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Preface

About Abt Associates

The National Institute of Justice, the research arm of the U.S. Department of Justice, selected
Abt Associates Inc. in 1996 through a competitive procurement process to evaluate
COMBAT. Founded in 1965, Abt Associates is a private, employee-owned company with a
full-time permanent staff of over 800 who provide applied research and consulting services to
governments and businesses worldwide. Abt Associates has offices in Cambridge and
Amherst Massachusetts; Bethesda, Maryland; Chicago, Illinois, Cairo, Egypt; and
Johannesburg, South Africa.

Abt Associates has conducted research for the U.S. Department of Justice and Federal
agencies involved in substance abuse research for over 25 years.

® The company’s Law and Public Policy Area, consisting of 59 professionals and
support staff, has prepared over 250 reports, most of them published, for the
National Institute of Justice (N1J) promoting the replication of promising criminal
Justice system practices; recently completed a national evaluation of conditions of
incarceration in juvenile facilities for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP); and is currently completing the national evaluations for NIJ
of the U.S. Department of Justice’s Weed and Seed Initiative and the Youth
Firearms Violence Initiative.

® In the area of substance abuse, Abt Associates has conducted multi-site
evaluations of HIV demonstration programs for drug users in seven states and
developed and conducted an experimental study of non-traditional treatment
approaches for substance abusers for the National Institute on Drug Abuse; carried
out long-term follow-up studies of in-person drug treatment participants; and
coordinates the data collection and analyzes quarterly data from 35 sites in the
Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring project for the National Institute of Justice.

This report is based on the work of the following staff over a two-year period.

Dana Hunt, Project Director
Peter Finn

Amy Seeherman

Joanna Heliotis

Stacia Langenbahn

Thomas Rich

Christine Smith

Mary-Ellen Perry
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Executive Summary

Introduction

This report is a comprehensive evaluation of the implementation and impact of the Jackson
County, Missouri program called COMmunity Backed Anti-Drug Tax (COMBAT). Funds
for COMBAT are derived from legislation authorizing the use of a quarter of one percent
increase in the county sales tax to fund prevention, treatment and law enforcement initiatives
to fight substance abuse.

COMBAT consists of a wide range of initiatives designed to address the substance abuse
problems of Jackson County, Missouri. COMBAT’s funding was approved by the voters in
1989 for seven years and approved again in 1995 for another seven years. The tax has
generated from $14—18 million each year. Both the unique funding mechanism and the
ambitious goals of the COMBAT effort have received considerable attention outside of
Jackson County.

It is important to bear in mind when reading this report that the development of COMBAT
was an iterative process; that is, the early years of the program laid the foundation (and
provided the needed experience) for the more mature program structures which are evident in
the later years. “Implementation” is an inaccurate descriptor for the process in that it implies
putting into place a finished plan or design. In this case, the form of the program clearly
evolved over time with later stages built on the success or failures of earlier ones.

Though it was part of the original COMBAT planning, the program underwent only limited
evaluation efforts early in its history. In 1996 the National Institute of Justice and the
Kauffman Foundation jointed forces to solicit proposals for a full evaluation of COMBAT.
Abt Associates won that procurement and began work on the evaluation in the fall of 1996.
The evaluation mandate was to examine seven objectives for COMBAT. The first three were
objectives identified for COMBAT in the original legislation. The other four were goals
identified by N1J in the RFP.

Objective 1: Did COMBAT lead to increased jailing of dangerous offenders?

Objective 2: Did COMBAT increase the treatment of non-violent offenders
who want to get off drugs?

Objective 3: Did COMBAT increase the prevention of drug experimentation
among youth?
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Objective 4: Did COMBAT support innovative programming which might not
otherwise have been funded?

Objective 5: Did COMBAT enhance communication and collaborative action
among organizations, programs and jurisdictions?

Objective 6: Did COMBAT promote economic development activities?

Objective 7: Is there community support for COMBAT and its programs?

Evaluation Strategy and Sources of Data

The evaluation consists of two components: evaluation of program process and
implementation, and evaluation of program impact. We define the process evaluation task as
a primarily qualitative and descriptive one; that is, Abt’s role was to determine whether the
program was operationalized as planned and to describe how the resultant program
configuration operates to meet those planned goals.

The program process and implementation evaluation included developing a history of the
program, tracking program elements over time, reviewing all fiscal and administrative
arrangements and examining measures of quality control and administrative efficiency. The
data for evaluation of process and implementation are derived from:

® extensive interviewing conducted on site and by telephone with 82 program
participants and observers, representing all areas of COMBAT programming
and selected areas of community involvement;

® observations of 21 COMBAT meetings; and

® extensive review of program materials, fiscal records, media information and
county reports.

Abt’s approach to the evaluation of COMBAT’s impact was to look at the total effect of
the program in a particular objective area (law enforcement, treatment and prevention) in
producing broad based change. COMBAT is by definition a county wide effort which seeks
to coordinate many services to attack drug problems. The work of any single agency would
not be expected to have significant impact on broader objectives like “jailing more dangerous
offenders.” However, the concerted effort of the police, courts and corrections can be held
accountable to achieving that objective. Therefore, we have used county wide statistics or
indicators where available in determining changes in the status of COMBAT related activities.
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An impact evaluation needs baseline data from which to gauge the magnitude of change. In
some cases those data were available; in many others they were not. To assist with our
analyses, we have drawn on data from other geographic areas to compare both trend
information and current data to that available for Jackson County. The impact analyses are
derived from the following sources:

e law enforcement reporting systems in Jackson County and Kansas City for
arrests and drug seizures from 1989 to 1997,

e (Circuit Court records;

e the management information system developed for the prosecutor’s office
(INFORMER);

® a telephone survey conducted by Abt of a random sample of county
residents;

® schools surveys of drug use conducted by Kauffman Foundation researchers
from 1986-1996;

® Jlaw enforcement and community survey data developed the N1J evaluation of
six Weed and Seed cities.

A Brief History of COMBAT

COMBAT was enacted in 1989 as a result of evidence of a serious substance abuse problem
in Jackson County. In the early stages of COMBAT, the county’s response to the problem
was not well coordinated, resulting in early criticism of program focus and operations. While
the program had begun with greater emphasis on law enforcement issues, the role of treatment
and prevention programming gradually came to share equal status.

COMBAT’s early administrative arrangements derived directly from the prosecutor’s office.
COMBAT changed leadership in 1993 with a new prosecuting attorney and with the
appointment of a full time program administrator, a public health professional with strong
treatment and prevention interests. Voters approved COMBAT for another seven years in
1995. At that time, there was a change in program structure, a new procedure for awarding
prevention and treatment contracts, and changes in the county executive’s role in the program
operations. The new structure provided a greater balance of authority in distribution of funds.
The new legislation also changed the policy of giving a fixed dollar amount each year to
COMBAT components to a formula based on a percentage distribution of the funds.
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COMBAT underwent prior evaluations. The first, conducted in 1990, when the program was
barely operational, produced a number of recommendations, some of which were implemented
when the program reorganized two years later. These other evaluations were also quite
different in that they looked at smaller segments of COMBAT programming rather than any
total effect.

There are three basic foci of COMBAT programming: law enforcement, treatment and
prevention. Approximately one-third of funding goes to each component. In addition, excess
or unused funds are designated for a grants match program in which local funds can be used
to leverage funding from foundations, State or national sources rather than returned to county
coffers for use in expenditures not related to substance abuse issues.

Evaluation Results

Objective 1 Did COMBAT Lead to Increased Jailing of Dangerous Offenders?

COMBAT funded in part or entirely several justice system initiatives designed to increase the
jailing of dangerous offenders. These initiatives include:

® Docket O, which is designed to increase prosecutional efficiency by calendaring all
drug cases, and the Anti-Drug Prosecution Unit have increased the ability to
prosecute drug cases. Since their implementation, the number of drug cases filed
in court increased 387%.

® The Drug Abatement Response Team (DART), a multiagency, prosecutor-led
attack on drug activity in residences and commercial buildings, since its inception
has been responsible for

— 1,893 properties posted or vacated,
— 412 evictions, and
— 63 forfeitures/nuisance abatements.

® The Kansas City police department’s Street Narcotics Unit (SNU), which targets
street-level drug dealing, through 1997 made 5,992 arrests and through 1996
seized 2,678 firearms.

® The police department’s Drug Enforcement Unit (DEU), which targets mid-level
drug traffickers, contributed to the 164% increase in felony drug arrests from 1989
to 1997.

® The Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force, a multiagency unit, closed 280
cases in 1997, including 92 methamphetamine laboratories, resulting in the
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conviction of 88 offenders and the incarceration of 65 offenders. Unfortunately,
accurate data are not available for previous years.

® The Jackson County Jail completed a 250-bed expansion in 1998, increasing
total capacity. Although the size of the county jail has been a barrier to jailing
some offenders, prison admissions for drug charges from Jackson County
increased three times faster from 1992-1997 than for all other Missouri counties.

Taken as a whole, the number of arrests made by city and county law enforcement agencies of
serious drug offenders has increased substantially; it is a rate comparable to or higher than
what is found in other jurisdictions and a rate which has been sustained over the entire
COMBAT period.

COMBAT funding was responsible entirely for the institution and support of Docket O and
the Anti-Drug Unit, and for most of the work of DART. COMBAT’s direct financial
responsibility for the jail expansion is unclear. COMBAT funding also enabled the Kansas
City police department to turn what was a temporary task force into a permanent Street
Narcotics Unit and enabled a shaky Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force, started by a
philanthropist, to become institutionalized and to expand. It is not possible to attribute
increases in arrest activities to the availability of COMBAT support for the police. Over the
same time period there have been notable increases in law enforcement funding which have
results in increases in arrest activity almost everywhere. However, comparisons with other
jurisdictions provide a compelling argument for COMBAT. Similarly, while increased jailing
of dangerous offenders occurred nationwide, in Missouri, Jackson County has made
remarkably large, vigorous contributions to the State prison population, as well as keeping the
county facility operating at over-capacity levels.

Objective 2 Did COMBAT Increase the Treatment of Nonviolent Offenders Who
Want to Get Off Drugs?

COMBAT increased the amount of treatment available. While it is impossible to estimate
the number of increased treatment slots COMBAT generated due to serious data reporting
limitations, the program appears to have funded treatment available for nearly 4,500
individuals in 1997 alone. Data for earlier years are not available or incomplete.

COMBAT increased treatment opportunities in five principal ways:

® providing funds to up to 28 existing treatment providers by means of annual
awards by the COMBAT Commission;

® funding two new treatment programs (a Day Report Center, which serves Drug
Court participants, and the Jail Anti-Drug Movement [J.A.M.]);
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e funding the training of selected Family Court staff; funding three anti-drug Deputy
Juvenile Officers (DJOs), seven other DJOs, and 20 youth workers; and paying
institutional care fees for committed juveniles;

® establishing and funding a program to train minority counselors to become certified
substance abuse counselors; and

® expanding opportunities for drug-involved offenders: of the 1,400 defendants
eligible for drug court treatment services from 1993 to April 1998, 54% had
completed or are still in treatment.

COMBAT contributed to increased referrals to treatment through four initiatives:

Drug Court;

the transfer of minor drug offenses from city court to Circuit Court;
referrals by DJOs to treatment; and

referrals by community mobilizers.

It is not possible to calculate the number of persons referred to treatment or the number
completing treatment through COMBAT-funded programs. Providers have not reported to
COMBAT in adequate detail in their monthly and annual reports to make those calculations.
This is a serious limitation to any process or impact evaluation, as well as a serious problem
for monitoring compliance with COMBAT objectives.

However, COMBAT appears to have increased the quality of treatment through its support of
efforts like the Day Report Center, which tailors treatment to drug court participants’ specific
needs and provides in-house support services which were not available to offenders prior to
COMBAT.

The increase in treatment opportunities and referrals would not have occurred as extensively
without COMBAT. However, there are insufficient data to determine whether the increased
treatment, referrals, and quality of services that COMBAT generated have reduced relapse or
recidivism among clients. To draw those conclusions, a separate, controlled followup study
of program participants is needed, or a method of linking treatment data with client-level
sources of outcome data, such as arrests.

Objective 3 Did COMBAT Increase the Prevention of Drug Experimentation among
Youth?

Trends in school-based surveys of drug use among 12th graders suggest no significant change
during COMBAT years. Local trends are similar to those found nationwide.
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COMBAT increased the number of prevention initiatives in Jacksen County in three
ways:

® by contracting with up to 40 prevention prbviders to increase or add to their
services;

® by providing funds for Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.) programs
(averaging about $1 million per year);

® by initiating, stimulating, or coordinating other prevention programs, including
programs involving

— placing Deputy Juvenile Officers (DJOs) in schools,
— truancy prevention,

— alternative schools,

— safe summer activities, and

— serving children of substance abusing families.

COMBAT does not have reliable data regarding the number of individuals its prevention
initiatives have served over the life of the program. However, we can estimate that prevention
initiatives that COMBAT supported reached several thousand youth. COMBAT funded
school-based DJOs serve about 250 clients each year, and in 1996 alone, almost 10,000
youths participated in D.A.R.E.

It 1s impossible to determine whether COMBAT reduced drug experimentation because of
barriers to conducting drug prevention evaluation in general and because of lack of adequate
information from COMBAT prevention providers or independent evaluations of their
activities. As with treatment provider reporting, lack of detailed, consistent reporting by
prevention providers makes evaluation or monitoring their performance difficult at best.

Objective 4 Did COMBAT Support Innovative Programming Which Might Not
Otherwise Have Been Funded?

Perhaps the most innovative aspect of COMBAT is the scope of its programming. From the
more traditional efforts like Drug Court to more unusual efforts like the Fathering Program,
COMBAT approaches drug use from a holistic perspective; that is, it attempts to address
precursors of drug use (like parenting), accelerators of use (like school problems), and
sequelae of use (like crime), through coordination of literally hundreds of separate initiatives.

COMBAT initiated, coordinated, or funded a number of significant innovative
initiatives, including:
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a multi-million dollar Grant Match Program that attracts an estimated $4 for each
$1 in COMBAT matching funds;

Community Action Networks (CANs) that link neighborhood organizations,
prosecutors, and the police to solve local crime problems;

job preparation and placement services for substance abusers in treatment through
the Full Employment Council;

landlord-related initiatives for dealing with substance abusing and drug trafficking
tenants.

Objective 5 Did COMBAT Enhance Communication and Collaborative Action

among Organizations, Programs, and Jurisdictions?

COMBAT's overall philosophy and approach is one of collaboration among prevention
providers, the treatment community, and the criminal justice system. Many COMBAT
initiatives involve collaboration among a wide range of organizations, programs, and
jurisdictions.

The Paseo Corridor initiative involves several government agencies, the Kansas
City police department, and neighborhood groups.

COMBAT’s Law Enforcement collaboration brings together representatives from
local and Federal law enforcement agencies; city, county, and Federal prosecutor
offices; the courts; and the State Liquor Control Board.

The five assistants who make up the prosecuting attorney’s Neighborhood
Prosecutor Program work closely with the city police department and
neighborhood groups.

7
Although its primary focus is treatment, Drug Court is an important example of
COMBAT collaboration of treatment and law enforcement program areas.

COMBAT has promoted considerable collaboration

between the treatment community and the criminal justice system;
between law enforcement agencies and the prosecuting attorney’s office;
among Federal, State, and local agencies; and

within the treatment community, the prevention community, and the law
enforcement community.

XX
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Objective 6 Did COMBAT Promote Economic Development Activities?

COMBAT initiatives have not created many new jobs. However, economic
development—the creation of new jobs—has not been a significant COMBAT goal.

The Paseo Corridor Partnership’s efforts to make the neighborhood safer and less disorderly
appear to have encouraged several groups to open enterprises in or near the corridor,
including a nursing facility, a Postal Service distribution center, and a recycling plant. These
enterprises provide modest employment opportunities for some Paseo Corridor residents.
While it is impossible to estimate the exact number of jobs COMBAT may have helped
generate, the modest increase in job opportunities anticipated in the Paseo Corridor would not
have occurred without COMBAT’s contribution to making the area safer and less disorderly.

Objective 7 Is There Community Support for COMBAT and Its Programs?

Generating community support is essential if COMBAT is to survive. Every seven years the
public must vote to approve the Anti-Drug Tax continuation.

Approximately half of a random sample of Jackson County residents surveyed are aware of
COMBAT. While most COMBAT participants and observers believe that most residents are
not familiar with the program, name recognition is good, and among those with program
contact, satisfaction with program services is very high. The community survey indicates the
greatest recognition is found for youth initiatives and the Eastern Jackson County Task Force.

In contrast, COMBAT participants felt that much of the public is misinformed about
COMBAT, especially in terms of erroneously believing that

® COMBAT'’s only or primary mission is to “kick in crack houses” and
® the prosecuting attorney’s office runs the entire program.

COMBAT may not have taken adequate steps to make its services widely known to the
public. Partly as a result, COMBAT has received less attention from the local media than it
might have. The media tend to ignore COMBAT unless the program is having financial
problems or is involved in exciting initiatives, such as raiding crack houses, though COMBAT
1s constantly taking steps to improve the program’s visibility.

Summary

COMBAT is a unique program which has been successful in most part in achieving the goals
it outlined for itself in its original legislation. It has made gains in opening treatment and
prevention opportunities to residents, particularly those persons not previously reached or
eligible. During COMBAT years, all areas of law enforcement and prosecutorial activity
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This report is & comprehensive process and impact evaluation of the Jackson
County, Missouri, COMmumty—Backed Anu—Dmg Tax, or COMBAT, which has used

a one-quarter of one percent mcrease in the county sales tax to combat illegal drug use
in Jackson County commumues smce 1989 o -'

The report’s mam eva]uation ﬁndmgs are presented in chapter 4,

— Chapters 1~3 prepare readers for the eva!uatlon ﬁndmgs by mtroducmg the report,
presenting the report’s evaluatlon objectxves and methodology, and providing a
synopsis and history of COMBAT.

— Chapters 5—6. offer addztzonal analyses of the program related to COMBAT’s
admlmstratxve arrangements and repheabmty

Readers can locate where each COMBAT mrtla_tive and foeue is discussed in the
report by examining : '

— the table of contents, __
— the boxed Key Points that precede each chapter or
— the list of initiatives in exhibit 3-2 on page 24 of chapter 3.

The report presents findings which fall under three categories: COMBAT’s
achievement of seven goals; its administrative arrangements; and its replicability.

Overall, the findings suggest that COMBAT isa worthwhile endeavor that is
achieving many of its objectives.

The findmgs suggest specific lessons for replicators, pohcy makers, researchers,
and COMBAT administrators.

The Jackson County, Missouri, COMmunity-Backed Anti-Drug Tax, or COMBAT, uses a
one-quarter of one percent increase in the county sales tax to fund prevention, treatment,

and law
attention

enforcement initiatives to fight substance abuse. The program has received
and recognition not only at the local level but nationally as well. Indeed, a number

of national organizations and agencies have been following COMBAT’s progress closely and
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are interested in learning whether it has achieved its goals. Staff of the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation Join Together community substance abuse initiative, the National Association of
Drug Courts, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ Center for Substance
Abuse Treatment (CSAT), and the U.S. Department of Justice have all visited Jackson County
to observe the program. The National Institute of Justice, the research arm of the U.S.
Department of Justice, provided half the funding for the present outcome and impact
evaluation.

Organization of the Report

The report has six chapters. Exhibit 1-1 displays the contents of each chapter. Three
background chapters prepare readers for the evaluation findings:

Chapter 1, Introduction, describes how the report is organized, explains how readers
can locate discussions of each COMBAT initiative and focus, and presents salient
evaluation findings.

Chapter 2, Evaluation Objectives and Methodology, describes how data were collected
and analyzed for the report.

Chapter 3, COMBAT: A Synopsis and History, provides an overview of the entire
program and a summary of its history.

Chapter 4 presents a complete discussion of how well COMBAT achieved its objectives.
Traditionally, reports present process evaluation findings in one chapter and impact evaluation
findings in another chapter. This report presents both sets of findings together in chapter 4 to
provide readers with a complete picture in one place of how COMBAT achieved each
objective.! The discussion of each objective

® begins with a set of boxed Key Points presenting the major findings and data
sources for the objective;

® presents the available impact and process findings related to the objective; and

® considers the extent to which achievement of the objective can be attributed to
COMBAT.

1 For some objectives, there are significant process and impact findings. If the report had separate chapters devoted to
process and impact findings, readers would need to read both chapters to learn whether these objectives were achieved. For
other objectives, there are very few or no impact findings. If the report had separate process and impact chapters, readers

interested in objectives with no impact findings would have to be referred in the impact chapter to the process chapter for
each of these objectives.
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Exhibit 1-1
Report Organization

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background Information

CHAPTER 1: {CHAPTER 2: EVALUATION CHAPTER 3: COMBAT:
INTRODUCTION ‘OBJECTIVES & METHODS A SYNOPSIS & HISTORY
m organization of report R m seven COMBAT objectives ® program organization
= methods of finding = impact evaluation = program history
initiatives and focuses methodology
m salient findings m process evaluation
methodology

CHAPTER 4: EVALUATION
~ RESULTS

m impact and process
findings for each objective

= achievements'
attributability to COMBAT

Additional Analyses

CHAPTER 5: COMBAT CHAPTER 6:
ADMINISTRATIVE CONCLUSION
ARRANGEMENTS

@ other evaluations of ® summary evaluation of
COMBAT COMBAT

m quality control of = three underlying COMBAT
prosecutor’s office, law themes
enforcement agencies, and a program replicability

county executive
s quality control of prevention
and treatment providers
auditing of criminal justice
agencies
audits of prevention and
treatment providers
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Two other chapters offer additional analyses of the program:
® Chapter 5 describes and evaluates COMBAT's administrative arrangements.

® Chapter 6 summarizes the program’s achievements, reviews three underlying
COMBAT themes, and considers whether other jurisdictions can replicate a
COMBAT-type program. '
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CHAPTER 2
EVALUATION OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

Key Points

° The study examines seven COMBAT obj ectives.

— COMBAT estabhshed three ob;ectxves for xtscif inits ongmal pubhc information
materials: :

jailing dangerous offenders;
increasing treatment opportumt es; and
preventmg drug expcnmentatlon arhong youth.

— The National Instxtute of Justxce (NIJ) estabhshed four other objectives for the
evaluation; . . ,

expanding innovative programming;
increasing collaboration among agencies;
promoting economic development; and
generating cdmmunity support for COMBAT.

° The impact evaluation methodology relies primarily on

— data from Jackson County law enforcement agencies :

— comparable data from other jurisdictions covering the time period of COMBAT
— circuit court data from 1980 to 1997

— National high school surveys and Kansas City high school surveys 1986-1997

. The process evaluation involved

— interviews on site and by telephone with 82 COMBAT program participants
and observers;

— observation of 21 COMBAT meetings; and

— an extensive review of program materials.

This chapter describes the objectives of the COMBAT evaluation and the methods used to
assess their achievement.
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The Study Examines COMBAT’s Achievement of Seven Objectives

The evaluation examines the extent to which COMBAT achieved three objectives which
the prosecuting attorney’s office established for the program in 1993:

Objective 1: Did COMBAT lead to the increased jailing of dangerous offenders?

Objective 2: Did COMBAT increase the number of nonviolent offenders who want to
get off drugs?

Objective 3: Did COMBAT increase the prevention of drug experimentation among
: youth?

The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) in its Request for Proposals to evaluate COMBAT
required the winning contractor to examine whether COMBAT achieved four additional
objectives:

Objective 4: Did COMBAT support innovative programming which might not
otherwise have been funded?

Objective 5: Did COMBAT enhance communication and collaborative action among
organizations, programs, and jurisdictions?

Objective 6: Did COMBAT spawn economic development?
Objective 7: Is there community support for COMBAT and its programs?

The National Institute of Justice identified two other COMBAT objectives: Are COMBAT’s
administrative arrangements effective? and Is the COMBAT model applicable in other
jurisdictions? There is a great deal of information to address regarding COMBAT’s
administrative arrangements. In addition, the topic is not a program “objective” in the same
sense as the other objectives—programs do not define their missions as implementing effective
administrative arrangements, even though they all strive to incorporate them. As a result, the
report addresses COMBAT management procedures, and their strengths and weaknesses,
separately in chapter 5, COMBAT Administration.

Similarly, replication is not generally a program goal—most programs do not define their
mission as making it possible for other jurisdictions to accomplish what they have set out to
do. Rather, replicability is a concern for NIJ and other jurisdictions. As a result, the report
addresses COMBAT s replicability as part of chapter 6, Conclusions.

6 Evaluation of Jackson County COMBAT Initiative: Chapter 2 Abt Associates Inc.

This document is a research reBort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the

U.S. Department of Justice.



Impact Evaluation Methodology

COMBAT is a community-wide effort, unique in the amount of money generated each year
and in its reach into all corners of the community. While other community efforts with smaller
target areas (a single neighborhood or confined geographic area) or specifically targeted
populations (like programs for youth or women) might not be expected to impact county-wide
indicators, COMBAT can be fairly held to the broader test. Over 14 million dollars each year
since 1989 has been generated from the sales tax; these funds have been focused on a wide
range of programs in law enforcement, prevention, and treatment in Jackson County.
Similarly, the goals of COMBAT are far-reaching in nature. For example, the program states
that its goal is not just to improve arrest statistics through putting more police on the street,
but also to impact the total process of arrest and conviction in “increased jailing of dangerous
offenders.” Therefore, we look to county-wide statistics where available to determine the
impact of COMBAT, rather than looking only at data on a specific program.

To determine whether COMBAT “works” or has an impact on critical indicators of drug use
in the county, we ideally need to be able to look at what would have occurred absent
COMBAT programming. This can be accomplished analytically two ways, both of which are
less than satisfactory. First, we can look at trends in outcomes for the historical time period
prior to initiation of COMBAT, during implementation, and post implementation to determine
if changes represent extensions of existing trends or significant deviations from the existing
trends. This type of analysis relies on a complete panel of historical data. This was not
available in this case. While some data systems are complete and in electronic form for the
time period of interest, most are not.

The second approach is to look at available trend data in the targeted area in comparison to
the same measures in a comparable city or county area which did not have the initiative. This
approach assumes that apart from the programming under study, other factors influencing
change are reasonably equivalent. Such things would include demographics, immigration
patterns, and availability of drugs. Needless to say, having the happy circumstance of matched
or even similar areas—one with the program under study and one without—is highly unusual.
As in most instances, there is no equivalent county or city which can logically serve as a
control group to the COMBAT experiment in Jackson County. Therefore, our approach is to
look at changes in indicators over time where available and to compare those trend lines to
several other jurisdictions where the same data are available. It is important to understand
that neither design allows us to attribute causality directly to COMBAT; other unknown and
unmeasured variables could be producing observed changes. It would, however, provide
support for the role of COMBAT, should we find similar trend patterns across other areas but
appreciably different ones in Jackson County.

This is the approach we have taken in looking at COMBAT’s impact. The relevant indicators
available for analysis are changes in law enforcement effectiveness or reach (numbers of arrests,
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changes in types of arrests); changes in prosecutorial effectiveness (increased successful
prosecutions; successful diversion programming); changes in successful incarceration of
offenders; and changes in treatment or prevention program capacity or effectiveness. Other
important variables like recidivism or relapse of those processed through a COMBAT-
influenced system are not possible to calculate.

As discussed later in this report, some of the systems like the large database used by the Circuit
Court or the prosecutor’s office MIS were designed primarily to track individual cases. They
are less useful, however, in generating information across cases, making it difficult to determine
accurately the number of cases (or individuals ) that have moved though the system over time.
In other instances, like data on treatment outcomes, information was simply not there to be
used.

The data used in impact analyses are derived from:

the Uniform Crime Report

arrest data of the Kansas City Police Department (ALERT)
prosecutor management information system (INFORMER)
circuit court records data

Missouri Department of Corrections.

Process Evaluation Methodology

The process evaluation examined all seven objectives. The principal data collection methods
were

® interviews conducted on-site and by telephone with 82 COMBAT participants and
observers who were identified by COMBAT administrators and interested
outsiders (see the list of respondents in appendix A);

® telephone interviews with 16 COMBAT Grant Match recipients;,

® telephone interviews conducted by two Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation
interns during the summer of 1997 with 22 COMBAT-funded prevention and
treatment providers asking for examples of innovation, collaboration, and
economic development, and asking whether they had experienced administrative
problems with their COMBAT contracts;

® extensive examination of program materials, such as evaluation reports, activity
descriptions, progress reports, contracts, and minutes of meetings; and
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® observation of 21 COMBAT-related planning and other meetings (listed in exhibit
2-1).

Collectively, evaluation staff spent over two person months on site collecting data, and over
275 hours conducting telephone interviews.

A problem encountered in the process evaluation came from discrepancies in the amounts of
COMBAT funds allocated to different components. These discrepancies occur for three

reasons.

® In some years, COMBAT awards Grant Match Program funds to components
(e.g., the Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force, Drug Court) above and
beyond what the components are entitled to according to the percentage formula
for disbursing COMBAT funds.

® The amount some components actually spend sometimes differs from their annual
allocation, in which case the unexpended amounts revert to a COMBAT surplus
fund.

® In some years, components receive more than their allocated percentages because
unexpended surpluses from previous years have been disbursed. These surpluses
represent

— monies components did not spend from their previous year’s allocations;
— excess revenues received from the tax beyond the expected amounts; and
— interest accrued on the unexpended COMBAT monies.

As a result of these conditions, chapters 2 and 3 do not always identify the same dollar
amounts for some COMBAT components.
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Exhibit 2-1

COMBAT Activities Observed

° COMBAT Commission Meetings (2)

o Community Action Network (CAN) meetings (2)
L Day Report Center (2)

e Drug Court (3)

o Drug Court executive meeting

° Drug Court graduation ceremony

] Drug Court staffing meetings (2)

° Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force Board Meeting

L Jail Anti-Movement Program (J.A.M.) class

° Law Enforcement Collaboration (2)
L Research Committee meeting
° Strategic Planning Committee meetings (2)
L Treatment Providers Coalition meeting
4
10 Evaluation of Jackson County COMBAT Initiative: Chapter 2 Abt Associates Inc.

This document is a research reBort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the

U.S. Department of Justice.



CHAPTER 3
COMBAT: SYNOPSIS AND HISTORY

Key Poi nts

COMBAT—-the COMmumty-Backed Antl-Drug Tax—-is the name for a wide
range of initiatives designed to address the substance abuse problem in Jackson
County,Missouri o : : \

— COMBAT’s nutxatlves are funded by aone quarter of one percent increase in the
county’s sales tax approvcd by the voters in 1989 for seven years and approved
‘again in 1995 for another seven years (until 2004) '

— The tax has. generated ﬁ'om $14 mﬂhon m 3990 to over $18 million in 1998,
— COMBAT's goais, as stat'd i "'ts ‘ptsﬁlic:ty matenals are to increase ths Jailing of

dangerous,offcndcrs, increase treatment opportumncs and dccrease drug
experimentation among ‘youth. . ,

— Ever since a Grant Match Program using surplus COMBAT ftmds began operation
in 1993, about half of COMBAT funds have been devoted to prevention and
treatment initiatives. However, much of the treatment funding is provided through
the criminal justice system (e.g.. through Drug Court and Family Court).

