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PREFACE

In 1992, an experimental program of drug testing and alternative
interventions was implemented in cooperation with the Maricopa County
(Arizona) Adult Probation Department. The goal of the experiment was to
determine the effects on the subsequent drug use and criminal behavior
of adult probationers convicted of drug possession. The alternative
intervenﬁions included (1) variations in the frequency of drug testing
during probation supervision and (2) a treatment drug court model that
utilized a carefully structured set of rewards and punishments. The
four éxperimental conditions that were compared in this study included:

1. No drug testing:

2. Low-rate (monthly) random drug testing;

3. High-rate (bi-weekly) scheduled drug testing; and

4. Treatment drug court, involving integrated drug testing,
treatment, and sanctions.

Probationers assigned to the first three conditions were supervised
by regular probation officers, using routine responses to technical
violations (including positive drug tests). Probationers assigned to
the fourth condition were placed in a drug court, with counseling and
treatment provided by a private agency, and supervision provided by
probation staff and the drug court judge.

The experiment was limited to first-time felony offenders,
convicted of drug possession or use (not selling) and sentenced to a
term of three years probation. $ix hundred and thirty adult
probationers from throughout Maricopa County (primarily‘the Phoenix
metropolitan area) were randomly assigned by the evaluators to one of
the four experimental conditions.

RAND's data collection efforts included: 1) Background information
on each participant, including personal characteristics and prior
record, variables known to be predictive of future risk of drug use and
crime; 2) process information on the characteristics of supervision and
services provided under each experimental condition, and each

participant's exposure to them; and 3) twelve-month follow-up data on



the prevalence and frequency of probationers' subsequent drug use,
crime, and pro-social activities.

Results of the study indicate that at the end of twelve months,
- sixty percent 5f drug court participants had either successfully
graduated from drug court or were still in the program. Participants in
drug court received more treatment and counseling during the twelve
month period, in comparison to offenders on standard probation.
‘However, drug court participants had fewer drug tests per month and were
less likely to fulfill conditions of probation, such as community
service and payment of fees. Different levels of testing had no impact
on recidivism as measured by any arrest for a new criminal offense:;
neither did drug court participation. Yet among those arrested, drug
court participants were less likely than those on standard probation to
receive a prison sentence. More frequent testing among standard
probation conditions resulted in higher levels of technical violations
and a shorter time to the first violation. Drug court participants had
lower levels of technical violations ahd a longer time until first
technical. Estimated costs for drug court participants were slightly
lower than costs for standard probation, given that the majority of drug
court participants spent less time on probation. These findings suggest
that (1) increasing levels of drug testing provides a quick measure of
_substance'use and increases technical vielations, and (2) the drug court
program has been successful in providing treatment for drug offenders,

but has had little impact on officially-recorded recidivism.
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SUMMARY

The capacities of courts, jails, and prisons have been strained in
recent decades by an inflow of drug offenders. Between 1965 and 1990,
such offenders made up an increasing portion of state and local arrests.
In 1979, only 6 percent of those entering state prisons had been
convicted of drug offenses; by 1989, it was 30 percent.  And, as with
those convicted of other crimes, recidivism is high. Over half of all
felony drug offenders on probation in 1986 were arrested for another
felony within three years, and over a quarter of those arrests were for
another drug offense.

The strain on criminal-justice system capacities has resulted in
adjudication delays and early releases from prisons. In response,
judges, prosecutors, and others have sought alternatives to prison and
enhancements to standard probation that might lessen drug use and lower
recidivism. Among the alternatives implemented in various jurisdictions
have been increasing the freguency of drug testing during probation and
instituting “drug courts” or other programs providing for treatment
integrated with court monitoring and sanctions. Evaluations of such
alternatives have yielded mixed results and have been hampered in that
implementofs have not taken an experimental approach with random
assignment to comparison groups. Recognizing such shortcomings, the
National Institute of Justice in 1992 sponsored an experimental program
of probation alternatives in cooperation with the Maricopa County
(Arizona) Adult Probation Department. RAND helped design the experiment

and analyzed the results.

APPROACH AND IMPLEMENTATION
The experiment’s objective was to compare the drug use and criminal

behavior of probationers assigned to four alternative regimes or tracks:

. Standard probation, but no drug testing.
o Standard probation, with random monthly drug tests.

. Standard probation, with testing scheduled twice a week.
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. Drug court, an integrated program of drug testing, treatment,

and sanctions.

Probationers assigned ﬁo the first three tracks were supervised by
regular probation officers, using routine responses to violations of the
terms of probation (such as positive drug tests). Probationers assigned
to the fourth track were supervised by both a probation officer and a
drug court judge, and they were counseled and treated by a private
agency. The intent of the drug céurt program was to provide a carefully
structured set of rewards and punishments responding to successes or
failures in meeting specified behavioral goals.

The experiment was limited to first-time felony offenders convicted
of drug possession or use (not sales) and sentenced to a term of three
years probation. Six hundred thirty probationers from throughout
Maricopa County (Phoenix metropolitan area) were randomly assigned to
one of the four experimental regimes and tracked for a l1l2-month period.
Analysis of probationer characteristics showed that the randém_
assignment was successful in producing similar Qroups. Among the few
-significant differences: Those assigned to freguent testing were less
likely than those in the other groups to have been arrested (this time)
for possession of narcotics (e.g., heroin) and a greater likelihood to
havé been arrested for possession of drug paraphernalia (as used, e.g.,
with cocaine). However, the types of drugs that participants admitted
having at some point used were similar. '

Care was taken to monitor the experiment'’'s implementation by
measuring the services rendered and disposition of cases. Ahd in fact,
testing was not actually administered in adherence to the protocols.
Participants in the no-test track were tested occasionally, and those in
the high-frequency track were tested much less often than planned.
Particpants in all three standard-probation tracks could to some degree
predict the dates of testing. However, all standard-probation tracks
did differ significantly from each other in the average testing rate
(see Figure S.1). And, though drug counseling, education, and,

especially, treatment (e.g., group sgssions) remained options for
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standard probation services, they were much more frequently prescribed

in the drug court track.

* sig. diff.

Average 1.5 T
drug tests
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"No- Low- High- Drug
test" rate rate court

Figure S.l--Freqgquency of Drug Testing, by Probation Alternative

However, the drug court alternative was not just a counseling,
education, and treatment regime, but one in which the court responded to
probationer behavior at scheduled court hearings over the course of
probation. Rewards included progress to a less intensive phase of the
program and, eventually, graduation and early release from probation.
Sanctions included repetition of the previous phase, possibly for one
month instead of the typical two, and, for no-shows, issuance of an
arrest warrant. And these options were actually all employed--each at
12 to 30 percent of the individual hearings. (Other, less frequently

employed options, e.g., jail time, were also available.)

EFFECTS
This system of treatment and response had essentially no beneficial
effect on prevalence of drug use (as measured by testing).. However, the

use of high-rate testing did appear to deter drug use. As shown in
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Figure $S.2, a lower fraction of tests administered more than twice a
month (high-rate track) turned up positive than of tests administeréd
only once every few months ("no-test" track). Tests for specific drugs
were also analyzed, and there were no significant between-track
diffefences in the likelihood that a test would be positive for three of
the four most comﬁonly used illegal drugs. The exception was marijuana,
which, again, appeared to be less frequently used among those tested at
a higher rate. It was more frequently used by drug court participants

than by standard probationers (all three tracks taken together).

40 T « gig. AQiff. Oany drug

Marijuana

35 +

30 4

25 +

Percent of
tests 20 -~
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15 A
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"No- Low- High- Drug
test"’ rate rate court

Figure S.2--Percent of Tests Positive for Any Drug or for Marijuana
: over Twelve Months, by Track )

Neither frequency of drug testing nor participation in.drug court
had an effect on the likelihood that probationers would be arrested ovér
the 12-month analysis period (see Figure S.3). Likelihocd of spending
time in jail was also unaffected (see Figure $.4, light bars). However,

drug court participants were less likely to spend time in prison than



were those on standard probation (darker bars).

the average amounts of time spent in and out of

This is consistent with

the criminal justice

system by those on the various tracks (see Figure S.5). While the total

amount of time spent in confinement (jail plus prison) by those in drug

court was not significantly different from that
standard probation tracks (taken together), the
(4 days vs. 13 days). Those in drug court also
the supervision of a probation officer than did

tracks. The complement to these differences is

spent by those on the

time spent in prison was
spent 22 days less under
those on the other three

that those in drug court

spent some 27 days a year free, on average. (There was no release

option for those on standard probation.) Differences among standard-

probation tracks in where time was spent were not significant.
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Figure S.3--Percent Arrested over Twelve Months, by Track

Do the shorter lengths of time spent within the system by drug

court participants translate into lower costs to the public? The cost

per probationer for the low-rate testing track was around $2600 per

year. This track included standard probation services and a rate of

testing similar to that for drug court. Drug court costs were more
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difficult to ascertain, but appeared to run between $2500 and $2900
annually per participant. The costs for standard probation and drug
court are similar because the savings in confinement and supervision
costs achieved with the drug court are eaten up by the extra costs of
running the court and treating offenders. The high-rate ﬁesting track
appeared to be even more expensive, both because of the additional
testing and because of the greater time spent by participants in

confinement (see Figure S.5).

* sig. 4iff.

g Any prison

Percent with
any time

"No-test" Low-rate High-rate Drug court

Figure S.4-¥Percent with Any Time in Jail or Prison over Twelve Months,
by Track

CONCLUSION _

What can be concluded from the Maricopa County experiment, and
where do we go from here? The findings lend some support for increased
testing. Drug use, and particularly marijuana use, was lesé frequent
among thosé tested at a higher rate. High-rate testing did not,
however, imprdve recidivism and may even have had an adverse effect.
Further examination of this approach is needed, and variations may yield

more broadly favorable outcomes. One variation of high-rate testing is
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to levy a sanction immediately after a positive test. Such an approach

is now being tried in Washington, D. C.

. oz .
"No-test" sig. diff.

Low-rate Other
BFree
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i '
T L}
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Figure S.5--Average Days per Year Spent in Various Conditions, by Track

Responsive sanctions are, of course, part of the Maricopé drug
court program, as is a more intensive interaction with a judge--and
treatment for drug use. The Maricopa drug court experiment has reduced
recidivism according to some measures, but not drug use; in fact, it
increased marijuana use (though use of other drugs may have exhibited
compensating decreases, our sample sizes were insufficient to verify
their significance).

Since the RAND experiment, Maricopa County has significantly
changed the drug court progrém. A new treatment and response protocol
has been developed, including quicker sanctions and more intensified
relapse prevention treatment for those testing positive. Participant
fees have been raised and other steps have been taken to reduce costs,
and participation has been expanded. Those interested in drug courts as
a probation alternative might benefit from monitoring Maricopa County's

further experience with its program.
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1. INTRODUCTION

During the last decade, the increasing number of offenders
identified as drug users has had a significant impact on the criminal
Vjustice system. The heavy burden on our criminal justice system is
clearly evidenced in recent statistics. For example, in 1992, between
47 and 78 percent of male arresteesland between 44 and 85 percenﬁ of
female arrestees in 24 sites nationwide tested positive for drugs
(National Institute of Justice, 1993). Between 1965 and 1990, drug
offenses made up an increasing proportion of all state and local arrests
(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1992; hereafter BJS, 1992). This
increased number of arrestees placed a sﬁrain on court dockets and led
to overcrowding in the jails and prisons.

The situation is worsened by the high rates of recidivism as
measured by new arrests for drug offenses and violations of probation.
Over half of all felony drug offenders on probation in 1986 were
rearrested fdr another felony within three years and over one quarter of
these arrests were for a new drug offense (BJS, 1992). Many of these
recidivists are sent to prison. The proportion of inmates admitted to
state prisons for drug offenses increased from 6 percent in 1979 to 30
percent in 1989 (BJS, 1992). Between 1986 and 1991 the number of
inmates sentenced for drug offenses were largely responsible for a 44
percent increase in the prison population (BJS, 1993). A national
survey of judges and prosecutors by the Lazar Institute in 1992 found
that "court system personnel, particularly in large jurisdictions, are
not satisfied with the tools available to them for handling drug-related
cases" (Milkman et al., 1992: 14). They concluded that "despite
substantially increased resources, felony court systems are still having
great difficulty in deéling with drug-related crime" (Milkman et al.,
1992: 14). Although the increases due to drug using offenders have not
been as great in recent years (1993—19955, offenders with substance use
problems still represent a significant portion of the criminal justice

system population, particularly within prisons.



In response to this crisis, during the 1980s and 1990s there was
considerable expansion in the development of alternatives or
enhancements to standard probation or prison. Most of the alternative
‘programs have focused on eithér increasing levels of sﬁpervision, drug
testing, or treathent. The correctional options run the gamut from pre-
trial diversion drug-testing to boot camps with aftercare. Some of
these programs, such as intensive supervision (ISP) which provides more
frequent supervision contacts and drug testing, have been implemented
within probation or parole. Other programs, such as Treatment
Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC), divert clients into treatment or
provide a link between the criminal justice sYstem and treatment
community. TASC programs offer clinical assessment, referral to
treatment, and case-management of offenders. The most recent
innovation, drug courts, emerged in the late 1980s. Most drug courts
are diversion programs that place offenders in treatment and rely on the

use of court monitoring and sanctions.

PRIOR RESEARCH ON CORRECTIONAL OPTIONS FOR DRUG OFFENDERS

Many 'of the alternative programs have been the focus of evaluation
research sponsored by the National Institute of Justice. For example,
RAND conducted an experimental evaluation of intensiye supervision in
fourteen sites nationwide. Numerous studies have been conducted on the
effectiveness of pre-trial drug testing. An experimental evaluation of
TASC programs is currently being conducted by RAND and UCLA. In
contrast, very little research has been conducted on drug courts.
Overall, as summarized briefly below, the evaluations of ISP, drug
testing, and TASC programs have shown mixed results regérding the

effectiveness of the various correctional options.

Intensive Supervision

Intensive Supervision Prog;ams (ISPs) specifically designed for
drug offenders were a part of the newer generation of ISPs which were
implemented in various jurisdictions nationwide during the 1980s.. These
ISP programs were designed to fill the gap between prison and probation

and provide enhanced services tdo offenders (Petersilia and Turner,



1992). Typically, ISP programs involve small caseloads, frequent
contact with the officer, strict enforcement of conditions of
supervision, curfew, community service, employment,. and random drug
testing. Some ISPs have been used as enhancements to standard probation
or parole, while others were designed as alternatives to prison.

There is é considerable body of literature on the'effectiveness of
ISP in general, yet few studies of ISP programs that were specifically
designed for drug offenders. One of these studies, an éxperimental
evaluation of Drug ISP programs was conducted by RAND. About 600
offenders in five jurisdictions were randomly assigned to either
standard probation/parole or ISP in RAND's experimental evaluation.:®
Each site had the responsibility for designing its own program and
identifying who would be eligible for the program. Thus, the level of
drug testing and . contacts, plus the availability of sanctions varied
considerably by site.

The type of offenders assigned to the Drug iSP programs varied by
site in levels of drug dependency and criminal involvement. The results
of the RAND analysis suggested that intensive supervision did not affect
drug use (as measured by positive drug tests) and did not reduce
recidivism (technical violations or new arrests). Across all sites
fewer than half of the offenders received any type of drug treatment,
usually because treatment slots were unavailable. Turner et al. (1992)
also found the ISP programs were more expensive than routine supervision
for drug offenders. 1Increased costs tended to be a result of the
greater number of technical violations for those on ISP and the use of
incarceration as a sanction. Despite the apparent lack of success in
reducing recidivism and increased costs, most jurisdictions continued

their ISP program since it provided enhanced supervision and testing.

Drug Testing _

Drug testing has been an integral component of correctional
supervision for many years. Most practitioners tend to see the utility
of drug testing in screening for recent drug use, as a tool for the

: See Turner et al., 1992 for a report of the results.



objective monitoring of probationers or parolees, and an indicator of
the need for treatment (Turner et al., 1994; NIJ, 1995). Recently, the
use of drug testing has'expanded to other arenas within the criminal
justice system. Drug testing can perform several functions, including
(1) aiding judicial decision-making in setting bail or cqnditions of
release, (2) monitoring drug use, (3) deterring drug use, (4)

- facilitating drug treatment, (5) measuring drug use, and (6) improving
the efficiency of the criminal justice system (Office of National Drug
Control Policy, 1991). States have been urged to implement a uniform
drug testing policy.

Research examining the use of drug testing in criminal justice has
explored its utility for identifying chronic users, screening for recent
use, and tracking drug-use trends. The effectiveness of arug testing at
different stages in the criminal justice systém has also been studied.
One area of research has focused on drug testing during pre-trial
diversion. These studies generally ask two questions: (1) can ﬁrine
testing be used to predict pretrial misconduct, e.g., failure to appear
(FTA) and rearrest? and (2) can urine monitoring deter crime, e.g.,
reduce rates of rearrest, while offenders»are awaiting trial?

There is some evidence, based on studies of offenders in
Washington, DC and Manhattan (NY), that the use of drug tests can
improve the prediction of risk for failure to appear (Wish, Cuadrado and
Magura, 1988; Toborg et al., 1989; visher, 1992).. On the'other hand, =a
study in Dade County, Miami by Goldkamp et al. (1990) indicated that
drug test results were not useful for predicting failure to appear. - Two
separate studies analyzing data from Manhattan had different results.
While Smith et al. (1989) found that the number of drugs for which
offenders tested positive was correlated with higher rates of rearrest,
Belenko et al. (1992) concluded that drug testing was not a cost-
effective mechanism for identifying high-risk defendants for FTA. Using
data from Miami, Goldkamp et al. (1990) found that defendants who were
not tested or tested negative (in comparison to those who tested
positively) during pretrial release had lower rates of "flight" (e.g.,

failure to appear) and crime (e.g., pretrial arrest). Thus, whether



drug testing can be used to predict pretrial misconduct remained
unclear.

