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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An evauation has been conducted on the Polk County Drug Court, comparing clients entering the
program from its inception through September 30, 1998 with a group of revoked probationers
from FY96 (the “pilot group”) and other offenders referred to drug court who did not enter the
program (the “referred group”). Findings of the evauation include the following:

COMPLETION RATES

Of the 124 drug court clients in the study population, 44 percent graduated. The graduation
rate rose through the program’s first two years and has since remained above 50 percent. This
graduation rate is condstent with gradudion rates in other drug courts serving smilar
(largdly fdony) populations. Mog of those faling in the program were terminated for failure
to meet program requirements or continued drug use rather than re-arrests for new crimes.

RECIDIVISM
Drug court graduates had lower total post-program recidivism than comparison groups.

Total Felony | Total Misdemeanor Total

Recidivism Recidivism Recidivism
Drug Court Successes 3.7% 29.6% 33.3%
Drug Court Failures 16.9% 44.6% 61.5%
Referred Group 21.8% 32.4% 54.6%
Rilot Group 25.2% 49.6% 74.8%

In terms of recidivism, the drug court appears to work best for felons. Drug court graduates
who entered the program on felonies showed a tota recidivism rate of 28.1%, compared to
51.3% for program failures, 47.5% for referrals, and 74.5% for the pilot group.

JUSTICE SYSTEM COSTS

When controlling for the seriousness of entry crimes and referrd type, the total corrections
system costs for drug court clients ($26,021.59) was less than the comparison groups
($29,427.80 for the referred group and $39,776.75 for the pilot group). The codts of
processing felony drug court clients showed an even greater difference ($31,274.37 in the
drug court, vs. $38,352.33 and $56,588.48) due to reduced imprisonment costs. The cases of
successful felony drug court clients averaged $15,902 in cogts.

TREATMENT COSTS

Overdl, drug court clients received more drug trestment than the comparison groups, a a
cost of $5,149 per client served (compared to $3,949 for the referred group and $2,539 for
the pilot group).

Drug court clients received the largest percentage of treatment services in the same quarter as

ther entry to drug court. The fird quarter after the entry quarter dso saw subgantia
treatment costs.

A year dfter the referrd quarter, the treatment costs of drug court clients appear to have
dabilized, but a a lower levd than the comparison groups. This may suggest a postive
long-term effect from the intensve trestment recelved in the ealy months of drug court
participation and/or a positive effect from the drug court process and supervison.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Usng funding from the Governor's Office of Drug Control Policy (OCDP), the Divison of
Crimind and Juvenile Jugtice Planning (C1JP) has sudied the Polk County Drug Court during its
first four years of operation. Specia attention was paid to the period between August, 1996 and
September 30, 1998 to enable a study of recidivism. The group of clients entering the drug court
was compared to a group consisting of offenders referred to the drug court but not accepted (the
“referred group”) and a group of probationers selected by the drug court planning group as the
likely target group for the drug court (the “pilot group”).

Between its inception in August, 1996 and September 30, 1998, the Polk County Drug Court
screened and accepted 124 clients, including 61 women and 63 men. The typicd client stayed in
the program 315 days. Polk County’s is the firs drug court in lowa, adthough as of this writing
drug courts have adso begun operating in the Third, Fourth, and Second Judicid Didricts and in
the Polk County Juvenile Court. Drug courts are currently being planned for other areas, aswell.

The theory behind drug courts is that a year or more of intendve supervison, combined with
exiging community drug trestment resources and regular judicid intervention, can assst drug-
abusng defendants in staying “clean and sober” and remaining caime-free. In Polk County this
theory has resulted in adrug court team consigting of the following:
- apart-time presding judge,

aprogram supervisor,

two probation officers (one of whom was added in late-1998),

two Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) counsdlors,

a part-time assstant county attorney,

a part-time public defender,

part-time clerical support.

Tota budget for the program has ranged from approximately $300,000 to $350,000 per year.
While it has never been maintained that drug courts are inexpensve programs, their expanson
nationdly has been due to the bdief tha long-term reductions in crimind judice and societd
cods will occur as addicts involved in crimind behavior turn away from drug abuse. These
programs have been extensvely evaduated in other jurisdictions, and they have been found to be
cost-effective’

Magor findings in this report include the following:

1. Program adminigtration

Through its firs four years of operation (August, 1996 — July, 2000), Polk County’s drug
court has accepted 211 clients. Of these, 69 have graduated (32.7 percent) and 49 were

1 Belenko’'s 1999 review of drug court eval uations cites a number that indicate short- or long-term savings from
drug courts. See Belenko, “Research on Drug Courts: A Critical Review, 1999 Update,” National Drug Court
Institute Review, Volume I, Number 2.




active at the end of July, 2000. The program’s completion rate was 42.6 percent and its
retention rate was 55.9 percent, both consgtent with figures from other drug courts
sarving (largely) felony populations?

Of the 124 dlients in the two-year study population, 54 (or 43.5 percent) graduated. Felons
showed dightly higher gradudtion rates than misdemeanants. Mog of those faling in the
program were terminated for failure to meet program requirements or continued drug use
rather than re-arrest for new crimes. The graduation rate rose through the first three years,
study population clients accepted in 1998 achieved a 59 percent graduation rate.

Polk County has succeeded in implementing a true intendve supervison program. The
typicd dient spent 315 days (median) in the drug court program. During this time he/she
averaged 47 contacts with probation officers, 57.5 contacts with TASC officers, 15
contacts with the judge, and 40 urine tests. A very smal percentage of urine tests have
been positive.

The origind daffing of the drug court limited its potentid in sarving its target audience,
i.e, fdons facing probation revocation. A mgority of drug court clients in its early
months were misdemeanants, presumably because the judge assigned to the Court was an
associate district court judge®  Since that time, however, the program has served dlients
conggtent with its origina target group.

The number of clients entering the drug court has vadllaed, ranging from an average of
seven per month during the firgt haf of 1997 to less than three per month in the last haf of
1997 and between July and September, 1998. Low rates of referra continued wel nto
1999 and well after a second probation officer had joined the team. It was not until late
fal of 1999 that the program reached its optimum client level

Graduation rates for white and nonwhite clients are disparate. Nonrwhite clients have
achieved very low rates of completion in the drug court.

The graduation rate for methamphetamine addicts was markedly higher than was true for
clientswhose drug of choice was ether marijuana or cocane.

2. Impact on jail costs

While one of the program’s origind goas was to reduce Polk County’s jail population,
delays in getting new dients into trestment have limited the extent to which the drug court
can afect the jal population. Nonetheless when controlling for the referrd datus of
clients, the typicd fdony drug court client accumulated $8,050 in jail costs while under
justice system jurigdiction, compared to $8,844 for the group referred to the drug court but
not entering the program. Feony members of the pilot group accumulated jal cods of
$11,956.

2 The General Accounting Office has reported completion rates for drug courts ranging from eight percent to 95
percent, with an average completion rate of about 48 percent. These figuresinclude all surveyed drug courts
operational on December 31, 1996 for more than 18 months. About half these programs were pre-trial diversion
programs and most of the others were post-adjudication programs. Few, if any, targeted probation revocations, asis
truein Polk County. See General Accounting Office, Report to the Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, and

the Committee on the Judiciary, House of Representatives: Drug Courts: Overview of Growth, Characteristics, and
Results, July, 1997.

% Associate district court judgesin lowa have limited only jurisdiction in felony cases.
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When controlling for referrd datus, jal costs for misdemeanant drug court clients were
adso positive. The mean cost for drug court misdemeanants was $6,040, compared to
$7,151 for the referred group and $6,807 for the pilot group.

The drug court consstently showed lower rates of jail usage for probationers who
were admitted while they had new charges pending. This was true both for fdons and
misdemeanants. Overal, drug court jal costs for this group were $6,819, compared to
$8,592 for the referred group and $9,772 for the pilot group.

3. Impact on prison costs
- Reaults suggest that the drug court has diverted some felons from prison. Feony
drug court clients averaged prison costs of $17,550 per client, compared to $24,130 for
comparéble fdons in the referred group and $40,620 for the pilot group.  Imprisonment
costs for drug court misdemeanants were dso somewhat lower than both comparison
groups ($6,881 vs. $7,112 for the referred group and $10,218 for the pilot group).

4. Total correctionscosts

Mean corrections system costs for drug court clients were lower than those for comparable
clients in the comparison groups ($26,022 for drug court, $29,428 for the referred group,
and $39,777 for the pilot group). The cost of processing felony drug court dients was
much lower than the other groups due to reduced prison costs (drug court felony
mean of $31,274.37 vs. $38,352 for the referred group and $56,588 for the referred group,
when controlling for referra gatus). This analysis showed that the drug court paid for
itself when it dealt with felons.

When controlling for referrd type, misdemeanants entering the drug court showed
corrections costs higher than the referred group ($18,690 for the drug court, vs. $16,971)
and about the same as the pilot group ($18,380). This difference in cost was more than
accounted for by the cost of the drug court (average $4,490 per misdemeanant client).

5. Treatment costs

Subgtance abuse trestment costs during the study period were higher for drug court
partticipants than the comparison groups. The Substance Abuse Reporting System
(SARS) reported that 86 percent of the drug court clients received substance abuse
treetment during the study period (including 94 percent of the drug court graduates),
compared to 67 percent of the referred group and 36 percent of the pilot group. The
average cost per individua treated was $5,149 for drug court clients, $3,949 for the
referred group, and $2,539 for the pilot group. While trestment costs for drug court
clients were genegdly higher than the comparison groups, after two years the latter
showed dightly higher cogts than the former.

The quarter of referra to the drug court (the quarter of revocation, for the pilot group)
and the quarter immediady following showed the highest leves of treatment for the drug
court and referred groups. The pilot group showed the highest level of treatment one year
after referrd.



6. Recidivism
Nineteen percent of the study population was convicted of new crimes committed during
participation in the drug court, with mogt of the new offenses being misdemeanors.  Seven
offenders were convicted of new fdonies while in the program.  Within-program re-
conviction rates were dmogt twice as high during the program’s fird year as during the
second.

The post-program recidivism rate for program graduates after an average 416-day follow-
up was 28 percent, with only one of the 15 convictions being fdonies. The rae for
graduates was dightly more than hdf that of falures (54 percent for falures), with more
of the falures being convicted of felonies, in paticular. Overdl, 85 percent of the new
convictions were for misdemeanors. Combining the successes, falures, and neutrd
terminations, approximately 40 percent of former drug court clients at risk were convicted
of post-program crimes during the study period.

The drug court appears to have a particularly salutary effect on women. Combining
within-program and post-program recidiviam, 62 percent of the men entering the drug
court have been convicted of new crimes, while the figure for women was 33 percent.
Drug court mdes, dthough they showed lower felony recidiviam, performed somewhat
worse overdl than males in the referred group, who showed a 56 percent recidivism réte,
but better than maes in the pilot group (69 percent). Women in the referred and pilot
groups showed total recidivism rates of 52 and 82 percent, respectively.

While drug court clients showed a total recidivism rate somewhat lower than that of the
referred group (48 percent to 55 percent), their felony recidivism rate was subdantialy
lower (11 percent to 22 percent). Both these groups showed markedly lower rates than the
origind pilot group, which showed a totd rate of 75 percent. Statidtica risk assessments
of the three comparison groups suggested that the drug court group should have about four
percent less recidiviam than the pilot group and 3.4 percent more recidivism than the
referred group. Congdering dl program clients, the drug court group performed better
than these figures, particularly for new felonies. Drug court graduates did even better.

In terms of recidivism, the drug court appears to work best for felons. Fdons
graduating from the drug court showed a total recidivism rate of 28 percent (compared to
41 percent for the misdemeanor graduates). While drug court fdony falures showed
higher total rates than felons in the referred group (51 percent to 48 percent), their felony
recidivism rate was dightly lower (15 percent to 19 percent). Both the drug court feons
and referred felons showed lower tota rates of recidivism than pilot group fdons (75
percent).

While evdudions of some other drug courts have shown residud postive effects even
among program failures, this does not appear to be true in Polk Gunty except for dightly
reduced feony recidivism

With regard to an offender’s status at the time of referrd, the drug court appears to work
best for probationers. This group showed lower totd recidivism than other drug court
clients (39 percent vs. 52 percent for probationers with pending charges and 53 percent for
pre-trid referrds). When controlling for daus a  referrd, however, the biggest
differentid was for probationers with pending charges. These drug court clients showed a
52 percent recidivism rate, compared to 63 percent for the referred group and 76 percent



for the pilot group. As noted above, this was achieved at a lower cost per person than in
ether the referred group or pilot group.






. Introduction

What are today termed “drug courts’ originated in the late 1980's as a response to the apparently
ever-drengthening relationship between drug use and crime in the United Statess They ae a
logicd consequence of the evolution in judice sysem orientation toward the community, which
began with community-based corrections and has led to community policing and community
courts. These courts are designed to reflect community concerns and priorities, access
community resources, indude community organizetion in policy-making decisons, and seek
generd community participation and support* Their apparent success has led to the creation of
domedtic violence courts, DWI (driving while intoxicated) courts, juvenile and family drug
courts, and even “deadbeat dads’ courts.”

The interest in drug courts sems in pat from the pervasveness of drug abuse among those
coming into contact with the crimind judice sysem. According to the U.S. Depatment of
Justice, drug offenders accounted for 23 percent of state prison populations in 1995, up from Sx
percent in 1980.° In the Federa prison system, drug offenders rose from 25 percent in 1980 to
60 percent in 1997.” According to the Drug Policy Information Clearinghouse, these increases
mirror the steady increase in arests for drug offenses reported by the FBI; between 1994 and
1996, reported drug arests increased from 1.35 million to 1.51 million. Edtimates by the
Department of Justice and National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse suggest that 60 to
80 percent of the Nation's correctiond population have used drugs, more than twice the
percentage of the total U.S. population.

The man purpose of drug courts, according to the Generd Accounting Office, is to use the
authority of the court to reduce crimind activity by changing dlients drug-using behavior®
Drug courts are very diverse in approach, characteristics, and completion and retention rates®
Some drug courts accept clients as part of a deferred prosecution program, others as part of
probation or intensive supervison probation, and others after offenders have entered a plea but
before find adjudication. Although al drug courts apparently include treatment components,
these dso vary among programs.  The types of offenders referred to drug courts aso vary; some
accept adults, others juveniles. Some accept violent offenders, but most do not. Others accept
offenders with addictions, others do not. This variety is reflected in the drug courts surveyed in

41d., p. 6.

® “Defining Drug Courts: The Key Components,” the National Association of Drug Court Professionals, Drug Court
Standards Committee. Published by the U.S. Department of Justice, Drug Court Programs Office, January 1997.

® U.S. Department of Justice, “Correctional Populationsin the United States, 1995,” Washington, DC, May 1997;
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics, “Correctional Populationsin the
United States, 1997,” Washington, DC, January 1995.

" U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons, “Key Indicators Strategic Support System,” Washington,
DC, October 1997.

8 United State General Accounting Office, Drug Courts. Overview of Growth, Characteristics, and Results, Report
to the Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, and the Committee on the Judiciary, House of Representatives, July
1997.

° 1bid.




the GAO's study, which reported completion rates of between eight and 95 percent and retention
rates ranging from 31 to 100 percent.1°

The treatment component of most drug courts is designed to last about one year. Generdly, it
includes ongoing outpatient trestment but aso probably includes in-patient treatment designed to
address detoxification or relgpse prevention. A key dement in the trestment process involves
regular status hearings a which the drug court judge monitors participants progress, providing
support when clients progress and sanctions when they are nonrcompliant. Most drug courts
divide treatment services into three phases, geared toward

Eliminating clients physical dependence on drugs (detoxification)

Treating clients craving for drugs (stabilization)

Fowlsling on hdping clients obtain education and job training, find a job, and remain drug
free.

The Department of Hedth and Human Services Center for Substance Abuse Treatment (CSAT)
has identified criticd eementsin substance abuse treatment:

Screening to determine the likelihood of abuse
Assessment to determine dlients needs
Comprehengve, dient-oriented treatment
Thergpeutic relapse prevention

Case management.*?

By the time the drug court garted in Polk County in mid-1996 there were over 200 drug courts in
the United States’® Recent nationa figures put the number of courts a 449 in operaion** and
another 220 courts in the planning process!® Early evauations have concluded that these courts
divert their clients from traditiona justice system sanctions (eg., jals and prisons), reduce in-
program recidivism, and may even pay for themsaves despite high operationa costs. Beenko's
study of drug court evauations found that

Drug courts provide closer, more comprehendve supervision and much more frequent drug

testing and monitoring during the program, than other forms of community supervison.

10 1bid. Completion rates are calculated by dividing the number of participants who have completed or were
favorably discharged from aprogram by the number of participants who had been admitted minus the number of
participants actively or inactively enrolled. Retention rates are calculated by dividing the sum of the graduates and
?lctive participants by the number of persons admitted.

Ibid.
12 substance Abuse Treatment Planning Guide and Checklist for Treatment-Based Drug Courts, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, 1997.
13 «Defining Drug Courts: The Key Components,” op. cit. This figure differs from the 161 identified by the General
Accounting Office and the 289 identified by Drug Strategies at about the sametime. The Drug Court Survey
conducted by the American University Drug Court Clearinghouse also reported that in 1997 over 371 drug courts
were either operational or in a planning stage.
4 Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project, as cited in Fluellen and Trone, “ Do drug courts save
jail and prison beds?’, published by the VeraInstitute, 2000.
15 Office of Justice Programs Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project, June 1999.
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More importantly, drug use and criminal behavior are substantialy reduced while offenders
are participating in drug court.*®

It has aso been suggested that drug courts have the potentid to sve money, as jail, prison, and
prosecution costs may be reduced or eiminated with successful diverson of drug offenders. The
drug court operating in Washington, DC, for example, has reported that a defendant processed
through a drug court saves the District between $4,065 and $8,845 per client in jail costs done.t’

Although the follon~up periods in most evaluaions have not gone beyond one year, Beenko
aso suggests that drug courts may aso reduce podt-program recidivism. He adso recommends
that future evauations of drug courts consider the following:

Outcomes other than re-arrest

More data on drug use and treatment history

Cost-benefit andyses

The relationship between client characteristics and treatment services

Basdline data on how drug offenders have historicaly been handled

Whether evolutionary changesin drug court operation influence success or falure

Experimenta designs.
The current evauation attempts to respond to al of these concerns except the fourth -- smdl
sample numbers make such an examindion difficult -- and the last, which is very difficult to
achieve in justice system operation.

In designing this evaudtion, those involved in here have consulted other drug court evauations
and have obvioudy drawn upon previous evauation experience.  While drug courts may be
unique phenomena, they nonetheless function as part of the justice sysem and may be evauated
in much the same manner as other crimind judice programming. Certainly in drug courts one
must pay specid dtention to the treatment components of the process, but nonetheless the
methodology of tracking clients as they progress through the justice system is the same.  Within
the limitations posed by avalable funds, we have dso attempted to incorporate a financid
andyss in the evauation to identify as broadly as possble the financid impacts of the Polk
County Drug Court.

There are four didinct audiences for this report. Firdt, of course, are those involved in the
operation of the Polk County Drug Court, dl of whom have expressed a desire for evauation to
make the drug court “dl that it can be” Second is the Governor’s Office of Drug Control Policy
(ODCP) and the Bureau of Justice Assstance (BJA), which provided the funds for drug court
and for this evaduaion Third are policy makers and those involved in operating, planning, or
condgdering drug courts in other jurisdictions who hope to learn from the experiences of Polk
County. Fourth would be other evauators and academics who might be involved in evauations
of drug courts or other innovative crimina justice programsin the future.

16 Belenko, Steven, “Research on Drug Courts: A Critical Review,” inNational Drug Court Institute Review,
Volume 1, No. 1, summer 1998.

17 Drug Policy Information Clearinghouse, “Drug Treatment in the Criminal Justice System,” Executive Office of
the President, Office of National Drug Control Policy, August 1998.
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One caveat should be mentioned pertaining to the relaionship between the Polk County Drug
Court and this evdudion. This is not a completely independent evaduation in the classc sense,
for representatives of the agency responshble for this evauation have been involved with the drug
court dince its desgn phase. In pat because the drug court gtaff has requested feedback, the
evduation team has provided preiminary suggesions for improved operation during the
evauation period based upon our own observations. An interim evauation report was aso
prepared in November, 1999, to assgt in improving the program. While these may have
influenced the drug court's operation, however, it has not reduced CJIPs commitment to an
objective evaluation of the program.
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1. Methodology

Most of the data collected for this sudy are archival data collected from officid sources (eg.,
drug court client files). As shown below, a variety of sources have been used in collecting the
daa The data themsdves were collected over approximately a two-year period, with the early
data collection focusng on client characterisics and progress in the program, while later

collection dedlt with the drug court process, program completion, recidivism, and program costs.

Table1l. Data Sources

Type of data Data source
Data on project Seff interviews
development and Drug court records
operation Observation of court operation
Office of Drug Control Policy (ODCP)
Screening data Drug court records

Drug court gaff interviews

Client characteristics

Drug court client files (demographics)

lowa Community-Based Corrections data system (demographics)

TASC dlient files (drug abuse and treatment history)

lowa Computerized Crimind History [CCH] (crimind history)

Treatment/processing data

Drug court client files

TASC dlient files

Saf interviews

Direct observation

Outcome data

Drug court client files (project outcome)

CCH files (recidiviam)

Interstate | dentification Index (recidiviam)

lowa Court Information System (recidivism)

Department of Public Health (subsequent trestment)

Employment data

Drug court dient files

Expenditure data

Polk County Drug Court

Polk County Jall

Office of Drug Control Policy

lowa Department of Corrections

The Study Populations

For the purposes of examining case processing, recidivism, and correctional cogts, an attempt has
been made here to track three groups:
1. Experimentas those accepted into the drug court who were accepted into the
program prior to October 1, 1998 (N= 124)
2. Control 1 (the “referred group”): those who were screened by drug court but rejected
prior to October 1, 1998 (N= 188)
3. Control 2 (the “pilot group”): those who were included in the “target population”
identified prior to drug court development in 1996 (N=124).
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The group of dients entering drug court was further divided by differentiating among those who
graduated (project successes) and those who were terminated unsuccessfully (project fallures).
The October 1, 1998 cut-off date was chosen to enable sufficient time for the study’s find dlients
to complete the drug court and accumulate up to one year after completion for post-program
recidivism.  While, due to ddays in completing the drug court, some clients will have been out of
the program less than one year, a late cut-off date was desred to maximize the number of
program clients available for sudy.

The comparison groups underwent some change from ther origind make-up, as five cases were
deleted from the referred group and 78 from the pilot group. Those interested in the nature of
these changes should consult Appendix A.

In developing edtimates of the codts of judice sysem processng for al samples, corrections-
related costs were tabulated for the offense(s) leading to incluson in each of the samples. In the
case of the pilot group, these offenses included both those for which sample members were on
probation plus any new offenses that led to the revocation. For those referred to the drug court
and ether accepted or regected, a similar approach was used. The costs associated with any
current probation (before and after referrd to the drug court) were assessed, as were costs
gemming from any offenses pending at the time of the referra or committed during the current
probation.

To raterate, the following costs have been included:

For probationers:
All probation costs,
All jail costs related to the probation offense (pre- and post-trid);
All imprisonment cods, if incarcerated or revoked;
All jal and correctiond codts for new offenses committed while under judice
system jurisdiction for the probation offense.

For probationers with pending charges, dl of the above, plus.
Pre-trid correctional costs related to the pending offense;
All jall and correctiond costs for new offenses committed on probation, parole, or
work release, or in prison for the pending offense.

For those with only pending charges (pre-trid cases):
All jal and correctiond codts pertaining to the adjudication of and sentence for
the pending charges plus any new charges committed while under judice system
jurisdiction for the pending charges.

The costs associated with imprisonment were based upon a system-wide average, and no attempt
was made to account for differences in costs among the various inditutions operated as part of
the inditutiond sysem. Similaly, no atempt was made to differentiate between regular
probation and intensve-supervison probation because it wasn't dways clear from data sources
what level of probation supervison clients were receiving.

Due to the reative recency of many of these cases, there are a number that are 4ill involved in
lowa's corrections syssem. Some of the pending cases referred to the drug court, for example,
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were adjudicated as late as November of 1999. When sample members continued on probation
or in prison or parole at the time of the cost calculation, several assumptions were made:

Current probations were assumed to expire according to the origind sentence; thet is, if
the sentence were two years of probation, the offender was assumed to continue on
probation until two years from sentencing.

In esimating time in prison, figures compiled by CIJP on the average amount of time in
prison for FY2000 were used for each feony class Mog of the members of these
samples were convicted of Class C or Class D felonies not againgt persons, the average
time served for which in FY2000 was 24 months and 16 months, respectively. If sample
members had dready served more than the average time, estimates were increased by
gx-month increments until a date past the date of the search (mid-August, 2000) was
reeched. Paroles following these projected releases were estimated to terminate a the
sentence expiration date. If inmates had been granted work release (but not parole), they
were assumed to spend six months on work release prior to parole.

Sample members were assumed to complete the estimated sentences without revocations
or escapes or other occurrences that would lengthen their involvement in the corrections
sysem. This gpproach will obvioudy miss the cods associated with these new events.
There may be a dight bias againg the pilot group in assessng cods in this manner, for
esimates had to be used for them less frequently because their cases were older (so they
had more time to accumulate infractions). Footnote 39 outlines the status of these cases.

The sources for these program-related data included ICBC (the community-based corrections
datebase) and ACIS (the correctiond inditution database). Occasiondly, information from
rgpsheets was used to supplement the correctional data  Origind source documents from the
drug court were aso used for drug court clients.

On occason the correctiond data systems indicated that an offender was in more than one
program a a time. In these cases the costs for the program actudly supervisng the offender
were used. If, for example, a probationer was placed in a resdentia facility and then returned to
probation, the time in the facility was counted as such and not as time on probation. If an
offender was on absconder datus, those days were not counted in assessng program times.
When data sources differed, what was thought to be the more reliable information was used.

Data on the number of days in jall were obtained from the Polk County Jail and are discussed
separately bedow.  When possible, jall terms occurring during a period of probation were not
counted as probation days, but rather as jail days. This would typicaly occur when a probeationer
was placed in jail for a week or more. These days therefore are not included in this part of the
andysis of correctiond (not jail) costs.

Prison cogts were obtained from the lowa Depatment of Corrections, and were estimated at
$54.02 per day. Probation and parole were estimated to cost $1.53 per day, residentid facilities
were estimated at $55.61, and pre-trid supervised release at $3.14. Costs for the drug court were
estimated at $17.27 per day, and this figure includes the dl the cods (federd and locdl) included
in the drug court grants'® The judicia, prosecutoria, defense, and trestment costs associated

18 Thisatter figure was arrived at by dividing actual expenditures for FY 96-97 and FY 97-98 ($180,167.81+
$213,283.11) by the number of client days (8,166 in FY 96-97 and 14,612 in FY97-98). This overstates slightly the
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with the drug court are included as part of the drug court “package,” and it gpears fair to include
them in cost comparisons because the drug court expenses for these services are “add-on”
expenses.  Including nontdrug court judicial and prosecution costs for one group and not the
others would result in biased results, but because these codts are specific to the drug court, it
would not gppear to introduce bias in results by including them.

cost of the drug court, asthe cost per client day in FY 98-99 was somewhat less ($13.84, according to the DCS), but
because the bulk of client days considered here occurred during the first two years, this combined figureis used.
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[I1. History of the Polk County Drug Court

Panning for the Polk County Drug Court began in 1994 with the formation of the Polk County
Drug Court Development Committee. As the result of the committee's labors, the U.S
Depatment of Jusice awarded the Fifth Judicid Didrict a Drug Court Planning Grant in the
spring of 1995,

The core Drug Court Planning Group consisted of the following:
- adrug court judge

an assstant Polk County attorney
apublic defender
arepresentative from the state Divison of Crimind and Juvenile Justice Planning
arepresentative from lowa Managed Substance Abuse Care Program (IMSACP)
arepresentative from the Fifth Judicia Didtrict Divison of Probation
the Department of Corrections Substance Abuse Program Coordinator.

The Community Advisory Committee conssted of this group, supplemented by
- the Chief Judge of the Fifth Judicid Didtrict
arepresentative from the lowa Department of Public Health, Divison of Substance Abuse
representatives from community- based substance abuse trestment organi zations
a representative from the Des Moines Police Department
arepresentative from the Polk County Sheriff’s Department
arepresentative from Polk County Jail staff.

The planning committee completed its report in April, 1996. It included a proposed misson
Statement for the new court:
The Polk County Courts, in partnership with the Fifth Judicid Didtrict Department of
Correctiond Services [DCS], the Polk County Attorney, the lowa Public Defender and
local Substance Abuse Trestment Providers are committed to the establishment of a
treestment-based drug court for offenders to:
devel op an appropriate assessment/treatment response
establish amanagement information system that will link the court with dl team
members
reduce recidiviam
reduce jail overcrowding
reduce court processing time.

The Planning Committee identified a target population for the court consisting of probationers
bei ng recommended for revocation by the DCS who

had arisk score of 12 or higher

had a history of acohoal or drug abuse

had substance abuse-related technica violations or anew arrest

did not have a current offense conggting of afelony againg persons

had not had an arrest for aforcible felony within the past five years
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had not had an arrest for afelony againgt persons while under current supervision.

The committee identified a target group during the preceding 13 months condging of 177
offenders, resulting in a one-year estimate of 163 offenders in the target population. Of the 177,
57 percent were revoked to jail and 42 percent to prison; the Committee therefore estimated that
up to 21 jail beds could be saved by development of a drug court, dthough use of the jal for
short-term sanctions would probably reduce that figure.  Additionaly, the committee estimated
that 68 offenders per year would be diverted from prison, ultimately saving 82 prison beds in
five years. The group acknowledged, however, that the savings would be somewhat less due to
prison sentences imposed on those revoked from drug court.

That same month, the Department submitted an gpplication for $237,625 of federa Byrne funds
through what is now the Governor's Office of Drug Control Policy (ODCP), with an additiona
$117,939 in locd match supporting the program. The application proposed funding a full-time
parole and probation officer (PPO), a hdf-time secretary, and a full-time public defender (under
contract). In addition, the gpplication incuded funds for drug testing and an expanson of an
exiging TASC (Treatment Alternatives to Street Crimes) contract to provide two case managers
for the program’s clients.

The gpplication included strong judtification for the project, noting a subgtantid increase in drug-
relaed crime in Polk County in the preceding years and a reatively new county jal tha was,
nonetheess, dgnificantly over capacity. The application adso noted probation casdoads 114
percent above those recommended by the lowa Department of Corrections.

The gpplication proposed usng the last of the planning grant funds darting in April, 1996 to
begin operation of the drug court with a pilot group of ten to 15 Polk County Jail inmates who
were incarcerated due to drug-related probation violations. After accepting this group into the
program, the project during the following year anticipated accepting up to 165 additiond
offenders who would otherwise be considered for probation revocation.

The misson statement included in the application included the firg four of the five gods noted
above by the planning group. Letters of endorsement for the project were received from the Polk
County Attorney, the Chief Judge of the Fifth Judicid Didrict, the Polk County Public Defender,
the Polk County Sheriff, and the Chief of the Des Moines Police Department.

According to the initid application, testing was to be an integrad part of the drug court program,
as funds were to be included for regular client urindyses, Level of Service Inventories (LSlS),
Drug Abuse Screening Tests (DASTYS), and use of the Alcohol Dependence Scde (ADS). Funds
for urindyses were based upon a target population of 165 clients, or 14 per month, with the
frequency of tesing depending on a client's datus in the program. Perhaps because of the
requirements of Byrne funding, the gpplication noted a variety of datidicd daa that would be
collected by the project to enable assessment of its effectiveness, including data on digibles who
did not enter the project.

The program’s firg clients were receved on August 12, 1996 following the find planning
mesting, which was held six days earlier.
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During the project’s first three months, 34 offenders were referred for consderation, with 2L of
these accepted into the program. An additiond two offenders entered the program without
forma pre-screening.  An additiond 27 were screened during the next three months, with 17 of
these entering the program (including one not pre-screened).