As of 1996, the prosecuting attorney’s office, a COMBAT Commissmn, and the
county executive shared the administratton of COMBAT

— The prosecuting attorney’s office plays the most significant leadership role,
- administering a COMBAT-funded prosecutorial unit dedicated exclusively to
processing drug cases, a community prosecution program, a Drug Abatement
Response Team (DART), a deferred prosecutlon program (Drug Court) and a
Grant Match Program.

— The COMBAT Commission supervises contracts it awards to prevention and .
treatment prov1ders through a competitive request for proposal (RFP) process
($1,650,000 for prevention prowders in 1997 and $2,800,000 for treatment
providers in 1998). The commission also distributes CONIBAT-generated Drug
Abuse Resistance Education (D,A.R.E.) monies (31,146,268 in 1997),

Abt Associates Inc. Chapter 3: COMBAT: Synopsis and History 11

This document is a research re
has not been published by the

B

ort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
epartment. Opinions or points of view expressed are those

of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the

U.S. Department of Justice.




— COMBAT provides the county executive with funding for a substance abuse
treatment program in the jail ($176,890 in 1997) and provided funds for
constructmg an addmon to the facihty (320 200 00 in 1996-1997).

° Law enforcement agencies use COMBAT funds to increase personnel devoted to
arresting drug ofl’enders and investigating drug-related oﬁ’enses ($3 439 000 in
1998).

° COMBAT enables Family Court to provide increased prevention and treatment
services to at-risk and court-supervlsed juvenlles ($2 172 000 in 1998)

e COMBAT was enacted asa resuit of well documented evidence of serious
substance abuse problems in Jackson County. -

— The county s response to the problem m the Iate 19803 had been uncoordinated and
lacked leaderslnp v ;

— From the outset COMBAT attempted to mplement a coordmated and holistic
ing ¢ emorcement, preventxon, and treatment efforts.

g
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— The program expenenced sxgn ". : 3 ! G lems, all of whlch it attempted to
address e »

— COMBAT secured effective leadership when C »’v il was e]ected
prosecuting attomey in early 1993 and when she' appomted James Nu nnelly—
a pubhc health adm1mstrator—to run the program. L

. _1995 ;ar ng wlth changes n
Pl‘Ogram structure that mcluded : :

transfernr g the process of recommendmg and supervzsmg preventlon contracts»
from thev _prosecutmg attomey 5 ofﬁce to the newly createdfCOM'BAT
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sthchmg fmm gwmg ﬁxed dollar amounts to vanous CONBAT components to
a percentage formula. L

o ,'As of 1998’ COMBAT seemed to be: weﬂ-institutionaﬂzed Howcvcr, its long-term

'Jackson County'; .

COMBAT Is an Integrated Cluster of Many Discrete Initiatives

The COMmunity-Backed Anti-Drug Tax, or COMBAT, is the name given to a wide range
of initiatives designed to address the substance abuse problem in Jackson County,
Missouri (see exhibit 3-1). COMBAT’s initiatives are funded by a one-quarter of one percent
increase in the county sales tax' approved by the voters for seven years in September 1989
and renewed by the voters in November 1995 for another seven years—until 2004.
Specifically, the Jackson County Code

“hereby impose[s] in Jackson County, Missouri, a countywide sales tax (COMBAT) at
the rate of one-quarter of one percent solely for the purpose of arrest and prosecution
of drug related offenses, the prevention of such offenses, and the incarceration,
rehabilitation, treatment, and judicial processing of adult and juvenile violators of
drug-related offenses . . . .”

The tax has generated from $14 million to over $18 million each year, with all the money
deposited in a special trust fund to be used exclusively for funding substance abuse initiatives
in the county.’

I The additional tax raised the combined State and city tax to 6.5 percent in Kansas City and to about 6 percent elsewhere in
Jackson County.

2 COMBAT does not address alcohol problems, except among juveniles, for whom drinking is illegal. (See chapter 5,
COMBAT Administration, for a discussion of some treatment providers’ attempts to bill COMBAT for treatin g clients’
alcohol abuse.)
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Exhibit 3-1: COMBAT Organizational Funding Relationships'

s Missouri Legislature Citizens of Jackson County
creates elect
m I l approves budget -
< Judici 1 v s IR I :
5 dicial Branch Prosecuting Attorney | approves budget | | egijslature County Executive
%_ : ) (9 members) COMBAT
S i o appoints
s G Commission
o Grant [
] T .
S _ Match Lo fail
§ gamlly Program ot
. L} }
) ourt Kansas City o
£ A ]
3 Police Department | —— JLAM.
'
9 ' (drug
= — DIJOs Collaboration : treatment)
> (Deputy Efforts :
= Juvenile '
5 ; L 200bed
= Officers) CANs ‘ : — D.ARE. .
"2’. \ €Xxpansion
3 T Law —1 i
o - rea%nent Enforcement : Prevention
4 providers Collaboration I providers
2 -
s Circuit Research | Treatment
w| | Court Committee | ' provideerrs]
Strategic - ‘ :
Anti-Drug Planning !
§ Unit Committee |
» EJCDTF? [ ===~ =--=-=-==f---ommmmmmmm oo '
8
;_:_ Neighborhood
ﬁ Justice Unit || Assistant DART :, Theh(‘Tosn(lJy Executive approves the judicial
= Prosecutors raneh s hudket
3
3 I 2 The Eastern Jackson County Drug Task
Drug Court Force is now a creature of the Prosccutor’s
SNU DEU Office, not an entity chartered by the county.
. ‘ [t was originally started with private funding
Legend: dotted lines represent ex officio membership on COMBAT Commission.
Lo
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J ackson County, stsourl

Jackson County is an §m o 625.square mlles located on the westcm stsoun border. The county

his 331 square miles. The county is 73 percent white and 22 percent black.
5,000 lives in Kansas City; most of the other residents live

Summit (61,300), Blue Springs (44,700), and

in the county scat, Independence
Grandview (24,000) and Rayto

Several COMBAT features are especially noteworthy:

® COMBAT’s overall programmatic mission is very broad, including prevention,
treatment, enforcement, prosecution, adjudication, and incarceration.

® COMBAT incorporates a public health perspective that includes focusing on
promoting close collaboration between the treatment and prevention communities
and the criminal justice system.

® Responsibility for COMBAT is shared among three entities, the prosecuting
attorney’s office (which has the major share), a commission appointed by the
county executive, and the county executive.

Since 1996, the prosecuting attorney’s office, a COMBAT Commission, and the county
executive have shared administration of the COMBAT initiatives. Exhibit 3-1 and the
discussion below provide a synopsis of each of these group’s responsibilities for administering
the program. The discussion below also provides capsule descriptions of the principal
COMBAT initiatives each entity administers. Exhibit 3-2 indicates where in the remainder of
this report readers will find extended discussions of these and other COMBAT initiatives.

The Prosecuting Attorney’s Office

The Jackson County prosecuting attorney is responsible for most COMBAT
management. Exhibit 3-3 shows the prosecuting attorney office’s COMBAT functions. As
shown, the office divides its COMBAT responsibilities into three units: the Anti-Drug
Prosecution Unit, the Neighborhood Justice Program, and the Anti-Drug Programs
Administration Division.

Anti-Drug Prosecution Unit. Funded entirely by COMBAT, the unit consists of 14 to 17
lawyers (the number has varied over time depending on tax revenue levels and office
priorities) who prosecute only drug offenses. The unit makes use of a special docket in the
Jackson County Circuit Court, known as “Docket O,” also funded entirely by COMBAT, that
calendars all drug cases. The unit also operates a deferred prosecution program, called

Abt Associates Inc. Chapter 3: COMBAT: Synopsis and History 15

This document is a research reBort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the

U.S. Department of Justice.



Exhibit 3-2
Locations in this Repbri Where IndivxdualCOMBAT Funded Programs Are Discussed’

Alternative Schools

Objectivc 3 (Prevention)

Anti-Drug Unit (Prosecutor’s Office)

Objective 1 (Jail)

Child Advocate

Objective 4 (Innovation)

Community Action Networks (CANs)

Objective 4 (Innovation)

Community Prosecution

Objective S (Collaboration)

County Court Services

Objective 2 (Treatment)

Counselor Certification Training

Objective 2 (Treatment)

Day Report Center

Objective 2 (Treatment)

Deputy Juvenile Officers (DJOs)

Objective 3 (Prevention)

DJO Certification Training

Objective 2 (Treatment)

Docket “O”

Objective 1 (Jail)

Drug Abatement Response Team (DART)

Objective 5 (Collaboration)

Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.ARE)

Objective 3 (Prevention)

Drug Court

Objective 3 (Prevention)

Drug Enforcement Unit (DEU)

Objective 1 (Jail)

Drug Task Force

Objective 1 (Jail)

Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force

Objective 1 (Jail)

Family Court Objective 2 (Treatment)
Family Drug Court Chapter 7 (Conclusions)
Fathering Program Objective 4 (Innovation)
Full Employment Council (FEC) Objective 4 (Innovation)
Grant Match Program Objective 4 (Innovation)

Hospital Case Manager

Objective 4 (Innovation)

Jail Anti-Drug Movement (J.AM.)

Objective 2 (Treatment)

Landlord Initiatives

Objective 4 (Innovation)

Law Enforcement Collaboration

Objective 5 (Collaboration)

Legislative Initiatives

Objective 4 (Innovation)

Minority Counselor Training

Objective 2 (Treatment)

Neighborhood Justice Unit

Chapter 3 (Synopsis & History)

Paseo Corridor Initiative/Partnership

Objective 5 (Collaboration)

Prevention Providers

Objective 3 (Prevention)

Research Committee

Chapter 5 (Administration)

Safe Summer Program

Objective 3 (Prevention)

SAFE-TYES Program

Objective 3 (Prevention)

Strategic Planning Committee

Objective 5 (Administration)

Street Narcotics Unit (SNU)

Objective 1 (Jail)

Treatment Providers

Objective 2 (Treatment)

Truancy Program

Objective 3 (Prevention)

Youth Courts

Objective 3 (Prevention)

3 These programs are often funded in partnership with other agencies.
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Exhibit 3-3

COMBAT: Prosecuting Attorney’s Office Functions (1997)
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Drug Court, that offers first-time, nonviolent substance abuse offenders a chance to avoid
criminal prosecution if they complete a rigorous and carefully monitored treatment program.
Drug Court has its own commissioner (judge). A single outpatient treatment provider
assesses all Drug Court candidates and makes all treatment decisions. Drug Court’s own in-
house COMBAT-funded Day Report Center provides outpatient treatment for 40 percent of
participants.

The Neighborhood Justice Program. This unit has two COMBAT-funded components:

® A community prosecution section, funded entirely by COMBAT, consists of one
assistant assigned to each of the four Kansas City police department patrol
divisions as community prosecutors, and a SUpervisor.

® A Drug Abatement Response Team (DART), for which COMBAT provides
matching funds, identifies and investigates drug activity in residences and
commercial buildings and then develops strategies for closing them, including civil
abatement and forfeiture actions. The DART team includes two attorneys, an
investigator, a paralegal, and a city and State code inspector.

The Anti-Drug Programs Administration Division. This division consists of an
administrator, James Nunnelly, a deputy administrator, a grants administrator, three
coordinators, and clerical assistants—all funded by COMBAT. The division is the nerve
center for COMBAT, and it provides supervision and direction for the entire program.
Because of its centrality to the effort, when COMBAT participants and observers—and when
this evaluation report—refer to “COMBAT staff” or “COMBAT administrators,” it is this
division that is being discussed.

The Anti-Drug Administration Division has several COMBAT responsibilities:

® County Court Services, Drug Court’s in-house assessment and outpatient
treatment provider, which operates the Day Report Center.

® A Grant Match Program that makes use of interest collected from unused
Anti-Drug Tax revenues and from revenues collected in excess of expectations to
fund community-based and other organizations (e.g., the Kansas City police
department, Drug Court) that need a local match in order to qualify for State,
Federal, or private funds.

® Evaluating COMBAT’s effectiveness, which involves collecting process and
impact data on COMBAT’s achievements and commissioning or supporting
evaluations of individual initiatives and the program as a whole.
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e Developing short-term and long-range plans for COMBAT and seeing to it that the
plans are put into action by the other COMBAT participants.

® Public relations for COMBAT, including operating an automated telephone
call-in service and an Internet site, and publishing a newsletter.

e [Initiating and providing technical assistance to Community Action Networks, or
CANS, throughout Kansas City. Each CAN is made up of representatives from
the police department (two police officers) and representatives of neighborhood
groups-and a codes administrator from the city, who meet monthly to address
quality of life issues in their areas.

® Promoting collaboration among-——and within—COMBAT’s three major
components (enforcement, treatment, prevention) and across jurisdictions. For
example, staff coordinate and run

— the Law Enforcement Collaboration, which brings together representatives
from local and Federal law enforcement agencies, city, county, and Federal
prosecutor offices, and the courts to plan coordinated attacks on drug-related
crime; and

— the Strategic Planning Committee, which monitors the progress of each
COMBAT initiative. The committee consists of high ranking representatives
from law enforcement, Drug Court, Family Court, the COMBAT Commission
(see below), and the jail’s substance abuse treatment program.

— the Research Committee

The COMBAT Commission

The COMBAT Commission is responsible for making recommendations to the county
legislature for using anti-drug tax revenues to fund prevention and treatment programs,
and it awards tax dollars for D.A.R.E. programs to nine local law enforcement agencies.
The commission uses a formal RFP process for awarding prevention and treatment contracts
but acts only as a pass-through for disbursing D.A.R.E. monies.

Membership. The COMBAT Commission has seven voting members, including
representatives of treatment, prevention, and business organizations or agencies that neither
receive nor seek COMBAT funding. Members include a retired public school teacher, CEO
of a mutual fund company, employee of an investment firm, director of student support
services at a community college, banker (supervisor of loan officers), Ewing Marion Kauffman
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Foundation researcher, and treasurer of the state firefighters’ association. Among the
members are the former supervisor of clinical and night staff of a 30-bed residential substance
abuse treatment program), an MBA, and an attorney.

The county executive appoints commission members, who receive an honorarium of $100 per
meeting. Members select the commission chair, who serves for one year and may be
reelected. By statute, the commission must meet at least quarterly, but in practice it meets
monthly. Treatment, prevention, and D.A.R.E. subcommittees meet periodically. Most
commission members devote between five and ten hours a month to their responsibilities,
although two members estimate they each spend 15-20 hours a month on commission work.

Ex-officio members. The commission has three ex-officio nonvoting members: the chief
prosecuting attorney, the Kansas City police chief (represented by a deputy chief), and the
chairperson of the Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force (see below). While the
prosecuting attorney has no voting rights, commission board members and executive staff
often call on her for guidance based on her comprehensive grasp of the COMBAT and other
county budgets. As an elected official (the only one on the commission), she also has the
most intimate familiarity with county government (see the box “The Prosecutor’s Office
Participates in Commission Activities™).

The Prosecuting Attorney Participates in

COMBAT Commxssmn Actmtle's_f ,

The COMBA’I‘ Commxssxon has Iega} authonty for providing the county Iegmlature wnth recommendations,
for funding prevention and treatment services and momtormg the dehvery of the services. Nonetheless,
Claire McCaskill, the prosecuting attorney, remams an active, if officially powerless, participant in the
commission’s work. As the only elected official on the commission, McCaskill commands Tespect as

someone who is accountable dlrectiy to the electorate and who has} the bestgundefstandmg of county

staff to “cooperate wu:h the antx—dmg staff of the
the county’s ann-drug initiatives.
Anti-Drug Tax programs admmv
the commission’s executive direct
for help resolving knott)

®
unless the oomrm.
provider, which
stopping work.
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o During commission meetings, Nunnelly sits at a table with the executive director. At the April
1997 commission metmg, he pointed out an article i in that day’s newspaper that discussed a
provider program ‘but made no mention of COMBAT, which funded the program. Nunnelly
tatked about the need for prevcnuon prowders to mention COMBAT when talking with media.

' “Taxpaycrs paxd for ﬂus program, and they need to

T4

com:mssm staff.can con der hi

— meetk" thh ¢ mumssmn subcomrmttees to assxst ’em m drafung each year § prevention and
treatment Teq uests for proposals (RFPs} ' g

The two police representatives on the commission take a role in the discussions. They have a
vital interest in the commission’s funding of the D.A.R.E. program, which represents 19
percent of COMBAT money (see below). Along with the prosecuting attorney, the presence
of the Kansas City police department representative (a deputy chief) also provides continuity
for the changeover from the Fiscal Commission which the COMBAT Commission replaced
since both were voting members of the previous body. The prosecuting attorney and police
representative, along with the police chief representing the Eastern Jackson County Drug
Task Force board of directors, are the key individuals responsible for public safety in the city
and the county.

Responsibilities. The COMBAT Commission is responsible for issuing annual prevention
and treatment RFPs, evaluating proposals, negotiating contracts, and submitting as many as
65 recommended awards to the county legislature for approval. The commission funds both
established traditional and non-traditional treatment providers to expand their outpatient,
residential, and social detoxification services, and prevention providers primarily to initiate
educational, counseling, and mentoring services to youth and parents.

The commission monitors the providers’ effectiveness in achieving their goals and (in
conjunction with others) the fiscal soundness of their use of COMBAT funds. The
commission has »ﬁve staff members, including an executive director, two compliance monitors

(one each for prevention and treatment providers), an administrative assistance who handles
D.A.R.E. and other financial issues, and a clerk.
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The County Executive

The county executive administers the jail’s COMBAT-funded drug treatment program
(J.A.M.) and COMBAT monies for building and staffing an addition to the jail. On paper,
the entire county judicial branch is under the authority of the county executive. In fact, the
only authority the county executive has is to approve the Circuit Court (and therefore the
Family Court) budget; she exercises no actual management control over the court.

Police Department Participation

As noted above, two law enforcement entities participate in COMBAT: the Kansas City
police department and the Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force. The Anti-Drug Tax
legislation stipulates that each receive 9.5 percent of the revenues.

Coordmatmn amongk the Three‘COMBA 'Admmistratlve Bodies

While the three COMBAT admlmstrame bodles-——prosecutor 8 ofﬁc s COMBAT Commission, and

county executxvc—-—do not -cft togethex COMBATpart:cnpants and observexs raxsed no objecuons to this
tripartite system for, ag s -need for
particular issue requires coop

‘ unallocated ‘
: camlarkedf

attorney’s office and pohcc agencm bymeans of the prosecn % ,
representation on the commission. (See the prcvnous box “'I'he Prosecutmg Attomey Pamcxpates m
COMBAT Commission Activities. ”y o ' e L

Kansas City Police Department. The police department uses its COMBAT funds primarily
to increase the staff of two units.
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e COMBAT funds 15 of 32 positions in the department’s Street Narcotics Unit
(SNU), which attacks low-level street drug dealing. COMBAT has also paid for
three of the unit’s drug dogs.

e COMBAT funds 14 of 42 positions in the department’s Drug Enforcement Unit
(DEU), which attacks mid-level drug traffickers who supply neighborhood drug
dealers.

Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force. The task force consists of officers from 13 law
enforcement agencies in the eastern part of Jackson County, outside the jurisdiction of the
Kansas City police department. The task force is authorized as a quasi-governmental entity
through a written cooperative agreement among the participating cities, the county, and the
sheriff's department. The task force qualifies under Missouri statute and case law as a
quasi-governmental entity because it performs a traditional government function (law
enforcement), is created by governmental entities, and reports to them and to the taxpayers.
The task force has increasingly targeted illegal methamphetamine laboratories.

Family Court Involvement

Family (Juvenile) Court uses COMBAT funds for several purposes, including

® substance abuse certification training for Deputy Juvenile Officers (DJOs—juvenile
probation officers);

® hiring 13 DJOs to work in
— Family Court residential facilities,

— satellite Family Court units, and
— six middle schools;

® hiring 20 youth care workers to provide counseling in residential centers; and

® Purchasing private residential bed space for juvenile offenders sentenced by the
court to treatment.
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COMBAT Provides 10 Entities with a Fixed Percentage
of the Tax Revenues

Total revenues from the tax were $18,100,000 in 1998. Exhibit 3-4 shows the percentage of
that amount and actual dollar amounts allocated to of COMBAT’s 10 components that year.*
The overall distribution is

prosecuting attorney's office: 25.5%
law enforcement agencies: 19%
county executive (including

funding for Circuit Court and

Family Court: 27%
COMBAT Commission: 28.5%.

However, all of the COMBAT funding for Drug Court (6 percent of all COMBAT funding)
and Family Court (8 percent), and approximately two-thirds of the Grant Match funds (6.6
percent), are used for prevention and treatment. As a result, the total proportion of
COMBAT funds devoted to prevention and treatment is about 50 percent.

Exhibit 3-5 shows the dollar amounts each COMBAT component has expended (not
necessarily been allocated) each year that Anti-Drug Tax dollars have been collected. Exhibit
3-6 shows the total tax revenues collected and expended from 1990 to 1998. Exhibit 3-7
shows the percentage of selected agencies’ total budgets COMBAT funds provide.

The description of COMBAT above is a snapshot of the program as it existed in early 1998.
However, both organizationally and in terms of the initiatives it has funded, COMBAT has
always been in a state of evolution. A short history of the program’s initiation and
metamorphosis follows.

COMBAT Has Changed Significantly Over Time

COMBAT’s history can be divided into four periods:

Jackson County before COMBAT began (1986-1988);
initiation and early history (1989-1992);
changes after the election of Claire McCaskill (1993-1995); and

activity since passage of the second referendum renewing the program (January
1996-May 1998).

4 These dollar amounts do not include additional revenues allocated to each component in 1998 as a result of the distribution
of unallocated surpluses from 1995 and unspent monies in 1996. (Any portion of their allocations that agencies do not
spend in a given year remains in the COMBAT account and is reallocated to those agencies the following year.) When
these funds are included, total COMBAT allocations in 1998 were $21,591,169.
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Exhibit 3-4

1998 COMBAT Budget Allocation *

Percent Allocation

Prosecuting Attorney’s Office 9.5 $1,719,500
Drug Court 6.0 1,719,500
Grant Match Fund 10.0 1,810,000
Kansas City Police Department 8.5 1,719,500
Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force 9.5 1,719,500
Circuit and Family Courts 12.0 2,172,000
Corrections (County Executive) 15.0 2,715,000
Prevention (COMBAT Commission) 7.5 1,357,500
Treatment (COMBAT Commission) 15.0 2,715,000
D.AR.E. 6.0 1,086,000

TOTAL 100.00 $ 18,100,000

*  These dollar amounts do not include additional revenues allocated to each component in 1998 as a result of the
distribution of unallocated surpluses from 1995 and unspent monies in 1996. (Any portion of their allocations
that agencies do not spend in a given year remain in the COMBAT account and is reallocated to those agencies
the following year.) When these funds are included, total COMBAT allocations in 1998 were $21.591,169.

Exhibit 3-8 provides a chronology of selected COMBAT milestones. The text below presents
a brief synopsis of COMBAT’s history.
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Exhibit 3-5

Dollar Amounts Expended by Each COMBAT Component

Corrections Department (a)
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Exhibit 3-5, continued

Treatment
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Exhibit 3-5, continued

Family Court Expenditures
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LXmupit -3, continued

Prosecuting Attorney (Criminal Drug Prosecution)
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Exhibit 3-5, continued

Drug Court '
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1) A deferred prosecution program, which operated from 1990-1993, was replaced by Drug Court

in October 1993.
Source: CAFR
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Exhibit 3-6

Total COMBAT Tax Revenues Collected and Expended
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Exhibit 3-7

COMBAT's Percentage of Agencies' Total Budgets in 1998
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Exhibit 3-8

Chronology of Selected COMBAT Milestones

April 1989  State approves sales tax increase

v

September 11, 1989

Jackson County Legislature passes Ordinance 1771 placing the Anti-Drug Sales
Tax on the November 7th baliot

v

April 1,1990  Tax becomes effective—first day of collection

v

June 1990  Taxes are distributed to county

v

June 1980  Programming implementation begins

v

November 1990  First expenditures for prosecution, police, and courts

v

November 1990  Prosecutor establishes Anti-Drug Criminal Prosecution Unit

v

January-March 1991  First expenditures for treatment

v

Aprit 1991  Circuit Court creates Docket O

v

October 1991  First expenditures for prevention

v

January 1993  Claire McCaskill takes office

v

March 24, 1993  James Nunnelly hired

v

October 1993  Drug Court begins

v

April 1993 Grant Match Program instituted
v

December 1993  Legislature’s Special Advisory Panel report issued

v
June 1894  Jail Anti-Drug Movement (J.A.M.) begins

v
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Exhibit 3-8

Chronology of Selected COMBAT Milestones

(continued)

November 7, 1995  Voters approve continuation of sales tax and COMBAT reorganization

v

February 1996 = COMBAT Commission appointed, replacing Fiscal Commission

v

June 1996  Day Report Center opens

v

October 1996  National Institute of Justice awards contract for comprehensive process and impact

evaiuation of COMBAT
v

October 1996  Construction of the jail addition begins

v

October 1996  Susan Griffle hired as COMBAT Commission Executive Director

v

February 1997  Paseo Corridor Partnership Agreement signed

v

August 1998 Jail addition dedicated

Jackson County Pre-COMBAT (1986 — 1988)

Throughout the 1980s, the citizens of Kansas City, Missouri, and nearby communities in
Jackson County—Ilike residents in many other urban areas throughout the country—felt
increasingly besieged by drug abuse and drug-related crimes. “Crackitocaine had become an
epidemic,” recalled the Reverend James Tindall, chairman of the Jackson County Legislature.
Cocaine and other illicit drugs such as methamphetamine, PCP, heroin, and marijuana were
openly traded on street corners. Drug houses were springing up overnight on many blocks of
Kansas City and drug-related homicides were on the rise. One out of every two people
arrested was a drug user; 80 percent of all crime involved illegal drugs. The tide of drug
abuse was spilling over into the schools. The statistics in the box “Evidence of the Severity of
Jackson County’s Drug Problem in 1989 document the seriousness of the problem.

There was a consensus among observers that the response to the substance abuse problem in
Kansas City and Jackson County before COMBAT—as in many other communities in the
nation—was uncoordinated and that there was an absence of leadership committed to solving
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the crisis. There was also fragmentation among the agencies, both public and private, that
provided treatment to substance abusers. Treatment professionals operated in isolation from
other agencies combating the substance abuse problem.

Initiation and Early History (1989 — 1992)°

No single event prompted the public outcry in Jackson County over drug abuse. The person
most instrumental in launching the idea of an anti-drug sales tax was the then prosecuting
attorney, Albert Riederer, who in November 1988 had been elected to a third four-year term
as Jackson County prosecutor. During his reelection campaign, Riederer had been confronted
repeatedly by citizens angered over the seeming inability of police and the courts to control
drug trafficking. These exchanges convinced Riederer that not only was better coordination
necessary among community groups, the criminal justice system, and agencies of city and
county government, but also more resources were needed.

After the election, Riederer sought to identify a source of funds that could be dedicated solely
to a coordinated approach to funding substance abuse programming. An increment to the
existing sales tax seemed the most palatable approach. Although the sales tax was regressive
(it collected a higher percentage of income for low-income taxpayers), it was already in place
and required no new organizational machinery. It was a straightforward, visible, and locally
controlled funding mechanism. Riederer presented the idea privately among law enforcement
administrators, community leaders, and elected officials. The reaction was favorable,
reflecting the mounting groundswell of grassroots support for concerted action in the fight
against drugs.

Before submitting the sales tax to county voters as a referendum issue, the first step was to
obtain authorization from the Missouri State Legislature. A bill, introduced in January 1989
and enacted in April 1989, authorized a 0.25 percent increase in the sales tax, which was
expected to yield about $14 million annually.

Initially, the bill was drafted as a law enforcement initiative to fund additional police
investigations and deferred prosecution for nonviolent drug offenders. However, leaders in
the church community, community health centers, and other civic organizations had been
asserting that the drug problem should be viewed not simply as a law enforcement
issue—adding more police and prosecutors—but also as a public health issue. As a result,
during the legislative debate that ensued, the bill was broadened to include prevention and
treatment programs, as well as corrections and Circuit Court operations.

S The first six paragraphs in this section have been taken from Gregory Mills, COMmuniry-Backed Anti-Drug Tax:
COMBAT in Jackson County, Missouri, Program Focus. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Justice, U.S. Department
of Justice, July 1996.
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Evidence of the Severity of Jackson County’s Drug Problem in 1989

® Through the first seven months of 1989, arrests in Kansas City for possession of illegal drugs rose
81 percent compared with the same penod in 1988.. Arrests for sales of illegal drugs had
increased 113 percent. .

° The Missouri Division of Alcohol and Drug Abuse tracks the number of admissions of Jackson
County residents to publicly funded treatment centers. From 1986 to 1989, trend lines for heroin,
barbiturates, amphetamines, marijuana, inhalants, PCP, tranquilizers, and hallucinogens generally
remained flat. Total admissions continued to nse, however, with the greatest growth attributed to

alcohol and cocaine, _5 .

alcohol 3,752 4915 5555 6,436 72%
cocaine it 72 203 347 0726 908%
total admissions = . 4,966 6030 o 67625 8232 66%

L The Narcotics Division of the Kansas Cxty, stsoun, Pohce Dcpartment reported the following
totals for illegal drugs sexzed in Kansas Clty 'I'he dollar ﬁgures are based on price per gram with
the price held constant over nme L .

1233 o 1282‘(ﬂuoﬁgh May)

Value - s74000 ?=$1;560660 ,200000?,.31500000

o Accordxng to the I-Iomlcxde Dmsxon of thc Police Depamnent, 43‘ Jetcent of all homlcxdes in 1988
were unquesuonably drug—related Ofﬁcers behcved that an'addmonal 40 percent of hormc1des
had some drug-related connecnon . L 1

o Truman Medlcal Center is the pnmary prowder of heaith servxoes to Iow-moomc individuals in the
central city. Of more than 400 babies a year served by the newbom mtenswa care unit, about 40
percent had mothers who admitted to cocaine use. In August, 1986 16 percent of the women
receiving care at the high-risk obstetrical unit admltted tocnrrent or past drug use, In August,
1988, that figure had nsen to 25 pemnt of‘ 237 pauentt . The drug of choice was crack cocaine.

] Before 1988 the Vlsxtmg Nurses Assoclanon had not» een':any ‘crac] babies.v unng 1989 the
agency recewed ﬁve to ten referrals per month for such cases from pedxatnmans and socml
workers. o _ - i :

® In July, 1989, the Natxonal Instxtute of Just:ce teleased a I4—clty study of dmg use among petsons
arrested for serious crimes in the last quartcr of 1988 Unnalysm mdxcated that.54 percent of the
men and 70 percent of the women in the Kansas Cxty sampie tested posmve for g use.
group, 41 percent of the men and 57 percent of the women had used cocame. -
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) The State Department of Mental Health Division of Alcohol and Drug Abuse reported that there
were an estimated 13,200 persons in Jackson County in need of treatment for drug addiction, of
‘whom 7 percent werescrved thh Statefunds in 1990 leavmg 93 percent, or more than 12,000
individua}s,-. unS:wed.‘ . : :

Source: Smeo‘mewriRepmt: ExtentandN
Mental Health and Corrections.