The results of studies examining the second question have also been
controversial. For example, an experimental study designed to measure
differences between no pretrial services, treatment, or urine monitoring
showed no differences between the three groups in pretrial misconduct
(Yezer et al., 1988). However, reanalysis of the data suggested that
urine-monitored persons who appeared for three or more tests
significantly reduced pretrial misconduct (Visher, 1988).

Given the mixed results of prior research, the National Institute
of Justice sponsored replications of the Washington DC experiment in six
sites.? In two of four sites researchers found that those who tested
positive posed a greater risk of FTA and rearrest (Visher, 1992). Drug
monitoring during pre-trial diversion produced modest effects in
reducing FTA and rearrest in only two of the four sites (Visher, 1992).
In reviewing all the evidence Visher (1992) concluded that interpreting
the results depends on one's point of view. Opponents of drug testing
could point to the discrepancies in the results as indicative of
failure, while proponents could minimize the problems.

In a recent reanalysis of the data from eight of these sites with
pretrial drug testing, Rhodes et al. (forthcoming) found that drug
testing appeareé useful for predicting rearrest during pretrial release
and failure to appear among those with a recent positive test.’

However, after other predictors, such as criminal record and community
ties, were taken into account, there was no additional benefit to the
information from drug testing results. Rhodes et al. caution that these
results are limited because urinalysis is not a precise measurement
(e.g., it does not always indicate the intensity of drug use) and there

are differences between the types of drug users which are not always

2 The. six sites included Prince George's County, MD; Milwaukee, WI;

Multnomah County, OR; Pima and Maricopa Counties, AZ; and New Castle
County, DE :

The eight settings included three studies conducted in Washington
DC; three of the replication sites (Milwaukee, Prince George's, Maricopa
Counties) Manhattan and Miami (Dade County).



taken into account by the research. Thus, there is still inconclusive
evidence on the utility of drug testing in pretrial diversion.

Research examining the use of drug testing during supervision has
also produced contradictory evidence. For example, in a study of heroin
addicts admitted to methadone maintenance programs in Southern
California in the 1970s, significant reductions were found in daily
narcotics use and property crime during periods of probation or parole
with urine testing (when clients were being tested an average of three
times per month), in comparison to periods of probation or parole
without urine testing (Anglin et ai., 1990). On the other hand, in
studying the impact of increased testing of offenders on ISP, Turner et
al. (1932) found it did not deter drug use or crime. In comparison to
routine supervision, the increased levels of testing led to a greater
frequency of technical violations and increased use of incarceration.
Regardless of the observed results on recidivism, ISP site staff
indicated they planned to continue to use drug testing for ISP clients
because it enabled them to identify persons who were in need of
additional of services and treatment (Turner et al., 1994).

The impact of sytemwide drug testing was recently tested in

Multnomah County, Oregon.4

The Drug Testing and Evaluation (DTE)
Program was designed for all levels of offenders, both pre-trial and
post-conviction (probation and parole). Evaluators found that over 40
percent of clients on pretrial release missed more than half of their
tests; only 14 percent appeared for all scheduled tests; and more than
half k60 percent) of the clients tested positive at least once (National
 Institute of Justice, 1995; hereafter NIJ, 1995). There was also no-
significant difference in new arrests between those in'pretrial DTE and
those in a control group. Sanctions for positive tests were not related
to reductions iﬁ recidivism (NIJ, 1995). Only 17 percent of post-
conviction offenders were referred to DTE by corrections officers who
selected offenders based on ﬁhe need for close monitoring. Almost half

of the post-conviction offenders tested positive at least once. The

' (
® For a complete description of this evaluation, see Cavanagh and

Harrell, 1995.



researchers concluded that the DTE program had multiple problems in
implementation, including poor utilization of drug treatment assessments
and ineffective responses to drug test results by DTE. Similar to
findings from other programs, the evaluators found treatment slots were
often una&ailable and there was little coordination between pretrial and
post adjudication phases of DTE. Researchers concluded that since the
program was not fully implemented and the evaluation had some
lihitations (such as ' the lack of random assignment), it was difficult to

assess the impact of the systemwide drug testing model (NIJ, 1995).

Drug Treatment

Diversion of drug offenders from the criminal justice system into
treatment began in the 1960s. Civil commitment of heroin addicts into
compulsory treatment was first practiced in New York and California.
These programs were generally found to be successful (McGlothlin et al.,
1977; Anglin and Hser, 1990), but most were discontinued with the advent
of methadone maintenance. As trends in drug use changed (mostly from
heroin to cocaine use), there was a need for other types of treatment
programs. Nonetheless, most researchers agree that legal coercion
(e.g., criminal justice system referral to treatment) plays an important
role in the success of drug abuse treatmegt (Wexler, Lipton, and
Johnson, 1988; Anglin and Hser, 1990).

TASC programs were developed in the early 1970s as a bridge between
the treatment and criminal justice communities. The TASC model
incorporates a number of criteria that allow the programs to function as
autonomous case managers for criminal justice clients. The primary
goals of the TASC program are to (1) identify and screen drug using
offenders in the criminal justice system, (2) provide referrals to
appropriate treatment, and (3) provide monitoring for the criminal
justice system (Inciardi and McBride, 1992). Early TASC programs were
generally a form of pretrial diversion for young offenders, primarily
those who were likely to become heroin addicts (Inciardi and McBride,
1982). Today TASC programs have expanded nationwide and operate at many
points in the criminal justice process. A substantial number of these

programs involve post-conviction monitoring of offenders and many



vprovide transitional services for parolees. TASC programs can also
serve as an adjunct to jail.

Findings from the Treatment Outcome Perspectives Studies (TOPS)
indicated that TASC-referred clients increased time in treatment (both
outpatient drug-free and residential) programs (Hubbard et al., 1989).
This structure led to improved outcomes, such as lower use of drugs,
more full-time employment, and fewer self-reported illegal activities
(Collins and Allison, 1983). Referral by TASC was also found to
decrease the number of arrests and increase the percent of time
abstinent for older, lénger-term heroin addicts referred to drug-free
treatment, but not for those referred to Methadone maintenance, in
comparison to a group of clients chosen randomlyvfrom these drug
treatment programs (Salmon and Salmon, 1983).

A more recent evaluation of five TASC programs by researchers from
RAND and UCLA is nearing completion (Turner and Longshore, 1996). The
study sample included 2,000 offenders: half were referred to TASC and
half to routiné criminal justice processing. In three of the sites the
clients consistéd of adult probationers; one site handled adult
diversion cases; and one site had juveniles on probation. Interviews
gathering information on drug use, criminal behavior, and services
received were conducted with all 2,000 clients at intake and six months.
Preliminary results show that a greater proportion of offenders in TASC
programs than those in the comparison group received services such as
urinalysis testing and drug counseling. In some sites the TASC program
reduced the number of drug use days and the total number of times drugs
were used. In one site TASC was associated with a decrease in the
nunber of drﬁg crimes. The effects seems to be qualified by the
baseline characteristics of offenders. Thus, the authors suggest that
TASC programé méy be most cost-efficient for those offenders whose
behavior (criminal, drug history or sex-risk behavior) is more
problematié (Turner and Longshore, 1996).

In looking at the future of TASC programs, Inciardi and McBride
(1994) suggested that while judges are supportive of TASC programs,
there are limited opportunities for feedback to the judicial system

about the individual's progress in treatment. They propose that this



frustration with the lack of reporting is one reason for the "judicial

grass roots movement that has become the Drug Courts" (1994: 59).

Drug Courts

The drug court models that emerged in the late 1980s have become
the latest correctional.option to sweep across the country. Two basic
types of drug court models have been developed--differentiated case
management and dedicated drug treatment. The former model segregates
narcotics cases into one court and focuses on the swift processing of
cases, sometimes by offering more lenient sanctions (Belenko et al.,
1994). The majority of drug courts currently in operation follow the
dedicated drug treatment model. The major goals of this type of court
are to link defendants to community-based drug treatment and address
defendant needs of more intensive case management and supervision
(Belenko and Dumanovsky, 1993).

An excellent overview of the operational characteristics and
implementation issues of drug courts can be found in Cooper (1995). One
of these issues is selection of a target population. Even though each
court identifies its own eligibility criteria, common to most courts is
exclusion of cases of offenders who have violated parole with the recent
charge for possession. Most often the type of offender targeted for
drug court is typically one charged with drug possession (usually
cocaine or crack), but some courts include drug trafficking cases. Most
of the courts require weekly contacts with the treatment provider and
use a system of graduated sanctions for positive drug tests and failure
to attend treatment. A lack of adequate funding was the most frequently
cited problem in implementation of these drug court programs. Some of
the courts report a reduction in judicial dockets, in probation
caseloads, avoidance of jail bed days, savings in police overtime, and
general savings in system costs.

One of the first drug courts to become operational was the Dade
County drug court in Miami (Goldkamp and Weiland, 1993a; Klein, 1990).
Similar diversionary drug courts are located in Broward County (Fort
Lauderdale, FL), Multnomah County (Portland, OR), Travis County (Austin,
TX), Las Vegas (NV), Los Angeles (CA), Seattle (WA), Kansas City (MS),



and Washington D.C., and vary somewhat from the Dade County model. The
FIRST program in Oakland (Alameda County, CA) is also a diversionary
drug court, but is distinguished from the Miami drug court by several
important structural differences, such as individual contracts,
progressive sanctions, and incentives programs (Tauber, 1993).

Research on drug courts has been limited. Statistics compiled by
the Alameda County Probation Department regarding the FIRST program in
Oakland showed a substantial reduction in recidivism. Tauber (1991)
reported that those who entered the FIRST program in 1991, in comparison
to a group referred to another diversion program in 1990, had
significantly lower recidivism rates (36 percent to 58 percent) in the
first eight months of program participation. These results should be
interpreted with caution, however, since the reduction may have been due
to differences between the experimental and comparison groups since they
were not randomly assigned. The comparison group was selected from an
earlier cohort of defendants: thus, differences in outcomes between the
two groups might be attributed to changes occurring between 1990 and
1991 in the criminal justice system or type of defendants referred,
rather than the drug court program itself.

Most, but not all, of the evaluations of Miami's (Dade County) drug
court have. heralded its success (Finn and Newlyn, 1993; Goldkamp and
Weiland, 1993a,b). In discussing the implementation of the drug court,
Finn and Newlyn point out the large number of defendants (4,500) who
entered the program during the first four years and the relatively low
costs of the diversion program in comparison to jail (about $800 per
client per yedr). A follow-up evaluation by Goldkamp and Weiland
(1993b) presented some promising results. About 60 percent of
defendants who were processed in Miami's drug court had favorable
treatment outcomes. In addition, those in drug court had lower rearrest
rates and were less likely to be sentenced to incarceration, in
comparison to non-drug court felony drug defendants. On the other hand,
a separate study of the Miami drug court by Davis, Smith and Lurigio
(1994) found no difference_in rearrest rates between 281 drug court
cases and 93 non drug-court cases. Approximately one-third of

defendants in the two Miami courts had a new felony arrest and about 20



percent had a new drug arrest. The inconsistencies between the research
on the Miami drug court by Goldkamp and Weiland (1993a,b) and that by
‘Davis et al. (1994) are probably due to methodological differences such
‘as sample design, (e.g., the lack of random assignment to experimental

and comparison groups) and measures of recidivism.

Need for Further Research

The evidence available from recent evaluations of correctional
options shows mixed results for systemwide drug testing and little
impact of intensive Supervision on recidivism. The prior studies of
drug courts have been limitéd and suffer from methodological flaws. Yet
the extant research does suggest that many forms of tréatment can be
effective when ﬁhey are properly implemented, use appropriate techniques
for fostering behavioral change, and are applied to appropriate client
populations. The addition of routine urine testing to treatment or
supervision provides an objective assessment of drug use and can be used
to identify and monitor substance users during periods of legal
supervision. Moreover, time spent in treatment appears to increase the
likelihood of positive long-term outcomes. Unfortunately, findings from
previous studies of correctional options for drug offenders do not tell
us exactly what levels of ﬁesting and kinds of treatment programs will

be most effective with various types of offenders.

THE CURRENT STUDY ) '

Given the wide use, but limited knowledge, on the effectiveness of
drug testing and treatment for probationers, in 1991 the National
Institute of Justice requested proposals to study possible linkages
between drug testing, criminal sanctions, and drug abuse treatment.
RAND responded to the solicitation by designing an experimental
evaluation in Maricopa County, Arizona that examined both drug testing
and treatment for probationers convicted of felony drug posseéssion.

The current study involved three major components: (1) assistance
in developing an experimental program in community corrections involving
random assignment among various levels and combinations of drug testing,

treatment, and intermediate sanctions; (2) monitoring implementation of



the experimental program; and (3) evaluating the .effects of alternative
combinations of drug testing, drug treatment, and intermediate sanctions
on drug use, crime, and pro-social behavior among probationers under
community supervision. The evaluation included two experiments--one’
comparing different levels of drug testing for offenders on probation
and the other comparing standard probation to drug court. The research
was designed to address several key questions: |

1. Does the frequency of drug testing have any discernible
effect on probationers' drug use, criminal behavior, or involvement in
treatment?

2. ' For which types of dffenders and with which response
strategies does urinalysis testing prove most effective in reducing
‘recidivism and improving social adjustment?

3. How_is the effectiveness of drug testing affected by
combining it with additional treatment resources (e.g., a drug court)?

The results of RAND's experimental evaluation of the First Time
Drug Offender (FTDQ) Program are presented in this report. The next
section of this report presents a brief overview of the drug testing
policies in Maricopa County and the design of the FTDO program. In
Section 3 we describe the characteristics of the experimental research
design, inclﬁding the sampling and random assignment procedures, the
data collection instruments, and outcome measures. The preéentation of
our findings of the process evaluation are contained in Sections 4 and
5. Section 4 describes the characteristics of the participants,
implementation of the FTDO program, comparing leﬁels of contact and
ﬁesting for drug court &ersus standard probation, and costs of the drug
court proéram,verSus probation with various levels of testing. Section
5 provides additional information on the drug court program, such as
participation and time in treatment and action taken at court status
hearings. The results of the outcome evaluation, inclﬁding tests of the
various hypothéses regarding relapse, recidivism, and social adjustment
are incorporated in Sections 6-8. Section 9 contains a éummary of our

findings and a discussion of the policy implications.



2. THE MARICOPA COUNTY ADULT PROBATION DEPARTMENT

The Maricopa County Adult Probation Department is organizationally
responsible to the Superior Court of Arizona. Its primary
responsibilities include the preparation of presentence investigation
reports (PSIs) and supervision of felons. There are 18 geographic Field
Services Units, each with about 11 officers, spread across 3 Divisions.
Systemwide in 1995, the office provided supervision for about 30,638
clients; up from 23,032 in 1990 and 14,388 .in 1985. Of those on
probation in 1995, roughly 9,628_had been convicted of drug sales or
possession. Approximately 3 percent of probationers sentenced in 1990
were offenders with a first-time felony arrest for drug possession
(N=726). A pilot study was conducted by RAND in 1990 to assess the
feasibility of an experimental evaluation of drug testing and sanctions
for drug offenders. 1In this section we discuss the policies and
procedures regarding testing, treatment, and sanctions in existence at
the time this study began, the issues in the development of the First
Time Drug Offender (FTDO) program, and the design of the experimental

FTDO program.
EXISTING PROCEDURES AND POLICIES

Pilot Study

A preliminary study of drug offenders on probation in Maricopa
County was conducted one year prior to implementation of the evaluation.
The purpose of this study was not only to learn more about the existing
policies and procedures, but also to determine the feasibility of an
experiment by examining the system case flow. Two of the 18 probation
units were selected and data were collected during a three-month time

period.
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Table 2.1

Maricopa County Pilot Study

N 169
% Male 82
Median age 27
Prior Record
% No priors 23
% Misdemeanors only 63
% Prior felony conviction 7
% Prior prison term 7
Current Offense
% Violent 11
% Drug 34
% Property 43
% Other 12
Most Serious Drug Used ¢
% Cocaine 45
$ Heroin 9
% Other hard drug 11
% Marijuana use only 35
Drug Tests
% Of probationers actually tested 38
Current frequency of testing per month 1
% Dirty tests 35
% Of probationers with positive tests 33
Sanctions (n=21)
% No action taken 33
% Increased testing 10
% Referred to treatment 43

% Probation Revoked

14




Sentencing

On the day of sentencing, a felon who is placed on probation is
assigned to a specific probation officer (PO) by geographic area, unless
the PSI identifies a problem requiring a specialized caseload. The
probation order from the court includes 11 standard terms and
conditions, one of which requires the probationer to submit to urine
testing as ordered by the PO. All probationers are also required to pay
a $30 monthly supervision fee.

During the initial meeting with the client, the PO conducts an
intake assessment based on the PSI, the client's self-report (there is a
'standard éssessmeﬁt form used) and possibly a urine test. The PSI may
recomnmend a specific residential placement if the client has an
.extensive criminal record and has failed in previous programs. There

may also be an assessment of treatment needs.

Characteristics of Drug Offenders

0f the 229 cases assigned during the pilot study time period, 169
(74 percent) were identified as being drug users or addicts. As shown
in Table 2.1, of the 169 drug users on probation, 82 percent were male
and tﬁe median age was 27. The majority of probationers had no prior
felony convictions, prison terms, or prior probation terms. Most of
these offenders (61 percent) were classified as medium risk on the NIC
Risk Score; 21 percent were low riék cases and 18 percent were high risk
cases. Of the 169 cases, 90 percent were currently charged with a
felony and 9 percent were charged with a misdemeanor. All were
identified as non-dangerous offenders who committed mostly property

crimes (43 percent) or drug crimes (34 percent).