Perhaps the most dgnificant of the changes occurring during the Court's fird year was
gppointment of a digtrict court judge to handle the drug court. During the project’s first eeven
months (August 1996 through July of 1997), an associate didtrict court judge was assigned to the
court, an action that essentidly limited the court’'s scope to misdemeanants.  When a didtrict
court judge took over the drug court in 1997, felony cases became the norm.

Vaious changes, though difficult to quantify, were gpparent as different judges were assgned to
preside over the drug court during the observation period. In drug courts, due to their newness
and experimental nature, the rules that govern norma crimina procedure are relaxed, freeing the
judge to be more active in the treatment process and more cregtive in developing responses to
paticipants problems!® There are, therefore, probably as many models of drug courts as there
are drug court judges.

The need for some changes identified during the project’s fird year was reflected in its second-
year grant application, which added a second parole and probation officer, cut drug testing funds,
reduced the public defender to haf-time, and added a haf-time assistant coun%/ atorney. Funds
alocated for the project’s TASC contract increased from $77,000 to $83,875.2° The make-up of
the project's clientde during its fird year was close to wha was anticipaied in terms of
demographics and referrd offense leved, athough more women were referred to the project than
had been expected (43 percent of clients, as opposed to 11 percent in the origind target
population). The number of clients served was dso much lower than anticipated, as only 47
offenders participated during the project's fird year. Given the yearlong duration of the
trestment component of drug court, however, the project’'s casdoad steadily rose, leaving about
40 persons under supervision at the beginning of the second year.

The target figures contained in the fird-year grant application were clearly unredigic. The
admisson of 165 clients to the program (as projected in the initid application) would have taxed
the court’'s processng resources and made intensve supervision difficult (165 admissons to a
one-year program yidds a casdoad of 165 a the end of the fird year minus any program
falures). While it is concelvable that the court could have considered 165 offenders for entry
into the program during the firs year, it seems unredigic that that number could have been
adequately served, given the way available resources were used and the desired protocols and
program components.  Department of Corrections standards aso suggest that the maximum

19 This“judge effect” has been noted by Belenko in his review of drug court evaluations. In Stillwater, Oklahoma,
the change from a prosecutor-operated drug treatment program to a drug court (with no change in philosophy)
resulted in much lower dropout and recidivism rates. An assessment of the Oakland drug court by the National
Center for State Courts showed conviction rates which varied from year-to-year depending on which judge presided
over the court. A third study, on the Denver Drug Court, showed the variability of judicial attitude and response to
drug court participants. Under one judge, 66 percent of participants received “good and passable” reviews, while 14
percent were sent to jail. Under his successor, only 40 percent received “good and passable” reviews and 40 percent
went to jail. Belenko, op. cit.

20 These are the figures from the original grant applications. Final TASC figures after revisions were $72,000 for

the first year and $90,035 for the second. See Table 2.
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Drug Court Caseload, August 1996 - June 1998
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intensive supervison casdoad for a Parole and Probation Officer 11l is 80. That the project’s
resources were dretched during its first two years was indicated by new participants who waited
injal until beds were found for them in shelter care or in-patient treatment.

In an effort to increase casdoad, at the beginning of the project’'s second year the drug court was
made avallable to those being held on Pre-Trid Rdease (PTR) bond (i.e, those released through
PTR who had been revoked or otherwise re-arested). As will be seen later, however, this
change did not result in any Sgnificant increases in drug court referrals.

A budget revison request during the project’s second year (dated August 6, 1997) aso proposed
the use of biofeedback, acupuncture, and Natrexone to assigt in client treetment. While these
were approved, biofeedback has been used only for one client, and acupuncture and Natrexone
have not been used a dl. The revison request dso proposed establishment of a client loan fund
to assg indigent dlients in securing trangportation, clothing, and persona hygiene packets. This
part of the budget request was denied, and the drug court staff instead started a client fund with
other resources.

The adminidrative issues dedt with in drug court during its second year were primanily
procedura, reflecting operation of a maturing program that needed to formdize policies and
procedures. One of these dedt with the duration of the client screening process, which at times
took up to three weeks due to delays in the County Attorney’s office (while the potentia client
uudly waited in jal). Another dedt with the court's schedule, which until then had included
gaffing from 8:00 to 9:00 each Thursday morning followed by a court sesson a 9:00. These
times were changed to accommodate a change in the drug court judge's other assignments and to
permit more time for daffing and for sessons with dients.  Staffings were hedd on Wednesday
from 1:30 PM to 3:00 PM, with a period of time for revocations following. Court sessons were
hedd Thursday from 800 AM until noon, with participants scheduled a 10- or 15-minute
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intervals.  As discussed below, however, scheduling in the Polk County Drug Court has been
vay fluid, with participant sessons ranging from four to twenty minutes and with clients seen
out-of-order regularly.

The use of two resources was lost or reduced during the year, as Mercy First Step, a resource
used extensvely during the program’'s early phases — frequently as the firsd stop for dients
entering the drug court -- was withdravn to dl dients but those with private insurance. The
Mercy Firs Step Hopte, which provided emergency housng to dients was withdrawn
completely on July 1, 1998.

A number of policy issues were addressed during the second year, including the following:

There was discusson of methods to enable parolees to enter the drug court program, a
problem that proved difficult to achieve under current law.

Another difficult issue involved the role of the defense attorney on the team, his access to
privileged information, and his pergpective on obtaining the best outcome for his dlient.

Another defense attorney issue involved his provison of pro bono services to clients on
isues only margindly relaed to drug court, incuding cases involving termination of
parenta rights.

There was discusson of what happens to drug court clients when they complete the
program and move back to regular probation. There were some clients who did not make
that trangtion wdl, having grown accustomed to the Structure and support found in the
drug court.

As suggested above, the Court implemented a policy of holding new dients in jal until an
inpatient placement could be found for them. This change was based upon the beief that
a high percentage of clients who had been released from jail without immediate placement
were experiencing relgpse. While such a policy might result in increased within-program
jal time, it was the bdief of the drug court team that rdeasng participants (sometimes
prior to detoxification) to alargely unstructured environment had been counterproductive.

The second Parole and Probation Officer included in the second-year application was not added
until September of 1998, the find month of the grant-year.

The project’s third-year grant application contained further changes. The mogt dgnificant of
these involved moving the drug court judge and judge's assigant (dso cdled the Project
Coordinator) to 20 percent time, probably a more accurate reflection of the time spent on this
project than the 100 percent indicated in the fird two grant gpplications. The third-year
goplication a0 used the 50 percent sdary of the public defender as locd match rather than
paying it out of federd funds. Drug tegting funds amounted to $6,000, Smilar to the figure in the
second-year grant. The cost of the TASC contract rose again, to $101,729, with amost dl the
increese fdling under the heading of adminidrative sarvices. At the time the third-year
application was written, it was reported that 198 offenders had been referred to drug court, with
95 admitted to the program, 17 of whom graduated and 42 failed. Better success was reported in
urinalyses, asonly 182 of 6,498 (or 2 percent) were reported positive.
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Table 2. Polk County Drug Court Budget

Budget Category Year 1* Year 2* Year 3 Year 4
Per sonnel $122,670 $144,007 $112,817 $126,179
Benefits $9,000 $14,000 $23,626  $25,110
Equipment $9,000 - $2,400 -
Training $5,100 $8,040 $1,334 -
Oper ating expenses $30,787 $26,360  $20,090 $6,226
Travel $1,735 - - -
Contract services

EFR/TASC Liaison $72,000 $90,035 $101,729  $83,871

County Attorney $31,138 $33,085 $36,810 $37,713

Public Defender $31,138 $28,500 $28,500  $40,200

Biofeedback $3,250 $1,625
TOTAL $312567  $344,027 $330,556 $320,924

* Budgets for the first and second years represent final budget revisions

One of the varigbles which has digtinguished Polk County’s drug court from others has been that
its target audience is persons dready on probation who are in jeopardy of being revoked. While
there have been some exceptions, the bulk of the project’s casdoad has been consstent with the
iniid plan®® The higher-risk nature of the drug court dlientedle resulted in dlear steps to maintain
dructure for the clients For example, during the program’s first year eectronic monitoring was
used extensvely. After edablisiment of a survellance team on 4/6/98, dectronic monitoring
was used much less frequently, dthough the limited availability of EMS units has dso played a
rolein its decreasing use, according to the Project Coordinator.

In comparing Polk County’s rates of success and failure, then, it should be remembered that the
project began with a client group that was about to be revoked, probably leading to prison or jail.
While, according to the GAO study, 63 percent of drug courts accept probation violators?? the
Polk County progran was specificaly desgned for this group. It would therefore not be
unreasonable to expect lower rates of project completion and higher rates of recidivisn among
these clients than has been found in other drug courts.

Drug Court Process

An offender’s journey through the drug court begins with a referrd to the drug court team that
may be made by a member of the team, a private atorney or public defender, a probation officer,
a judge, or other justice system saff. The referra is made to any member of the drug court team
(including the adminidrative assstant, who handles the notification process). The adminidrative
assistant prepares a sheet to be routed to each member of the team. If the prospective client is a
probationer, the review darts with the drug court probation officer, who reviews the case with
the assigned probation officer and then refers the case on to the drug court county attorney. |If
the prospective client is not on probation, the review sarts with the county attorney, who reviews

21 See the chapter on referrals for abreakdown of referral types by year.
22 General Accounting Office, op. cit., p. 10.

22



the case with the assigned prosecutor and then sends the case to the drug court probation officer.
The next review is by the TASC case managers, who set up the initid substance abuse screening.
If any of the above veto acceptance of the potentid client, the process stops immediately.

After being reviewed by these threg, the case is usudly discussed informdly by the entire team
(including the judge). The defense atorrey may or may not have seen the case prior to this
review. If the case survives this review the defense attorney will meet with the potentid client to
determine if drug court is the offender’s best option. A second review may take place in specid

cases. This review process can be very involved and in unusud cases may teke two to three
months. When a referra results in reection, a letter is sent to the referrd source indicating so.

In these ingtances no reasons for rgection are dated, under the beief that doing so would
compromise client confidentidity.

When the team agrees to accept a client, the public defender meets with the county attorney and
the two agree on the requirements for the client to enter the drug court. A court date is scheduled
and a that time the client meets with the public defender out of hearing range from the other
daff. He reviews the process with the offender to ensure knowledgesble assent.  After this
meeting the offender meets with the team and dgns a confesson n which the client describes the
actud offense committed. The county attorney’s office prepares a Statement explicitly stating
what its actions will be if the client either succeeds or fails in the drug court. The dlient is given
a lig of team phone numbers dong with a verba summary from the judge about the rules of the
program and what the offender might expect during participation in the drug court. The team is
introduced to the offender and the offender’ s next court date is set.

Depending on the offender’s needs, the TASC case managers will have set up the first substance
abuse trestment refera. There may or may not be a waiting period if the initid placement
involves residentid trestment. If there is a waiting period, the offender is likely to reman in jall
until a vacancy occurs. The first day after rdease from jal or acceptance into the program, the
client meets with a probation officer and reviews and ggns the probation contract that Specifies
the offender’s respongbilities. The offender meets with the TASC officer to begin the process of
developing a treatment plan for the period of drug court participation, complete an LSl (Leve of
Searvice Inventory, Revised), 9gn redleases of information, and set up a schedule for urindyses.
Urindyses initidly teke place Tuesdays and Thursdays until clients attain a levd where they are
assigned a color code that must be checked daily for random urinalyss. This process enables the
team to become familiar with the client and his’her needs.

Clients typicdly dat the drug court by attending court weekly. The drug court team has
normaly reviewed the client's progress a a daffing the previous day and has decided on a
course of action if the client is having problems. The judge typicdly greets the offender and asks
how he or she is doing. The TASC officer and supervising probation officer review ther written
datus reports on the dient. If things are going wdl, the team will be supportive and
congratulatory. If not, warnings may be given ranging from averbd reprimand to timeinjall.

When dients experience difficulties the drug court responds to esch studion individudly, as
there is no set schedule of graduated sanctions.  In determining a proper response the team
attempts to assess the impact of possble sanctions on the long-term prognosis of the dlient.
Sanctions may range from verba reprimands from the judge to phase setbacks to increases in
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urindysis to up to severd weeks in jal. Few dients complete the drug court without undergoing
sanctions. It isn't unusud for clients to be jalled for short periods, particulaly after a drug
relapse, asa“wake up cdl.”

Many dlients, even those who ultimately graduate, experience relgpse in the drug court. The
reection of the team to relapses varies according to how the client dedls with rdapse. A client
who readily admits drug use even before urine testing will be lauded for honesty and may not
experience ay new sanctions. Those who are not forthcoming will usudly be dedt with more
harshly, as honesty is the most absolute of requirements for drug court clients. Repeated lying is
viewed as evidence tha the client is not interested in overcoming addition and is therefore not a
suitable for the drug court.

The court session itsdf is informa, dthough the judge wears a robe and is seeted a the bench
above the other participants (in staffings the judge dts at a table with the team and does not wear
a robe). Steady client progress is awarded with applause, hugs, tickets to athletic events,
movement to the next trestment phase, or reduced or forgiven court-ordered payments (not
including reditution) or community service hours. Success dso results in gradud reduction of
dructure, and clients are dlowed to go out-of-county to vigt family or paticipae in other
activities acceptable to the Court. The team has established a smal fund to permit occasiona
loans for such things as moving, storage, work shoes, or other necessties. The team has dso
helped clients by providing occasiona transportation or other such assistance.

At the concluson of the hearing the client is told of any requirements to be met prior to his or her
next hearing, and a written copy is provided. Clients who are doing well are encouraged to keep
it up; clients experiencing difficulties are urged to get back on track.

After a few weeks of success the court hearings start to be spaced out to two- to three-week
intervals.  In the find months of program paticipation, clients may see the team once every four
weeks, depending on the client's gability as graduation nears. This process is flexible and
adjusments may be made a any time. Clients are dso told that they may come to a court
session without an appointment if they fed the need.

During the court’s first three years the judges preferred that clients waited outside the courtroom
until their gppointment time and left immediatdly theresfter. Since that time the current judge
has made it clear that clients are free to come early or reman n the courtroom while other dlients
ae beng seen, dthough dients may request a closed hearing. All dients ae invited to
graduations.

Intensve supervison probation such as that found in the drug court involves regular face-to-face
contact between the client and the probation officer, in addition to telephone and collatera
contects.  The role of the probation officer is supervisory in nature and involves assuring that the
dient fulfills respongbilities associated with his or her sentence and/or terms of release. The
probation officer verifies any court-rdaed payments, the living Stuation, and any problems
being encountered by the client. Every dient in the drug court has a curfew (normaly 8 P.M. if
they are not working and 10 P.M. if they a€). For a period the project used a survelllance team
to check on curfew violations, but this is no longer the case. In the early months of operation,
€electronic monitoring was used, but that practice has dso fdlen.
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The TASC officers have respongbility for the drug trestment components of the drug court.
After developing a case plan with the offender, the TASC officers monitor adherence to the plan
through regular contacts with the offender and trestment providers, conduct urindyses, and
modify the plan as necessry. Treatment providers themsdves, while welcome a drug court
hearings, attend very raredly, and the TASC counsdors are the conduit through which trestment
data are provided to the Court. Like the probation officers, the TASC officers pepare a report
on each offender prior to every court gopearance. They aso see clients on daly check-in if
clients are unemployed during program participation, especidly during the early weeks.

Clients are required to perform community service as part of the drug court and may have “left
over” hours from previous sentencing (athough community service assgnments are handled by
the county community service office). Some clients and graduate clients have dso assged daff
in giving presentations on the drug court to schools and other groups. The Court may aso give
credit for other service projectsin which the client may be involved.

Biofeedback has been used for some mae dlients in the study group, but no women. These men
report that it was beneficid. Funding for biofeedback provided for a set number of vidts for
each referred client, but since fewer clients were referred than were budgeted for, additiona
sessons were permitted.  Once through the firgt training stage, clients returned from ime to time
to reinforce the kills they learned.

As will be seen in the chapter on treatment, drug court clients may be referred to a variety of
trestment options during participation in the drug court. These include the following:

House of Mercy (HOM): Operated by Mercy Medicd Center, this program provides
resdentid housing for chemicdly dependent women who are pregnant, post-partum, or
live with their children. It may aso provide services to some childiess women who are
homeless and meet other specific criteria. HOM offers child assessment and development
programs, including extensve assessment of the effect of parenta drug abuse on
children. Other services include substance abuse recovery, educetion, daycare, parenting,
and medica services. It also supports outpatient and aftercare programs, housing, a free
cinic for the community, and provides employment sarvices and work with community
programs for housing and education.

Blank Children’s Hospital: One gaff physcian works with drug-affected and addicted
children of drug abusng mothers.

Powel 111 and Powdl CD: Substance abuse counsding, socid development, and mentd
hedth trestment are provided a various levels of care for men and women, from mote
room-type placements to the most severe medically managed cases. Working with other
sheters and resdentid resources, Powell dso provides various levels of outpatient
sarvices both at the hospital and a the community corrections offices.

Bernie Lorenz Recovery House: Bernie Lorenz provides resdentid housing for women
with individud and group counsding, individud treatment plans, family reunification,
employment, and collaboration with other community services. Counsding on a dlient's
family of origin deds with childhood issues.
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lowa Residential Treatment (IRT) Center-Mt. Pleasant: This is a date-operated
treetment center run by the Depatment of Hedth-Divison of Hedth Promotion,
Prevention and Addictive Behaviors. It provides substance abuse counsding,
psychological counsdling, nurang sarvices and activity specidist. IRT dso has a dud
diagnosis pilot project, and may treat voluntary and court placements.

Beacon of Life Residential Center for Homeless Women: The ”"Beacon” is primarily a
sheter for homeess women. Those coming out of resdentid trestment or hdfway
houses are placed here to continue outpatient treatment or aftercare. In coordinating
activities with Bernie Lorenz, the program provides assstance in employment, substance
abuse counsdling, relgpse prevention, education, co-dependency, and abuse issues.

Eyerly Ball Community Mental Health Services: This is the drug court's primary
resource for deding for menta hedth problems. This is a county supported service that
helps with clients who need assessment for duad diagnosis problems, sexudity, abuse,
and other related issues.

Port of Entry (POE) Recovery House: This is a men's hdfway house for trestment of
substance abuse problems. POE provides monitoring, group programs, employment
assistance, and referras to other agencies.

Mercy 1% Step: This organization provides outpatient counsding for substance abuse,
physica abuse, and menta hedlth problems for individuas and families.

YMCA/NYWCA: Thee agencies ae used occasondly for short-teerm placement for
dable dients in trandgtion and to hdp them qudify for homeess sarvices with other
agencies.

Zion Brown: This is a resdentid treatment facility for maes. This fadility is located in a
very remote rural setting and is used by the court to get clients awvay from digtractions
and bad influences as they begin recovery.

Women's Resdential Correctional Facility: This is a resdentia center that houses
women and their children (under age five). It has programming in al aspects of
substance abuse, psychologicd and other abuse issues, and mantans parenting,
education, and employment services.

Polk County Victim Services. This program provides counsding and services for
victims of ragpe and sexud assault, intra-family sexua abuse, or other person-to-person
crimes.

Gamblers Anonymous: This group provides group thergpy and 12-step programs and
help for dlients with issues of sdif-esteem and problem gamblers.

ANAWIM Housing: This organization provides rentd assdance and maiching
supportive services for aperiod of up to 5 years. Itstarget population includes
0 homeless families, one of whose adult members is seioudy mentdly ill, has
chronic problems with acohol, drugs and/or has AIDS or other related diseases,
or
0 single adults having one of the above mentioned disabilities.
Gateway: This agency provided dl levels of treatment from resdentid, hafway house,
outpatient, and aftercare. It was a frequent “first step” in the treatment process for drug
court clients during the study period. Gateway initiated the first trestment protocol for
treating methamphetamine addiction. The agency provided a broad range of services to a
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large dient base, but since a change in the ownership of the hospitd facilities used by
Gateway, the program has operated only on alimited basis.

The lowa State Universty Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program
(EFNEP) is used to assigt dients in learning about nutrition. Drug court clients typicaly
know little about nutrition and ther drug abuse has mitigated against proper nutrition.
Initidly the service atempted to teach nutrition during day sessons or during aftercare,
but the service discovered that the best time to teach better nutrition practices is when
clients are in the home and ready to plan meadls.

There are a number of other providers that may be used by the drug court depending on client
needs. These include the following:

The Family Violence Center

MECCA-Oakdae

VA Hospita

Vocationd Rehabilitation

DHW/Working with Kids

Broadlawns (Polk County) Chemica Dependency — Outpatient
COD Cognitive Skills Group.

Polk County’s drug court can be differentiated from other drug courts by using a list of varigbles
by Satel and presented in the Nationd Drug Court Ingitute Review.?® This lig is useful in
illugrating the various characterisics and persondities of drug courts, essentidly providing
indght asto how drug court clients are dedlt with. Thislist is presented in Table 3:

23 satel, Sally L., MD, “Observational Study of Courtroom Dynamics in Selected Drug Courts, National Drug Court
Institute Review Vol. 1 Number 1, p. 43.
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Table 3. Variables Digdinguishing Drug Courts

Variable Rationale for Inclusion

Ambient noise, distraction (1-5) I mpediments to engagement of individuals and community.

Participant miked Emphasizes primacy of participant.

Closeness to bench Relevant to intensity of judge-participant exchange.

Participant next to lawyer Dilution of judge-participant exchange.

Who isfirst addressed by judge Emphasizes primacy of participant.

Level of eye contact Intensity of exchange.

Physical contact Aspect of exchange.

Remain throughout session Opportunity to educate by example, reinforce norms and solidify group cohesion.
Arranged seating Vehicle for setting example.

Order to cases Opportunity to reinforce norms.

Fixed sanction algorithm Aspect of consistency.

Review on short notice Capacity for immediate response, emphasizes sense of judicial watchfulness.
Time spent with participant Level of engagement, opportunity to develop relationship.

Frequency of courtroom sessions | Opportunity to develop relationship.

Judge addresses gallery Reinforces sense of court asacommunity.

Participant addresses gallery Reinforces community

Outside contact Level of engagement.

Ambient noise, distraction: only three of the fifteen courts studied by Satel were given arating
of one, the rating we would give Polk County’s drug court. In Polk County the two courtrooms
used for drug court are rddatively smal and, because of the virtud absence of agdlery, there are
amost no distractions save an occasiond cell phone call or ajailer escorting a prisoner to court.

Participant miked: most drug courts studied by Satel probably did not use microphones
because, as is the case in Polk County, the courtroom is smal and microphones would not
contribute to participants being heard. During the program’s first year, in a smal courtroom,
the public address system was dmost never used. Since the Drug court moved to a larger
courtroom in January, 1999, microphones have been used more frequently, but most often in
forma proceedings (eg., revocation hearings) in which the services of a court reporter are
needed. Generdly, even in the larger courtroom, the evaduators found that participants were
eadly heard without amplification.

Closeness to bench: in the courts sudied by Satel distance from the bench to participants ranged
from sx to 20 feet. During most of 1997 and dl of 1998 — the period during which the operation
of the drug court was being observed as pat of this evduation -- the table a which the
participant, public defender, and probation officer sat in Polk County was about twelve feet from
the judge (“stage right’). The table used by the TASC counsdors, Correctiond Services
supervisors, and assgtant county atorney was immediatdy across the aide (“dage left’). The
judge's bench is raised, but it was not unusud for him or her to leave the bench. While the judge
wore judicid garb for hearings, a the drug team datus conferences (held one afternoon a week)
he/she was not robed and usudly sat in a box in front of the bench where a court reporter usudly
gts.

Participant next to lawyer: in only four of Sad’s courts were participants seated next to thelr
atorneys, as is true in Polk County. This enables private communications between participants
and ther atorneys but ill permits the public defender to act as a member of the team. The
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participant Sts in the end seat at the table, permitting easy access and egress.  In the opinion of
the evduaors, this seating arrangement does not necessarily contribute to adversariness; in one
case, for example, the public defender was overheard tdlling his client “These people are looking
out for your best interests.”

COURT ATTENDANT

PROBATION IIT

TASC COUNTY PUBLIC | |PROBATION II
ORI DEFENDER
. | PrisonNErs | _
GENERAL SEATING

Whom does judge first address: in Polk County the participant is aways addressed first, as was
the case in deven of Sad’s fifteen drug courts. This emphasizes that the dlient is the primary
focus of the drug court. As part of introductory remarks to new clients, the judge frequently tdls
them that [we paraphrase] “This is your year in drug court. We're here to help you get your life
back together. Take care of yourself, and your other responshilities will take care of
themsalves.”

Level of eye contact: there is nearly continuous eye contact between judge and participants
when paticipants ae being addressed.  All of the didrict court judges who have been
reponsble for the drug court in Polk County have wished to trest the court as a family,
something that might seem incongruous in a larger jurisdiction (or a larger courtroom). Satel
reported sustained eye contact in ten of her fifteen drug courts.

Physical contact: routine physica contact between the judge and program participants is not the
norm in Polk County, dthough a graduation from the progran there are many hugs and
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handshakes. It is not unusud for drug court gaff (and judge) to applaud a participant who is
doing wel, particularly when the team may previoudy have seen that participant relgpse.  There
is dso paticular empathy among the drug court team when problems with children or child
custody arise; the judge may leave the bench to provide a hug of consolation or pat on the back
of encouragement in these dtuations. All but one of Satd’s drug courts showed physica contact
at least during graduation.

Participants remain throughout sesson: most of the courts that Satel studied did not require
participants (defendants) to remain in court following their case review. This was dso the case
in Polk County prior to January of 2000 (i.e,, during dmost al of the study period). While Sad
correctly points out that requiring participants to stay can increase group cohesion and educate
by example, it could adso be argued tha some employed participants might miss work by being
required to stay through the sesson. It is the sense of the evauators that court sessons in Rk
County are like thergpy sessons and tha the presence of other participants or a gdlery could
reduce the intimacy of the setting. This notion is enhanced by a comment the judge made to a
potentia vistor who wandered into one court sesson: “This is a thergpeutic court” which does
not dlow vigtors. It is dso the sense of the evaduators that, if group coheson in drug courts is
degrable, it can develop in other ways in Polk County because of the sdect nature of the
program and the limited resources used by the Court. Most drug court clients know one another
due to paticipation in the same trestment programs, outpatient groups, or smply awaiting court
together either in or immediatdly outside the courtroom.

Arranged seating: mog of the courts studied by Satel used the jury box for specid seeting. In
Polk County’s drug court, sedting is arranged for program clients and members of the “team,”
dthough the courtroom has a jury box in which those scheduled for sanction could be seated. In
the smdl courtroom used during the program’s fird seventeen months, the front row of the
gdlery had dgns indicaing that it was reserved for those coming from the jal; these ae
immediatdy behind the tables a which program clients and drug team membes sa. The
swinging gate tha divides the front of the courtroom from the gdlery is propped open o that it
is easy to miss its being there a dl. In the larger courtroom used since the beginning of 1999
program dients may wait in the jury box and then return there after their status conference with
the drug court team.

Order to cases. in Polk County the drug court works from a printed schedule, meeting
Wednesday afternoon for gaffing and revocations and Thursday morning for client progress
reports. The schedule appears established primarily for the benefit of clients and their work or
treetment schedules.  Jalled dlients are typicaly seen a a specific time in the schedule each
week. Appointments are set a ten and fifteenrminute intervas, dthough the schedule is only
minimally adhered to. It is not unusua for cases to be taken out of order when one client is late
and another is available, and there is no sanction when the latecomer has a reasonable excuse.

Fixed sanction algorithm: there was disagreement among Satd’s respondents about the utility
of having fixed sanction adgorithms, a number of judges in larger courts gpproved of them as
being useful in ensuring farness.  In Polk County and in most of Satdl’s jurisdictions there is no
fixed algorithm under the philosophy of individudizing trestment.  Ensuring farmess in a
program with few clients does not require exactly the same sanction for Smilar infractions, more
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important is that participants are aware that, because of the way drug court works, punishment
will be swift and sure and tailored to the offender’ s particular needs.

Review on short notice: rapid review of cases can be important in drug court to permit timely
response to relgpse or other participant emergencies. Almost al drug courts studied by Satel
could provide review on short notice as an indicator of judicid watchfulness. In Polk County
drug court is hed Wednesday afternoon and Thursday morning, but clients are told that they may
cdl any member of the team a any time and that the probation officer’s phone is monitored at dl
times. They are dso told that they may show up a court even without being scheduled. The
probation officer is in nearly daily contact with the judge, which enables the preparation of court
orders in response to emergencies a nearly any time.

Time spent with participant: this, more than any other varidble, distinguishes Polk County’s
drug court from those in Satd’s study, whose time on each case ranged from one minute (in Fort
Lauderdale) to five-to-ten minutes (in Kdamazoo). While cases in Polk County are scheduled at
ten- or fifteenrminute intervas, conferences often were longer in duration. Only when a dient is
doing very well and has no problems to report are cases handled in less then five minutes. More
detalled casawork may take the court up to 20 minutes. New client orientation aso typicaly
takes about 20 minutes.

Frequency of courtroom sessions. As noted above, drug court in Polk County originadly met
Thursday mornings, with staffing occurring between 8 AM. and 9 A.M. and case reviews with
participants occurring thereafter. During the spring of 1998 this schedule was dtered to better fit
the judge's schedule.  Currently, the drug court meets Wednesday afternoon for saffing and
revocations and Thursday morning for case reviews with participants. This has dlowed for more
time to discuss client needs prior to seeing clients persondly. Clients are normaly caled back
every two to three weeks, dthough those having difficulty or who appear in jeopardy may return
weekly. Jaled dients are dso typicdly seen weekly. All dients are told that they don't have to
wait for ther next scheduled court date to be seen; if they wish an extra sesson they ae
instructed either to call the drug court coordinator or to just show up on Thursday morning.?*
The frequency of sessions, combined with the amount of time devoted to each case, enables the
judge and the rest of the drug court team to develop rdationships with paticipants unlike those
in more traditiond crimind courts. Drug court more fully resembles a juvenile or family court
than it does a crimind court.

Judge addresses gallery/participant addresses gallery: given that there is usudly no gdlery in
the Polk County Drug Court, for the purposes of this study these two variables are irrdevant.
Satd uses them as indicators of the development of drug court as a community. In Polk County,
however, given the smadl courtroom and intimacy of proceedings, the drug court more esembles
a family gtting at the dining room table. At the head of the figurative table is the judge, who acts
much like a parent, and at the Sdes are other team members, who condtitute the remainder of the
family. Carying the andogy further, they meet to discuss the problems encountered by a

24 The evaluators are not aware of any Drug Court clients appearing at a court session when they were not
scheduled. There have clearly been instances in which clients have made contact with the Judge between sessions
for assistance or support. These contacts have typically involved family court issues (e.g., child custody) or other
criminal chargesthat did not specifically involve the Drug Court.
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wayward family member. While a paticipant’'s “sgnificant other,” family members, or cdose
friends or mentors might be welcome a the table (and who are sometimes addressed by the
judge), incuding others might be intrusve, reducing the “in-group” feding which the team
srivesto develop.

Outside contact: drug court participants are encouraged to call the judge (or any team member)
when they see the need, but outsde contacts are irregular. The judge has performed the marriage
ceremony of one program participant, and was asked to perform another (the couple eoped
instead). Judges have aso made vigts to the Department of Correctional Services Women's
Facility, in which some program paticipants have resded. The judge's phone number is
included in the telephone ligt provided to every dient, and it is not unusud for dients to cdl him
or her or, on occason, meet individudly in chambers. Mo of the courts studied by Satel did
not report regular outside contact between judge and participants, and Polk County’s drug court
is probably representative of this group.

32



V. Program Referrals

A program such as the drug court to some extent is dependent on outside sources for its clientele.
Without suitable sources of program referrds, the saff would spend much of its time generating
referrds rather than coordinating the treatment of offenders.  The levd of referrds may dso
sarve as an indicator of the program’'s success, as a program not having the respect of referra
sources will ultimately lose potentid referrals.

There have been periods of the drug court's exisence in which referrds to the program have
been low, reducing the program’s impact on drug-abusng offenders.  The number of clients
referred to the drug court has vacillaed, ranging from an average of nearly twenty per month
during the third quarter of 1999 to about sx per month in the last quarters of 1996 and 1998.

