HEREBY CONSIDERED AND ORDERED that the defendant herein is released in the 
custody of and under the supervision of the Florida Department of Corrections upon admittance to the 
Drug Abuse Treatment Program (DATP). 

IT IS FURTHER CONSIDERED AND ORDEFSD that if the defendant is no lonser eligible 
for refease under the aforementioned conditions, or if additional information by the Florida Department 
of Corrections renders the defendant unacceptable for release under the aforementioned conditions, 
alternate bond is hereby set in the amount of $-0-. 

DONE AND ORDERED at Escambia County, Florida, this day of 1 

199,. 

CIRCUIT JUDGE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE READ THE ABOVE ORDER AND AGREE TO COMPLY 
WITH THE INSTRUCTIONS. I FURTHER AGREE THAT THE PROCEEDINGS OF THIS CASE 
SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN THE SPECIAL DRUG COURT AND WAIVE ANY OBJECTION. 
I FURTHER AGREE TO COMPLY WITH ANY CON'DITIONS THE COURT MAY ELECT TO 
IMPOSE AS SANCTIONS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO INCARCERATION. 

Court Date: 
DEFENDANT DATE 

FAILURE TO APPEAR IS A CRIMINAL OFFENSE, AND IF YOU FAIL, TO APPEAR AFTER 
NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN TO YOU, A WARRANT SHALL BE ISSUED FORYOUR ARREST. 
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Dl THE CIRCUIT COURT IN AND FOR ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA 

STATE OF FLORIDA, 
’ Plaintiff 

vs. CASE NO.: 
/ I  

Defendant 

WAIVER OF RIGHT TO ASSERT SPECIFIED GROUNDS AS A BASIS FOR MOTION 
OF RECUSAL 

COMES NOW the defendant by and through undersigned counsel and acknowledges that as 
consideration for acceptance andor continued participation in the Escambia County Drug Court 

1. that the above-styled case will be assigned to Division “X” before the designated 
Circuit Judge(s) assigned to the Escambia County Drug Court; 

2. that should defendant fail to successmy complete the Escambia County Drug Court 
Program and be ejected from said program that the above-styled case will remain assigned before the 
aforementioned designated Circuit Judge@); 

Understanding that the assignment of this case is to the aforementioned Circuit Judge(s) 
throughout all proceedings until ultimate disposition of the case, irrespective of defendant’s success 
or fd-m in completing the Escambia County Drug Court, defendant hereby waives his right to assert 
as a basis for a motion to recuse the sitting Circuit Judge 

1. that judge’s personal involvement with the defendant during the course of his treatment 
in the Escambia County Drug Court; 

2. that judge’s knowledge, both person and otherwise, of defendant’s compliance or 
non-compliance with the requirements of the Escambia County Drug Court; 

3 that judge’s decision to eject the defendant fiom the Escambia County Drug Court . 

Program on the basis of his or her failure to comply with such requirements. 

Defendant hereby fieely, voluntarily and knowingly waives the right to assert the foregoing as 
grounds for a motion to recuse and acknowledges that he does so after having consulted with counsel. 

Dated this day of 199- in open Court, Pensacola, Florida 

DEFENDANT DEFENSE COUNSEL 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT IN AND FOR ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA 

STATE OF FLORIDA, 
Plaintiff 

1 

vs. 

Defendant 
I 

CASE NO.: 

I 
PRESIGNED WAIVER OF EXTRADITION I/ 

e 
e 
b 
# 
T 
c 

f hereby acknowledge that if1 subsequently leave the State of Florida and the State of Florida has 
requested that I be returned to the State of Florida for a violation of probation or community control, I 
hereby waive the issuance and service of a Florida Governor’s Rendition (Extradition) Warrant and all 
other procedures incidental to extradition proceedings, and any jurisdiction where I may be found can 
surrender me to the duly authorized Florida agent, whose custody I will be in, and who will then transport 
me to Florida to await disposition of the alleged violation of my probation or community control. 

- 
I>EFENDA.NT 

Social Security Number 

Witnessed at Pensacola, Escambia County, Florida, 
this day of ,199-. 

- 
DEFENSE COUNSEL SIGNATURE OF WITNESS 

c 
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LAKEVIEW CENTER, INC. 
An Affliatc of Baptist Health Cart! 

COMPREHENSIW PSYCHOSOCIAL RE-ASSESSMENT 
I. SECT10 N I 

I 

-r DATE OF RE-ASSESSMENT: PROGRAM: 

DATE OF BIRTH: MARTIAL STATUS: RACE: SEX: , 

m-ASSESSMENT 

n. REASON FOR CONTINUED TX: 

III. DICAL RE-ASSESSME NT (TOINCLLiD E PHYSICAL DEVELOEmNT Am ): 
I 

w. 

V. 

CURRENT MEDICATION(S): - 
, - 

IONAL STATUS [?TUTRITIONAL RISK FACTOR/RECENT WT LOSS ;GAIN): - 
- 
- BEHAVIORAL HEALTH RE-ASSESSIME m(inelude inmact of maior life changes on tbe ctient's tx.k 

ADDICTION RE -ASSESShfENT(inciude  imoact of maior life chanees on t h * Y  e client s tx.!. _. 

CLIENT NAME: ID#: 1 
REV 3/97 FILE UNDERASSESSiMENTS 
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VII. 

M. 

x 

LEGAL STAT us ( A S O P -  

- 
-: 

HAVE YOU FILED FOR SSI: 

FDUC ATION/VOCATIONIEMPLOYMENT RE 4 -ASSESSME NT[include develoomentai lu ‘stow. as a m  lieable): 

-m PEER AND COMMUNITY K~~SOURC EStineiude . reiieious/soirituaI issues): - 

- A-mONAJ, RE -ASSESSFKEN T: 

- 
f i  STATUS(inc1ude behavioral and emotional status): _. 

CLIENTNAME: ID#: 2 
REV 3/97 FILE UNDER WSESSMENTS 
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XI. 

XlI. 

CLMI C A L S U M ~  Y (INlXG . RATION OF RE-ASSESSMENT FINDWGS A ND CLIENT ’SIFAMILY’S IMVOL- - 
I 

- 

I CODE#% DSM ICI) 

AXISV- = ClURXENT GAF 

FROB LEM L JST UPDATE; - 

XIII. 