The debate shifted to the county in August 1989, where the nine-member county legislature’s
approval was necessary to place the issue on the November ballot. The prosecutor’s office
organized a campaign to promote the tax, enlisting the support of business, labor, church, and
community leaders. However, the role of the prosecutor’s office was a key element in a
contentious debate in the county legislature. Some legislators were wary of placing the
responsibility for administering the tax entirely in the hands of the county prosecutor. The
prosecutor’s office itself was wary; it expected to face political pressures on the funding of
local programs. As a result, the administration of the tax was split equally (37 million each)
between the office of the prosecuting attorney and a newly created Fiscal Commission (see
below). The county legislature added a sunset provision, calling for the tax to expire
automatically on March 31, 1997.

The county legislature unanimously passed the revised measure on September 12, 1989,
designating it as Question No. 1 on the November ballot. In a separate supporting resolution
unanimously adopted on October 17, the legislature specified that the tax revenues would be
allocated among eight different program areas: investigations, prosecution, deferred
prosecution (or drug court), crime prevention, corrections, treatment, Family Court, and
Circuit Court. In early November, 63 percent of the voters approved the increase. The tax
became effective on April 1, 1990, and the State began distributing the revenues to the county
in June 1990.

As shown in exhibit 3-8 tax monies were first spent by the prosecuting attorney’s office,
police department, and courts in November 1990. The first expenditures for treatment
occurred in January 1991, and the Circuit Court created Docket O in April 1991.

Mr. Riederer’s office administered COMBAT’s prosecution and prevention components. The
newly created Fiscal Commission administered the half of the tax revenues allocated to
corrections, treatment, and the Circuit and Family Courts. The Fiscal Commission consisted
of the presiding judge of the Circuit Court, the director of the county corrections department,
the Kansas City police chief, the chairman of the Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force
(representing police departments in the suburban and rural areas of the county), and the
directors of two major drug treatment facilities. However, because the prosecuting attorney
chaired the Fiscal Commission, Riederer—and, later, his successor, Claire McCaskill (see
below)—effectively controlled the commission’s funds as well the prosecutor office’s
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COMBAT money. The county executive played no role in COMBAT since the county was
banking the portion of COMBAT funds allocated to jail construction, and the jail treatment
program (J.A.M.) had not yet been initiated. As a result, the prosecuting attorney’s office
had principal responsibility for supervising all of COMBAT until almost the end of 1995.

During this period, there was considerable uncertainty about how to spend prevention and
treatment funds. For example, several hundred thousand dollars were spent on improving the
security of some Family Court juvenile residences. A deferred prosecution program was
floundering. In addition, the three COMBAT components—prevention, treatment, and the
criminal justice system—were not engaged in serious collaboration.

Finally, there was a significant increase in the prosecuting attorney office’s drug caseload.
Until 1993, the Kansas City prosecutor handled most minor drug offenses (simple possession)
because the Jackson County prosecutor’s office lacked the staff to handle the large volume of
misdemeanor cases. The city court judge frequently instructed offenders to seek treatment
and made it a condition of probation, but there was no money to pay for treating indigent
offenders and insufficient staff to monitor compliance.

The city council removed criminal provisions related to possession of small amounts of
cocaine, heroin, and marijuana from the municipal code in 1993. As a result, police officers
had to take these cases to the county prosecutor. It appears that the city took the action in
part because it was inundated with drug cases but in part because it felt it was being treated
unfairly when COMBAT funds were not made available to the city prosecutor’s office.

Changes from 1993-1995

Claire McCaskill replaced Albert Riederer as prosecuting attorney in January 1993 and began
what became COMBAT's current phase. In March she hired James Nunnelly, a former public
health administrator, as COMBAT administrator. (See the case study “The Benefits of
Having a Public Health Professional Administer COMBAT” in the appendix.) The
prosecuting attorney continued her position as chair of the Fiscal Commission and gave
Nunnelly responsibility for implementing the entire program subject to her direction, support,
and approval.

During 1993, the prosecuting attorney’s Anti-Drug Programs Administration division began
the process of systematizing the distribution of prevention and treatment funds and of
generating collaboration among the three COMBAT components. An important and widely
publicized report issued at the end of 1993 lent support and urgency to their efforts. In its
December 1993 report, the Legislature’s Special Advisory Panel (see chapter 3, COMBAT
Administration) criticized the role of the Fiscal Commission—as had other
observers—asserting that two major drug treatment providers who were commission members
had a conflict of interest in deciding how COMBAT funds would be distributed while at the
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same time receiving COMBAT funds. The panel called for modifying the Fiscal Commussion
“_ .. to assure nongovernmental persons and organizations, directly benefiting from funding
decisions, are not involved in the funds allocation process . . . .” As a result, in September
1995, the legislature included a provision substituting a COMBAT Commission for the
Fiscal Commission in the November 1995 referendum to renew the sales tax.

The referendum led to two other significant changes:

® The new legislation gave the county executive administrative authority over the
use of COMBAT funds to expand the jail and establish and operate a new jail
substance abuse treatment program. The county executive was also given
authority to approve the Circuit Court and Family Court COMBAT budgets and
to appoint the COMBAT Commission members.

® The new legislation switched the distribution of funds to the principal COMBAT
components from a fixed dollar amount to a percentage formula (see exhibit 3-4).
In the past, excess revenues from the tax were deposited in an unappropriated
surplus account. Each year, program administrators allocated the previous year’s
surplus. As a result, COMBAT recipients felt they either had to use their year’s
allocation or possibly lose it. Furthermore, COMBAT administrators became
concerned that the county legislature might decide to use the surpluses for
non-drug related purposes. As a result, the prosecuting attorney, the legislature
and county executive agreed to the change to a percentage distribution.

These changes—in particular the increased authority residing in the new COMBAT
Commission and the added responsibilities of the county executive—reduced the role of the
prosecuting attorney’s office in the overall management of COMBAT. Nevertheless, for
several reasons, the prosecuting attorney’s authority for COMBAT remained significant.
Overall management of the program remained in the prosecuting attorney’s office because
Claire McCaskill had made a concerted effort to bring the disparate components together. In
addition, her office alone had an Anti-Drug Tax Programs Administration Division with
several staff paid full time with COMBAT funds devoted to improving, expanding,
coordinating, and monitoring COMBAT’s various initiatives. McCaskill remained as an ex
officio member of the COMBAT Commission, where, under her authority, James Nunnelly
continued to play an active role in the COMBAT Commission’s activities in the prevention
and treatment fields (see the box above, “The Prosecuting Attorney Participates in COMBAT
Commission Activities”). Finally, through its administration of the Grant Match Program, the
prosecuting attorney’s office continued to exert influence in the prevention arena (and, to a
lesser extent, in the treatment field) by choosing carefully the types of programs for which it
provided matching funds.
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As discussed in detail in chapter 5, COMBAT Administration, the program encountered some
serious problems

e In 1993, the initial deferred prosecution program was scrapped and reconfigured.

® Until 1993, there was no plan for how to spend treatment and, especially,
prevention monies. As a result, COMBAT funded some initiatives that were only
indirectly related to COMBAT’s mission.

® Many prevention and treatment providers balked at meeting even the most basic
reporting requirements, lacked the expertise and time to do so, or were concerned
about how the data might be used.

® Most of the public either remained ignorant of COMBAT or developed the
misconception that its only function was to close down drug houses and break up
methamphetamine laboratories.

® Early on, there were individuals and organizations in the eastern part of the county
that felt resentful that Kansas City was apparently receiving too large a share of
the COMBAT funds.

® An effort to commission a comprehensive evaluation of COMBAT in 1992 failed.
COMBAT was not successful in arranging another evaluation until 1996.

COMBAT administrators recognized these deficiencies and sought to address them by setting
up a new Drug Court in 1993 with its own treatment provider; continuously narrowing the
criteria for awarding prevention and treatment contracts and increasing the reporting
requirements for grantees; attempting to get the local media to report on COMBAT’s
prevention and treatment initiatives; and, beginning in 1994, starting to arrange for a
comprehensive process and impact evaluation. Claire McCaskill mounted a special campaign
through the press and speeches to make clear that more than one-third of the tax revenues
were being used to fund programs in Eastern Jackson County. In addition, McCaskill
reminded voters that “From day one, Eastern Jackson County has gotten 50 percent of all law
enforcement money [through the Drug Task Force].” Furthermore, beginning in 1994
COMBAT awarded a larger proportion of education and prevention contracts to
organizations outside the city. McCaskill was assisted in resolving these problems by virtue of
her position as chairperson of the Fiscal Commission, by being able to point to the need to
take seriously the recommendations of the legislature’s Special Advisory Panel, and by
spending an average 60 to 65 percent of her time on COMBAT.
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Since Passage of the Second Referendum (1996—-1998)

Voters approved a seven-year continuation of the sales tax—and the reorganization of
COMBAT (see above)—in 1995, two years before its scheduled expiration date. The second
tax is scheduled to expire, unless voters approve another extension, in 2004. There have been
no significant organizational or operational changes in COMBAT since the renewal of the
COMBAT legislation. However, the program has continued to expand, establishing a
number of significant new initiatives, the most important of which have been

® the initiation of the Paseo Corridor Partnership, a multi-agency, multipronged
effort to rid the corridor of drug dealing and its associated crime and disorder,
culminating in a $250,000 Federal grant to improve the corridor still further;

® construction of a 250-bed jail addition with COMBAT funds begun in 1996, with
opening scheduled for the fall of 1998; and

® arranging, in 1996, for the National Institute of Justice to partially fund and, after a
competitive procurement, issue a contract for a comprehensive process and impact
evaluation of COMBAT—which this report represents.

COMBAT administrators continued to work to improve the program’s public relations efforts
and to increase collaboration among beneficiaries of the tax. They redoubled their efforts to
stimulate innovation among prevention providers.

The COMBAT Commission hired Susan Griffle as its executive director in October 1996,
giving COMBAT for the first time someone with management experience who could devote
full time to monitoring of COMBAT-funded prevention and education providers, especially in
terms of data collection. Griffle instituted new management information systems for
collecting data from providers that could form the foundation for evaluating their performance
and improving their accountability.

Important staff left the program in 1998, including Pat Glorioso, deputy administrator of the
COMBAT Anti-Drug Programs Administration Division in the prosecuting attorney’s office;
and Major David Barton, a committed manager in the Kansas City police department
participating in COMBAT and a supporter of the concept even before the first referendum
passed. Claire McCaskill was expected to resign if she won her election for state auditor in
the November 1998 elections, though she is expected to retain some advisory involvement.
(See the box “Claire McCaskill Played a Critical Role in COMBAT’s Operations.™)
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Claire McCaskill Played a Critical Role in the Second Phase of
COMBAT’s Operations

Claire McCaskill, the prosecutmg attorney from 1993 to 1998, played a decisive role in COMBAT's
development.

] As chairperson of the Fiscal Commission, and later, toa much lesser extent, as an ex officio
member of the COMBAT Commission, McCaskill exercised considerable authority over the
direction COMBAT took in the prevention and treatment arenas.

L In large part because McCaskill hired a public health professional, James Nunnelly, to head the
prosecuting attorney office’s Anti-Drug Programs Administration Unit, COMBAT was able to
begin to bridge the gap between the prevention and treatment community, on the one hand, the
criminal justice system, on the other hand.

] With considerable previons hands-on experience in fiscal matters as a legislator on county and
State budget committees, an unusual grasp of budgetary procedures, and a good memory for
figures, McCaskill made sure that.COMBA’I‘ avoided fiscal irregularities and any taint of scandal.

. She was w:Ilmg to move beyond the tradmonal prosecutor s role to focus on the prevention and
treatment of substance abuse. '
® McCaskill was willing to devote an ‘cnormons amduht of time to COMB AT—-approximately 60

percent of her time, on average she esumated. Why" In her own words

I saw an opponumty in COMBAT to makc an unpact and do somethmg d1ffcrent
Opportunities to do exciting, innovative thmg_s don’t usually exist on the criminal side of the
[prosecutor’s] office—the chance to be visionary and figure out how to fix things. My
experience of being prosecuting attorney in terms of accomphshments would have been very
dlfferent thhout COMBAT - i

By the summer of 1998, assured of its existence at least to 2004—a total of 14 years—
COMBAT appeared to be institutionalized in Jackson County. A number of organizations,
agencies, and voters that seemed to feel they had benefitted substantially from the tax dollars
were likely to fight vigorously any attempt to dilute or scuttle the program. Furthermore,
some of the agencies and individuals involved in COMBAT initiatives may have concluded
that the benefits of collaboration in fighting Jackson County’s drug problem outweigh the
pre-COMBAT approach of every agency operating independently of each other—and
sometimes in competition with.

The danger exists, however, that the single, partnering approach that COMBAT represents for
attacking substance abuse may crumble without specific leadership, with the attack reverting
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to the pre-1989 fragmented approach. COMBAT’s survival for the long term is likely to
require three principal ingredients:

(1)

(2)

(3)

ongoing independent positive evaluations that the program is reducing the drug
problem in order to maintain voter backing and support from the involved
parties;

a “succession” plan that ensures that the individuals who replace key players are
equally committed and talented.

a permanent structure in place that can help ensure that the program will outlive
key individuals who come and go. The tripartite structure involving the
prosecuting attorney’s office, COMBAT Commission, and county executive
appears to be well established. However, how effectively this structure serves to
keep the other principal agencies involved—Ilaw enforcement, Circuit Court,
Family Court—remains to be seen and may not be known until a year or two
after the turnover among key staff has been completed.
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CHAPTER 4

EVALUATION RESULTS

Overview

® Separate sectmns, each Wlth ltS own Key Pomts, address seven COMBAT
objectwes. - ' . . _ .

® Each dlscussion mciudas both a process evaluatlon and, where feasible, an impact

evaluatlon. .

° e to the achievement of more than
under only one objective.
® Referenc&s to COMBAT adnnmstrators v refer to the prosecuting attorney

office’s Antl-Drug Programs Adxmmstratlon Dmsxon staff,

The sections that follow discuss whether COMBAT achieved seven objectives. Readers
should be aware of the following considerations in order to understand this chapter.

® COMBAT established the first three objectives. The National Institute of Justice
established the remaining four objectives. This is an important consideration in
deciding how much weight to give to COMBAT’s achievements or shortcomings
in relation to each objective. (See chapter 2, Evaluation Objectives and
Methodology.)

® Many COMBAT initiatives contribute to the achievement of more than one
objective. Rather than repeating the descriptions of the same initiatives when they
contribute to the achievement of more than one objective, the chapter treats each
initiative in detail under only one objective and refers the reader to that single
discussion as needed throughout the rest of the chapter. For example, Drug Court
is intended to further Objective 2, increasing treatment of nonviolent drug
offenders. Drug Court is also an example of Objective 5, increased collaboration.
However, the chapter treats Drug Court in detail only in the discussion of the
increased treatment objective. Exhibit 3-2 in chapter 3 indicates where the
principal discussion of each component occurs in the text.
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The chapter includes an impact assessment of how well COMBAT achieved the
seven objectives and a process evaluation of how effectively COMBAT went
about attempting to achieve these goals. However, a process evaluation can serve
two other purposes: explaining outcome data and helping to determine the extent
to which intermediate program goals that are prerequisites to achieving the seven
ultimate objectives have been achieved.

To maintain confidentiality, the report frequently does not identify interviewees by
name or title but instead refers to “participants” or “observers.” Participants are
individuals who receive COMBAT funding—that is, they are part of the
COMBAT program. Participants include assistant prosecutors, law enforcement
administrators and officers, public officials, and prevention and treatment
providers. Observers are individuals who have paid very close attention to
COMBAT’s progress but as of 1998 were not receiving COMBAT funding.
Observers include journalists, community leaders, elected officials, and former
COMBAT participants. Appendix A lists the names and positions of the
participants and observers interviewed for the evaluation.

The Anti-Drug Programs Administration Division is a team of individuals in the
prosecuting attorney’s office whose salaries are funded entirely by the Anti-Drug
Sales Tax. (See chapter 3, COMBAT Synopsis and History.) The unit tries to
provide the vision for the entire COMBAT program as well as promoting
coordination among its various components. As a result, whenever the text refers
to “COMBAT” or “COMBAT staff”’ as having taken an action, unless specified
otherwise this refers to the COMBAT Anti-Drug Programs Administration
Division.
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Objective 1: Did COMBAT Lead to Increased Jailing
of Dangerous Offenders?

(D. y amultl-agency, prosecutor—led
commercial _buﬁdmgs, took action in 1997

bl ﬁgures for DART»ggnv:ty"ﬁ'o’ 1992 through 1997 are.

1,893 propcrt:cs’posted or vacated,v -

» 412 evictions,and
» 63 forfeitures/nuisance abatements e

— The Kansas Clty police departmcnt’s Street Narcotlcs Unxt (SNU) which targets
street-level drug dealing, made 915 arresté in 1997 and seized 451 firearms in 1996;
from 1990, when it first received ¢ "OMBAT funding through 1997, SNU effected
5,992 arrests and, through 1996, seized 2,678 firearms. ,

— The police department’s Drug Enforcement Unit (DEU) which targets mid-level
drug traffickers, seized drugs from pedestrians or drivers on 1,336 occasions in
1997 and on 206 occasions at airports or bus or train stations. ‘From 1990 through
1997, the DEU made 8,695 seizures under these circumstances.

— The Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force, a multl-agency unit, closed 280
cases in 1997, including 92 met hamphetamme laboratories, resultmg in the
conviction of 88 offenders and the mcarceratlon of 65 offenders (Accurate data are
not available for previous years.)

— The Jackson Connty Jail completed a 250-bed expansxon in 1998

L Starting in 1992, the number of felony drug arrest has imcreased ata markedly
faster rate than both non-felony dmg arrests and non-drug felony amts. The
SNU and the DEU contributed signiﬁcantly to the volume of this activity.
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° Comparisons with data from six other U.S. cities shows that only Kansas City
sustained a long-term s1gmﬁcant increase in its drug armt rate over the
COMBAT period ' :

©  The number of drug cases filed m courtvfrom 1989 to 1998 Increased 387%.
Prosecutorial efficiency was enhanced by \ ﬁ-Drug Unit and Docket 0.

° Betweenﬂl989 and 1995, the number of drug cases ﬁled'which resulted in jail or

° ms for dr arg es fasterfrom 1992 to
1997 in Jackson Co ¢ ed

Data Sources

® Umform}Cmne Re port

° ' Informer, Clrcuxt Court Data, Alert

°

® Interviews with COMBAT participants and observers

The first of the three objectives that COMBAT administrators established for the program was
to jail more dangerous offenders than had been incarcerated in the past.! The rationale for
this objective was that more jail time should incapacitate offenders for the period of time they
are incarcerated, deter them from committing additional crimes after release, and discourage
would-be criminals from getting involved in illegal drug activity. The objective was also
important because COMBAT’s principal message to the public in trying to muster support for
passage of the referendum authorizing the Anti-Drug Sales Tax was that the additional funds
would be used primarily to improve and increase law enforcement efforts. While treatment
was included in the original referendum language, COMBAT’s proponents felt that initially
the public would not support the tax increase unless the law enforcement component was
given the greatest prominence. While over time prevention and treatment have become
equally important COMBAT focuses, elected officials and the public are likely to continue to
hold COMBAT administrators strictly accountable for achieving this initial and popular
objective.

1 By “dangerous,” program administrators mean offenders engaged in drug trafficking and illegal manufacturing—who
create obvious danger for others—as distinguished from simple possession—which on the surface does not endanger other
people.
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Agencies which Support Increasing Jail Time for Dangerous
Offenders

Exhibit OBJ1-1 lists the agencies and units that COMBAT supports along with information
about COMBAT s role in the entities’ initiation and ongoing funding. Exhibit OBJ1-2
summarizes the funding COMBAT has provided to each criminal justice system entity from
1990 to 1998. The discussion below identifies the criminal justice system entities that
COMBAT has funded, their functions, COMBAT’s role in their creation or continuation, and
their achievements in jailing dangerous offenders.

Docket O?

This special docket in the Jackson County Circuit Court calendars

all drug cases in the county. Created in 1991, the docket is a
management tool for expediting the processing of drug cases. The
Circuit Court judge who does arraignments hears all Docket O cases.

COMBAT support. COMBAT funds are the principal support for Docket O. In 1998,
COMBAT provided $713,579 for rental space for three State-funded private defense
attorneys (because there is no room for them in the courthouse), for the salaries of a bailiff,
court reporter, and clerk to staff the docket, and for supplies, furniture, and other costs.

Jackson County Prosecuting Attorney Office’s Anti-Drug Unit

Begun in 1990, the Anti-Drug Unit consists of 17 attorneys in two trial teams
in the Kansas City courthouse that prosecute only felony drug crimes. One
member of the unit, stationed in the Independence, Missouri, courthouse,
handles all felony drug cases in Eastern Jackson County, including cases
referred by the Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force (see below).

COMBAT Support. COMBAT funds the entire unit, providing $2,087,046 in 1998.

2 Because he was in charge of criminal dockets at the time Docket O was being designed, Judge John O’Malley was asked to
name the docket. He named it after the first initial of his last name.
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‘Exhibit OBJi-'K

Summary of Agencles and Units COMBATZ Supports Deslgned to !ncrease Jail Time for

o Oangerous Offenders
Agency or Unit Parent Agency Function Date Extent Supported
initiated by COMBAT!

Docket O Circuit Court Calendars all drug cases, expediting 1991 * funds (100%)

their processing
Anti-Drug Unit Prosecuting Prosecutes all felony drug crimes 1990 * funds (100%)

Attorney’s Office

Drug Abatement Prosecuting Multiagency unit that investigates 1990 ¢ partly funds
Response Team Attorney’s Office drug activity in residences and (25%)
(DART) commercial buildings and closes them

through civil abatement or forfeiture

actions
Street Narcotics Kansas City Police ~ Targets low-level or street drug 1989 ¢ partly funds
Unit (SNU) Department dealing (about 50%)
Drug Enforcement  Kansas City Police =~ Targets mid-level drug trafficking 1986 » partly funds
Unit (DUE) Department
Eastern Jackson Prosecuting Multiagency unit investigates drug 1986 * mostly
County Drug Task  Attorney’s Office trafficking in the eastern part of the funds (87%)
Force (Drug Task county
Force)
Jackson County Jail County Executive’s  Houses pretrial and sentenced 1996 epartly funded
(expansion) Office offenders (%NA)
Jackson County Jail County Executive’s  Boards some inmates in other 1995- * funds (100%)
(inmate boarding Office Jurisdictions due to overcrowding in 1997

expenses)

Jackson County

1 Based on COMBAT’s role in initiating and funding the activity
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Drug Abatement Eastern Jackson County Drug

Year Response Team (DART) Task Force
1990 67,000 1,125,000
1991 75,844 1,150,000
1992 81,313 1,150,000
1993 85,562 1,150,000
1994 ; 93,197 1,150,000
1995 65,610 1,825,000°
1996 80,758 1,853,0442
1997 98,365 2,071,8462
1998 99,190 2,016,265'7
Total 746,839 11,638,111

" Includes previous surplus allocations from 1995, unspent 1996 allocation, and percent of available 1996

surplu

s allocation in 1997.

? Includes grant match.

Drug Abatement Response Team (DART)

Combat support. The DART team began in 1990 with a $200,000 grant from the State of

The Drug Abatement Response Team (DART) is a multiagency prosecutorial
unit run by an assistant prosecuting attorney that includes a second attorney, an
investigator, and a paralegal from the prosecutor’s office, a Kansas City
housing code inspector, and a Missouri fire inspector. The team works closely
with police officers from the Kansas City police department’s Street Narcotics
Unit (see below). Several Kansas City municipal departments volunteer their
services to the team, as needed, including the health, public works, water, and
animal control departments. The team identifies and investigates drug activity
in residences and commercial buildings and then develops strategies for closing
them, including making controlled buys, serving search warrants, conducting
health and fire code inspections, notifying property owners of their
delinquency, and pursuing civil abatement and forfeiture actions.

Missouri and $67,000 from the Anti-Drug Sales tax. In 1998, COMBAT provided $99,190,
representing 25 percent of the unit’s funding. (This percentage will increase to 40 percent in
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1999.) The COMBAT funds serve as the match for DART to qualify for the $295,094 in
Federal funding that makes up the balance of its 1998 $393,458 operating budget. The
DART budget includes $55,994 to pay for Street Narcotics Unit (SNU) officer overtime to
assist in DART Team operations; $36,000 for a city housing code inspector to inspect
properties; $5,000 for a fire marshall inspector to inspect properties; and $10,000 for manuals
for educating retailers concerning dangers and practices of methamphetamine manufacturing.

DART Convmces a Landlord to Mend His Ways

abiding tenants After numerous complamts and underccvet buys, DART filed, but did not serve, an
abatement and forfeiture peutxon against a landlord who owns 60 Iow-lncome properties in Jackson
County that rent for $200 to $300 a month. When a woman telephoned DART to report a drug problem
with yet another of hls propemes, DART‘s head cailed the owner mto hxs office and. told Inm that he would

ooooo

;;;;;;;;;;;;;

less frequently among the complamts reported to DART

From October 1992 through December 31, 1997, DART had 1,893 properties posted or
vacated, effected 412 evictions, and completed 63 nuisance abatements or forfeitures. In
1997, DART activity led to 396 properties being posted or vacated after inspection, 20
evictions, and 63 forfeitures or nuisance abatements. As of early 1998, DART was filing one
forfeiture every two or three months.
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Exhlblt OBJ‘I -3

Properties Nuisance
Total Posted or Abatements and
Year Actions' Vacated® Evictions® Forfeitures Completed*
1992* 63 63 0 0
1993 489 262 222 5
1994 370 293 70 7
1995 498 440 53 5
1996 512 439° 47° 26°
1997 436 396 20 20
Totals 2,368 1,893 412 63
* October, November, and December only. * Data for December not available.

1

The Drug Abatement Response Team takes other actions in addition to those tabulated in the exhibit, such as sending
notice letters informing home owners of illegal drug activity at their properties and requesting corrective action, and
conducting fire and housing inspections. The actions included in the exhibit represent successful completions of
DART initiatives.

A property designated as posted (only after an inspection) restricts any person from inhabiting or entering the
property. Any person found on the premises is subject to arrest for trespassing.

Evictions occur when a property owner, after DART has notified the person of confirmed illegal activity, files formal
eviction proceedings against the tenant and the court has granted the request.

A nuisance abatement is a declaration by the Circuit Court that a property constitutes a public nuisance. The court
orders that the structure be secured and boarded for a period of up to a year. A DART attorney may file a forfeiture

action against a property if the attorney has notified the owner of confirmed illegal activity and the problem continues.

If approved by the court. the State of Missouri becomes the owner of the property.

Street Narcotics Unit (SNU)

A unit within the Kansas City Police Department’s Narcotics and Vice
Division, SNU was formed in 1989 to attack street-level drug dealing. The
unit has six squads: two tactical squads (that conduct raids and open air
buy/bust operations); two undercover squads (that set up the tactical units);
one gang squad; and one administrative staff squad (that reviews and
completes case files, presents evidence in court, and deals with prisoners).

COMBAT support. In 1998, COMBAT funded 15 of SNU’s total of 32 positions—one of the

two undercover units, one of the two tactical units, the administrator, and the two clerical
staff. (See the budget figures under Drug Enforcement Unit below.) COMBAT contributes

matching funds ($55,994 in 1998) to enable the department to secure Federal funding for
SNU officers’ overtime pay. COMBAT also paid for vehicles and equipment (e.g., guns,
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ammunition, office supplies, body armor) to equip the sworn personnel and paid for their
training. COMBAT provides SNU’s “buy” money. Over the years, COMBAT has provided
$7,000-$10,000 for each of three drug dogs, including their purchase, a dog run, and training
of the handlers. Early on, COMBAT paid the cost of purchasing an automated gas
chromatograph to replace the manual machine the department had been using.

Exhibit OBJ1-4 shows the nature and level of SNU activity from 1989 through 1997. As
shown, the number of narcotics arrests for selling and possession resulting from search
warrants and buy/bust operations declined from 1990 to 1992 and then, with the exception of
arrests from search warrants, increased steadily. From 1990 through 1998, the unit made a
total of 5,992 drug-related arrests. From 1990 through 1996, the unit also seized 2,678
firearms, including 226 assault weapons.

Drug Enforcement Unit (DEU)

A second unit within the Kansas City Police Department’s Narcotics and Vice
Division, the DEU was formed in 1986 to attack mid-level drug traffickers
who supply neighborhood drug dealers. The DEU’s 42 personnel investigate
persons engaged in the trafficking of illegal drugs. The DEU develops cases in
cooperation with Federal, State, and county agencies, and develops court
cases in the State and Federal systems. The unit includes financial
investigations, interdiction, undercover, and administrative sections.

COMBAT funding. In 1998, COMBAT funded 14 DEU positions—one sergeant, nine
detectives, and four civilians—representing one-third of SNU’s personnel. The drug tax
legislation requires that 9.5 percent of COMBAT funds be disbursed to the department.
COMBAT provided $1,565,398 in 1998 to fund 14 DEU staff, the 15 SNU positions (see
above), and two chemists. COMBAT also paid $277,909 for a number of police department
contractual services related to staffing SNU and DEU, such as $112,000 for investigation
expenses (e.g., money for drug buys, informant fees) and $35,400 for supplies (e.g., $12,000
for gasoline).
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z _ Exhibit OBJ14

s ‘Street Narcotics Unit Sul

L M i .

5 Totals

4 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1990-

3 1997

S

g Narcotic Purchases 372 497 789 1,363 1,208 799 967 1,067 1,175 7.865
8 Narcotic Sales Arrests 0 f 560 388 235 270 141 115 148 158 2,015
=

g Narcotic Possession Arrests 161 548 172 194 227 271 387 417 458 2,674
-

3 Weight of Cocaine Seized (0z) 3 4 85 64 77 148 77 291 NA 746
% Value of Purchased and Seized  $19,993 29,776 423,134 320,223 417,502 888,458 488,988 1,519,326 NA $4,087,40
(1] .