Low rates of referra continued well into 1999 and wel after a secord probation officer had
joined the team. It was not until late fal of 1999 that the program reached its optimum client
level. Quarterly referrds and admissons areillugtrated in the graph below.

Referralsand Admissions, by Referral Quarter

60 57

Referrals
50 48 48 48

Number

19

15

12 11

1l 17 .

3/96 4/96 1/97 2/97 3/97 4/97 1/98 2/98 3/98 4/98 1/99 2/99 3/99 4/99 1/00 2/00
Quarter

As shown in the grgph, there has been a corresponding vacillation in the number of clients
entering the program. From August through December, 1996, the program averaged dightly
over five new dients per month. This increased to seven dlients per month during the firg haf
of 1997, only to drop to just over three per month in the last haf of the year. In the first haf of
1998 new cases rose again to five per month, but decreased again between July and September to
about two per month. This vacillation has continued into the present, as increases or decreases in
admissions have never gone beyond two consecutive quarters.
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There have dso been changes over time in the source of referras to the drug court.  While the
largest percentage of referras to the court during its firs year came from probation officers, by
the program's fourth year probation officers accounted for a much smdler percentage of
referrals.  Replacing them as the foremost source of referras were private defense atorneys, who
in the drug court’s fourth year referred more than seven times as many dlients as they did during
the fird. There were a0 increases in referras from the drug court’s prosecuting attorney and
the drug court judge (during the last two years), the later primarily involving reconsderation of
prison sentences (possible shock probation). Thisinformation is shown in Tables4 and 5.

Table4. Drug Court Referral Sources

Year
Referral Source| 1 2 3 4 Total
Private Attorney] 9 43 30 71 153
Public Defender| 2 4 11 15 32
County Attorney| 10 10
Drug Court Prosecutor| O 5 12 18 35
Drug Court PO| 4 6 1 7 18
Drug Court Judge| O 4 11 25 40
Drug Court Pub Def. 9 8 3 20
Other Drug Courtf 1 1 2
Other Judge| 2 1 1 2 6
Probation Officer| 52 42 30 A 158
Pre-Trial Releasg 9 10 4 6 29
Treatment Stafff 3 1 0 12
Other 1 2 3 6
Unknown 46 30 16 1 93
Total 128 163 128 195 614

Table 5. Drug Court Referrad Sources, in Percent
Y ear
Referral Source| 1 2 3 4 Total
Private Attorney| 7.0% | 26.4% | 23.4% | 36.4% | 24.9%
Public Defender|] 1.6% | 25% | 86% | 7.7% | 52%
County Attorney] 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% 5.1% 1.6%
Drug Court Prosecutor| 0.0% | 3.1% | 9.4% 9.2% 5.7%
Drug Court PO| 31% | 3.7% | 0.8% | 3.6% 2.9%
Drug Court Judge| 0.0% | 25% | 86% | 128% | 6.5%
Drug Court Pub Def.| 0.0% | 55% | 6.3% 1.5% 3.3%
Other Drug Courtf 0.8% | 00% | 08% | 0.0% | 0.3%
Other Judge| 1.6% | 0.6% | 0.8% 1.0% 1.0%
Probation Officer| 40.6% | 25.8% | 23.4% | 17.4% | 25.7%
Pre-Trial Releasel 7.0% | 61% | 31% | 31% | 47%
Treatment Staff| 2.3% | 49% | 0.8% | 0.0% 2.0%
Other| 0.0% | 06% | 1.6% | 15% 1.0%
Unknown 35.9% | 184% | 125% | 05% | 15.1%

Total 128 163 128 195 614




Table 6 presents information on the number and outcome of referrds to the drug court from the
program’s beginning through its fourth year. The top haf of the table suggests a fdl-off in
referrals during 1998-99, athough some of the problem of low referras is masked because some
of the low referrd months overlap the bresks between periods in the table.  The noteworthy
suggestion in the top part of the table is that, whatever problems occurred during the program’s
first three years, referrds appear to have rebounded considerably during year four. Totd
referrals were up 22 percent from the high of the program’s second year (198 referrds in year

four, compared to 162 in year 2).

It appears, then, that the drug court team has responded
positively to the earlier challenge of low referrds.

Table 6. Referrd Outcome, by Year®

Reected by:

Year of

Referral Admitted| TASC| PO | Court | Co. Atty| Client | Team | Other | Total
8/1996 — 7/1997 70 16 7 0 3 21 8 1 126
8/1997 — 7/1998 51 26 21 0 41 11 11 0 161
8/1998 — 7/1999 39 14 13 2 37 16 3 3 127
8/1999 — 7/2000 55 15 33 2 77 9 3 2 196
Total 215 71 74 4 158 57 25 6 610
8/1996 — 7/1997 | 55.6% | 12.7% | 56% | 0.0% 2.4% 16.7% | 6.3% | 0.8% | 100.0%
8/1997 —7/1998 | 31.7% | 16.1% | 13.0% | 0.0% 25.5% 6.8% 6.8% | 0.0% | 100.0%
8/1998 — 7/1999 | 30.7% | 11.0% | 10.2% | 1.6% 29.1% | 126% | 24% | 24% | 100.0%
8/1999—7/2000 | 28.1% 77% 1168% | 1.0% | 39.3% 4.6% 15% | 1.0% | 100.0%
Total 35.2% |11.6% [12.1% | 0.7% | 25.9% | 9.3% | 4.1% | 1.0% |100.0%

Total excludesfour unknown cases,

The bottom hdf of Table 6 provides a percentage breakdown of total referrds each year in order
to examine changes in screening over time.  The table notes unusudly high referra acceptance
during the program’s first year, a practices that (as will be shown later) resulted in a high rate of
falure for fird-year clients. It appears that the urge to quickly develop a casdoad for the
program in its early months worked againgt the program’ s success.

Table 6 dso illustrates how decison-making has changed as the drug court has matured. The
cause of the drop in the percentage of referrds entering the program was clearly more sdlective
screening by the drug court dtaff, particularly the probation officers and the assstant county
attorney. As the percentage of cases rgjected because of the TASC officers has dropped -- TASC
rgections typicaly are due to lack of perceived motivation on the part of the offender -- rgection
from probation officers and (particularly) the county atorney have escalated. These rgections
typicdly occur ether due to the severity of the current offense or the offender’s prior crimind
history.

The rise in county attorney rgections may aso illustrate how a change in the drug court team can
affect the outcome of screening. Early in 1999 the assgtant county attorney assigned to drug
court changed, and it is evident from the table that ether this change has had an impact, or the

5 Note that this table refersto the year of referral, not the year of entry. Because of delays between referral and
entry to the program, there may be slight differences in the number of clients accepted into the drug court.

35



county attorney’s office has changed policies on admissons to the drug court, or referrd
characterigtics have changed.

Table 7, below, dso indicates some changes over time, with a pronounced movement away from
entry of misdemeanants toward fdons. The first year's figures clearly indicate the presence of
an Associate Didrict Court judge on the court; fdons and misdemeanants were split dmost
evenly. In year two misdemeanor entries were cut by about one-third, with a corresponding rise
in fdonies. Since that time misdemeanor entries have been less frequent yet, paticulaly as
admissions of Class B fdons (some charged, but not convicted) have risen.

Table 7. Most Serious Entry Charge, by Year
Most Y ear Tota
Serious Entry 1 2 3 4
Offense N % N % N % N % N %
BFdony] O | 0.0% | O| 0.0% | 3 | 75% | 11 | 204% | 14 | 6.6%
CFeonyl 10 | 14.1% | 15| 32.6% | 18 | 45.0% | 16 | 29.6% | 59 | 28.0%
D Felony| 27 | 38.0% | 17| 37.0% | 12 | 30.0% | 21 | 38.9% | 77 | 36.5%
Agg. Misd| 26 | 36.6% | 11| 239% | 6 | 150% | 4 | 7.4% | 47 | 22.3%
SeriousMisd| 7 | 99% | 3| 65% | 1 | 25% | 2 | 3.7% | 13| 6.2%
SmpleMisd| 1 | 1.4% 0.0% 00% | O | 00% | 1 | 0.5%
Total| 71 |100.0% | 46 | 100.0% | 40 |100.0% | 54 |100.0% | 211 |100.0%

*Y ears are based upon entry dates. Year 1 was August 1, 1996-July 31-1997 and other yearsfall between the
same dates in each year.

Table 8 shows the dsatus of drug court admissons as they entered the program. The table
suggests that the target audience for the drug court has changed during the past two years. While
the program was originaly intended for probetioners likely to be revoked — and referrds the firgt
two years suggest that this was the actud target audience — since that time the concentration has
moved toward pre-trid cases.  While over ninety percent of the clientele the fird year was
probationers with or without pending charges, in years three and four the percentage dropped to
about 50 percent and less than 40 percent respectively. Whether this change has been beneficia
Is a this point uncertain; andyds of recidiviam later in this document suggests tha the drug
court during itsfirst two years was least effective with pre-trid cases.

The other noteworthy change in Table 8 is the increase in referrds from prison (“shock”
probation). These clients have become especidly more prevdent during the last haf of year
four. While early results on these dients from the firs two years gppear hopeful — two of the
three graduated and have not recidivated — whether such good results will continue is uncertain
because of the smdl initid numbers.
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Table 8. Status a Referrd, by Year

Y ear Totd
1 2 3 4

Referrd Status] N % N % N % N % N %
Pretrid] 3 | 42% | 11| 23.9% | 13 | 325% | 23 | 426% | 50 | 23.7%
Prisonl 1 14% | 2 | 4.3% 2 | 50% | 10| 185% | 15| 7.1%
Probationf 13 | 18.3% | 12| 26.1% | 15 | 37.5% | 11 | 20.4% | 51 | 24.2%
Prob/pending] 54 | 76.1% | 19| 41.3% | 10 | 25.0% | 10 | 185% | 93 | 44.1%
Shock/pending 00% | 1| 22% 0.0% 00% | 1 0.5%
Other 00% | 1| 22% 0.0% 00% | 1 | 05%
Total] 71 |100.0% | 46 | 100.0% | 40 |100.0% | 54 |100.0% | 211 | 100.0%
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V. Client Demography at |ntake

Data on client demography were initidly presented in an interim report relessed in December,
1999. These data have been updated with the graduation of the finad two drug court clients
from the study period who were active clients when that report was prepared. Beow, in
“bullet style” are presented findings pertaining to the drug court clientedle screened by the
program prior to October 1, 1998. Each of these bullets is supported by one or more tables
found ether accompanying the text or in Appendix A. Some of this demographic information
isds0 used in the chapter comparing the drug court clients with the two comparison groups.

From its beginning in July, 1996, through the end of the study period, the Polk County
Drug Court accepted 124 clients, including 61 women and 63 men. The proportion of
women in the sudy populaion was higher than origindly anticipated based upon the
pilot study conducted to determine the need for such a program. Almost 80 percent of
those entering the program were white, with most of the remainder being black.

Table 9. Sex and Race of Drug Court Clients

Femde Mde Total
Racel N % % N %
Asan 1 1.6% 0.0% 1 0.8%
Black|] 14 | 23.0% 143% | 23 | 185%
Native American| 1 1.6% 0.0% 1 0.8%
Pacific Idander| 2 3.3% 0.0% 2 1.6%
White] 43 | 70.5% 85.7% | 97 | 78.2%

Total|] 61 |100.0% 100.0%] 124 |100.0%

AT oo ooz

The median age for those entering the drug court was 29.5 years. Women tended to be
dightly younger than men,

Almogt hdf those entering the program reported not having been employed in the
previous Sx months. Women were less often employed than men. The men averaged two
months of employment during the Sx months prior to entering the drug court.

As dso shown in Chapter 1X, most drug court clients had never been imprisoned,
dthough the rae of imprisonment for nonwhite clients (prior to drug court) was
goproximately twice that for whites.

While mogt drug court clients did not report ether perpetrating abuse or being a victim of
abuse, a subgtantia percentage had some experience either as an abuser or as a victim.
This was paticulally true for femde dients, dmost three-eighths of whom had been
involved in sexud abuse. More than hdf the women had experience with domestic abuse;
seventeen of the 61 women reported both domestic and sex abuse.?®

26 Of the women clients of Polk County’ s drug court, 37.7% reported being involved in sex abuse either asa
perpetrator or victim. Thisis apparently not unusual for drug court clients, as Belenko reported Fayette County,
Kentucky findings that 23 percent of the women had been sexually abused and 26 percent had been physically
abused. The physical abuse reported by Polk County clients was much higher: 56 percent of the women reported
being involved in domestic abuse, and 46 percent of the men (either as victims or perpetrators). See Belenko,
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One of the more interesting aspects of drug courts nationdly is the variaion in the types of
drugs abused by those offenders. Research has suggested that these variations are at least
somewhat geographical, as Belenko noted in his most recent review of drug court evauations.

For some drug courts on the west coast, methamphetamine use is common, while in
most drug courts in the east or south cocaine and heroin are the most common drugs of

abuse. Severa drug courts have a relatively high percentage of participants for whom
acoohal is the primary drug.”’

A summay of findings pertaining to the drug hisory of dlients in Polk County’s drug court is
presented below:

Methamphetamine was the primary drug of choice in the Polk County drug court,
athough the type of drug varied with the race of program participants. White maes and
femaes were mogt likely to report methamphetamine as their drug of choice, while blacks
preferred cocaine.

Table 10. Drug of Choice, by Sex and Race

White Non-White
Made Femde Made Femde
Drug of Choicel N % N % N % N %

Cocaine] 14 25.9% 5 11.6% 6 66.7% 14 77.8%

LSD] 1 1.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Methamphetaming] 36 | 66.7% 35 | 814% 0 0.0% 3 16.7%

Marijuana] 3 5.6% 1 2.3% 3 33.3% 1 5.6%

Rxdrugs] O 0.0% 2 4.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total] 54 |100.0% | 43 |100.0%| 9 |100.0%| 18 | 100.0%

The largest group of clients (43 percent) used drugs by smoking, athough injection (33
percent) and inhaation (22 percent) were dso common.

At least four of every sx clients had undergone previous drug treatments. The median
number of prior trestments for both men and women was two.?2

“Research on Drug Courts: A Critical Review, 1999 Update,’ in National Drug Court Institute Review, Volume 11,
Number 2, Winter 1999.

27 (i

Ibid, p.18.
28 This puts the Polk County drug court at the high end of drug courts with respect to previous treatment of clients.
Belenko, in his 1999 review of drug court evaluations points out the Fayette County KY drug court as having a high

rate, with 62 percent having prior substance abuse treatment. In Los Angeles, on the other hand, only nine percent
reported prior treatment. See Belenko, Ibid.
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Table11. Prior Drug and Alcohol Treatment, by Sex

Femae Made Total
Prior Treatment|] N % N % N %

Nong] 10 16.4% 10 15.9% 20 16.1%

Oneg| 15 24.6% 20 31L.7% 35 28.2%

Two| 9 14.8% 13 20.6% 22 17.7%

Thregd 9 14.8% 11 17.5% 20 16.1%

Foul 3 4.9% 1 1.6% 4 3.2%

Fvel 2 3.3% 1 1.6% 3 2.4%

Morethan five] 4 6.6% 0 0.0% 4 3.2%

Unknownl 9 14.8% 7 11.1% 16 12.9%
Total] 61 100.0% 63 | 100.0% 124 100.0%

Haf of the drug court dients had used drugs within two days of entering the program,
with mogt of these having been arested while being high. Mos of these were referred
into the program shortly following arrest while being detained. Of those who were not
detained a intake, the typica length of sobriety was aso two days.

At discharge, sobriety had lengthened consderably, as women averaged 15.5 weeks and
men 7.5 weeks (medians). For dl clients, the median period of sobriety a discharge was
11 weeks. As shown in the next chapter, program graduates had considerably longer
periods of sobriety than those who failed.

Table 12. Length of Sobriety at Discharge from Drug Court

Female Mde Totd
Weeks of sobriety| N % N % N %
Nong 11 | 18.0% 10 15.9% 21 16.9%
1-3weeks| 10 | 16.4% 16 25.4% 26 21.0%
4-9weeks| 6 9.8% 7 11.1% 13 10.5%
10-26 weeks| 7 11.5% 10 15.9% 17 13.7%
27-52weeks| 13 | 21.3% 10 15.9% 23 18.5%
52+ weeks| 13 | 21.3% 9 14.3% 2 17.7%
Unknowr} 1 1.6% 1 1.6% 2 1.6%
Total] 61 [100.0% | 63 [100.0% | 124 | 100.0%
Medianl 155 weeks 75 weeks 11 weeks

M edians exclude unknowns

Drug court clients reported srong family involvement in drug ause.  This was
paticularly true for femde dlients, more than haf of whom reported parentd involvement
in drugs. Men and women both reported strong sbling involvement in drugs, and dmost
one-third of women dlients reported spousd involvement. More than half of the clients
had two or mor e family membersalso involved in drugs.
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Table 13. Family Members with Substance Abuse Problems, by Sex

Femae Mde Total
Family Member] N % N % N %
Father only| 10 16.4% 18 28.6% 28 22.6%
Mother only] 7 11.5% 4 6.3% 11 8.9%
Both parenty 22 36.1% 9 14.3% 31 25.0%
Spouse| 19 31.1% 12 19.0% 31 25.0%
Shling(s)] 26 42.6% 27 42.9% 53 42.7%
Childrenqy 6 9.8% 1 1.6% 7 5.6%
Other Family| 7 11.5% 5 7.9% 12 9.7%
Totall] 97 |159.0% | 76 |120.6% | 173 | 139.5%

Includes multiple responses
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VI. Pre- and Post-Program Demography

This chapter uses the same forma as the previous one and presents information

on the

demography of made and femde program participants as they entered and left the drug court.
The tables upon which the bullets below are based ether accompany the text or are located in

Appendix C. Remember in assessing these figures that they include both successes and
Comparison of successes and failures will occur in alater chapter.

falures.

The largest group (37 percent) of drug court clients was single at the time of entry to the
program. Men were more likedy to be dngle than women. The next-largest group of
clients was cohabiting without being married, with women being more likdy to fdl into
this group. During program participation, there was a dight drop in the percentage of
those cohabiting.

Most drug court clients (65 percent) were unemployed and not looking for work when
they entered the program. Women were more likely to be in this gatus. Less than one-

quarter of the clients had full- or part-time jobs.
Table 14. Employment Status of Drug Court Clients at Entry and Release, by Sex

Femde Mde Total

Entry Release Entry Release Entry Release

Employment Status | N % N % N % N % N % N %
Homemaker| 1 | 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 00% | 1 | 08% | O | 0.0%
Disabled 0.0% 00% | 1 | 16% 00% | 1 | 08% | O | 0.0%
Unempl/lookingl 4 6.6% 3| 49% 5| 79% 5 | 7.9% 9 | 7.3% 8 | 65%
Unempl/not look| 43 | 70.5% | 22 | 36.1% | 37 | 58.7% | 15 | 23.8% | 80 | 64.5% | 37 | 29.8%
Part-time| 5 | 82% 3149 | 5| 79% | 2 | 32% | 10 | 81% | 5 | 40%
Full-time| 6 98% | 27 |443% | 14 | 222% | 33 | 524% | 20 | 16.1% | 60 | 48.4%
Studentf 0 | 0.0% 2 [ 33% | 0| 00% | O [|00% | O | 00% | 2 | 16%
Unknown 2 | 3.3% 4 | 66% | 1 | 16% | 8 [127% | 3 | 24% | 12 | 9.7%
Total| 61 [100.0% | 61 |100.0%| 63 [100.0%]| 63 |100.0%| 124 {100.0%| 124 |100.0%

Employment of clients changed substantidly during program participation. At di

scharge,

the percentage of women unemployed and not looking for work had been haved, and the

largest plurdity was employed full-time. More than hdf the men were employed full-
time at discharge.

As would be expected from the employment figures, more than haf the drug court clients
had no income a the time of admisson to the program. At program termination, the
largest group of clients ill had no income, but more had income than did not. At
termination, the median women's weekly income was $120, and the men’'s $200. Women
who worked most often were involved in sdes/clerical or service’lhousehold occupetions,
while men were mogt often laborers.

The largest group of mae clients (38 percent) reported being sdf-supporting a entry to
the program, while the largest group of women (27 percent) had no agpparent income
source.  During program participation, there was movement away from crime as a source

43



of income (change from 17 percent to 7 percent) toward sdf-support (change from 25
percent to 44 percent).

The living gaus of clients a entry varied consgderably, with the largest percentage (22
percent) living with parents a entry to the drug court. This would seem an unusudly high
percentage based upon the clients median age of dmost 30. Men were most likely to be
living with parents a entry, and were aso more likdy to be incarcerated. During program
participation, the percentage of dients living with parents decreased, while the percentage
living with children or incarcerated increased.

About one-quarter of the drug court clients had no children & admission, but two thirds of
those who had children did not live with or sipport them (dthough parental rights had not
been terminated). This was particularly true for femde dients, sixty-two percent of whom
had parenta rights but did not live with or support their children a admisson. During
participation in drug court, the number having parentd rights who nether lived with nor
supported children dropped, but much of the change resulted from the forma loss of
parentd rights.

Table 15. Parentad Status of Drug Court Clients at Entry and Discharge, by Sex

Femde Male Total
Entry Discharge Entry Discharge Entry Discharge
N % N % N % N % N % N %
No children 9 [148% | 8 | 131% | 23 | 365% | 21 | 33.3% | 32 | 258% | 29 | 234%
Living w/and supporting | 6 | 98% | 8 |131% | 4 | 63% | 9 |143% | 10 | 81% | 17 | 13.7%
Living w/no support 5([82% | 6| 98% | 2| 32% | 1 | 16% | 7 | 56% | 7 | 56%
Not living;support 00% | 2|1 33% | 5| 79% | 7 |111% | 5 | 40% | 9 | 7.3%
Not living; no support 38 [623% | 24| 393% | 25 |39.7% | 19 | 30.2% | 63 | 50.8% | 43 | 34.7%
Some parental rghts term. 00% | 4 | 66% | 3| 48% | O | 00% | 3 | 24% | 4 | 32%
All parentdl rghtstermin. | 2 | 33% | 4 | 66% | 1 | 16% | 2 | 32% | 3 | 24% | 6 | 48%
Unknown 1| 16% | 5| 82% 00% | 4 | 63% | 1 | 08% | 9 | 7.3%
Total 61 |100.0%| 61 |100.0%| 63 |100.0%| 63 |100.0%] 124 {100.0%| 124 |100.0%

The typicd femde drug court client had two children, but a entry clients supported only
26 percent of these children. Male dlients had fewer children and supported haf of them.

At discharge, dients supported a dightly higher percentage of their children than was true
at admisson.

The largest group of drug court clients had completed a high school educetion & entry to
the program. By the time of program completion, the percentage of those possessing a
high school diplomaor GED increased from 44 percent to 54 percent.




Table 16. Education of Drug Court Clients at Entry and Discharge, by Sex

Femde Mde Tota

Entry Discharge Entry Discharge Entry Discharge

Last grade complete| N % N % N % N % N % N %
Seventhorlesy 2 | 33% | 1| 16% | 1 | 16% | 1 1.6% 3 | 24% 2 1.6%
Eignth 4 | 66% | 1 | 16% | 1| 16% | O | 0.0% 5 | 40% 1 0.8%

Ninth 5| 82% | 4| 66% | 7 |111% | 5 7.9% 12 | 9.7% 9 7.3%

Tenth 6 | 98% | 4 | 66% | 6 | 95% | 5 7.9% 12 | 9.7% 9 7.3%

Eleventh 6 | 98% | 4 | 66% | 7 |111% | 3 | 48% 13 | 105% | 7 5.6%
<12 23 |37.7% [ 14 [23.0% | 22 [34.9% | 14 | 22.2% | 45 |36.3% | 28 |22.6%

Twelfth 12 | 19.7% | 13 | 21.3% | 13 | 206% | 12 | 190% | 25 | 202% | 25 | 20.2%

GED| 15| 246% | 22 | 36.1% | 15| 238% | 20 | 31.7% | 30 |242% | 42 | 33.9%
12/GED| 27 | 44.3% | 35 [ 57.4% | 28 | 44.4% | 32 | 50.8% | 55 |44.4% | 67 |54.0%
TradeSchoo| 5 | 82% | 5| 82% | 1| 16% | 1 1.6% 6 | 48% 6 | 48%
1-2yearscollege 5 | 82% | 5| 82% [10|159% | 11 | 175% | 15 | 121% | 16 | 12.9%
2yrscoll.ormorg 1 | 16% | 1 | 16% | 2 | 32% | 2 3.2% 3 2.4% 3 2.4%
Unknown 00% | 1| 1.6% 0.0% 4.8% 0 0.0% 4 3.2%
Totall 61 |100.0%] 61 (100.0%| 63 |100.0%| 63 [100.0% | 124 [100.0%)| 124 {100.0%

All dients achieved high scores on the Levd of Service Inventory, Revised (LSI-R) a
entry into the drug court program. Women scored dightly higher than men, with a median
of 31, compared to 29 for men. During program participation, LSl scores dropped

precipitoudy,

discharged unsuccessfully.
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VII. Drug Court Processing Variables

One of the theories behind the development of drug courts is that a change from “norma”
caimind judice processng fadilitates change among drug abudng offenders. Thus an
examination of how a drug court handles offenders and what types of offenders do best in a drug
court can be helpful in determining the program’s success or falure. This chapter presents some

of the data rdevant to case processing in the drug court, starting with an examinaion of who
does best in the program.

Of the 124 clients included in the study population, 54 (or 435 percent) graduated. The
graduation rate for women (49 percent) was higher than was true for men (38 percent). This
suggests that if the drug court had atracted a group smilar to that in the origina pilot group —
nealy al of which was mde — the overdl success rate of the program would have been much
lower. Mogt of those faling in the program were terminated for falure to meet program
requirements or continued drug use rather than re-arrest for new crimes.

Table 17. Discharge Type, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Discharge Type] N % N % N %
Graduated 30 49.2% 24 38.1% %) 43.5%
Fail tomeetregq.| 10 16.4% 15 23.8% 25 20.2%
Chemical Abusel 12 19.7% 10 15.9% 22 17.7%
Uncooperative 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 0.8%
Re-arrest 6 9.8% 6 9.5% 12 9.7%
Refused Referral 1 1.6% 2 3.2% 3 24%
Absconda{ 1 1.6% 1 1.6% 2 1.6%
Neutral 1 1.6% 4 6.3% 5 4.0%
Totall| 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 |100.0%

One potentidly surpriang finding is that fdons achieved dightly higher graduation rates than
misdemeanants.  As shown in the following table, misdemeanants were likely to be terminated
for falure to meet program requirements, while felons more often were discharged for continued

chemicd abuse. Overdl, however, the fdons tended to graduate a a dightly higher rate than the
misdemeanants.
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Table 18. Discharge Type, by Most Severe Current Offense

Felonies Misdemeanors Total
N % N % N %

Graduated 36 | 456% | 18 | 40.0% | 54 | 435%

Fail tomeetreq| 13 | 165% | 12 | 26.7% | 25 | 20.2%
Chemical Abusq 17 | 21.5% 5 11.1% | 22 | 17.7%
Uncooperativel] 0 0.0% 1 2.2% 1 0.8%
Re-arrest| 7 8.9% 5 11.1% | 12 | 9.7%
Refused Referral 2 2.5% 1 2.2% 3 2.4%
Abscondeq O 0.0% 2 4.4% 2 1.6%
Neutral 4 5.1% 1 2.2% 5 4.0%

Total] 79 [100.0% | 45 |100.0% | 124 {100.0%

The drug court aso experienced its highest rate of success with clients referred while on
probation with new charges pending. This will be examined in more detal in later chapters
on recidivism and the cogt of justice system processing. A high rate of success has dso been
achieved for those referred on “shock” probation, athough their numbers were low (two of
three succeeded). While the success rate for probationers is lower than the other groups, it is
not inconsstent with rates reported for other drug courts that work with probationers.  As
noted in Chapter IV, pre-trid referrds increased dramaticdly during the program’s third and
fourth years of operation; given the low rate of success among these clients in the first two
years, their progress should be monitored carefully.

Table 19. Discharge Type, by Referra Type

Pre-trial Probationers | Prob w/pending Other Total
charges
Dischargetype | N % N % N % N % N %

Graduated 6 | 375% | 6 | 27.3% | 39 | 50.6% 3 333% | 4 | 435%
Faltomeetreq| 4 | 250% | 6 | 27.3% | 13 | 16.9% 2 22% | 25 | 20.2%
Chemical Abusq 2 | 125% | 4 | 182% | 12 | 156% 4 44% | 22 | 17.7%

Uncooperative 0.0% 1 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.8%

Rearrestf 3 | 188% | 2 9.1% 7 9.1% 0.0% 12 | 9.7%

|Refused Referra) 1 6.3% 1 4.5% 1 1.3% 0.0% 3 24%

Absconded 0.0% 1 4.5% 1 1.3% 0.0% 2 1.6%

Neutral 0.0% 1 4.5% 4 5.2% 0.0% 5 4.0%
Total| 16 [100.0% | 22 [100.0% | 77 |[100.0% | 9 |100.0% | 124 |100.0%
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Other notable findings pertaining to case processing are as follows:

The drug court has operated as an intensve-supervison program, consstent with the
program’'s origina desgn. During program paticipation, a typica client saw a probation
officer 47 times, the TASC counsdor 57.5 times, and the drug court judge 15 times. In
addition, clients averaged 40 urine tests during program participaion, with very few of
these being positive.

While one of the gods of the drug court program was to decrease jail population, clients
averaged ten days in jal after acceptance into the program before release to a fird referrd.
This suggests the posshility of a lack of available resources, poor program management,
or a conscious policy to use the jal to asss in detoxification. Further information on use
of the jail will be found in the chapter andyzing the codts of the drug court.

Overdl, drug court clients have averaged 14 days in jal during program participation,
gther awaiting trid, receiving sanctions for unaccepteble behavior, or after arest for a
new cime. The time in jal was lowest for 1996 referas (most of whom were
misdemeanants). After reaching a pesk of 17 days for 1997 referrds, the median time in
jail dropped to 12 daysin 1998.

Few drug court clients completed the program without receiving some form of sanction
for unacceptable activity.

Most drug court clients received four or more referrals to community trestment resources.
Each of these referrds resulted in some actud service to clients, dthough the outcome of
the referrd may have been pogtive or negative.  While the median number of referrds for
men and women was four, dightly more women received seven or more referrals.
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VIII. Comparison of Program Successes and Failures

This section atempts to identify variables associated with success and falure in Polk County’s
drug court, both to provide an idea of program effectiveness and to asss in identifying varidbles
associated with success and fallure.  Mgor findings pertaining to successes and falures are
found here with supporting tables. Additiona tables relevant to this chapter will be found in

Appendix E.

Through July, 2000 (the end of the program’s fourth year of operation), the Polk County drug
court had accepted 211 clients. Forty-nine of these clients were active at that time and 69 had
graduated, for a completion rate of 42.6 percent.?® These figures aso result in a retention rate of
55.9 percent.2® As shown in Table 20, the graduation rate of drug court dlients rose through the
fird eighteen months of operation but has snce falen, but not to the levd of the program’s firg
year.

Table 20. Discharge Type, by Year of Admission
Successes Failures Neutral Total
Entry Date N % N % N % N %
Aug 96-Feb 971 16 | 36.4%| 27 | 61.4% 23% | 44 | 35.5%
Mar 97-Jul 971 8 [29.6%| 17 | 63.0% | 2 | 7.4% | 27 | 21.8%

[EEN

Aug 97-Feb 99 15 |65.29%] 8 | 34.8% 0.0% | 23 | 185%
Mar 98-Jul 99 13 [56.5%| 8 | 348% | 2 | 87% | 23 | 185%
Aug 98-Mar 99*| 12 |52.2%| 11 | 47.8% 0.0% | 23 | 185%
Total 64 [45.7%]| 71 |[50.7% | S5 |3.6% | 140]|75.8%

*One client from this period is still active; heisnot included in the figures.

The remainder of the tables in this section will ded only with the 124 dlients who had entered
the drug court through September, 1998, as this group was the primary focus of the program
andysis and recidivism research.