DATE 
CLFENT NAME: ID#: 3 
REV 3/97 FILE UNDER. ASSESSMEXTS 
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PMl Clienl Natnc: Clicnl ldcnlification Number: Date: Adult 65D-16 Daymight 1 
we1 
W.S 

-- 

X 

X 

X 

X 

- 

- 

X 

11.1 
NO 

-- 

Dinicnsion 1: 
Alcoliol Inloxicotion ~d 
/or Willidriiwal I'olaitial 
Dinicnsion 2: 
Biomedical Conditions 
and Coinplicntions 
Dimension 3: 
EmotionaVDeliavioral 
Conditions und 
Complications 

DIMENSIONS 

Dimension 5: 
Rclnpsd Conliniicd Use 
Potential 

Circlc all items in each dimension Uiat apply lo Uie clicnl's siluation. 
Place a check in lhc Uyern or "no" box Uial indicales validation or 
lnck of validalion for plncctnent into this level of cure. 

ADMISSION CRITERIA 

~ Transfer criteria: Clicnls may be transferred to Uus levcl of&e wlien Uiey liavc met essential lrcatmenl objectives in a more hlCnSiVC level 
and require Uus inlciisity of service provided at Uiis lcvcl of carc in at least one dimension. A client may lransfcr from Level I when services 
at thal level have k c n  uisuficient to addrcss thc clicnt's needs or wlicn Level I lins consisted of motivational interventions to preparc Uic 
clicnl for pnrticipation in a more intensive level of care for which admission critcria are met. 
Tlic cliail's siluolion in tllis dimension is characterized by one of Uie following: 
a. 
b. 
None or no1 a diskaction from kealnienl nnd niunageablc in Level 11.1. llie client's biomedical conditions, if m y ,  arc shblc or arc k ing  
concurrently addressed mid will no1 interfere wiUi (rcnhncnl at Ulis lcvcl of we .  

Mild in scvcrity wiUt polenlial lo dislracl Zroin rccovcry and ticcds moniloring. Tlie clicnt's slnlus in Uiis dimension is cliaraclerizcd by one 
of Uie following: 
a. The clicnl engages in addiction rclalcd abudncglcct of spouse, cliilclrcn or sigiificcuit oUicrs, requirhg itilcnsivc oulyalicnl (realmerit 

to reduce risk of further deterioration; or 
b. Tlie clienl tins a diagnosed cmotionaVbcliaviora1 codition tvliicli rcqiiires liioiiitorirlg nnd/or managemcnl due to a history indicnling a 

lugh potential for distracting Uie clicnl Gom recovery or lrcalment; or 
c. Tlie clienl is at mild risk of behaviors endangering self, oUicrs or property, but Uiese nre 1101 serious enough to requuc 24-hour 

supervision. 
!his~nrm !ti@ cnw$ go rsquke a s~wturcd progain but not SO hi& 4s to rcnder ou~paticrtt trenhticnt incfkctivc. - nie client's shtus in 
Uiis dimension is clinractctizcd by one of Uie following: 
a. The clicnl rcquucs slruclurcd Uiempy and a programmatic milieu to promote kcatmen1 progress and recovery because of failure a1 

diflercnt levels of care. Such inlervcntions are not likely lo succeed a1 Level I service; or 
b. Tlic client's perspective inhibils hidlicr ability to mnke bclravior chmiges witliout clinicallydircctcd and rcpaled shc twcd 

molivational inlcrvenlions. Such intcrvciilions are no1 feasible or not likely to succeed at Level I service. Tltc client's resistance, 

Intensification of addiction symptoms, despite aclive participation in Level I nnd high likcliliood of relapse or contuiued usc wiflioul C~OSC 
monitoring and support. Despite active pndicipntion at a Icss intcasive &vcI of uuc, Ihe cliciit is experiencing inlensificntion of addiction 
syniptonis (cravingddnrg sceking rclated ktiavior) nnd is dclcrioroting in Iiidicr level of functioning dcspitc rcvisions hi tlic hmbiicnl 

Clicnl is free from hitoxication or willidrawal syniptomdrisks; or 
Tlie client's intoxication or witlidrawal symplomdrisks can bc tnnnngccd at this lcvcl of we.  

howcvcf, i s  not so liigli to rcnder the trentmcnt incffcclivc. - 

Dinicnsion 6: 
Rccovcry Environment 

plnn. 
Environnicnl not supportive, but with struclurc nnd support Uie clicnl uui cope. Tlic situation is cliarackrized by one of Uie following: 
a. 

b. 

Coiitinud exposiuc to cwrenl job, scliool or living environment will make recovery unlikely, and lhe client lins insiificienl or severely 
limited rcsourccs or skills n d e d  to maintain an adcqunlc level of fiinclioning willioul Uiis lcvel of service; or 
'Rie clicnt lacks social contacts, or lins inappropriate sociol cotitacts Uint jeopardize recovery, or hns few fiends or pecrs who do not use 
alcoliol/drugs. "lie client also has insullicient or severely limited resources or skills to mahilain on adequate level of fiiclioning 
willioul Uiis level of service. 

Client is admitted to Pathway's one year outpatient substance abuse 
Drug CQurt treatment modality that is in three phases. 

Recommendalions~olcs: 

Dale: - Print Connselor Name: FRANK EDWARD LOGAN CounselorSignaturdCredentinl: M. S. , Assessment S o a c i a i  st. 
~~ 
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Adolescent  

CHECK here for note 0 : NOTES - 
CLIENT NUMBER ADMIT DATE 

NAME FIRST 

STREET 

STATE ZIP PHONE # 

D.O.B. AGE SEX 

c 
ETHNIC ORIGIN - 

PATHWAY PROGRAM WORMATION 

- COUNSELOR D A Y N G E T  

PRIMARY DX SECONDARY DX 

PROGRAM 
DRUG COURT/FFF 0 

INSURAWCE NOTE 

PRASE 111 - PHASE I1 

- CLOSE DATE, - E;W D/C DATE ACT DC DATE 

OF DISCHARGE ADM TRANS 

l"SFER DATE - TRAiiSF'ER TO 

r FOR USE IN THE UA LIST ONLY 

t 
i! 