Caseloads, Contact Levels and Drug Testing

In December of 1990 each of the 18 field units supervised about
l;OOO cases. There were about 900 new cases assigned to probation each
month. Thé average caseload size for those actively on probation was
about 69 probationers per officer. Typically, each probation officer
would handle caseloads with varying levels of supervision. However,

some officers would carry only specialized drug offender caseloads.
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There are three levels of supervision for probation -- maximum,
medium, and minimum. The maximum level of supervision requires at least
1 field and 1 office contact per month. The medium level of supervision
requires at least 1 contact per month. Every other month this is to be
a field contact. The minimum level of supervision requires 1 contact
every 90 days. All standard probationvcases étart out at the medium
level of supervision with one contact per month.

Generally, about 60 to 70 percent of cases involve discretionary
drug testing, even though all probationers with an arrest for drug
possession have drug-testing orders as a condition of probation. The
probation officer (PO) determines the need and frequency of drug testing
for eaéh offender. Drug testing is conducted during regular office
contacts, with a PO required as a witness. Urine samples -are sent out
for analysis by the local TASC Program where ﬁests are run for ten
different drugs including amphetamines, barbiturates, Benzedrine,
Valium, cocaine, opiates, and PCP, but not marijuana or alcohol.’
Positive results are phoned in to the PO the next day. Since drug
testing is somewhat costly, tests are usually ordered once per month.

At the time this study began, the department reported spending about
$150,000 per year on drug testing.

In our pilot study sample, of the 70 identified drug abusers (e.g.,
those addicts using drugs on a regular basis), one-half were abusing
cocaine. Nét all offenders identified as abusers or users of drugs were
tested for drugs. Overall, 38 percent of offenders were tested an
averagé of once per month and 33 percent of those 6ffenders tested
positive. During the three-month period of the study, 41 percent of
probationers classified as drug abusers were tested for illicit drugs.
Abusers were tested more frequently than users (about once per month in
‘comparison to two times in three months) and were more likely to test

positive.

> Tests for these last two substances were seen as too unreliable.



Sanctions

The MCAP departmental policy is based on a system of graduated
sanctions, but officers are given discretion in following these
guidelines. The suggested punishment grid for probationers ranges from
referral to a self-help program, followed by outpatient counseling, then
residential treatment, to more severe .sanctions including jail time or
prison. If a client tests positive, the probation officer has several
options and can use discretion in deciding how to respond to the
positive drug test. The most frequent response for a first positive
test is to increase the frequency of contacts and testing. For
subsequent tests, clients are referred to ;reatmént, transferred to a
specialized drug caseload,6 or enrolled in a special department-run 12
week counseling program (Community Punishment Program). Further
positive tests could also result in return to court for sanctions,
including transfer to ISP and/or revocation of probation. _

The results of our pilot study showed that in one-third of the
cases, no action was taken for a positive drug test. . Testing frequency
was increased for 10 percent of the cases, over 40 percent were referred
to treatment, and 14 percent had their probation revoked.’ The

percentage who actually received treatment was not available.®

Critical Issues

During the late 1980s, key staff in the court, cbrrections, and
treatment domains identified similar problems with ﬁhe existing system's
handiing of drug cases. Even though several new options were being
tested, such as the "Do Drugs, Do Time" and Focused Offender Disposition
programs, aléng with a diversion program operated by TASC, there

appeared to be several critical issues that were not being addressed.

g The specialized officers are allegedly better educated and more

interested in working with the client's drug problems than regular POs.

These data are based on a small sample and de not take into
account the number of prior positive drug tests, so they may not be an
accurate reflection of the current policies.

8 Data from the 1988 DUF study in Phoenix indicated that
approximately 22 percent of arrestees were probably in need of drug
treatment but the need for treatment was uncertain for another 46
percent (Gerstein and Harwood, 1990).



Though not unified in their concerns, the major problems noted by
various agencies were: (1) the lack of funding for urine testing; (2)
the unavailability of adequate treatment; and (3) the overuse of
revocation as a responsé to positive drug tests.

For the Maricopa County Adult Probation Department (MCAP), the
primary concern was developing a system of supervision and sanctions
that would be most effective in reducing drug use and recidivism among
first time felony offenders. Some of the gquestions being asked by MCAP
were whether drug testing was an effective tool for deterring and
detecting drug use, and what frequency of testing was most cost
effective. ' ‘

Another problem identified by MCAP was the type of sanctions
currently being used in response to positive drug tests (UAs). Officers
reported that the most common patterns of responses were to increase
testing, transfer the individuals to probation officers with specialized
drug caséloads, or refer the individual to the MCAP counseling program
(CPP) before considering revocation.

Other primary issues identified by the probation department were
the lack of residential treatment and the inadequacy of outpatient
treatment services for probétioners. Staff in the probation department
stated they were concerned with the adequacy of existing treatment
services. Althougﬁ several outpatient programs existed, probation
officers were not sure about the kinds of treatment their clients
actually received from them. Furthermore, the programs provided
officers with little information on their clients' progress.

The major concerns voiced by the public defender's office were
accessibility to treatment and sanctions for pésitive UAs. They felt
that the criminal justice system offered very little for their clients.
Those on standard probation were not likely to get intensive treatment
and, even if they were referred to treatment, there was little.
communication between treatment providers and probation officers about
cases in treatment. According to the public defender, the most frequent
response tovpositive UAs for those on standard probation was a petition

to revoke.



Figure 2.1 Design of First Time Drug Offender Program

Target Population

First, second,‘ or third-time felony offender
First charge for possession or use, no sales offenses
Source - Presentence '
ldentification by Presentence officer
Added term - Participate in First Time Drug Offender program
Assignment - All First Time Drug Offenders assigned to Lead Probation Officer

Lead Probation Officer

Oversee Assignment Desk in random assignment to Tracks 1-4
Assign Tracks 1-3 to specialized field officers based on geographic area

Manage all Track 4 assignments to Drug Court division

LEAD PO
|
PO|{PO||PO||PO PO||PO||PO||PO
TRACK 1 TRACK 2 TRACK 3 TRACK 4
No UA Testing Random U/A Testing Scheduled U/A Testing Random U/A Testing
One per month Mon. & Thurs. One per month

Treatment Treatment ' Treatment Intensive

determined determined determined Outpatient
" by PO by PO by PO treatment

Drug Court



Increasing the use of drug testing to monitor drug use, getting
probationers into treatment, and reducing recidivism were the main
concerns voiced by the county attorney's office. Because individuals on
standard probation were not being tested frequently, they could continue
to use drugs without detection and there was little accountability for
behavior. | '

Given these major concerns for the handling of drug offenders by
members of the criminal justice system, the probation department
responded to the solicitation by the National Institute of Justice.

This solicitation called for departments who were willing to conduct an
experiment with testing, treatment, and sanctions to develop these
programs in conjunction with an evaluator. RAND worked with MCAP in
developing the experimental program and evaluation described in this

report.

THE EXPERIMENTAL FIRST TIME DRUG OFFENDER (FTDO) PROGRAM

Concerns of all parties were incorporated in the design of the
Méricopa County First Time Drug Offender (FTDO) Program and RAND's
evaluation of the two experiments. One of the RAND expefiments was to
evaluate the impact of different levels of drug testing. For the other
experiment, MCAP wanted to test the new drug court model that was
operational in Oakland (Alameda County, Ca), the FIRST program.9 Figure
2.1 shows the basic design of the experiméntal programs. Tracks 1-3
would vary in the level of drug testing and Track 4 was to implement a
drug court. Track 1 was to have no drug testing, with the frequency of
visits to the PO determined by the risk/needs score. Track 2 was to
have a low-rate of testing, with one bimonthly visit to the PO and one
monthly unannounced urine test. Track 3 was to have a high-rate of
testing with scheduled testing twice per week. Track 4, the drug court,
would incorporate integrated drug tésting and treatment to be provided

by an outside contractor, and sanctions under the supervision of the

® other drug courts were in operation in Miami (Dade County, FLA)

and other jurisdictions, but RAND suggested that MCAP adopt the Oakland
model.



court. In the following sections we describe the design of the two

experimental programs.

Drug Testing Program Design

The experimental drug testing program was designed to measure
differences in levels of testing and their impact on subsequent levels
of substance use and criminal behavior. As mentioned previously, the
current policy in operation by MCAP at the time the experiment began was
to test probationers randomly once per month. The experiment was to
compare three conditions: no testing, random or low-rate testing, and
scheduled or high-rate testing (twice per week). Probation officers
were to follow this regime for the twelve-month evaluation period. all
other conditions of probation were to remain the same.

Under agreement between MCAP and RAND, certain exceptions were
allowed to the variations in the level of testing. For.example, clients
under the no-testing condition could be tested if the probation officer
suspected substance use. Probationers under low-rate testing could have
the frequency of tests increased as a sanction in response to a dirty
test or if the probation officer felt it were necessary. Probationers
under the high-rate testing could have the frequency of tests reduced if
they tested clean for a three-month period. The abproved changes in the
level of testing were designed so that there would still be sufficient
differences between Tracks 1, 2, and 3.

A special policy was also adopted-for marijuana tests since MCAP
did not routinely test for marijuana and RAND requested that these tests
be conducted for the evaluation. Due to the nature of drug testing for
marijuana, it made little sense to test clients more than once per
month. 1° Thus, in Track 1 there would be no testing for marijuana. In
Track 2, clients were to be tested for marijuana once every three
months. For the high-rate testing_group on Track 3, marijuana tests
were to be conducted once per month. This special poliéy was to apply
only for the marijuana tests. Regardless of the type of arrest charge,

probationers were to be tested for the full screen of drugs according to

10 Using most drug testing procedures, evidence of marijuana use

can be detected for approximately 30 days after the last use.
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the experimental level. Thus, even those arrested for possession of
marijuana would be tested for other drugs at the same rate as specified
in the experimental design. '

Another exception to the design of the experimental testing program
was for probationers in thev“no test” condition. These clients were to
be tested at least once if the judge had ordered drug testing as a
condition of the probation sentence.

All drug tests with offenders on Tracks 1-3 were to be conducted by
the probation officers, as was routine policy‘at MCAP, and sent to the
same drug testing lab. Probationers on Track 4 in the drug court
program were to be tested by the drug treatment program at a minimum
rate of once per month. The treatment counselor was to schedule these
tests as needed.’’

These differences between Tracks in the design and implementation
of the testing programs should be kept in mind when reviewing the
results of the experiment. Oﬁe consequence may be the possibility of
bias as probationers may havé “gamed” the system. In other words, if
they knew in advance what day they were to be tested, persons could use
different techniques to try and cover up any actual drug use. These
problems are usually avoided in other drug testing situations by
insuring that testing is unannounced and random. *?
Drug Court Program Design

The drug court model fequires changes in the way cases are handled
by the system. In pafticular, members of the drug_court team--judge,
prosecutor, public defender, and probation officer--must perform

3

different roles from the normal court settin‘g;l As described earlier,

the FIRST drug court, which was used as a model for the FTDO programnm,

combines -drug treatment with judicial supervision. A drug court team,

11 The drug court program contracted with a different drug testing

lab than that used by MCAP. :

In MCAP's new drug court program all testing has been contracted
through TASC. Probationers are tested on a random schedule using a
color scheme. This color scheme makes it more difficult to game the
system as a new color is posted each day.

For example, see Goldkamp and Weiland, 1993a.



comprised of the judge, prosecutor, public defender, and probation, work
together towards rehabilitation of the offender. Individuals are given
behavioral contracts that specify the level of participation in
treatment for various program phases. The role of the judge is to
provide swift rewards and punishments to offenders for éompliance with
the behaviora; contract through frequent court status hearings. Tauber
(1993) suggests there are four key elements in the drug court model: (1)
structural accountability, (2) judicial control, (3) individual
accountability, and (4) progressive sanctions. According to Tauber
(1993), the team approach of the drug court builds accountability into
the structure of the criminal justice system because the judge,
probation department, prosecutor, public defender, and treatment
provider work together towards the common goal of rehabilitating the
drug-using offender. This team approach increases bdth the
communication between those responsible for carrying out the task of
dealing with the drug offender and the sense of responsibility for that
individual. '

The Maricopa County First Time Drug Offender (FTDO) Program is a
unigue innovation of the drug court model because it is a poét—
adjudication program for offenders sentenced to probation for a felony

14

drug offense. The lead probation officer worked with RAND staff, a

team of consultants from Alameda County (CA), court and probation
personnel from Maricopa County (AZ) in desigﬁing the program. The

special characteristics of the FTDO drug court program and accompanying

treatment ére described below.15

The original FTDO drug court program combined specialized drug
treatment, contracted with an outside provider, with court supervision.

The program was designed to last a minimum of 6 months and a maximum of

14 The program described here is the original FTDO program. Slight

modifications were made during its implementation.

> Subsequent to the RAND evaluation which provided funding for the
treatment program, the Maricopa County Adult Probation-Department made
several changes in the drug court program, including the hiring of an
in-house treatment counselor. Thus, the current drug court program is
somewhat different from what we have described in this evaluation
report.
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12 months. The court supervision consists of an initial orientation
session and monthly progress reports or status hearings. After
sentencing, the clients are told to report to their probation officer
who gives them the date for court orientation and treatment referral.
In drug court orientation, the judge informs offenders about the rules
and expectations of the program. Each offender is given a contract that
solidifies their participation in the treatment program.16 Then the
judge explains the system of rewards and punishments. For each class,
process group, or l2-step meeting attended, the clienﬁ receives 1 point.
For each negative urine test the client receives another point. Based
on the point total, clients can receive fewards, including a reduction
"in the pfobation sentence and deferred jail time,17 they can progress to
the next phase, or they can repeat the phase or receive sanctions, such
as jail time. During orientation, clients are also given the date of
their next court appearance for a status hearing, which is usually about
two months from the orientation date. Prior to the status hearing, the
drug court team meets to discuss the treatment provider's progress
report and to review recommendations.

The drug court session is both formal and informal and can be
dramatic at times. Clients who are currently in the drug court program
and those just being initiated to the bProgram are present at the status
hearings. The first item of business on the agenda is the progress
reports. These proceedings are often used to demonstrate the rewards
and consequences of program participation to offenders who are just
entering the program. Often the judge will first call cases who are
graduating and then will take cases who are failing. The judge either
rewards positive behavior with reduced time on probation or reduced jail
time and progresses the client to the next phase or the judge may
indicate that the client repeat the phase and shorten the time to the
next appearance or order more drug testing or jail time. A bench
warrant for an arrest is usually filed if drug court participants do not

show up for their court date.

6 See Appendix A for an example of this contract.
17 Most of the convicted offenders receive a 36 month term of
probation and 60 days of deferred jail.
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Biqpsychosoéial Treatment
The enhanced treatment program was designed and implemented by

Mountain Valley Counseling (MVC), the private contractor.18

The‘intent
was to provide a broad-based program, combining more traditional drug
education and counseling and 12-step techniques with social skills
training, relapse prevention, and group therapy. The objective was to
treat the whole person and not to simply focus on the drug use, which is
regarded as a symptom of other problems. The program had four

- components: (1) drug education classes, (2) process groups, (3) case
ﬁanagement, and (4) aftercare. Individual counseling for the
probationer was also available. All probationers assigned to the
treatment program underwent an initial assessment prior to entering the
program.

The treatment program had three phadses. Each phase lasted two
months and could be repeated at.any time during the client's
participation in the FTDO program. During the initial phase, known as
orienﬁation, which focused on drug education and social skills training,
the client was expected to attend 1 class, 1 process group, and at least
one 1lZ-step meeting per week, to contact his or her probation officer
once per week, and to submit to random urine tests. The curriculum
included: drug education and awareness, treatment modalities--the 12-
step method, the psycho pharmacology of addiction, relapse prevention,
AIDS and sexually transmitted disease, family roles, codependency,
conflict resolution, social skills training (e.g., decision making,
communication, coping with anxiety, developing empathy, dealing with
authority, coping with anger), the developmental model of recovery,
spirituality, self-esteem, and goal setting. The focus of the second
phase, known as stabilization, was on relapse prevention. The client
was expected to continue to attend 1 process group and at least one 12-
step meeting.per week and to continue to comply with other terms of
probation including random urine testing. During the final or
transition phase, the client would continue attending 1l2-step meetings

and 1 process group meeting per week. Clients who completed all three

18 rwo providers responded to a bid for services and MVC was

selected by RAND for the contract under this evaluation.
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phases of the program within 6-12 months could have their probation
terminated early or, if they had probation conditions, such as community
service hours or financial obligations, to complete, they would be
transferred to standard probation.

After completing the three phases of the treatment program, the
client could receive aftercare for up to 9 months. During this phase,
clients would continue to attend a weekly process group. Booster
sessions in drug education, the developmental model of recovery, or
relapse prevention were offered for clients who were experiencing'
difficulty in becoming or remaining drug free. .

Case manaéement was an integral part of the treatment program. The
treatmeht counselor developed individual treatment plans with clients
and monitored their progress toWards treatment goals. Program phases or
classes could be repeatedlas often as necessary and clients could remain
for a longer period of time in the intensive process groups.
Probationers could also be referred to inpatient residential treatment
and discharged from the drug court program. The counselor also
evaluated the clients' progress and determined whether they were ready

to graduate to aftercare.