Anayss of the racid breskdown of the drug court's performance shows a substantia
difference in the program’s success with white and black clients The former have graduated
a much higher rates than the latter. There is an goparent interaction between race and drug of
choice; blacks are more likely to prefer cocaine, and the program’'s success with cocaine
addicts has been the lowest of the three mgor drugs (cocaine, methamphetamine, and
marijuand). At this point it canot be determined whether the low success rate of black
addicts can be traced to program operation, insufficient or inadequate resources, culturd
agpects of the program, or specid difficulties in dedling with cocaine addicts.  These findings
are shown in Tables 21 and 22.

29 Completion rate is defined as :(graduates)/(Number of admissions-number of current clients).
%0 Retention rate is defined as: (graduates+current clients)/(admissions).
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Table 21. Discharge Type, by Race

Successful Unsuccessful Neutral Total
Race] N % N % N % N %
White] 48 | 49.5% 46 47.4% 3 3.1% 97 | 782%
Blackl 4 17.4% 17 73.9% 2 8.7% 23 18.5%
Other| 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 4 3.2%
Total|l 54 | 43.5% 65 | 52.4% 5 4.0% 124 [100.0%
Table 22. Discharge Type, by Drug of Choice
Successful Unsuccessful Neutral Totd
Drug of Choicf N % N % N % N %
Cocaing| g 20.5% 28 | 71.8% 3 7.7% 39 | 31.5%
LSDl o 0.0% 1 100.0% 0.0% 1 0.8%
Methamphetaming] 43 58.1% 29 | 39.2% 2 2.7% 74 | 59.7%
Maijuang) 2 25.0% 6 75.0% 0.0% 8 6.5%
Rxdrugs| 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0.0% 2 1.6%
Total] 54 43.5% 65 | 52.4% 5 4.0% 124 |100.0%

The drug court has been most effective with clients aged 21 to 25 and those 36 to 40.
Clients 41 and over a admission have by far the lowest rate of success.

Marital dtatus at program entry seems to predict success in the program.

Incoming clients

who ae dthe maried or divorced have much higher success rates than single or
cohabiting clients  Only one of four clients cohabiting a program entry has graduated.
These differences continue a discharge, with nearly 80 percent of the discharged married
clients having graduated.

Table 23. Discharge Type, by Marita Status a Entry

Successes Falures Totd
N % N % N %

Snglel 17 38.6% 27 61.4% 44 37.0%
Married 10 71.4% 4 28.6% 14 11.8%
Separated 6 50.0% 6 50.0% 12 10.1%
Cohabitingl 8 27.6% 21 72.4% 29 24.4%
Divorced 12 70.6% 5 29.4% 17 14.3%

Widowed 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 1.7%

Unknown 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 0.8%
Total] 54 45.4% 65 54.6% 119 [ 100.0%

Excludes neutral terminations.

Clients employed full-time a admisson have worse-than average graduation rates. This
is not the case a discharge, however, as dmost three-quarters of those employed at

52



discharge graduate from the program. This suggests that employed dlients — who may not
have “hit bottom” — may have more difficulty adhering to the redrictions and sructure
imposed by the drug court, perhaps because they are not so desperate to escape addiction.

Although it seems to be at odds with the finding above pertaining to maitd daus a
dient's living daus a admisson (eg., done living with parents living with sgnificant
other, etc.) has not been predictive of success in the program, save that al seven of the
homeless clients entering the program during the study period graduated.

Parental status at admisson does not predict success or falure in the drug court. More
than half of those who had no children a admission failed in the program, as was dso true
for those with children, regardless of whether they supported the children. It is clear,
however, tha movement toward living with and/or supporting children while in the
program was condstent with successful discharge. At terminaion, 54.5 percent of the
children of program graduates were being supported by their parent, while only 27.6
percent of the children of failures were being smilarly supported.

Education a admisson is predictive of success in drug court. Those who have less than a
high school educetion or have a Genera Equivdency Degree are less likdy to succeed
than those who have graduated from high school. Those who have completed some
college achieve rates of success smilar to high school graduates.

Table 24. Discharge Type, by Employment Status at Entry

Successes Failures Tota

Employment Status] N % N % N %
Homemaker| 1 | 100.0% 0.0% 1 0.8%
Disadbled 1 100.0% 0.0% 1 0.8%
Unempl/lookingl 4 44.4% 5 55.6% 9 7.6%
Unempl/not lookingl 36 | 46.8% 41 53.2% 77 64.7%
Part-imel 66.7% 3 33.3% 9 7.6%
Ful-time] 5 26.3% 14 73.7% 19 16.0%
Unknowry 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 2.5%

Total] 54 45.4% 65 54.6% 119 100.0%
Excludes neutral terminations
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Table 25. Discharge Type, by Education a Entry

Successes Failures Totd
Last grade compl. N % N % N %

Seventhorlesy 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 2.5%

Eighthf 3 75.0% 2 40.0% 5 4.2%

Ninthl 3 25.0% 9 75.0% 12 10.1%

Tenthl 5 41.7% 7 58.3% 12 10.1%

Eleventhl 5 45 5% 8 61.5% 13 10.9%

Total <12 17 | 40.5% 28 62.2% 45 37.8%
Twelfthl 13 | 5420 10 435% 23 19.3%

GED| 12 46.2% 15 55.6% 27 22.7%

Trade Schooll 2 33.3% 4 66.7% 6 5.0%
1-2 year college] 9 60.0% 6 40.0% 15 12.6%

2 yrscoll or more 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 2.5%
Total Some Coll. 10 55.6% 8 44.4% 18 15.1%
Totall 54 | 45.4% 65 54.6% | 119 | 100.0%

Last grade completed. Excludes neutral discharges.

While having atained a GED prior to entry to the drug court does not predict success in
the program, completing a GED in the program correlates highly with success.

Having an income at admission to drug court does not predict later success, most of those
with weekly incomes of $200 or more a admisson did not successfully complete the
progran. Weekly income at termination, as would be expected, is highly predictive of
success, more than 80 percent of those with incomes of $300 or more were successfully
discharged from the program.

A prospectively client's primary source of income a admisson is not a good predictor of
program success, dthough those who rely on parents and spouses for income — not large
groups — show high rates of success. Those who support themsalves have no better rate of
success than those who have no gpparent source of income. Becoming self-supporting
during drug court participation, however, is strongly associated with success.

Program failures were only dightly less likely than successes to report daily use of drugs
at the time of admission to the program.

Program failures were more likely than successes to have been involved in sexud abuse.
This is true despite the abuse rat€'s being higher for women than for men, while women
overal show higher graduation rates. The opposte is true for domegtic abuse; those who
have been involved in abuse show higher graduation rates.

Gradution raes are higher for dients who have used drugs intravenoudy or by
inhdation, compared to those who smoke.

Program falures tended to spend less time in jal awating thar firg treatment referrd
than successess On the other hand, they spend more time overdl in jal during
participation in the program, undoubtedly due to program sanctions and re-arrests.

Program successes, due in part to longer participation, show more numerous contacts with
drug court team members than program falures. The number of contacts per day of



paticipation with TASC officers and the judge is smilar for successes and failures, while
the frequency of contact with probation officersis higher for successes.

Daa pertaining to family use of drugs must be trested with some caution because they
gem from <Hf-reports from clients. It appears, however, that the extent of family
substance abuse is a predictor of success and failure in drug court. When both parents are
or have been involved in drug (or acohol) abuse, only 30 percent succeed. When
gblings, children, or other (nonparentd) family members are involved, success rates are
below 40 percent. Rates of success were highest for those whose mother (only) abused
drugs, or whose spouse abused drugs. The number of family members abusing drugs aso
predicted success. the higher the number of abusers, the lower the rate of success.
Curioudy, those who had no family members involved in drugs aso reported a low rate of
success.

Clients who had previoudy been incarcerated showed lower rates of success than those
who had not.

Oveadl, the median time of program participation in drug court was 315 days, with
succeses accumulating a median of 399 days and falures 182 days. Generdly, then,
program failures tended to fal during the fird sx months of the program, dthough there
are clear exceptions. Ore client was terminated after a year of sobriety when he arived
late for his own graduation. He tested positive for drugs and was revoked several weeks
later.

Program successes, not surprisingly, tended to receive more referras to treatment
resources then falures Eight falures recaeived no refards, with another eight receiving
only one (presumably due to absconding or regpid falure). More than hdf the program
falures received between three and sx referds while in the program, however;
inaUfficient trestment referrals do not appear to be the cause of unsuccessful discharge.

There is no gpparent relationship between age at first drug use and outcome in drug court.
Successes and failures both showed the median age at first use a 14. Smilarly, while one

might speculate that the length of an addict’s drug use career might predict successin drug

court, the tendency for failures to show longer careers was only very dight.

Table 26. Discharge Type, by Age at First Drug Use

Successes Failures Tota
Agea FirsUsg N % N % N %
<llyeary 4 7.4% 6 9.8% 10 8.7%

11-12yeary 14 25.9% 10 16.4% 24 | 20.9%
13-14yeard 11 20.4% 20 32.8% 31 | 27.0%
15-16yeary 17 31.5% 14 23.0% 31 | 27.0%

17-18yeary 6 11.1% 4 6.6% 10 8.7%
>18yeary 2 3.7% 7 11.5% 9 7.8%
Totall] 54 | 100.0% 61 100.0% 115 |100.0%
Median 14 14 14

Table excludes unknowns and neutra terminations
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Table 27. Discharge Type, by Length of Drug Use Career

Successes Fallures Total
N % N % N %
<6 yearg 5 9.3% 3 4.9% 8 7.0%

6-10yeary 13 24.1% 17 27.9% 30 26.1%
11-15year 15 | 27.8% | 13 21.3% 28 24.3%

16-20yeary 8 14.8% 14 23.0% 22 19.1%
21-25yeard 11 20.4% | 10 16.4% 21 18.3%

>25yeary 2 3.7% 4 6.6% 6 5.2%
Total] 54 |100.0%| 61 100.0% 115 100.0%
Median 14 years 15 years 15 years

Excludes neutral terminations

While the drug court has used the Level of Service Inventory, Revised (LS-R) as a
measure of a defendant’s suitability for the program -- it measures drug involvement and
crimind higory, with high scores indicaing an extendve history -- among those accepted
for the program the LSI-R has not predicted success and faillure.  The median incoming
LSl for program successes has been 30, while the median for failures has been 30.5. Only
for those scoring over 35 points on the LS has the ingrument shown much predictive
power.
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IX. Comparison of Experimentalsand Controls

This study examines a group of aleged and/or convicted offenders referred to and accepted by
Polk County’s drug court, comparing their outcomes with those achieved by two additiond
groups.
offenders referred to the drug court who did not enter the program (the “referred group”);
and
offenders who were included in the “pilot group” identified to determine the need for a
drug court in Polk County.

The drug court populaion was then divided into successes and failures to assigt in determining
what demographic and/or crimina justice factors might be associated with success.

To determine the vaidity of such comparisons, these groups were dso compared on available
demographic and crimina judtice variadbles. When possible, dl groups were compared, athough
some demographic data were not available on pilot group members3! Tables presenting these
comparisons are included in Appendix F, and abrief synopssis presented here:

Race of comparison groups. Overdl, 75 percent of those in the three groups were white.
The drug court group was most often white (78.percent), with the referred group closest to
the overdl average (76.6 percent) and the pilot group least often white (69.4 percent).

Sex of comparison groups. Approximady two-thirds of the three groups were mae,
with drug court clients being much more likely to be femde (49.2 percent). Members of
the pilot group were most likely to be mae (82.3 percent).

Table 28. Race of Comparison Groups
Drug Court Referred Rlot Tota
Race N % N % N % N %
White] 97 | 782% | 144 | 76.6% | 86 | 69.4% | 327 | 75.0%
Non-White} 27 | 21.8% | 44 | 234% | 38 | 306% | 109 | 25.0%

Total|] 124 [100.0%| 188 | 100.0% | 124 |100.0%] 436 |100.0%

Table29. Sex of Comparison Groups
Drug Court Referred Filot Total
Sex N % N % N % N %
Mde| 63 | 50.8% | 125 | 66.5% | 102 | 82.3% | 290 | 66.5%
Femde| 61 | 492% | 63 | 335% | 22 | 17.7% | 146 | 33.5%

Total| 124 [100.0%] 188 | 100.0% | 124 [100.0%| 436 |100.0%

311t should be noted that the drug court planning group originally collected the demographic data used for the pilot
group. While complete criminal history and recidivism data have been collected on all groups by the current
evaluation team, other pilot group datawere largely unchanged from the original data collection.
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Age at referral or adjudication: median ages of the three groups were amilar, with the
pilot group being youngest (median = 28) and the referred group the oldest (median =
30). The median age of the combined groups was 29 years of age.

Age at first arrest: Median age a first arest varied little among the three groups. While
the pilot group showed the youngest overdl median age (20), both the drug court group
and the referred group were dightly more likely to have been arested as juveniles A
larger proportion of the pilot group showed first arrests between the ages of 18 and 20
(50.8 percent).

Prior imprisonment: Overdl, about one-quarter of the sample members had previoudy
been imprisoned. Pilot group members had the highest rate of imprisonment (35.5
percent) and drug court clients the lowest (18.5 percent), with the referred group about
midway between (28.2 percent).

Table 30. Prior Imprisonment of Comparison Groups

Drug Court Referred Pilot Total
Agg N % N % N % N %
None| 101 | 815% |135| 71.8% | 80 | 645% | 316 | 725%

>None| 23 | 185% | 53 | 282% | 44 | 355% | 120 | 27.5%

Total| 124 | 100.0% | 188 | 100.0% |124|100.0% | 436 |100.0%

Severity of most serious prior offense: Members of the pilot group were more likdy
than the others to have been previoudy convicted of felonies (40.3 percent, vs. 38.8
percent for the referred group and 30.6 percent for drug court clients).3* Note that these
do not indude the offensx(s) resulting in thelr incluson in these samples.

Severity of most serious current offense: while there are other ingances in which the
pilot group has gppeared to be a more hardened group than either drug court clients or the
referred group, this is not the case on this varigble. Less than hdf the pilot group (45.2
percent) either was on probation for felonies or was charged with new feonies while on
probation. The comparable figure for drug court clients was 60.5percent and for the
referred group was 75.5 percent. The largest percentage of drug court clients and the
referred group was referred to the drug court for Class D flonies (37.9 percent and 43.1
percent, respectively). The largest group of the pilot sample was referred for aggravated
misdemeanors (33.1 percent), and dightly over one-fifth were dso incuded due to
Serious misdemeanors.

32 For purposes of comp arison, Belenko reports that the Hennepin County (Minnesota) drug court reported that 32%
of itsclients had a prior felony conviction. See National Drug Court Review, Volume Il Number 2, op. cit.
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Table 31. Severity of Most Serious Referrd Offense

Drug Court Referred Filot Total
Severity N % N % N % N %
B Felony 1 0.8% 9 4.8% 2 1.6% 12 2.8%
CFdony | 27 | 21.8% | 52 27.7% 24 | 19.4% 103 | 23.6%
DFeony | 47 | 37.9% | 81 43.1% 30 | 24.2% 158 | 36.2%

Agg 38 | 30.6% | 26 138% | 41 | 33.1% 105 | 24.1%
Serious 10 8.1% 20 10.6% 27 | 21.8% 57 13.1%
Smple 1 0.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.2%
Total 124 {100.0% | 188 | 100.0% | 124 | 100.0% | 436 |100.0%
Felony 75 | 605% | 142 | 75.5% 56 | 45.2% 273 | 62.6%

One pilot group member charged with habitual criminal isincluded here as Class C.

Figures on marital status and the other demographic data discussed immediately below were only
available for drug court clients and the referred group:

Marital status: The two groups showed smilar profiles of marita datus, athough the
drug court clients were more often separated or cohabiting and the referred group more
likely to be single or divorced.

Education: The two compared groups had smilar levels of education, dthough the drug
court group was somewha more likely to have less than a high school education (36.3
percent to 22.6 percent), but aso more likey to have post-high school training (19.3
percent vs. 16.7 percent).

Income at referral or entry: The drug court group and the referred group showed
remarkably similar incomes a referrd or entry. Most members of both groups had no
known income a entry.

Referral status: the two groups are clearly differentiated on referrd datus, as the drug
court group was much more likely to be on probation (83 percent, including shock
probation, vs. 61.7 percent of the referred group). The referred group was much more
likely to be charged with an offense without being on probation (37.8 percent vs. 12.1

percent).
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Table 32. Referrd Status of Clients and Referred Group
Drug Court Referred Total

Status N % N % N %
Probation] 23 | 185% | 48 | 255% | 71 | 22.8%
Probation/pending*| 77 | 621% | 66 | 35.1% | 143 | 45.8%
Shock probation] 3 2.4% 2 1.1% 5 1.6%
Pretrial 15 | 121% | 71 | 37.8% | 86 | 27.6%
Prison] 5 | 4.0% 0 | 0.0% 5 1.6%
Other| 1 0.8% 1 0.5% 2 0.6%

Total| 124 |100.0%| 188 |100.0%| 312 [100.0%
*On probation with new pending charges

Jail status: The drug court and referred groups were Smilar on this measure, but about two-
thirds of each group being detained &t the time of referrd to the drug court.

Further information on the characteristics of those entering the drug court program will be found
in the chapters 1V, V, and VI.
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X. Recidivism
Previous andyses of the Polk County Drug Court have dedt only with an interim comparison of
successes and failures in the drug court program with respect to within- and post-program re-
arrests and convictions. This section expands on the origind work and presents the results of an
extendve andyds of withinr and post-program recidivism among drug court clients and the two
comparison groups.

Data on crimind histories were taken from severd locations, the most significant of which is the
lowa computerized crimina history system operated by the Department of Public Safety. To
ensure that complete crimind higory and recidivisn daa were obtaned, the Interstate
Identification Index (I1l) was dso consulted for out-of-date arrests and convictions.  Further, the
lowa Community-Based Corrections information system (ICBC) was dso consulted, as was the
lowa Court Information System (ICIS). These later two were especidly helpful in identifying
misdemeanor and traffic-related arrests and convictions that aren't dways included in the law
enforcement systems.

In defining recidivism, this andyss incdudes only new convictions that resulted from arests
during the study period. While arrest data were dso collected, the conviction data were believed
to be a farer indication of further justice system involvement. New arrests and convictions were
coded as to the specific offense and the offense seriousness. Anadyses presented here typicaly
distinguish between felony and misdemeanor convictions.

The concept of “time at risk” was used in assessng the length of time until recidivist events.  For
drug court clients, time at risk in the drug court was cdculated as the length of time between
admisson to and exit from the drug court. In cdculating within-program recidivism for the
referred group, the length of time between referrd to the drug court and exit from the current
program (usudly probation) was caculated, resulting in a figure representing the length of time
an individud had the potentid to be re-arrested within that program.>® The same concept was
used in pogt-program recidiviam, as the time from program termination until the date of the first
arest resulting in conviction was cdculated. When there were no new convictions, the post-
program time a risk was the length of time between program termination and the date of the
rgpsheet used for recidivism (usually 5/30/2000).

Because the three groups tracked here entered the judice systems at different times, initidly
there was vaiation in the potentid length of follow-up. The disparity in follow-up length existed
epecidly between the pilot group and the other two groups, as the former were revoked from
probation in 1994-95 while the latter groups were referred to the drug court between 1996 and
1998. Initidly, the average length of follow~up for the pilot group was 1,366 days, compared to
799 days for the drug court group and 655 for the referred group. To “levd the fidld,” dl arrests
and convictions in the pilot group that occurred after 711 days a risk were ignored, resulting in
an average follow-up of 655 days. For the drug court group, al arrests occurring after 762 days
were ignored, dso resulting in an average follow-up of 655 days.

33 While the drug court was initially designed for probationersin lieu of revocation, anumber of the probationers
referred to the drug court and not accepted were not revoked, providing the opportunity for within-program
recidivism. Offenses committed by probationers prior to referral to the drug court were counted either as pending
charges or as part of the criminal history; they were not included as within-program arrests.
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Time imprisoned in lowds corrections sysem was not included as time a rik, as the
opportunity to commit new offenses is reduced during incarceration. Thus, due to some lengthy
incarceration, there were members of the study population who had no post-program time at risk,
and they therefore were not included in the recidivism andyds. The table bdow presents
information on the time & risk for the three study populations.

Table 33. Time at Risk for Comparison Groups, in days

Within Program Post-program
Timeat risk Timeat risk
Group Natrisk | Min. | Max. | Mean | Natrisk | Min. | Max. | Mean | Totd Time
Drug Court 119* 12 735 292 109 37 762 416 655
Pilot * * * * 123 23 711 655 655
Referred 138 2 1,142 | 355 156 4 | 1,362 | 460 655

*Neutral drug court terminations not included.

Statistical risk of comparison samples. As a pat of paticipaion in community-based
programming, risk assessments are typicaly conducted on dleged and convicted offenders in
lowa Previous vaidation studies®* have shown the community-based risk assessment system to
be a good predictor of later involvement in the justice sysem. The average risk assessment
scores of the three groups studied here ranged from 11.40 (for the referred group) to 13.79 (for
the pilot group), with the drug court diients falling between at 12.183°

To assg in determining the comparability of the samples in terms of recidiviam, raes of
expected recidivisn were developed for each group, relying on the findings of Wagner and
Krausman.®” Their validation grouped risk assessment scores as shown below:

Table 34. Conviction Rates for lowa's Current Risk Scale

Risk Score |Risk Classification] Conviction Rate
02 Adminidrative 9.3%
36 Minimum 19.1%
7-16 Normal 28.1%
>16 Intensive 41.0%
Total 29.7%

Expected rates of recidivism for the groups compared here were then developed using these
figures combined with the digribution of each group. The resulting expected rates enable a

34 E.g., Wagner and Krausman, “ The lowa Risk Assessment Study,” National Council on Crime and Delinquency,
March, 1991.
% Risk assessments are conducted at various points of an offender’ s movement through community-based
programming. The assessment scores used here were usually obtained prior to or at the beginning of an offender’s
involvement in the justice system for the offense leading toinclusion in these samples.
38 Further analyses were done on the drug court sample to determine the expected rates for pretrial clients (32.0) vs.
grobatloners (28.0) vs. probationers with pending charges (29.7).

! Wagner and Krausman, op. Cit.
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comparison of recidivism rates among the three groups based upon what would be expected from
the risk assessment scores.

Actud recidivism rates found for dl three samples exceeded the expected scores.  This is not
unanticipated for the following reasons.

the current samples were known to have drug problems;

the follow-up conducted here was longer than the two years used by Wagner and
Krausman; and

many of the group members in these samples had dready shown a propensty to
recidvisn by beng rearested or othewise having problems with supervison on
probation.

Thus the comparison made here should be among these three groups rather than between the
three groups and the risk assessment vaidation sample.

This exercise suggests that the expected rate of new convictions for al three groups should be
about 29.4 percent, with the referred group showing the lowest expected rate (28.5 percent) and
the pilot group the highest (30.6 percent). As the drug court clients had an expected rate of 29.4
percent, they should be expected to have about a four percent higher rate of recidiviam than the
referred group (the referred group’s expected rate of 28.5 divided by 29.4) and to have a 3.4
percent lower rate than the pilot group (the drug court rate of 29.4 divided by 30.6). Recidivism
results and the results of these comparisons will be discussed below.

Tables 35, 36, and 37 present within- and post-program recidivism data for the three comparison
groups, with the firg table presenting overdl results, the second showing results for felons, and
the lagt the results for misdemeanants. Table 35 shows tha within-program recidivism for drug
court clients overdl was lower than the referred group, but more so for new felonies than for
misdemeanors.  Not surprisingly, drug court successes showed fewer within-program arrests than
did the falures, again particularly so for new feonies. Note that the drug court falures showed
within-program misdemeanor rates dmost identicd to the referred group.

Looking at the post-program recidivism in Table 35, one again sees low rates of new felonies for
the drug court dlients, but high rates of misdemeanors, paticularly for the fallures.  While the
falures showed a feony re-conviction rate below that of the referred group, their misdemeanor
rale was nearly twice as high, rivding that of the pilot group. Combining within- and post-
program recidivism, one sees that the drug court group showed an overdl lower rate than ether
the referred group or pilot group, with new felony convictions a about haf the rate of the other
two groups and misdemeanor rates higher than the referred group but lower than the pilot group.

Comparing totd recidivism with regard to the risk assessment data presented earlier, drug court
clients (both program successes and failures) showed a tota recidivisn rae of 47.6 percent.
This figure is 13 percent less than the total for the referred group, while it was expected from the
risk assessment that the drug court rate would be about four percent higher than the referred
group. In this context, drug court graduates, who showed a total rate 39 percent less than the
referred group, look even better. With regard to the pilot group, the risk assessment can account
for a portion of the difference between that group and the others, but the total rate of recidivism
for this group is dill consderably higher than ether the drug court or the referred group.
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Table 35. New Convictions by Comparison Groups

In-Program Convictions Post- Program Convictions Totd Convictions*
Comparison Felony Misd. Felony Misd Felony Misd Total
Group N | N % N % N % N % N % N % %
DC Positive Totd 541 1| 19% 3 5.6% 1 19% | 14 | 259% | 2 3.7% | 16 | 29.6% | 33.3%
DC NegativeTotd | 65 | 6 | 92% | 14 | 215% | 6 | 10.7% | 24 | 429% | 11 | 16.9% | 29 | 44.6% | 61.5%
DC Neutra Tota 5 0 | 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 | 200% | O 0.0% 1 | 20.0% | 20.0%
DC Total 124 7 | 5.6% 17 | 137% | 7 6.1% | 39 | 339% | 13 | 105% | 46 | 37.1% | 47.6%
Referred 188 | 22 | 159% | 30 | 20.7% | 21 | 135% | 40 | 25.6% | 41 | 21.8% | 60 | 32.4% | 54.6%
Pilot 124 | - - - - 31 | 252% | 61 | 49.6% | 31 | 25.2% | 61 | 49.6% | 74.8%

*n-program percentages do not include pilot group members; percentages based upon number at risk, not total N.
Percentages based upon number at risk within-program and post-program (see Appendix K).




Tables 36 and 37 show this same information as in Table 35, but here the data are broken down

for fdony and misdemeanor dients. In Table 36, the following can be sad about within-
program convictions for the fdons

Generdly, dl groups showed higher rates of new misdemeanors than felonies, both during
and after program participeation.

Drug court successes showed much lower rates of within-program recidivism -- both
fdony and misdemeanor -- than drug court failures.
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Table 36. New Convictions by Felony Clients, Referrds, and Pilot Group

Compar- Referrd N I n-Program Convictions Post-Program Convictions Total Convictions
ison Offense Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor | Total
Group | Seriousness N % N % N % N % N % N % %
DC Pogtive |Felony 32 1 31% | 1 3.1% 0 | 0.0% 7 [21.9% | 1 31% | 8 |25.0% | 28.1%
DC Negdive |Feony 39 4 [103%]| 9 | 231% | 3 [100%]| 9 |300%| 6 |154%| 14 |359% | 51.3%
DC Total Felony 71 5 | 70% | 10 [141% | 3 | 48% | 16 |258% | 7 9.9% | 22 |31.0% | 40.8%
Referred Felony 142 | 14 |151% | 22 | 23.7% | 13 [114% | 21 |184% | 27 |194% | 39 [28.1% | 47.5%
Pilot Felony 56 - - - - 13 |23.6% | 28 |50.9% | 13 |23.6% | 28 |50.9% | 74.5%
*n-program percentages do not include pilot group members; percentages based upon number at risk, not total N.
Table 37. New Convictions by Misdemeanor Clients, Referrds, and Pilot Group
Compar- Referra I n-Program Convictions Post-Program Convictions Total Convictions*
Ison Offense Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor | Total
Group Seriousness | N [ N | % | N % N [ % N % N % N % %
DC Postive  |Misdemeanor 22 0 |00% | 2 9.1% 1 | 45% 7 |318%| 1 45% | 8 |36.4% | 40.9%
DC Negative |Misdemeanor 26 2 | 77% | 5 [192% | 3 |115%| 15 [57.7%| 5 |192% | 15 |57.7% | 76.9%
DC Total Misdemeanor | 48 2 |42% | 7 |146% | 4 | 83% | 22 |458% | 6 |125% | 23 |47.9% | 60.4%
Referred Misdemeanor | 46 8 [178%| 8 |178% | 8 |19.0%| 19 |[452% | 14 |304% | 21 |[45.7% | 76.1%
Pilot Misdemeanor | 68 O |00% | O | 0.0% | 18 [265% | 41 |60.3% | 18 |26.5% | 41 |60.3% | 86.8%

*|n-program percentages do not include pilot group members; percentages based upon number at risk, not total N.
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The combined drug court group showed lower felony and misdemeanor within-program
recidivism than the referred group, athough some of this could be due to te 22 percent
longer period of follow-up for the referred group (mean of 355 days for the referred group
and 292 days for drug court clients). About one of every seven drug court clients was
convicted of a new misdemeanor committed during program participation, while about
one of every 14 was convicted of a new felony. The referred group showed a 44 percent
higher rate of new fdonies and 26 percent higher rate of misdemeanors than the drug
court group.

Petterns for the misdemeanants were smilar to those for the feons. The drug court group as a
whole showed a tota recidiviam rate about twenty percent lower than the referred group, with
the difference accounted for by a lower rate of felonies among the drug court clients. All groups
had very high rates of new misdemeanors, even the drug court successes. The latter group,
however, continued to show alow rate of new felonies.

Three find looks at recidiviam are shown in Tables 38, 39,and 40, which present within- and
post-program recidiviam fird by referrd datus, then by sex and termination datus, then by sex
and referra datus.  The tables show that there agppear to be specid benefits from the drug court
among certain groups.

Table 38 shows that drug court clients and the referred group both showed lower rates of
post-program recidiviam than the pilot group. Even after the addition of within-program
convictions to the drug court and referred groups, their overdl rates of recidivism are
lower than the pilot group.

The total rate of new felony @nvictions for drug court clients was about haf those of the
referred and pilot groups. Because of high rates of misdemeanor recidivism, however,
drug court clients entering the program while on pre-trid status or as probationers without
pending charges showed rates about the same as the referred group.

Pre-trid drug court clients showed lower rates of within-program recidivism than ther
counterparts  in the referred group, dthough their podt-program rates of new
misdemeanors were about twice as high.

While drug court clients entering the program on probation with pending charges showed
a totd recidivism rate higher than drug court probationers, their totd rate was about 17
percent less than referred group probationers with pending charges. Their rate of new
convictions also compares favorably to comparable clientsin the pilot group.

Table 39 shows that the drug court seems to be especialy successful with femae clients.
Female drug court graduates show tota recidivism rates of 20 percent, compared to 50
percent for male graduates. Femae nongraduates, in fact, perform dightly better than the
mae graduates in terms of an overdl rate of recidiviam, dthough these men show lower
rates of felony recidiviam.