TX DAYS 

DOC 
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I 

LAKEVIEW CENTER, INC. 
AnAfmateorB8ptistac8re 

EPISODE OF CARE (DACS) 

I " 

I CLIENTNAME: CJ+IE"I' I.D. # 

0 PLANCOORDINATOR PRlMARYTHERApIST n O T H E R  

8 DATE DMIT  TO EPISODE: - EPISODE OF CARE RU: 

PLAN COORDINATOR- 
NAME LD.# 

a*CHANGE PLAN COORDINATOR - 
*COORDLN.ATE WITE PLAN ~OOBDMATOR - COMPLETE BACK* NAME - .  LD.# 

I c 0 DO NOT CHANGE COORDINATOR 
*MAYNEEDADDETUDUMTOIIMP.~LAN~ SUPPORTING THERAPIST - NAME LD. # 

MIlcl DIAGNOSIS I 

Axis1 - 
DSM CODE 

DSM CODE 

DSM CODE 

Axis1 - (Secondary) 

- 
, kisIv - - I 

I A x i s V -  GAF (Current) 
~- 

DATE DISCHARGED FROM EPISODE: S T h  LD. - 
*TRANSFER WITHIN LCI 
(M4YNEEDPLANCOORDINATORciiANGE) 

"DISCHARGE FROM ALL SERVICES 
*(SEE D I S C H A R ~ S F E R  SUMMARY) 

I 
2 - No further services required 3 - WITROUT pmgmm consent 

cl 8 f3bONLYinitialdit  

4 - program approval 7-DIED 8 - TREATMENT COMPLETED 

3 - REGRESSED 2 - TJNCRANGED u -IMPROVED 

IC EPISODE (DIsCIpARGE\ DIAGNOSIS 

Pr - DSM CODE 

A x i s V -  GAF (Current) n REFWRRAL TO: 
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Attachment I: Adutt Characteristics for ASA and AMH Clients ~checd afl items that abplvl 

- 2 IASAONLV: 

- 3 [AGONLY): 

- 4 [ASAONLY]: 

15- 5 IASAONLYI: 

- 8 IASAONLYJ: 

Has primary or secondary diagnosis or diagnostic impression of psychoache 
substance use disorder. (if secondary SA diagnosis, person must have primary MH 

Current primary, secondary or tertiary drug of choice is administered through , 

injection. 

Has history of intravenous substance use. 

1s pregnant, or has one or more dependents age 17 or younger for whom she 

Client or dependent is dient of Family Safety ,and Preservation Services. . 

court has mandated substance abuse treatment services. 

Under community supervision of criminal justice entity (i.e., probation, parole, pretrjaf 
release or other controlled release arrangement). 

Has no current substance use, but has been determined to be at risk of abusing 
alcohol or other drugs. 

Has diagnosis or diagnosticfmprsssion of Axis I or Axis I t  mental disorder. 

Has "Incompetent to Proceed" (ITP) Court Order due to mental illness. 

Has "Not Guilty by Reason of Insanity" (NGI) Couh Order. 

Is on Conditional Release due to mental illness. 

Receives Supplemental Security Income (Ssl) due to psychiatric disability. 

Receives Social Security Disability income (SSDI) due to psychiatric disabiiity. 

diagnosis.) , I 

is custodial parent, legal guardian or primary caretaker. I" 

15 IAMH or -A): Receives Disabled Veterans incomedue to psychiatric disability. 

16 IAMB O~ASA~:  Receives other type of disability iincome due to psychiatric disability. 

17 [AMH WASAJ: Receives Social Security for reasons other than psychiatric disability and has 
psychiatric disability. 

18 [AMH or ASAJ: Has documented evidence of long term psychiatric disability, and does not need 
unable to apply or refuses to apply for disability income. 

19 [AMH or MA]: Does not receive disability income due to psychiatric disability, but has 
application in process or has received such income within last 5 years. 

20 [AMH 0rASAJ: Meets criteria for admission to mental health receiving facility. 

21 I A M H ~ ~ Y I :  

.. 

Shows evidence of recent severe stressful event and problems with coping. 
J.22 [AMH ONLYJ: Has mental health presenting problem. 

6/11/98 ' ' 
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TANF ADM Proaram Referral Form 

- 
ADM Verificat ion/Ce rt if ica ti on 

Based on the FLORfDA System and other ESS data, I cedi@ that this client meets the WAGES criteria for TANF 

services. 

E 
P 
I 

Date of Referral: LaXeview C e n t e r ,  Inc. Agency Name: - , I r c b I l W a Y  

Authorizing Staff Signature: Phone: ( 85n ) 4.53 -7722 
Frank  Edward Logan, M . S .  

TANF Particlpant Information 
Name: Date: 

I Social Security Number: Date of Birth: 

Address: Phone: 

Total Household Members: Age 0-17 Age 18-34 Age 35-59 Age 60+ 
Clinical referral focus for c] Substance Abuse 0 Mental Health Dual Diagnosis 
IS participant currently in treatment? 0 yes E! NO Admission Date: 

TANF Eligibility-Population &. Criteria for Referral 
Check the eligibility for TANF Treatment critieria for which you are basing your referral for either WAGES or Non- 
WAGES population. Each box under one population must be checked in order for the referral to be accepted. 

WAGES 
Cj Partipant type (arde one) 

a. Applicantkecipient 
b. Family member 

d. Child-Only case 
C. Post-TANF 

Employment instability due to MH/SA problems 

Non-WAGES a Efigible Family includes (circle one) 

a. Psrent(s)/Relative Caretaker with one or  more 

b. Pregnant women 
c. Family Safety involvement with treatment 

included on active Re-Unification Plan 

minor children living in the  home 

@ Family IS at nsk of becoming welfsre dependant 
due to MH/SA problems 

District TAN< Specialist's Signature: 
Authorization Numner (If applicable): - Date of Verification: 

B a s d  on the  information given, I certify that this client meets the Non-WAGES critieria for TANF 
services. 
District TANF Specialist's Signature: 

[Authorization Numner (If applicable): - Date of Verification: I 

Client Name: Client lid: 
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APPENDIX B: 

JACKSON COUNTY DRlJG COURT FqRMS 
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I I 

INTAKE SCREENING FORM 
(fill out completely & PIUNT) Date 

Name: Last First. MI 

Jr/S I-- SSN Phone home 

Address work . 