- Narcotics 7
(@)

% Value of Currency $4,152 8,737 97,881 166,715 105,445 296,431 264,475 267,320 NA $1,207,00
Q

g. 4
= Firearms Seized : 10 28 339 565 449 403 433 451 NA 2,668
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m Exhibit OBJ 1-5A

n ; ; .

o e : .

g - KCPD DRUG ENFORCEMENT UNIT

; Drug Seizure Summary, 19891998

fg' Category Activity Totals

iy 1990-1998

8 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

0

g Field Possession Arrests’ 1,708 663 1,016 684 835 1,115 1,225 1,206 1,336 1,354 11,142

3. Cases Filed as a Result 557 234 137 223 371 563 651 929 1,108 1,043 5,816

0

g DEU Possession Arrests 238 106 85 98 85 46 62 355 415 303 1,793

g DEU Sales Arrests 145 74 82 105 114 124 31 59 49 38 821

= Cases Filed as a Result 167 164 86 103 124 110 36 282 280 212 1,564

=)

i- Interdiction Arrests? 0 16 53 55 51 107 119 220 124 140 885

5‘ Qhage)s_ filed as a Result 0] 16 47 54 51 96 116 220 124 140 864

8 Total # of Drug Arrests 2,061 859 1,236 942 1,085 1,266 1,437 1,840 1,924 1,835 14,485

§' Total # Cases Filed 573 324 270 380 546 769 803 1,431 1,512 1,395 8,003

i Drug Purchases 297 153 168 195 249 235 63 98 82 87 1,627
Search Warrants?® 81 67 44 48 53 75 53 96 136 146 799
Interdictions* 0 17 90 100 84 193 204 348 223 258 1,517
Other Drug Contacts® 35 10 20 14 4 5 2 0 3 0 93
Total # Drug Contacts 413 247 322 357 390 508 322 542 444 491 4,036

1 Patrol officer makes a car stop or a pedestrian check and then makes a seizure.

2 Undercover officer assigned to one of the drug units makes a purchase of narcotics in preparation for a case.
3 Officers assigned to the drug unit have applied for warrants to search and seize drugs.

4 Arrests and searches and seizures made at airports and at bus and train stations.

5 E.g, deliveries of drugs through the mail, drugs found in an abandoned apartment in an apartment complex.
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Exhibit OBJ 1-5B
_ KCPD DRUG NARCOTICSUNIT
- Drug Activity Summary, 1990-1998
Category Activity Totals
g 1990-1998
s 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
-]
g' Possession Arrests'/Search 548 172 194 227 271 387 417 458 337 3,051
o Warrants 560 338 235 270 141 115 148 158 159 2,174
& Sales Arrests/Search Warrants
(1]
g Possession Arrests/Buy Busts 16 33 4 14 8 30 53 60 55 273
?, Sales Arrests/Buy Busts 51 55 42 126 120 135 156 239 248 1,172
Q bt dehh i e o e S s e b ]
5 Total # of Drug Arrests 1,175 684 475 637 540 667 774 915 839 6,670
'f’ Cases Filed as a Result 564 509 376 693 796 882 662 648 691 5,821
Q attbibdliitstaihthaibeett T et S _
E All Other Arrests from Search 326 443 866 702 599 810 1,141 1,022 1,114 7,023
> Warrants and Buy Busts
;:3:_; Recovered Firearms 353 339 565 449 403 435 451 399 289 3,683
-]
s Drug Purchases 497 789 1,363 1,208 799 967 1,067 1,175 1,261 9,126
g Search Warrants? 340 403 739 752 500 583 656 559 607 5,139
g
% Buy Busts 82 37 50 92 93 121 189 243 212 14,265
g I At B L _
= Total # Drug Contacts 919 1,229 2,152 2,052 1,392 1,671 1,912 1,977 2,080 15,384

1 Patrol officer makes a car stop or a pedestrian check and then makes a seizure.

2 Undercover officer assigned to one of the drug units makes a purchase of narcotics in preparation for a case.
3 Officers assigned to the drug unit have applied for warrants to search and seize drugs.

4 Arests and searches and seizures made at airports and at bus and train stations.

5 E.g., deliveries of drugs through the mail, drugs found in an abandoned apartment in an apartment complex.
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Exhibit OBJ1-5 shows the nature and level of DEU activity from 1989 through 1997. As
shown, there are no trends in the number of field possessions, buy/busts, search warrants
executed, interdictions at airports, train and bus stations, and other activities (e.g., drugs
found in an abandoned apartment). There was a consistent upward trend in the number of
units buys from 1990 through 1993 and then a decline from 1993 through 1997.

Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force (Drug Task Force)

The Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force investigates drug crimes in the
parts of Jackson County that are outside the jurisdiction of the Kansas City
police department. These crimes are offenses which local law enforcement
agencies lack the personnel or expertise to target effectively. The task force
consists of a board of directors composed of the chiefs of each of 13
participating law enforcement agencies; four executive staff (an administrator,
chemical analyst, private attorney, and fiscal officer who manages grants but is
also a police officer); 23 officers; and two clerical staff. Six of the 13 law
enforcement agencies in Eastern Jackson County contribute the sworn
personnel. The task force is authorized through a written cooperative
agreement among the participating cities, the county, and the sheriff’s
department as a quasi-governmental entity under Missouri statute and case
law. The Drug Task Force began by focusing on drug trafficking but,
beginning in 1995, began paying more and more attention to the
methamphetamine manufacturing laboratories that for unknown reasons were
springing up all over Eastern Jackson County.’

COMBAT support. The 1995 legislation authorizing COMBAT specifies that “[The] County
shall provide funding to Drug Task Force in an amount not to exceed 9.5 percent of the
annual distribution of the Anti-Drug Sales Tax.” COMBAT provided $2,016,265 of the Drug
Task Force’s $2,320,265 million budget in 1998 (87 percent). The Missouri Department of
Public Safety provided the task force with $304,000 in Federal Byrne Narcotics Control
Assistance Program (NCAP) grant monies for which, since 1995, COMBAT has provided the
match ($34,998 in 1998). The Drug Task Force budget is also used fo lease office space and
vehicles, as well as to pay for officers’ salaries, who receive 10 percent extra pay for working
on the task force. Monies from forfeitures have paid for the telephone system, computers,
and equipment. The Federal Government’s High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas program
(HIDTA) pays for disposing of the chemicals from seized methamphetamine laboratories.

3 For reasons of civil liability related to the danger of explosion resulting in potential injury and environmental contamination
whenever amateurs are manufacturing methamphetamine, the Drug Task Force has to make every methamphetamine
laboratory case a priority. As a result, the organization devotes about one-third of its time to just this problem. Because of
the training the Task Force officers and some members of the Kansas City Police Department received from the Federal
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), until 1998 the Drug Task Force in Jackson County has had the primary
responsibility in handling methamphetamine cases. In 1997, the Kansas City police department also began developing an
in-house methamphetamine unit with assistance from the Drug Task Force.
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Drug Task Force activities for 1997 are shown in exhibit OBJ1-6. As shown, the unit closed
280 cases, including 92 involving methamphetamine laboratories, resulting in the conviction of
88 offenders and the incarceration of 65 offenders, 46 in State prison and 19 in Federal prison.
Of the 280 cases presented in court—a case nearly every working day—only four were
dismissed (1.4 percent). The Drug Task Force had closed another 15 laboratories during the
first three months of 1998. Compared with 14 convictions in 1996 and 88 in 1997, during the
first five months of 1998, the task force obtained the convictions of 110 offenders with a drug
incarceration rate of 47 percent—the highest rate of any law enforcement agency in the State
(data not shown). Because it did not collect data systematically until late 1996, the task
force’s achievements before 1997 cannot be documented.

Jackson County Jail

The county jail houses pretrial defendants and offenders sentenced in
the Jackson County Circuit Court to less than one year. Sixty-eight
percent of the jail’s inmates were pretrial detainees in 1998. The jail
was operating under a Federal consent decree that prohibited it from
housing more than 624 inmates at any one time.

COMBAT support. From 1996 to 1998, COMBAT furnished the county executive with over
$20 million for constructing a new wing in the jail and renovating the existing facility.
Approximately $9 million represented an accumulation of COMBAT money earmarked for
the county executive but never expended. The remaining $11.2 million included $2.1 million
in unappropriated 1996 corrections revenue generated by the Anti-Drug Tax, $3.8 million in
interest and unspent funding since 1995, and $5.3 million in surplus revenue generated by the
tax between 1990 and 1995. Future surpluses will pay for the needed additional personnel to
staff the new wing after the jail has been expanded. In 1995 and 1996, COMBAT also
contributed a total of $640,162 to the cost of housing inmates in other jurisdictions.
COMBAT made this contribution because it was felt that a certain portion of the
overpopulation in the jail was the result of increased drug arrests that the program had
generated.
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Exhibit OBJ1-6

'~ Jackson County Drug Task Force

- 1997 Annual Statistics
Cases
L] 288 cases presented — Federal 8; State 280
] 4 dismissals — Federal 1; State 3
L] 206 investigation cases opened
] 280 investigation cases closed
° 92 methamphetamine laboratory cases closed
Convictions
L 19 offenders convicted and incarcerated in Federal Court
° 46 offenders convicted and incarcerated in State Court
L] 42 offenders placed on probation — Federal 1; State 41
° Asset forfeitures received — $18,563.45
Seizures
] 71 weapons

° $30,740 in currency

In 1998 the jail adds 82,000 square feet to provide 250 new beds—a 40 percent increase in
capacity. Only four to six additional staff will be needed to operate the new wing, however,
because the unit will involve direct supervision.4 Construction began in August 1996, and
completion was in the summer of 1998.

COMBAT Funding Is Responsible for Much of the Increase in Law
Enforcement Activity

Most participants believe that most of the increase in law enforcement activity in the 1990s
in Jackson County would not have occurred without COMBAT.

4 Direct supervision requires fewer staff than normal jails need because the architectural design permits direct contact

between staff and inmates without physical barriers (bars, glass, doors). Typically, one or two correctional officers staff a
desk within the unit and circulate as needed.
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methamphetamine, the Dmg Task Force needed mcmmnatmg evidence of this knowledge.
Fortunately, the owner of one of the establishments, a liquor store in Independence, was taped telling
an undercover officer, “Iknawwhatyou mdomgthhth:s Sol’nngeyouabreakon the price if
you give me some prod ' e}
five ﬁtabhshmen" ;

_’ _’  insisted on his losing his
hquor hccnsc, Of A 1 Tesu aocordmg to Michael Shanahan,
the task forcc e m 8 Iled tiw product from their inventory.

° enti, the assistant prosecutin > mIndependenccwrotetheDmgTask
spoke with one of our defendants
»mdautwas in pnson and had several

] J effrey Va]cnn as ;thc it dgc for very hlgh bml in onc case for a defendant who had already
been armted three_umes on*_murdgr charge&-—and releascd each time on his

Us. Attomey pled guilty | m ’gv held without bond because Federal

courts allow prevention detentxon In the past, he had been able to post bond in State court in
excess of $3.4 million. ?

® Docket O would not have been instituted without COMBAT. According to Claire
McCaskill, the prosecuting attorney, her office needed to segregate drug cases in
order to prove to the county legislature and the taxpayers that Anti-Drug Tax
monies were not being used for processing nondrug cases. In addition, she could
not have staffed the docket unless COMBAT funds had been available for hiring
additional attorneys.

® The Prosecuting Attorney’s Anti-Drug Unit would not have existed without
COMBAT funding for additional attorneys.

® The Drug Abatement Response Team (DART) would have existed without
COMBAT, but its reach would have been considerably reduced if no other funding
source had been found to help pay staff salaries and pay SNU officers to work
overtime on DART-related undercover and tactical activities. Furthermore,

COMBAT funds represented the match that enabled the unit to secure Federal
funding.
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® The Street Narcotics Unit would have been 50 percent smaller without the
funding COMBAT provided to hire additional officers. Before COMBAT began
providing monies, the police department had concluded that, to reduce the drug
problem, it needed to attack both retail (street-level) drug sales and also mid-level
traffickers. The department had the funds to address only one of these
problems—the mid-level dealers. It had established only a temporary task force to
deal with retail level sales. COMBAT funding enabled the department to turn the
task force into a permanent unit—SNU-—and to expand the mid-level unit—the
Drug Enforcement Unit (DEU).

® The Eastern Jackson County Drug Task Force existed before COMBAT,
started with seed money from a local philanthropist. However, participants believe
that, without COMBAT funds, it would either have fallen apart or have had to
drastically curtail its activities. If COMBAT were to vanish today, the smaller
departments that contribute officers would have to lay off some of their own
officers in order to bring the Drug Task Force officers back into their ranks. The
larger departments might be able to keep the Drug Task Force afloat.

® The Jail, according to several participants including some county legislators and
the county executive, would have been expanded without COMBAT funding
because a Federal court order required the county to develop and submit a plan for
addressing the overcrowding problem that would involve the addition of at least
200 new beds. However, it would have been difficult to raise the money. There
was no guarantee that the voters would have approved a bond, and the State
requires voter approval of any increase in local taxes. Indeed, in August 1996 the
voters had already rejected a use tax to fund jail construction. According to one
legislator, “We would have been in trouble” if COMBAT had not provided the
money. The county would either have had to have floated a general obligation
bond on the public debt market to finance the construction—and paid off the
interest on the bonds from general tax revenues—or gone back to the voters for a
tax increase after mounting a more compelling campaign for the money. While it
appears likely that the increase of 250 beds will make it possible to provide
additional jail space for some dangerous drug offenders, participants predict that
the beds will be filled immediately and not resolve the crowding problem.
Furthermore, it is not known how many of the additional beds will be occupied by
dangerous drug offenders as opposed to other defendants or offenders.
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The Impact of COMBAT Programs on Increasing the Number of
Offenders Jailed

This section reports the data available to address COMBAT Objective 1. These analyses are
based on a variety of data sources. The main data sets that Abt Associates obtained and
processed for this analysis include:

e Kansas City Police Department arrest data. The KCPD provided arrest-level
information (e.g., date of arrest and the arrest charge) on all felony arrests made by
KCPD officers from 1989 through 1997. In addition, annual counts of all drug
arrests, including misdemeanors, were obtained. While KCPD arrests constitute
the vast majority of arrests made in Jackson County, not having county-wide arrest
data is obviously a limitation of our analysis. In addition, geographic identifiers
were not available for each arrest and, thus, it was not possible to separate Jackson
County from non-Jackson County KCPD arrests.

® Arrest data from comparison cities. Arrest information from five cities that
were part of Abt Associates’ national evaluation of Operation Weed and
Seed—Hartford (CT), Pittsburgh (PA), Salt Lake City (UT), Seattle (WA), and
Shreveport (LA)—were used to place the KCPD drug arrest trends in some
perspective. This study was conducted for the National Institute of Justice.

® Circuit Court data. The 16™ Circuit Court provided charge-level information
(e.g., the charge type, disposition type, and sentence imposed) on all cases filed at
the court from 1980 through 1997.

® Prison admissions. Annual admissions for drug offenses to the Missouri State
Penitentiary, broken down by the county where the offender was convicted, were
also obtained.

KCPD Arrests

An increase in the number of drug arrests combined with prosecutorial efficiency can result in
an increase in the jailings of serious offenders. Exhibit OBJ1-7 shows, for the KCPD, the
total number of all drug arrests and felony drug arrests by year from 1989 to 1997. As the
exhibit shows, there has been a steady increase in these arrests starting around 1992,
approximately two years after the start of COMBAT. The number of felony drug arrests has
increased at a significantly faster rate than both non-felony drug arrests (roughly three times

faster) and non-drug felony arrests (roughly four times faster), as the summary table below
shows:
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Exhibit OBJ1-7
KCPD Drug Arrests by Year

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

LD Felony Drug Arrests mAI Drug Arrests
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Category of KCPD Arrests | Number in 1989 Number in | Percent Change
1997
‘ All Drug Arrests 4,277 8,120 90%
Felony Drug Arrests 1,470 3,887 164%
Non-Felony Drug Arrests 2,807 4,233 51%
| Non-Drug Felony Arrests 7,315 10,281 41%

Unfortunately, as noted earlier, corresponding figures for other law enforcement agencies in
Jackson County were not available, so that it is unclear whether arrests in towns like
Independence show similar dramatic increases.

How do these data stack up against trends in other cities? Drug arrest trends in Kansas City
differ from other U.S. cities that were part of Abt Associates’ national Weed and Seed
evaluation. Exhibit OBJ1-8 shows the number of drug arrests per 1,000 persons in Hartford,
Pittsburgh, Salt Lake City, Seattle, and Shreveport, in addition to Kansas City. The exhibit
shows that of these six cities, Kansas City was the only one to experience any significant
sustained increase in the drug arrest rate.” Beginning in 1993, arrest rates began to rise in five
of the six cities, but continued to increase steadily only in Kansas City.

Drug Case Filings in Court

Arrests need to turn into prosecutions. Given the substantial increase in KCPD drug arrests,
particularly felony drug arrests, one would expect to see a similar increase in drug case filings
at the 16" Circuit Court.

Exhibit OBJ1-9 shows the annual number of drug cases filed in the court from 1980 to 1997.
The number of filings increased from fewer than 250 per year throughout the 1980s to over
2,000 in 1997. In fact, the number of drug cases filed has increased even faster than the
increase in KCPD drug arrests noted above. Whereas the number of KCPD felony drug
arrests increased 164 percent from 1989 to 1997 and the number of all KCPD drug arrests
increased 90 percent over that time period, the number of drug cases filed increased 387
percent over that same period. Although clearly there are law enforcement agencies other
than the KCPD contributing cases to the court (some of whose drug arrest rates may have
ncreased even faster than the KCPD’s), these data suggest that the fraction of drug arrests
that get filed in court has been increasing during the 1990s. That is, a lower percentage of

5 In considering this exhibit, it is important to understand that Weed and Seed was not a city-wide initiative like COMBAT
but was instead implemented in a small geographic region of the city. In these five cities Weed and Seed drug arrests
accounted from anywhere from 5 percent to 25 percent of the city's total number of drug arrests. Thus, Weed and Seed
was not necessarily expected to impact significantly the city-wide drug arrest rates.
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Exhibit OBJ1-8
Drug Arrest Rates by Year:
Kansas City vs. Other Weed and Seed Cities
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Exhibit OBJ1-9
Drug Cases Filed in Circuit Court
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drug arrestees are being released prior to an initial court appearance. Thus, not only are more
drug arrests being made, but a higher fraction of them are actually being prosecuted in the

courts.

The summary table below suggests that the increase in drug cases filed in the 16" Circuit
Court since just before the start of COMBAT is almost entirely responsible for the overall
increase in cases filed with the court.

Number Filed Number Filed
Type of Case in 1989 in 1997 Percent Change |
All Cases 6,348 8,047 27%
Drug Cases 484 2,355 387%
Non-Drug Cases 5,864 5,692 -3%
Non-Drug Felony Cases 3,967 4,053 2%

Similar data from other Missouri Circuits was not available for analysis, so we could not
determine the extent to which these patterns were unique to the 16" Circuit.

Number of Offenders Sentenced to Jail or Prison

Given the substantial increase in the number of drug cases filed in the 16™ Circuit, one would
expect to see a concomitant increase in the number of cases which result in either a jail or
prison sentence. And, as shown in Exhibit OBJ1-10, this in fact occurred. The exhibit shows
the number of drug cases resulting in a jail or prison sentence for each year between 1980 and
1995.5 The chart shows three distinct time periods: between 1980 and 1988 the number of
sentenced offenders remained essentially constant; between 1988 and 1989 the number of
sentenced offenders nearly tripled; and since 1989 (i.e., the last complete year prior to the
start of COMBAT) the number of sentenced offenders has steadily increased. Between 1989
and 1995, the number of drug cases resulting in a jail or prison senterce increased 163
percent. As shown in the table below, the corresponding figure for non-drug cases is only 23
percent.

Again, the extent to which similar patterns existed in other Missouri Circuits could not be
determined.

6  Although the Circuit Court database provided to Abt Associates contained all case filings through the end of 1997, a

significant number of cases filed in 1996 and 1997 did not have final dispositions and are therefore not included in the
analysis.
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Exhibit OBJ1-10
Circuit Court Drug Cases Resulting in
Jail/Prison Sentence
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Number of Cases Number of Cases
Receiving Jail or Receiving Jail or
Prison Sentence in | Prison Sentence in
Type of Case 1989 1995 Percent Change

All Cases 2,306 3,291 43%
Drug Cases 322 848 163%
Non-Drug Cases 1,984 2,443 23%
Non-Drug Felony Cases 1,599 1,499 -6%

Prison Admissions

Finally, prosecutions need to turn into penalties. Data were obtained on the number of
admissions to the Missouri State Penitentiary system. Note that this analysis does not include
offenders sentenced to other facilities, such as the Jackson County jail, that were included in
the analysis of court case outcomes.

Exhibit OBJ1-11 shows the annual number of offenders convicted on drug charges in Jackson
County that entered the prison system. While pre-COMBAT figures were not available, the
annual number of admissions increased 66 percent from 1992 to 1997. This level of increase
compares to a 21 percent increase in prison admissions contributed by all other Missouri
counties combined. That is, prison admissions for drug charges increased three times faster
from 1992 to 1997 in Jackson County compared to the rest of the State.

Figures were not available on actual time served in prison.

Assessing COMBAT’s Contribution to Jailing Dangerous Offenders
Is Complex

COMBAT was responsible for a considerable amount of increased law enforcement activity in
Jackson County intended to increase the jailing of dangerous offenders. For example, it is
clear that the dollars that make it possible for SNU, DEU, and the Drug Task Force to hire
additional police officers result in an increase in drug-related arrests. The prosecuting
attorney’s office could not have handled the increased caseload without the Anti-Drug Unit,
and the Circuit Court could not have handled the expanded volume of cases—without Docket
O and Drug Court.
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Exhibit OBJ1-11
Missouri State Prison Drug Case
Admissions from Jackson County

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
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Unfortunately, limitations in the available data preclude making more definitive assessments of
the extent to which there was an increase in dangerous offenders who have been jailed since
COMBAT began, and the extent to which any increase that has occurred can be attributed
only to COMBAT. These limitations are summarized briefly below.

o The ability to connect criminal justice data systems in the county is limited by varying
construction of definitions across systems, lack of common identifiers, incomplete
records, and differing historical start points.

L In the case of jailings of methamphetamine manufacturers, there are no “baseline” data
with which to compare the Drug Task Force’s achievements in jailing offenders
because the problem did not exist until the mid-1990s—that is, there were no
manufacturers who needed to be jailed. As a result, it is possible that at least some of
these criminals would have been caught and jailed without COMBAT.

® Most entities merged their COMBAT funds with monies from other sources, making it
difficult to distinguish COMBAT’s contribution to the agency’s or unit’s
achievements. For example, it is difficult to quantify the extent to which COMBAT
funding for SNU and DEU resulted in increased arrests, much less jailing, of
dangerous offenders, because there are no aggregate data that distinguish arrests by
COMBAT-funded personnel from non-COMBAT funded personnel. Only the effects
of the entire units can be examined. Furthermore, comparing arrests before and during
the period of COMBAT funding is misleading because the police department gained
and lost other sources of funding during that time period which influenced staffing
levels and drug enforcement activities independently of COMBAT’s contribution.

° In the absence of complete and valid data on incarceration rates, it becomes necessary
to rely on intermediate measures of increased jailing, such as arrests and case filings.
However, these proxy measures do not prove that there was an increase in the number
of drug dealers who were actually incarcerated.

National Trends

Jail populations have increased dramatically throughout the country during the years
COMBAT has been in existence. As shown in exhibit OBJ1-12 total inmates in custody in
State and Federal prisons, and in local jails, increased from 1,148,702 in 1990 to 1,725,842 as
of June 30, 1997, representing a total increase of 5.9 percent and an annual average increase
since 1990 of 6.5 percent. The jail population increased from 405,320 in 1990 to 567,079 in
mid-1997, representing a total increase of 9.4 percent and an annual average increase of 4.9
percent. Since the number of incarcerated individuals increased nationwide from 1990 to
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~ Exhibit OBJ'I-12
Number of Persons Held in State and Federal Prisons, and in Local
o Jaﬂs, 1985, 1 990-97‘
Jackson
Prisoners in Custody Inmates Held County
Total Inmates Federal State in Local Jails Jail
Year in Custody Population®
1985 744,208 35,781 451,812 256,615 518
1990 1,148,702 58,838 684,544 405,320 630
1991 1,219,014 63,930 728,605 426,479 579
1992 1,295,150 72,071 778,495 444 584 603
1993 1,369,185 80,815 828,566 459,804 558
1994 1,476,621 85,500 904,647 486,474 650
1995 1,585,586 89,538 989,004 507,044 548
1996 1,646,020 95,088 1,032,440 NA NA
1997 (June 30) 1,725,842 99,175 1,059,588 567,079 617
Percent change
12/31/90 - 5.9% 6.4% 4.1% 9.4% 1.1%
6/30/97
Annual average
increase,
12/31/90 - 6.5% 8.4% 7.0% 4.9% NA
6/30/97
Note: Jail counts are for midyear (June 30). Counts for 1994-97 exclude persons who were supervised outside of a jail facility.
State and Federal prisoner counts for 1990-96 are for December 31.
* Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, “Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 1997,” U.S. Department of Justice, January
1998, p. 2.
" Source: Laura Dec, MIS specialist, Jackson County Jail, personal communication, July 14, 1998.

1997, it is difficult to conclude that COMBAT alone was responsible for the increase in
jailings of dangerous offenders in Jackson County. The same factors that are thought to be
responsible for the increased numbers of incarcerated individuals in other parts of the country
may have accounted for increased jailings in Jackson County, including stiffer sentences by
judges, increased mandatory prison legislation (e.g., for driving under the influence, illegal
possession of firearms), three-strikes-and-you’re-out legislation, and the criminalization of
previously noncriminal offenses and activity. However, the rate of incarceration in Jackson
County compared to the rates in other Missouri counties provides compelling descriptive data.

In addition, several COMBAT participants and observers reported that, with one exception,
these conditions did not exist in Missouri or Jackson County. Judges may have independently
decided to mete out more severe sentences, require bail more often, or set higher bail in recent
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years in response to a perception that the public was increasingly criticizing the courts for
being too lenient with drug offenders. Even in this case, however, participants believe that it
was COMBAT administrators who educated judges to the importance of jailing dangerous
drug offenders. For example, the head of the Drug Task Force met with the judge in
Independence, Missouri, to request stiffer sentences, and Claire McCaskill, the prosecuting
attorney played a role in changing some judges’ behavior by stimulating public demand for the
need for strict law enforcement.

The number of drug arrests increased nationally both before and during the period of
COMBAT’s operation.

e Examination of the numbers of arrests for all crimes, violent crime, and drug abuse
violations nationwide shows consistent increases from the mid-1980s through 1997
(see Exhibit OBJ1-13).

® As shown in exhibit OBJ1-13, except for decreases in two years, total arrests and
arrests for drug abuse violations for juveniles per 100,000 population’ increased
dramatically in Missouri from 1987 to 1997. Increases for violent crimes varied
from 1987 to 1996, rising some years and declining in others.

® As shown in exhibit OBJ1-14, except for decreases in two years, total arrests and
arrests for drug abuse violations for all arrestees per 100,000 population increased
dramatically in Missouri from 1987 to 1997. Arrest rates for violent crimes varied
from 1987 to 1996, rising some years and declining in others.

Taken together, these trend data suggest that national trends may have been responsible for
some of the documented changes in arrests in Jackson County and that we should offer
cautious conclusions as to the causal links between COMBAT and change. The data showing
dramatic increases in KCPD arrests is still compelling, however, particularly in comparison to
increases in other similar cities.

A similar situation has occurred with regard to convictions and prison sentences for drug
trafficking.

® From 1986 to 1988, the volume of felony convictions for drug trafficking in the 75
largest urban counties in the country increased by 61 percent (and by 46 percent in
State courts overall).®

7  Direct comparisons of arrest totals should not be made with prior years for State-leve] data because the totals represent
different numbers of State law enforcement agencies reporting data each year to the Federal Bureau of Investigation.
Comparisons of arrest rates per 100,000 population of the agencies represented are less subject to distortion.

8  Patrick A. Langan and John M. Dawson. Felony Sentences in State Courts, 1988, Washington, D.C.: National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice, December 1990.
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. ExhibitOBJ1-13

Numberof Arrestsin the United States by Offense Charged

. Estimated
Year Total' | Violent Crime’ Drug Abuse
| 1 Violations
1 | :
1986 . 12,487,500 % 553,900 , 824,100
1987 | 12,711,600 546,300 937,400
1988 13,812,300 625,900 1,155,200
1989 14,340,900 685,500 . 1,361,700
1990 14,195,100 ; 705,500 1,089,500
1991 . 14,211,900 | 718,890 1,010,000
1992 14,075,100 | 742,130 1,066,400
1993 . 14,036,300 f 754,110 1,126,300
1994 | 14,648,700 ] 778,730 . 1,351,400
1995 ; 15,119,800 ' 796,250 | 1,476,100
1996 ; 15,168,100 | 729,900 j 1,506,250
1997 j Data not available

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United Siates, Uniform Crime Reports, 1986-1996, table 29.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice.

! Includes murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault,
burglary, larceny, theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.

? Includes murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.

Note: Numbers are based on official reporting areas and estimates for unreported areas.

® The approximate likelihood of an arrest for drug trafficking leading to a felony
conviction rose from 39 percent in 1988 to 52 percent in 1994.°

® From 1986 to 1988, the likelihood of convicted drug traffickers going to prison
rose from 37 percent to 41 percent in the 75 largest urban counties in the nation
(and from 37 percent to 41 percent in State courts overall). From 1988 to 1994,
the percentage of felons convicted of drug trafficking who received a prison
sentence rose still further, from 41 percent to 48 percent in State courts overall.'®

These data, again, point to the need to consider any increases in the number of drug traffickers
convicted in Jackson Country during COMBAT’s existence, and increases in the percentage

9  Patrick A. Langan and Jodi M. Brown. Felony Sentences in State Courts, 1994, Washington, D.C.: National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice, January 1997.

10 Patrick A. Langan and John M. Dawson. Felony Sentences in State Courts, 1988, Washington, D.C.: National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice, December 1990; Patrick A. Langan and Jodi M. Brown. Felony Sentences in State
Courts, 1994, Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Justice, U.S. department of Justice, January 1997.
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of convicted traffickers going to prison, in the context of national data showing a similar
upward trend.

Exhibit OBJ1-14

Arrest Rates per 100,000 Population' in Missouri for Juveniles and All Ages by Three
Types of Crimes, 1987-1997

Juveniles
No. of Agencies All Index Drug Abuse
Year Reporting Crimes'? Violent Crimes® Violations
1987 159 880 60 —
1988 158 954 56 —
1989 184 963 54 —
1990 288 791 53 —_
1991 172 1,053 64 34
1992 131 1,013 65 —
1993 182 987 56 43
1994 178 1,162 63 —
1995 155 1,156 67 78
1996 162 1,275 57 91
1997 Data Not Available
All Ages
No. of Agencies Rate Per Rate Per 100,000 Rate Per
Reporting 100,000 Population 100,000
Year Population Population

1987 159 623 299 —
1988 158 683 312 —
1989 184 692 346 —
1990 288 640 349 —
1991 172 770 395 360
1992 131 583 349 —
1993 182 793 310 428
1994 178 849 - 425 —_
1995 155 832 224 634
1996 162 880 319 739
1997 Data Not Available

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States, Uniform Crime Reports, 1986-1996, table 44
or 45. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice.

' Only arrest rates are shown. Direct comparisons of arrest totals should not be made with prior years because the
totals represent different numbers of State law enforcement agencies reporting data each year. Comparisons of
arrest rates per 1000,000 population of the agencies represented are less subject to distortion.

Excludes traffic offenses.