The Target Population

The Maricopa County Adult Probation Department wanted to focus the
drug court population within the continuum of available sanctions.
Based on the belief that offenders with different types of drug problems
would require different types of treatment and sanctions, MCAP decided
to limit the target population for the experimental program to first-
time. felony drug offenders and to exclude defendants convicted of drug
sales or transportation. 1In addition, offenders who were sentenced to
special programs within probation, such as intensive supervision or the
Community Punishment Program, were excluded. Thus, the FTDO program was
limited to felons who were sentenced to probation for a first conviction
for possession of marijuana, dangerous drugs,‘narcotics,vor drug

paraphernalia.19

19 Eligible participants may have prior felony convictions for non-

drug offenses.
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Anticipated Benefits of Drug Court

As noted earlier, each of the key players in the design and
implementation of the drug court had specific concerns with the existing
system and hoped the drug court would address these issues. For MCAP,
the drug court model offered the promise of higher treatment
participation rates for probationers with substance abuse problems. The
drug court model also offered a new solution to the problem of positive
UZs, that is, to refer the problem back to the treatment provider and to
encourage the individual to stay clean and receive the rewards of
treatment and possible early termination from probation. In comparison
to standard probation where officers often file multiple referrals to
the judge for a positive test before any action is taken, the probation
officer in the drug court model has a more active role in the decision
process. On the first positive test the probation officer can recommend
the most appropriate response to the drug court judge and receive
immediate feedback.

Other key personnel in the Maricopa County drug court, (i.e., the
judge, public defenders, the county attorney, and treatment provider)
expressed different issues regarding program benefits and outcomes.:
From the judge's point of view, the drug court model provided more
di}ect case management and control in an individual case. The scheduled
status hearings, a key component of drug court, provided regular contact
with the court, which helps to reinforce the fact that the probationer

~1is subject to penalties if he or she does not comply with the conditions
of probation. On standard probation, the relationship between the
offender and the court is mediated by the probation officer. 1If a
client violates the conditions of probation, it is up to the probatioﬁ
officer to determine whether the client should be brought back in front
of the judge. The frequency of the contacts in the drug court model
emphasizes offender accountability and the court's capability to respond
immediately to program violations. Probatibn staff believed these
factors would be important in having a long term effect on reducing
relapse and recidivism. From the public defender's point of view, the
drug court offered the promise of treaﬁment, greater intensity of

supervision, and more equitable sanctions.
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The drug court model was supported by the county attorney's office
because it would increase the testing and treatment and hopefully make
the probationers more accountable. There is an increase in the
intensity of monitoring and clients are able to build a personal
relationship with the judge. The prosecutor also has a new role to play
in the drug court team and can make recommendations to the judge on the
need for more testing, treatment, or sanctions.

The primary concern expressed by the treatment provider was to help
the individual learn to live without drugs and alcohol. Beyond the drug
education and therapy, it is also important that clients identify the
issues underlying their drug use and get their lives under control. For
the treatment provider, the drug court model has several advantages over
the model of regular supervision with referral to treatment. One of the
advantages is the system of rewards and sanctions. Drug court offers
more incentives for clients to complete treatment. The drug court model
also offers more control because the judge can sentence those who are
non-compliant to short-term jail sentences. Another major advantage of
the drug court model is the power of the judge as an authority figure.
Because many substance abusers come from dysfunctional families where
there is no authority figure, the additional benefit of the drug court
is that it encourages individual accountability.

Perhaps the most important aspect of the FTDO drug court program is
that it fits within the continuum of punishments available for drug
offenders in Maricopa Cbunty. As such it is "smart punishment", or "the
imposition of the minimum amount of punishment necessary to achieve the
twin sentencing goals of reduced criminality and reduced drug use"

(Tauber, 1994, pg. 33).



3. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EVALUATION

' RESEARCH DESIGN

Overview

A classic experimental design was used in evaluating the Maricopa
County FTDO Program. The design called for random assignment of
prcbationers to four different interventions, as shown earlier in Figure
2.1:
» Track 1. ©No drug testing;

Track 2. Low-rate (monthly) random drug testing;

Track 3. High-rate (bi-weekly) scheduled drug testing; and

Track 4. Treatment drug court, involving integrated drug testing,
treatment, and sanctions. »

Data collection included measures taken before, during, and after
‘the intervention. Information on process and outcome measures were
collected for each offender during a 12-month follow-up period starting
from the date of random assignment (usually the same day as an

individual was sentenced to probation).

Sample Sizes and Power Analysis

In general, study samples should be large enough to detect
differences of interest between experimental and control groups with a .
high degree of confidence. Statistical power analyses aid the
researchers in determining whether study sample sizes are adequate
{(Lipsey, 1990). Specifically, power analysis provides estimates of the
probability of rejecting the null hypothesis (no difference between
experimental and control groups) undef various hypothesized differences
between the experimental and control groups. These expected differences
are often known as "effect sizes," or the degree to which the phenomenon
exists (Cohen, 1977, p.4). Expected effect sizes can be estimated from
the literature, or from other available data relevant to the proposed
research. All other things being equal, the larger the sample size, the

greater the power, or ability to detect differences, of the design.
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In correctional research, expected effect sizes tend to be modest.
Studies of correctional interventions have found differences between the
outcomes of the experimental and control groups on the order of 10-20
percent (Andrews et al., 1990). This generally translates into a small
(.2) or medium (.3 to .4) effect size, depending on the outcome
variable. With these effect sizes, sample sizes generally need to be
about 100 in each cell in order to detect expected differences with a
high degree of confidence

Power calculations were conducted - in the planning stages for the
evaluation to help determine the optimal number of subjects necessary
for each of the four study conditions. We assumed a base rearrest rate
of 30% (the overall recidivism rate for the BJA Drug-ISP Evaluation) for
the study. A small effect (.23) translates into a 10 percentage point
reduction in rearrest (to 20 percent); a medium effect {.36) translates
into a raw difference of 15 percent (e.g., from 30 percent to 15 percent
rearrest). With a sample of 600 offenders, or 150 per condition, our
study had a power of .50 to detect a small effect and .75 power to
detect a medium effect.?’ Tnus, with a small difference between groups
(effect size), there is a 50 percent probability of rejecting the null
hypothesis. A 15 percent difference between groups (medium effect size)
would mean a 75 percent probability of rejecting the null hypothesis.

In other words, with a sample size of 600 (or 150 per condition), for
differences between the experimental conditions to be statistically
significant, the program would need to reduce recidivism rates from 30

percent to less than 15 percent

Random Assignment Procedure
To construct the sampling frame, cases of all offenders convicted
for felony drug possession were screened for eligibility by the lead

probation officer at the time of the presentence investigation (PSI)21

20 Cchen's (1977) power tables for proportions were used in these

calculations.

A positive answer to any of the following four questions
excluded the defendant from eligibility for the drug court program: (a)
Is there a need for inpatient counseling?, (b) Does the case require CPP
counseling?, (c) Is there a need for specialized caseload supervision?,



If they met the eligibility criteria for the target population, the
probation officer conducting the PSI made a recommendation to place the
offender in the FTDO program, along with other recommendations regarding
the conditions of supervision. At the time of sentencing, the judge
made the final decision regarding the placement of the offender into
FTDO. If the offender was sentenced to probation, he or she was told to
proceed immediately to the adult probation department for further
processing.

All individuals identified as eligible for the FTDO program and
sentenced by the judge as eligible were randomly assigned to the study
groups at the time they appeared for their initial probation assignment.
The élerk at the assignment desk used a computer-generated program
designéd by RAND22 to assign the individuals to one of the four tracks.
Once data were entered and the assignment came back, the clerk informed
the probationer to report to the appropriate probation officer. As
indicated earlier in Figure 2.1, Track 4 probationers were all assigned
to one probation officer, while Tracks 1-3 were assigned geographically
to one of 10 probation officers selected to implement the assigned drug
testing tracks.?’ Probationers in Tracks 1-3 receivea the standard
probation services -- only their levels of drug testing varied.

Random assignment of probationers to the FTDO program began in
March of 1992 and continued until April of 1993 when the sample size

reached the desired level. A total of 639 offenders were randomly

.and (d) Is the defendant appropriate for FARE probation (a fine only
probation targeted at probationers who posed on risk or needs under
supervision)?

The computer program specified pre-determined proportions for
each track and assignments were given as each name was entered into the
computer. Initially an equal proportion was assigned to each track
(.25). When it became necessary to fill the available slots in the drug
court program so that the services could be delivered under the one-year
contract with the agency, the proportion was changed so that one-half of
all slots were assigned to track 4 with the remaining half split between
the other three tracks. Once the Track 4 slots were full one-third were
assigned to each of the 3 remaining tracks.

The probation officers with FTDO clients carried a normal size
caseload. The number of FTDO clients was proportional to the number of
probationers who would have been assigned to these officers without the
FTDO program.



assigned to the four different conditions. Due to missing data for the
twelve-month follow-up,'24 however, only 630 cases were included in the

final analysis sample.

DATA COLLECTION

The process and outcome measures cover three major areas: (1) who
participated in and'completed the experiment; (2) what services were
received within the four primary types of models; and (3) what outcomes

were experienced.

Offender Background Measures

To determine who participated in the experiment, baseline measures
were collected on the demographic characteristics of individuals in the
study (race, sex, education, employment, marital status), prior criminal
record {(juvenile and adult arrests and convicﬁions), prior criminal
justice system intervention, substance abuse history, prior drug

treatment, current offense information, and risk/need assessment.

Program Measures

In measuring program implementation, we were interested in the type
of services received and the nature of the case management for study
participants during the follow-up period. Collecting this information
assures us of compiling a comprehensive record of services provided to
the clients over the course of their follow-up. Utilizing probation
records, the number and type of face-to-face and phone'cdntacts with
clients, the extent and nature of monitoring checks performed (e.g.,
criminal record checks, employment verification): number of d;ug tests
performed; results of drug tests; and referrals to treatment were

recorded for each study participant.

Outcome Measures
The research was designed to measure the impact of drug testing and
the drug court on a range of outcomes, including drug use; involvement

in drug treatment; rearrest record; drug-related criminal activity;

24 The probation files for these cases could not be located after

several attempts.



processing burdens on the justice system; employment and other socially
productive behavior. Outcome measures were géthered from probation
files and from the treatment program in which the drug court offenders
participated. Gathering information from treatment files themselves was
critical since the effectiveness of the local program is linked to the

effectiveness of the community-based program with which it works.

Instrumentation \

Data were collected for each offender at three points: after
initial assignment and at six and twelve months after assignment.
Immediately following random assignment, the intake data were collected
from probation files, based on the Presentence Investigation Report and
other information. Within a month of tﬁe six—month and twelve-month
follow~-up dates, information was coded from the probation and treatment
files using the RAND Six-Month and Twelve-Month Follow-Up forms. Most
of the forms used in this study were modified from the BJA Drug-ISP
Evaluation (Petersilia et al., 1992}. The major items collected for

each study participant are listed in Table 3.1.

Status (Street-Time) Calendar

A severe deficiency in many prior corrections evaluations is the
failure to track the time that offenders are actually "on the streets"
as opposed to time in custody during the follow-up period. A record of
the "free" and "in-custody" days for each offender is critical for
computing valid contact rates and for assessing program costs. To
compute monthly contact rates and to measure program costs accurately,
it is necessary to know how many days of each type of sanction (e.g.,
ISP, probation, residential treatment, jail) the cffender underwent
during the one-year follow-up period. Our data collection form was
designed to actually track offenders as they moved in and out of various
sanctions (e.g., probation, ‘jail, ISP, prison) during the twelve-month

follow-up period.



Table 3.1

Data Collected on Individual Offenders

Background Assessment Form
Demographics
Date of birth
Race
Sex
Education
Marital status -
Number of dependents
Living arrangements at time of arrest
Prior Criminal Record '
Number of prior arrests or official juvenile citations
Date of first arrest or official juvenile citation
Date of first conviction/adjudication
Number of prior convictions
Number of prior sentences to probation, jail, state/federal prison
Number of prior probation, parole revocations
Current Offense Information
Status at time of arrest
Date of current arrest and conviction
Type of conviction offense(s)
Type and length of current sentence imposed
Date this probation term began
Risk and Needs Assessment
Number of address changes in last 12 months
Percent time employed/in school/in training in last 12 months
Offender's attitude
Academic/vocational training needs
Need for employment assistance
Need for financial management assistance
Alcohol treatment needs
Other drug treatment needs
Marital/family counseling needs
.Need for health counseling or assistance
Health status
Type of companions
Offender's emotional stability
Sexual behavior (normal or dysfunctional)



Table 3.1 (cont.)

Six-Month and Twelve-Month Reviews

Services received
Number and type of face-to-face contacts
Number and type of phone and collateral contacts
Number and type of monitoring and record checks performed
Community service hours performed
Number and type of sessions in counseling
Number of days in vocational or educational training, by type
Number of sessions in treatment program, by type of program
Number of days in paid employment and earnings
Number of drug tests taken
Number of alcohol tests taken
Amount of restitution paid
Amount of fines and court costs paid

Recidivism .
Record of each new arrest, its disposition, and sentence/sanction
Record of each technical violation and action taken
Record of positive drug tests and action taken

Current status of offender (i.e., still on probation or successful
termination)

Drug Court Informaﬁion

A special form was developed to record information about each drug
court participant's progress in drug court. The Drug Court Review
collected data on the number of court appearances, as well as the
recommended action and outcome of each court hearing. The form was also
used to record information from the treatment provider and probation
officer which was used by the judge to evaluate the case at each status
hearing. Information collected included the number of treatment
sessions, drug education, and AA (NA/CA) meetings attended, and general

recommendation of the treatment provider.

Contextual Information

Whether the FTDO program is judged successful in the long run will
depend on not only how the numbers stack up, but also its success in
achieving acceptability within the criminal justice community. That in
turn will depend on how it was implemented, and other factors impinging
on the department at the time it is being tested.

Information on these "contextual factors" was gathered from

materials generated during the course of developing and implementing the
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program, and from periodic site visits by RAND staff. For example, the
Probation Department provided critical information and progress reports
~during the course of the project. In addition, the RAND staff made
several site visits during the course of the prdject to observe the

program and discuss implementation issues.

Cost Data

In order to understand the cost implications of the alternative
FTDO study conditions, we used a methodology developed for a comparison |
of the costs of prison versus felony probation in California (see
Petersilia and Turner, 1986). For that assessment, the average costs
for correctional supervision (e.g. standard probation, ISP), police
processing of rearrests, and jail and prison incarceration were
obtained. EBach offender was then "billed" for each service he used
during the follow-up period (e.g. each new arrest, each subsequent day
spent in jail or prison). In the current study we obtained the average
per diem costs of probation, ISP, jail, prison, residential treatment
from MCAP. The actual costs expended for the urinalysis testing
contract with MCAP and the treatment program contract were used to
measure the costs of testing and drug court. These costs were used
along with the calendar data to estimate the total costs for an average

offender.

DATA ANALYSIS

The data'analysis addressed the key research questions outlined
earlier concerning the effectiveness of various levels of drug testing
and treatment. For all of the analyses, we initially compared the drug
court (Track 4) and standard probation (Tracks 1-3) conditions to
measure the impact of treatment versus no treatment on probationer
outcomes. Subsequent analyses compared varying levels and schedules of

frequency of testing for those on standard probation (Tracks 1-3).

What Services Were Delivered?
Specifically, we wanted to know: (1) To what degree was the
planned program actually delivered?, and 2) To what extent did the

experimentél services differ from those provided to the controls? Data



collected from the Six- and Twelve-Month Review forms were analyzed to
determine the nature and extent of services received by offenders in all

4 groups. These analyses include:

1. Freguency and outcomes of urinalysis testing

2. Frequency and nature of face-to-face and phone contacts with
client

3. Nature and extent of client referral to drug programs

In our past research, we have found it useful to express many of
the program implementation measures in terms of rates per month (i.e.,
the number of urine tests per month; the number of face-to-face contacts
per month). Rates were calculated by dividing the frequency of contacts
by the offender's street time (i.e., days on probation, but not
incarcerated or on abscond status).25

These delivered rates were then compared with the rates specified
in the program design (e.g., bimonthly contact with random testing once
per month, or scheduled testing twice per week). As noted above, we

initially tested for differences between testing conditions, then for

differences between treatment and no treatment.

What Was the Impact on Substance Use and Recidivism?

We tested for differences between different levels of testing and
then for differences between the drug court and standard probation
groups in the recidivism and substance use outcomes.

To be as comprehensivé as. possible, we used multiple indicators of
recidivism, including both static and dynamic measures. Static measures
represent simple counts of events, without taking into account the
timing of the events. Dynamic measures take into account the timing of
events, e.g., the time to first arrest. The static measures included:
(1) the proportion who have been arrested, convicted, and incarcerated,
twelve months after program assignment; (2) the same measures broken
down by type of offense; (3) the proportion who have experienced a
technical violation, twelve-months after program assignment; and (4).

the type of technical violation. We also report the "most serious

25 The street time measures were obtained from the "status

calendar" contained in the Six- and Twelve-Month Review forms.



outcome, " each offender incurred over the entire twelve-month follow-up
period. The severity of recidivism was scaled from most to least severe
in terms of any new conviction, any new arrest, or any new technical
violation or none of thé above. In addition, .the analysis examined the
rate of arrests and convictions, which refer to the number of arrests or
convictions per year, per individual during the follow-up period. This
measure takes into account follow-up period variation {(i.e., street
time) . Earlier evaluations have not always adequately taken into
account differential time at risk. This omigssion has created problems
for comparisons of recidivism rates across participants. The evaluation
also reports the status of offenders at the end of twelve month follow-
up. For example, how many of those assigned to various treatmént groups
were still "active" in the program, how many have absconded, were in
jail, returned to prison, etc. .

Relapse to substance use was measured both as any positive drug
test and the number of positive drug tests. In this analysis we again
compared the three levels of testing and then probation versus drug
court. We also examined the various responses to positive drug tests by
these different conditions.