Mae drug court graduates show less totd recidivism than mdes in the pilot group, but
rates only dightly less than men in the referred group. The primary diginction between
the referred mades and drug court mae graduates is much lower fdony recidivism among
the drug court group.
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Table 38. New Convictions by Clients, Referrds, and Rilot Group, by Referrd Status

In-Program Convictions Post- Program Convictions Totd Convictions*
Comparison Felony Misdemeanor Feony Misdemeanor Feony Misdemeanor | Total
Group Referrd Type | Number| N % N % N % N % N % N % %

Drug Court | Probation 26 1 |38 | 2 | 7.7% 1 | 43% | 6 | 261% | 2 | 7.7% | 8 | 30.8% | 385%
Prob/Pending 77 5 | 65% | 12 | 156% | 6 | 82% | 28| 38.4% | 10 | 13.0% | 30 | 39.0% | 51.9%
Pretria 15 1 |67%]| 2 [133% | O | 00% | 5 | 357% | 1 | 6.7% | 7 | 46.7% | 53.3%

Total 118 7 | 59% | 16 | 136% | 7 | 6.4% | 39| 355% | 13 |11.0% | 45 | 38.1% | 49.2%
Referred Probation 48 3 [ 68% | 4 | 91% 5 [116% | 12| 27.9% | 8 | 16.7% | 13 | 27.1% | 43.8%
Prob/Pending 67 7 [132%| 12 | 226% | 11 | 186% | 18 | 30.5% | 16 | 25.0% | 24 | 37.5% | 62.5%
Pretria 72 12 | 30.0%)| 14 | 350% | 5 | 94% | 9 | 17.0% | 17 | 23.6% | 22 | 30.6% | 54.2%

Total 187 22 116.1% | 30 | 21.9% | 21 | 135% | 39 | 25.2% | 41 | 22.3% | 59 | 32.1% | 54.3%
Pilot Probation 70 19 | 275% | 32 | 46.4% | 19 | 275% | 32 | 46.4% | 73.9%
Prob/Pending 54 12 | 222% | 29 | 53.7% | 12 | 22.2% | 29 | 53.7% | 75.9%

Total 124 0O [00% | O | 0.0% | 31 | 25.0% | 61 | 49.2% | 31 |25.0% | 61 | 49.2% | 74.2%
Total Probation 144 4 | 54% | 6 | 81% | 25 | 17.4% | 50 | 34.7% | 29 | 20.1% | 53 | 36.8% | 56.9%
Prob/Pending | 198 12 | 83% | 23 | 16.0% | 29 | 146% | 75 | 37.9% | 38 | 19.2% | 83 | 41.9% | 61.1%
Pretria 87 13 |149%| 16 | 184% | 5 | 57% | 14 | 16.1% | 18 | 20.7% | 29 | 33.3% | 54.0%

Total 429 29 | 95% | 45 | 14.8% | 59 | 13.8% |139| 32.4% | 85 | 19.8% | 165 | 38.5% | 58.3%

In-program percentages do not include pilot group members
Six pilot group members had out-of-state arrests during the study period for which dispositions could not be found. These are not included here.
Six drug court clients and one referral are not included on this table due to other referral statuses (e.g., shock probation).
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Table 39. New Convictions by Drug Court Clients, Referrds, and Pilot Group, by Sex

Compar- In-Program Convictions Post- Program Convictions Tota Convictions
ison Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor | Total
Group Number| N % N % N % N % N % N % %
DC Male Pos 24 1 |42% | 3 [125%| 1 | 42% | 8 [333%| 2 | 83% | 10 [41.79%|50.0%
DC Female Pos 30 0 [00%] 0 [00%|] 0 [00%w | 6 [200%| O | 0.0% 6 [20.0%]20.0%
DC Pos Tot 54 1 [19% | 3 [56%| 1 | 19% | 14 | 259% | 2 | 37% | 16 [29.6%|33.3%
DC Male Neg 35 5 [143%]| 9 |[257%| 3 | 103% | 16 | 552% | 7 |200% ]| 19 [54.3%]|74.3%
DC Female Neg 30 1 [33% | 5 [167%| 3 [115% | 8 [308% | 4 [133%| 10 [33.3%[46.7%
DC Neg Tot 65 6 [ 920% | 14 [215%| 6 | 109% | 24 | 436% | 11 | 169% | 29 |[44.6%]|61.5%
DC Mae Neut 4 0 |00% ]| O |00%]| O | 0.0% 1 | 250%| 0 | 0.0% 1 |25.0%]| 25.0%
DC Femae Neut 1 0 [00%] 0 [00%] O [00% [ O | 0.0% 0 | 0.0% 0 | 0.0% [ 0.0%
DC Neut Tot 5 0 |00% | O |[00% ]| O | 0.0% 1 [200% | O | 0.0% 1 [20.0% | 20.0%
DC Mde Tot 63 6 | 95% | 12 [190%| 4 | 63% | 25 | 397% | 9 |143% | 30 |47.6%]|61.9%
DC Femde Tot 61 1 [16% | 5 [82% | 3 | 49% | 14 [ 230% | 4 | 66% | 16 [26.2%[32.8%
DC Total 124 7 | 56% | 17 [137%| 7 | 56% | 39 |315% | 13 [105% | 46 |37.1%|47.6%
Referred Male 125 | 13 [15.3%| 17 [200%| 17 | 163% | 30 | 288% | 29 | 23.8% | 39 |32.0%]55.7%
Referred Femde 63 9 [17.0%]| 13 [245%| 4 | 77% | 10 | 192% | 12 [19.0% | 21 [33.3%][524%
Referred 188 | 22 [159% | 30 [21.7% | 21 | 135% | 40 | 256% | 41 |222% | 60 [32.4% |54.6%
Pilot Mde 102 - - - - 27 | 26.7% | 47 | 465% | 27 | 26.7% | 47 |465%| 73.3%
Rilot Femde 22 - - - - 4 |182% | 14 | 636% | 4 |182% | 14 |63.6%|8L8%
Pilot 124 - - - - 31 | 252% | 61 |49.6% | 31 [252% | 61 [49.6% |74.8%
Totd Mde 290 | 19 |128% | 29 |19.6%| 48 | 17.9% | 102 | 389% | 65 | 24.8% | 116 |44.3%| 69.1%
Totd Femde 146 | 10 | 88% | 18 [158%| 11 | 81% | 38 | 29.0% | 20 | 153% | 51 |38.9%]|54.2%
Total 436 | 29 |11.1% | 47 [17.9%| 59 | 14.6% | 140 | 356% | 85 |21.6% | 167 |42.5% |64.1%

In-program percentages do not include Pilot Group members
Percentages based upon number at risk within-program and post-program
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Because Table 39 showed such a marked difference between men and women referred to
the drug court, Table 40 was prepared to examine the interaction between sex and referra
datus. It shows that, regardiess of referrd Status, the women in the drug court have lower
rates of tota recidivism than the men. This is not true in the comparison groups, as mae
probationers in the pilot group showed overdl rates about the same as femaes, femdes in
the pre-trid referred group showed higher rates than their male counterparts, and in both
comparison groups of probationers with pending charges women showed higher rates than
men. This reinforces the idea that the drug court has been particularly beneficid to its

femde dients, regadless of referd datus and even when they ae terminated
unfavorably.
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Table 40. New Convictions by Drug Court Clients, Referrds, and Filot Group, by Referral Status and Sex

Compar- Referral In-Program Convictions Post- Program Convictions Tota Convictions*
ison Type Felony Misdemeanor. Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor Totd
Group and Sex Number| N % N % N % N % N % N % %
Drug Probation-Mde 13 1 7.7% 1 7.7% 0 |00%| 4 |333%| 1 7.7% S 38.5% | 46.2%
Court  |Probation-Femde 13 0 [00% | 1 7.7% 1 [91%| 2 |182%| 1 7.7% 3 23.1% | 30.8%
Prob-Total 26 1 |38% 2 7.7% 1 |43% | 6 |261%| 2 | 7.7% 8 30.8% | 38.5%
Prob/Pend-Mde 37 4 [108%| 8 21.6% 4 (114%| 17 |486%| 7 |189%| 18 48.6% | 67.6%
Prob/Pend-Femde | 40 1 | 25% | 4 10.0% 6 |[158%| 11 |[289%| 3 7.5% 12 30.0% | 37.5%
Prob/Pend-T otal 77 5 |65% | 12 | 15.6% 6 [82% | 28 [384% | 10 [13.0% | 30 39.0% | 51.9%
Pre-trid Mde 10 1 |[10.0%| 2 20.0% 0 [00%| 4 |444%| 1 |10.0% 6 60.0% | 70.0%
Pre-trid Femde 5 0 |00% | O 0.0% 0 [00%| 1 |20.0%| O 0.0% 1 20.0% | 20.0%
Pre-trial Total 15 1 |6.7% 2 13.3% 0 [00%| 5 [357%| 1 |6.7% 7 46.7% | 53.3%
[Referred |Probation-Make 30 3 [10.3%| 4 13.8% 4 (154%| 9 |[346%| 7 |233%| 10 33.3% | 56.7%
Probation-Femde 18 0 |00% | O 0.0% 1 |59% | 3 |176%| 1 5.6% 3 16.7% | 22.2%
Prob-Total 48 3 | 6.8% 4 9.1% 5 [11.6%]| 12 [27.9% | 8 |[16.7% | 13 27.1% | 43.8%
Prob/Pend-Mde 46 4 [121%| 7 21.2% 8 |[20.0%| 13 |[325%| 11 |[25.6%| 15 34.9% | 60.5%
Prob/Pend-Femde | 21 3 |15.0%| 5 25.0% 3 [1568%| 5 |[263%| 5 |23.8% 9 42.9% | 66.7%
Prob/Pend-Total 67 7 [132% | 12 | 226% | 11 (186%| 18 [305% | 16 [25.0% | 24 37.5% | 62.5%
Pre-trid Mde 48 6 |27.3%| 6 27.3% 5 [135%| 7 |[189%| 11 [229%| 13 27.1% | 50.0%
Pre-trid Femde 24 6 |333%| 8 44.4% 0 [00%| 2 |[125%| 6 |25.0% 9 37.5% | 62.5%
Pre-trial Total 72 12 [30.0% | 14 | 35.0% 5 [94% | 9 [17.0% | 17 [23.6% | 22 30.6% | 54.2%
[Pilot Probation-Mde 56 - - - - 17 [304%| 24 |429% | 17 |304% | 24 42.9% | 73.2%
Probation-Femde 14 - - - - 2 |143%| 8 |57.1%| 2 14.3% 8 57.1% | 71.4%
Probation-Total 70 - - - - 19 [275%| 32 |464% | 19 |275% | 32 46.4% | 73.9%
Prob/Pend-Mde 46 - - - - 10 [22.2%| 23 |51.1%| 10 |22.2%| 23 51.1% | 73.3%
Prob/Pend-Femde 8 - - - - 2 |25.0%| 6 |75.0%| 2 |25.0% 6 75.0% | 100.0%
Prob/Pend-Total 54 - - - - 12 (22.2%| 29 |53.7% | 12 |222% | 29 53.7% | 75.9%
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Xl. Estimation of Justice System Costs

A. Esimation of Jail Costs

To permit estimation of jall costs associated with the drug court and comparison groups, records
from the Polk County Jal were accessed to determine jail length-of-gtay from initid arrest until
an individud’ s discharge from the justice system. Severd caveats need to be made explicit:

Jal data come only from the Polk County Jal. It is possble that sample members may
have been incarcerated or detained in other jals (in or out of lowa) during the study
period. Given that few sample members were found to have had out-of-gtate (or out-of-
county) re-arrests during or after the study period, it is not likely that the extent of non
Polk County jal incarcerdtion is subgtantid. The rate used in cdculaing coss was
$78.92 per day for al cases (the FY 2000 cost of jail operations).
Jal data include incarcerations and detentions for any reason during the study period. If, for
example, a sample member served a sentence on an unrelated charge, that jal time would
nonetheless be included here.  Any jal incarceration or detention occurring during the study
period isincluded.
The find jal data were collected the week of August 21, 2000. It is likdy that some sample
members dill sarving sentences for charges incdluded in this sudy will have additiond
contact with the jal, but these obvioudy are not included here. Of the pilot group, ten of
124 (8.1 percent) were ill active. In the drug court group, 30 of 124 (24.2 percent) were
active, and in the referred group 82 of 188 (43.6 percent) were active.®®

Because each of the samples includes a different mix of offenders, jal data were divided
according to each sample member’'s satus (i.e, pre-trid, probation, probatiion with pending
charges, etc.) and level of most serious charge. The data were examined in two ways:

Actua expenses, with no adjustments for differences in the nature of the study samples,

Expenses adjusted to ensure comparability among the study samples.

Actud jal expenses without adjusment will be found in Appendix N. The adjusted figures are
presented here because they conditute a farer comparison, given differences in the dudy
groups>®  In examining the table, renember that these results should be balanced againgt totdl

38 To further identify any bias toward any group, the total number of days from arrest until discharge was cal culated
for each group. The number of daysremaining to be served on the sentences active in August, 2000 was computed
and then divided by the total number of days for each group. The resulting percentages are roughly comparable to
the percentages above (pilot group 9.0%, drug court 29.1%, and referred group 39.9%). As of August 25, 2000, the
status of those whose sentences were estimated was as follows: drug court group (30 sentences estimated, nine in
prison, 14 on parole, seven on probation); pilot group (ten sentences estimated, seven in prison, three on parole);
referred group (82 sentences estimated, 30 in prison, 32 on parole, 15 on probation, and five on shock probation).

39 This approach uses the mean costs for each referral status and then applies the distribution of drug court clients
within each offense level and referral status to arrive at hypothetical costs for the referred and pilot groups. The
various totals in the table should be comparable among the three groups. Thus, for example, it usesthe averagejail
cost of referred group felony probationers ($8,025.35) applied to the approximate number of drug court clients in
that status, then conputes a hypothetical total cost. The costs for each severity and referral status are then totaled to
yield a cost-per-client that can be directly compared to the drug court cost. This exercise can be useful because, for
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cogts shown dsewhere as, for example, a convicted felon who is imprisoned might be less likdy
to accumulate jail time than one who is released to probation.

This table shows drug court costs for jal use fdling beow those of the referred and pilot
groups. The average felony cost of $8,050.89 for drug court felons compares favorably with the
referred group ($8,844.32) and the pilot group ($11,955.81). The same is true for
misdemeanants, with the drug court average cost of $6,040.39 being below the other groups
($7,151.41 for the referred group and $6,807.44 for the pilot group). The totad drug court
average of $7,237.09 is 11 percent less than the referred group and 26 percent below the pilot

group.

The table d'so suggests the following:

As a genad rule, fdony cases involve more jal time than misdemeanor cases, dthough
there are exceptions for drug court probationers.

Except for the drug court group, probationers with pending charges tend to spend more
timein jail than probationers without charges.

Felony pre-trid members of the referred group accounted for less jal time on average
than drug court felony pre-trid cases dthough the latter group conssted of only 11
members.

Felony probationers in the drug court showed consderably lower jail cods than either the
referred group (26 percent less) or pilot group (46 percent less).

While fdony drug court probationers showed a lower rate of jail incarceration than other
fdony probationers, this was not true for misdemeanants. Drug court misdemeanant
probationers had much higher jail costs (mean of $9,891.31 per person, but with only six
caes) than ether of the other groups ($3.617.86 for the referred group and $4,676.95 for
the pilot group).*°

In terms of the cogt of jail utilization, the area in which the drug court group showed the
biggest differentid with the pilot and referred groups was probationers with pending
charges. Drug court cogts for this group ($6,818.89) were actudly less than for drug court
probationers without pending charges ($6,968.98). Both the pilot and referred groups of
probetioners with pending charges showed much higher expenses than the drug court
group ($8,514.99 for the referred group and $9,837.68 for the pilot group).

While the totd jail usage for the drug court was smdler than for the referred group, the
latter showed lower rates of incarceration for pre-trid dients and for probationers without
pending charges. The lower incarceration rate of probationers with pending charges
among the drug court group was soldly responsible for the lower overal drug court rete.

example, the pilot group contained a much higher ratio of misdemeanants than either the drug court or referred
groups. Examining the hypothetical costs iN this manner shows what felony and misdemeanor costs would be if the
pilot and referred groups were more directly comparable to the drug court population. Results are shown below

40 Oneisinclined to attribute this disparity to small numbers. Examination of the six misdemeanant drug court

probationers shows pre-trial jail costs ranging from zero to $6,313.60 and post-trial costs ranging from $394.60 to
$28,569.04. Therewas no pattern evident in the jail datafor these six cases.
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Table41. Adjusted Jail Codts, by Program, by Referra Status, by Offense Level

| Program [OffenseL evel Status N Total Cost Mean Cost
[Drug Court  [Felony Pre-triall 11 $92,573.16 $8,415.74

Actual Prison| 4 $25,412.24 $6,353.06

Probation] 17 $100,938.68 $5,937.57

Probation/Pending| 39 $313,075.64 $3,027.58

Shock/Pending| 3 $62,662.48 $20,887.49

Totall 75 $603,816.92 $8,050.89

[Misdemeanor Pre-trid] 4 $11,916.92 $2,979.23

Prison] 1 $11,916.92 $11,916.92

Probation] 6 $59,347.84 $9,891.31

Probation/Pending] 38 $211,979.12 $5,578.40

Shock/Pending] O $0.00 $0.00

Total| 49 $295,979.12 $6,040.39

Total Pre-tria]l 15 $104,490.08 $6,966.01

Prison| 5 $37,329.16 $7,465.83

Probation] 23 $160,286.52 $6,968.98

Probation/Pending] 77 $525,054.76 $6,818.89

Shock/Pending| 3 $62,662.48 $20,887.49

Total] 124 $897,399.32 $7,237.09

IReferred Felony Pre-tria] 11 $80,537.86 $7,321.62

Adjusted Probation] 17 $136,430.91 $8,025.35

Probation/Pending| 39 $375,600.65 $9,630.79

Total] 67 $592,569.42 $8,844.32

[Misdemeanor Pre-trial 4 $35,545.57 $8,886.39

Probation] 6 $21,707.15 $3,617.86

Probation/Pending] 38 $286,015.10 $7,526.71

Total] 48 $343,267.82 $7,151.41

Total Pre-trial 15 $116,083.43 $7,738.90

Probation] 23 $158,138.06 $6,875.57

Probation/Pending| 77 $661,615.75 $8,592.41

Total] 115 $935,837.24 $8,137.72

|Pilot Felony Probation| 17 $187,688.37 $11,040.49
Adjusted Probation/Pending] 39 $480,947.25 $12,331.98
Shock] 3 $36,756.99 $12,252.33
Total] 59 $705,392.61 $11,955.81

[Misdemeanor Probation| 6 $28,061.70 $4,676.95

Probation/Pending] 38 $271,465.86 $7,143.84

Totall| 44 $299,527.56 $6,807.44

Total Probation|] 23 215750.0719 $9,380.44

Probation/Pending| 77 752413.1081 $9,771.60

Shock] 3 36756.99 $12,252.33

Total] 103 | $1,004,920.17 $9,756.51
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B. Estimation of Prison Costs

Prison costs were estimated in the same manner as jall costs, with daly rates ($54.02/day)
provided by the lowa Department of Corrections. Data were taken from ACIS, the Adult
Corrections Information System, in conjunction with ICBC, the lowa Community Basd
Corrections data sysem. There was frequent movement of sample members between community-
based and ingtitutiona corrections, and at times both databases were accessed to ensure correct in-

and out-dates.

Aswith jail data, the prison data must be accompanied by severa caveats.

- Prison data come only from lowa, and any incarcerations during the study period that took
place under other jurisdictions are not represented.
Differences in daily rates between the various inditutions operated by the DOC were not
taken into account in cost caculations.
Time spent in hafway houses was treated as time in a residentid facility, and costs are not
included in prison costs.
Time spent in DOC violators programs was trested as prison time, time spent in these
fecilities was typicdly limited to about 60 days, however, so this was not a ggnificant
portion of the total time imprisoned

As was done to examine jal cods, actud prison cods attributable to the comparison groups were
adjusted to alow more meaningful comparisons. The adjusted costs are presented here. A table
containing the actud figures will be found in Appendix O.**

“1 1t should be noted that two cases deleted from the referred group in calculating average costs, those cases being
Class B felonies that require 85 percent of the 25-year term to be served prior to release. There were no other
felonies of thistypein either comparison group, and the total correctional cost of these two cases exceed $400,000
each, raising the average cost per case for the referred group of felony probationers with pending charges to
$69,527.90 and the total of the felony referred group to $52,909.54. 1t was thought that including these casesin the
analysis unfairly biased the results against the referred group.
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Table 42. Adjusted Prison Costs, by Program, by Referra Status, by Offense Leve
Group Seriousness Status n Total Cost Mean Cost
Drug Court [Felony Pre-tria] 11 $114,630.44 $10,420.95
Actual Prison 4 $62,987.32 $15,746.83
Probation 17 $323,471.76 $19,027.75

Prob/Pending] 39 $617,178.50 $15,825.09

Shock/Pendingl 3 $194,309.94 $64,769.98
Total 75 $1,316,251.32 $17,550.02

Misdemeanor Pre-trial 4 $0.00 $0.00

Prison 1 $13,991.18 $13,991.18

Probation| 6 $12,262.54 $2,043.76

Prob/Pending| 38 $310,939.12 $8,182.61

Total 49 $337,192.84 $6,881.49

Total Pre-trial 15 $114,630.44 $7,642.03

Prisonf 5 $76,978.50 $15,395.70

Probationf 23 $335,734.30 $14,597.14

Prob/Pendingl 77 $928,117.62 $12,053.48

Shock/Pendingl 3 $194,309.94 $64,769.98
Total] 124 $1,653,444.16 $13,334.23

Referred Felony Pre-trial 11 $207,130.69 $18,830.06
Adjusted Probation 17 $300,550.52 $17,679.44
Prob/Pending] 39 $1,109,038.05 $28,436.87
Total 67 $1,616,719.25 $24,130.14

Misdemeanor Pre-trial 4 $21,089.41 $5,272.35

Probation) 6 $12,777.15 $2,12953

Prob/Pending| 38 $307,503.45 $8,092.20

Total] 48 $341,370.01 $7,111.88

Total Pre-trial 15 $228,220.09 $17,875.29

Probation| 23 $313,327.67 $11,524.27

Prob/Pending 77 $1,416,541.50 $17,310.88
Total] 115 $1,958,089.26 $17,026.86

Pilot Felony Probation] 17 $803,982.50 $47,293.09
Adjusted Prob/Pending] 39 $1,434,639.15 $36,785.62
Shock| 3 $157,947.73 $52,649.24
Total 59 $2,396,569.38 $40,619.82

Misdemeanor Probation 6 $20,072.29 $3,345.38

Prob/Pending| 38 $429,519.50 $11,303.14
Total 44 $449,591.79 $10,218.00

Total Probation) 23 $824,054.79 $35,828.47

Prob/Pendingl 77 $1,864,158.65 $24,209.85

Shock/Pendingl 3 $157,947.73 $52,649.24
Total] 103 $2,846,161.17 $27,632.63
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The table suggedts the following:

Agan, fdons cos more than misdemeanants. As a generd rule, felons cost about three or
more times the cost of misdemeanants, dthough there are individud cases in which
misdemeanors cost more than felonies.

Ovedl, imprisonment costs for feony drug court clients were less than for comparably-
convicted counterparts in the other groups. There was one felony group in which the
referred group showed a lower mean than the drug court, however (fdlony probationers
without pending charges). Because the drug court imprisonment costs for feony
probationers with pending charges were so far below either of the two comparison groups,
the resulting overal drug court fdony rate fel below the referred group and apprecigbly
below the pilot group.

This table shows the smilaity of the pilot and referred groups in terms of average
imprisonment  codt-per-client, and the financid advantage resulting from the drug court.
Average imprisonment cost of felons handled in the drug court was $17,550.02, while the
adjused average for a smilaly digributed referred group was $24,130.14 and for the
pilot group was $40,619.82.

There dso gppear to be some savings among misdemeanants, as the average cost for drug
court clients was $6,881.49, compared to adjusted averages of $7,111.88 in the referred
group and $10,218.00 among the pilot group. The tota average drug court cost of
$13,334.23 is 22 percent less than the $17,026.86 average of the referred group and 52
percent less than the $27,632.63 average of the pilot group.

C. Egtimation of Total Correctional System Costs

While the jal and imprisonment costs dready examined conditute the mgority of correctiona
system codts, it is gppropriate to combine al system cods to reach a find estimate of the costs of
processing the sample cases*” Table 43 presents adjusted costs as explained above, with actud
figures presented in Appendix P. Cases clasdfied as having an “othe” referrd daus are
excluded from the table except in totals.

42 The current analysis ignores law enforcement costs other than those stemming from operation of the Polk County
Jail. It alsoignoresthe non-drug court costs associated with the judiciary, prosecution, and defense. Drug court
costsinclude grant-paid expenses for a part-time judge, assistant county attorney, and public defender, but not such
costs outside the drug court. Because of higher within-program arrest rates among the referred group (particularly
felonies), there may be slight bias against the drug court group in comparison with the referred group because of not
including law enforcement, judicial, prosecutorial, and defender services resulting from in-program arrests.
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Table 43. Adjusted Corrections Cogts, by Program, by Referral Status,

by Offense Leve

Program |Offense L evel Status N | Total Cost [Mean Cost
Drug Court |Felony Pre-trial 11| $286,571.61 | $26,051.96
Actual Probation 17| $565,388.48 | $33,258.15
Prob/Pending | 39 | $1,243422.43 | $31,882.63

Total 67 |$2,095,382.52| $31,274.37

Misdemesanor |Pre-trial 4| $446749 | $11,168.74

Probation 6 | $116,209.58 | $19,368.26

Prob/Pending | 38| $736,215.23 | $19,374.09

Total 48 | $897,099.77 | $18,689.58

Totd Pre-trial 15| $331,24657 | $22,083.10

Probation 23| $681,598.06 | $29,634.70

Prob/Pending | 77 | $1,979,637.66 | $25,709.58

Total 115|$2,992,482.29| $26,021.59

Referred  |Felony Pre-trial 11| $323199.38 | $29,381.76
Adjusted Probation 17| $510,151.43 | $30,008.91
Prob/Pending | 39 | $1,736,255.26 | $44,519.37

Total 67 |$2,569,606.07| $38,352.33

Misdemeanor |Pre-trial 4| $60,075.64 | $1501891

Probation 6 $45,506.17 $7,584.36

Prob/Pending | 38| $709,008.70 | $18,658.12

Total 48 | $814,590.51 | $16,970.64

Total Pre-trial 15| $383,275.02 | $28,370.29

Probation 23| $555,657.60 | $21,132.52

Prob/pending | 77 | $2,445,263.96 | $30,376.50

Total 115($3,384,196.57| $29,427.80

Pilot Felony Probation 17| $1,072,009.81 | $63,059.40
Adjusted Prob/Pending | 39 | $2,096,944.89 | $53,767.82
Total 56 [$3,168,954.70| $56,588.48

Misdemeanor |Probation 6| 9$57,616.97 | $9,602.83
Prob/Pending | 38| $751,103.03 | $19,765.87
Total 44 | $808,720.00 | $18,380.00

Total Probation 23| $1,129,626.78 | $21,132.52
Prob/pending | 77 | $2,848,047.92 | $30,376.50
Total 100|$3,977,674.71| $39,776.75
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Findings semming from the table indude the following:

The total mean correctiond system cost for feons among the three groups ranged from
$31,274.37 for members of the drug court group to $38,352.33 to $56,588.48 for the
referred and pilot groups, respectively.

The drug court showed the highest totd costs for misdemeanants ($18,689.58, compared
to $16,970.64 in the referred group and $18.380 for the pilot group).

The group for which drug court processng was most economical, in comparison to the
referred and pilot groups, was fdony probationers with pending charges. This group
comprised a large part of the drug court casdoad, and was largely responsible for the drug
court’s showing low felony processng cods. Drug court fdony pre-trid referrds showed
about ten percent lower cods than the referred pre-trid fdons. Conversdy, the only
groups of drug court misdemeanants showing a lower cost than ether of the comparison
groups were pre-trial cases (compared to referred group pre-trial cases) and probationers
with pending charges, who showed lower costs than the pilot group.

Combining the costs of processing felons and misdemeanants, the mean cost of processing drug
court clients was less than those for ather the pilot group or referred group. There were savings
associated with drug court processng of feons, but misdemeanant processing in the drug court
cost more than such processing in the comparison groups. Thisisillustrated below:

Total Case Cost

Adjusted Corrections Costs

$60,000 356,588

$50,000

$38,352

$31,274

$18,690

$20,000 $16:97¢ $18,380

$10,000

Drug Court Drug Court Referred Felons Referred Filot Felons Pilot
Felons Misdemeanants Misdemeanants Misdemeanants

Program and Referral Level
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A find comparison of correctional cost data is shown below. Here, however, the cosis of drug
court successes and failures are presented:

Table 44. Totd System Costs for Successes and Failures

N | Total Cost Mean Cost
Drug Court FelongSuccesses | 32| $508,872.97 | $15,902.28
Falures | 39(%$1,909,893.37| $48,971.62
Drug Court MisdemeanantgSuccesses | 22| $237,422.65 | $10,791.94
Falures | 26| $666,533.49 | $25,635.90
Total|Successes| 54| $746,295.62 | $13,820.29
Failures |65($2,576,426.86| $39,637.34

This table shows the importance of ataining high levels of success in programs such as the drug
court, as falures — due to re-arrests and re-incarcerations — are codly to society financidly as
well as socidly. Remember that the codts in this table and esewhere include only recidivism
that occurs while under justice system jurisdiction for the crime for which dients were initidly
referred to the drug court.  With the higher post-program recidivism shown earlier among drug
court falures the difference between successes and failures in corrections and jusice system
costs would be even more disparate.

Those interested in assessing tota corrections costs by component (e.g., jail, probation) are urged
to consult Appendix Q, which shows codts for each judtice sysem component for each of the
sudy groups. Totals there will differ somewhat from those presented here because they do not
control for differencesin the study groups.
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XI1. Estimation of Treatment Costs

Data on the cost of drug and alcohol treatment recelved by sample members were received from
the lowa Depatment of Public Hedth (IDPH), which in turn received daa directly from
treatment providers. This information covered nineteen quarters from the third quarter of 1995
to the first quarter of 2000. The data provided by the IDPH included only expenses paid by the
Department through contracts with managed care providers. Some clients may have received
other trestment services not reflected in the tables below.

Among the data receved was the “environment” of the treatment provided (e.g., extended
outpatient, continuing care, primary residentid). Each of these environments was given a vaue
per unit of treatment provided, usng Medicaid rates gpproved by the State of lowa. Rates used
were those for fiscal year 20003

Table 45 shows total treatment codts for the three comparison groups, dong with means for each
group. These figures show higher treetment costs for the drug court group during the Study
period, as well as higher means. Because some clients did not recelve such trestment services,
the table dso includes the number of clients actudly receiving services and the mean cost for
each of these dients. These figures illudrate tha a higher percentage of the drug court clients
actudly received services (106 of 124, or 86 percent) and that more money was spent on them
than on either of the comparison groups.

Table45. Tota Treatment Costs of Comparison Groups

Group Tota N | Tota Cost Mean | N Served Mean Cost
DCTota| 124 $545,763 | $4,401 106 $5,148.71
Referred Total| 188 $493,590 | $2,625 125 $3,948.72
Pilot Total] 124 $111,696 | $901 44 $2,538.55

Tables 46 and 47 show the number and percentage of clients in each comparison group receiving
specific types of treatment services during the study period. Each of these services is numbered
at the top of the table, with akey provided under Table 46 for each type of service.

43 These per-unit rates are as follows: medically managed detoxification $400; medically monitored detoxification
$214; medically managed acute inpatient $400; residential treatment $118; extended residential treatment $118;
halfway house $50; continuing care $47; extended outpatient $47; intensive outpatient $78; medically managed
residential $214. Appreciation is extended to the lowa Department of Public Health and Merit Behavioral Care for
their assistance in developing these figures.
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Table 46. Treatment Services Received by Sample Members

Service Units Provided
Environment
Group N 11 (12| 13| 14 | 15| 17 18 19 2 | 22 N % of
treated| total
Drug Ct Successey 54 O[O0 |13 |1]336 | 17| 3| 3|1 51 [94.4%™
Drug Ct Neutrals| 5 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 2 2 0 3 60.0%
Drug Ct Fallured 65 O 1230|224 7 B[ 21| 0 52 | 80.0%
DrugCourt Total| 124 | O 1 4 | 63 | 3 | 61 | 26 | 70 | 53 1 | 106 |85.5%
ReferredGroup| 188 | 6 | 2 | 7 | 8 | 4 | 30 | 24 | 81 | 44 | 1 | 127 | 67.6%
Rlot Group| 124 | 3 0 5 31| 2 12 8 36 19 | 2 60 | 48.4%
TotalN|] 436 | 9 | 3 | 16 | 177 | 9 | 103 | 58 | 187 | 116 | 4 | 293 |67.2%
Environment key: 11 Medicaly managed detoxification
12 Medicaly monitored detoxification
13 Medically managed acute inpatient
14 Primary residential treatment
15 Extended residential trestment
17 Hafway house
18 Continuing care
19 Extended outpatient
20 Intensive outpatient
22 Medicaly managed residential
Table 47. Percent of Sample Members Recelving Treatment Services
Per cent Recelving Service Units
Environment
Group N| 11 [ 2] 13] 14 | 15 17 18 19 20 | 2| N [ %of
treated| totgl
Drug Ct Success 0.0% | 0.0% | 2.0% | 60.8% | 2.0% | 70.6% | 33.3% | 62.7% | 58.8% |2.0% | 51 |94.4%
Drug Ct Neutrals| 5 | 0.0% | 0.0% |33.3%| 66.7% | 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 66.7% | 66.7%|0.0% | 3 [60.0%
Drug Ct Failure 0.0% |1.9% [ 3.8% [ 57.7% | 3.8% | 46.2% | 13.5% | 69.2% |40.4%|0.0%| 52 |80.0%
Drug Ct Total |124]0.0% |0.9% |3.8% |59.4% |2.8% [57.5% | 24.5% | 66.0% |50.0%0.9% | 106 |85.5%
Referred Group | 188 | 4.7% | 1.6% | 5.5% | 65.4% | 3.1% | 23.6% | 18.9% | 63.8% | 34.6% | 0.8% | 125 |66.5%
Rilot Group 1241 5.0% | 0.0% [ 8.3% | 51.7% | 3.3% | 20.0% | 13.3% | 60.0% | 31.7%|3.3% | 44 |355%
Total 436 | 3.1% [1.0% |5.5% |60.4% |3.1% [35.2%| 19.8% | 63.8% |39.6%|1.4% | 275 |63.1%

441t should be noted that all drug court successes received substance abuse treatment, but three of them were not
included in the SARS data..