Includes murder and forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, theft, motor vehicle theft, and
arson.
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Exhibit OBJ1-14, continued

Number of Arrests per 100,000 Population® in Kansas City, Missouri, and St. Louis,
Missouri, 1990-1997

‘ All Index Crimes’ Murder

Year ' Kansas City St. Louis Kansas City St. Louis
1990 ; 56,308 58,199 121 177
1991 ‘ 57,834 64,103 135 260
1992 : 55,033 59,579 150 231
1993 I 55,165 64,438 153 267
1994 \ 55,112 63,839 142 248
1995 | 52,575 59,736 107 204
1996 ! 52,300 56,588 104 166
1997 3 Data not availabie

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States, Uniform Crime Reports, 1986-1996, table 8. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice.

* Kansas City’s population ranged from 434,829 to 440,216 from 1990-1995; St. Louis’ ranged from 358,916 to 396,685.
' Includes murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, burglary, larceny, theft, and motor vehicle theft.

Jail Crowding Was a Major Barrier to Increasing Jail Time in
Jackson County

Most observers and participants reported that COMBAT has been hampered in its effort to
increase the jailing of dangerous offenders primarily because of overcrowding in the
county and Kansas City jail and in the State prison. As a result, they said, judges are
reluctant to set high bond that would result in pretrial detention or to sentence convicted drug
offenders to serve time, instead relying on probation, suspended imposition of sentence (SIS),
or suspended execution of sentence (SES), even with felony level offenses.

As noted above, the county jail has operated under a Federal consent decree since August
1986 (as a result of an inmate suit) limiting its daily population to 520 and since April 1994 to
624—and the jail is always filled to capacity. The court order makes provision for fining the
county $10,000 every day the jail violates the cap. As a result, whenever a new defendant is
Jailed, the facility must release another inmate. (The jail coordinator provides the judge with a
daily inmate count to help him decide how many defendants he may imprison that day.)
Furthermore, the jail MIS specialist reports that while the number of admissions has increased
significantly in recent years, the average stay is shorter. This suggests the possibility that
some dangerous drug offenders incarcerated in the jail while awaiting trial are now being
released sooner than they would have in previous years. As a result, while COMBAT may
have been responsible for jailing more dangerous offenders, some of these offenders may be
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serving less time. Alternatively, the court may be jailing more nonviolent offenders than
previously, and their shorter sentences (compared with the sentences of violent offenders) may
be bringing down the average length of stay.

Anecdotal Evidence Suggests that Jail Overcrowding Limits
. COMBAT’s Ablllty to Jall Offenders

Law enforccment adnumstrators consistently conﬁrmed the unpact of overcrowding on the court’s
ability to unpose jaxl time: :

° “Yes, more dmg dealers are gcttmg 3a11ed but beeause of the _;arl and prison crowding
problem, a lot of street sellers keep getting back on the streets, making it difficult to
impact the problem. It’s not the prosecutor’s fanlt—-it's the court’s.”

o “Not many people are going to the Pen inl effetson Crty So this limits COMBAT’s
: effectrveness We nwd stncter sentences and iess cmwdmg

L] : “The city jall is maxed out too. We e trymg to ‘get the cxty [prosecutor and judge] to
_ send people [drug offenders] to jad and have beds set aside for them. The Street
. Narcotics Unit arrests so many people, bnt a lot are glven probanon or a suspended
- 1mposxt10n of sentenoe " ’ o ,

Even the pohce adxnxmstrator who smd that offenders are recexvmg more 3a11 time also reported that “Jail
crowding is a big problem. It’s frustrating; they get out qmckly It’s a revolvmg door And State judges
won’t set high bond because of jail crowding” =

Another barrier to increasing offenders’ jail time is a Missouri statute that requires judges to
offer bail to all accused defendants. However, participants felt that in most instances pretrial
defendants were being released not because judges set low bond but because judges know that
Jailing a defendant will only result in the release of other inmates to accommodate the new
detainees. According to a COMBAT participant, “Lack of no-bond isn’t the problem;
crowding is. It’s very frustrating. For example, it limits our ability to escalate the punishment
when Drug Court participants fail to go to treatment. We need to be able to jail these
individuals for a week [rather than do nothing or bind them over for criminal processing] to
give them a second chance.”

Until 1998, another impediment to imprisoning drug traffickers was that Missouri had no
conspiracy statute (just an “acting in concert” statute) for trying several cases together for
methamphetamine laboratories. As a result, prosecutors had to try each case separately.
Many defendants still avoid jail by pleading out to lesser charges that carry lower sentences.
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COMBAT May Have Displaced Some Drug Activity

As with many law enforcement crackdowns, it is possible that the drug activity which
COMBAT may have suppressed or prevented simply moved to other areas. If displacement
did occur, policy makers within and especially outside Jackson County can reasonably wonder
whether, while COMBAT may have improved conditions within Jackson County—or within
certain parts of the county—the program should be considered a success in its law
enforcement objective if it only moved drug offenses to other communities.

Most participants agree that af least some of the drug activity that COMBAT targeted for
increased enforcement, prosecution, and sanctions has been displaced to other
neighborhoods within Kansas City or Jackson County, or to contiguous counties.
However, with one exception (see below) it was impossible to obtain definitive evidence of
displacement by comparing changes in arrest rates across jurisdictions. Even if arrest data
suggested that drug-related crime had increased in non-COMBAT jurisdictions surrounding
Jackson County, it would be impossible to determine whether other factors besides COMBAT
had led to the increases, such as stepped-up enforcement efforts or a rise in drug-related
offenses stemming from increases in “indigenous” drug activity. As a result, the evidence for
a displacement effect, although suggestive, is primarily anecdotal and often second hand.

Exhibit OBJ1-15 lists the evidence for and against a displacement effect. The one set of
empirical data suggests that COMBAT’s Paseo Corridor initiative in Kansas City (see
Objective 5, Collaboration) has not displaced crime into neighborhoods that border the
corridor. A comparison of calls for service in 1997 from the Paseo Corridor and from the rest
of the police department’s Central Patrol District of which the corridor is a part showed no
consistent pattern of decreases or increases either in the Paseo Corridor or in the rest of the
patrol district. Calls from the Paseo Corridor remained at between 12 and 14 percent of the
district’s entire number of calls. A comparison of total reported crime for 1997 between the
corridor and rest of the patrol district showed a similar lack of consistent patterns, with
reported crimes from the corridor ranging unsystematically from 6 to 8 percent of the
district’s calls each month. However, these analyses are complicated by the fact that a
police-community initiative often results initially in an increase in citizen calls as residents gain
confidence that the officers will do something about their complaints and as their fear of
retaliation from offenders declines.
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Exhibit OBJ1-15

Anecdotal Evidence For and Against a Displacement Effect from the Paseo Corridor

For Displacement

| Against Displacement

According to an officer assigned to one of the
Community Action Networks (CANs), “There is a
displacement effect: people in other neighbor-hoods
complain, ‘We’re getting the prostitutes, now.” We
[the police] are sending the prostitutes and the drug
dealers back and forth across Central and East
Patrol divisions, with each group of residents
saying, ‘Don’t sent them over here.”” Another CAN
member reported that “We're sending people back
and forth across the Paseo.”

A police administrator reported that, while drug
activity has been displaced from the Paseo, it has not
gone to the other concentrated hot spots within the
same police patrol sector because officers arrest
them at their new location and displace them yet
again. However, he added, the dealers eventually
set up shop outside the sector.

An officer in the Kansas City, Missouri, police
department’s east patrol division reported a 35
percent increase in crime over the past few years.

Major Louis Johnson, head of the Kansas City,
Kansas, police department’s investigations bureau,
was reported in the Kansas City Star as having
stated that “some believe Missouri-side cops were
so successful in closing drug houses that many
pushers crossed the state line” [the newspaper’s
statement, not Johnson’s]. ‘ Just a theory,” he says.
{When an Abt Associates evaluator telephoned
Johnson, he would not identify his sources,
indicating they had provided him with the
information in confidence.)

According to a police source, officers in agencies in
Kansas that border Kansas City, Missouri, report a
15 to 20 percent increase in crime from 1994 to
1998.

A long-time community activist and resident in the
Paseo Corridor reported that, while residents from
neighboring areas ask her how they can get rid ot
drug dealers and prostitutes, they have not com-
plained that COMBAT has pushed these offenders
from the corridor into their neighborhoods.

Kristin Rosselli, COMBAT chief of planning and
development and the coordinator of the Paseo
Corridor initiative, reports that displacement has not
occurred. She attributes this to the fact that the
Paseo provides an unusually receptive environment
for drug dealing compared with contiguous areas: 1t
is bounded at either end by highways which provide
easy access and escape routes and which city police
officers do not patrol. In addition, several hourly
rate motels were concentrated in the corridor.

A comparison of calls for service in 1997 from the
Paseo Corridor and from the rest of the Central
Police Patrol District of which the corridor is a part
showed no consistent evidence of an increase in the
rest of the district. A comparison of total reported
crime for 1997 between the corridor and rest of the
district showed a similar lack of con-sistent
increases in the rest of the district.

The Kansas City, Kansas, police department’s chief
reported that there was no solid evidence that
displacement was taking place. If there had been an
increase in drug activity, he said, it would be
difficult to attribute it to COMBAT rather than to
the efforts of community groups in Kansas City,
Missouri, such as the Ad Hoc Group Against Crime.
(The chief did report that homicide rates in his city
had increased from 48 in 1996 to 63 in 1997, and
that there had already been 15 murders in the first
two months of 1998 [a rate of 90 for the year], many
of them committed by residents of Kansas City,
Missouri).
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+  Chris Karpinski, the former head of DART, believes | ¢
that whenever his unit closes down a crack house,
the dealers will set up their business somewhere
else nearby. As a result, his goal is to eliminate
drug dealing from entire three-block areas that are
not already in total decline. That way, neighbors
will be sure to report any renewal of drug dealing,
and property owners will be careful not to re-rent
their vacated properties to other drug dealers.

«  Michael Shanahan, executive director of the Drug
Task Force believes that displacement has occurred.
For example, because the task force has prevented
the retail sale of large quantities of pseudoephedrine
in Eastern Jackson County (see above),
manufacturers looking for another source for
methamphetamine ingredients are committing more
robberies just over the State line in Johnson County,
Kansas. Shannon has also heard that some
manufacturers have been driving to Arkansas to buy
the ingredients. Informants have told him that
manufacturers are saying, “Who needs the hassle of
trying to buy in Jackson County; we’ll go
elsewhere.”

* A Jackson County legislator reported hearing
complaints about displacement from police
departments in contiguous jurisdictions but could
not identify the individuals making the complaints.
Another county legislator reported that
“Statistically, the programs recommended [i.e.,
funded] by COMBAT are having an impact on
drug-related crime, but we are aware that criminal
activity moves to areas where law enforcement is
less intensive and judicial sentencing is less severe.”

«  During a city council community hearing aired on
television, a council member from a county north of
Jackson County complained about an increase in
drug dealing there. Politicians from neighboring
Clay and Clark Counties have also complained
about displacement into their communities. In fact,
they tried to enact COMBAT-type legislation in
their jurisdictions, but voters rejected any increase
in their sales tax. A staff member of the regional
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) office said
that property owners in the two counties have
complained to her about increased drug problems on
their properties as a result of COMBAT.

Page Bellamy, the prosecuting attorney in Lafayette
County, which borders Jackson County, reported
that his office has experienced a large increase in
drug cases, especially methamphetamine
manufacturing. However, Bellamy could not
conjecture whether the increase was a result of
COMBAT's efforts—in particular, the activities of
the Drug Task Force—or the result of offenders
moving into rural areas to avoid detection in
general.
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e  There has been a displacement effect, according to
Joseph Burkhardt, office-in-charge of the Lafayette
County Sheriff's Department Narcotics Unit in
Lafayette County, which borders Jackson County.
His unit seized 2 methamphetamine laboratories in
1995, 2 1996, 5 in 1997, and 9 as of the middle of
1998. While he attributes part of the increase to
better investigative approaches on the part of his
unit, he has found that at least some of the
laboratories have been operated by individuals from
Jackson County. For example, in 1998 he arrested
eight individuals in connection with a laboratory all
of whom had moved the month previously from
Independence and Raytown into Lafayette County
only the month before. He arrested two other
individuals in connection with another laboratory
who had also recently moved from Jackson County
into Lafayette County.

Some COMBAT participants reported that, even if the overall level of drug-related crime in
the city has not diminished as a result of increased enforcement, drug dealing is less visible
and, as a result, less disruptive to law-abiding citizens. For example, according to a police
administrator, “The Street Narcotics Unit (SNU) is a quality of life operation; it makes life
easier for the family living next door to a drug dealer. Yes, there’s a lot of displacement, but
SNU improves the qualify of life for some citizens for a while.” A county legislator observed
that “. . . the fact that activity is shifting demonstrates that our efforts are having an impact.”
A Community Action Network (CAN) member reported that “Yes, there is a lot of
displacement going on, but I can’t see any other way of doing things unless all of the
neighborhoods were very strong.”

Finally, Jan Roehl, president of the Justice Research Center in Pacific Grove, California,
argues that *. . . displacement is more a mark of success than failure, and spending precious
research dollars on its measurement may be unwarranted in some situations.”"!

11 “What Do We Do Next? Research Questions and Implications for Evaluation Design,” in What Can the Federal
Government Do to Decrease Crime and Revitalize Communities? Panel Papers. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice, October, 1998, p. 100.
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Objective 2: Did COMBAT Increase the Treatment of
Nonviolent Offenders Who Want to Get Off Drugs?

le. Whﬂe it is impossible to
ts COMBAT generated,
to at least 4,376

to cnmmal Jusnce popuiatxons, - f_f o

— funding the training of selected Famﬁy Court- staff paymg the salanes of three
anti-drug Deputy J uvcmle Oﬁcers (DIOs), seven other DJOs and 20 youth
workers; and paying institutional care fees for cormmtted Juvenﬂes, and

~— establishing and funding a program to train mmorxty counselors to become certified
substance abuse counselors e 9

—_ fundmg non-trad:txonal provxders not otherwxse ehgible for ﬁmdmg

COMBAT contn’f)uted to mcreased referrals' to treatment through the foIlowmg

initiatives;

— Drug Court' As of Aprzl 1998 1,409 defendants made an mmal appearance for
Drug Court, 441 were graduated, 315 were currently stxll enrolled and 653 were
terminated or dropped out; :

~— referrals by DIOs to treatment _

— referrals by community mobxkzers, L

— referra]s mteragency collaboranon, and o
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° Itis unpossible to calculate the number of individuals COMBAT-supported initiatives
referred to treatmc t due to lack f adequatc repgrtmg systems, However it appears
that COMBAT _ ng at’

in-house. support sefwces‘not available to oﬂ'enders pnor to COMBAT as well as
through mandatory traxmng a.nd development of provxder skﬂls
® The increase in treatment opportunitiw and referralé ivould not have occurred as
extensivel Jif at all, without COMBAT :

L Thcrc are msuﬂicxent data to detc:mme whether thc mcrcased treatmcnt referrals, and
quality of : scmces that COMBAT*gencratcd have -reduced relapse or rccldmsm among
~clients.

Data Sourcés L _Y .v
}Informer

trcatment provxde >matenals
' COMBAT Commission materials

Increased treatment for substance abuse is the second objective COMBAT established for
itself. The theory behind the societal benefit of providing treatment to substance abusers
posits a domino effect: rehabilitating substance abusers reduces the demand for illicit drugs,
which results in less drug-motivated crime (e.g., burglaries, robberies) and decreased human
service needs among users (e.g., emergency health care, welfare benefits). Decreased drug
use also puts drug dealers out of business, which in turn reduces drug trafficking and
trafficking-related crime (e.g, shootings). Studies have supported these theories by
demonstrating that—despite relatively low success rates—drug treatment has a very high
cost-benefit ratio.!

I See, for example, C.P. Rydell and S. Everingham, Controlling Cocaine, The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica,
California: 1994, which compares the costs of reducing cocaine consumption through treatment and “enforcement. A
1998 report released by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration of the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services found that one in five of 1,800 individuals were still clean and sober five years after treatment,
resulting in a reduction in such crime as burglary, fraud, larceny, and prostitution by as much as 38 percent. The study
found that treatment did not help adolescents to stop using crack cocaine.
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The discussion below examines three questions related to COMBAT s efforts to increase
substance abuse treatment:

Did COMBAT contribute to making additional treatment opportunities
available—that is, were there more treatment slots available than previously as a
result of COMBAT?

Did COMBAT generate additional referrals to the treatment system?

Did COMBAT improve the quality of treatment and the accountability of
treatment providers?

Exhibit OBJ2-1 summarizes COMBAT’s achievements in each of these three areas. The text
below discusses these achievements in detail. As the exhibit and discussion make clear,

COMBAT made at least 4,376 new treatment slots available in 1997,

COMBAT generated at least 707 referrals to treatment in 1997 (at least 258 of
whom are known to have entered treatment); and

COMBAT took steps that are likely to have improved the quality of
treatment and accountability of providers.

COMBAT Increased the Amount of Treatment Available

COMBAT has attempted to increase treatment opportunities in six principal ways:

COMBAT Commission funding of existing traditional and non-traditional and non-
traditional treatment providers to increase their services;

COMBAT Grant Match Program funding of existing treatment providers to enable
them to secure other funding;

funding treatment for Drug Court participants;
funding the Jail Anti-Drug Movement (J.A.M.);
funding the training and paying the salaries of selected Family Court staff; and

paying for a program that trains minority counselors to become certified substance
abuse counselors.
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Exhibit OBJ2-1

98

Characteristics of Increased Treatment Attributable to COMBAT

* imposes requirements on funded providers
* funds continuing education for providers

* requires providers to acquire State certification

step
must qualify for State certification (2 did)
staff required to attend continuing education classes

involves having credentialed staff

Goal Methods Results for 1997 COMBAT Funding % of Total
o in 1997 Funding
r<" Increase treatment ¢ fund existing treatment providers through the COMBAT « 3,099 clients served $2,605,000 100%
[ availability Commission
c
g.. ¢ fund existing providers through the Grant Match Program * 100 clients $402,435 <25%
[*]
3 ¢ fund Drug Court’s County Court Services .
o ¢ 118 graduates $1,747,100 data not available
2 ¢ fund the J A M. program in the jail
n ) * 120 graduates (estimate) $176,890 100%
g ¢ fund Family Court
8 ' $1,688,802 8%
o — gjiy for DJO certification training
3 — fund 7 residential center DJOs * 4736 clients (estimate) Includes entire COMBAT
0 — fund 20 youth workers * 560 clients funds for Family Court.
g — pay for private residential care * 200 clients (estimate)
3 * 151 clients
<
0
g ¢ fund training of minority counselors ¢ 150 clients (estimate) $25,000 100%
g’ Total * 4,937 clients $5,694,033 -
- Total adjusted for possible errors in estimate * 4,376 clients
3
= Increase referrals into ¢ fund Drug Court * 150 new participants $2.886,144 1%
o treatment
5‘ ¢ fund Family Court * 480 referrals by 10 certified DJOs (estimate) $1,611,519 8%
6 * 400 referrals by other trained staff (estimate)
% * 9 referrals by 3 school-based DJOs
%, s accept referrals from probation and parole officers « NA none NA
NS o detoxification providers « NA $600,500 100%
* support CAN mobilizers * referred 108 neighbors NA* 25%
Total * 1,147 $5,098,163 —
Total adjusted for possible errors in estimates * 707
Increase the quality * fund County Court Services * Day Report Center’s 6 differentiated treatment levels make $423,000 data not available
of treatment client matching and tailoring possible
—_— * on-site support services integrated into treatment
> * COMBAT provided a :
g 150,000 match for * reports results to Drug Court judge
rojec )
E NeighborHOOD's = sets tone for accountability for all treatment providers
73 entire program, of
8 which Communi 100%
o m gg;%r;o?\?n‘ﬁ" y * fund training of minority counselors * increase pool of qualified counselors beyond those just in $25,000
& recovery NA
] L .
5 * detoxification providers must assure clients enter next treatment NA
o

none

Lo
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COMBAT Commission Funding for Existing Treatment Providers

The COMBAT Commission (and, before it, the Fiscal Commission) increased treatment
opportunities by contracting annually with 22 to 28 existing treatment providers to increase
their outpatient, inpatient, and detoxification services. Over the life of the program,
COMBAT has averaged approximately $2.6 million to treatment providers. Exhibit OBJ2-2
shows the 20 treatment providers the COMBAT Commission funded in 1997 along with their
contract dollar amounts and contracted treatment services. In addition to the providers in the
exhibit, the commission awarded $600,500 to two providers of detoxification services. Total
COMBAT funding for all providers was $3,205,050 in 1998.

Exhibit OBJ2-3 shows that the 23 providers that COMBAT funded in 1997 served 3,099
clients excluding clients receiving detoxification. At the extremes, Catholic Charities served 3
clients, and Research Mental Health served 494 clients. Seven providers served between 50
and 60 clients each, two served between 100 and 200, and seven served more than 200. As
shown, 894 clients (29 percent) were juveniles (including 59 under the age of 13), 28 percent
were women, 48 percent were African American; 46 percent Caucasian, 5 percent Hispanic,
and 1 percent other ethnicities or races. In addition two COMBAT funded organizations
provided detoxification services to 1,662 individuals in 1997 (data not shown). Similar data
are not available for other COMBAT years.

Types of services provided. Exhibit OBJ2-4 shows the type of services the 3,099 clients
received in 1997. As shown, 1,872 clients received Level IV services (regular outpatient);
1,160 received Level V services (continuing care—e.g., self-help groups, job training); and 631
received Level II services (inpatient or intensive day report center). The services clients
received® were:

individual counseling (1,931 clients);

group counseling (1,729 clients);

case management (1,564 clients);

family counseling (159 clients);

individual codependency counseling (131 clients); and
group codependency counseling to (131 clients).

Similar data are not available for other COMBAT years.

2 The same clients may have received more than one of these services.
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‘ Exhibit OBJ2-2
Jackson County COMBAT Commission 1997 Treatment Funding

© Name of Agency Type of Agency Service Provided' Funding
® Benilde Hall community-based organization (CBO) Levels IV-V outpatient drug treatment and reintegration program for adult men $100,000
Comprehensive Mental Health Center mental health center Levels II-1V residential and outpatient treatment program for adults and adolescents $344,000
g Sunshine Center CBO day care services for children of drug treatment patients $50,000
% Crittenton CBO outpatient intervention program for children and their families $40,000
§ Del.aSalle alternative school Level IV and V outpatient drug treatment program for adolescents 60,000
% Guadalupe Center Latino CBO Level IV-V bilingual outpatient program for adults and adolescents 75,000
§ Hope House/Newhouse women'’s shelter Level IV and V outpatient drug treatment program for women 75,000
.‘% Kansas City Community Center substance abuse treatment center Level I-V drug treatment services for adults 150,000
g KQ PACT medical center Level V perinatal substance abuse case management program 70,000
:'_' Full Employment Council CBO Level V employment training and placement program for adults 80,000
g Ozanam Home/Marillac substance abuse and mental health adolescent Level IV outpatient drug treatment for adolescents (OZANAM) and Levels II-IV 150,000
;. treatment center drug treatment
g Park Lane Community Hospital hospital Level I social detoxification services 140,000
% Renaissance West substance abuse treatment center Level II-IV drug treatment services for adults 140,000
m Research Mental Health Center mental health center Level TII-IV drug treatment services for adults 255,000
Rose Brooks Center women'’s shelter Level [V-V outpatient services for women and their children 42,000
Samuel V. Rodgers’ community health center Level HI-IV outpatient services for adults 104,000
Swope Parkway Health Center health center Level II-IV drug treatment services for adults 340,000
TMC Behavioral Health medical center Level lII-V outpatient drug treatment services for adults 150,000
TMC East medical center 190,000

Level IV outpatient drug treatment services for adults

Whatsoever Community Center

CBO

Level IV outpatient drug treatment services for adults and adolescents

50,000

*JUj SIIBIVOSSY 1Y

TOTAL

$2,605,000

Level I = detoxification; Level Il = inpatient or intensive day care; Level Il - intensive outpatient; Level IV = regular outpatient; Level V = continuing care (c.g., scif-help groups, job training)
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1997
Drug Treatment Data Summary
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Benilde Hall - 40 | 45| 31] 45 . 45 45| 24| 17] 2
Catholic Charities 3 1 3 3 ] 3 3
Children's Mercy Hospital ! J
Children's Place 11 3 14 14 6 8] 14
Comprehensive Mental Health 90 210; 29 329 7| 27; 295] 111| 218] 37{ 277 11 1 ]
Crittenton 56 43 56 6 50 25| 3 29| 29 1 1
DelaSalle 59 59 40 19 13| 46] 55 4
Full Employment Council 230 230 3 81] 146} 76| 154] 161 66 3 1
Guadalupe Center 42 32| 16 90 71 10; 73 4 86] 22| 11| 57 ]
Hope House 16 16 6 10] 16 12 3 1
Marillac 34 10 44 40 4 10 34] 19 22 3
Ozanam 35 | 431 431 10| 421 431] 132 290 9
Park Lane Medical Center 58 58 1 57) 17| 41 27| 28 1 2
Renaissance West 83 55 1 139 9| 130f 38| 101] 95| 41 3
Research Mental Health 240 | 217/ 37| 494 B 37| 457f 137| 357] 310{ 170 4 10
Resource Development Institute 42| 29 47 6] 41 6l 41} 351 12
Rose Brooks 69 38| 33f 140 17| 123] 140 741 56 5 2
Samuel Rodgers 93 138 5[ 236 7| 229 66| 170 171 54! 11
Swope Parkway Health Center 44 62| 42| 148 3/ 145] 39| 109] 110 30 5
Sunshine Center 15 32| 2fl a9] 29 20 25 24] 19/ 30
TMC - Behavioral Health 214 7 221 I 2| 219] 67| 154] 127 88 3 2
Truman Medical Center - East | 220 20) 220 22| 108] 73| 147] 22| 105] 3
Whatsoever Community Center 30 30 5 8| 17 4 26 2 4/ 24
TOTALS 1682|1358 ] 253 || 3099 )| 59 | 576 | 259 | 2205] 876 | 2223] 1500|1427 | 143 5 7 17
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Exhibit OBJ2-4

1997
Drug Treatment Data Summary

I - et > S
£ 5 g% 3 s &g
—l==|2|>[32 % §|E|B |5 |5 |8 8|8 |ag 2
2 8|3 e |2 (283 2 ¢8| |5 |E g |a|b|Eg ¢
381888280 |8 |22 |88z |8|°8 ¢
SO (8| E|E|g|°|8&|v|°o| 8¢
G| O g8 8 2 % 8
= - @
Benilde Hall 45 45| 45] 45 45 45| 45
Catholic Charities 3
Children's Mercy Hospital
Children's Place 14 14 14
Comprehensive Mental Healith 50 238 40 329 329 20| 329
Crittenton 56| 56| 56/ 56| 56f 15| 24| 56 53| 31
DeLaSalle 59] 59| 59 59
Full Employment Council 230 230
Guadalupe Center 83 71 90f 85/ 85 90
Hope House 16 . 167 15 12 13
Marillac 3 41| 44 3| 44 3 3] 44
Ozanam 431| 192] 132 48| 156 84 60| 192
Park Lane Medical Center 58
Renaissance West 136 3 1 4 2
Research Mental Health 294! 211 34 197| 144 169 8| 203
Resource Development Institute 37 14} 47| 47| 47 47 47
Rose Brooks | 128| 12| 128 124) 124| 31 | 128] 70| | Joo o
Samuel Rodgers . oo .| 238| 236 236| 236| 1 A N I
Swope Parkway Health Center 148 72 43| 43 43 72
Sunshine Center 40| 29 20 200 20 29
TMC - Behavioral Health 221 221 221 700 68f 75 15
Truman Medical Center - East 220 198) 220| 200/ 20 2201 220 3 1
Whatsoever Community Center 30 108 13| 129] 1M1
TOTALS 58 | 631 | 331 [1872]1160}1931|1729| 725 | 173 | 159 |1564| 676 | 14 | 29 | 131 | 224 | 47

Level 1 = detoxification; Level 2 = inpatient or intensive day care; Level 3 = intensive outpatient;

Level 4 = regular outpatient; Level 5 = continuing care (e.g., self-help groups, job training)
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Renaissance West 83 . 55| 1l 139 o| 130] 38| 101] 5] 41| 3
Salvation Army 1019| 124] 415|| 1523] 3[ 1523] 395| 1131] 1058] 436] 24 2
TOTALS 1102] 179] 416) 1662 0 12] 1653] 433 | 1232] 1153] 477] 27| 2 0
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COMBAT Makes It Possible to Treat Indigent, Uninsured Substance
Abusers

COMBAT funds to inpatient providers may not literally increase the number of beds available to
substance abusers in need of residential services. Rather, COMBAT monies enable providers to fill empty
beds with clients who cannot afford to pay for treatment and lack insurance coverage. For example,

® Medicaid does not reimburse residential treatment for male substance abusers, but COMBAT
will.

e Managed care and Medicaid limit the number of inpatient days they will pay for. However, if
a provider wants to keep these clients longer to improve their chances of recovery, COMBAT
will pay for the extra days of care.

Managed care and Medicmd limit the amount of outpatient trcatﬁxexit éubstance abusers can receive. By
contrast, there is a generous number of reimbursable visits COMBAT-funded clients can make. In
addition, national welfare reform has eliminated reimbursement for trcauncnt services for many serious
drug users, notably persons convxcted ofa felony For example unless a State afﬁrmauvely opts out, it
must deny Federal benef ts to any apphcant who has been oonvxcted ofa post-1996 drug felony. Using
COMBAT funds, programs can be reimbursed for treating these mdmduais As the gap widen between
what is allowable for funding under mcreasmgly stnngent rules and tmatment needs in a population which
is often criminally involved, the role COMBAT plays becomes critical.

COMBAT Grant Match Awards to Existing Treatment Providers

For several reasons, the Anti-Drug Sales Tax has generated more money than expected. As a
result, COMBAT initiated a Grant Match Program that uses the excess funds to provide the
local match for prevention, treatment, and law enforcement agencies in Jackson County. The
Grant Match Program is discussed in detail under Objective 4, Innovation.

Through the Grant Match Program, COMBAT provided grant matches worth $921,212 from
1994 through 1997 primarily to two treatment providers that have, in turn, secured roughly
three times that amount of money from other funding sources to increase their treatment
capacity. The two providers have used their grant matches and the other funding the matches
have helped to secure to '

® offer long-term culturally sensitive residential substance abuse treatment to
pregnant and post-partum, dually-diagnosed women; and

® provide intensive case management services to addicted ex-offenders who
have received treatment while incarcerated, including ongoing substance
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abuse treatment, employment and training services, housing assistance, and mental
health services.

Treatment for Drug Court Participants

COMBAT established a deferred prosecution program, known as Drug Court, in October
1993. In exchange for dropping criminal prosecution, participants must complete a compre-
hensive and regimented treatment program that includes regular progress reports to the court.

Drug Court’s 1998 budget was $2,886,144, including $458,400 for the Day Report Center.
COMBAT provided 71 percent of these funds—slightly over $2 million. A U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services Center for Substance Abuse Treatment (CSAT) grant provided
$230,524, an Enhancement Grant from the U.S. Department of Justice Drug Courts Office
provided $229,512, and Federal and local law enforcement block grant funds provided
$395,512. The COMBAT contribution also provided the local match without which the
prosecutor’s office court would not have received other funding.