The final analysis for this evaluation used survival analysis, a
technique that measures the pace of recidivism among offenders. The
strength of this analysis, over fixed-period observations, is that it
specifies the proportion of offenders who survive by not recidivating
(and, conversely, the proportion who fail) across specified intervals
" within the follow-up period, making it possible to describe these
proportions within every month of the follow-up period. The analyses
examined the time until first technical violation, and time until first

arrest, and the time until either a technical violation or arrest.

What Was the Impact on the Offender's Social Adjustment?

Program effectiveness involves more than recidivism. Probation
programs encourage (and in some instances, mandate) that participants be
employed, attend treatment, perform community service, pay victim
restitution, etc. The Six- and Twelve-Month Review Forms recorded the

extent to which offenders actuaily participated in such activities, and



the response of staff when offenders failed to comply. Program
participation rates were used to examine the differences between

standard probation and the drug court participants in services received.

For Which Offenders Does the FTDO Program or Increased Testing Prove
Most Effective?

One of the often asked guestions in program implementation and in
criminal justice and drug treatment research is whether one is able to
match offenders to specific treatment or punishment strategies. In
order to answer this question we examined whether any of the baquround
characteristics, e.g. sex, race, prior record, needs or risks, made a
difference in the outcome for the different types of conditions.

Logistic regression analyses were used to determine the interaction
effect between condition (different levels of testing and treatment) and
background characteristics on the various outcomes. As described
earlier, these outcomes included dichotomous measures of technical
violations and arrests, and recidivism (any arrest or technical

violation).

What Did the Various Treatments Cost?

The costs of local sanctions were obtained from the Maricopa County
Adult Probation Department. The average cost per offender and total
costs were estimated with the information on the Status Calendar from
the Six- and Twelve-Month Reviews regarding the number of days for each
type of condition (probation, drug court, prison, jail, etc.). We then
used these estimates to compare the costs of the various testing and
treatment conditions, as well as the costs of the various sanctions
applied, such as community punishment, ISP, or referral to a different

treatment program.



- 40 -

4. CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS AND PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

In conducting a process evaluation it is important to describe both
the study sample and program implementation so that comparisons can be
made to statistics from other jurisdictions. This study of the Maricopa
County FTDO program included contrasts between participants in the drug
court program and standard probation with varying levels of testing in
terms of services received. 1In this section we first describe the study
sample overall and compare it to similar populations of drug offenders
on . probation or in drug court programs. Second, we describe program
implementation in tefms of contacts and services provided by probation
and the court, length of time under supervision or in confinement, and

program costs for each of the separate study conditions.
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic and Criminal History Profile of Probationers

Background data, shown in Table 4.1, provide a.profile of the
average study offender convicted of a first-time felony for drug
possession and sentenced to probation. The target population was
generally similar to drug offenders on probation in other jurisdictions
nationwide, with the exception of slightly higher proportions of Anglo-
Americans and Hispanics, and a lower proportion of African-Americans. °°
In Maricopa County, Arizona the average age at current conviction was
30; about three-quarters of the group were male; about 50 percent were
Anglo-American, 25 percent were Hispanic and 20 percent were African-
American; very few (18 percent) were married. Approximately half of the
probationers did not have a high school diploma and slightly more than
40 percent were unemployed at the time of their current arrest that lead

to their probationary sentence.

26 See, for example, Turner et al., 1992 for a description of

background characteristics of other drug offenders from other
jurisdictions.
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Table 4.1

Background Characteristics

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Track 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate | Probation Drug
Court

Sample Size (N) (168) (141) (145) (454) (176)
% in group 26.7 22.4 23.0 72.1 27.9
Demographic/individual
% Male 80.4 73.0 82.1 78.6 76.1
% African-American 19.0 24.1 13.1 18.7 21.6
% Hispanic 20.2 20.6 29.7 23.3 27.8
% Anglo-American 59.5 54.6 52.4 55.7 48.3
% Less than H.S. education 42.9 46.8 51.0 46.7 56.3
% Married 14.3 18.4 19.3 17.2 18.2
% Unemployed at arrest 39.1 44.2 40.0 41.0 46.6
Type of Occupation
% Prof. clerical, service 32.7 24.6 27.9 27.5 32.0
% Skilled, semi-skilled 28.3 38.4 31.4 31.3 39.0
% Unskilled, never worked 18.9 16.7 25.0 19.4 18.6
% Unemployed ) 20.1 20.3 15.7 18.1 10.5
Drug History :
Age at first drug use® 16.0 15.5 14.6€ 15.5 15.7
Age at first drug abuse® 23.7 22.7 24.8 23.7 24.1
% Prior drug treatment 43.5 35.5 34.7 38.2 39.4
% Drug dealer 16.1 21.3 20.7 19.2 17.6
History of use/abuse
% Alcohol 83.3 78.0 83.8 81.8 84 .4
% Marijuana 60.8 57.4 59.0 59.2 51.2
% Methampehtamines 19.3 20.6 20.8 20.2 14.2
% Cocaine 41.0 41.8 39.6 41.0 37.6
% Crack 3.6, 5.0 " 6.9 5.1 2.9
% Heroin 11.4 5.7 5.6 7.8 4.0
% Other drugs 6.6 9.2 6.9 7.5 6.9
Polydrug use 84.5 82.3 85.5 84.1 72.2%
% Alcohol and marijuana 50.6 45 .4 50.3 48.9 43.8
% Alcohol and cocaine 33.9 37.6 37.2 36.1 32.4
% Alcohol and heroin 8.9 * 3.6 3.4 5.5 2.3
% Marijuana and cocaine 20.8 16.3 18.6 18.7 15.9
% Marijuana and heroin 6.6 1.4% 0.7¢ 3.1 1.1
% Cocaine and heroin 6.0 5.0 4.8 5.3 2.8

¥ More than 75% missing data for this variable
* Indicates a statistically significant difference
probation and drug court groups using chi-square tests of association for

categorical measures.

a Indicates a statistically significant difference
test" and low-rate testing groups based on chi-square test of association for
categorical variables or t-tests for contimuous measures.

€ Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high-rate testing groups based on t-test for continuous variables
and chi-square test of association for categorical variables.

(p<.05) between standard

(p<.05) between "no
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Table 4.1

(continued)

Background Characteristics

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Track 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate | Probation Drug
Court
Sample Size (N) (168) (141) {145) (454) (176)
Prior criminal record
Age at first conviction 24.7 23.5 24.3 24.2 23.2
Mean no. of prior arrests 4.2 4.5 3.9 4.2 4.5
-Mean no. prior prob. terms 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6
Mean no. of prior jail terms 0.7 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.9
Mean no. prior prison terms 0.1 0.2 0.1 . 0.1 0.1
% No priors 18.8 21.2 23.5 21.1 22.4
% Prior arrests only 22.7 21.2 27.2 23.7 20.0
% Prior probation terms 14.9 13.1 10.3 12.9 17.0
% Prior jail 35.1 32.8 30.9 33.0 32.1
% Prior prison 8.4 11.7 8.1 9.4 8.5
% Low risk (0-9 on scale) 28.6 27.7 26.9 27.8 27.8
% Medium risk (10-14) 48.2 51.1 46.2 48.5 44.3
Average risk score 11.9 12.1 12.0 12.0 12.6
Average need score 16.0 16.7 16.8 16.5 16.1
Ave. age current conviction 31.0 29.4 29.5 30.1 29.2
Type of current offense ,
% Possession of Narcotics 22.6 27.0 11.7bc 20.5 26.1
% Possession Dangerous Drugs 8.9 13.5 11.0 11.0 10.2
% Possession of Marijuana 33.3 29.1 33.1 31.9 29.5
% Poss. Drug Paraphernalia 35.1 30.5 44 .1bc 36.6 34.1
Type of current sentence . '
% Probation only 83.9 84.4 75.2 81.3 75.6
% Probation and jail/prison 16.1 15.6 24.8 18.7 24.5
Length term imposed (mos.) 34.3 34.9 33.5 34.2 35.0
NOTES :
* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard

probation and drug court groups using chi-square tests of association for

categorical measures.

a Indicates a statistically significant difference

test" and low-rate testing groups based on chi-square test of

(p<.05) between

categorical variables or t-tests for continuous measures.
b Indicates a statistically significant difference

(p<.05)
testing and high-rate testing groups based on chi-square test

for categorical variables or t-tests for continuous measures.

C Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between
test" and high-rate testing groups based on t-test for continuous variables
and chi-square test of association for categorical variables.

"no

association for

between low-rate
of association

“Nno



0Of those reporting prior substance use, the majority had started
using alcohol or drugs at the age of 16, but those in Track 3 reported a
significantly younger age at onset.?’ They were frequent drug users or
dependent on drugs by the time they were in their early twenties. After
alcohol, the primary drug of choice was marijuana for about half of the
probationers. A history of prior cocaine use was indicated for 40
percent of the sample. Less than 20 percent had a history of
methamphetamine use or abuse; even fewer had used or abused other types
of drugs (including heroin, PCP, and LSD).

Almost 40 percent of the sample had a history of brior substance
abuse treatment. This was higher than expected, based on our earlier
pilot study in Phoenix which indicated few probationers received
treatment. Less than 20 percent of the study offenders reported being
drug dealers. This is low in comparison to the clients in some of the
other drug courts around the country that do not exclude dealers from
the program.

Although the majority of study offenders in all groups reported
past use of several drugs, a significantly lower proportion of those
assigned to the drug court program in comparison to those on standard
probation reported polydrug use (72 versus 84 percent). The most common
combination of substances was alcohol and marijuana, with alcohol and
cocaine a close second. In general, with the exception of a lower
reporting of crack cocaine use, the history of substance use and dealing
among this sample of felony drug offenders makes them similar to drug
offenders in intensive supervision programs in other jurisdictions.28

The criminal history of this sample appears to be similar to other
first (or second) time felony offenders in drug courts in other
jurisdictions.29 On average, the study offenders have four or five
prior arrests and have been in jail or on probation once before.

Nonetheless, the type of current offense distinguishes this sample from

27 These results may be biased since there is more than 75 percent

missing data for this item. With all persons reporting, the difference
between tracks may not be statistically significant.
See, for example, Turner et al., 1992.

29 See, for example, Goldkamp and Weiland, 1993a.



other drug court populations that primarily include offenders charged
with possession of cocaine or crack and few marijuana users. In
Maricopa County about 35 percent of sample subjects were charged with
possession of drug paraphernalia, another 30 percent with possession of
marijuana, 23 percent with possession of narcotic drugs, and 10 percent
with possession of dangerous drugs.

There were only two other significant differences in background
characteristics (in addition to age at first drug use) between those
probationers randomly assigned to standard probation with different
levels of testing that may have had an impact on the evaluation of the
drug testing experiment. A significantly higher proportion of
individuals in Track 3 had been arrested for possession of drug
paraphernalia and a corresponding lower proportion of individuals had an
arrest for possession of narcotics, in comparison to those individuals
in Tracks 1 and 2. However, since over half of those arrested for.
possession of drug paraphernalia reported a history of cocaine use and
10 percent'reported prior use of heroin (both of which were
significantly higher than those not arrested for possession of
paraphernalia), this reduces the possible difference between the Tracks
in type of drug used. When comparing the probationers to those in drug
court, the differences between the proportion of those arrested or not

arrested for possession of drug paraphernalia were not significant.

Probation Conditions

Most probationers in Maricopa County convicted of a drug possession
felony are sentenced to a standard term of 36 months probation. 1In
addition, the judge can order special conditions of probation at the
time of sentencing. In most drug-related cases, special conditions
include orders for drug testing or a treatment program, and no use of
drugs. 1In other cases it may be an order to attend special counseling -
or training or refrain from contact with specified persons. Almost all
probationers are ordered to perform community service and pay probation

fees and a mandatory assessment.
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Table 4.2

Probation Conditions Ordered

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Track 1-3 Track 4
. "No Test" Low~Rate High-Rate | Probation Drug
’ Court
Sample Size (N) . (168) - (141) (145) (454) (176)
No special conditions 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.2 1.1
Rehabilitation
Seek/maintain employment 3.0 2.8 4.1 3.3 4.6
Vocational training 19.6 26.2 20.7 22.0 29.2
Educational program 21.4 26.2 23.4 23.6 36.9~*
Psychological treatment 12.5 9.9 8.3 10.4 13.7
Anger management counseling 6.6 6.4 9.0 7.3 12.0
Perform community service 72.6 77.3 69.4 73.1 69.1
Participate in CPP program 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.0
Surveillance/monitoring
Inform PO of residence 3.0 2.8 4.8 3.5 4.0
Submit to searches 3.0 2.6 4.1 3.5 4.0
No contact with specific persons 9.5 9.9 - 12.4 10.6 6.9
No possession of firearms 10.1 9.2 11.7 10.4 9.1
No contact with victim 3.6 1.4 4.2 3.1 0.6
Abide by special curfews 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.0
Substance Use .Restrictions
No alcohol use 100.0 99.3 99.3 99.6 99.4
No drug use 21.4 18.2 23.4 21.4 24.0
Submit to urine testing 38.1 34.8 39.3 . 37.4 32.6
Substance abuse treatment 83.3 84.4 82.8 83.5 87.4
Financial Obligations
Pay victim restitution 4.8 8.5 9.7 7.5 8.0
Pay probation fees N 98.8 97.9 98.6 98.5 96.6
Pay fines 85.1 85.1 86.9 85.5 88.6
Pay reimbursement 1.2 1.4 2.1 1.5 1.1
Pay mandatory assessment 99.4 99.3 98.6 99.1 100.0
Serve jail time 16.1 14.2 25.0bc 18.3 24.0
Other condition# 4.2 6.4 7.6 6.0 6.3
NOTE:

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using chi-square tests of association for
categorical measures.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between low-rate
testing and high-rate testing groups based on t-test for continuous variables
and chi-square test of association for categorical variables.

C Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high-rate testing groups based on t-test for continuous variables
and chi-sguare test of association for categorical variables.

# Other conditions include: restrictions on employment, travel, and
financial conditions; report to immigration service; further specifications on
taking medications or other drugs.



The different types of conditions ordered for the sample population
are displayed in Table 4.2. Given that these conditions were ordered
prior to study assignment we expected no differences due to Track
assignment. We found few statistically significant differences between
Tracks on the conditions ordered. Less than five percent of offenders
were ordered to seek or maintain employment, keep the probation officer
informed of residence, submit to searches, pay special reimbursement
fees, participate in the CPP program, abide by special curfews, or
refrain from contact with a victim. On the other hand, the majority (at
least 70 percent) of offenders were required to participate in a
substance abuse treatment program, pay fines, probation fees, and
. mandatory assessments, perform community service, and refrain from
alcohol use. Even though all offenders had been convicted of felony
drug possession, only 22 perceht of probationers had a special condition
of no drug use and 36 percent had orders for urine testing. Slightly
fewer than ten percent were ordered to pay victim restitution, refrain
from contact with specified persons, not possess a firearm, attend
psychological'treatment of anger‘management counseling. Between twenty
and thirty percent were ordered to attend vocational or educationai
training. Probationers referred to drug court were more likely to have
had an order for educational training. Additional jail time as a
condition of probation was ordered in about twenty percent of the cases.
Those in the high-rate testing group (Track 3) were more likely to have
jail time oidered than those in either Tracks 1 or 2. This difference
is due to random chance in assignment of cases and may be related to the

type of offense with which the offender was charged.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

To get a better comprehension of program outcomes, it is essential
to understand the nature of program implementation. Without measuring
the services delivered, we cannot know whether the drug court program
and different levels of testing were implemented as planned. For this
analysis we compared the actual levels of testing and supervision to
those planned. The four different tracks were designed to vary only in

terms of the levels of drug treatment and testing, not in frequency of



contacts or other conditions of probation. Offenders assigned to Track
2 {(low-rate testing) were most like other offenders on probation not in
the FTDO program. On average, offenders on probation are required to
see their probation officers at least once per month, usually in the
office. Phone contact is minimal as are collateral contacts. Drug
tests, when ordered by the judge or probation officer, are usually given
about once per month. Offenders assigned to Track 1 were to have
similar rates of contact, but no testing. Those assiéned to Track 3
were to have similar rates of contact, but more frequent testing.
Offenders assigned to Track 4 were to have the same level of drug
testing as Track 2, but had different levels of contact with the
probation officer.

In measuring program implementation, we analyzed differences
between the four tracks on a number of variables, inclﬁding traditional
measures of program participation and services, as well as the number of
days on supervision, absconded, in confinement, or other status. Tracks
1-3 were designed to vary in levels of testing; thus we compared the
actual number of tests ordered and taken among these tracks. Track 4
was designed to provide additional treatment and counseling; thus we
compared the number of sessions in outpatient and inpatient treatment or
counseling. To determine whether the groups differed on implementation
measures that were not supposed to vary, we compared the frequency of
contacts for the four groups. Track 4 was also designed to offer a
shorter probation sentence to offenders who could successfully complete
drug court within a 12-month time period. To determine the
effectiveness of the drug court program in reducing length of stay, we
compared the number of days under supervision, confinement, or free and
examined the offender status at 12 months, contrasted with the other

three conditions.