I 
I 

zip 

- /  Lives with Relations hip Time in KCMO area 

Type of residence: House Apt. Trailer Other - Other states lived in 
I - 

Weight . I Birthdate Age- RaceISex Height 

Hair Eyes Scars/Tattoos 
I 

Birthplace Do YOU have a DFS Worker 

Income Work Schedule I Phone 

Other names used 
Employment: Present job 
Address 

Supervisor 

Finances: Do you owe back payments for (check all1 that apply) 
housing utilities credit cards child support 

Family (use back if you need more room) 
# Times married 

Name of Address Phone 
Spouse/Girl friendBoyfriend: 

Father: 

Mother: 

BrotherdSisters: 

Current Marital Status: Married Divorced Widow(er) Separated Single 

Children(s) Names: Lives with AgeISex Grade School 

-, 

Other: Last use date Substance(s) used 

Medication Taken: Yes- No- If yes, list medications and reason 

Ever attempted suicide: Yes- No- If yes, # of attemprs Date of last attempt 

7/98 
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qame: - -  
)ate of Initial Appearance: 

'Date: 

, I  

- Diversion Manager: 
Counselor: 
Client Advocate: 

.. -- -- - - 
L k c k .  * , Y  Reviewed by. !nii:nl 

_I_ Information Questionnaire: 

Information Release Forms: 
Drug Court 
State of MIssouri 

- Risk Assessment: 
Initial Risk Deternunation. 
Cnminal History 

~-, Employment Verification: ( &dhow verified) 
Place or emplovrnent 
Hours worlicd 
Length or employment 

Transportation: 
Car or access to car 
BUS 

- 
- 

Residence Verification: 
s/o 
Address checked 
How Verified 

Id en tifica tio n Verification : 
(Circle all that apply) Dnver License Social S c ~ u r i t y  Card State I.D. 
Copy for tile 

-. 

issessmen t Group Assign men t: 

UA Date: Last Use Date: Drug Used: 
F ~ K  this form to JMC 88 1-3577 Date. 

- Boyd 881-3810 Date 
iext Court Date: RCV. 4/98 

. 
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I 

Name: Case No. 

DRUG COURT DIVERSION PROGRAM CONTR4CT 

I agree to enter the Diversion Program, and by doing so I understand I will have certain obliiations and responsibilities. I will have to 
follow the orders given to me by the Judge, my Diversion Manager, and other people involved in the Diversion Program. 

1 

CLIENT RESPONSIBILITIES 
My Responsibilities are: 
1 .  
2. 
3. 

4. 
5 .  
6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
1 1. 

12. 
13. 

14. 

/ I must tell the truth; 
I am giving up my right to a preliminary hearing; 
I am giving up my right to a speedy trial during the time I am in the Diversion Program; 
I must attend all court sessions as ordered; 

I must obey all the laws, and I understand that if I engage in any criminal act, I will be prosecuted for the charges pending 
against me; 
I must tell my Diversion Manager within 48 hours if I move or change my telephone number or disconnect my telephone; 
I must tell my Diversion Manager within 48 hours of any change in employment; 
I must get permission from the Judge before I leave town; 
I must submit urine samples for testing upon request; 
I understand the Diversion Program is eighteen (1 8) months and will cost me $250.00, but I also understand the time and cost 
can be reduced based upon my progress and successful participation; 
I will be required to bring five ($5.00) dollars to each court appearance which will be applied to the $250.00 fee; 
I understand that while I am in the Drug Court Diversion Program, I may not possess, cany or transport any weapon as 
defined by statutes; and 
I understand that I must follow the rules of this program, the directives given by the Judge and my Treatment Team, and I 
must remain drug and alcohol free while in the program. If I fail to do so, the Judge' yay  impose sanctions upon me which 
can include but are not limited to: 
a. Additional community service restitution; 
b. 
C. Extra self-help groups; 
d. 
e. 
f. Attend extra AANA meetings; 
g. 
h. 
1. 

1 I 
I must follow the treatment plan as developed by my Treatment Team; I 

, 
' 

Extra sessions with my Diversion Manager, client advocate or counselor; 

Residential treatment program of a 30-90 day duration; 
Incarceration in the Jackson County Department of Corrections as determined by the Judge, 

Attend sanction groups such as Focus, 2nd chance or etc.; 
Attend the J.A.M. Program in the Jackson County Department of Corrections; or 
Termination from the Diversion Program. 

CLIENT RIGHTS AND BENEFITS 
I Understand: 
1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 

7. 

I FURTHER UNDERSTAND THAT IF I AM TERMINATED FROM THE PROGRAM THAT MY CONDUCT WHILE IN 
THE PROGRAM MAY BE CONSIDERED BY THE JUDGE FOR THE PURPOSE OF DETERMINING THE 
APPROPRIATE JUDGMENT. 

That during the time I am in the Diversion Program, the prosecution of the criminal case(s) pending against me will be stayed; 
That if I successfully complete the Diversion Program, the criminal case(s) pending against me will be dismissed and I can never be tried 
for those charge(s). 
That I can talk to a lawyer at any time, and if I cannot afford a lawyer, I can ask the Court to appoint a lawyer to give me legal advice; 
That the Public Defender is appointed to represent me and give me advice on the Diversion Program only and not to represent me on the 
criminal case(s) pending against me; 
That I can quit the Diversion Program at any time, but I also understand if I do so I will be prosecuted on the case(s) pending against me; 
That if I quit the Diversion Program, or I am terminated from the Diversion Program, anything I have said concerning my drug use while 
in the Diversion Program cannot be used against me in Court; and 
That I will not be asked questions about the case(s) pending against me while I am in the Diversion Program. 

DATE CLIENT SIGNATURE 
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DRUG COURT 
INITIAL ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION 

I 
Charges 

I 

Accused 
_. New Filing 

QUALIFYING CHARACTERISTICS: 

Active Case Case Number 
------------------_c_______u____________------------ 

I / 
An individual charged w/the following is presumed to be a drug user. 

This list is not all inclusive 
Possession or Attempt to Possess ai. Controlled Substance, I ,  
Sale of a Controlled Substance, 
Fraudulent Prescriptions. 
Nonviolent property, checks, fraud w/ admission of drug problem, 
The individual states to the police &/or bond investigator that ,he/she 

Family or friends report drug ,use. 
The individual test positive for drug at time of arrest. 

uses drugs. 

--------------_-----__c________u________--------------------- 

DISQUALIFYING CHARACTERISTICS: 
The individual is not a resident of Jackson County. 
The individual is charged with a violent offense, prime against person. 
The individual displayed or had a gun on or about his person. 
The individual is charged with the following: 

Class A Trafficking 1st or 2nd degree, Sale of Controlled Substance 
Within 1000 feet of a School (must be tied tq the school) , 
Manufacture or Attempt tci Manufacture hethamphetamine. 