These tables demondrate that the most common drug treatment services received by clients in
the comparison groups were extended outpatient services (#19) and primary resdentia trestment
(#14), with a mgority of the total sample recalving these services. The tables dso show a higher
percentage of drug court clients receiving services than either of the other groups, not surprising
giving the trestment orientation of the drug court. More than 70 percent of the drug court
successes recelved hdfway house treetment during the study period, with a mgority of the
succeses adso going through extended outpatient, primary resdentid trestment, and intensve
outpatient.

Drug court falures showed a pattern smilar to the successes, save that they were less likdy to
receive services in hafway houses, continuing care, or intensve outpaient. The latter two of
these gppear logicd because they would tend to be received by those who have successfully
completed the first part of treatment and have graduated onto less structured regimens, many of
the failures would not have progressed through the early phases of trestment prior to failure.

The referred group showed a pattern not unlike drug court clients, with the following exceptions:

They were generdly less likely to recelve trestment services (66.5 percent, compared to
85.5 percent);

They were much less likely to receive trestment in hafway houses (23.6 percent, vs. 57.5
percent for drug court clients), in intendve outpatient treatment (24.6 percent vs. 50
percent), or continuing care (18.9 percent vs. 24.5 percent).

The tables dso suggest the posshility of a change in drug trestment orientation during the study
period, as the pilot group tended to receive fewer services than the other goups. The pilot group
tended to enter the justice system from one to three years prior to the other groups, and these
offenders were much less likey to receive treatment services than ether of the other groups.
The only type of service received by a mgority of the pilot group during the period examined
was extended outpatient care.  While one might have anticipated higher trestment cods in the
drug court group, the referred group’'s leve of trestment suggests either more extensve drug
abuse higtories among the group (over the pilot group) or a greater correctiond commitment to
substance abuse treatment than was true when the pilot group entered the justice system.

Another presentation of these data will be found in Table 48, which displays trestmert costs over
time, darting with one year prior to 1) program entry, for drug court clients, 2) drug court
referrd, for the referred group, or 3) date of revocation, for the pilot group. As noted above,
costs were based upon approved Medicaid rates in Polk County for each type of trestment
received. The following conclusons can be drawn from the table:
Drug court clients received the largest percentage of treatment services in the same quarter
as their entry to drug court. The first quarter after the antry quarter dso saw substantia
treatment costs.
The referred group underwent more treatment in the period before referrd to the drug
court than did the drug court clients.
While the referred group experienced their highest treatment cods in the quarter of
referral to the drug court, the “spike” was not nearly as pronounced as was true for drug
court clients.
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A year dfter the referrd quarter, the treatment costs of drug court clients appear to have
dabilized, but a a lower level than the referred group, and in some quarters even lower
than the pilot group. This may suggest a long-term effect from the intensve treatment
received in the early months of drug court participation and/or a postive effect from the
drug court process and supervision.

Table 49 dso presents treatment data, but this time show the number of treatment services over
the same period, and then the average cost per sarvice. This table shows some smilarities to
Table 50, with the referred group showing higher levels of services in the year prior to referra
than the drug court group. On the other hand, there is at least one surprisng figure on the table,
that being that the drug court group received dmost as many services the fird quarter after
referrd as they did in the referral quarter. The drug court group showed a precipitous drop in
sarvices the second quarter after referra, with another sharp drop after sx quarters.  The referred
group showed a large drop after the first quarter but then showed a gentler decline than the drug
court group. The pilot group showed a pattern unlike the others, with treatment services peaking,
but at alower levd, thefifth quarter after revocation.

Table 50 is included here under the assumption that the average cost per service can be an
indicator of the seriousness of drug-related problems encountered by the comparison groups.
High cogt per sarvice would indicate more intensve (eg., inpatient) trestment needs, while low
costs would indicate more use of outpatient trestment. The table shows that in saven of the nine
quarters after referrd to the drug court, the drug court clients showed below-average cost per
sarvice, while the referred group showed below-average codts in six of the nine quaters. The
pilot group, members of whom recelved the fewest services, tended to have above-average costs
mogt frequently.
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Table 48. Totd Treatment Cogts, Before and After Screening or Entry

Quarter before Referra Referrd Quarter after Referra

Group 4 3 2 1 Quarter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Drug Court | $9,060 | $30,083 | $13,063 | $17,408 | $174,537| $114,938 | $20,582 | $20,518 | $32,209 | $16,096 | $3,372 | $5807 | $5186 | $5,649
Referred |$27,242| $29,732 | $53,712| $35404 | $65,841 | $46,855 | $12,363 | $25,999 | $19,796 | $16,453 | $12,378 | $13,869| $11,897 | $12,645
Filot $282 | $2659 | $14,282 | $6254 | $2399 | $2958 | $12535 | $4,149 | $7,116 | $8,660 | $4,488

Total $36,302| $59,815 [$66,775| $53,094 |$243,037|$176,075| $39,199 | $48,916 | $54,963 | $45,084 | $24,899|$26,792| $25,743 | $22,782

Table 49. Number of Treatment Services Delivered Before and After Screening or Entry

Quarter before Referra Referrd Quarter after Referra
Group 4 3 2 1 Quarter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
DrugCourt| 20 33 22 41 143 140 50 45 36 33 25 8 9 12
Referred 36 42 62 78 86 70 33 34 40 35 26 23 18 13
Filot 1 3 4 7 7 18 23 13 11 8 7
Total 56 75 84 120 232 214 90 86 94 91 64 42 35 32

Table 50. Average Cost per Treatment Service

Quarter before Referrd Referrd Quarter after Referral

Group 4 3 2 1 Quarter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Drug Court| $453 | $912 | $594 | $425 | $1,221| $821 $412 | $456 | $895 | $488 | $335 | $726 | $576 | $471

Referred | $757 | $708 | $866 | $454 | $766 | $669 | $375 | $765 | $495 | $470 | $476 | $603 | $661 | $973

Filot $282 | $886 | $3,571 | $893 | $343 | $164 | $545 | $319 | $647 | $1,083 | $641

Total $648 | $798 | $795 | $442 | $1,048 | $823 | $436 | $569 | $585 | $495 | $389 | $638 | $736 | $712
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A find presentation of thisinformation isfound below, and combines the trestment detaiinto
yearly periods. Thistable ignoresthe quarter of referrd and looks only at the year prior and the
two yearsimmediately after referra or revocation.

Table51. Average Services and Costs per Service, by Year

Mean Services per Month Mean Cost per Service
Year Prior | Year 1 | Year 2| Year Prior| Yearl | Year2
Drug Court 29.0 271.0 | 75.0 $596 $646 $531
Referred 545 177.0 | 102.0 $696 $576 $553
Pilot 0.3 36.0 | 55.0 $71 $1,243 $648
Total 83.8 121.0 | 58.0 $671 $603 $564
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XI1Il. Conclusions

The findings of this evauation have been encouraging in some ways and discouraging in others.
Results have suggested that, while the drug court has had beneficia effects on some groups of
cients, it certanly has not been a “magic bullet” that will revolutionize Polk County’s justice
sysem. While the drug court gppears to have worked well for some groups of dlients, it has not
succeeded with others.

The cogt data are also encouraging in some areas and less rosy in others.  While the court showed
low costs associated with handling probationers who had pending charges, costs for
misdemeanants, in particular, were higher than the comparison groups. It should be said,
however, that while the drug court did not show greet financid gains in some aress, it gppears to
have operated at no greater overdl cost than what was aready being done.

There are steps that can be taken, however, that might make the drug court have a more positive
impact. Results of this evauation suggest the following:

1 The Polk County Drug Court has shown a specid ability to succeed with felony clients,
who have had higher rates of success in completing the program than misdemeanants and
have showed lower rates of recidivisn. The drug court has dso been very cos-effective
in handling fdons. The reason for this success is unclear. Discussons with program
daff have suggested that felons have taken the program nore serioudy because they have
had longer judice sysem involvement and they are smply tired of cime. Whatever the
reason, the drug court should concentrate its resources on felony clients, as the recidivism
data and the cost data suggest greater success and better cost effectiveness with this

group.

2 The drug court should continue addressng the needs of femae dients while seeking new
ways to combat the (apparently) more criminogenic problems of males. Success rates for
women in the drug court are encouraging, paticulaly given the neediness of tha
population. The daff needs to examine how it has been handling mde dients to improve
its effectiveness with that group.

3 The drug court has had commendable success with probationers who have new charges
pending. Recidiviam raes for this group have been lower than for comparable clients in
the comparison groups, and the cost of handling these clients in the drug court has been
consderably lower than for the comparison groups. These findings would suggest that
this group should be the drug court’s primary focus (as was origindly intended). The
outcome of increesng referrds from prison for possble “shock” probation should be
monitored to ensure that the success encountered with the smal number of early shock
probation clients continues.

4 The drug court has not shown much success in deding with non-white clients. Those
overseeing and operating the program should seek to identify areas in which services can
be improved for minority dients.

5 The availability of trestment resources has reduced the drug court’s potential impact on
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jal population reduction.  The deveopment of ether more or better-coordinated
resources should contribute to areduction in jail usage by drug court clients.

A change in the players on a drug court team can have a dramatic effect on the operation
of a drug court, influencing the types of clients accepted and the manner in which they
are handled. Successful drug courts should seek gability in gaffing whenever possible.

When changes occur or are anticipated, steps should be taken to systematicaly assess and
direct their impact on client selection and drug court processing.
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Appendix A. Sample Modifications

As noted in the Chapter 11, severd modifications had to be made to the comparison groups used
in this report. Some of these changes were made to overcome incomplete or erroneous
information on members of the groups and others were made to ensure sample comparability.

The group referred to the drug court who did not enter the program origindly contained five
additional members (above the 188 included in the report), none of whom could be located in the
community-based corrections data system, the state court data system, or lowa's computerized
cimind higory system. It's likey that the names contained on the drug court referrd form were
misspelled (i.e, the lig of unidentified referds was origindly larger but was reduced by
researching names with smilar spellings). These five were not included in any andyses.

The group included in the pre-drug court target population (the “pilot group”) required more
extendve modification. None of the cases involved in this population were mantaned in a
single database at the time of the current evduation. A copy of a similar probation database was
obtained from the Department of Correctional Services secretary who was responsible for data
entry on the pilot project, but this database contaned 202 individuds rather than the 177
included in the origind pilot group. These were maiched agang a paper lig of probation
revocations for the same time period to assg in reaching the correct sample sze origindly used
for the pre-drug court sudy. This effort was fruitless, as, while the paper lig included many
revoked probationers who were not included in the drug court pilot group (as expected), the
reverse was dso true there were some pilot sample members who were not included on the
medter lig of revocations. Further checking suggested that the madter lig was not, in fact,
complete, 0 it was of no help in reaching the desired number of cases.

Further analyss of the group of 202 with regard to the criteria required for entry to drug court
resulted in a reduction in sample sze to 175. While the funding source for the drug court did not
limit the types of clients digible for the program — these funds did not come from the Nationd
Office for Drug Courts — there was misunderstanding of this during the fira three years of drug
court operation. The program therefore operated as if limitations goplied. Eliminating members
who would have been subject to these limitations reduced the pilot group. Fourteen were
dropped due to ether having been arested for a forcible felony in the preceding five years or
having been arrested for a felony againgt persons as a current offense.  Twelve were dropped for
having no new arests on probation and no substance abuse technica violations. One additiona
member was eliminated from the pilot group because he was later admitted to the drug court.

One more reduction occurred when OWI cases were dropped from the pilot sample.  Originaly
there were 50 OWI cases in the sample of 202 taken from the probation department. Four of
these were dropped from the sample for other reasons. The remaining 46 were dropped because
OWI had not been a primary referrd offense for any drug court clients in the study sample, and
their characteristics appear unlike those of actua drug court clients.

The find pilot group therefore included 124 offenders whose characteristics were consistent with
(but not identical to) those reported for the origina pilot group of 177. As is shown in the body
of the report, these differences do not appear to reduce the utility of this group for purposes of
comparison. Due to the deletion of the OWI cases, in fact, they appear a more representative
group than the origind pilot group.
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Appendix B. Client Demography at I ntake

Age and Sex of Drug Court Clients

Femde Mde Tota
Agg N % N % N %

17-20] 5 8.2% 8 12.7% 13 10.5%

21-25] 17 27.9% 11 17.5% 28 22.6%

26-30| 13 21.3% 17 27.0% 30 24.2%

31-35| 16 26.2% 17 27.0% 33 26.6%

3640 7 11.5% 4 6.3% 11 8.9%
41andover| 3 4.9% 6 9.5% 9 7.3%

Total 61 | 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%

Medianl 28 30 29.5

Months Employed in Previous Six, a Entry, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Months Employed N % N % N %

Nong] 38 | 62.3% 21 33.3% 59 47.6%
One| 2 3.3% 6 9.5% 8 6.5%
Twol 6 9.8% 7 11.1% 13 10.5%
Thregl 7 11.5% 11 17.5% 18 14.5%
Fou| 1 1.6% 2 3.2% 3 2.4%

Fivel 1 1.6% 6 9.5% 7 5.6%

Sx| 4 6.6% 9 14.3% 13 10.5%
Unknown{ 2 3.3% 1 1.6% 3 2.4%
Total| 61 | 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%

Prior Prison Sentences of Drug Court Clients, by Sex

Femae Mde Tota
Prior Prison] N % N % N %
None| 50 82.0% 51 81.0% 101 81.5%
Oneor morgl 11 18.0% 12 19.0% 23 18.5%
Totall 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%
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Prior Prison Sentences of Drug Court Clients, by Sex and Race

Femde Mde Total
White Non-white White Non-white White Non-white
Prior Prison| N % N % N % N % N % N %
Nonel 37 | 86.0% | 11 | 688% | 45 | 833% | 6 | 66.7% | 82 | 845% | 17 | 68.0%
Oneormoreq 6 | 140% | 5 | 31.3% | 9 | 167% | 3 | 333% | 15 | 155% | 8 | 32.0%
Total| 43 1100.0%| 16 | 100.0% | 54 [100.0%]| 9 | 100.0% | 97 | 100.0% | 25 | 100.0%
Sex Abuse History of Drug Court Clients, by Sex
Femde Mde Total
Sex Abuse History] N % N % N %
Nohistory] 38 | 623% | 58 | 921% 9% 77.4%
Victim or perpetrator] 23 | 37.7% 5 7.9% 28 22.6%
Total| 61 | 100.0% | 63 [100.0%| 124 100.0%
Domestic Abuse Higstory of Drug Court Clients, by Sex
Femde Mde Total
Domestic Abuse History] N % N % N %
No history] 27 44.3% 34 | 54.0% 61 49.2%
Victim or perpetrator] 34 | 55.7% 29 | 46.0% 63 50.8%
Total| 61 | 100.0% | 63 [100.0%| 124 100.0%
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Appendix C. Drug Abuse History

Method of Drug Use, by Sex

Females Males Total
Use Type| N % N % N %
Inhaation] 11 18.6% 15 25.0% 26 21.8%
Injection] 22 37.3% 17 28.3% 39 32.8%
Oral 2 3.4% 1 1.7% 3 2.5%
Smokingl 24 40.7% 27 45.0% 51 42.9%
Total| 59 100.0% 60 100.0% | 119 100.0%
Excludes unknowns.
Length of Sobriety at Entrance, by Sex
Femde Made Total
Length of Sobriety] N % N % N %
Nongq 11 18.0% 17 27.0% 28 22.6%
1-2days|] 22 36.1% 13 20.6% 35 28.2%
34days| 12 19.7% 10 15.9% 22 17.7%
57days| 6 9.8% 4 6.3% 10 8.1%
8-14days| 8 13.1% 7 11.1% 15 12.1%
1521days| O 0.0% 4 6.3% 4 3.2%
Morethan 21 days| 1 1.6% 3 4.8% 4 3.2%
Unknowny 1 1.6% 5 7.9% 6 4.8%
Total] 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%
Median 2 days 2 days 2 days

Median excludes unknowns

Length of Sobriety a Entrance, non Detainees

Total
Days Sober|] N %

Nongl 3 17.6%
1-2days| 3 17.6%
34days] O 0.0%
57days] O 0.0%
814 days| 2 11.8%
15-21 days| 2 11.8%
Morethan 21 days|] 1 5.9%
Unknowny 6 35.3%
Totall 17 | 100.0%
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Number of Family Members with Substance Abuse Problems, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Number of Family* N % N % N %
None 9 14.8% 15 23.8% 24 19.4%
Ongl 17 27.9% 17 27.0% 34 27.4%
Twg 14 23.0% 26 41.3% 40 32.3%
Thregl 11 18.0% 4 6.3% 15 12.1%
Four or morgg 10 16.4% 1 1.6% 11 8.9%
Totall 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%

*Siblings counted as a single unit

99




Appendix D. Pre-and Post-Program Demography

Marita Status of Drug Court Clients a Entry, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Marital Status| N % N % N %

Snge] 20 32.8% 26 41.3% 46 37.1%
Married 5 8.2% 10 15.9% 15 12.1%
Separated| 8 13.1% 4 6.3% 12 9.7%
Cohabiting] 17 27.9% 13 20.6% 30 24.2%
Divorced 9 14.8% 9 14.3% 18 14.5%
Widowed] 1 1.6% 1 1.6% 2 1.6%
Unknowny 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 1 0.8%
TotaJ| 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%

Marital Status of Drug Court Clients at Discharge, by Sex

Femde Mde Totd
Marital Status| N % N % N %

Sngle| 22 36.1% 24 | 38.1% 46 37.1%
Married 6 9.8% 13 20.6% 19 15.3%
Separated] 5 8.2% 4 6.3% 9 7.3%
Cohabiting] 13 21.3% 11 17.5% 24 19.4%
Divorced 10 16.4% 6 9.5% 16 12.9%
Widowed 1 1.6% 1 1.6% 2 1.6%
Unknowny 4 6.6% 4 6.3% 8 6.5%
Tota 61 [ 100.0% 63 | 1000% | 124 | 100.0%
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Employment Status of Drug Court Clients at Discharge, by Sex

Femde Mde Totd
Employment Status| N % N % N %
Homemaker 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0%
Disabled 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0%
Unemployed/looking] 3 4.9% 5 7.9% 8 6.5%
Unemployed/not look] 22 | 36.1% 15 23.8% 37 29.8%
Part-time| 3 4.9% 2 3.2% 5 4.0%
Ful-timel 27 | 44.3% 33 | 524% 60 48.4%
Student] 2 3.3% 0 0.0% 2 1.6%
Unknowny 4 6.6% 8 12.7% 12 9.7%
Tota] 61 [ 1000% [ 63 [1000% [ 124 [ 1000%
Income of Drug Court Clients at Entry, by Sex
Female Mde Totd
Weekly Income| N % N % N %
None| 42 68.9% 42 66.7% 84 67.7%
<$100| 6 9.8% 0 0.0% 6 4.8%
$100-$199| 10 16.4% 4 6.3% 14 11.3%
$200-$299] 3 4.9% 9 14.3% 12 9.7%
$300-$399] O 0.0% 3 4.8% 3 2.4%
$400-$499( O 0.0% 3 4.8% 3 2.4%
$500 or more| O 0.0% 2 3.2% 2 1.6%
Tota] 61 | 100.0% 63 | 100.0% | 124 | 100.0%
Excludes unknowns
Income of Drug Court Clients at Discharge, by Sex
Femae Mde Totd
Weekly Income] N % N % N %
None| 18 33.3% 24 | 453% 42 39.3%
<$100| 6 11.1% 1 1.9% 7 6.5%
$100-$199| 7 13.0% 0 0.0% 7 6.5%
$200-$299] 11 20.4% 10 18.9% 21 19.6%
$300-$399| 8 14.8% 7 13.2% 15 14.0%
$400-$499| 3 5.6% 4 7.5% 7 6.5%
$500 or morel 1 1.9% 7 13.2% 8 7.5%
Totall 54 | 100.0% 53 | 100.0% 107 100.0%
Median $120 $200 $135

Bxcludes unknowns
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Occupation of Drug Court Clients a Entry, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Occupation] N % N % N %

Noneg| 18 29.5% 5 7.9% 23 18.5%
Prof/manager| 4 6.6% 1 1.6% 5 4.0%
Saled/clerical 18 29.5% 5 7.9% 23 18.5%
Crafts/operative] O 0.0% 17 27.0% 17 13.7%
Laborery] 4 6.6% 30 47.6% 34 27.4%
Service/lhousehold| 15 24.6% 3 4.8% 18 14.5%
Student] O 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 0.8%
Unknowry 2 3.3% 1 1.6% 3 2.4%
Totall 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%

Occupation of Drug Court Clients a Discharge, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Occupation] N % N % N %

Nonel 12 | 19.7% 4 6.3% 16 12.9%
Prof/manager| 3 4.9% 3 4.8% 6 4.8%
Sdedclerica|l 19 | 31.1% 4 6.3% 23 18.5%
Crafts/operative| 1 1.6% 20 31.7% 21 16.9%
Laborerd 4 6.6% 25 39.7% 29 23.4%
Service/household| 17 | 27.9% 1 1.6% 18 14.5%
Student] 2 3.3% 1 1.6% 3 2.4%
Unknowny 3 4.9% 5 7.9% 8 6.5%
Tota 61 [ 100.0% 63 1000% | 124 | 100.0%
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Income Source of Drug Court Clients at Entry, By Sex

Femde Mde Total
Income Source] N % N % N %

SAf| 7 10.0% 28 38.4% 35 24.5%

Spousgt 3 4.3% 3 4.1% 6 4.2%
Parents| 4 5.7% 8 11.0% 12 8.4%

Other family| 1 1.4% 4 5.5% 5 3.5%
Friends| 9 12.9% 2 2.7% 11 7.7%

Crimeg] 12 17.1% 12 16.4% 24 16.8%

Pub. Assist.| 12 17.1% 1 1.4% 13 9.1%
Dishility] 1 1.4% 1 1.4% 2 1.4%
None apparent] 19 27.1% 12 16.4% 31 21.7%
Unknowrny 2 2.9% 2 2.7% 4 2.8%
Total| 70 | 100.0% 73 100.0% 143 100.0%

Multiple responses permitted

Income Source of Drug Court Clients at Discharge, By Sex

Femde Mde Total
Income Source] N % N % N %

Hfl 24 37.5% 32 50.0% 56 43.8%

Spousg 3 4.7% 2 3.1% 5 3.9%
Parents] O 0.0% 3 4.7% 3 2.3%

Other family| 1 1.6% 2 3.1% 3 2.3%
Friends| 2 3.1% 0 0.0% 2 1.6%

Crimeg| 7 10.9% 2 3.1% 9 7.0%

Pub. Assist.] 14 21.9% 0 0.0% 14 10.9%
Dissbilityl] O 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 0.8%
None apparent| 9 14.1% 14 21.9% 23 18.0%
Unknowny 4 6.3% 8 12.5% 12 9.4%
Totall 64 | 100.0% 64 100.0% 128 100.0%

Multiple responses permitted
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Living Status at Admission, by Sex

Femde Made Total

Living Status| N % N % N %
Alonel 2 3.4% 4 6.1% 6 4.8%
With Parenty 8 13.8% 19 28.8% 27 21.8%
Parentgkids| 1 1.7% 0 0.0% 1 0.8%
Sg. Otheronly] 9 15.5% 4 6.1% 13 10.5%
Sig. Other/kids] 4 6.9% 5 7.6% 9 7.3%
Sg. Other/Family| 2 3.4% 3 4.5% 5 4.0%
Kidsonly| 3 5.2% 0 0.0% 3 2.4%
Other Family| 7 12.1% 8 12.1% 15 12.1%
Other Adult§ 9 15.5% 1 1.5% 10 8.1%
Homeles§ 5 8.6% 2 3.0% 7 5.6%
Jal/prison| 8 13.8% 14 21.2% 22 17.7%
Shelter] 1 1.7% 1 1.5% 2 1.6%
Residential] 1 17% 1 1.5% 2 1.6%
Unknown{ 1 1.7% 1 1.5% 2 1.6%

Totd| 61 | 105.2% 63 95.5% 124 | 100.0%
Living Status a Termination, by Sex
Femde Mde Tota

Living Statud N % N % N %
Alonel 4 6.6% 5 7.9% 9 7.3%
With Parenty 2 3.3% 13 20.6% 15 12.1%
Parentg/kids 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0%
Sig. Other only] 2 3.3% 6 9.5% 8 6.5%
Sig. Other/kids| 8 13.1% 11 17.5% 19 15.3%
Sg. Other/Family| 1 1.6% 1 1.6% 2 1.6%
Kidsonly] 7 11.5% 0 0.0% 7 5.6%
Other Family| 5 8.2% 3 4.8% 8 6.5%
Other Adulty 4 6.6% 2 3.2% 6 4.8%
Homeles§ 1 1.6% 0.0% 1 0.8%
Jal/prison| 16 26.2% 18 28.6% A 27.4%
Inpatient Tx] 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 1 0.8%
Shelter] 3 4.9% 0 0.0% 3 24%
Residentia| 2 3.3% 1 1.6% 3 2.4%
Unknow4 5 8.2% 3 4.8% 8 6.5%
Total| 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%
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Parentd Status of Drug Court Clients at Discharge, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
N % N % N %
No children 8 13.1% 21 33.3% 29 23.4%
Living w/and supporting 8 13.1% 9 14.3% 17 13.7%
Living w/no support 6 9.8% 1 1.6% 7 5.6%
Not living;support 2 3.3% 7 11.1% 9 7.3%
Not living; no support 24 39.3% 19 30.2% 43 34.7%
Some parenta rights term. 4 6.6% 0 0.0% 4 3.2%
All parenta rights termin. 4 6.6% 2 3.2% 6 4.8%
Unknown 5 8.2% 4 6.3% 9 7.3%
Total| 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 | 100.0%
Number of Children at Admission, by Sex
Femde Mde Total
Number of Childrerf N % N % N %
None] 8 13.8% 23 34.8% 31 25.0%
Onel 16 27.6% 17 25.8% 33 26.6%
Two 13 22.4% 13 19.7% 26 21.0%
Thregl 14 24.1% 8 12.1% 22 17.7%
Four or morel 10 17.2% 2 3.0% 12 9.7%
Totall 61 |1052% | 63 95.5% 124 100.0%
Median 2 1 1
Tota Children 124 82 206
Number of Children at Termination, by Sex
Femde Mde Total
Number of Childrenqf N % N % N %
Unknowrn/missing| 2 3.3% 1 1.6% 3 2.4%
None| 8 13.1% 22 34.9% 30 24.2%
One| 12 19.7% 16 25.4% 28 22.6%
Two 15 24.6% 15 23.8% 30 24.2%
Thregl 11 18.0% 6 9.5% 17 13.7%
Four or morgl 13 21.3% 3 4.8% 16 12.9%
Totall 61 | 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%
Median 2 1 1
Totd Children 129 82 211

Number of Dependents at Admission, by Sex
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Femde Mde Total
Number of Dependenty N % N % N %
Unknowny 1 1.7% 0 0.0% 1 0.8%
None| 42 | 724% | 43 65.2% 85 68.5%
One|l 9 15.5% 5 7.6% 14 11.3%
Twol 2 3.4% 13 19.7% 15 12.1%
Threg| 5 8.6% 1 1.5% 6 4.8%
Four or morgl 2 3.4% 1 15% 3 2.4%
Totall] 61 | 1052% | 63 95.5% 124 100.0%
Median 0 0 0
Tota supported 33 41 74
% supported 26.6% 50.0% 35.9%
Number of Dependents a Termination, by Sex
Femae Mde Tota
Number of Dependent N % N % N %
Unknowny 5 8.2% 2 3.2% 7 5.6%
Nonel 36 | 59.0% | 39 61.9% 75 60.5%
One| 8 13.1% 6 9.5% 14 11.3%
Two 5 8.2% 12 19.0% 17 13.7%
Three| 4 6.6% 2 3.2% 6 4.8%
Four or morel 3 4.9% 2 3.2% 5 4.0%
Totall] 61 |100.0%| 63 | 100.0% 124 100.0%
Median 0 0 0
Number supported 40 45 85
% supported 31.0% 54.9% 40.3%
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Education of Drug Court Clients at Discharge, by Sex

Femae Mde Totd
Last Grade Completed N % N % N %
Seventhor les§ 1 1.6% 1 1.6% 2 1.6%
Eightf 1 | 1.6% 0 0.0% 1 0.8%
Ninthl 4 | 6.6% 5 7.9% 9 7.3%
Tenthl 4 | 6.6% 5 7.9% 9 7.3%
Eleventhl 4 | 6.6% 3 4.8% 7 5.6%
Twelfthl 13 | 213% | 12 19.0% 25 20.2%
GED| 22 |361% | 20 31.7% 42 33.9%
Trade Schooll 5 | 829 1 1.6% 6 4.8%
1-2yearcollegel 5 | 8206 | 11 17.5% 16 12.9%
>2yearscollegd 1 | 16% 2 3.2% 3 2.4%
Unknownd 1 | 16% 3 4.8% 4 3.2%
Tota] 61 [1000%| 63 [1000% | 124 | 1000%

Level of Service Inventory Scores at Admission, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
LSl Scorgy N % % N % % N % %
2o0rlesy 2 3.3% 3.7% 2 3.2% 3.9% 3.2% 3.8%
21-294 9 14.8% 16.7% 7 11.1% 13.7% 16 12.9% 15.2%
2630y 14 23.0% 25.9% 21 33.3% | 41.2% 35 282% | 33.3%
31-39 20 32.8% 37.0% 14 222% | 271.5% A 274% | 324%
3640 9 14.8% 16.7% 7 11.1% | 13.7% 16 129% | 15.2%
Unknowny 7 11.5% -- 12 19.0% -- 19 15.3% --
Total] 61 100.0% | 100.0% 63 100.0% | 100.0% | 124 | 100.0% | 100.0%
Medianq 31 29 30
Leve of Service Inventory Scores at Discharge, by Sex
Femde Mde Total
LSl Scorg N % % N % % N % %
10orlesd 12 19.7% 57.1% 6 9.5% 35.3% 18 145% | 47.4%
11-15] 6 9.8% 28.6% 7 11.1% | 41.2% 13 105% | 34.2%
16200 3 4.9% 14.3% 4 6.3% 23.5% 7 5.6% 18.4%
21-259 O 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0%
Unknowny 40 65.6% -- 46 73.0% -- 86 69.4% --
Totall 61 100.0% | 100.0% 63 100.0% | 100.0% | 124 | 100.0% | 100.0%

Unknowns include negative terminations who were not tested at exit.
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Appendix E. Drug Court Processing Variables