- 48 -

Table 4.3

Length of Supervision and Confinement During 1l2-Month Follow-up and
Status of Offenders One Year After Assignment

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 | Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation Drug Court

Sample size (N) (168) (141) (145) (454) (176)
Days on Supervision 287.0 284.9 262.6 278.5 256.1*
Routine Supervision 278.6 278.6 246 .8bc 268.5 235.1*

Intensive Supervision 2.4 3.0 8.2 4.4 0.7

Standard Probation 6.0 3.2 7.5 5.6 20.3*

Average Days Absconded 21.3 26.1 32.8 26.5 36.3
Days Special Services 5.9 5.0 3.9 5.0 0.4~*
Recovery House : 1.4 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.1

Residential Treatment 4.5 4.9 3.7 4.4 0.3

Days in Confinement 43 .1 44.3 60.8 49.1 40.7
Jail - 31.1 32.2 45.8 36.2 36.7

Prison 12.0 12.1 15.0 13.0 4.1~*

Days in Other Status 7.6 4.6 4.8 5.7 31.2*
Out of state 5.7 3.7 2.9 4.2 0.6

Dead 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0

Free 0.3 0.0 1.1 0.5 26.7%

Other 0.0 0.9 0.8 0.5 4.0*

Status at 12 Months (N) (168) (140) (145) (453) (175)
% Still active 76.2 66.0 66.2 69.8 40.9*
% Terminated - Free 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.4 25.0*
% Absconded 7.7 10.6 13.1 10.4 13.6
$ In jail 6.0 13.5 9.7 9.5 14.2
% In prison . 7.7 7.8 9.0 8.2 4.6
% Other# ' ' 2.4 2.1 0.7 1.8 1.7

NOTES:

# Other status includes death, deportation, or out of state.

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a .chi-square test of assoc1at10n for
categorlcal measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between low-rate
testing and high-rate testing groups based on t-test for continuous variables
and chi-square test of association for categorical wvariables.

€ Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high—réte testing groups based on t-test for continuous variables
and chi-square test of association for categorical variables.



Length of Supervision

The average days on supervision, absconded, or in confinement are
shown in Table 4.3. The total time on probation was less for those in
drug court in comparison to those in Tracks 1-3. On average, those in
the FTDO program spent nine months (or 269 days) out of the twelve on
probation, but those in the high-rate testing group (Track 3) spent less
time on probation than the average. Participants in drug court spent
even less time on probation than those in Tracks 1-3 an average of 235
days or eight months. This difference was counter-balanced by the fact
that some individuals were sentenced to standard probation following
completion of the drug court program since they had not met all the
requirements of probation, such as payment of fees or community service
time. Thus, probationers on Track 4 spent an extra 20 days, on average,
on standard probation, beyond the time spent in the drug court program.

There were no significant differences by track in the amount of
time spent absconded from supervision. 1In all groups, probationers
spent an average 30 days absconded. As indicated in‘the status of
offenders at 12 months, a little more than 10 percent of the
probationers were on abscond status at the end of the follow-up.

In response to violations of probation and arrests for new
offenses, probationers were likely to either spend time in residential
treatment for substance use, or confined in jail or prison as a response
to technical violations or new arrests. Clients in Tracks 1-3 were more
likely to spend time in residential treatment than those in drug court,
where the latter emphasized outpatient treatment. The average offender
on probation spent slightly more than one month in jail. In comparison
to the average four days served by a probationer sentenced to drug
court, those not in drug court spent significantly more time (13 days)
in prison.30 There were no differences between Tracks 1-3 in length of

time on probation or in prison.

39 Time in jail or prison was calculated according to the type of

sentence given for a new offense or technical violation. The date of
transfer from probation to incarceration was checked in the probation
file and on the LEGIS system.



There was'a significant difference between participants in the drug
court program and those in Tracks 1-3 in the amount of time free from
supervision or confinement. Among those in drug court an average of
about one month's time was spent free or on some other status, while
those on probation spent less than one day free, since they were serving
a three-year term. ’

At the end of the twelve month follow-up, 41 percént of drug court
participants were still active, either serving a probation term, in drug
court, or on intensive supervision. Over 20 percent had successfully
completed the drug court program and been released from probation.
Another five percent had been terminated from drug court and probation.
The majority (70 percent) of clients on standard probation were still
under supervision. Fourteen percent of dfug court participants had
absconded from probation; another 14 percent were serving time in jail.
At the end of the 12 months, roughly half as many drug court
participants were in prison, in comparison to those on probation (5
versus 8 percent), but this is not a statistically.significant
difference. 1In sum, the drug court program effectively reduced the
number of clients on probation by reducing the number of months served
at no additional cost in jail and prison time, however most clients did

not make it through the program within a six-month time period.

Frequency of Contacts

The drug court proéram was designed to decrease the number of face-
to-face contacts between the probation officer (PO) and client;
-monitoring was tb be conducted via telephone. Table 4.4 shows that the
frequency of face-to-face contacts between drug court participants and
the PO.was significantly less than for the average probationer--about
once every two months rather than once per month.31 On the other hangd,
the average number of phone contacts was significantly higher among drug
court participants in comparison to those on standard probation;

approximately twice per month. Thus, the FTDO drug court program

31 The drug court program was designed to stress intervention from

the treatment provider rather than probation officer contact. Thus, we
expected the rates of face-to-face contacts to be lower.



significantly reduced the number of face-to-face office visits. Drug
court participants were less likely than those on standard probation to
have a home visit by their PO. However, the level of collateral
contacts (i.e. contacts with employers or family members) was higher for
drug court participants than standard probationers (e.g., a rate of 0.4
per month in comparison to 0.3 per month for those on probation).

Among the thrée tracks of standard probationers there were
significant differences in levels of contact. Those under high-rate
testing had higher levels of cohtact than those probationers on low-rate
or no testing. The intent of the FTDO drug testing program was to
increase only testing, however, it appears that it may also have
increased the number of PO visits. When probationers came in for the

drug test this may have been recorded as an office visit with the PO.

Frequency of Testing -

The implementation of the FTDO drug testing and treatment programs
did result in different levels of testing among probationers. Table 4.4
shows the average levels of testing ordered and taken over the twelve-
month period. In comparison to those on standard probation, those in
the FTDO drug court program were tested less frequeﬂtly, an average of
less than once per mon;h (0.5). This difference is mostly explained by
the higher level of testing for those in Track 3; In comparison to
those in the low-rate testing condition (Track 2), whose testing levels
were to be the same as drug court levels, drug court rates were not
statistically different. However, anecdotal evidence suggests that for
drug court clients testing was not done on a scheduled basis, as

planned, but on an "as needed" basis by the drug treatment counselor.32

32 The counselor acknowledged that clients were tested when they

appeared to be using drugs, based on the counselor's perception. Since
clients were seen at least once a week, the counselor believed she had a
very good judgment as to whether they were using drugs.
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" Table 4.4

Monthly Contact Levels

(Means averaged over the one-year follow-up)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 |Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation Drug Court
Sample size (N) (168) (141) (145) ' (454) (176)
Face-to Face Contacts 1.1 1.3 1.8bc 1.4 0.6%
At office 0.9 1.1 1.5€¢ 1.1 0.6*
At work/school 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
At home 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1. 0.0*
In the community 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other location/jail 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0%
Phone Contacts 0.2. 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.3%
Collateral Contacts 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4%*
Drug Tests
Ordered# 0.1 0.8a 4 .7bc 1.8 0.5%
Taken 0.3 0.7%8 2.4bc 1.1 0.5*

NOTES:

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using t-tests for continuous measures.

a Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and low-rate testing groups using t-tests for continuous measures.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between low-rate
testing and high-rate testing groups using t-tests for continuous measures.

¢ Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between “no
test" and high-rate testing groups using t-tests for continuous measures.

# Few probation officers actually recorded information in the offender's
file regarding changes in the number of tests ordered per month. In some
cases these data reflect estimates made by the coders in levels of testing
ordered, based on knowledge of how many tests were being taken and what Track
had been assigned. . :



As planned, Track 3 probationers, who were to have drug tests at
least twice per week had higher levels of tests taken than probationers
on low-rate testing and "no testing". However, these levels were less
than one-third of those planned. For example, those in Track 3 were
tested only twice per month on éverage. Those under low-réte testing
were tested an average of once per month, as planned. Probationers who
were not to have drug tests according to the program design (Track 1)
were tested on average less than once every two months.

Probation officers who were surveyed explained these variations
from planned levels of drug testing. In some cases probationers in
Track 3 who were testing clean for several months had their levels of
testing feduced.33 In other cases, when the PO suspected that a client
in Track 1 was using drugs, drug tests were ordered.34 Probation
officers were asked to keep a record in the probationer's file of these

changes in the number of drug tests ordered and the reasons for such

changes.35_ Even though the level of testing was not as planned, there

were significant differences in the expected direction between all three
groups in the average number of tests taken, thus maintaining the

integrity of the research design.

33 During an initial meeting with the FTDO probation officers

responsible for implementing the testing in Tracks 1-3, there was some
question as to whether levels of testing could be reduced or increased
as needed without compromising the. experimental conditions. It was
agreed that for those on Track 3 the level of testing could be reduced
from twice per week given certain conditions. For example, if a client
tested clean for three consecutive months, he or she could be reduced
from twice per week to once per week. If the client remained clean for
nine of the twelve months, the testing was reduced to once per month.

Similar to the patterns of decreases for probationers on Track
3, clients on Tracks 1 and 2 could have testing increased. For example,
if a client on Track 1 was suspected of using drugs or a client on Track
2 had a dirty urine test, the levels of testing could be increased. The
first increase after three months on probation would be to two tests per
month, then once per week, and if the client needed increased testing by
month 10 the level could be increase to twice per week.

In coding information from the probation files we found that
very few POs actually recorded the changes in ordered levels of testing
and the reasons for these changes. Thus, we were not able to track
whether POs were following the guidelines for increasing and decreasing
ordered levels of urine testing. Instead, we were able to track
differences in actual testing practices.
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Variation in'the level of tests per month fér each month during the
twelve-month follow-up are provided in detail in Appendix Table B.1.
Unlike Table 4.4 which gives the rates for testing and controls for the
number of days uﬁder supervision, Table B.1 shows the actual number of
tests taken, without controlling for time under supervision. These
tables which show the number of tests confirm the PO statement that
levels were reduced after the first few months for clients on Track 3
(high-rate testing) and increased for those on Track 1 ("no test"). The
number of drug tests taken among probationers on Track 2 decreased over
time from about one per month in mohths 2 and 3 to 0.7 per month in
months 4 through 8, down to 0.4 per month in months 11 and 12. On the
other hand, among those in the high-rate testing group fTrack 3), the
number of tests taken started with 3.4 in month two and decreased to an
average of once per month in ménth twelve. Looking at only those
persons who were actually tested or ordered to test during the total
follow-up time period (Appendix Table B.2), the average number of tests
taken remained higher, droppiné no lower thén twice per month for those
in the high-rate testing group (Track 3) and going no higher than twice

per month for the low-rate testing group (Track 2).



PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

In addition to frequent contacts with a probation officer, all
clients on probation are expected to work towards better social
adjustment. Thus, they are required to attend counseling, perform
community‘service, maintain 40 hours per week employment, educational or
vocational training, and to pay mandatory probation or other fees. Drug
court participants were expected to participate in treatment and
counseling each week during the FTDO program. Probationers were also
expected to perform 360 hours of community service during their 36-month
probation sentence.36 Table 4.5 indicates the average level of
participation by the different groups of probationers in thgse various
activities during the twelve-month follow-up. Prevalence rates are
presented in this table since detailed information on the number of
sessions in counseling or treatment or the number of hours employed was -
not available in probation files for all four groups. Those on Track 4
were more likely to receive counseling and drug treatment but less
likely to participate in community service, be émployed, or meet fee

requirements than those on Tracks 1-3.

Community Service

On average, about a third of all probaticners performed community
service during the twelve month follow-up. Drug court participants had
lower le&els of community service than those on standard probation. A
higher proportion of Track 2 probationers in cbmparison to those on

Track 3 performed community service (43 percent to 28 percent) .

36 probationers convicted of possession of marijuana usually only
receive 36 hours of community services. The requirement for 360 hours
of community service was changed for some drug court participants during
this study since their expected length of stay on probation was shorter
than 36 months. Currently the drug court judge is able to grant
probationers who successfully graduated from the program a credit for
180 hours of community service.
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Table 4.5

Offender Participation in Programs

(In percent of each group)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation | Drug Court
Sample size (N) (168) (141) (145) (454) (176) \
Community Service 35.1 43.3 28.3b 35.5 37.5
Counseling 8.3 13.5 8.3 9.9 88.1%*
Individual 4.2 10.6 5.5 6.6 45 5%
Group 3.6 4.3 2.8 3.5 87.5% q
Family 0.6 0.7 0.0 0.4 0.6
Other 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
Drug Treatment 47.6 42.6 46.9 45.8 85.2%*
Inpatient/Resid. 11.9 7.8 10.3 10.1 2.8*
Outpatient 38.7 36.2 38.6 37.9 71.6*
Drug Education 8.3 7.1 5.5 7.0 82.4*
Vocational Training 1.8 0.7 1.4 1.3 2.3
Educational.Training 8.9 9.9 10.3 9.7 2.8*
Paid Employment 69.0 64.5 60.7 65.0 55.7%*
Full-time 60.7 51.8 46.9bc 53.5 47.7
Part-time 12.5 13.5 18.6 14.8 9.6
Both full/part 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.0
Unknown type 10.7 11.3 11.0 11.0 8.5
Job Hunting 11.9 9.9 5.5 9.2 0.0~
Payments 64.9 72.3 60.0 65.6 9.7*
Type unknown 63.7 69.5 57.9 63.7 7.4%
Victim restitution 3.1 6.4 4.1 4.4 0.0*
Probation fees 4.8 7.1 4.1 5.3 2.3
Mandatory assessment 0.6 0.7 0.0 0.4 1.1
Fines 3.6 5.7 3.4 4.2 2.3
Summary measure# 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.2 2.8*

NOTES:

# The summary measure was calculated as the sum of the dichotomous
measures, any community service, any counseling, any treatment, any
employment, and any payments.

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a chi-square test of association.

a Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test” and low-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between low-rate
testing and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association.

¢ Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association.



Counseling and Drug Treatment

As expected, those in the drug court program were more likely to
receive éounseling and drug treatment than those on standard probation.
Eighty-eight percent of those referred to drug court participated in
counseling, eighty-five percent in tréatment, and eighty-two percent in
drug education classes, in comparison to 10 percent of those on standard
probation who received counseling, 46 percent who were in treatment, and
seven percent who received drug education. The rates of participation
among drug court clients were higher for both individual and group
counseling. The majority of drug court participants received outpatient
counseling, in programs such as Alcoholics and Cocaine Anconymous and
only 3 percent were referred for inpatient treatment. By contrast, 10
percent of those on standard probation were referred for residential
inpatient treatment and 39 perceht participated in outpatient treatment.
Thus, the drug court program not only significantly increased the
proportion of clients who received drug education, counseling and
;reatment, but it also appeared to reduce the use of inpatient

residential care.

Training and Employment

Few probationers, less than five percent, were in vocational or
educational training. However, over half of all probationers were
employed, either full or part-time during the first twelve months
following assignment to probation. Drug court participants were less
likely than those on standard probation to maintain paid employment
and/or seek jobs (56 percent versus 65 percent, respectively for any
paid employment). Levels of employment appear to vary by involvement in
testing and treatment conditions, but the only significant difference
was between those in Tracks 1-3 in comparison to those in Track 4.
Track 1 probationers ("no test" condition) had higher levels of
employment than any other group, Track 2 (low-rate testing) was higher
than Track 3 (high-rate testing), which was in turn higher than those in
Track 4 (drug court). Full-time employment was lowest among those in
Track 3. Drug court participants were much less likely than other

probationers to comply with the requirements to pay probation fees,



Yictim restitution, or mandatory assessment fees. Approximétely ten
percent of those on Track 4, in comparison to 66 percent of those on
standard probation made some form of payment during the twelve-month
’period.37 One poséible reason for the lower payments among drug court
participants may be that a benefit from compliance with the drug court
contract meant a reduction in probation fees {(see Appendix A for sample
drug court contracts).

A composite measure of program participation was constructed to
summarize the number of activities (community service, counseling,
treatment, training, employment, payments) engaged in by each
probationer. Those in the FTDO drug court program, on average,
participated in more activities than those on standard probation. This
suggests that the drug court contract and judge supervision ensured that
these probationers were more involved in activities that would promote

social adjustment than those on standard probation.

‘'PROGRAM COSTS

Cost-effectiveness is a central concern in most correctional
programs. Many times when the experimental program provides more
services than the control program, it is more expensive. If the
benefits of the program do not outweigh the costs, the experimental
program may be eliminated. While cost—effectivéness was ﬁot the primary
issue in evaluating the FTDO drug court program, one goal of the program
‘was to shorten the term of probation and thereby save on criminal
justice system costs. In order to compare the cost implications of the
FTDO drug court and standard probation with urine testing, we used a
method that determined the average costs for correctionél supervision,
jail, and prison, along with the number of days an average study
offender spent undervthe different states. Estimates of the average
costs for supervision and confinement were provided by the Maricopa

County Adult Probation Department for the 1992 fiscal year.

37 During the course of the evaluation, probationers in drug court

were required to pay fees. However, the drug court program as operated
today waives the payment of all fees, with the exception of drug court
treatment fees, so that clients can afford to pay for their treatment.



The costs for the additional urine monitoring required estimation
based on RAND's subcontract with Maricopa County Adult Probation.>®
Since clients were tested at different levels and we did not charge by
the individual urine test screen, it is impossible to calculate the
actual cost difference for different levels of testing. However, we
estimated costs by dividing the total costs of the drug testing
subcontract by the total number of tests taken. The total number of
tests taken were estimated by looking at the average number of tests
taken during the twelve month follow-up period for each subgroup. For
example, thirty-two percent of probationers under routine supervision
were on Track 3 and were tested an average of 2.4 times per month, at a
level eight times higher than those on Track 1 who represented 37
percent of the group. The average cost per year for urine testing for a
client on Track 1 was estimated at $22, for a client on Track 2, the
average cost was estimated at $53, and for a client on Track 3, the
estimated average cost per year was $183.