The individual is charged with three or more felony counts. 
The individual has had any of the following convictions: 

Murder lst, or 2nd, Voluntary & Involuntary Manslaughter, 
Robbery lst, ACA, Assault 1st or 2nd, or two if a misd., Weapons 
Offenses- all felonies, two if misd., Sexual offense, such as Rape, 
Sodomy, Child Sexual Abuse, Arson 1st. 

The individual has two or more felony convictions. 
The individual is under Federal, Skate probation or parole supervision. 
The amounts possessed or sold are outside the guidelines listed below. 
The individual is Gang involved. 

------------------------------------------------------- 
SUBSTANCE AMOUNT POSSESSED AMOUNT SOLD 

Eaua I to or less than 

Mar i juana  75gr13 02. 
Methamphetamine  2gr 
Cocaine Hydrochloride 2gr 
Cocaine Base 2gr 

P s i I o c y b i  n lo2 

LSD 5 Hits 
PCP 5 Dipped Cigarettes 

Miscellaneous- Pills:  
Will be evaluated on a case by case 

lo2 
2 g r  
2 g r  
2 g r  
NONE 
NONE 
l o 2  

basis. 

EL IGTBL E - INELIGIBLE 

-NED I3 \- D.4 'I'E 
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E 
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l Eligibilitjc yes - - N o  -- 

Charge - - 
Criminal History - 
Residence - 
Substance Use 

- - - 
. 

Level of Addiction: 

. None: . - Low: - Medium: High: . I 
I 1 

Treatment Needs: None Low Medium High - 
Education u- 

Employment -- 
Finanaal Counseling - -- 

Physical -- 
Mental - -- 

Housing - -- 
Family - 
Anger -- 

Health 

- 

Other 

Summary of UA Results: - 
.. - -  ~ 

. #  dropped ## missed . #  positive 
List drugs used: - 

~ 

Treatment Level Indicated 

Placement Recommended .I . 

.- .. 
.. 

Sign Contract YES NO - I  

1 "  I 
. -  - .  . ,  . .  

. -_.- .  . 
- .  - .  

. .  . .  
_ -  

. .  

. _  . .  
. .  
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Drug Court Trevtment Plan 
s IT€ DATE. C L I E S T  AD V OC ATE 

D [ VER 5 10 N M AN AGE R 
COLGVSELOR 

UUU~UU 
MO DAY YR 

uu 
.. 

CLIEhT ’ 

t t 
1 - I- 
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TRZATMXN'I' PLACEMENT S-Y FORM 

CLEM-: Client No.: . -_ 
Dare Assi$led: - Date Completed Assessment 

Frcrn infomadon obtained druing issessmcnt, ? p o x  dSent was assessed as needing treameat ar 

Level Lociiaion 

AlcohoI and D r q  Addicdon Asses ;ed at - None __ Low M e d i u m  __ High 

Other Treatment Netds: (Indicate ?rimary; Secondary: Sone ai present) 

- AJ%er - uucation - Empioymenr - Housing - Fmancial - Famity Counseiiag - M a t z l H d t h  
.mer: 

Treatment Recornmendstions: 

Urine Test Rrsulls: 

Test onr 
Test Two 

Idenrificd Drnds) of choice: 
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I 

JACKSON COUNTY DRUG COURT 
I 

Client Progress Report Phase: 

I - Report Period: To: Client: 
Provider: Address: 

Diversion Manager. Phone: 
Counselor: - 

- 
I' 

Drug of Choice: Last Positive: 
1 

- Expected Attended Compliance Percentage ' 
Diversion Manager - 
Groups 

Individual 

Twelve Step Meeting 

% 

% 

% % 

% 

Employment: . EducationMighest Grade Achieved - 
Hours: 

Community Service Balance: 
Restitution Balance: 

Drug Court Fee Balance: 

-. ;;rt No.-Prior Inpatient: - - NaPriorSanctions: 1- 

Notes: See Drug Court Notes in Infomer 
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SXTE DATE COUNSELOR 
- 

IIIVERSION MANAGER 
CLIENT ADvocm U U U U ~  

MO DAY YR 
uu 

I - 

._-- -. . . L40 DAY YR LEVEL/ 
ENTERED PEASE STAGE . E i  LEVEUSTAGi’’ f - I  - 

I 
, 

Type: I. Scheduled 2. Unscheduled 3. Other 
Purpose: 4 Gun: 5. P,Wiol. 6. L’S Change 7 Follow/UD S Other L t n o i n  minuter: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
S 
I 

a L s t  use date .. - 3. GED/SchooVTining Phc,~:  
b Re!apse Group attendance 

d Sponsor verilication & date 

a Fathering p u p  6bl Place 
b Parenting p u p  -other 6b2 Last Venfication Date: . 
c Reianonsbip 6b3 DaydHours: 
d Child care 
e Child -other (Idenufy) 
d Family-other (Identie) 

a Cognitive Skills 
b Conflict Resolution 
c h g e r  Management 

6al Atzedmcc 
c 12 Step atterdmce 6a2 P r O ~ S S  

’ 6a3 Lasr Verification Date 
2. FamilyIssues bi Employment: 

7. Housing 
a Home visit date 
b Housing needs 
c Refenal (P!ace/Date) 

i Date budget completed 
b Financial Needs 
c Refenal (PIacdIate) 

3. PersonalIssues 

8. FmanciaI 

c l h g e r  Group attendance 
c2W parcicipation 9. B d t h  

d Associates 3’Physical 
4. Pro- Compliance 9al xefenai 

9a2 results 

9bl  r e f e d  
9b2 resuits 

11 Emergency Issues: 
a Food 
b Clothine; 
c Sheiter 

13. ’TZansportation 
i Bus tokens. Current % Total + 

b Mental a A t & a b c e  (Compliance rate) 
b Leisure AcriViry (Attendance h t e )  
c Phasenewel change. 
d 2nd Chance attendance 

1 e Focus Group attendance 
f Other (Identify) 

a Legal (dmte of awest) 

b Report Center 
c Other ( I d e e )  b Van 

I miations 

I comments= 

I 

14. other (Ideonfy) 
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Graduation C heck1 ist I I 

To be completed by treatment team on each client who has been in Drug Court for one year. 