Status at Referrd, by Sex

Femde Made Total
Referral Status| N % N % N %
Pretrial 5 8.2% 10 15.9% 15 12.1%
Prison 2 3.3% 3 4.8% 5 4.0%
Probation 12 19.7% 11 17.5% 23 18.5%
Prob/Pending 4 67.2% 36 57.1% 77 62.1%
Shock/pending 0 0.0% 3 4.8% 3 2.4%
Other 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 1 0.8%
Total 61 | 100.0% 63 | 1000% | 124 | 100.0%
Most Serious Offense, by Entry date
Fdonies Misdemeanors Total
Entry Date] N % N % N %
Aug-Dec 96| 9 33.3% 18 66.7% 27 21.8%
Jan-un 97| 25 61.0% 16 39.0% 41 33.1%
Jul-Dec 97| 14 82.4% 3 17.6% 17 13.7%
Jan-un 98 20 66.7% 10 33.3% 30 24.2%
Jul-Sept 98| 7 77.8% 2 22.2% 9 7.3%
Total| 75 60.5% 49 39.5% 124 | 100.0%
Time from Admission to Discharge, by Sex
Femde Mde Totd
Timeinprogramy N % N % N %
<l1weeks| 6 9.8% 8 12.7% 14 11.3%
11-20 weeks| 7 11.5% 8 12.7% 15 12.1%
21-30 weeks| 4 6.6% 7 11.1% 11 8.9%
31-40 weeks| 5 8.2% 8 12.7% 13 10.5%
41-52 weeks| 14 | 23.0% 1 17.5% 25 20.2%
52-60 weeks| 12 | 19.7% 1 17.5% 23 18.5%
61-70 weeky 6 9.8% 6 9.5% 12 9.7%
71-80 weeks| 4 6.6% 4 6.3% 8 6.5%
81 or moreweeks| 3 4.9% 0 0.0% 3 2.4%
Total] 61 | 100.0% 63 100.0% | 124 | 100.0%
Median 319 296 315
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Median Daysin Jal Awaiting Referrd, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Ref. Status N Median N Median N Median
Probation 32 11 19 10 51 10
Pre-trial| 2 16 3 12 5 12
Other 2 5 1 5 3 5
Total 36 10 23 10 59 10
Range: Women: 0-75 days; Men: 0-69 days. Table excludes unknowns.
Daysin Jal Awaiting Referrd, by Sex
Femde Mde Total
DaysinJall] N % N % N %
None 3 8.3% 1 4.3% 4 6.8%
1-5days] 9 25.0% 8 34.8% 17 28.8%
6-10days| 6 16.7% 5 21.7% 11 18.6%
11-15days] 9 25.0% 5 21.7% 14 23.7%
16-20days| 3 8.3% 0 0.0% 3 5.1%
21-30days| 2 5.6% 3 13.0% 5 8.5%
>30days| 4 11.1% 1 4.3% 5 8.5%
Total] 36 100.0% 23 100.0% 59 100.0%
Median{10 days 10 days 10 days

Median In-Program Daysin Jail, by Referral Status, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Referral Status| N Median N Median N Median
Probation] 55 14 53 12 108 14
Pre-trid] 4 135 6 10.5 10 12
Other] 2 6 4 19.5 6 10.5
Total| 61 14 63 14 124 14

Range: Women: 0-127 days, Men: 0-132 days

Median In-Program Daysin Jail, by Referrd Statusand Y ear

Referral Y ear
1996 1997 1998 Totd
Referral Status| N Median N Median N Median N Median
Probation| 28 11.5 55 17 25 12 108 18
Pre-tridl O 0 4 10 6 12 10 12
Other] O 0 2 30 4 6.5 6 14
Total] 28 115 61 17 35 12 124 14

Range: Women: 0-127 days, Men: 0-132 days
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Client Contacts with Drug Court Probation Officer, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Probation Contact§ N % N % N %
Tenor fewer| 7 11.5% 7 11.1% 14 11.3%
11-20f 6 9.8% 6 9.5% 12 9.7%
21-30] 1 1.6% 3 4.8% 4 3.2%
31-40] 5 8.2% 5 7.9% 10 8.1%
41-50] 6 9.8% 10 15.9% 16 12.9%
51-60] 9 14.8% 10 15.9% 19 15.3%
61-70| 7 11.5% 6 9.5% 13 10.5%
71-80] 2 3.3% 2 3.2% 4 3.2%
8lormorg 2 3.3% 3 4.8% 5 4.0%
Unknown| 16 26.2% 11 17.5% 27 21.8%
Total]l 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%
Median 48 46 47
Medians exclude unknown cases
Client Contacts with TASC Officers, by Sex
Femde Mde Total
TASC Contacty N % N % N %
Tenor fewer] 5 8.2% 8 12.7% 13 10.5%
11-20f 5 8.2% 4 6.3% 9 7.3%
21-30] 3 4.9% 4 6.3% 7 5.6%
3140 1 1.6% 3 4.8% 4 3.2%
4150 7 11.5% 5 7.9% 12 9.7%
51-60] 4 6.6% 7 11.1% 11 8.9%
61-70] 6 9.8% 9 14.3% 15 12.1%
71-80| 7 11.5% 6 9.5% 13 10.5%
8l ormorg 12 19.7% 6 9.5% 18 14.5%
Unknowny 11 18.0% 11 17.5% 22 17.7%
Total] 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%
Median 59.5 54.5 575
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Client Contacts with Drug Court Judge, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Judge Contact N % N % N %

Five or fewer| 10 16.4% 15 23.8% 25 20.2%
610 6 9.8% 4 6.3% 10 8.1%

11-15| 10 16.4% 15 23.8% 25 20.2%
16-20] 15 24.6% 15 23.8% 30 24.2%
21-25] 8 13.1% 4 6.3% 12 9.7%
26ormorg 1 1.6% 5 7.9% 6 4.8%
Unknown| 11 18.0% 5 7.9% 16 12.9%
Tota| 61 | 100.0% 63 | 1000% | 124 | 100.0%

Median 15 14 15
Number of Drug Court Urinalyses, by Sex
Femde Mde Totd
N % N % %

Nonel 1 1.6% 7 11.1% 8 6.5%

1-100 9 14.8% 6 9.5% 15 12.1%

11-:200 6 9.8% 1 1.6% 7 5.6%
21-301 2 3.3% 9 14.3% 11 8.9%
3140 5 8.2% 14 22.2% 19 15.3%
41-50 19 | 31.1% 11 17.5% 30 24.2%
51-60 11 | 18.0% 9 14.3% 20 16.1%

61 ormorel 6 9.8% 3 4.8% 9 7.3%
Unknown{ 2 3.3% 3 4.8% 5 4.0%
Tota] 61 | 100.0% 63 100.0% | 124 | 100.0%

Median 43 37 40
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Positive Urindlyses in Drug Court, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Number Postive] N % N % N %

Nonel 21 34.4% 15 23.8% 36 29.0%

Onel 10 16.4% 13 20.6% 23 18.5%

Twol 9 14.8% 9 14.3% 18 14.5%

Threet 7 11.5% 8 12.7% 15 12.1%

Four| 5 8.2% 4 6.3% 9 7.3%

Fvel 2 3.3% 5 7.9% 7 5.6%
Morethan five] 3 4.9% 2 3.2% 5 4.0%
Unknown{ 4 6.6% 7 11.1% 11 8.9%
Tota| 61 | 100.0% 63 | 1000% | 124 | 100.0%

Median 1 15 1

Number of Program Sanctions of Drug Court Clients, by Sex

Female Made Total
Number Sanctions| N % N % N %
Nong| 2 3.3% 2 3.2% 4 3.2%
One| 13 21.3% 11 17.5% 24 19.4%
Two 11 18.0% 14 22.2% 25 20.2%
Three-Four| 14 23.0% 24 38.1% 33 30.6%
Fve-Ninel 4 6.6% 2 3.2% 6 4.8%
Unknowny 17 27.9% 10 15.9% 27 21.8%
Totall 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%

Number of Program Referras

for Drug Court Clients, by Sex

Femde Mde Total
Number Referrals| N % N % N %

Nong] 3 4.9% 5 7.9% 8 6.5%

One] 2 3.3% 6 9.5% 8 6.5%

Twol 6 9.8% 6 9.5% 12 9.7%

Three-Four] 20 32.8% 20 31.7% 40 32.3%
Fve-Sx| 17 27.9% 17 27.0% 34 27.4%

Seven or morg 13 21.3% 9 14.3% 2 17.7%
Total]l 61 100.0% 63 100.0% 124 100.0%

Median 4 4 4
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Appendix F. Comparison of Successes and Failures

Age a Entry, by Discharge Type

Successes Falures Totd
Agg N % N % N %
17-200 5 38.5% 8 61.5% 13 10.9%
21-25 10 37.0% 17 63.0% 27 22.7%
26-30 14 50.0% 14 50.0% 28 23.5%
31-33 16 51.6% 15 48.4% 31 26.1%
3640 5 455% 6 54.5% 11 9.2%
4landover| 4 44.4% 5 55.6% 9 7.6%
Tota] 54 45.4% 65 54.6% 119 | 100.0%
Median 30 29 29.5
Excludes neutral terminations
Admission Offense Type, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
Offense Typel N % N % N %
Drug Offensd 11 44.0% 14 | 56.0% 25 21.0%
PublicOrde] 1 14.3% 6 85.7% 7 5.9%
Persons Offensd 5 71.4% 2 28.6% 7 5.9%
Property Offensd 34 45.3% 41 | 54.7% 75 63.0%
Traffic Offenss 3 60.0% 2 40.0% 5 4.2%
Total 54 45 4% 65 | 546% | 119 | 100.0%
Excludes neutral terminations
Maritd Status at Discharge, by Discharge Type
Successes Falures Tota
Maritd Status, N % N % N %
Snge| 13 29.5% 31 70.5% 44 37.0%
Married 14 77.8% 4 22.2% 18 15.1%
Separated 2 22.2% 7 77.8% 9 7.6%
Cohabiting 9 40.9% 13 59.1% 2 18.5%
Divorced 9 64.3% 5 35.7% 14 11.8%
Widowed 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 1.7%
Unknown 6 60.0% 4 40.0% 10 8.4%
Tota] 54 45.4% 65 54.6% 119 100.0%

Excludes neutral terminations.
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Living Status a Admission, by Discharge Type

Successes Falures Totd
Living Status| N % N % N %
Alone| 2 33.3% 4 66.7% 6 5.0%
With Parenty 14 51.9% 13 | 481% 27 22.7%
Parents/kids 0.0% 1 | 100.0% 1 0.8%
Signif. Otheronly| 6 46.2% 7 53.8% 13 10.9%
Signif. Other/kids| 4 44.4% 5 55.6% 9 7.6%
Sig. Other/Family 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 2.5%
Kidsonly| 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 2.5%
Other Family| 6 50.0% 6 50.0% 12 10.1%
Other Adulty 5 50.0% 5 50.0% 10 8.4%
Homeles§ 7 100.0% 0.0% 7 5.9%
Jail/prison| g 36.4% 14 | 636% 2 18.5%
Shelter 0.0% 2 | 100.0% 2 1.7%
Residential 0.0% 2 | 100.0% 2 1.7%
Unkn0W4 0.0% 2 | 100.0% 2 1.7%
Tota] 54 45.4% 65 | 54.6% 119 100.0%
Excludes neutral terminations
Living Status at Discharge, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Totd
Living Status % N % N %
Alone| 5 55.6% 4 44.4% 9 7.6%
With Parenty 9 60.0% 6 40.0% 15 12.6%
Parentg/kids 0 0.0%
Sgnif. Otheronly] 5 62.5% 3 37.5% 8 6.7%
Signif. Other/kids| 14 87.5% 2 12.5% 16 13.4%
Sig. Other/Family 0 0.0%
Kidsonly| 6 85.7% 1 14.3% 7 5.9%
Other Family| 5 62.5% 3 37.5% 8 6.7%
Other Adulty 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5 4.2%
Homeles§ 1 100.0% 0.0% 1 0.8%
Jail/prison 0.0% 34 | 100.0% 34 28.6%
Inpatient Tx 0.0% 1 | 100.0% 1 0.8%
Shelter| 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 2.5%
Residential 0.0% 2 | 100.0% 2 1.7%
Unknown{ 6 60.0% 4 40.0% 10 8.4%
Total| 54 45 4% 65 | 54.6% 119 100.0%

Excludes neutral terminations
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Employment Status at Discharge, by Discharge Type

Successes Falures Tota
Employment Status| N % N % N %
Homemaker 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0%
Disabled 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0%
Unempl/looking| 1 16.7% 5 83.3% 6 5.0%
Unempl/not lookf 2 5.7% 33 94.3% 35 29.4%
Part-imel 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5 4.2%
Ful-imel 43 74.1% 15 25.9% 58 48.7%
Student| 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 2 1.7%
Unknowny 4 30.8% 9 69.2% 13 10.9%
Tota| 54 | 454% | 65 | 546% | 119 | 1000%

Excludes neutral terminations

Parentd Status at Entry, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Parental Status| N % N % N %
No childreny 12 38.7% 19 61.3% 31 26.1%
Living w/and supportingl 4 44.0% 5 55.6% 9 7.6%
Living w/no support] 3 42.9% 4 57.1% 7 5.9%
Not living; supportingl 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5 4.2%
Not living; no supportf 39 49.2% 31 50.8% 61 51.3%
Some parentd rightsterm.| 2 100.0% 0.0% 2 1.7%
All parenta rights termin. 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 2.5%
Unknown 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 0.8%
Totd| 54 45.4% 65 54.6% 119 100.0%
Excludes neutral terminations
Parentd Status at Discharge, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
Parentd Status| N % N % N %
No childreny 10 35.7% 18 64.3% 28 23.5%
Living w/and supporting] 12 75.0% 4 25.0% 16 13.4%
Living w/no support 3 60.0% 2 40.0% 5 4.2%
Not living; supporting 6 66.7% 3 33.3% 9 7.6%
Not living; no support 9 22.5% 31 77.5% 40 33.6%
Some parental rights term. 2 50.0% 2 50.0% 4 3.4%
All parental rights termin. 4 66.7% 2 33.3% 6 5.0%
Unknown 8 72.7% 3 27.3% 11 9.2%
Tota] 54 45 4% 65 54.6% 119 100.0%

Excludes neutral terminations

Number of Children at Admission, by Discharge Type
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Successes Failures Totd
# Children N % N % N %
Nonel 11 20.4% 19 29.2% 30 25.6%
One| 16 29.6% 14 21.5% 30 25.6%
Twq 11 20.4% 15 23.1% 26 22.2%
Three 12 22.2% 10 15.4% 22 18.8%
Four or morel 4 7.4% 7 10.8% 11 9.4%
Tota] 54 100.0% 65 100.0% | 119 101.7%
Mediaf 1.5 1 1
Totd Children 87 109 196
Excludes neutral terminations
Number of Children a Termination, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Totd
# Children N % % %
Unknown/missingl 0 0.0% 2 3.1% 2 1.7%
Nonel 11 20.4% 18 27.7% 29 24.4%
Onel 11 20.4% 15 23.1% 26 21.8%
Twg 15 27.8% 16 24.6% 31 26.1%
Thred 10 18.5% 7 10.8% 17 14.3%
Four or morg| 7 13.0% 7 10.8% 14 11.8%
Tota]l 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0% | 119 100.0%
Median 2 1 1
Total Children 99 98 197
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Number of Dependents at Admission, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Tota
# Dependents N % N % %

Unknowny o 0.0% 1 1.5% 1 0.8%
Nonef 33 61.1% 48 738% | 81 68.1%

Onel o9 16.7% 5 7.7% 14 11.8%

Twg 6 11.1% 8 123% | 14 11.8%

Threql 4 7.4% 2 3.1% 6 5.0%

Four or morel 2 3.7% 1 1.5% 3 2.5%
Total 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0%| 119 100.0%

Tota supported 40 31 71
% supported 46.0% 28.4% 36.2%

Excludes neutral terminations

Number of Dependents at Discharge, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Totd
# Dependenty§ N % N % N %
Unknown/current] o 0.0% 1 1.5% 1 0.8%
Nonel 33 | 6L1% 48 738% | 81 68.1%
Onel o | 16.7% 5 7.7% 14 11.8%
wa 6 | 11.1% 8 123% | 14 11.8%
Threq 4 7.4% 2 3.1% 6 5.0%
Four or morg] 2 3.7% 1 1.5% 3 2.5%
Tota] 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0%| 119 100.0%
Number supported 54 27 81
% supported 54.5% 27.6% 41.1%

Excludes neutral terminations
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Education at Discharge, by Discharge Type,

Successes Failures Totd
Last grade compl. N % N % N %
Seventh or less 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 1.7%
Eighth 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 0.8%
Ninth 0.0% 9 100.0% 9 7.6%
Tenth| 2 22.2% 7 77.8% 9 7.6%
Eleventhl 1 14.3% 6 85.7% 7 5.9%
Total <12| 3 10.7% 25 89.3% 28 23.5%
Twefthl 13 54.2% 11 45.8% 24 20.2%
GED| 24 63.2% 14 36.8% 33 31.9%
Trede Schooll 2 33.3% 4 66.7% 6 5.0%
1-2year Collegel 8 57.1% 6 42.9% 14 11.8%
>2 years College| 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 2.5%
Total SomeColl.| 9 52.9% 8 47.1% 17 14.3%
Unknowny 3 50.0% 3 50.0% 6 5.0%
Tota] 54 45.4% 65 54.6% 119 100.0%

Excludes neutral terminations

Income of Drug Court Clients a Entry, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Weekly Income| N % N % N %

None| 39 48.1% 42 51.9% 81 68.1%

<$100] 2 33.3% 4 66.7% 6 5.0%
$100-$199 g 57.1% 6 42.9% 14 11.8%
$200-$299 3 25.0% 9 75.0% 12 10.1%

$300-$399 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 1.7%

$400-$499 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 1.7%

$500 or more 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 1.7%
Tota| 54 45.4% 65 54.6% 119 100.0%

Excludes neutral terminations

Income of Drug Court Clients at Discharge, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Totd
Weekly Income| N % N % N %

Nonel 1 2.6% 38 97.4% 39 38.2%

<$100| 3 42.9% 4 57.1% 7 6.9%

$100-$199 3 50.0% 3 50.0% 6 5.9%
$200-$299] 14 66.7% 7 33.3% 21 20.6%
$300-$399] 13 86.7% 2 13.3% 15 14.7%

$400-$499] 6 85.7% 1 14.3% 7 6.9%

$5000r morel 5 71.4% 2 28.6% 7 6.9%
Total 45 44.1% 57 55.9% 102 100.0%

Median $300 $0 $114.00

Excludes neutral terminations and unknowns
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Income Source of Drug Court Clients at Entry, By Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Income Source N % N % N %

f 15 46.9% 17 53.1% 32 24.1%

Spoussy 5 100.0% 0 0.0% 5 3.8%
Parents 9 75.0% 3 25.0% 12 9.0%

Other family 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 4 3.0%
Friends 3 30.0% 7 70.0% 10 7.5%

Crime 9 40.9% 13 59.1% 2 16.5%

Pub. Assist. 5 38.5% 8 61.5% 13 9.8%
Disahility] 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 1.5%
None apparent| 14 48.3% 15 51.7% 29 21.8%
Unknown 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 4 3.0%
Tota] 62 46.6% 71 53.4% 133 100.0%

Multiple responses permitted. Neutral discharges excluded

Income Source of Drug Court Clients at Discharge, By Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Income Source N % N % N %

Sl 42 75.0% 14 25.0% 56 45.9%

Spous 3 75.0% 1 25.0% 4 33%
Parentsl 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 2.5%

Other family 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 1.6%
Friends 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 2.5%

Crime 0.0% 7 100.0% 7 5.7%

Pub. Assist| 7 50.0% 7 50.0% 14 11.5%
Disability 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 0.8%
None apparent 0.0% 21 | 100.0% 21 17.2%
Unknowny 3 27.3% 8 72.7% 11 9.0%
Tota| 57 46.7% 65 53.3% 122 100.0%

Multiple responses permitted. Excludes neutral terminations
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Frequency of Pre-Referral Drug Use, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Use Frequency] N % N % N %

_ Daly| 49 48.0% 53 52.0% 102 88.7%
3-6timesiweek] 2 22.2% 7 77.8% 9 7.8%
1-2times/week| 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 2.6%

1-3timemo| 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 0.9%
Total 53 | 46.1% 62 | 539% | 115 | 1000%

Excludes unknowns and neutral terminations

Sex Abuse Higtory of Drug Court Clients, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
AbuseHistory] N % N % N %
No history] 45 83.3% 46 70.8% 91 76.5%
Victimor Perp.| g 16.7% 19 29.2% 28 23.5%
Tota] 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0% | 119 100.0%

Domestic Abuse History of Drug Court Clients, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Totd
Abuse History] N % N % N %
Nohistoryl 2 40.7% 35 53.8% 57 47.9%
Victimor Perp.| 32 59.3% 30 46.2% 62 52.1%
Total 54 | 1000% 65 1000% | 119 100.0%
Excludes neutral terminations
Method of Drug Use, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Totd
UseType] N % N % N %
Inhalationf 13 50.0% 13 50.0% 26 22.8%
Injection] 20 54.1% 17 45.9% 37 325%
Oral 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 2.6%
Smokingl 17 35.4% 31 64.6% 48 42.1%
Tota] 52 45.6% 62 54.4% 114 | 100.0%

Excludes unknowns and neutral terminations
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Prior Drug and Alcohol Treatment, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
# Treatments N % % N %
Nonel 10 18.5% 9 13.8% 19 16.0%
One[ 16 29.6% 18 27.7% 34 28.6%
Twg 6 11.1% 15 23.1% 21 17.6%
Thre 9 16.7% 10 15.4% 19 16.0%
Fourl] 4 7.4% 0 0.0% 4 3.4%
FHvel 1 1.9% 2 3.1% 3 2.5%
Morethan five] 0 0.0% 3 4.6% 3 2.5%
Unknowny 8 14.8% 8 12.3% 16 13.4%
Total 54 100.0% 65 100.0% | 119 100.0%
Excludes neutral terminations
Length of Sobriety a Entrance, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Totd
Sobriety Length % N % N %
None| 9 16.7% 17 26.2% 26 21.8%
1-2days| 16 29.6% 17 26.2% 33 27.7%
34days| 10 18.5% 12 18.5% 2 18.5%
S7dys| 5 9.3% 5 7.7% 10 8.4%
8lddays| g 14.8% 7 10.8% 15 12.6%
1521 days| 2 3.7% 1 1.5% 3 2.5%
Morethan 21 days| 3 5.6% 1 1.5% 4 3.4%
Unknowny 1 1.9% 5 7.7% 6 5.0%
Tota]l 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0% 119 100.0%
Mediany 3 days 2 days 2 days
Excludes neutral terminations
Length of Sobriety at Discharge, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
Sobriety Lengthf N % N % N %
None 0.0% 16 24.6% 16 13.4%
1-3 weeksd 0.0% 26 40.0% 26 21.8%
49weekqd 2 3.7% 11 16.9% 13 10.9%
10-26 weeky 7 13.0% 8 12.3% 15 12.6%
27-52weekqd 22 | 40.7% 3 4.6% 25 21.0%
52+ weekyd 22 | 40.7% 0.0% 22 18.5%
Unknowng 1 1.9% 1 1.5% 2 1.7%
Total 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0% | 119 100.0%
Median 52 weeks 2 weeks 11 weeks

Excludes neutral terminations
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Daysin Jal Awaiting Referral, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Daysin Jail N % N % N %
None 2 6.1% 2 8.0% 4 6.9%
1-5 7 21.2% 10 40.0% 17 29.3%
6-10 9 27.3% 2 8.0% 11 19.0%
11-15 9 27.3% 4 16.0% 13 22.4%
16-20 0 0.0% 3 12.0% 3 5.2%
21-30 3 9.1% 2 8.0% 5 8.6%
31-50] 2 6.1% 1 4.0% 3 5.2%
51 or morg 1 3.0% 1 4.0% 2 3.4%
Total 33 100.0% 25 100.0% 58 100.0%
Median{10 10
Excludes 66 missing cases
Tota Within-Program Jail Days, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
DaysinJal|l N % N % N %
None| 10 18.5% 4 6.2% 14 11.8%
1-5 9 16.7% 6 9.2% 15 12.6%
6-10| 15 27.8% 8 12.3% 23 19.3%
11-15 5 9.3% 8 123% | 13 10.9%
16200 4 7.4% 6 9.2% 10 8.4%
21-30 6 11.1% 13 200% | 19 16.0%
31-500 2 3.7% 13 200% | 15 12.6%
Slormorg 3 5.6% 7 10.8% 10 8.4%
Totall 54 100.0% 65 100.0% 119 100.0%
Median 7 21 14

Excludes neutral terminations

122




Client Contacts with Drug Court Probation Officer, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Totd
Contacts % N % N %
Tenorfewerl 0.0% 14 21.5% 14 11.8%
11200 o 0.0% 10 15.4% 10 8.4%
21-30 0.0% 4 6.2% 4 34%
31-40| 3 5.6% 6 9.2% 9 7.6%
41-500 9 16.7% 7 10.8% 16 13.4%
S1-60 12 22.2% 5 7.7% 17 14.3%
61-700 10 18.5% 3 4.6% 13 10.9%
71800 4 7.4% 0.0% 4 34%
8lormorg 5 9.3% 0.0% 5 4.2%
Unknowny 11 20.4% 16 24.6% 27 22.7%
Tota] 54 100.0% 65 100.0% 119 100.0%
Median 58 21 47
M edians exclude unknown cases. Excludes neutral terminations
Client Contacts with TASC Officers, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Totd
TASC Contactd N % N % N %
Ten or fewer 0.0% 13 20.0% 13 10.9%
11-20 0.0% 8 12.3% 8 6.7%
21-30 0.0% 6 9.2% 6 5.0%
31-40p 2 3.7% 2 3.1% 4 3.4%
41-500 5 9.3% 6 9.2% 11 9.2%
51600 7 13.0% 4 6.2% 11 9.2%
61-70 12 | 22.2% 2 3.1% 14 11.8%
71-800 11 | 204% 2 3.1% 13 10.9%
Blormorgq 15 | 185 8 123% | 18 | 151%
Unknowny 7 13.0% 14 21.5% 21 17.6%
Totall 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0% | 119 100.0%
Median 66.5 28 57.5

Medians exclude unknown cases. Excludes neutral terminations
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Client Contacts with Drug Court Judge, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Contacts N % N % N %

Fiveor fewerl 0 0.0% 24 43.6% 24 23.3%
6100 1 2.1% 8 14.5% 9 8.7%

1-19 11 22.9% 12 21.8% 23 22.3%

16200 22 45.8% 7 12.7% 29 28.2%

21-29 10 20.8% 2 3.6% 12 11.7%

26 ormorgl 4 8.3% 2 3.6% 6 5.8%
Totall 48 100.0% 55 100.0% 103 100.0%

Median 18 8 15

Medians exclude unknown cases. Excludes neutral terminations

Number of Drug Court Urinalyses, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Totd
N % N % N %
None 0.0% 8 12.3% 8 6.7%
1-10 0.0% 15 23.1% 15 12.6%
11-20 0.0% 6 9.2% 6 5.0%
21-30 0.0% 9 13.8% 9 7.6%
31-40 11 20.4% 8 12.3% 19 16.0%
41-50 24 44.4% 5 7.7% 29 24.4%
51-60 13 24.1% 7 10.8% 20 16.8%
61 or more 6 11.1% 2 3.1% 8 6.7%
Unknown 0 0.0% 5 7.7% 5 4.2%
Total 54 | 100.0% 65 1000% | 119 | 100.0%
Median 46 215 38
Excludes neutral terminations. Medians exclude unknowns
Postive Urindlyses in Drug Court, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
Postived N % N % N %
Nonel 24 | 444% 12 18.5% 36 30.3%
Onel 7 13.0% 15 23.1% 22 18.5%
Twol 7 13.0% 9 13.8% 16 13.4%
Three g 11.1% 8 12.3% 14 11.8%
Four| 4 7.4% 4 6.2% 8 6.7%
Fvel 2 3.7% 5 7.7% 7 5.9%
Morethan five| 2 3.7% 3 4.6% 5 4.2%
Unknowny 2 3.7% 9 13.8% 11 9.2%
Totall 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0% 119 100.0%
Median 1 2 1

Excludes neutral terminations. M edians exclude unknowns.
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Family Members with Substance Abuse Problems, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Family Member| N % N % N %

Father only 12 46.2% 14 53.8% 26 21.8%

Mother only 6 60.0% 4 40.0% 10 8.4%
Both parents 9 30.0% 21 70.0% 30 25.2%
Spousqy 18 60.0% 12 40.0% 30 25.29%
Sbling(s) 19 37.3% 32 62.7% 51 42.9%
Children 2 33.3% 4 66.7% 6 5.0%

Other Family 3 25.0% 9 75.0% 12 10.1%
Total 69 41.8% 9% 58.2% 165 138.7%

Includes multiple responses. Excludes neutral terminations

Number of Family Members with Substance Abuse Problems, by Discharge

Type
Successes Failures Total
Number % N % N %
None[ 9 42.9% 12 57.1% 21 17.6%
Onel 21 58.3% 15 41.7% 36 30.3%
Twd 17 45.9% 20 54.1% 37 31.1%
Thregg 3 21.4% 11 78.6% 14 11.8%
Four or morgl 4 36.4% 7 63.6% 11 9.2%
Tota| 54 45.4% 65 546% | 119 | 100.0%

Siblings counted as asingle unit Excludes neutral terminations

Prior Prison Sentences of Drug Court Clients, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Totd
N % N % N %
Nonel 47 | 87.0% 76.9% | 97 81.5%
Oneor more 7 13.0% 15 23.1% 22 18.5%
Totd| 54 100.0% 65 1000% | 119 100.0%

Excludes neutral terminations
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Time from Admission to Discharge, by Discharge Type

Successes Failures Total
Timein Program{ N % N % N %
<llweeks| 0 0.0% 13 20.0% 13 10.9%
11-20weeks] 0 0.0% 14 21.5% 14 11.8%
21-30 weeks| 0 0.0% 11 16.9% 11 9.2%
31-40 weeks| o 0.0% 12 18.5% 12 10.1%
41-52weeks| 14 | 25.9% 9 138% | 23 19.3%
52-60weeks| 20 | 37.0% 3 4.6% 23 19.3%
61-70 weeks| g 16.7% 3 4.6% 12 10.1%
71-80weeksf g | 1480 00% [ g 6.7%
81 or more weeks 3 5.6% 0.0% 3 2504
Total 54 | 100.0% 65 [1000%| 119 | 100.0%
Median 399 days 182 days 315 days
Excludes neutral terminations
Number of Program Sanctions, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
# Sanctions| N % % N %
Nonel 4 7.4% 0 0.0% 4 3.4%
Onel 15 | 27.8% 8 12.3% 23 19.3%
Twg g 14.8% 16 24.6% 24 20.2%
Three-Four] 14 25.9% 23 35.4% 37 31.1%
Five-Ninel 5 | 3704 3 4.6% 5 4.2%
Unknown{ 11 20.4% 15 23.1% 26 21.8%
Total 54 | 1000% 65 100.0% | 119 100.0%
Excludes neutral terminations
Number of Program Referrals, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
N % N % N %
None| 0 0.0% 8 12.3% 8 6.7%
One|l o 0.0% 8 12.3% 8 6.7%
Twg 2 3.7% 10 15.4% 12 10.1%
Three-Four] 17 | 31.5% 22 338% | 39 32.8%
Fve-Sx| 19 35.2% 12 18.5% 31 26.1%
Seven or morgl 16 29.6% 5 7.7% 21 17.6%
Total 54 | 100.0% 65 100.0% | 119 100.0%
Median 6 3 4

Leved of Service Inventory Scores a Admission, by Discharge Type

Excludes neutra terminations
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Successes Failures Totd
LSl Scord % % N % % N % %
20o0rlesy 3 56% | 6.1% 1 15% | 1.9% 4 34% | 4.0%
21-2 7 | 130% | 143% | 9 | 138% | 173% | 16 | 134% | 158%
26300 17 | 315% | 347% | 16 | 246% | 308% | 33 | 27.7% | 32.7%
31-33 17 | 315% | 347% | 16 | 246% | 308% | 33 | 27.7% | 32.7%
3640 5 93% | 102% | 10 | 154% | 192% | 15 | 126% | 14.9%
Unknowny 5 9.3% - 13 | 20.0% - 18 | 151% -
Tota] 54 | 100.0% | 100.0% | 65 | 100.0% | 100.0% | 119 | 100.0% | 100.0%
Median 30 30.5 20
M edian excludes unknowns. Excludes neutral terminations
Leve of Service Inventory Scores at Discharge, by Discharge Type
Successes Failures Total
LS Tota] N % % N % % N % %
10orlesy 16 | 206% | 44.4% 2 31% | 1000% | 18 | 151% | 47.4%
1-1 13 | 241% | 36.1% 0 00% | 00% | 13 | 109% | 34.2%
1620 7 | 130% | 19.4% 0 00% | 0.0% 7 59% | 184%
21-24 0 | 00% | 00% 0 00% | 0.0% 0 00% | 0.0%
Unknowny 18 | 33.3% -- 63 | 96.9% - 8L | 68.1% -
Tota] 54 | 100.0% | 100.0% | 65 | 100.0% | 100.0% | 119 | 100.0% | 100.0%
Median 11 - 11