The overall costs for the drug court program component were
estimated in two ways. First, we calculated the average cost per
offender based on our subcontract with Mountain Valley Counseling for
Treatment and our subcontract with MCAP for a lead probation officer.
Second, we used the average cost per offender for drug court provided by

39

MCAP at the end of this evaluation. Neither estimate includes the

costs of the drug court judge or other court personnel or court-related
costs; both estimates'include the salaries of_drug court program staff
in probation and drug treatment component (either MVC or MCAP), urine

testing, standard supplies, equipment and overhead.

38 The subcontract between RAND and MCAP allotted specific dollar

amounts for urine testing, computer hardware and software, and salary
costs for the lead probation officer for the drug court program. During
the subcontract period, MCAP was reimbursed for actual costs. The costs
of providing urine testing for all FTDO probationers (Tracks 1-3) was
$38,864. Dividing this by the total number of probationers in Tracks 1-
3 (N=454), we get an average cost per vear of $86 per offender.

39 In August 1993, according to MCAP, the estimated cost of the new
drug court program was $7.22 per client per day for 60 clients and $5.77
per client per day for a caseload of 75 clients. The lower cost is used
in the table since the average caseload was closer to 75 than 60.
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Table 4.6

Average Cost of Supervision and Confinement During 12-Month Follow-up
(in dollars)

Average Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Track 1-3 FTDO New MCAP
Cost per "No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation Drug Court
offender i Court
per Day '
Sample size (N) (168) (141) - (145) (454) (176) (176)
Supervision $ 902 $ 901 $ 986 S 932 $ 79 $ 79
Regular Probation? $ 2.26 643 637 575 619 46 46
Intensive Supervision $ 10.81 26 32 89 48 8 8
Residential Treatment $ 35.70 211 179 139 179 25 25
Drug CourtP $4.13-$5.77 0 0 ' 0 0 971 1,357
UA Testing® na 22 53 183 86 0 0
Confinement 1,636 1,679 2,293 1,863 1,491 1,491
Jaild $ 35.76 1,112 } 1,151 1,638 1,295 1,312 1,312
Prison $ 43.66 524 528 655 568 179 179
TOTAL $2,538 $2,580 $3,279 $2,795 $2,541 $2,926

NOTES: a Regular probation includes both the FTDO routine supervision testing tracks, standard
probation (e.g., no special caseload), and any other probation services.

b The total costs were calculated based on the contract with MVC to provide treatment and the contract
with MCAP for an additional probation officer for a caseload of 180 clients. Since only 176 clients were
assigned to the drug court, the total costs were then divided by 176 to get an estimate of the per client
cost and divided again by the average number of days spent in drug court to get an estimate of the per diem
cost of $4.13. The current costs for the drug court under the direction of MCAP were estimated to be
between $5.77 and $7.22 per offender per day, which would result in an annual cost between $1,357 and $1,697
if clients remained in the drug court program for the average 235 days spent by this sample. The total
costs based on the lower cost per day are shown in the far right column.

¢ The costs for drug testing of the drug court clients are included in the drug court costs.

d Jail costs include work furlough.

na The cost has been estimated for each of the testing tracks based on the frequency of actual testing.
If all 454 clients were tested at the same rate, the cost per client per year would have been $85.60.



Table 4.6 displays the estimated costs for each of the probation
tracks and the drug court. Once costs of supervision, urine testing,
and drug court were estimated, ‘we calculated the costs for the average
probation offender, by multiplying the cost for services used by the
number of days. For example, the average offender on Track 1 spent 285
days on probation (see Table 4.3), at a cost of $2.26 per day.
Multiplying the number of days by the estimated cost per day, we have an
average of $643 per cffender per year, as shown in column three of Table
4.6.

On average, comparing the FTDO drug court to probation, the
average yearly cost was lower than that of probation, $2,54l versus
$2,795. Using the cost estimates for the newer drug court program
provided by MCAP, we see that the estimated cost for the drug court
program per offender per year was $2,926. Thus, depending on which
costs are included in the estimate for drug court, it could be more or
less expensive than standard probation (with varyving levels of drug
testing) .

Most of the differences in costs. between the drug court and
standafd probation can be attributed to lesé time in prison for those in
drug court. It would appear that the frequent appearance before the
drug court judge and the altered sanctions may lead to fewer new crimes
and prison sentences, and thus a lowering in overall costs. In
comparison to the low-rate testing condition, which is the routine type
of supervision provided by MCAP, the FTDO drug court appears to have
been no more expensive when the lower costs with the RAND subcontract
are used.

In comparing the three levels of drug testing, there was very
liﬁtle difference between Tracks 1 and 2, "no test" and low-rate
testing. Offenders on Track 3 with more high-rate testing were
responsible for the higher costs of standard probation. Not only was
the cost inflated by more frequent urine testing, but offenders on Track

3 spent more days in jail and prison, probably as a result of technical



0

violations and dirty drug tests.? The analysis of positive drug tests

in Chapter 5 and recidivism in Chapter 6 provide more information to

test this hypothesis. -

40 1n earlier analyses comparing intensive supervision (ISP) with

drug testing to routine supervision, Turner et al. (1992,1994) found
that the increased drug tests led to an increase in violations and
greater prison time, thus making ISP more expensive than standard
probation or parole.



5. DRUG COURT PARTICIPATION

The drug court program incorporated components not traditionally
included in standard probation. In this section we examine the
implementation of the drug court program. The analyses contain measures
of the number of court status hearings and the action taken by the judge
at each of these hearings. 1In addition, we measure the success of the
drug court program by examining the status of the offender at the end of

the twelve month follow-up period.

STATUS HEARINGS AND COURT RESPONSE

The drug court program was designed to include status hearings once
every two months. As indicated in Chapter 2, at the orientation hearing
each client would sign a contract indicating the conditions of the
program and the points earned for compliance with the program. During
the status hearing the judge reviewed the number (or percentage) of
points earned and, depending on the‘individual's compliance with the
treatment program and other conditions of probation, the judge would
decide whether the client should repeat the path, progress to the next
phase, or be terminated.41 Thus, at each hearing the judge could
increase or decrease the frequency of court hearings. Those clients who
did well in the treatment program and progressed to the next phase might
graduate from drug court within six months, with only three court
hearings. Clients who repeated a path one or more times might stay in
the drug court program for up to twelve months and have seven or more
status hearings. In order to track each client's progress in the drug
court program, we recorded the individual's point total (or percentage
of points), the recommendations of the treatment counselor and probation

officer, and the action taken by the judge at each court hearing.

a1 Even though the drug court program was designed to have hearings

every two months, the judge had discretionary power to impose one-month
contracts. In addition, the judge could terminate the contract with a
client for just cause.
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Table 5.1

Number of Drug Court Status Hearing Appearances

Number of Percent Cumulative

Persons Percent
None 25 14.5 14.2
One 16 9.1 23.3
Two 21 11.9 35.2
Three 36 20.5 55.7
Four 24 " 43.6 69.3
Five o 24 13.6 82.9
Six 20 11.4 94.3
Seven or more 10 5.7 100.0
Average 176 4.1

Table 5.2

Drug Court Status Hearings:
Probation and Treatment Recommendations and Judge Action
(In percent of time based on number of hearings)

Probation Treatment Judge

Officer Counselor Action
Sample size (N) (151) (151) (151)
Repeat path 20.4 24.9 14.0
One-month contract 11.2 6.3 17.0
Progress to next path 27.5 32.1 29.5
Attend counseling 2.9 1.2 1.4
Fulfill probation conditions 2.3 0.1 1.8
Refer to inpatient treatment 2.3 5.9 0.6
Jail time o 12.7 8.8 5.7
Issue bench warrant 0.2 0.0 13.2
Revoke probation 2.3 6.9 0.6
Termination 1.4 Q.7 1.5
Graduation 10.7 11.9 11.8
Other® 1.0 3.4 1.0
Unknown 4.9 3.8 1.8

NOTE:

# Other types of action include going to detox, additional support
meetings, making up mixed classes, and participation in aftercare.



The total number of status hearings are shown in Table 5.1.

Clients averaged four court hearings during the twelve month follow-up
period. Sixteen individuals (nine percent) had only one hearing before
the judge and ten indi&iduals (six percent) appeared in court seven or
more times. About half of the clients had at least three hearings
during the twelve months, which would be expected given the program
design.

The type of recommendation given by the probation ocfficer and
treatment counselor and the action taken by the judge for all status
hearings over the twelve month period are shown in Table 5.2.%% several
different recommendations for action could be given simultaneously. For
example, the judge might recommend that the client repeat the path and
come back after one month. Or the client might be ordered to increase
his or her attendance at counseling sessions and fulfill other
conditions of probation. The most frequent type of action recommended
by the counselor and PO and taken by the judge was to progress to the
next path, which occurred about 30 percent of the time. Whereas the
counselor and PO would recommend 20-25 percent of the time that a client
répéat a path, the judge only did so fourteen percent of the time. The
counselor and PO were less likely to recommend a one-month contract, but
the judge was likely to give this order 17 percent of the time. On the
other hand, the counselor and PO often recommended jail time (9-13
percent of the time), but the judge was less likely to use this sentence
(only about 6 percent of the time). A bench warrant for arrest was
issued by the judge 13 percent of the time that clients were supposed to
appear in court and failed to do so. The PO was likely to recommend
that probation be revoked two percent of the time, whereas this action

was not likely to be recommended by the counselor and was rarely taken

42 We coded the recommendations of the PO and counselor from the

progress reports which were submitted to the judge prior to the status
hearings. Usually, the day prior to a status hearing the drug court
team would meet to review the progress reports and discuss all current
cases. While there was usually consensus at these meetings about what
type of action would be taken, the judge had discretion in making the
final decision at the status hearing. The action taken by the judge at
the hearing was coded in our forms. Thus, the way in which we coded the
information may reveal more discrepancies than actually existed.



by the judge. The only type of action on which the counselor, PO and
judge appeared to be in agreement was in graduating the client from the
drug court program.

In order to examiné the progress of each client during the FTDO
progfaﬁ, we examined specific types of action taken at each hearing both
for those appearing for the particulaf hearing and for the group overall

for the first six hearings.43

Tables 5.3 and 5.4 include only the
number of cases that resulted in a bench warrant, termination, or
graduation. In all oﬁher cases, clients were either continued on the
current phase or. progressed to the next phase of the drug treatment
program. Table 5.3 indicates the action taken by hearing number for the
overall group of clients who participated in drug court while Table 5.4‘
shows the action taken for those appearing at the particular hearing
number.

A bench warrant for arrest was most often issued at the first court
hearing. This was most likely to occur among those clients who decided
not to participate in the drug court program and absconded from
supervision. Bench warrants were also issued at the second and fourth
hearings as other individuals dropped out of thé program and failed to
appear. At ény given hearing, except the first where thirteen. percent
- of clients failed to appear, a bench warrant was issued for less than
'five percent of the total group. Terminations were also infreguent--
only four percent of the total sample was terminated. Eighteen percent
>of the drug court participants graduated at the third status hearing
(e.g., the anticipated six month program length). Another nine percent

graduated at the fourth hearing and seven percent at the fifth-hearing.

43 The number of clients who appeared at seven or more hearings was

too small to analyze.
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Table 5.3 -

Action Taken by Hearing Number
(in percent of total group N=176)

Bench Terminated Graduated

Warrant
First 13.1 0.0 0.0
Second 5.1 1.1 2.3
Third 1.1 1.7 15.3
Fourth 4.0 0.6 8.5
Fifth 0.6 0.0 6.8
Sixth 1.1 0.6 1.7

Table 5.4

Action Taken at Each Hearing
(in percent of each group of those scheduled to appear)

Number of Bench Terminated Graduated
Persons Warrant
First 151 15.2 0.0 0.0
Second 135 6.7 1.5 3.0
Third 114 1.8 2.6 23.7.
Fourth 78 9.0 1.3 19.2
Fifth 54 1.9 0.0 22.2
Sixth 30 6.7 3.3 10.0




For the 151 clients who appeared in drug court at least once (see
Table 5.4), 85 percent were continued in the program while 15 percent
received a bench warrant for arrest. The next highest proportion who
‘failed to appear was at the fourth status hearihg. Between twé and
three percent of clients were terminated at almost every hearing, for a
variety of reasons. The highest number of graduates occurred at the
time of the third status hearing and remained high for the fourth and
fifth hearings, averaging about 20 percent of clients remaining in the
program at the time. Only ten percent of the 30 clients who appeared in
court for a sixth time graduated and a bench warrant was issued for

seven percent of the cases.

PARTICIPATION AND RETENTION IN TREATMENT

A major objective of the FTDO program was to increase the number of
probationers who participated in drug treatment. As described earlier,
the treatment program was a mandatory part of drug court participation.
As indicated in Chapter 4, the majority of drug court clients (85
peréent) actively participated in the drug education and counseling that
was part of the program, although 19 individuals never received the drug
court program.44 This is a substantial increase over the 38 percent of
ihdividuals on standard probation who were in an outpatient treatment
program and ten percent who were in inpatient/residential treatment.

Figure 5.1 indicates that 61 percent of offenders assigned to drug
court either completed the drug treatment program or were still in
treatment at twelve months. A total of 30 percent successfully
graduated and were discharged from probation and another 11 percent
graduated from the program but were transferred to standard probation to
complete the conditions of their sentence, such as community service
hours. At the end of the twelve month follow-up, about 18 percent of
those assigned to drug court were still in the treatment program because
they started‘late or had to repeat one or more phases of the program. A

small proportion (2 percent) were discharged while still in the

44 some of the cases never made it to the program and a few others

were not suited to the program, due to language problems or medical
disabilities.

T



program.45 Thus, the drug court program increases the proportion of
offenders who complete or stay in drug treatment.

Among the 39 percent with unfavorable outcomes at the end of the
twelve month period, 15 percent absconded or had a warrant out for their
arrest and 4 percent were terminated for some other reason. Twenty
percent received a sentence of ISP, jail or prison for a technical
violation or new arrest. Some of these offenders may have returned to
the drug court program after serving these sentences to complete the
drug treatment program, since a technical violation or new arrest did
not necessarily mean that they were terminated from the drug court

program.

4> These individuals either had shorter terms of probation or were

discharged due to medical conditions or age.
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6. EFFECTS ON SUBSTANCE USE

Drug testing is viewed as a useful tool for identifying chronic
users, screening for recent use, and a tool for the objective monitoring
of probationers. Others claim that drug testing may deter individuals
from drug use. Earlier studies comparing the impact of regular
supervision to intensive supervision, found no differences in substance
use and higher rates of technical violations due to higher levels of
testing (Turner, Petersilia, and Deschenes, 1992). One of the aims of
the current evaluation was to determine whether more frequent testing
would in faqt deter individuals from use or simply'increase technical
violations and costs of supervision. We expected few differences
between the "no test” and low-rate testing groups, but anticipated
higher levels of positive tests for those with more frequent testing.
Even though the drug court program was to include testing at the same
frequency as the low-rate testihg group, we expected that the intensive
drug education and counseling would lead to less frequent positive tests
among drug court participants in comparison to those on standard

. probation.

EXTENT AND FREQUENCY OF SUBSTANCE USE

The percent of probationers testing poéitive for drugs by the type
of drug is shown in Table 6.1. Almost half of all probationers, both
those in drug court and those on standard probation, tested positive for
at least one substance during the twelve-month follow-up. Since they
were tested less frequently, those in the "no test" condition were less
likely to test positive phan those on low-rate or high-rate testing,
about 35 percent in comparison to over half of those tested more

frequently.
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Table 6.1 .

Extent and Fregquency of_Substance Use During 12-Month Follow-Up
. (In percent of each group)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation | Drug Court

Sample size (N) (168) (141) {145) (454) (175)
% Testing Positive 34.5 54.62 58.6¢ 48.5 49.7
Cocaine/crack 11.3 27.0a 34.5bc 23.6 16.0*
Heroin . 7.1 7.1 9.0 7.7 2.9%
Uppers 11.9 18.4 22.8bc 17.4 16.6
Downers 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.6
PCP 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.0
Marijuana 17.3 20.6° 24.8 20.7 28.6%*
Valium 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.2 2.3*
Alcohol 0.6 2.1 0.7 1.1 3.4%
Unknown type 0.6 2.1 0.7 1.1 3.4%*
Total No. of Positives .

None 65.5 45.4 41.4 51.5 50.3
One : 13.7 19.2 11.7 14.8 18.3
Two or More 20.8 35.5 46.9 33.7 31.4
Type of Substance

Positive for 1 22.0 35.5 34.5 30.2 32.6
Positive 2 or more 12.5 19.2 24.1 18.3 17.1
Monthly Rate Positive#
Any Drug 0.14 0.16 0.46bc 0.25 0.15*
Cocaine 0.06 0.06 0.19bc 0.10 0.03*
Heroin 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.01
Uppers 0.03 0.05 0.16bc 0.08 0.04
Downers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PCP 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00
Marijuana 0.05 0.04 0.11bc 0.06 0.07
Valium 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
Alcohol 0.00 0.01. 0.00 0.00 0.01
NOTES :

# Calculated as the number of positive drug tests per month of time under
supervision. The rate for any drug includes multiple positive tests. - '

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a chi—square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

a Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test” and low-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures. -

b Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between low-rate
testing and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association
for categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

¢ Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.



There were several significant differences between the tracks in
terms of the type of substance used. Among probationers, cocaine or
crack was the type of drug most frequently used (24 percent of the cases
in comparison to 16 percent of those in drug court), whereas those in
drug court were more likely to test positive for marijuana (29 percent
versus 21 percent of those on standard probation).46 Sixteen percent of
drug court participants tested positive for methamphetamines as did
seventeen percent of those on standard probation. Drug court
participants were more likely to test positive for valium and alcohol
than those on standard probation, but the prevalence rates for both
substances were qguite low (two and three percent). On the other hand,
drug court participants were less likely to test positive for heroin
than those in Tracks 1-3 (three percent versus eight percent). A higher
proportion of those in Track 3, being tested more frequently, had a
positive test for cocaine or methamphetamines (34 percent aﬁd 23 percent
respectively). The past history of abuse seems unrelated to the current
higher proportion of offenders positive for cocaine and
methamphetamines, since those on Track 3 were more likely to have been
convicted of possession of drug paraphernalia and less likely to have
been convicted of possession of narcotics than those on Tracks 1 and 2.