Criteria 
I 

Name: 

I I Check], 

In program one year or more 

Phase TWO four months or more 

Drug free six months or more 

Warrants & payable contempt resolved 

I 

I 
Date entered: 

Date entered: , 

Date last positive: 

Date resolved: 

1 

Employed, schooi, or training 90 days 

I 
I Amount Paid: Paid fees required by Court 

I 

Amount Waived: 
Date began: 

I I I 

[Date of last mest or contact with law enforcement: I '  L I :  

Treatment Plan: 

Who What When 

-- 

Treatment Team: 

- Date : 
5/99 
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APPENDIX C: 

IMPACT EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

I 

I 
8 
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Appendix C. Impact Evaluation Methodology 

I 
The principal objective of our research is to learn whether or not participation in drug 

court reduces criminal recidivism to a lower level than would prevail in the absence of drug 

courts. We necessarily employed a quasi-expmimental design, so the analysis had to contend 

with potential selection bias. An instrumental variable approach provided the solution. Because 

the instrumental variable approach is relatively uncommon in criminal justice research, this 

appendix provides an analytic sketch and justification. It also explains the statistical model and 

how results were interpreted. 

C.l Selection Bias and Instrumental Variables 

In a simple model specification, we can write the outcome variable (Y) as a linear 

function or a row vector of control variables (X) and a comfortable vector of parameters p. Also, 

c1 represents a random error term, so: I 
1 
I I 

1 

0 

y = x p + q  

So far, the model lacks a treatment effect, but this is easily added. Let T be a dummy 

variable coded one when the offender is treated (that lis, enters drug court) and coded zero 

otherwise. Let z represent the treatment effect. Then 

Y = X j3 + T T + 

We seek to estimate z, the treatment effect. 

A traditional approach is to regress Y on X arid T. A problem arises when T is correlated 

with cl, because z will be statistically inconsistent. Although correlation between T and el may 

seem like an esoteric concern, in fact this is an abstract statement of selection bias. To see this, 

suppose that T is a linear function of Z, a row vector of variables, and an error term c2. 

T = 2 a + ~2 

Suppose furthermore that EI and ~2 are correlated. Then T will be correlated with and z will be 

statistically inconsistent. Is it reasonable to be concerned that E] and ~2 are Correlated? This 
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I 

I I 

would happen if X excludes one or more factors that affect both selection into treatment and 

recidivism. “Motivation to change” is a culprit variable. Those who are motivated to change 

may be most likely to enter treatment (hence contributing to q), and even without treatment, they 

may be most likely to avoid a new arrest (thereby contributing to el) . There are many other 

candidates for factors that induce selection bias. For example, drug court programs that are 

biased toward either good or bad risks would introduce a correlation between ~1 and c2 provided 

the criteria “good risk” and “bad risk” are not fully explained by X. 

1 

One approach to dealing with selection bias is to estimate the T parameter by using an 

instrumental variable (Maddala 1983, 260). An instrument is a variable that is highly correlated 

with T but not correlated with ~ 1 .  To get an instrument, we first estimate T as a function of Z and 

an error term, as specified above. This might be done with a probit or logistic model, but the 

estimation need not concern us here. Then the value of T is predicted from the results: 
I 

ri’= Z& 

I 
I 
I 
8 
I 

Note that ri’ is an estimate of the probability that a person with characteristic Z enters treatment. 

To emphasize that interpretation of the instrument, we write the estimatek probability of entering 

treatment as: 

P(Z)= r T =  ZE 

Then the treatment effect can be estimated from the re,gression: 

Y = x p+ P(Z) z + &]  

This approach clearly removes the correlation between T and E ~ ,  but there is a potential 

problem. If X and Z are equivalent, then P will be pedectly collinear with other regressors, and z 

cannot be estimated. As a practical matter, then, Z must include variables that do not appear in X. 

Furthermore, those extra variables in Z must be important predictors of P, else collinearity 

between X and P will be so large that the standard error for T will be large and T will be estimated 

imprecisely. This need for P to be independent of X is known as the “identification condition.” 

Fortunately, the identification condition can be established in this study. 

I 
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To explain how this model is identified, consider the population of offenders who would 

be deemed eligible for drug court. Some of these offenders would not enter drug court because 

they were arrested before drug court had started. For them, P is identically zero, while for others, 

P > 0. This condition alone satisfies the identification condition. Moreover, for other offenders, 

drug court was available, but the participation rate varied over time. It was relatively small at the 

program’s beginning and then grew as the program expanded. Thus, time, too, helps to identify 

I 
I 
I 

1 

B I , /  

7. 

An instrumental variable approach to evaluating the effectiveness of drug courts cannot 

solve all the problems that might arise in a quasi-experimental des@. If recidivism rates vary 

over time, perhaps as a response to variation in police arrest procedures, then calendar time 

belongs in the X vector regressed on Y. In that case, calendar time cannqt serve as an 

identification factor. This is potentially testable by including T in the regression of Y on X 

because z is still identified by P being equal to zero for offenders who were arrested before the 

drug treatment program began. Another problem is that offenders may be different pre-drug 

court and post-drug court. Of course, X can serve as ai. control for those differences, provided 

they are measurable, so this is no greater problem than others typically faced in quasi- 

I 
I 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

experimental designs. The strength of this design is not that it precludes,$l problems with an 

experimental design, but rather, that it deals with a serious design issue - non-random selection 

into treatment. 

Still another consideration is that the treatment effect-as specified here-is the same on 

average for everybody. This is a common assumption in outcome analyses, but in fact it is 

unnecessary. The treatment effect might get larger or smaller as a larger proportion of offenders 

are treated. It might get smaller, for example, if drug court programs “cream” clients by selecting 

those who are amenable to treatment. It could get larger, on the other hand, if drug court 

programs tend to select those offenders who are the mlixt recalcitrant. Making an alternative 

assumption-that the size of the treatment effect increases or decreases as a larger proportion of 

clients are selected for treatment is practical, and in fact, we make this alternative assumption in 

the analysis reported for Escambia County. 

Interpretive problems arise, however, when the treatment effect is not a constant. 

Suppose that the treatment effect could be written as: 

Y = x p + P(Z) TI + P(z)2 T 2  + & I  

In this case, the average treatment effect can be evaluated where P(2) = 1 , or: 
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7: = T ]  + T2 

Groups Subgroups Recidivism Rate Recidivism Proportion 

Without Rate: With in Group 

Treatment Treatment 

GroupA None RA Not applicable 1 

Group B B,: Treated Rt R,+r P 

B,: Untreated R,, Not applicable ( 1  -P) 

Although this solution is correct from an algebraic perspective, it may not provide a good 

estimate when only small proportions of subjects receive treatment. For example, if P(X) rarely 

gets much larger than 0.2, we would be reluctant to guess at the value of T for P(X) equal to 1. 