Median excludes unknowns. Excludes neutral terminations
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Appendix G. Comparison Group Tables

Age a Referrd or Adjudication
Drug Court Referred Filot Total

Age N % N % N % N %
17-20 13| 105% | 22 | 11.7% | 19 | 153% | 124%
21-25 28| 226% | 39| 207% | 26 | 21.0% 93 | 21.3%
26-30 30| 242% | 36 | 191% | 33 | 26.6% 9 | 227%
31-35 33| 266% | 46 | 245% | 22 | 17.7% | 101 | 23.2%
36-40 11| 89% | 25| 133% | 13 | 10.5% 49 | 11.2%
41 and over] 9 73% | 20 | 106% | 11 | 89% 40 9.2%
Total 124 | 100.0% | 188 | 100.0% | 124 | 100.0% | 436 |100.0%
Median 29.5 30 28 29
Ageat Firgt Arrest
Drug Court Referred Alot Totd

Age N % N % N % N %
<18 13| 105% | 21 | 11.2% 9 7.3% 43 | 9.9%
18-20 421 339% | 70 | 37.2% | 63 | 50.8% | 175 | 40.1%
21-25 36 | 290% | 499 | 261% | 29 | 234% | 114 | 26.1%
26-30 14 | 113% | 15 | 80% 13 | 10.5% 42 | 9.6%
31-35 13| 105% | 15 | 80% 8 6.5% 36 | 83%
36-40 6 48% | 13| 6.9% 1 0.8% 20 | 46%
41 andover| O 0.0% 5 2.7% 1 0.8% 6 1.4%

Total 124 | 100.0% | 188 | 100.0% | 124 | 100.0% | 436 |100.0%

Median 21 21 20 20.9
Severity of Most Serious Prior Offense
Drug Court Referred Pilot Tota
Seriousness| N % N % N % N %

BFdony] 0 | 00% | 3 | 16% | 3 | 24% | 6 | 14%
CFelony| 21 | 169% | 38 | 202% | 36 | 200% | 95 | 21.8%
DFdony| 17 | 137% | 32 | 17.0% | 11| 89% | 60 | 138%
AggMisd 27 | 218% | 23 | 122% | 26 | 2.0% | 76 | 17.4%
Serious| 31 | 250% | 44 | 234% | 24 | 194% | 99 | 227%
Smplel 11 | 89% | 17| 90% | 13| 105% | 41 | 9.4%
None| 17 | 137% | 31 | 165% | 11| 89% | 59 | 135%
Total| 124 | 100.0% | 188 | 100.0% | 124 | 100.0% | 436 |100.0%
Felomed 38 | 30.6% | 73 | 38.8% | 50 | 403% | 161 | 36.9%

*Does not include current or referral offenses
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Number of Prior Felony Convictions

Drug Court Referred Pilot Total
Age N % N % N % N %
None 86 | 694% |115| 612% | 74 | 59.7% | 275 | 63.1%
One 21 | 169% | 44 | 234% | 27 | 21.8% 2 | 211%
Two 8 | 65% | 13| 6.9% 13 | 10.5% A | 7.8%
Three 5 4.0% 9 4.8% 5 4.0% 19 4.4%
Four 3 2.4% 3 1.6% 3 24% 9 2.1%
>Four 1| 08% 4 2.1% 2 1.6% 7 1.6%
Total 124 | 100.0% | 188 | 100.0% | 124 | 100.0% | 436 |100.0%
Does not include current or referral offenses
Satigtica Risk of Comparison Groups a Entry
Drug Court Referred Filot Total
Weekly | N % N % % N %
0-2 3 | 28% 6 3.8% 2 1.9% 11 2.9%
36 11 | 101% | 20 | 127% 3 2.8% A 9.1%
7-16 70 | 64.29% | 104 | 662% | 76 | 71.0% | 250 | 67.0%
>16 25| 2% | 27 | 172% | 26 | 243% | 78 | 20.9%
Total | 109 | 100.0% | 157 | 100.0% | 107 | 100.0% | 373 | 100.0%
Mean 12.18 11.40 13.79 1231
Expected 29.6% 28.5% 30.6% 29.4%
Exdudes unknowns
Marital Status of Comparison Groups at Entry
Drug Court Referred Total
N % N % N %
Snglel 46 | 37.4% | 70 42.4% 116 40.3%
Married 15 | 122% | 24 | 145% 39 13.5%
Separated] 12 | 9.8% 9 5.5% 21 7.3%
Cohabiting] 30 | 244% | 23 | 13.9% 53 18.4%
Divorced 18 | 146% | 37 22.4% 55 19.1%
Widowed 2 1.6% 2 1.2% 4 1.4%
Totall 123 {100.0%| 165 | 100.0% | 288 | 100.0%
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Education of Comparison Groups at Entry

Drug Court Referred Total
Last Year N % N % N %
Seventhorlesy 3 24% 2 13% 5 1.8%
Eighth| 5 4.0% 7 4.4% 12 4.2%
Ninth| 12 9.7% 10 6.3% 22 7.8%
Tenth| 12 9.7% 6 3.8% 18 6.4%
Eleventh| 13 10.5% 11 6.9% 24 8.5%
Twelfth| 25 20.2% 33 | 208% | 58 20.5%
GED| 30 24.2% 62 39.0% | 92 | 325%
HS/GED| 55 | 44.4% 95 | 59.7% | 150 | 53.0%
1-2 year college] 15 12.1% 20 126% | 35 12.4%
2yrscoll or morgl 3 2.4% 6 3.8% 9 3.2%
Total 124 | 100.0% | 159 | 100.0% | 283 | 100.0%
Excludes unknowns
Weekly Income of Comparison Groups at Entry
Weekly Drug Court Referred Tota
Income N % N % N %
None 84 | 67.7% | 50 | 67.6% 134 | 67.7%
<$100 6 4.8% 4 5.4% 10 5.1%
$100-$199 14 | 11.3% | 10 13.5% 24 12.1%
$200-$299 12 | 9.7% 4 5.4% 16 8.1%
$300-$399 3 2.4% 2 2.7% 5 2.5%
$400-$499 3 2.4% 2 2.7% 5 2.5%
$5000r more| 2 | 1.6% 2 2.7% 4 2.0%
Total 124 [100.0%]| 74 | 100.0% | 198 | 100.0%

Excludes unknowns

Jail Status of Clients and Referred Group at Referra

Drug Court Referred Tota
Jail Status N % N % N %
Jl| 80 | 65.6% | 124 | 66.7% | 204 | 66.2%
Released 37 | 303% | 60 | 323% | 97 | 315%
Prison/residential 5 | 41% | 2 | 1.1% 7 2.3%
Total 122 {100.0% | 186 | 100.0% | 308 | 100.0%

Excludes unknowns
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Appendix H. Polk County Drug Court Recidivism

Convictions for Felonies and Misdemeanors by Program Clients, by Outcome and Offense Severity

Drug Referrd In-Program Convictions Post- Program Convictions Totd Convictions*
Court Offense Num Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor | Tota
Outcome  |Seriousness ber N % N % N % N % N % N % %
Positive B Feony| 1 0 [00%]| O 00% | O | 00% | O | 00% | O | 00% | O 0.0% | 0.0%
CFeony| 9 0 [00%]| O 00% | O | 00% | 4 | 444% | O | 00% | 4 |44.4%| 44.4%
D Fdony|] 22 1 4.5% 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 3| 136%| 1 | 45% 4 18.2% | 22.7%
AgMisd 18 0O [00% )| 2 | 111% | 1 | 56% | 5| 278% | 1 |56% | 6 |33.3%]| 38.9%
Serious Misd] 3 0 |00%]| O 00% | O | 00% | 1 [ 333% | O | 00% | 1 |33.3%]| 33.3%
SmpleMisd] 1 0 [00%]| O 00% | O | 00% | 1 |[100.0%| O | 0.0% | 1 |100.0%]|100.0%
Positives| 54 1 [19% | 3 | 56% 1 ]119% |14 |259% | 2 | 37% | 16 |29.6% | 33.3%
Negative CFeony| 15 2 [133%| 3 | 200% | O | 0.0% | 2 | 286% | 2 |13.3%]| 3 |20.0%| 33.3%
D Felony| 24 2 | 83% | 6 | 250% | 3 |130% | 7 | 304% | 4 |16.7%| 11 |458% | 62.5%
AgMisd| 19 1 53% | 3 158% | 3 |158% | 11 | 57.9% | 4 |21.1%| 11 |57.9%| 78.9%
Serious Misd] 7 1 |(143%| 2 | 286% | O | 00% | 4 | 57.1% | 1 |143%| 4 |57.1%| 71.4%
Negatives| 65 6 [92% | 14 [ 215% | 6 | 92% | 24 | 36.9% | 11 |{16.9% | 29 |44.6% | 61.5%
Total B Feony|] 1 0 [00%]| O 00% | O | 00% | O | 00% | O [ 0.0% | O 0.0% | 0.0%
CFeony| 24 2 | 83%| 3 [125% | O [ 00% | 6 | 375% | 2 | 83% | 7 |292%| 37.5%
D Felony| 46 3 [ 65% ] 7 | 152% | 3 | 6.7% | 10| 222% | 5 |10.9% | 15 | 32.6% | 43.5%
AgMisd 37 1 27% | 5 135% | 4 | 10.8% | 16 | 432% | 5 |135%| 17 |459%| 59.5%
Serious Misd| 10 1 |100%| 2 | 200% | O | 0.0% | 5 | 500% | 1 |10.0%| 5 |50.0%| 60.0%
SmpleMisd] 1 0 [00%]| O 00% | O | 00% | 1 [100.0%| O | 0.0% | 1 |100.0%]|100.0%
Totall| 119 | 7 |[59% | 17 | 143% | 7 | 64% | 38 | 345% | 13 [10.9% | 45 |37.8% | 48.7%

Tableincludes drug court clients accepted by the program through 9/30/98; it excludes five neutral terminations.
*Total convictions may not equal in-program convictions plus recidivism because 12 offenders had both.

All 119 members had an opportunity for in-program recidivism; they were at risk an average of 292 days.

110 members had an opportunity for post-program recidivism; they were at risk an average of 416 days.

Total averagetime at risk: 655 days.

Post-program recidivism percentages based upon at-risk population (n=110)

New convictions include simple misdemeanors (including traffic) and more serious offenses, but not traffic violations.
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Appendix I. Polk County Drug Court Recidivism of Non-Accepted Referrals
Convictions for Felonies and Misdemeanors, by Offense Severity

REFERRAL Tota In-Program Convictions Post- Program Convictions Tota Convictions
OFFENSE Totd N at Felony Misd. Felony Mid Felony Mid Totd
SERIOUSNESS |Referred] Risk N % N % N % N % N % N % %
B Felony| 9 9 1 [25.0%] 1 |25.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 1 11.1% 1 11.1%] 22.2%
CFeony| 52 50 1 | 32% | 8 [258%]| 3 6.8% | 10 [ 22.7%| 4 8.0% 16 | 32.0%]40.0%
D Feony] 81 80 11 [19.0%] 13 [22.4%]| 10 | 159% | 10 | 159% | 22 | 275% | 22 |27.5%]|55.0%
Aggrav. Misd] 26 26 4 |154%| 6 |231%| 5 208% | 16 | 66.7%| 8 308% | 16 |61.5%]92.3%
SeriousMisd| 20 20 4 121.1%| 2 |105%]| 3 16.7% | 3 | 16.7%| 6 30.0% 5 [25.0%]55.0%
Total| 188 185 21 |152% | 30 |21.7% | 21 |135% | 40 |256% | 41 | 22.2% 60 |32.4%|54.6%

Tableincludes all referrals not entering the Drug Court who had time "at risk" to recidivate.

Total convictions may not equal in-program convictions plus recidivism because 12 offenders had both.
In-program convictions include those resulting from arrests occurring after referral to drug court but while
The offender continued on the current probation or served a sentence (usually probation) resulting from an
Offense that was pending at the time of the referral to the drug court.

Within-program percentages are based upon 138 at-risk offenders who were at risk an average of 355 days.
Post-program percentages are based upon 156 at-risk offenders who were at risk an average of 460 days.
Total averagetime at risk: 665 days.

New convictions include simple misdemeanors (including traffic) and more seriousness offenses, but not traffic violations.
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Appendix J. Pilot Group Recidivism

Referral N Post-Program Convictions

Offense Total at Felony Misdemeanor Total

Seriousness N Risk N % N % %
B Felony| 2 2 0 |00% | O 00% | 0.0%
CFReonyl 24 23 5 |217% | 8 | 348% | 565%
D Felony] 30 30 8 | 267% | 12 | 400% | 66.7%
Aggravated Misdemeanory 41 41 | 11 | 268% | 24 | 585% | 854%
Serious Misdemeanory 27 27 7 | 259% | 17 | 63.0% | 88.9%
Totall 124 | 123 | 31 [252% | 61 | 49.6% | 74.8%

Table includes pilot group members who had time " at risk" to recidivate.

123 offenders had an opportunity for post-program recidivism; they were at risk amaximum of 711 days and
average of 655 days.

New convictions include simple misdemeanors (including traffic) and more seriousness offenses, but not traffic
violations.
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Appendix K. Number of Sample Membersat Risk for Recidivism, by Most

Serious Entry Offense

Group OffenseLevel | Total N | In-program N | Recidivisn N | Total at Risk
DC Postive B Feony| 1 1 1 1
C Felony 9 9 9 9
D FRdony| 22 22 22 22
Aggrav. Misd| 18 18 18 18
Serious Misd. 3 3 3 3
Smple Mid 1 1 1 1
Total| 54 54 54 54
DC Negative CFdony| 15 15 7 15
DFdony] 24 24 23 24
Aggrav. Misd| 19 19 19 19
Serious Misd. 7 7 7 7
Total| 65 65 56 65
DC Totd B Felony| 1 1 1 1
CFeony| 24 24 16 24
D Fdony| 46 46 45 46
Aggrav. Misd| 37 37 37 37
SeriousMisd| 10 10 10 10
Smple Mid 1 1 1 1
Total| 119 119 110 119
Referred B Felony| 9 4 7 9
CFdony| 52 31 44 50
DFdony] 81 58 63 80
Aggrav. Misd| 26 26 24 26
SeriousMisd| 20 19 18 20
Total| 188 138 156 185
Filot B Felony 2 - 2 2
CFdony| 24 - 23 23
DFdony] 30 - 30 30
Aggrav. Misd| 41 - 41 41
SeriousMisd| 27 - 27 27
Total| 124 - 123 123
Totd B Feony 12 5 10 12
C Felony 100 55 83 97
D Feony 157 104 138 156
Aggrav. Mid 104 63 102 104
Serious Misd. 57 29 55 57
Smple Mid 1 1 1 1
Total 431 257 389 427

One pilot group member referred for afelony not fitting this classification. Heisincludedin thetotal asaC
felon, although he spent no time at risk.
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Appendix L. New Convictions by Felony Clients, Referrals, and Pilot Group

Compar- | Referd In-Program Convictions Post- Program Convictions Tota Convictions
ison Offense Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor | Total
Group | Seriousness| N N % N % N % N % N % N % %

DCPos |BFdony 1 0 0.0% 0 00% | O | 0.0% 0 00% | O 00% | O | 0.0% | 0.0%
C Felony 9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 44% 1 O 0.0% 4 |444% | 44.4%
D Felony 22 1 4.5% 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 3 136%| 1 4.5% 4 |182% | 22.7%
Total 32 1 3.1% 1 3.1% 0 | 0.0% 7 21.9% 1 3.1% 8 |[25.0% | 28.1%

DCNeg |CFeony 15 2 13.3% | 3 | 20.0%| O 0.0% 2 286% | 2 133% | 3 |20.0%| 33.3%
D Fdony 24 2 8.3% 6 |250%| 3 |13.0% 7 304% | 4 16.7% | 11 | 45.8% | 62.5%
Total 39 4 |10.3% 9 |231% | 3 |10.0% 9 300%| 6 [154% | 14 |35.9% | 51.3%

DCTotad |B Felony 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% | 0.0%
C Feony 24 2 8.3% 3 125% | O 0.0% 6 375% | 2 8.3% 7 |29.2% | 37.5%
D Fdony 46 3 6.5% 7 152% | 3 6.7% 10 | 222% | 5 109% | 15 | 32.6% | 43.5%
Total 71 5 7.0% 10 |141% | 3 | 4.8% 16 | 25.8% 7 9.9% 22 | 31.0% | 40.8%

Referred  |B Felony 9 1 |250%| 1 [250%]| O 0.0% 1 143%| 1 111% ] 1 | 11.1% 22.2%
C Felony 52 1 3.2% 8 [258%]| 3 6.8% 10 [227% | 4 80% | 16 | 320% | 40.0%
D Fdony 81 12 1 207% | 13 | 224% | 10 [159% | 10 |159% | 22 | 275% | 22 | 27.5% 55.0%
Total 142 | 14 |151% | 22 [23.7% | 13 [{114% | 21 |184% | 27 |194% | 39 |28.1% | 47.5%

Pilot B Fdony 2 - - - - 0 | 0.0% 0 00% | O 00% | O | 0.0% | 0.0%
C Felony 24 - - - - 5 |121L.7% | 10 [435%]| 5 21.7% | 10 | 435% | 65.2%
D Felony 30 - - - - 8 |26.7%| 18 |60.0%| 8 | 26.7% | 18 | 60.0% | 86.7%
Total 56 - - - - 13 [236% | 28 |50.9% | 13 |[23.6% | 28 |50.9% | 74.5%

Total B Felony 12 1 |200%| 1 |[200%]| O 0.0% 1 100% | 1 8.3% 1 8.3% | 16.7%
C Feony 100 3 55 | 11 | 20.0% | 3 3.6% 16 [193%| 6 6.2% | 23 | 23.7% | 29.9%
D Fdony 157 15 | 144% | 20 | 19.2% | 13 | 9.4% 20 145% | 27 | 17.3% | 37 |23.7% | 41.0%
Total 269 | 19 [116% | 32 |195% | 16 | 6.9% 37 | 16.0% | 34 |128% | 61 |23.0% | 35.8%

*In-program percentages do not include pilot group members
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Appendix M. New Convictions by Misdemeanor Clients, Referrals, and Pilot Group

Compar- | Referrd In-Program Convictions Post-Program Convictions Total Convictions*
ison Offense Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor Felony Misdemeanor | Totd
Group |Seriousness| N [ N % N % N % N % N % N % %

DCPos |AggMidd 18 0 0.0% 2 |11.1%]| 1 5.6% 5 2718% | 1 5.6% 6 |333%| 38.9%
Ser. Misd 3 0 | 00% | O | 00% | O [ 0.0% 1 [333%| O 00% | 1 |[333%| 33.3%
SmpMid 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 |100.0%| O 0.0% 1 |100.0%| 100.0%
Total 22 0 | 0.0% 2 | 91% 1 | 45% 7 |318%| 1 | 45% 8 |36.4% | 40.9%

DCNeg |AggMidd 19 1 5.3% 3 | 158%| 3 |158%| 11 |579% | 4 211% | 11 [ 57.9% | 78.9%
Ser. Mid 7 1 14.3% 2 286% | O 0.0% 4 57.1% 1 143%| 4 |57.1% 71.4%
Total 26 2 1.7% 5 |192% | 3 |115% | 15 |57.7% ]| 5 [192% | 15 |57.7% | 76.9%

DCTotad |AggMidd 37 1 2.7% 5 135% | 4 |108% | 16 |43.2%]| 5 135% | 17 | 45.9% | 59.5%
Ser. Misd. 10 1 |100%| 2 |[200%]| O 0.0% 5 500% | 1 10.0% | 5 |50.0% | 60.0%
Smp Mid 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 |100.0%| O 0.0% 1 |100.0%] 100.0%
Total 438 2 4.2% 7 |1146% | 4 | 8.3% 22 |458% | 6 |125% | 23 |47.9% | 60.4%

Referred  |Agg Mid 26 4 [154%]| 6 |231%]| 5 |208%| 16 |66.7%| 8 308% | 16 | 61.5% | 92.3%
Ser. Misd. 20 4 |211%]| 2 |105%]| 3 |16.7%]| 3 16.7% | 6 300% | 5 |25.0%| 55.0%
Total 46 8 |17.8% 8 |178% | 8 |190% | 19 |452% | 14 |304% | 21 |45.7% | 76.1%

Filot Agg Migd 41 - - - - 11 | 268% | 24 |585% | 11 | 26.8% | 24 | 58.5% | 85.4%
Ser. Misd, 27 - - - 7 |259% | 17 |63.0%| 7 259% | 17 | 63.0% | 88.9%
Total 68 - - - - 18 | 26.5% | 41 [60.3% | 18 |265% | 41 |60.3% | 86.8%

Tota Agg Migd 104 5 79% | 11 | 17.5% | 20 | 196% | 56 |549% | 24 | 23.1% | 55 | 52.9% | 76.0%
Ser. Misd. 57 5 17.2% | 4 13.8% | 10 | 182% | 25 |455% | 14 | 246% | 27 |47.4% | 71.9%
SmpMisd | 1 0 | 00%| 0 | 00%] 0 |00%]| 1 [|1000%] O | 00% | 1 [100.0%| 100.0%
Total 162 | 10 |10.8% | 15 [16.1% | 30 [19.0% | 82 [51.9% | 38 [23.5% | 83 |51.2% | 74.7%
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Appendix N. Mean Jail Costs, by Program, by Referral Status, by

Offense L evel
Group Offense level |Status n Total cost |Mean cost/client
Drug Court |Felony Pre-trial 11 $92,573.16 $8,415.74
Prison| 4 $25,412.24 $6,353.06
Probation| 17 $100,938.68 $5,937.57
Prob/Pending] 39 $313,075.64 $8,027.58
Shock/Pendingl 3 $62,662.48 $20,887.49
Total| 75 $603,816.92 $8,050.89
Misdemeanor Pre-trial 4 $11,916.92 $2,979.23
Prison 1 $11,916.92 $11,916.92
Probation 6 $59,347.84 $9,891.31
Prob/Pending] 38 $211,979.12 $5,578.40
Shock/Pendingl 0 $0.00 $0.00
Total] 49 | $295,979.12 $6,040.39
Total Pre-trial 15 $104,490.08 $6,966.01
Prison 5 $37,329.16 $7,465.83
Probation| 23 $160,286.52 $6,968.98
Prob/Pending| 77 $525,054.76 $6,818.89
Shock/Pendingl 3 $62,662.48 $20,887.49
Total| 124 | $897,399.32 $7,237.09
Referred Felony Pre-trial 66 $483,227.16 $7,321.62
Probation| 29 $232,735.08 $8,025.35
Prob/Pend] 31 $298,554.36 $9,630.79
Shockf O
Total| 128 |$1,046,558.12 $8,176.24
Misd Pre-tridl 5 $44,431.96 $8,886.39
Probation| 19 $68,739.32 $3,617.86
Prob/Pend| 35 $263,434.96 $7,526.71
Shockl 1 $7,892.00 $7,892.00
Total| 60 $384,498.24 $6,408.30
Totd Pre-trid] 71 $527,659.12 $7431.82
Probation| 48 $301,474.40 $6,280.72
Prob/Pend| 66 $561,989.32 $8,514.99
Shockl 1 $7,892.00 $7,892.00
Total| 188 [$1,431,056.36 $7,612.00
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Filot

Felony Probation 19 $209,769.36 $11,040.49
Prob/Pend, 27 $332,963.48 $12,331.98
Shock 8 $98,018.64 $12,252.33
Shock/Pend 2 $19,019.72 $9,509.86
Total| 56 $659,771.20 $11,781.63
Misd Probation| 42 $196,431.88 $4,676.95
Prob/Pend, 25 $178,595.96 $7,143.84
Shock] 1 $10,180.68 $10,180.68
Shock/Pend] O
Total| 68 385208.52 $5,664.83
Total Probation] 61 $406,201.24 $6,659.04
Prob/Pend, 52 $511,559.44 $9,837.68
Shockl 9 $108,199.32 $12,022.15
Shock/Pend 2 $19,019.72 $9,509.86
Total| 124 [$1,044,979.72 $8,427.26

* "Other" cases omitted from table except in totals
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Appendix O. Mean Prison Costs, by Program, by Referral
Status, by Offense L evel

|Program Offense Level N Tota Cost Mean cost
[Drug court  |Felony Pre-trial 11 | $114,630.44 $10,420.95
Prison| 4 $62,987.32 $15,746.83
Probation| 17 $323,471.76 $19,027.75
Prob/Pending| 39 $617,178.50 $15,825.09
Shock/Pend| 3 $194,300.94 $64,769.98
Total| 75 |$1,316,251.32 $17,550.02
Misdemeanor Pre-trid| 4 $0.00 $0.00
Prison| 1 $13,991.18 $13,991.18
Probation| 6 $12,262.54 $2,043.76
Prob/Pending| 38 $310,939.12 $8,182.61
Shock/Pend] 0
Total| 49 | $337,192.84 $6,881.49
Tota Pre-trial 15 $114,630.44 $7,642.03
Prison| 5 $76,978.50 $15,395.70
Probation| 23 $335,734.30 $14,597.14
Prob/Pending| 77 $928,117.62 $12,053.48
Shock/Pend| 3 $194,309.94 $64,769.98
Total| 124 |$1,653,444.16| $13,334.23
|Referred Felony Pre-trial 66 | $1,242,784.12 $18,830.06
Probation| 29 $512,703.82 $17,679.44
Prob/Pending| 31 $824,669.32 $28,436.87
Shockl O
Total| 128 |$2,631,476.26| $20,884.73
Misdemeanor Pre-trial 5 $26,361.76 $5,272.35
Probation| 19 $40,460.98 $2,129.53
Prob/Pending| 35 $283,226.86 $8,092.20
Shock] 1 $3,643.20 $8,643.20
Total| 60 | $358,692.80 $5,978.21
Tota Pre-trial 71 | $1,269,145.88 $17,875.29
Probation| 48 $553,164.80 $11,524.27
Prob/Pending| 66 | $1,107,896.18 $17,310.88
Shock| 1 $8,643.20 $8,643.20
Total| 188 |$2,969,317.34| $16,137.59
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Filot

Felony Probation| 19 | $898,568.68 $47,293.09
Prob/Pending| 27 $993,211.72 $36,785.62
Shockl 8 $421,193.94 $52,649.24
Shock/Pending| 2 $161,897.94 $80,948.97
Total| 56 |$2,474,872.28 $44,194.15
Misdemeanor Probation| 42 | $140,506.02 $3,345.38
Prob/Pending| 25 $282,578.62 $11,303.14
Shock] 1 $7,184.66 $7,184.66
Shock/Pending| 0
Total| 68 | $430,269.30 $6,327.49
Totd Probation| 61 | $1,039,074.70 $17,034.01
Prob/Pending| 52 | $1,275,790.34 $24,534.43
Shock| 9 $421,193.94 $46,799.33
Shock/Pending| 2 $161,897.94 $80,948.97
Total| 124 |$2,905,141.58 | $23,428.56

* "Other" cases omitted from table except in totals
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Appendix P. Mean Corrections Costs, by Program, by Referral
Status, by Offense L evel

Program |OffenselL evel Satus N Total Cost M ean cost
[Drug Court Felony Pre-trial 11 | $286571.61 | $26,051.96
Prison| 4 $121,391.98 | $30,348.00
Probationl 17 | $565,388.48 $33,258.15
Prob/Pending 39 | $1,24342243 | $31,882.63
Shock/Pending 3 $285,566.33 | $95,188.78

Totall] 75 [$2,523,376.00] $33,645.01
Misdemeanor| Pre-trial 4 $44,674.96 $11,168.74
Prisonf 1 $27,973.44 $27,973.44
Probationl 6 $116,209.58 $19,368.26
Prob/Pending 38 $736,215.23 $19,374.09

Total] 49 | $925,073.21 | $18,879.05

Total Pre-trial 15 | $331,246.57 $22,083.10
Prisonfl 5 $149,365.42 $29,873.08
Probationl 23 $681,598.06 $29,634.70
Prob/Pending 77 | $1,979,637.66 | $25,709.58
Shock/Pending 3 $285,566.33 $95,188.78

Total] 124 |$3,448,449.21] $27,810.07

[Referred Felony Pre-trial 66 | $1,939,196.26 | $29,381.76
Probation| 29 $870,258.33 $30,008.91
Prob/Pending 29 | $1,291,061.60 | $44,519.37

Total| 126 |$4,195,089.68] $33,294.36

Misdemeanor Pre-trial 5 $75,094.55 $15,018.91
Probationf 19 | $144,102.86 $7,584.36
Prob/Pending 35 | $653,034.33 $18,658.12
Shoc 1 $16,630.06 $16,630.06

Total] 60 | $888,861.80 | $14,814.36

Total Pre-trial 71 | $2,014,290.81 | $28,370.29
Probationl 48 | $1,014,361.19 | $21,132.52

Prob/pending 64 | $1,944,095.93 | $30,376.50
Shocld 1 $16,630.06 $16,630.06

Total] 184 |$5,083,951.48] $27,630.17
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[Filot

Felony Probationf 19 | $1,198,12861 | $63,059.40
Prob/Pending 27 | $1,451,731.08 | $53,767.82

Shocld 8 $542,239.89 $67,779.99

Shock/Pending 2 $195,349.88 $97,674.94

Total] 56 [$3,387,449.46] $60,490.17

Misdemeanor Probationl 42 | $403,318.82 $9,602.83
Prob/Pending 25 $494,146.73 $19,765.87

Shocld 1 $18,229.79 $18,229.79

Total] 68 | $915,695.34 | $13,466.11

Total Probation| 61 | $1,601,44743 | $26,253.24
Prob/Pending 52 | $1,945877.81 | $37,420.73

Shocld 9 $560,469.68 $62,274.41

Shock/Pending 2 $195,349.88 $97,674.94

Total| 124 [$4,303,144.80] $34,702.78
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Appendix Q. Mean Per-Client Correctional System Costs, by

Program
Group
Entry charge Program Drug Court | Referred Group Pilot Group
Felonies N 75 126* 56
Prison $17,550.02 |  $20,884.73 $44,194.15
Probation/parole| $1,062.17 $1,239.36 $1,425.06
Residentia $1,780.26 $3,106.60 $3,089.33
Drug Court] $5,198.96
Jail-pretria| - $2,128.74 $3,637.84 $2,051.92
Jal-post-tril|l  $5901.11 $4,396.35 $9,729.71
Totd jall] $8,029.85 $8,034.18 $11,781.63
Total $33,645.01 | $33,294.36 $60,490.17
Misdemeanor s N 49 60 68
Prisony  $6,881.49 $5,978.21 $6,327.49
Probation/parole  $497.31 $946.89 $620.01
Residentid|  $978.28 $1,472.74 $853.78
Drug Court|  $4,489.50
Jal-pretria| $1,301.37 $895.74 $1,533.14
Jl-post-trid] $4,722.32 $5,512.56 $4,131.69
Totd jal] $6,023.69 $6,408.30 $5,664.83
Total $18,879.05 | $14,814.36 $13,466.11
Total N 124 186 124
Prisonl $13.334.23 | $16,076.18 $23,428.56
Probation/parolel  $338.96 $1,144.83 $983.53
Residentia $1,463.35 $2,579.59 $1,863.38
Drug Court|  $4,917.63
Jal-pretrid| $1,801.79 $2,752.87 $1,767.43
Jall-post-trid]  $5,435.30 $4,794.18 $6,659.83
Totd jal] $7,237.09 $7,547.04 $8,427.26
Total $27,810.07 | $27,370.23 $34,702.73

*Two Class B felons omitted from calculation of all costs.
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