The concept. Drug Court represents an interdisciplinary program model which, under the
authority of the prosecuting attorney’s office (not the Jackson County Circuit Court?),
integrates a specific treatment provider (County Court Services), the case management
resources of the Missouri State Probation and Parole Department, and health education and
job skills training. A Drug Court Executive Committee, consisting of the Drug Court
administrator, two Drug Court assistant prosecuting attorneys, the chief of the diversion
managers (probation officers), and the commissioner, meet monthly to oversee the operation

of the court.
Exhibit OBJ25
COMBAT Funding for Drug Court.
Year COMBAT Funding
1994 870,412
1995 916,411
1996 943,393
1997 975,221
1998 2,080,8976"
TOTAL 5,766,413

* Includes external funding in this year.

3 Drug Court operates under the prosecuting attorney’s authority to dismiss the charges against criminal defendants.
However, concerned that the presiding judge might take away the Drug Court judge (technically a commissioner) if the
Circuit Court became shorthanded or overioaded with cases, Claire McCaskill, the prosecuting attomey, asked the county
legislature to enact a statute authorizing the court with COMBAT paying for its commissioner.
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Drug Court’s specific objectives are to

reduce the demand for illegal drugs through intensive treatment;
reduce recidivism;

reserve jail space for violent offenders by diverting less serious offenders away
from jail sentences;

save the county money through coordination of services; and

improve participants’ quality of life.

Exhibit OBJ2-6 identifies the conditions that qualify and disqualify arrestees for Drug Court.
In general, these are not yet serious offenders. To be eligible, arrestees must

not be charged with—or have ever been convicted of—a violent offense or an
offense against the person;

not be charged with drug trafficking; and

not be a gang member.

The Drug Court program is designed to be completed in one year to eighteen months.
Participants may be considered for graduation when they meet several requirements, including

remaining in the program for at least a year;
maintaining sobriety for a minimum of six months;

if not on Supplemental Security Income (SSI), being employed for at least four
months or enrolled in school or vocational training;

completing 40 hours of community service; and ’

having paid all outstanding warrants, fines, and court costs.
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Accused

Exhibit OBJ2-6

DRUG COURT
INITIAL ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION

Charges

__New Filing

Active Case Case Number

QUALIFYING CHARACTERISTICS:

An individual charged w/the following is presumed to be a drug user.

The

The

This list is not all inclusive

Possession or Attempt to Possess a Controlled Substance,
Sale of a Controlled Substance,

Fraudulent
Nonviolent property, checks,

Prescriptions. '

fraud w/ admission of drug problem,

individual states to the police &/or bond investigator that he/she
uses drugs. Family or friends report drug use.

individual test positive for drug at time of arrest.

The
The
The

The
The

The
The
The
The

individual is charged with a violent offense, crimc against person.
individual displayed or had a gun on or about his person.
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 to the school) ,
Manufacture or Attempt to Manufacture Methamphetamine.
individual is charged with three or more felony counts.
individual has had any of the following convictions:
Murder 1Ist, or 2nd,- Voluntary & Involuntary Manslaughter,
Robbery 1st, ACA, Assault lst or 2nd, or two if a misd., Weapons
Offenses- all felonies, two if misd., Sexual offense, such as Rape,
Sodomy, Child Sexual Abuse, Arson Ist.
individual has two or more felony convictions.
individual is under Federal, State probation or parole supervision.
amounts possessed or sold are outside the guidelines listed below.
individual is Gang involved.

SUBSTANCE

AMOUNT POSSESSED AMOUNT SOLD

Marijuana
Methamphetamine

Cocaine

Cocaine Base

LSD
PCP

Psilocybin
Miscellaneous

Equal to or less than

75gr/3

2gr

2gr

2gr

5 Hits

5 Dipped Cigarettes
loz

oz. loz

. 2gr
2gr
2gr
NONE
NONE

loz

Hydrochloride

Pills:

Will be evaluated on a case by case basis.

ELIGIBLE

INELIGIBLE

SCREENED BY

DATE
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" but do not reqmre res:dennal care

Drug Court Has Several Distinctive Features

The Jackson County Drug Court is drfferent from many or most other drug courts in a number of respects.

The court is run by the prosecutor s ofﬁee, wlnch alome decrdes which defendants will be diverted
tothecourt. . , r

Each partlcrpant is assrgned a clinical trcatment team that mcludes a dlversron manager, counselor,
and client advocate (who negotiates with the other team members on behalf of the client and links
clients with support services). -

An assistant prosecﬁtor participates full-time on the court’s treatment team.
The court does not refer participants to outside treetmcrrt scrwces but connects them directly to a
single service provider, County Court Services, that assesses -every participant, alone provides them

with outpatrent treatment, and refers those nwdmg res1dent1al care to quahﬁed outside providers.

County Court Semccs also operatm an outpatlcnt thetapeutxc commnmty exciusrvely for
appropriate Drug Court partrcxpants who have difficul adjustmg to regular outpatlent treatment

Employment trammg and jOb plaoement are mandatory and arean mtegral part of the treatment
process. e , o . ‘ .

Treatment staff and dmsron managers provxde mforma i bout each parncxpant drrectly to the

opportumty to get to know partrcrpants, follow tre_ ds, and provrde :contmmty for thern. ’

The comrmssroner runs a daaly 9: 00 am staffing meetmg at whrch a COMBAT~funded public
defender, a counselor, a diversion manager, and the Drug Court asmstant prosecutor meet for an
hour to drscuss the status and progress of each Drug Court 9arhcxpan »

No adversana} actmty eccurs m the ct

::urtroom becaus _ :the prosecutor has made an agreement wnh
the defense bar that the: Dmg Court att ‘
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In a competitive procurement, COMBAT hired County Court Services (CCS), an existing
local treatment provider, to assess and provide outpatient treatment services to offenders
whom COMBAT’s Drug Court diverts into treatment. As of mid-1998, CCS, with offices in
Kansas City and Independence, was the only outpatient provider for Drug Court.

After the client’s first appearance before the Drug Court judge, the person goes to County
Court Services for a comprehensive, week-long assessment. Based on the assessment results,
County Court Services staff recommend placement in one of six levels of treatment. One of
these treatment levels is a Day Report Center, established from scratch by the Prosecutor’s
Office, 60 percent funded by COMBAT (see exhibit OBJ2-7).

Use ! COMBAT Funds Grant Funds | Total

salaries/fees | | $220,062 . $220,062
treatment costs $366,400  $366,400
rent i $50,000 i $50,000
miscellaneous ! $31,526 $31,526
employment assistance $50,000 $50,000
urinalysis testing | $42,000 j ? $42,000
TOTAL $458,400 } $301,588 $759,988

(The box “Drug Court Offers Six Treatment Levels” describes the other five 16vels.) The Day
Report Center serves about 40 percent of all Drug Court clients. County Court Services

provides other outpatient services to the other participants (see the box) or refers them for
inpatient treatment.

The Day Report Center operates as an outpatient therapeutic community. Participation
occurs in three stages:

Stage 1: Main treatment: clients report daily for four months and must
complete a strict set of performance requirements such as program
attendance (75 percent or better) urinanalyses (drop in schedules, 75
percent or better), petition to enter therapeutic community, and daily
attendance in activities in the therapeutic community.

Stage 2: Transition period: clients report five days per week for four months
and complete other program requirements such as participation in a
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community circle, conducting peer led groups, conducting orientations
for new clients, and community service.

Stage 3: Cadre: clients attend a weekly “Winner’s Circle” meeting and a
12-Step group in the community for three months; in addition they
complete program requirements such as mentoring another Day Report
Center participant and participating in a community activity.

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 were graduated in 1997 and 16 more as of May 1998.

Drug Conrt Offers Six Treatment Le»velsl

(I) Educatzan and I 2 -step groups At this lowest level of supervision, participants attend
substance abuse educatxon classes and IZ-szep group nwetmgs ‘I'hey also undergo periodic
e dmg testxng ' |

2 Weekly gmup and manthl‘y mdzvzdual caunselmg, chents alsc attcnd one 12 step group

3) In’:‘en&ives-outpazien:.p}égrém at County Court Services.

present six level ofsupervis

Because Drug Court has its own outpatient treatment provider—County Court Services—
most participants do not have to wait to receive services. The ability to involve Drug Court
participants quickly in treatment—including the Day Report Center—is an important feature
of the program, because early intervention is thought to help minimize relapse. In addition, all
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outpatient participants are provided a variety of on-site support services also intended to
reduce their chances of relapsing. (See the box “Support Services Are Available to Outpatient
Drug Court Participants” and appendix A.)

The court mandates the levels in which participants will participate, but the choice of levels is
based on the clinical judgment of the counseling team. As a result, the decision represents the
merger of enforcement and treatment—a court mandate based on clinical judgment.

The Jail Anti-Drug Movement (J.A.M.)

COMBAT initiated and funds entirely a substance abuse treatment program operating in the
Jackson County jail. In a competitive procurement, the county executive awarded a share of
her COMBAT funds to a local treatment provider, which, in turn, hired Petra Peper, the
administrator of the jail’s mental health program, to develop and run a substance abuse
program. Of the $233,000 that COMBAT provided the program in 1997, $176,890 (76
percent) pays for 70 percent time of the program administrator’s time. The remaining funds
pay for three counselors and a secretary. Criminal Justice Program interns from the University
of Kansas City, Missouri, observe group sessions and do intakes. Since many J.A.M.
participants have previous criminal records, the program serves one of the groups of
substance abusers—convicted felons—who, under Federal 1996 welfare reform legislation,
would otherwise not be eligible for free treatment.

Support Semces Are Avallable to Outpatient Drug Court Particlpants

In order to graduate from the Dmg Court progmm. chents @f not recewmg:ﬁnancxai-suppon fmm the
Federal Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Program) must be employed full-time or enrolled in
school or vocation training. To assist Drug Court: participants in rmetmg this reqmrexﬁcnt vocatwnal
and educational services are offered on-site at the Day Report Center. A full-txme COMBAT-funded
employment and training consultant from the Full Employment Council prov;dcs pre-employment
assessment, and employment connsehng and mformatlon, to Drug Court clients at the Day chort k
Center. Drug Court program participants are also encouraged to take advantage of thc General Educanon
Diploma (GED) prcparanon course offered at the centet, whlch empha.szzes “thc dcvelopment of basxc
mathandverbalslulis . S o ,

A COMBAT-funded physxclan 'S assxstant employcd by the Swope Parkway Heath Center - goes to the '
Day Report Center one afternoon a week, usually accompamcd by an mtake specnahst to assess Day
Court participants” ehg:bzhty for free care through the Health Care for the Homeless Ptogram The
physician’s assistant also provides clients with a basic health screening. If the physlcxan s assxstant
determines that the client needs additional evaluation, such as laboratoxy tests, s

a local health center Fmally, an HIV edacator penodlcally comes on site to lecture about : a vanety of
health issues related to the nsk of developmg AIDS Appen ] ' proy
additional information about these support services,
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The only drug program in the 624-bed Jackson County Detention Center, J.A.M. involves
three hours of training a day, five days a week, for three weeks, from 2:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.
and from 6:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. Each enrollee also participates in one individual counseling
session a week with a counselor. (See the box “The Jail's J.A.M. Program in a Nutshell.”)
With a capacity of 24 inmates at any one time, J.A.M. treats an average of nearly 50 inmates a
month; an average of 10 inmates complete the program each month. In March 1998, 4
participants were dismissed from the program, 5 stopped attending on their own, and 8 were
released from the jail before the course ended. Fourteen participants were graduated.
Participants must attend 28 of 30 sessions to graduate, although they can make up mussed
classes. There is a one-week wait to enter the program.

The J all’s J A M Program ina Nutshell

J.AM.’s goal is to monvate partxcxpants to accept responsnblhty for mczr substance abuse and for

The program has not yet been able to establish a post-release relapse prevention
component. Staff do come from a local mental health center every month to recruit J.A.M.
participants into its outpatient relapse prevention program following release. However, Petra
Peper notes, “It is difficult to get community organizations to come to the jail to set up
appointments for aftercare because, with the inmates’ release date unknown, the organizations
cannot plan for their arrival.” Nevertheless, she managed to secure the agreement in principle
of a large treatment provider to keep five slots open in the organization’s standard aftercare
program for J.A.M. graduates who are released from the jail. The provider will also be
responsible for outreach to locate and recruit the releasees. As of April 1998, Peper was in
the process of writing a contract, after which COMBAT had assured her it would fund the
provider. However, Peper resigned from the jail in July 1998.
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There is a second obstacle to providing J.A.M. participants with continuity of care: a number
of participants are released before the program ends. It has not proven possible to link these
individuals seamlessly with treatment providers after release that could continue the
therapeutic process where J.A.M. leaves off. In addition to losing the therapeutic benefits of
completing the entire program, early releasees—if they fail to benefit from their short-
circuited participation—waste staff time, since each intake requires an hour to process.

Funding for Family Court

Exhibit OBJ2-8 shows COMBAT funds provided to Family Court by year.* As shown,
COMBAT gave the court a total of $12,579,910 from 1991 through 1998. In the first two
years, Family Court used some of these funds to purchase additional equipment and to provide
extra security in the court’s group homes and other facilities. Family court also used
COMBAT funds to refurbish and increase security (through the construction of a $190,000
fence) at one of the court’s inpatient cottages. The court has used few COMBAT funds for
capital improvements since 1994.

COMBAT provided the Jackson County Family Court with $1,611,519 in 1997-98,
representing 8 percent of its $20 million budget, for the following purposes:

(1) substance abuse counseling certification training for 25 Deputy Juvenile Officers
(DJOs);

(2) salaries of
— seven residential center DJOs,
- three “anti-drug” DJOs, and
— 20 youth workers; and

(3) institutional care fees.

The text below describes how each of these of COMBAT-funded activities results in increased
treatment services.

DJO certification training. Deputy Juvenile Officers (DJOs) are Family Court probation
officers with a caseload consisting of juveniles. As of early 1998, COMBAT had paid $2,700
for each of 25 DJOs to receive training to become certified substance abuse

4 According to David Kierst, Family Court administrator, COMBAT originally established a cap of $1.5 million for Family
Court. However, beginning in 1996, Kierst has submitted budget requests that have exceeded this cap, but the Circuit
Court, COMBAT Commission, and county legislature have nevertheless approved the amounts.
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Exhibit OBJ2-8

COMBAT Funds For Family Court"

Funded Staff
Year Dollar Amount DJOs Youth Workers Others"
1991 1,456,963 NA NA 771\{A7
1992 _ 1,464,681 9 14 10
1993 1,507,967 7 18 9 N
1994 1,519,140 7 18 9 -
1995 1,592,177 10 20 7 B
1996 1,627,177 10 20 7 -
1997 1,688,602 10 20 9
1998 1,723,203 10 20 7
TOTAL 12,579,910

a. The information above was developed from non-automated historical records and does not represent
information based on a complete audit of records. The information is based primarily upon annual budget
requests represents the best information available.

b. Clerical staff, cook, maintenance warkers, security staff, case supervisor, substance abuse coordinator, and
attorney.

counselors (CSAC IIs)—a total of $67,500. Ten had already been certified. COMBAT also
paid for the tests, the officers’ 30 hours of mandatory annual continuing education, and their
$180 recertification fees. Once certified, these DJOs are able to provide a higher level of
professional treatment to families and juveniles, whom in the past they would have had to
refer to other providers with uncertain availability and results. One certified DJO reported
that “in the past, I had to refer probationers to outside agencies for individual outpatient
counseling; now I can do some of the counseling myself.” In addition, he introduced group
counseling sessions for juveniles which meet weekly for six weeks. Finally, while he had
always run two-hour mandatory group sessions for parents, “my training enables me to focus
much more extensively on drug issues during the sessions.”

Family Court staff salaries. COMBAT funds pay for three types of Family Court staff.

Residential center DJOs. COMBAT funds seven certified substance abuse counselors
who work in Family Court residential centers serving incarcerated juveniles or in field
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units serving juveniles on probation but living at home. Each counselor has a
40-person caseload, which turns over about twice a year.

‘ty, or on probatxon If the offender is
given probaﬁoﬁ;'ﬁe.. . : . sion of a Deput Iuvemle Offioer, or DJO.

Anti-drug DJOs. COMBAT pays the salaries of three substance abuse certified DJOs
who work in satellite Family Court units and carry a caseload of about 60
drug-involved juvenile offenders. These DJOs do not normally provide treatment
themselves. However, their contribution is discussed below under COMBAT s role in,
improving treatment quality.

Youth workers. COMBAT funds 20 Family Court youth care workers in residential
centers who provide group and individual counseling. Since juveniles are not
committed for a specified period of time but only until they have completed treatment,
the increased intensity of services these youth workers provide at the one court
residential facility where most of them work has resulted in faster turnover. This more
rapid turnover has reduced the waiting period for other juveniles to enter the facility.

Private residential care. COMBAT provided Family Court with $338,000 in 1997 for
private residential care. At $125 a day, this represents 3,000 residential days a year. Family
court contracts for private care because in Jackson County—Ilike most of the rest of the
nation—there is insufficient publicly funded inpatient treatment for adolescents.

COMBAT also pays for Family Court’s urinalysis testing (discussed below under increased
referrals) and the salaries of three school-based DJOs (discussed under Objective 3,
Prevention).

Funding of Minority Counselor Substance Abuse Training

Since 1995, COMBAT has funded a minority counselor preparation program through the
University of Kansas Addiction Technology Transfer Center to prepare primarily minority
men and women to become certified substance abuse counselors. The center, one of 11
Federally-funded centers in the country that provide training and develop curriculum for
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professionals who work in the substance abuse prevention or treatment fields, assesses
trainees’ levels of preparation, provides training and educational scholarships, provides test
preparation and mentoring, and assists them in securing internships with local treatment
agencies. Students must live and agree to work in Jackson County. As of early 1998, the
program had enabled 26 persons of color to obtain State-level certification all of whom were
working in COMBAT-funded agencies. (The program also arranged for approximately 40
individuals to obtain certification as Recognized Associate Substance Abuse Counselors
[RASACs], indicating they were not certified but were in training to become certified. All
were working in COMBAT-funded agencies.)

COMBAT Cannot Fill All the Gaps in Treatment Availability

COMBAT participants and observers reported that, despite COMBAT funding, substance abuse programs
are in short supply in Jackson County for all types of substance abusers. However, several individuals
agreed that there was an espemally critical need for certain specxahzed treatment services:

L lack of aftercare, mcludmg day treatment respnte care for ctuldren and adults and transitional
living, espemally for women and chxldren' o : L

. inpatient programs for women ‘with young chﬁdren _

° treatment for adolescents especially long-texm resxdennai treatment and

° treatment for the dually dmgnosed *

Itis unreahstlc to expect COMBAT to have ﬁned-—-or to ever be able to ﬁll—e!l these gaps. However, the
COMBAT Comnnssmn has been makmg a conscmns eﬂ’ort . For example, based on

anecdotal information that there were not cnongh day tteatﬂient and mldent;aibbeds in the county, and
insufficient services for adolesoents, the. conmnssmn has tned to fuliy~ftmd treatment pmvxders that submit
proposals to provide these services and serve these populanons When negonatmg the actual budgets with
these providers, the conumssxon neqmres that the bulk of these agencxes COMBAT funds be devoted to
these services and target gronps »
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® A Family Com't adm:mstrator reponed that COMBAT’s support for commumty mental health
ucente.rs has mmased trcattmnt optmns ava:labic for guvcmlw '

- Thc sam’admlmsu'ato smdzthai “Amsibﬂxty 1_;1 mral areas has improved with COMBAT
| OMB! pread out across s the county rather than being

Estimating the Increase in Treatment Opportunities

While the discussion above makes clear that COMBAT increased treatment opportunities in
Jackson County, it is difficult to quantify the increase, especially over time. State-level
reporting systems for treatment contain the number of slots for many programs in the county,
but COMBAT programs that do not receive State or Federal funding are not included in the
State’s database for Jackson County. In addition, some treatment providers merge their
COMBAT funding with funding from other sources to provide services. Exhibit OBJ2-9
provides an estimate of the increase in treatment opportunities for 1997 by summing the data
from each of the initiatives discussed above.® According to this calculation, as many as 4,934
individuals may have received treatment in 1997 as a result of COMBAT funding. If the
numbers of clients treated that represent only rough estimates are reduced by 50 percent to
account for possible overestimates in the computations that led to the figures, and if the
number of individuals treated by recipients of a COMBAT Grant Match is reduced by 25
percent (since the match accounted for only about one quarter of the recipients’ funds), it is
still possible to conclude that COMBAT funding resulted in the treatment of at least 4,376
individuals in 1997. In addition to this estimate of increased treatment, COMBAT provided
detoxification services to 1,662 individuals in 1997. Because some of these data—in
particular, for the COMBAT Commission-funded providers—are unavailable for previous
years, It 1s impossible to compare the number of individuals for whom COMBAT funding
provided treatment across years.

This calculation does not prove that these individuals would not have received treatment
without COMBAT funding. It is possible that treatment opportunities might have expanded
in COMBAT’s absence—indeed, COMBAT s absence might have stimulated other funding

5 The exhibit excludes individuals who received COMBAT-funded detoxification services because detoxification is not
considered a form of treatment; it must almost always be followed by outpatient, residential, or other forms of treatment for
individuals to achieve recovery. “Detoxification, unlike the previous modalities [methadone maintenance, therapeutic
communities, outpatient nonmethadone treatment. chemical dependency treatment] is not a treatment for drug-seeking
behavior. Rather, it is a family of procedures for alleviating the short-term symptoms of withdrawal from drug dependence .

- The major procedure is observation (because withdrawal is self-limiting and ordinarily not life-threatening, although it
can be uncomfortable).” Gerstein, D.R., and H.J. Harwood (eds.), Treating Drug Problems, volume 1, A Study of the
Evolution, Effectiveness, and Financing of Public and Private Drug Treatment Systems, Institute of Medicine, National
Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 1990, p. 174.
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Exhibit OBJ 2-9

Approximation of the Increased Treatment COMBAT Funded in 1997

While it is impossible to determine exactly how many clients obtained treatment services as a result of
COMBAT tunding, it is possible to derive a very rough estimate of the number served based on the
following considerations:

Initiative Clients Served in 1997

e COMBAT-funded providers excluding detoxfication providers (see 3,099

exhibit OBJ2-4 above)

e  Grant Match Program recipients’ clients 100 (exact number, but
COMBAT provides only
matching funds)

e  Drug Court graduates (not participants or early terminators) 118

e JAM. program graduates—about 10 participants per month 120 (estimate)

according to the former program director

e 10 Deputy Juvenile Officers certified as substance abuse counselors 436 (estimate)
supervised 200 different clients X 66 percent with a drug problem X
33 percent treated for substance abuse by each DJO [as opposed to
referring them)

o  Seven COMBAT-funded residential center DJOs, each with a 560 (estimate)
caseload of 40 clients which turns over two times a year

®  Youth Care Workers—by creating more rapid turnover among 200 (estimate)
residents, each of the 20 COMBAT-funded Family Court youth care
workers in residential centers may have made it possible for the
centers to admit an additional 10 juveniles who received treatment

e Family Court’s increased residential care budget provided for 3,000 151
additional residential days a year, with an average stay of nearly 200
days per juvenile

® Twenty-six counselors certified as substance abuse counselors 150 (estimate)
through the minority counselor training progrant, assume six were
employed full time for the entire year and each one treated 25
different clients during the year

TOTAL 4,376*

a  This number is not the sum of the number of clients served presented above. The calculation instead represents
the sum of (1) the figures representing exact numbers and estimates, (2) one-half of each rough estimate (e.g.,
218 individuals served by the 10 DJOs), and (3) one-quarter of the 100 Grant Match Program recipients’ clients
(since COMBAT provides a maximum of 25 percent of each recipient's total funding).
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sources to step in to fill some of the gaps that COMBAT partially filled. However, as
discussed below, COMBAT participants and observers were in agreement that treatment
capacity in Jackson County would not have expanded significantly, if at all, without
COMBAT. It is also possible that some clients treated as a result of COMBAT funding might
have obtained treatment from other existing providers if the increased capacity COMBAT
created had not materialized. However, COMBAT participants and observers agreed that
there was a shortage of treatment capacity among other providers before and after
COMBAT’s implementation. These calculations do not, of course, indicate in any way
whether the treatment that resulted from COMBAT was effective or cost effective.’

COMBAT Increased Referrals to Treatment
Increasing the availability of treatment is a meaningless achievement unless substance abusers
take advantage of the increased capacity to seek help. COMBAT contributed to five
activities that have increased the number of substance abusers who have been referred for
treatment:

(1) Drug Court referrals to treatment;

(2) referrals by DJOs to treatment;

(3) referrals of local residents to treatment by community mobilizers;

(4) efforts by COMBAT-funded detoxification providers to ensure that clients enter
follow-up treatment;

(5) referrals of clients to treatment from probation and parole officers.

6 In addition to the evidence presented above that COMBAT increased treatment services, it would be possible theoretically
to document decreases in waiting lists to enter treatment among COMBAT-funded providers (and other providers, as well),
and decreases in the waiting period before individuals on the lists could enroll, as further evidence that COMBAT increased
treatment capacity. The fact that providers funded by the COMBAT Commission failed to bilt for as much as $125,000 in
1997 suggests that they had unfilled slots in contrast to the waiting lists they experienced previously. However, information
was not collected that indicates that the providers who underbilled were providers who previously had waitin g lists.
Furthermore, most, providers do not have documentation regarding changes in waiting lists and waiting periods over the
years. While some providers reported that their waiting lists or waiting periods have declined, these estimates are subject to
distortion. The estimates are also usually not keyed to specific periods of time other than the recent past. Even if reductions
waiting lists and waiting periods could be documented, other events may have been responsible for the changes. For
example, changes in welfare eligibility enacted by Congress in 1996 may have reduced waiting lists and time by
disqualifying large numbers of people from free treatment. At the same time, one agency that reported that its waiting list
had declined from five to two weeks observed that the decrease at least in part reflected a change in staff schedules and a
new policy to discontinue treatment for clients who chronically fail to make appointments. Finally, COMBAT may have
temporarily increased waiting lists as DJOs and Drug Court added to the number of referrals to treatment. It is conceivable
that over time the number of additional referrals to treatment as a result of COMBAT always exceeded the increased
treatment capacity that COMBAT was simultaneously creating.
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(6) referrals of clients from detoxification programs;
(7) interagency collaboration and referral; and

(8) funding of non-traditional treatment not otherwise eligible for funding.

Drug Court Referrals to Treatment

As explained above, County Court Services, a treatment provider hired by COMBAT, is the
primary provider of outpatient services to Drug Court participants. As noted, CCS increased
treatment opportunities. However, Drug Court itself represents an important example of
how COMBAT has also increased referrals—the number of substance abusers referred for
treatment. The court’s raison d’étre is to divert individuals with substance abuse problems
from the normal prosecution process into treatment in an effort to resolve some of the
problems that led to their criminal activity and prevent their reoccurrence.

To be sure, many Drug Court participants, had they been processed in the normal fashion,
would have received probation or a suspended imposition of sentence—including a referral to
treatment. However, it is unlikely that many of these offenders would have entered treatment
since the responsibility for finding a suitable provider and showing up to enroll rests entirely
with the offender. Probation officers typically failed to monitor clients’ entry into treatment
because the primary criterion of successful completion of probationers’ sentences—and the
primary concern for overburdened probation officers—is avoiding rearrest. According to
Molly Merrigan, COMBAT’s former chief Drug Court prosecutor and current Drug Court
Commissioner—and a former probation officer for 20 years—

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 client 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.

Furthermore, some offenders on probation who might have sought treatment might also have
been turned away by providers that were full. However, providers receiving funds from the
COMBAT Commission agree in their contracts to “take referrals . . . from Drug Court and
assist the prosecutor in devising a viable permanent plan for treatment services for drug court
referrals.”

Exhibit OBJ2-10 indicates the flow of cases screened for drug court from October 1993 to
April 1998. As shown, of 1,967 defendants screened to be eligible, a high proportion (71%)
made an initial court appearance and signed a Drug Court contract or agreement to
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Exhibit OBJ2-10

Case Flow through Jackson County Drug Court

e

Cases Accepted for Drug Court

1967 Defendants
I
[ |
Contract Signed Cases with no Participation in Drug Court
1409 Defendants 558 Defendants
[made initial appearance
for Drug Court]
l 1
Drug Court Graduates Currently in Drug Court Temminated Drug Court Plea Bargain
441 Defendants 315 Defendants 653 Defendants 235 Defendants
[as of April, 1998] (as of April, 1998] [Dropped out of program, [opted for criminal charge)
either voluntarily or at staff's discretion]
Plea Bargain Case Later Dismissed Prosecution Deciied
520 Defendants 61 Defendants B 108 Defendants
[after initial appearance] [e.q., lack of evidence] [e.g..lack of evidence]
Failed to Appear Case Retumed to Criminal Court Failed to Appear
62 Defendants 10 Defendants 215 Defendants
[at subsequent drug court hearings] (involuntary terminations, case then [no intial court appearance
[may retum to drug court upon reamesf] tried in Circuit Cour] no further prosection noted]
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participate. Only about 30 percent decided to continue on through traditional prosecution.
Of the just over 1,400 defendants who signed up for drug court, over half have either
successfully completed the program or are still in the program. Most traditional treatment
programs have far higher rates of dropping out—generally more than half treatment clients
drop out in the first three months of treatment.

A common question asked about Drug Court is whether these cases would be prosecuted
absent Drug Court, in that they often involve charges of use or minor possession of drugs.
This is a question we can not fully answer. However, of those participants who were
terminated or of those who chose not to participate from the beginning, only 169 were
defendants whose cases were dismissed, that is, they would not have been further processed
through the system. Other cases retained enough severity to be candidates for plea bargain
agreements or full prosection. There is a relatively small number of defendants (14 percent),
however, who failed to appear either at Drug Court hearings or for initial court appearances,
and for whom prosecution was not pursued.

Exhibit OBJ2-11 indicates the cases moving through the prosecutorial system from 1993 to
1997 and the fraction which Drug Court cases represent. As the figure shows, an increasing
number of all cases filed were diverted into the Drug Court system and a steadily increasing
number were accepted into the treatment regimen, relieving the jail and community correc-
tions systems of having to monitor these defendants and placing treatment within the reach of
a large number of offenders.

The impact of Drug Court is as yet untested. As mentioned above, there are no comparison
data available to determine the rearrest and relapse rates of drug court participants; in
addition, coordinated data across criminal justice systems for tracking both Drug Court
participants and any comparison groups are also not yet available.

Three features of Drug Court’s operations limit its effectiveness in referring defendants
Jor substance abuse treatment. First, ten percent of eligible defendants refuse to participate
in Drug Court before the assessment period because they object to the level of supervision
both in terms of participation in treatment and periodic returns to court for progress reviews.
Other defendants think they can win their cases in criminal court or, even losing, receive a less
time-consuming penalty.