An alternative way to evaluate the treatment effect is to use the formula: 

t = [ F  T , + F 2 T 2 ] / F  

=T ,+F T 2  

I 

This formulation says that the most credible estimate of the typical treatment effect comes from 

evaluating the regression at the mean value of the covariates. This may understate or overstate 

the treatment effect depending on the size of T 2. 

Putting matters of interpretation and other limitations aside, an example based on simple 

algebra shows how this method works. Suppose we have a population of offenders deemed 

eligible for drug court and split into two equivalent groups: A and B. Group A corresponds to the 

pre-drug court group identified above. Group B, which corresponds to the post-drug court group, 

is split into two parts, B, and B,. Members of B, are untreated and members of B, are treated. 

There is no reason to assume that B, and B, are otherwise equivalent because the receipt of 

treatment may be highly selective. Consequently we cannot estimate a treatment effect by simply 

comparing recidivism for B, and B,. Because the notation gets cumbersome here, a table might 

help to keep things straight: 
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Let RA represent a measure for recidivism experienced by members of group A, none of 

whom entered drug court. If A and B are equivalent groups, except that some members of B go 

to drug court, then on average group B would also experience RA in the labsdnce of treatment. In 

fact, members of group B, experience recidivism at a rate R,. If they had not received treatment, 

members of group B, would have recidivated at rate K,, but because of treatment, they recidivate 

, 

at rate R,-c Our task is to estimate Z, the treatment effect. An estimate results from solving two 

simultaneous equations. The first equation says members of group A havi: the same expected 

value for recidivism as members of group B would have without treatment. That is: 
I 
I I 

[ I ]  RA = (1-P)Ru + P Rt 

I 

where P is the proportion of group B that is treated-that is, the proportion of group B who 

belong to B,. A second equation represents the experience of group B given that P of its members 

were treated: 
, 

[2] RB = ( l-P)R, + P (Rt+Z) 

= (1-P)Ru + P + P z I 
Substituting [ 13 into [2] gives RB = RA-PT and solving for T: 

[3] z = (RB-RA)/P 

The estimate of the treatment effect is represented in terms of observable statistics and it is 

uncontaminated by any selection bias that causes difference between B, and B,. Since 7: is 

proportional to RB-R~ , the test of statistical significance reduces to a test of the difference of 

means between A and B. When few people enter treatment-that is, when P is smal l tha t  

difference will be difficult to detect. A well designed study would avoid this problem by 

selecting a large sample, or by oversampling those whio received treatment, or both. Of course 

this presumes that a large sample is available. 

I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
I 

It is possible, if not likely, that group A differs from group B. This causes no problems if 

the differences are measurable. To show this, we recast the above argument slightly. First 

assume that all members of group A and group B are identical. Then the expected level of 

recidivism in group A could be written: 
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I 

and the expected level of recidivism in group B could be written: 

I ,  This does not change the nature of the problem. We could still solve for T given RA and 

RB. There is another way to estimate z, however. We could regress Y (the variable that indicates 

whether or not recidivism occurs) on a constant and 1’. P would be coded zero for group A. It 

would be set to a constant, equal to the proportion of group B members who were treated (entered 

drug court), for group B. The regression structure would be: 

I 
I 

I 
[6] Y = ~ ~ + P T + E  , 

where E is a random error term. Least squares regression would give an equivalent estimate of T. I 
Now suppose that offenders differ within A a.nd B and perhaps between A and B, and that 

I 
those differences are captured in X, a column vector of covariates. Then ;we could rewrite [4] as: 

[71 RA = PO + x PI 

= po + x PI+  P(Z) T 

Provided we treat all the estimates as conditional on X, the problem is no different than 

when there was no X vector. Note here that P is written as P(Z) because P may vary with 

I 
I 

offender characteristics. After assuming a suitable error structure, we could estimate the 

parameters as: 
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m 

Equation [9] is exactly the regression that we introduced at the beginning of this section. 

Suppose that P(Z) were a constant for group B. Then we could still estimate the z parameter, 

because P is zero for group A. Suppose that there were no group A, then we still could estimate 

the z parameter provided P varied with X. We could not estimate z if group A did not exist and 

there were no variation in P. Nor could we estimate z if there were no group A and X=Z; 

In fact, we used nonlinear models in this analysis rather than the linear models discussed 

above. The probability of entering treatment was estimated using a probit model. Recidivism 

was measured as the timing until recidivism using a split-population survival model. That model 

is discussed in the next section. Given that the model is nonlinear, estimating the treatment effect 

was not as simple as estimating the parameter z. Instead, we followed these steps. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c.2 

We identified the characteristics of the average offender who entered drug court. We 

used the characteristics of that average offender to compare predictions of recidivism for 

those who had and for those who had not entered drug treatment. That is, everything was 

held constant except the receipt of treatment. 

Once we estimated all parameters in the split-population survivor model, we used the 

model to predict the probability of recidivism by time S for the average offender who had 

not received treatment. That is, we evaluated the model when P(Z) was set to zero. This 

simulated the outcome for group A holding the X vector constant. 

Next, we used a similar approach to simulate the outcome for group B. For this purpose, 

we set P(Z) equal to its mean value. 

The treatment effect was estimated by subtracting the simulated outcome for group A 

from the simulated outcome for group B and then dividing the difference by the 

probability that a group B person entered treatment, that is, by the mean value of P(X). 

Model Estimation 

We estimated a split-population survival model and used its parameter estimates to test 

for a treatment effect attributable to participation in drug courts. This section briefly describes 

the statistical model and how estimation proceeded. Finally, it describes how the findings are 

presented. 

Maltz (1 984) recommended using a split-population survival model to study criminal 

recidivism; Schmidt and Witte (1989) elaborated the model. For a review of the split-population 

model, see Chung, Schmidt, and Witte (1 991). The split-population model seemed especially 

appropriate and even necessary to this analysis. Based on inspection of the distribution of failure 

times, a flexible parametric density function (such as the Weibull) appeared to explain the time 
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until recidivism for those who were arrested during the followup period. However, the proportion 

of offenders who avoided arrest during the followup period far exceeded the proportion that could 

otherwise be explained by the cumulative tail of any standard parametric dehsity function. A 

split-population model, in contrast, provided a suitable model explaining why so many offenders 

avoided arrest. 

