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BEST PRACTICE STANDARDS
FOR ADULT DRUG COURTS



6. Drug Courts Where Review of the Data and/or
Program Statistics Led to Modifications in Program
Operations had 105% greater reductions in recidivism




BEST PRACTICE STANDARDS
FOR ADULT DRUG COURTS



History of Drug Courts in
Maryland
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History of Drug Court Funding in
Maryland
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BEST PRACTICE STANDARDS
FOR ADULT DRUG COURTS



Drug Courts that used program evaluations to make
modifications in drug court operations had
85% greater reductions in recidivism

The results of program evaluations have led to
modifications in drug court operations
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BEST PRACTICE STANDARDS
FOR ADULT DRUG COURTS



1. Drug Courts with a Program Caseload (Number of
Active Participants) of less than 125 had
7 times greater reductions in recidivism
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Evaluation

mm



Process Evaluation



Why do process evaluation?



Drug Courts Where a Treatment Representative
Attends Court Hearings had
100% greater reductions in recidivism
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Drug Courts that Include a Focus on Relapse Prevention
Had Over 3 Times Greater Savings



Drug Courts where participants are expected to have
greater than 90 consecutive days clean before graduation
had 164% greater reductions in recidivism
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Process Methods



Outcome and Impact Evaluation



Outcome and Impact Evaluation
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Outcome/Impact Methods



Comparison groups



Comparison groups
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Comparison groups



Good comparison groups



Good comparison groups



Good comparison groups
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Good comparison groups



Good comparison groups



How do you decide which
comparison to use?









What Data Should We Collect?



Case Management Questions



Case Management Questions









Impact (and Cost Related) Data

(generally not collected by the program but
IMPORTANT for evaluation — so find out source)



Cost Evaluation



Cost Evaluation



How do you use evaluation results
to get funding?



Results

Costs by Agency

Net Investment: Case Processing Costs

Most agencies spent less on drug court
than on traditional case processing.

Superior Court
District Attorney
Fublic Defender

Probation $697

Treatment $1,918

Law Enforcement —544

Corrections $0

Phase II: Six-site average per participant

Net Savings From Positive Outcomes
Corrections and law enforcement realize greatest
savings from reduced recidivism of drug court
participants.

Superior Court $46

District Attorney $12

Public Defender $19

Probation 553

Treatment —$637

Law Enforcement - $1,525
Corrections $3,292

Phase IlI: Six-site average per participant
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Costs by Agency
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Show the Human Side



Who do you tell?



What Does it Cost to Evaluate a
Drug Court?



How do you choose an evaluator?



*BREAK**



Colorado: Changing the Culture of
Data




Colorado: Changing the Culture of
Data



Colorado Problem Solving Courts
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Colorado Problem Solving Courts
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Growth in Colorado
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Changing the Culture of
Data: Getting started



Changing the Culture of
Data: Getting started




Database design: What | wish |
would have known



Changing the Culture of Data:
Making the case for data



Colorado Evaluation: How do you
prepare for an evaluation?
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Colorado Evaluation: How do you
prepare for an evaluation?



Colorado Evaluation



Adult Drug Court Impact
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DUI Court Impact




Colorado Process Evaluation




Process Evaluation Results



Process Evaluation Results



Process Recommendations

21% reported participants entered the program within 50
days of arrest

66% reported that all six
core team members attended staffings and 61% reported all
members attended court sessions



Recommendations

64% give team members a written copy
of sanction guidelines

88% reported jail can be
used after the first positive drug test



Recommendations

55% received drug test
results within 2 two days

52% of
reported that law enforcement 1s a member of the team.



Outcome Evaluation Results



Graduates Non-Graduates Statistically
ADC Participants (n = 864) (n=1139) Significant?
Male 66% 70% NO
Mean age at index case arrest 32.61 32.09 NO
Race YES
American Indian/ Alaskan Native 1% 1.0%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1% 4%
Black/ African American 11.3% 22%
Hispanic/Latino 11.8% 14.2%
White 75.1% 62.1%
Other 7% .3%
Level of Education at Program Entry YES
Less than 12" grade 25.6% 34.6%
Graduate Equivalency Diploma (GED) 15.2% 21.5%
High School Graduate 22.9% 16.3%
Some Vocational/ Technical Program 3.5% 3.0%
Vocational/Technical Diploma 2.1% 3.5%
Some College 19.5% 13.1%
Associates Degree 2.1% 1.4%
Bachelors Degree 6.4% 2.5%
Masters Degree .5% 0%
Doctorate, Ph.D., advanced degree .5% 0%
N/A 1.6% 4.1%
Employment Status at Program Entry YES
Full-Time 33% 16.6%
Part-Time 15.4% 14.6%
Unemployed 47.3% 64.9%
Disabled 4.4% 3.7%
Retired 0% 39
Income for 3 Months Prior to Program YES
Entry
Under $2,000 48 8% 71.1%
$2,000-$3,999 25.1% 16.3%
$4,000-$6,999 14.1% 5.4%
$7,000-$8,999 2.1% 2.5%
$9,000-$12,999 2.1% 3%
$13,000-$15,999 8% 0%

Above $16,000




Graduates Non-Graduates Statistically
DUI Court Participants (n=119) (n = 70) Significant?
Male 73% 72% NO
Mean age at index case arrest 39.3 38.1 NO
Race
American Indian/ Alaskan Native 1.7% 14.3% YES
Asian/Pacific Islander .8% 0%
Black/African American 3.4% 4.3%
Hispanic/Latino 12.6% 5.7%
White 81.5% 75.7%
Other 0% 0%
Level of Education at Program Entry NO
Less than 12" grade 12.7% 19.2%
Graduate Equivalency Diploma (GED) 6.3% 3.8%
High School Graduate 25.4% 11.5%
Some Vocational/ Technical Program 4.8% 11.5%
Vocational / Technical Diploma 4.8% 0%
Some College 17.5% 34.6%
Associates Degree 6.3% 7.7%
Bachelors Degree 17.5% 3.8%
Masters Degree 1.6% 7.7%
Doctorate, Ph.D., advanced degree 1.6% 0%
N/A 1.6% 0%
Employment Status at Program Entry NO
Full-Time 87.1% 73.1%
Part-Time 4.8% 15.4%
Unemployed 6.5% 11.5%
Disabled 1.6% 0%
Retired 0% 0%
Income for 3 Months Prior to Program NO
Entry
Under $2,000 9.5% 23.1%
$2,000-$3,999 27% 19.2%
$4,000-$6,999 34.9% 34.6%
$7,000-$8,999 4.8% 7.7%
$9,000-$12,999 11.1% 0%
$13,000-$15,999 1.6% 0%

Above $16,000




You Have an Evaluation...Now
What?
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What | wish | would have
known...



In the Headlines



In the Headlines
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**B REAK***



Process Evaluation/
Peer Review



Structured Peer Review



Ildaho Peer Review Components



What are the components?



Components (Continued)



Policy / Procedures



Policy



Procedures



Additional Thoughts



Special Thanks



Contact Info

carey@npcresearch.com

brenidy.rice@judicial.state.co.us

njaeger@idcourts.net
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