Jail crowding is a second limitation on Drug Court’s effectiveness. The judge sometimes
threatens to jail participants who fail to comply with their program requirements. On some
occasions, he locks them up for few days—handcuffing them right in the courtroom—as a
form of “shock therapy” to get them to comply with the program. However, crowding in the
jail prevents him from incarcerating more than a few participants a month. As a result,
according to one prosecutor, “Crowding takes the teeth out of failing Drug Court.”
According to a police administrator, “What makes Drug Court work is the stick [of a possible
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Exhibit OBJ2-11

Number of Cases Processed by Drug Court over Time
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jail sentence or felony conviction for failure to comply with diversion management], but it’s
partly weakened by crowding. Bad guys know about the crowding.” The judge can-and
does—use the less onerous (and perhaps less effective) alternative of requiring participants to
spend Friday evening, all day Saturday, and Sunday morning at a local community center
where they participate in a weekend counseling program.

Drug Court Is ‘Attractive*;o Most Defendants

Despite the relatively hxgh levcl of supems:on, most defendants have compel}mg reasons to prefer Drug

Court to a conviction or even a suspen&d mlposmon of sentcnce——whlch is stﬁl a conviction.

o After successfully completmg Drug Comt treéfment pamaxpants records show they were arrested
but that the case was dismissed. As a result, they can keep their jobs while they participate and can
legitimately tell employg:rs after graduation that they have no convictions. While their arrest records

-are not _expunged, only lawfénforcemcnt 6fﬁcials ‘:have -access to the reoords..

° :Drug Court offers more mtenswe and mdmduahzed substanc,e abuse treatment than is available to

defendants plaeed on prohatton It also 'prov:des job search assxstance, health semoes, and other
' ‘support servxces ’ o »

° Successfui pam::xpants are rewarded. The _;udge praxses pamaxpants who are makmg progress and
asks everyone in the courtroom to appland and congratulate them. Usmg pamaxpant fees, the judge
can reward pam:npants who are domg well wnh free mowe passes Observatmn of participants in
court suggcsts that they ate pmud of ﬁns recogmtmn. ' o -

®  Some defendants are mﬂuenced to enter Drug’Court as a result of pmsure from famzly members
- who sometimes feel that the__program offers the type of i mtensave supemsxon that wxll enable thelr
loved ones to reooverb '

A third Drug Court limitation is the significant delay that still occurs before most defendants

are invited to participate. Prosecutors try to file cases that are eligible for Drug Court as fast
as possible to get defendants into treatment before they have the chance to go back to using

drugs or committing new crimes.” However, a series of obstacles has slowed down the time

between arrest and enrollment. Efforts to speed up the process have encountered several as

yet insuperable barriers. (See the box “Barriers to Processing Drug Court Cases Swiftly.”)

7 “The period immediately after an arrest . . . provides a critical window of opportunity for intervening and introducing the
value of AOD [alcohol and other drug] treatment. Judicial action, taken promptly after arrest, capitalizes on the crisis nature
of the arrest and booking process.” The National Association of Drug Count Professionals, Defining Drug Courts: The
Key Components, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, Drug Courts Program Office, 1997.
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sﬁ they have been charged in court.
drug cases thhout a warrant oudges

L One COMBAT partxcxpant repcrted that some detectives sabotage the system-—dmt is, dehberately

avoid processing Drug Court cases wnhm the 20-hour penod—-—because they 0ppose ngmg
offenders the opportumty for treatment mstead of cnmmai processmg "

Family Court Assessments and Referrals

The previous discussion explained how the certification training of Deputy Juvenile Officers
that COMBAT has funded has increased the availability of substance abuse treatment.
However, DJOs have also increased the number of referrals into treatment.

] In the past, Family Court contracted with a provider to do urinanalysis testing
(UAs), but, with less and less money to pay for testing, DJOs were forced to
request fewer UAs. Since 1991, COMBAT has paid for all of Family Court’s
UA testing, enabling staff to test every youth who is held in detention or who
goes on probation, as well as every juvenile in residential treatment who
returns from a home visit. In 1995, Family Court conducted 3,711 tests. The
figures for 1996 and 1997 were similar. The increased number of tests that
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COMBAT funds makes it possible to identify additional juveniles with
substance abuse problems whom DJOs can then refer for treatment.

Even without testing, because of their COMBAT-funded training DJOs can
detect drug problems more effectively than in the past and, again, refer clients
with substance abuse problems for treatment. According to one DJO, “I have
definitely treated and referred clients who, if I had not been certified, I would
not have realized had a drug problem, so the problem would have gone
unrecognized.” Another DJO reported that certification training has enabled
him to put his clients more at ease, with the result that they are more inclined
to reveal a substance abuse problem for which he can then refer them.

A DJO said that before his office received a second, COMBAT-funded, DJO,
his caseload of 60 to 70 clients had been unmanageable. With such high
caseloads, “I was always just putting out fires, leaving too little time to assess
clients’ problems, supervise them, and make referrals.” With the second DJO,
his caseload has been reduced to 42, leaving him adequate time to make
referrals.

The three COMBAT-funded anti-drug DJOs conduct written drug assessments
of every juvenile who has a positive UA or appears to have a drug problem. In
addition to confirming a substance abuse problem, these tests distinguish
among juveniles who are emotionally disturbed, high on drugs, or both. This
information enables DJOs to refer the juveniles to the proper type of treatment
(e.g., psychological counseling versus drug treatment). The three anti-drug
DJOs prepared 73 written substance abuse assessments during the first three
months of 1998 when they first began performing this function. Other staff
certified with COMBAT funding prepared 113 written assessments during that
period.

COMBAT-funded Family Court staff have trained the court’s 400 other staff
to identify drug problems and refer clients for assessment and treatment.

Community Action Network (CAN) Mobilizers

Until 1998, Project NeighborHOOD, a Kansas City community-based organization, assigned a
trained “community mobilizer” to each Community Action Network (CAN) to serve as the
link between substance abusers and drug treatment providers. The mobilizers were part of a
larger Project NeighborHOOD initiative funded with a $4 million, five-year Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation grant to address crime and substance abuse problems in troubled Kansas
City neighborhoods. In 1992, COMBAT worked with Project NeighborHOOD to write the
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grant application and provided the local match the organization needed in order to apply for
the grant. After renewing the grant in 1997—again with a $150,000 COMBAT match—the
foundation provided the agency with another $600,000.%

One of the mobilizers’ principal responsibilities was to refer members of their communities
with substance abuse problems to treatment providers. A mobilizer gave an example of a
referral he had made:

I worked with a woman who had four children, one of them on
PCP. I got the boy into a treatment program, which he
completed successfully. I worked with the mother to get a job,
and she was able to go off welfare. I knew the older daughter
wanted to go back to school, so I got her into a GED [General
Education Diploma) program. I actually escorted each of them
to these programs because they were too intimidated to go
themselves.

Project NeighborHOOD established the mobilizer positions based on the observation that
mainstream early intervention and treatment programs largely miss culturally isolated inner-
city populations. As NeighborHOOD residents, the mobilizers were expected to be in a
position to know, or be able to find out, who in their communities had substance abuse
problems. Mobilizers could implement a personalized approach that would be effective in
motivating their neighbors to seek treatment whereas more generalized public awareness
campaigns might be ignored.

In 1996, the University of Missouri-Kansas City’s Cookingham Institute of Public Affairs
conducted an analysis of Project NeighborHOOD's treatment referral and coordination
service. It found that the mobilizers collaborated with 22 agencies to provide substance abuse
and alcoholism treatment services to residents in need. From mid-1992 through January 1995,
approximately 280 residents made at least an initial contact with an agency concerning
treatment services, and, by the end of 1994, mobilizers had placed 177 residents in treatment
programs. The remaining individuals did not follow through on the mobilizers’ referral. Of
the 177 placed residents, 49 percent were referred for detoxification services, 32 percent to
residential services, 9 percent to outpatient services, and 10 percent to other treatment
modalities. Almost none of the individuals who entered residential services participated in
outpatient care or aftercare after discharge.

8 In 1997, Project NeighborHOOD replaced the mobilizers with “community system specialists” and “NeighborHOOD

centered initiative facilitators.” However, the individuals holding these titles continue to refer residents to treatment
providers.
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Information on client outcomes was largely missing from treatment referral case files. Partial
information was obtained on 75 former clients by asking mobilizers to provide any information
they could recall about their clients. The mobilizers believed that 17 of the 75 had remained
drug-free since treatment, 3 were considered to be occasional or social users, and 11 were
reported to have relapsed one or two times but to have returned to sobriety.

Detoxification Provider Referrals

In an effort to increase accountability, COMBAT Commission contracts with its two
detoxification providers require them to ensure that clients enter follow-up treatment after
they have been detoxified. Even though detoxification providers are required to refer and
follow-up clients, there are insufficient data to estimate how many of the 1,662
COMBAT-funded clients whom the detoxification providers served in 1997 actually entered
treatment—and would not have entered follow-up treatment on their own. One of the
providers reported that staff refer 91 percent of detoxified clients to follow-up treatment, but
the provider does not have the resources to determine how many clients accept the referral
and actually enter treatment (which includes self-help groups like Alcoholics Anonymous and
Narcotics Anonymous).

Probation and Parole Referrals

COMBAT has provided partial funding to the University of Missouri Addiction Technology
Transfer Center to provide training in treatment topics to combined groups of allied health
professionals, treatment professionals, and probation and parole officers. Topics have
included the substance-abusing offender, cultural competency, criminal thinking, offenders
with dual diagnoses, the hostile or resistant offender, and mobilizing resources for the
substance abusing offender. These sessions are designed not only to increase the counseling
skills of the officers but also to motivate and enable them to refer clients to appropriate
sources of more intensive treatment. However, COMBAT funds only part of this training,
which the center offers statewide. In addition, the department of probation and parole was
unable to estimate the number of clients whom probation and parole officers refer to
treatment.

Estimating the Number of Referrals COMBAT Generated

While the discussion above makes clear that COMBAT increased the number of referrals to
treatment in Jackson County, it is difficult to quantify the increase, especially over time.
However, the program may have been responsible for generating at least 1,147 referrals
(exhibit OBJ2-11). If the number of individuals referred that represents only a rough estimate
is reduced by 50 percent to account for possible overestimation, it is still possible to conclude
that COMBAT funding resulted in the referral of at least 707 individuals to treatment in
1997, 258 of whom are known to have entered treatment as a result of the referral. This is
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an unusually high proportion of referred individuals who actually enter treatment. There are
insufficient data for estimating the number of COMBAT-generated referrals for previous
years.

COMBAT Has Taken Steps to Improve the Quality of Treatment

It was beyond the scope of this evaluation to assess whether COMBAT improved the quality
of the clinical treatment of substance abuse in Jackson County. An evaluation of treatment
quality would have entailed observing treatment sessions before and after COMBAT's
existence and obtaining relapse data over time. However, it is possible to conclude that
COMBAT took structural steps that are likely to result in improved treatment qualiry.

COMBAT’s most important contribution to changing the structure of treatment was to
contract with County Court Services to provide specific types of treatment services tailored to
the needs of individual Drug Court participants. As discussed above, after careful assessment,
County Court Services matches each participant with one of six types of treatment levels—the
one most suitable to his or her clinical needs. Furthermore, the Day Report Center itself
matches clients assigned to this modality with the specific level of supervision and treatment
they need. This matching is an approach that most other providers do not have the resources
to implement as effectively or at all. Nevertheless, COMBAT administrators hope that
voluntary treatment providers in Jackson County will eventually emulate County Court
Service’s approach to matching specific services with specific clients (and including support
services as a normal part of treatment), thereby improving the quality of their treatment
delivery. Indeed, COMBAT has tried to improve the effectiveness of treatment on a more
global scale—by matching treatment services to client needs through the support of a variety
of venues, including the jail, the courts (Drug Court), and throughout Jackson County (among
voluntary providers), in an effort to reach substance abusers in whatever context that can
bring about recovery.

COMBAT has attempted to improve County Court Services’ treatment services still further
by funding several support services designed to enhance treatment effectiveness. (See the
case study “Support Services for the Drug Court Client” in the appendix B.) Furthermore,
these support services, especially in the area of education and employment, are offered as a
normal part of the treatment process, not after treatment has concluded, an approach that, by

erasing the line between treatment and aftercare, is intended to enhance treatment success still
further.

COMBAT has attempted to improve the quality of care in other respects:

° COMBAT contributed to improving the quality of treatment through its
funding of the three anti-drug DJOs. The court refers the most difficult cases
to these DJOs, each of whom had a caseload of about 60 juveniles in 1997.
These officers are generally the primary provider of assessment, treatment

Abt Associates Inc. Objective 2: Did COMBAT Increase Treatment? 117

This document is a research reBort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the

U.S. Department of Justice.



Exlubit 0BJ2-12

Approximatwn of the Number of Individuals Referred to Treatment
: in 1997 asa R&sult of COMBAT Funding

] Drug Court enrolled 150 defendants in 1997—m eﬁect, _ 150 (number) » ' 150
“referring” them to treatment. These referrals include - -
defendants whose casevg‘wou}d have béen hcard incity court
had not minor cocaine and herom posscssxon cases been '
transferred to Cn'cmt Court.
® Two Deputy Juvemle Oﬁce:s cemfied as substancc abuse 480 (esnmate) \ NA
counselors each estimated he probably refers four clients to ' :
treatment whom he would not have referred without training .
as certified substance abuse counselors Extrapolanng this
number to all 10 cemﬁed DJOs suggests that collecuvely they
' NA
Court staff generate cach ycar Howcvct, ]
estimate of one additio
.
9
. S
' 108

. COMBAT-ﬁlnded
mdivxdua!sm] '

Deputy Juvem’le Oﬁiccrs o
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planning, and aftercare for their clients. Because of them, Family Court is able to
provide a level of attention, supervision, and skill to the most problematic juveniles
that would not otherwise be available if regular DJOs had to add these cases to
their regular caseloads.

COMBAT has required COMBAT-funded treatment providers to gain State
certification, which involves meeting specific safety standards, having credentialed
staff (not just counselors whose primary qualification is being in recovery), and
developing policies and procedures to guide their operations. As a result, two
COMBAT-funded providers that were not certified made the necessary changes to
secure certification.

COMBAT has funded the University of Missouri Addiction Technology Transfer
Center to offer four free training events a year to which COMBAT providers must
send their COMBAT-funded staff for 10 hours as a form of continuing education
beyond the training required for certification. The training has focused on such
topics as effective interview techniques, culturally responsive counseling, and the
effects of drugs on the brain. COMBAT also paid Comprehensive Mental Health
Services to set aside slots in its seminars on continuing treatment education for
staff in COMBAT-funded treatment providers.

The COMBAT Commission has funded the Full Employment Council (FEC) to
provide employment assessments and job search and placement assistance to
clients whom COMBAT-funded treatment providers refer to the agency.
COMBAT administrators expect that this type of support service will help prevent
relapse among substance abusers in recovery.

As noted above, COMBAT has funded the Addiction Technology Transfer Center
to prepare minorities to become certified substance abuse counselors. In addition
to increasing opportunities for treatment, COMBAT’s funding for training
minority counselors may improve the quality of treatment in two respects. First, it
adds to the cadre of individuals who are certified counselors, rather than lay
counselors whose only qualification is that they are in recovery. Second, the
training may improve treatment outcome by increasing the number of minorities
available to treat the large proportion of African Americans in need of treatment in
Jackson County, because counselors who are of the same ethnic background as
their clients may be better able to establish rapport and understand the particular
role ethnicity may play (and not play) in their clients’ substance abuse.’

9  See, for example, Peter Finn, Addressing the Needs of Cultural Minorities in Drug Treatment, Journal of Substance Abuse
Treatmeni, 1994, 11(4): 325-337.
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o COMBAT also awarded contracts to three treatment providers that specialize in
serving substance abusers who are minorities, including African Americans,
Hispanics, and Native Americans. Again, the cultural congruity between the
funded minority counselors and their clients may improve treatment outcome.

® COMBAT arranged for distinct staff in a centralized location physically separated
from any treatment facility to conduct all assessments of Drug Court participants.
This approach is expected to improve the assignment of clients to appropriate
treatment alternatives by highlighting the importance of the process (rather than
downplaying it by making it an adjunct to treatment) and letting neutral individuals
conduct the assessments (not individuals who also do treatment).

® By funding urinalysis testing for all juveniles in Family Court, COMBAT makes it
possible for court staff to tailor treatment to the particular level of sobriety of each
youth.

There is no way to measure the extent to which COMBAT has actually improved treatment
quality absent baseline and follow-up recidivism data (which are unavailable) or actual before-
and-after observation of treatment delivery (which was infeasible). However, the
administrator of one treatment organization reported in 1997 that “COMBAT hasn’t done a
lot to ensure accountability and good outcome measures [among providers funded by the
COMBAT Commission]. I’'m only required to report the number of admissions and the
number of successful and unsuccessful completions. I have to be more accountable to my
own internal administration, including length of stay, employment measures, and educational
attainment of clients.” The administrator added that COMBAT’s accountability had improved
in recent months (see chapter 5, COMBAT Administration). Recent attempts by COMBAT
to increase accountability include the following:

® In the past, the only information judges received about sentenced offenders was
word that “The guy is doing OK.” By contrast, County Court Services must
furnish Drug Court with urine test results, attendance records, and other reports of
client progress. As a result, COMBAT administrators can track and make public
the results of the treatment provider’s efforts.

® COMBAT has tried to set the tone for accountability for all treatment providers by

monitoring the attendance, drug use (through urine screening), and recidivism of
County Court Service’s Drug Court clients.

® The COMBAT Commission has instituted a number of reporting requirements

designed to increase providers’ accountability (see chapter 5, COMBAT
Administration).
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® As of 1997, the COMBAT Commission’s requests for proposals to provide
detoxification services began requiring bidding organizations to establish formal
linkages between their agencies and the other treatment services funded by
COMBAT providers so that clients have access to and receive the next level of
treatment services. Detoxification providers were already reporting in their
monthly progress reports for 1998 the name of the facility to which each client had
gone for ongoing treatment. Based on the providers’ performance in getting
patients to the next level of treatment, the following year the commission may
decide to increase or decrease their funding. Merely requiring detoxification
providers to submit information on whether their clients go on to the next level of
care may enforce improved record keeping. Keeping better records, in turn, may
raise providers’ level of consciousness regarding their ongoing responsibility to
patients beyond simply detoxifying them—rather than blaming the client for
relapsing after having been detoxified.

Treatment Expansion Would Not Have Been as Extensive without
COMBAT

COMBAT expanded treatment capacity in Jackson County. In addition, it appears that the
expanded treatment capacity would not have occurred at all or as significantly without
COMBAT. Although the evidence is only anecdotal, it is consistent.

® According to William Session, who headed the Special Advisory Panel to the
legislature’s Anti-Drug Committee,

The establishment of treatment and law enforcement programs was
entirely due to COMBAT funding. There would have been no
expansion or creation of new initiatives to deal with the substance
abuse problem in Kansas City absent COMBAT.

® Most COMBAT participants agree that the backlog in Circuit Court would have
forced the county to establish a Drug Court without COMBAT. Indeed
neighboring Lafayette County established a drug court without any anti-drug tax
revenues. However, without COMBAT funding it would have taken longer for
the Jackson County Drug Court to have come into existence, and the court would
probably not have had its own treatment provider—County Court Services—or a
modified therapeutic community—the Day Report Center. As a result, the
increased treatment capacity County Court Services provides would not have
occurred without COMBAT.
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Claire McCaskill, Katheryn Shields (the county executive), Petra Peper (the former
J.AM. director), and other COMBAT participants and observers agreed that the
J.A.M. program would not have been funded without COMBAT. However, data
suggest that the number of jail inmates participating in drug treatment programs
nationwide increased significantly during the period of COMBAT’s
operation—from 394,808 in 1989 to 502,105 in 1996 (an increase of 27 percent)."'
More importantly, the Federal consent order of June 1992 with the county
mandates that the county provide a jail substance abuse treatment program for as
long as the Anti-Drug Tax is collected. Nevertheless, the court might not have
mandated a program if COMBAT had not been available to fund it. In this light, it
becomes fair to say that COMBAT can take credit for J.A.M.’s initiation and
continued existence.

Most of the treatment providers funded by the COMBAT Commission reported
that, without Anti-Drug Tax money, they would not have been able to find other
sources of income with which to expand services. According to one provider,
“There would have been no special effort to address the drug problem locally other
than traditional revenue-based budgets—that is, taxes.” It is unlikely that
COMBAT preempted the contributions of still other potential funding sources.

It is unlikely that Family Court would have increased its capacity to treat
Juveniles significantly without COMBAT funding. According to Jeffrey Gosney,
the court’s substance abuse coordinator, “Direct treatment within the court system
wouldn’t have existed without COMBAT funding, or at least would have been
minuscule without COMBAT funding.” According to Denny Atherton, the court’s
director of field services, “Before COMBAT began funding inpatient services, we
had to send some kids out of the county for residential care.” David Kierst, the
court administrator, said that, without COMBAT funding, no DJOs would have
become certified as substance abuse counselors who could then provide
professional treatment to clients. The positions for the three anti-drug DJOs
would probably not have been created.

The increased services provided by the minority counselors whose certification
COMBAT paid would not have occurred without the anti-drug tax monies.

It appears likely that many of the referrals to treatment that COMBAT generated would also
not have occurred if the program had not existed. For example, without COMBAT’s
assistance in preparing its grant application and providing the local match, Project
NeighborHOOD would not have secured its foundation grant that made possible the hiring of

11 Caroline Wolf Harlow, Profile of Jail Inmates 1996, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of
Justice, 1988.
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community mobilizers. According to the agency’s executive director, “We would not have
even received money from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation . . . were it not for
COMBAT.” By contrast, referrals would have increased with any type of drug court the
county established.

Finally, because of the range of supervision levels it affords and its integration of support
services into the treatment process, County Court Services has probably improved the quality
of treatment in the county. According to COMBAT participants and observers, it is also
unlikely that the other structural steps COMBAT supported intended to increase the clinical
quality of treatment services would have been funded without COMBAT money, including its
funding of the three Family Court anti-drug DJOs and urinanalysis testing, the minority
counselor training program, continuing education for certified counselors, the Full
Employment Council’'s employment-related support services, and minority treatment
providers. ’

There are insufficient data for assessing whether the increased treatment, referrals, and
quality of services that COMBAT generated have reduced relapse or recidivism rates
among clients. Only an evaluation of recidivism among Drug Court participants provides
suggestive evidence that the program may have reduced recidivism.'? (See the box “A
Suggestive But Inconclusive Study of Drug Court Recidivism.”)

A Suggwtlve but Inconclusive Study of Drug Court R cidmsm

For 77 inmates who graduated from Dmg

relapsed-that is, were remcarcerated in the j 3 I—thhm ne year of leas

inmates in the jail was 39 pcrcent in 1995 ‘More rccent data coIIected an exannned'by an mdependent
evaluation firm found that among 74 participants who could be tracked and who comphed withthe
program, four percent were rearrested w:thm ﬁve months after ormaliy entermg treatment in 1997.

The evaluators compared this rate with the 60 percent recidivism rate among State pnson mmates after
a three-year period and a 50 percent recidivism rate among probatxoners aﬁer three years, Self-reported

drug use declined by half’ compared with basehne rates and m'me testmg s L1oweci that 90 perccnt were
“clean” after 10 months in the program. L

Methodological weaknesscs in the evaluation, dlscussed in detml in chapter 5 COMEIAT Adnumstra-
tion, including the lack of a valid control or comparison group, limit the conﬁdence that can be placed
in these findings. Inclusion of a ‘comparison group is critical to detenmmng the com't’s role because it
is likely that defendants who are most motivated to succeed are the substance abusers who are

12 Proposals that Petra Peper said she submitted for funding to follow J.A.M. participants after release were rejected.
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eligible for and choose to participate in Drug Court These individuals might have become sober
without participating in Dmg Court.

Although the evaluatxon nesults are mconcluswe, Drug Court has recelved cmmdemble recognition
outside J ackson County ’ '

L Drug Court admxmstrators pamclpated as panehsts in the Natxonal Association of Drug
Court Professmnals confemnce on how to meet tbe nwds of young Afman-Amencan
males; :

e Claire McCaskﬂl served as the chalrperson of the assocnanon 5 board of dxrectors, and the
assomagen conferred a leademhxp award on her at the 1998 annual conference.
¢ Drug Court is one of four drug courts. in‘the country that the Na'tional Institute of Justice
has smgled out for mdmdual, comprehensxve process and 1mpact evaluatmns by two
_ mdependent contractors. -

‘ | 'I'he Federal Dru ,Comts Program.Ofﬁce _ se e cour_t as Meptor Court, resultmg in

o Teams from Great E
"v1s1ted the?’conrt for

* Resource Development Insutute._ ‘
Evaluatxon Kansas City, Mlssoun February 1998,
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Objective 3: Did COMBAT Increase the Prevention
of Drug Experimentation Among Youth?

— by mmatmg, stxmulatm . or coordmatmg other preventlon programs, mcludmg
programs mvolvmg . _ — , .

truancy preventxon,
alternative schools, .
safe summer actxvxtxes, and
servmg chﬂdren of substance abusmg famﬂlcs

placmgFamﬁyCJuu Deputy Juvcmle Ofﬁcers ’(DJOs) in schools .

COMBAT does not;'havc rchable data regardmg the
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— COMBAT-ﬁmd_ed school-based DJOs scrv¢ abont 225 clients each year.
— the truancy prevention, safe summer, and child abuse programs served a total of

reven tionp_rogramlmng because
aluation in general,ilack of adequate
ngorous mdependent

The third and final objective COMBAT established for itself was to prevent youth from
experimenting with drugs. COMBAT established this goal because of the belief that drug use
prevention, if done correctly, should be considerably more cost effective than drug treatment,
given both the addictive power of illicit drugs and the relatively low success rates treatment
programs nationwide have been able to achieve.- Preventing drug use is therefore an
extremely important COMBAT goal.

Data for assessing achievement of this goal include:

® an annual substance abuse survey of high school youth conducted by the Kauffman

Foundation;
7

® the National Institute on Drug Abuse, School Survey, Monitoring the Future;

® a special survey Abt Associates conducted as part of its evaluation of the

COMBAT program; and

® descriptions and evaluations of COMBAT-supported prevention initiatives.
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What Kansas City Teens Report in Student Surveys about Drug Use

In the ten years since COMBAT has been in operation, there have been significant changes in
the patterns of drug use among youth across the nation. From peak years of marijuana use in
the 1980s to a gradual decline and rise again in the 1990s, America’s teens as a whole have
changed their minds repeatedly about the attractiveness of illegal drug use. Why patterns
change is difficult to untangle. They may respond to prevention, availability of certain drugs,
or even simple fads of use. In addition, the impact of important factors like prevention
programming is difficult to measure in that it is a measurement of what did not happen rather
than a change in behavior. We have tried to look at the drug and alcohol use of Kansas City
teens as reported in the Kauffman surveys of youth from 1988 to 1996 compared to the
national data as reported in:the National Institute on Abuse’s Monitoring the Future study.
Both studies represent sur\;eys of 12th graders in a school based setting. All data in both
studies are anonymous and confidential and both samples are selected on a probability basis.
Kauffman surveys look at metropolitan Kansas City as well as county. We present these data
as part of a descriptive discussion only; that is, a look at how Kansas City school teens have
fared over the time COMBAT was in place compared to national trends over the same time
period.

While a small percentage of teens use drug like cocaine or opiates, the drugs most commonly
consumed by teens are marijuana and alcohol. Exhibit OBJ3-1 shows the prior 30 day
consumption of alcohol and marijuana by Kansas City metropolitan area 12th graders, Jackson
County 12th graders, and the national 12th grader sample for selected years from 1986 to
1996. As this table indicates, thirty day alcohol use by Kansas City metropolitan area and
Jackson County sample seniors has remained essentially the same over the COMBAT
programming period, a trend reflected in the national sample, although at slightly higher
overall use levels. Thirty day use of marijuana, on the other hand, has increased slightly
everywhere over the eight year period.

Cocaine and hallucinogen use are fairly infrequent events among 12th graders both nationally

and in the local seniors samples. As Exhibit OBJ3-2 shows, even lifetime prevalence rates are
low. Again, Kansas City seniors show a slight decrease in reporting that they have ever used

LSD. A similar trend is found with reports of having ever used cocaine.

As mentioned earlier, it is not possible to attribute success or failure to COMBAT prevention
initiatives based on data available. National trends in teen drug use follow similar patterns as
those reported among Kansas City teens, though at a somewhat higher overall level. It is
impossible to determine whether prevention programming contributed to lower overall rates
of reported use and/or whether the Kansas City trend line would have been higher absent
COMBAT programming. If individual prevention programs were able to provide information

on the scope of their programming or tracking data on persons involved it may be clearer as to
their unique effect.
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Exhibit OBJ3-1
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Exhibit OBJ3-2

Lifetime Prevalence of Use of Cocaine and LSD by 12th Graders
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COMBAT Increased the Number of Prevention Initiatives
Significantly

To have contributed to the reduction in drug experimentation among youth, COMBAT had to
have been the catalyst for the expansion of old prevention initiatives or the creation of new
ones. There is convincing evidence that COMBAT contributed significantly to the
expansion of prevention activities in Jackson County. COMBAT increased prevention
activities in three respects:

(1) by contracting with prevention providers (schools, neighborhood organizations,
community and mental health organizations) to increase their existing services or
offer new programs;

(2) by providing funds for Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.) programs;
and

(3) by initiating, stimulating, or coordinating other prevention programs, often
through the Grant Match Program (see Objective 4, Innovation).

As shown in exhibit OBJ3-3, COMBAT awarded funds in contracts to community-based
prevention providers, to D.A.R.E. programs, and through the Grant Match Program. A
discussion and the findings from available evaluations of each major initiative follow.

Prevention Providers

Each year, through a competitive RFP (request for proposal) process, the county legislature,
based primarily on recommendations by the COMBAT Commission, funds from 28 to 40
organizations and agencies to provide prevention services. Exhibit OBJ3-4 identifies the 40
prevention agencies COMBAT funded in 1997 for the fiscal year July 1, 1997, to June 30,
1998. Contracts ranged from $11,045 to $121,506. The mean contract award was $42,475.
Total funding was $1,699,002. The proportion of each organization’s total funding
represented by COMBAT’s funding varies tremendously. For example, COMBAT provides
$30,000 to enhance the $367,125 budget of an existing activity within one organization that
has a $5 million overall budget. The $30,000 that COMBAT provides another organization
represents one-third.of its total budget of $90,000. COMBAT funds some provider activities
entirely and other activities in part. As a result, sorting the program’s unique impact becomes
problematic.

Most of the prevention programs the Prosecutor’s office and COMBAT Commission have
recommended funding involve case management and educational, tutoring, counseling, or
mentoring activities for youth or parents. Exhibit OBJ3-5, compiled by the COMBAT
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Exhibit OBJ3-3

Séle(:ted Features of COMBAT-Supported Prevention Initiatives

Initiative and Dates of
Operation

Nature

COMBAT Role

Clients

Impact'

Initiation or Expansion of
Prevention Activities by
Community Prevention
Providers (1990 — present)

¢ Primarily case
management, education,
tutoring, counseling, and
mentoring

¢ Some other activities, such
as job training, youth
courts, and recreation

Provided funding via RFP
process

Provided $1,699,002 to 40
organizations in 1997/98

* During 6-month period in

1997, providers formally
assessed and furnished a
service or referral to 2,858

clients

No refiable or valid
outcome data are
available

Drug Abuse Resistance
Education (D.A.R.E.)