The split-population model assumes, first, that criminal offenders have a probability of 

recidivism during an infinite period of time at risk. Practically, this means that some offenders 

will never recidivate; others will recidivate at different times, but this first part of the model does 

not say when. Thus, the model “splits” the population of offenders p to  two parts-those who 

will eventually recidivate, given sufficient time at risk, and those who will never recidivate. 

The split-population model assumes, second, that the timing of recidivism (for those who 

will recidivate at some time) follows a statistical distribution whose form is known up to some set 

of unknown parameters. For example, Maltz (1984) assumed that recidivism occurred according 

to an exponential distribution; Schmidt and Witte (1989) assumed a log-normal distribution. 

In this application, we assume that the probability that an offender will ever recidivate 

follows a logistic density function which can be written: 

I 
I ,  

1 

l + e  

PR I” 
x i’P 

Where: 

PRi 
Xi 

P 

is the probability of ever recidivating for the i” offender; 

is a row vector of independent variables; and, 

is a column vector of parameters conformable with X. 

The X vector includes treatment-in the form of an instrument-as one of its elements. If the p 
parameter associated with treatment is positive, then treatment reduces the probability that an 

offender will eventually recidivate. 
I 
1 We assume that, for those who will eventually recidivate, the timing of recidivism has a 

Weibull distribution. The Weibull is often used in survival analysis because it provides a 

relatively flexible functional for the hazard function -the instantaneous failure rate. The Weibull 

is a two-parameter density written: 

I 
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Where: 
l t is the time until recidivism; l 

a is a parameter called the “shape” parameter because it provides a characteristic 

shape to the hazard function; and, 

is a parameter determining the expected value of the time until recidivism. 

I 
I 
I 
‘I 

h 
1 

An i subscript on h is implied. The a parameter has no subscript. 

The expected value of the timing until recidivism can be written (see Lancaster 1990): 

I 
I Where r denotes the Gamma function. Each offender has a potentially unique h, written: 

I Where: 

t is a parameter column vector conformable with X. 

We write’the parameter h as the exponential of a linear function of X to assure that h is 

always positive in the estimation. Note that the average time until recidivism decreases as A gets 

larger. Thus, a positive value for an element of the t vector means that recidivism happens 

sooner; likewise, a negative parameter associated with treatment means that recidivism happens 

later. This is to say that a negative parameter associated with treatment implies a favorable 

1 
I 
I treatment effect. 

To estimate the probability of recidivating by time T (where T is the realization of the 

random variable t), we need to integrate the Weibull density function from 0 to T, and then 

multiply by PR, which is the probability of ever recidivating. Thus, we write the probability of 

I 

recidivating by time T as: 
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The probability of recidivism by time T increases as h gets bigger. Given that a negative T 

parameter associated with treatment decreases the value of X for those who are treated, the 

’ probability of recidivism will fall with the provision of treatment. In contrast, a positive 

parameter associated with treatment in the P vector will cause the probability of recidivism to 

fall. This is worth summarizing. 

0 A positive parameter associated with the receipt of treatment in the first part of the split- 

population model (the probability of ever recidivating) means that treatment is 

efficacious at preventing additional criminal behavior. 

0 A negative parameter associated with the receipt of treatment in the second part of the 

split-population model (the timing of recidivism for those who do recidivate) means that 

treatment is efficacious at extending the period without criminal activity. 

Treatment could reduce the probability of ever recidivating without affecting the timing of 

recidivism, or vice versa. The two effects could even be offsetting-that is, the probability of 

recidivism might be reduced for those who are treated, while the timing comes sooner for those 

who recidivate. 

C.3 Data Analysis 

Data analysis required two steps. The first step was to estimate the probability of entering 

drug court. We used a probit model to estimate this probability. The dependent variable was a 

binary variable coded 1 if the offender entered drug court and coded zero otherwise. Independent 

variables will be discussed in context, but they were predictable: 

0 Calendar time from the beginning of the drug court program. This was an important variable 

because the probability of entering drug court generally increased over time. This variable 

allowed us to “identify” important parameters in the model as discussed above. 

0 Age, gender and race/ethnicity; 

Instant offense; and, 

Criminal record. 

The estimation was based on the records of subjects who were eligible for drug court. Of 

course, data about subjects whose cases were processed before the drug courts began operations 

were excluded from this analysis, because they had a zero probability of participating. 

Once we had done the parameter estimation using the probit model, we used those 

parameter estimates to assign a probability of participating in drug court to each subject. This 
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probability was identically zero for offenders who were processed before the drug courts existed. 

It was the prediction based on the results from the probit model for all other offenders. The 

predictions were entered into the second stage of modeling, as explained befow. 

We applied the split-population model, as discussed above, in the second stage of 

analysis. The independent variables included all the variables that entered into the probit analysis 

in stage one except for calendar time. Also, the second stage analysis used the prediction from 

the probit analysis as an instrument variable representing participation inl drug court. We have 

already explained the role of that instrument variable in this analysis. As discussed in section 

C. 1 , the fact that the probability of participation was identically zero before the drug courts were 

operational, and the fact that calendar time was excluded from the second stage model, allowed 

us to identify the parameter associated with treatment. Either condition would be sufficient. 

I 

Parameter estimates are presented in a series of tables, which are 'discussed in the main 

text. For each table: 

0 The first set of parameter estimates pertains to the probability of ever recidivating. A positive 

parameter estimate means that the probability of recidivating gets smaller as the variable, 

associated with the parameter gets larger. 

The second set of parameter estimates pertains to the estimation of 3. A positive parameter 

estimate means that the probability of recidivating before a specified time increases as the 
1 ,  

variable associated with that parameter increases, 

The final parameter is the shape parameter. Because computation procedures exponentiate the 

parameter reported in the table, a parameter estimate of less than 0 implies a decreasing hazard 

function. That is, the instantaneous risk of recidivism decreases over time. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The results for Escambia County and Jackson County are reported in chapter 4. The 

tables in both sections have the same form. They report the variables that entered the analysis 

and their estimated parameters. They also report the estimated standard errors of those parameter 

estimates, a t-score derived by dividing the estimated parameter by its estimated standard error, 

and an asymptotic test of statistical significance based on a two-tailed test of significance. 

Readers who feel that the direction of the treatment eRect is predictable may prefer to use a one- 

tailed test of significance, which is just half the value for the two-tailed test. For example, if a 

hypothesis test has a p-value of 0.05 in a two-tailed test, then it has a p-value of 0.025 in a one- 

tailed test. 
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