¢ Police officers teach
substance abuse classes
to 5th grade students

Provided grant matches to
9 departments until 1995

Provides partial funding to
8 departments and two-
thirds funding to the
Kansas City police
department—a total of
$1,146,269 in 1996/97

e 9,751 students attended

classes in 1996

No local impact data are
available

National evaluations of
D.A.R.E. have found no
long-term behavioral
effects

Other Prevention Initiatives

* School-based Deputy
Juvenile Officers (DJOs)
(1995-present)

+ DJOs counsel middle
school probationers and
high-risk students, and
provide drug education to
students, teachers, and
parents

Pays salaries of 3 entry-
level DJOs so court can
reassign 3 experienced
DJOs to work in schools
Provided $102,201 in 1998

¢ DJOs counsel about 225
students each year

Absences and office
referrals for misconduct
declined considerably

€l

]

1 Sources of impact results are provided in the text.
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Exhlblt OBJ3-3. continued

Selected Features of COMBAT-Supported Preventlon lnltlatlves (Contlnued)

Initiative and Dates of Nature COMBAT Role Clients Impact
Operation
e Truancy Prevention An attendance clerk and + Initiated and coordinates School-based staff had 223 students with
Program parent-school liaison at worked with over 500 absenteeism problems
(1997) each of 6 middle schools ¢ Provides one-sixth of the students as of mid-1997 returned to school in

work with children and
parents to eliminate
absenteeism among
students with high
absenteeism rates

Prosecuting attorney
threatens uncooperative
parents with criminal
action if they do not accept
offered help

funding—$86,000 in
1997/98

Prosecuting attorney
threatened legal action against
37 parents, all but one of
whom then contacted their
school liaisons

1997-1998

Attendance rose more in
targeted schools than in
nonparticipating schools

e Alternative Schools

Network Association
(1997)

Ensures that expelled and
suspended students are
placed quickly in an
alternative school

Establishing alternative
schools in community-
based organizations

Initiated

Arranged funding for 1998
with from local law
enforcement block grant

Too soon to develop count
of participants

Too soon to evaluate

* Safe Summer Program
(1997)

Provides youth with a safe
place within walking
distance to spend summer
weekdays

Initiated and coordinates

Provides no money

Enabled 1,393 youth to
have access to a safe
place in 1997

58% of participants said
they felt “much” safer than
the previous summer

* SAFE-TYES Program

(1995)

Provides crisis intervention
and case management
services to children of
substance abusing
families

Provided partial funding
for three years:
1991-$100,000
1992-$100,000
1995-$ 88,235

Served 174 families in 1995

There was a statistically
significant reduction in
violence in the
participating families’
homes
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Exhibit OBJ3-4

Jackson County COMBAT Commission Drug Prevention Agencies 1997-1998

AGENCY AMOUNT

49/63 Neighborhood Coalition $28,680

Ad Hoc Group Against Crime 75,000
Big Brothers/Big Sisters 34,293
Blue Springs Youth Outreach Unit 64,403
Boys & Girls Clubs of Eastern Jackson Cty. 36,565
Boys & Girls Clubs of Greater KC 67,056
Child Abuse Prevention Assn. 30,146
Comprehensive Menta! Health 70,069
Crittenton 50,819
Del aSalle/Guadalupe 116,199
Don Bosco 41,195
Eastern Jackson County Youth Court 35,715
Fult Employment Council 55,000
Genesis School 41,250
Greater KC LINC 35,100
Heart of America Family Services 30,143
Hope House 29,167
indep. School District 52,605
Jackson Cty Schoois Collaborative 55,000
KC Youth Court 11,045
KCMC Child Development 59,951
Mattie Rhodes Counseling & Ars Center 25,137
Natl. Council on Alcoholism & Drug Dependency 27,140
Niles Home 15,000
Old Northeast 42,718
Operation Breakthrough 28,091
Ozanam Home 18,356
Pan Educational Institute 53,039
Research Mental Health Services 121,506
Rose Brooks Center 48,400
The Children's Place/Rose Brooks 19,250
Together Grandview 11,638
Troost Midtown Association 17,550
Troost Midtown Community Center 14,652
United Inner City Svs/Break & Build 55,250
Visible Horizons 27,500
WEB DuBois Learning Center 62,667
Whatsoever Communily Center 26,226
45375
YWCA 20,106
TOTAL: 40 agencies $1,699,002
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Commission, shows that in 1997' 1,252 clients received case management services, 1,417
received counseling, 1,899 received education or literacy services, 816 were mentored, and
425 received job training. Many clients received more than one of these services. Teacher
training was provided to 561 teachers and parent training to 121 parents.

The following goals cited in provider contracts illustrate the educational, counseling, and
mentoring initiatives that the COMBAT Commission funded in 1996.

“Match a minimum of 75 high-risk youth with adult mentors in which mentors will
provide various types of supportive services.” (Ad Hoc Group Against Crime)

“Provide peer counseling to 50 female youth [at] high risk for teen pregnancy by

youth who have undergone training by agency staff and volunteers.” (Ad Hoc Group

Against Crime)

“Provide parenting skills to 35 families to help build support for their children.”
(Boys and Girls Clubs)

“Increase parents’ involvement with their children’s education. Provide parents
with information about education, health, and drugs. Provide opportunities for
parents, child care staff, and children to engage in social and cultural activities
together.” (Child Development Corporation)

“Involve 35 youth in neighborhood community activities, such as painting of
houses and cleanups.” (Boys and Girls Clubs)

“Increase knowledge of harmful effects of drug use and increase skills in avoidance
of drug use. Increase the self-esteem and positive attitudes of at-risk youth.”
(Comprehensive Mental Health Services)

“Establish a tutoring program that will increase the students’ grade point average
based on individualized goals established by the student.” (Della Lamb Community
Services)

“Serve 640 alternative school students with a drug use prevention media-based
library to be shared among seven alternative school settings.” (Fort Osage R-1
School District)

1 COMBAT did not collect similar information in previous years.
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Exhibit OBJ3-5: Number of Clients and Participants Who Received Each of 13
Types of Services July-December 1997 from 38 Prevention Providers Funded by the

COMBAT Commission

Clients Participants

Activities:
{indicate &ll that apply)

Case Management

Counseling/psycho-
Educational

Crime Prevention

Neighborhood and
CommunityMobilization

‘Education

Literacy

Mentoring

Presentations

Social/sports

Job training

Parent training

Teacher training

Youth training

Definitions:
Client: Person who undergoes formal assessment
with a need identified and service provided/referred.

Participant: Person who participates in an education
or awareness program.
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® “An estimated 2,400 students per year will attend presentations about dating
violence, date rape, violence in the home, and substance abuse. High-risk students
who need individualized support and therapy will be identified and referred to a
school counselor or other appropriate service provider.” (Hope House)

The COMBAT Commission also funds neighborhood organizations to conduct crime
prevention and community improvement activities. Exhibit OBJ3-6 shows the number of
these activities and the number of participants for the period July 1997 through December
1997. (Data are unavailable for other time periods.) The box “COMBAT Has Funded Two
Youth Courts” describes a different type of initiative the COMBAT Commission has funded.
The discussion under Objective 4, Innovation, identifies still other prevention activities the
commission has funded that are especially creative.

Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.)

Police departments throughout the country use D.A.R.E. funds to send uniformed officers
into middle schools to teach students to recognize and resist the pressures that may influence
them to experiment with alcohol and other drugs. When D.A.R.E. began, it was an entirely
Federally funded program that required a local match. Until 1995, COMBAT provided the
match to the Kansas City police department and eight departments in Eastern Jackson County.
Federal funding was discontinued in 1995, shortly before the referendum to renew the Anti-
Drug Sales Tax. As a result, the police chiefs asked the prosecuting attorney to include

D.A R.E. funding as a COMBAT initiative in the new referendum language. In part, the
language was inserted to gain the support of residents in the eastern part of the county, some
of whom felt COMBAT prevention funding was going disproportionately to Kansas City.

With the new referendum, COMBAT also switched from providing a fixed matched grant to
each police department to a percentage formula for distributing the money—6 percent of all
Anti-Drug Tax revenues for the entire D.A.R.E. allocation to all departments. The COMBAT
Commission distributes the funds among the individual agencies based on a formula for
sharing the money developed—but not made public—by the chiefs. COMBAT picked up
most of the D.A.R.E. funding for the Jackson County Sheriff’s Department and for some of
the smaller county municipal police departments.

Exhibit OBJ3-1 above shows the annual amounts COMBAT has provided to the D.A.R.E.
programs. Exhibit OBJ3-7 shows the percentage of the total COMBAT D.A.R.E. allocation
(six percent) that each of the nine agencies received and the dollar amount each received in
1997. As shown, COMBAT provided $407,344 for D.A.R.E. to the Kansas City Police
Department and $738,925 to nine police departments in the rest of the county.
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Exhibit OBJ3-6

COMBAT Commission
Prevention Data Survey - Neighborhood Organizations
' July - December, 1997

Total clients Total participant Activity/Action Participants
year-to-date: year-to-date: A .
Total clients Total participants Activities: il
this months: this month: (indicate all that apply)
lients Participants CRIME PREVENTION
¢ P ACTIVITIES:
This Abated Location of Drug
month Activity
Community/Neighborhood
0-4 Mobilization
Mobile Crime Watch
5-9
Volunteer Training
: 10-14
: PROPERTY RELATED
15-19 ACTIVITIES
Codes Referrals
Aduit
Gender : This Community/Neighborhood
month Mobilization
Male Neighborhood Betterment
{oraffiti removal, clean-ups, etc.)
Female Vacant Properties
Ethnicity: This MISCELLANEOUS
month ACTIVITES
African Newsletters, Flyers,
American Brochures Distributed
Presentations
Caucasian
Social/Sports
Hispanic
Tutoring/PC Instruction
Asian/Pacific
Native Total Residential
American Informational Contacts
Special events-neighborhood
Other rallies, parties, etc.
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arﬁeipaﬁng;;awfﬁnfomment Agencies

Location Percent Funding

Blue Springs 5 $60,563.20
Buckner 1 $12,113.29
Grain Valley 0 $11,000.29
Grandview 4 $49,550.98
Independefice 30 $357,881.08
Jackson County (Sheriff) 5 $5,562.00
Kansas City 35 $407,344.25
Lee’s Summit 16 $193,802.84
Raytown 4 $48,450.96
TOTAL 100 $1,146,268.89

Other Prevention Initiatives

Through its Grant Match program and other means, COMBAT has supported several other
prevention initiatives independently of the COMBAT Commission awards.

DJOs in the schools. Family Court juvenile probation officers are known as deputy juvenile
officers, or DJOs. COMBAT provides Family Court with $102,201 for hiring three entry
level DJOs, which enables the court to reassign three experienced DJOs to work full-time in
Kansas City middle schools. COMBAT staff did not initiate the school-based DJO program;
David Kierst, director of Family Court, did. Family Court began stationing DJOs in the
schools with one staff member working part-time in one suburban high school in January
1994. Family Court moved the program to the middle schools during the 1996-1997 school
year because it appeared that the DJOs could intervene more effectively to improve school
attendance and performance with younger youth. Family Court itself funds five additional
school-based DJOs in addition to the three COMBAT-funded DJOs.

The DJOs become a part of the school staff, functioning as adjunct faculty members. Each
school structures its own DJO program, but schools are not permitted to use the staff as
truant officers. Each of the eight DJOs spends two and one-half days a week at each of two
schools counseling children on probation as well as providing in-service teacher training,
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assistance to teachers working with troubled students, drug education to students and parents,
and referrals for parents for long-term services for their children. The DJOs are also the
on-site contact at each school for students under Family Court supervision.

The DJOs deal with all kinds of student problems, not just drug use, with the ultimate goal of
reducing suspensions and expulsions that are thought to be a key risk factor associated with
the development and perpetuation of delinquent behavior (see below). Family Court considers
the program a prevention and diversion effort that can help youngsters avoid violating their
terms of probation and help at-risk youth avoid going to court in the first place.

| Oniy Séasoned DJOs Work in the Schools

Family Court selects DJ Os to work in the schools who have extensxve previous cxpencncc in individual
and group process, faxmly counselmg, and working with substance-involved youth. As a result,
students, parents and teachers get the benefit of seasoned cotmselors. For example, one school-based
DJO has worked for over 20 years in the juvemle court. Before his assignment to a school, he had been
the operations managcr ofa Juvemle rcsxdentlal program wuh the Field Servxces Dmsxon of Family

During the 1996-1997 school year, the eight DJOs handled 3,446 referrals, 36 percent of
which were for truancy and 41 percent for other behavioral problems. The remaining referrals
represented family or peer conflicts. Collectively, the DJOs met 692 times with a total of 391
students in just May of 1997 alone.

Truancy Prevention Program. COMBAT has coordinated and provided one-sixth of the
funding ($86,000) for the Kansas City In-School Truancy Prevention Project, which is
designed to reduce attendance problems among children in six middle schools with especially
poor attendance records and achievement. COMBAT funds pay for a part-time prosecutor
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and for some of the parent liaisons’ salaries (see below). The remaining program funding
comes primarily the Mayor’s office, a grant from the Missouri Department of Public Safety,
and the Kansas City school district. The program is a collaborative initiative of all four
agencies.

Begun in February 1997, the program funds an attendance clerk and parent liaison in each
school whose function is to identify truant students, find out why they are not in school, and
take remedial action including telephoning students, notifying parents, and visiting the home.
A student is considered truant if his or her attendance falls below 70 percent during the month
and the student has at least one period of non-excused absences for three or more consecutive
days.

In addition to telephoning the student, the parent-school liaison meets with the student to
assess the reasons for the truancy. The liaison sends the student to the Truancy Assessment
Center at Family Court, which schedules a meeting with the student and parents to evaluate
the student’s educational skills and conditions at home and in the community, and to
determine factors that are contributing to the student’s truancy.

If parents miss two scheduled appointments for no valid reason, the Jackson County
prosecuting attorney’s office contacts them to offer assistance and threaten legal action. As of
May 15, 1997, the prosecutor’s office had written 46 parents notifying them of their legal
responsibilities in ensuring their children’s attendance and offering support in overcoming
barriers to school participation by putting them in touch with the parent-school liaison at the
schools in which their children were enrolled. The prosecutor informed the parents that
failure to contact the liaisons within a week could lead to criminal action under the State’s
compulsory attendance statute, including fines, community service, or jail. In a second letter,
the prosecutor instructed the 17 parents who failed to respond to attend a meeting with an
assistant prosecutor. The office was preparing to file a criminal complaint against the one
parent who refused to show up for this meeting but did not file it because the student was
suspended for 90 days. A case study on the truancy program in appendix B provides
additional information about the initiative.

The prevention theory behind the truancy program is that youngsters who are not in school
are more likely to get involved in using drugs and committing other crimes, including
break-ins, than if they were safely occupied in the classroom. They are also more vulnerable
to being victimized by crime than if they were in school. However, the program was also
mitiated to avoid losing State school aid. Because the Kansas City school system had a
serious problem with daily attendance, it was in danger of losing considerable funds because
the State school funding formula is based on daily enroliment.
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Alternative schools. Four of the County’s alternative schools usually have a two-year waiting
list. As a result, there is a large number of suspended and expelled students who typically
have no daytime activities to occupy them, increasing their susceptibility to getting mnvolved
in drugs, gangs, and crime. To address this problem, COMBAT initiated a meeting with the
Kansas City school system to set up a countywide system of alternative schools for meeting
the needs of suspended and expelled students. COMBAT arranged for the use of local
Federal law enforcement block grant monies to fund a network of community-based
alternative schools and an association to train and monitor them.? Claire McCaskill, the
prosecuting attorney, and James Nunnelly, COMBAT administrator, met with the Mayor

and police department administrators to suggest the city divert a portion of its block
grant—3$411,000—from funding additional police computers and officers to preventing crime
through the alternative schools initiative. The city agreed to this diversion of funds. One half
of the program’s other funding comes from private sources (United Way, Hallmark Cards)
and the rest from public sources such as Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) funds. Of the
$411,000 in block grant funds, $64,000 were used in 1997 to fund a two-day professional
development conference, $97,000 to staff an Alternative Schools Network Association (which
ran the conference), and $250,000 to pay for teachers at each of five “SchoolNET" sites.

SchoolNET is a network of alternative schools to be run by community-based organizations
to which at-risk youths will be sent for assistance with emotional problems, substance abuse,
and remedial work with the goal of returning them to the regular schools. Each school will
have one teacher for about 25 students, but, with half the students attending in the morning
and half in the afternoon, class size will be only 12 or 13 students. Community agencies
submit applications to the Network Association to run the schools. Four schools had begun
operation as of mid-1998.

Central intake staff working for the Network Association will decide whether students, who
can be referred directly by the public schools as well as from community agencies and the

truancy prevention project, should be referred to a Kansas City School District school. The
community-based schools will provide students with a place to go when existing alternative

schools are full or other options are not in their best interests. Association staff will visit the
schools to monitor progress.

Key to a Safe Summer program. COMBAT and a local foundation funded for YouthNet,
a Kansas City community-based organization, to run a Safe Summer Program in 1997.
YouthNet arranged for community-based agencies to provide developmental activities in
various schools throughout the city as a means of providing young people with access to a
safe haven within walking distance from their homes, an opportunity to connect with caring
adults, and developmental activities such as career preparation, life skills, and learning skills

2 COMBAT also contributed to funding the alternative schools insofar as it provided the local match of $250,000 for the
county to be eligible to receive a $2.5 million local law enforcement block grant.
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activities. The program, which served 1,392 youth, was a COMBAT initiative designed to
enlist youth-serving agencies in providing services in the city’s public schools.

SAFE-TYES child abuse program. Along with financing from other groups, COMBAT
funded a consortium of community agencies known as SAFE-TYES in 1991, 1993, and 1995
to provide crisis intervention, assessment, case management, and survival skills to children of
substance abusing families referred by Family Court. Other services included a grandparent
support group for individuals caring for grandchildren, a summer youth employment program
to aid in the future employment of the youth, and a referral service that matched the families’
needs with available community resources. The program served 174 families in 1995.
COMBAT did not provide funding for the program after 1995.

COMBAT-Supported Prevention Initiatives Reached Several
Thousand Youth

It is impossible to quantify accurately by year or in total how many youth received prevention
services as a result of COMBAT. As discussed in chapter 5, COMBAT Administration, many
COMBAT-funded prevention providers failed to submit regular monthly progress reports
(very few submitted an annual report) and the reports they did submit often failed to
document the number of youth who received services. When providers did furnish
information regarding youth who received services, it was unclear which youth were “clients”
who received an actual prevention service (e.g., tutoring, classroom discussion of drugs) and
which youth were simply “participants” who attended an event that more accurately could
have been described as general awareness or outreach. In addition, it is impossible to tally the
number of “COMBAT" clients when Anti-Drug Tax monies pay for only a portion of the
initiatives as is the case with the Safe Summer Program and the SAFE-TYES initiative.

Despite these limitations, the available data suggest that COMBAT-supported prevention
initiatives reached several thousand youth.

® A COMBAT Commission compilation of clients and participants served from July
1997 through December 1997 based on 38 providers’ monthly progress reports
shows that the organizations had used their COMBAT funds to serve 2,858
clients (persons formally assessed and provided a service or referral) and 8,192
participants (persons who were involved in an awareness program). Exhibit OBI3-

8 displays these numbers by client and participant age, gender, and ethnicity, and
by activity.

® An independent study of client satisfaction with prevention and treatment initiatives
funded by the Fiscal Commission in 1996 asked current commission-funded providers
to estimate the number of clients they were serving. Prevention providers estimated
that they were serving 4,361 clients (excluding D.A.R.E. students).
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Exhibit OBJ 3-8

Total clients
year-to-date: 2858

Total participants
year-to-date: 8192

Total clients
this months:

Total participants
this month:

Clients

Participants

5-9

10-14

15-19

Adult

Gender : This
month

Male

Female

Ethnicity: This
month

African
American

Caucasian

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific

Native
American

Other

Definitions:

Client: Person who undergoes formal assessment
with a need identified and service provided/referred.

Participant: Person who participates in an education

or awareness program.
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® The same study reported that 9,751 students were participating in D.AR.E.
classes.

® Family Court records show that the eight school-based DJOs serve about 600
ongoing clients (students and parents) each year. If each DJO has approximately
the same caseload, the three COMBAT-funded DJOs serve 225 clients each year.
The three DJOs also handled approximately 1,300 referrals.

® In 1995, the SAFE-TYES Child Abuse Program served over 174 families; the
Truancy Prevention Program had worked with 3,282 students as of mid-1998 as
well as threatened legal action against 37 parents; and the Safe Summer Program
served 1,393 youth in 1997.

It Is Impossible to Determine Whether COMBAT Prevented Drug
Experimentation

Offering expanded prevention programming and enrolling large numbers of youth in the
initiatives are only a means—albeit an essential prerequisite—to the ultimate goal of reducing
drug experimentation. Unfortunately, there are serious obstacles to determining whether
COMBAT reduced drug experimentation among youth.

Barriers to Evaluating Drug Prevention

Serious barriers to evaluating prevention programming in general make it difficult to assess
whether COMBAT helped prevent drug experimentation among youth.* Exhibit OBJ3-9
summarizes each of these barriers, while the discussion below elaborates on them.

General barriers to prevention evaluation. One reason it is difficult to evaluate prevention
programming is that it is more difficult to measure whether drug use did not occur than it is to
measure its prevalence. One solution to this difficulty is to develop a control or comparison
group. However, developing control or comparison groups is often expensive, impractical, or
unethical in drug prevention research. Even with a valid control or comparison group, it takes
many years for some prevention programs to definitively show or fail to show results.

3 For further discussion of these issues, see, for example, three National Institute on Drug Abuse publications:
William J. Bukowski, (ed.), Meta-Analysis of Drug Abuse Prevention Programs, 1997, NIDA Research
Monograph 170; Linda M. Collins and Larry A. Seitz (eds.), Advances in Data Analysis for Prevention
Intervention Research, 1994, NIDA Research Monograph 142; and Carl G. Leukefeld and William J.
Bukowski, (eds.), Drug Abuse Prevention Intervention Research: Methodological Issues, 1991, NIDA
Research Monograph 107 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Rockville, Maryland).

Abt Associates Inc. Objective 3: Did COMBAT Increase Drug Prevention Among Youth? 145

This document is a research reBort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the

U.S. Department of Justice.



Exhibit OBJ3-9

Barriers to Evaluating COMBAT’s Prevention Initiatives

Two types of barriers make it difficult to evaluate the extent to which COMBAT prevented drug
experimentation among youth: difficulties evaluating drug prevention initiatives in general and
difficulties peculiar to COMBAT.

Barriers to Evaluating Drug Prevention in General

o Measuring behavior that does not occur can be more difficult than measuring behavior
that does occur.

] It is often difficult or impossible to develop control groups or comparison groups that
are necessary in order to attribute changes in drug experimentation to a particular
intervention.

° The results of prevention efforts can take years to materialize.

° Other events occurring before and during the period of a drug prevention program’s

operation may have been responsible for reducing experimentation.
Barriers to Evaluating COMBAT’s Prevention Initiatives in Particular

] Few prevention providers submitted adequate data by which to judge their success; very
few evaluated their own efforts.

] External evaluations of specific COMBAT-supported prevention initiatives were
methodologically weak, used invalid proxies for measuring experimentation, or showed
mixed results.

As is true in most communities that implement drug prevention initiatives, there were also
events* that took place in Jackson County during the 1980s and 1990s which, independently
of COMBAT’s activities, may have helped raise resident’s awareness and concerns about drug
problems and, as a result, contributed to a reduction in drug experimentation:

4 A 1988 Robert Wood Johnson Fighting Back grant involved the planning and, in 1991, the initiation of a major community effort to
reduce alcohol and drug abuse called Project NeighborHOOD. The program is reported to have eventually reached 150,000 of city's
population of 435,000 (34 percent). However, Project NeighborHOOD administrators believe they would not have received the Fighting
Back grant without the local funding contribution from the COMBAT Grant Match Program.
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e In 1985, the killing of two girls as a result of a drug-related shooting resulted in
the Ad Hoc Group Against Crime, a community-based organization devoting
attention to ridding neighborhoods of crack houses that was still very active in
1998.

It is impossible to separate the contribution of these events (and possibly others that are
unknown) from the contribution COMBAT may have made to reducing drug experimentation.
Furthermore, in addition to local conditions that may have increased or decreased drug
experimentation in Jackson County, national trends may have played a part. For example, the
national high school surveys for several years have found that fewer youth are experimenting
with certain drugs in many jurisdictions, suggesting that declines that occurred in Jackson
County may not be attributable to COMBAT’s prevention initiatives, but rather to national
trends.

COMBAT-specific barriers to prevention evaluation. Lack of adequate information from
prevention providers is a significant local barrier to assessing whether COMBAT reduced
drug experimentation. As discussed in chapter 5, COMBAT Administration, few prevention
providers submitted complete descriptions of their activities and even fewer evaluated their
initiatives.

Not only have providers themselves largely failed to conduct in-house evaluations of their
COMBAT-funded initiatives, independent evaluations of selected COMBAT-funded
prevention initiatives have weaknesses, making it difficult to know whether experimentation
has declined and, if so, whether the change can be attributed to COMBAT.

The Lack of Rigorous independent Evaluations

Evaluations of specific COMBAT-supported prevention initiatives showed mixed results,
lacked methodological rigor, or examined only intermediate outcomes that have not been
validated as being associated with reductions in experimentation with drugs.

® Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.). A private consulting firm
contracted by COMBAT conducted a client satisfaction survey of selected
participants in COMBAT-funded prevention initiatives, including D.A.R.E.
students. Eighty-percent of students surveyed in six D.A.R.E. programs reported
they would tell other students to participate in D.A.R.E., and 99 percent reported
they were more likely to stay off drugs as a result of their participation. However,
at least one quarter of the participants in four of the six programs reported that
programs they participated in elsewhere were better than the D.A R.E. program.
In addition, some of the sampled schools administered the survey randomly, while
others asked D.A.R.E. program officers to go into classrooms and ask students to
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volunteer to fill out the forms. More importantly, national evaluations of D.A.R.E.
have concluded that the program does not reduce drug experimentation.’

® DJOs in the schools. An internal Family Court evaluation found absences among
27 court clients declined from 222 during the second semester of the 1994-95
school year to 158 during the first half of the 1995-96 school year, and office
referrals for misconduct declined from 146 to 62. Among 62 at-risk students, the
comparable figures were 894 absences to 403, and 392 referrals to 317. (See
Exhibit OBJ3-10) No tests of statistical significance were presented. Academic
achievement for court clients was unchanged and for at-risk students declined,
probably because students who in the past would have been expelled brought
down the average by remaining in school. A similar study of the DJOs’ effects in
the middle schools documented mixed results. The evaluators attributed these
disappointing findings in part to the facts that the program was not implemented at
the same time in all the schools and the data did not distinguish between excused

5 Areport from Research Triangle Institute that analyzed eight studies of D.A.R.E. involving 9,500 children
concluded that D.A.R.E. has a “limited to essentially non-existent effect” on drug use. While DARE was found
to have a positive effect on children’s knowledge and attitudes about drugs and added to their social skills
needed to say no to drugs, the program was not as effective as other drug prevention programs on these
measures of effectiveness. Christopher L. Ringwalt et al., Past and Future Directions of the D.A.R.E.
Program: An Evaluation Review (Research Triangle Park, North Carolina: Research Triangle Institute,
September 1994). See also, Richard R. Clayton, Anne M. Cattarello, and Bryan M. Johnstone, The
Effectiveness of Drug Abuse Resistance Education (Project DARE): 5-Year Follow-Up Results, Preventive
Medicine, 1996, 25: 307-318, which concluded that “No significant differences were observed between
intervention and comparison schools with respect to cigarette, alcohol, or marijuana use during the 7th grade,
approximately 1 year after completion of the program, or over the full 5-year measurement interval.”
According to William Modzeleski, the highest ranking drug official in the U.S. Department of Education,
“Research shows that DARE hasn’t been effective in reducing drug use.” U.S.A. Today, October 11, 1993. In
response to the studies, the COMBAT Commission has raised questions about D.A.R.E.’s effectiveness with
its law enforcement members, but the chiefs remain committed to the program. It is well known that many
police departments throughout the country like D.A.R.E. because it creates good will for officers among
students. According to former Albuquerque police chief Joseph Polisar, “There are studies that say that the
D.A.R.E. program has no statistically significant impact on whether kids are going to use drugs or not. I really
don’t give a rat what statistics show. I've got 20 officers in my department who do nothing but teach D.A.R.E.
full time. If nothing else, they’re providing positive role models to our youth.” A LEN Interview with Joseph
Polisar, Law Enforcement News, December 15, 1997, p. 10. Notes from a COMBAT Commission staff
meeting in March 1998 observe that “The DARE study, completed by the University of lllinois-Chicago, was
released recently. This research basically says that DARE is not effective the way it currently exists in most
schools (targeting 5th grade students only). The response from DARE is that it is effective when using [i.e.,
used in conjunction with] a K-12 curriculum and other support services. Rather than challenge the study, our
position is that DARE is part of the ordinance that enables COMBAT to be in existence, and the COMBAT
prevention and treatment components offer a continuum of support services to accompany the DARE
program.” Ralph Lockridge, a spokesman for D.A.R.E. America, the Los Angeles-based organizations that
provides assistance to D.A.R.E. programs nationwide, is quoted as having said that “We don’t disagree with
his findings at all in terms of long-term effectiveness.” Law Enforcement News, 24(487), April 15, 1998.
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and unexcused absences. Furthermore, an internal Family Court report dated
August 22, 1997, reported that the court had to rotate some DJOs because some
Kansas City school administrators were not using them according to the program’s
objectives and were overlooking operational problems with DJOs for fear of losing
the program. Finally, the evaluators raised the possibility that the DJOs were less
effective with middle school students than with high school students because older
youth, since they are generally less impulsive and more mature than younger
students, may respond better to the DJOs’ efforts to get them to think through
potential consequences before they act.

Truancy Prevention Program. Data suggest that this initiative may be helping to
reduce drug experimentation. As of June 1997, parent/school liaisons had worked
with over 500 middle school students, resulting in 223 students returning to school
and 384 targeted for intervention. Attendance had risen 10.1 percent, 6.5 percent,
and 4.2 percent in each of three project schools compared with only 4.1 percent,
2.6 percent, and .1 percent in each of three nonparticipating middle schools. The
evaluation did not report whether these differences were statistically significant or
whether other events independent of the program’s contribution may have
contributed to the changes in attendance rates. There was no comparison group of
students with absenteeism problems in nonparticipating schools with which to
compare the return-to-school numbers for participating students.

Safe Summer Program. An independent evaluation found that this program
enabled 1,393 youth to have access to a safe place in 1996, with 58 percen