The total number of positive tests appear to be a reflection of the
number of tests taken during the twelve month follow-up period. For
example, participants in the FTDO drug court were less likely to have-
Six or more positive tests than those on standard probation. Whereas 50
percent never tested positive, 30 percent had only one or two more
positive tests, in comparison to 25 percent of those on probation.
Probationers on Track 3 who were tested more frequently were likely to
have the highest number -of positive tests (21 percent had six or more

positive tests during the twelve-month follow-up period).

i As part of the evaluation of the FTDO program, the two tracks

with drug testing (Tracks 2 and 3) and drug court participants were to
have marijuana testing at least once a month, which is different from
probation’'s usual practice of no marijuana tests. While the drug court
participants were routinely tested for marijuana, we have insufficient
information about the implementation of marijuana testing for Tracks 2
and 3. :
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Table 6.2
Extent and Frequency of Substance Use During 12-Month Follow-Up
(For Tested Offenders Only in percent of each group) M
Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate ‘| Probation | Drug Court
Reduced sample size (N) (106) (124) (124) (354) (156)
% of Full Sample Tested 63.1 87.9 85.5 78.0 8.6 {
Any Postitive Test 53.8 62.1 68.5 61.8 . 55.5
Cocaine/crack 17.9 30.64& 40.3¢ 30.2 16.8*
Heroin 11.3 8.1 10.5 9.9 3.2%
Uppers 18.9 21.0 26.6 22.3 18.7
Downers 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.3 0.6
PCP ‘ 0.0 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.0
Marijuana _ 26.4 - 23.4 28.0 26.3 32.2
Valium 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.3 2.6*
Alcohol 0.9 2.4 0.8 1.4 3.9
Number of Positives
None 46.2 37.9 31.4 38.1 44.5
One 21.7 21.8 13.7 18.9 20.6
Two ’ 10.4 16.1 11.3 12.7 12.9
Three 8.5 8.1 - 4.8 7.1 11.0
Four 5.7 5.6 8.1 6.5 3.9
Five 3.8 4.0 5.6 4.5 4.5
Six or more 3.8 6.4 25.0 12.2 2.6
Type of Substance . (
Positive for 1 . 34.0 40.3 40.3 -38.4 36.8
Positive 2 or more 19.6 21.8 28.3 23.5 18.7
Percent Positive Tests# . .
Any Drug 37.4 30.3 23.3¢ 30.0 30.5
Cocaine 10.1 12.9 10.8 11.3 7.3
Heroin ' 5.1 2.4 1.8 3.0 1.2 !
Uppers 13.2 8.5 7.2 9.5 8.4
Downers . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PCP ’ 0.0 0.8 0.6 0.5 . 0.0
Marijuana 15.4 8.6 6.5¢ 9.9 14.9~*
-Valium 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1
Alcohol 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NOTES::

# Calculated as the ratio of the number of positive tests per tests taken,
adjusting for multiple positive tests on any one date.

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

a Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and low-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

¢ Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.



Each time a client was tested, a multiple screen procedure was used
to verify whether one or more drugs were present. Polydrug use is
fairly common among chronic substance users, many of whom use marijuana
in combination with other drugs such as cocaine or hefoin. Eighty
percent of offenders in this sample admitted use of more than one
substance when interviewed during the presentence investigation. During
the twelve month follow-up period, about a third of those who tested
positive did so for only one type and 17 percent tested positive for
more than one type of drug.

The average number of positive tests per month by type of drug is
also shown in Table 6.1. The rate for any type of drug was lower among
drug court participants than those on standard probation. Among those
on Tracks 1-3, the rate was highest for those being tested most
frequently. Many of the patterns found with respect to the average
number of positive tests by type of drug were similar to those found for
the percent testing positive, with some exceptions. For example, there
were no differences between drug court participants and those on
standard probation in the rates testing positive for marijuana, heroin,
or alcohol, yet a lower proportion of drug court participants never
tested positive for these drugs. Those in Track 3 generally had a
higher rate of positive tests than those in Track 1 and 2, regardless of
type of drug.

Many of the differences between the different conditions most
likely are accounted for by the different levels of testing. It's
likely that the current use was more easily detected since those on
Track 3 were being tested more frequently than those on Tracks 1 or 2.
Thus, two other analyses were conducted to examine the patterns of
substance use. First, most of the analyses in Table 6.1 were repeated
only for those who were tested. These results are presented in Table
6.2. Second, the percent testing positive at each test for the first
six tests was analyzed for the four groups. Table 6.3 shows the results
of this second set of analyses.

Among tested clients, there were fewer differences between groups.
Between 85 and 90 percent of all probationers on the low-rate and high-

rate testing tracks and those in drug court had at least one test and 63



percent of those who were not supposed to be tested were in fact tested

47
at least once.

There were no longer any differences in the percent
testing positive for any drug, once controlling for those actually being
tested. However, some batterns remained when looking at the type of
drug. For example, fewer drug court participants tested positive for
cocaine or heroin and more tested positive for valium. On the other
hand, the only significant difference that remained between probationers
on Tracks 1-3 was a higher level of clients on Track 3 testing positive
for cocaine. The findingé with respect to the total number of positives
remained about the same since clients on Track 3 were being tested more
frequently than any other track. On the other hand, the differences
between the groups in terms of polydrug use disappeared.

When controlling for the number of tests taken and looking at the
percent of tests that were positive by type of drug there were different
results among tested offenders only. Although most probationers and
drug court clients were positive for almost one-third of all tests taken
(see Table 6.2), those on high-rate testing’(Track 3) had a lower
percent positive than those in the "no test" (Track 1) group (23 percent
versus 37 percent respectively).48 The type of drugs for which
probationers most frequently tested positive were cocaine, uppers, and
marijuana, and less frequently for heroin. Those in drug court were
more likely than those on standard probation to test positive for

marijuana (15 percent to 10 percent respectively).

47 As mentioned previously, at least one test was given to

probationers in the "no test" condition in order to comply with the
judge’s orders on the conditions of probation.

The percent positive was adjusted for multiple positives at any
one test, e.g., if a client tested positive for both cocaine and
marijuana at one test this was only counted as one positive.
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Table 6.3

Percent Positive for Substance Use During 12-Month Follow-Up by Test
(For Tested Offenders Only)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4

"No Test"™ Low-Rate High-Rate Probation || Drug Court
Reduced sample size (N) (106) (124) (124) (354) (155)
$ of Full Sample Tested 63.1 87.9 85.5 78.0 88.6
First Test 53.8 62.1 68.6 61.9 55.5
Second Test 32.1 40.3 54.8€ 42.9 34.8
Third Test 21.7 24 .2 43 .6bc 30.2 21.9%*
Fourth Test . 13.2 16.1 38.7bc 23.2 11.0%
Fifth Test 7.8 10.5 30.6bc 16.7 7.1*
Sixth Test 3.8 6.4 25.0bc 12.2 2.6%

NOTES : .

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

a Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and low-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between low-rate
testing and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association
for categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

¢ Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.
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Table 6.3 shoﬁs the percent positive by each individual test taken
for those Who were tested. 1In all groups, the proportion with a
positive test decreased over time. By the sixth test during the twelve-
month period, 25 percent or fewer offenders had a positive test. There
were no éignificant differences between groups on the first test. On
the second test those in the high-rate testing track were more likely to
have a positive test (55 percent) in comparison to those on the "no
test" track. At all subsequent tests, there were significant
differences between the drug court participants (Track 4) and all
standard probationers and between Track 3 (high-rate testing) and other
standafd probationers (Tracks 1 and 2). 1In each instance, fewer
participants in drug court tested positive in comparison to those on
standard probation and a higher proportion of those in Track 3 tested
positive than those in other ‘groups. The differenées between drug court
participants.and those on standard probation were primarily driven by
the higher rates of those being tested more frequently. The first six
tests shown here probably represent only the first month of probation
for those on Track 3, while théy probably represent the first six months
of probation for those on Tracks 2 and 4. If we compare only those on
-Tracks 2 and 4, who were tested once per month on average, we see that
the prevalence rates for a positive test were very similar, decreasing
over time from roughly 60 percent of the group at the first test, to

less than 10 percent at the sixth test.



ACTION TAKEN FOR POSITIVE TESTS

Sanctions for positive drug tests varied significantly by
condition. Table 6.4 indicates the types of action taken for those who
tested positive. Standard probationers were monitored by probation
officers who would follow the probation department guidelines of
graduated sanctions. However, these officers had a wide range of
discretion and the responses coula vary from increasing levels of
testing and referral to outpatient treatment, to court appearance. A
survey of probation officers who participated in the FTDO program
revealed that many officers would repeatedly file reports with the
judge, but no action would be taken until the fourth or fifth positive
test. The action taken by the judge was not always recorded in the
file. Thus, -the only action specified in some cases for clients on

49

standard probation was referral to the judge. In comparison, for

participants in the drug court program a specific action was taken by
the drug court judge for each positive test. The drug court judge often
preferred to give clients a warning or refer clients to additional

treatment before using more severe sanctions such as jail time or

. . 50
‘revocation of probation.

49 Probation officers referred positive tests to the judge and

recommended what action was to be taken. If they received the judge's
approval this would be the action taken. For offenders with multiple
positive tests, probation officers would file a petition with the court
to revoke probation.

50 Typically, participants in the drug court program were
admenished to try and stay clean. The reasoning behind this action was
to keep the clients in treatment so they could work towards remaining
sober, rather than revoking probation and returning individuals to jail.
They did not earn points when the urine tests were positive. The
current drug court program has a special relapse group for those with
positive urines that lasts four weeks.
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Table 6.4

Any Action Taken for Positive Test During 12-Month Follow-Up
(In percent of each group)
(Positive Offenders Only)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation | Drug Court
Sample size (N) (58) (77) (85) (220) (88) 4
1
Minor action taken 24.1 20.8 30.6 25.4 0.0
Change in conditions 1.7 1.3 4.7 2.7 0.0
Increased testing 10.3 13.0 11.8 11.8 0.0*
Referred to judge ‘ 31.0 50.6 51.8 45.9 85.2*
Jail 0.0 1.3 3.5 1.8 5.7
Outpatient treatment 50.0 40.3 45.9 45.0 3.4~
Residential treatment 13.8 14.3 16.5 15.0 4.5+ |
Technical violation 20.7 28.6 28.2 26.4 8.0*
Petition to revoke 0.0 1.3 2.4 1.4 0.0
Warrant issued 10.3 9.1 21.2 14.1 4.6*
Probation revoked 3.4 1.3 7.1 4.1 1.1
(
NOTE:

Percentages do not add to 100 percent since the categories refer to any
action taken over multiple positive tests.

* Indicates ‘a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.



As indicated in Table 6.4, the difference between the design of the
drug court program and standard probation meant that for those in the
drug court program the primary response was a referral to the judge, who
might simply issue a warning, which was given about eighty-five percent
of the time in contrast to 46 percent of the time for those on standard
probation. Those on standard probation were more likely to have some
type of minor action taken for a positive test, such as a warning or
being continued on the current program. About three percent of the time
clients on standard probation received a sanction that involved a change
in the conditions of probation, such as imposing a new fine or enhanced
supervision. An increase in testing was also more likely among clients
on standard probation in comparison to those in drug court (12 percent
versus none). Since clients on standard probation were not receiving
any counseling, another sanction that was often used was referral to
outpatient treatment (45 percent):; a few clients (15 percent) were
referred to residential treatment for a positive test.. A little more
than one quarter of clients on standard probation, in compariéon to five
percent of those in drug court, received a technical violation report
(26 percent versus 8 percent). Clients on standard probation were more
likely to have a warrant issued for arrest (14 percent) thanlthose in
the drug court. Overall, the response to positive tests for those on
standard probation was often to provide the same type of remedy as the

drug court program itself--more treatment and judge supervision.
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Table 6.5

Most Serious Action Taken for Positive Drug or Alcohol Test
During 12-Month Follow-Up {
(In percent of each group)
(Positive Offenders Only)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4

"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation || Drug Court
Sample size (N) . (58) (77) (85) (220) (88)
Minor action taken 8.6 11.7 12.9 11.4 5.7
Change in conditions 0.0 1.3 1.2 0.9 0.0
Increased testing 1.7 3.9 7.1 4.6 0.0
Referred to judge 22.4 26.0 21.2 23.2 68.2% |
Jail 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.9 5.7 .
Outpatient treatment 34.5 20.8 17.7 23.2 2.3
Residential treatment 6.9 7.8 7.1 7.3 4.6
Technical violation 15.5 18.2 14.7 15.9 8.0
Petition to revoke 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.4 0.0
Warrant issued 8.6 9.1 11.8 10.0 4.6
Probation revoked 1.7 1.3 3.5 2.3 1.1

NOTE: * Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between
standard probation and drug court groups using a chi-sgquare test of
association for categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.



The most serious action taken for any positive drug or alcochol test
is shown in Table 6.5. Among those in drug court, the majority of
clients (68 percent) were only sanctioned by a referral to the judge, in
comparison to 23 percent of those on standard probation. About thirteen
percent of clients in drug court received a serious sanction such as a
technical violation, a wafrant for arrest, or revocation of probation.
By contrast, 26 percent of clients on standard probation received that
type of sanction. The most frequent response to a positive test for
those on standard probation was either referral to a judge or to
outpatient treatment (23 percent of the group for both types). Although
not statistically different, those in Track 1 with no testing were more
likely to be referred to outpatient treatment than clients on Tracks 2
or 3.

The most serious action taken on each specific drug test by track
(for positive offenders only) for the first four tests is shown in Table
6.6.°1 For all probationers, except those in Track 1, the most frequent
response to the first test was to refer the client to the judge. Those
in Track 1 were more likely to be referred to outpatient treatment. The
same patterns hold true for the second positive test. It is likely that
those in Track 1 may have been referred to treatment more quickly since
they were less likely to be tested unless the PO felt that testing was
absolutely necessary to monitor possible use. The second most frequent
responses for the first positive test for those on standard probation
were to take minor action (or no action), refer clients to outpatient
treatment, or file a report of a technical violation. By the second
positive test, a referral to outpatient treatment and a technical
violation report were more common than minor action. The three most
frequent responses to a positive third test for those on standard
probation were also referral to a judge, outpatient treatment, and
filing a technical violation report. However, those on Track 1 were
almost equally likely to have a warrant issued for the third positive

test. The type of response changed slightly by the time of the fourth

>1 Only the first four tests are shown here since the N within each

group is very small for most of the tracks at.subsequent tests (less
than 15 in all but Track 3).



positive test for most groups and more serious action was likely to be
taken. Those in Track 1 were likely to be referred to the judge or have
a warrant issued. Those on Track 2 were likely to be referred to
outpatient treatment, have a technical violation filed, or be referred
to the judge. Probationers on Track 3 were most likely to have a
technical violation filed or be referred to outpatient treatment. For
participants in the drug court progfam the most frequent response was
referral to the judge. More serious action was not taken until the
third or fourth positive test, at which time filing a technical
violation report or referral to residential treatment became more

commorn .
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Table 6.6

Most Serious Action Taken for Each Positive Test During 12-Month Follow-Up
(In percent of each group)
(Positive Offenders Only)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation | Drug Court
First Test (N) (58) (77) (85) (220) (88)
Minor action taken 15.5 10.4 14.1 13.2 5.7
Change in conditions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Increased testing 6.9 6.5 3.5 5.4 0.0
Referred to judge 22.4 36.4 35.3 32.3 84.1%
Jail 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.4 1.1
Outpatient treatment 29.3 15.6 14.1 18.6 0.0%
Residential treatment 6.9 3.9 3.5 4.6 1.1
Technical violation 13.8 20.8 14.1 16.4 4.6
Warrant issued 5.2 6.5 12.9 8.6 3.4
Probation revoked 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.4 0.0
Second Test (N) (35) (50) (68) (153) (55)
Minor action taken 8.6 8.0 11.8 9.8 5.4
Change in conditions 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.6 0.0
Increased testing 2.9 2.0 4.4 3.3 0.0
Referred to judge 14.3 36.0 23.4 25.5 78.2*
Jail 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.6 1.1
Outpatient treatment 42.9 26.0 22.1 28.1 3.6%
Residential treatment 5.7 6.0 4.4 5.2 0.0
Technical violation 217.1 12.0 19.1 16.3 7.3
Warrant issued 8.6 6.0 13.2 9.8 1.8
Probation revoked 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.6 1.8
Third Test (N) (24) (30) (54) (108) (34)
Minor action taken 8.3 13.3 9.3 10.2 5.9
Change in conditions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Increased testing 8.3 3.3 5.6 5.6 0.0
Referred to judge 20.8 30.0 18.5 22.2 64.7*
Jail 0.0 0.0 3.7 1.8 5.9
Outpatient treatment 20.8 26.7 18.5 21.3 2.9*
Residential treatment 4.2 6.7 9.3 7.4 5.9
Technical violation 16.7 13.3 22.2 18.5 14.7
Warrant issued 16.7 0.0 11.1 9.3 0.0
Probation revoked 0.0 3.3 1.8 0.9 0.0
Fourth Test (N) (14) (20) (48) (82) (17)
Minor action taken 14.3 5.0 6.2 7.3 0.0
Change in conditions 7.1 5.0 2.1 3.7 0.0
Increased testing 7.1 5.0 2.1 3.7 0.0
Referred to judge 21.4 20.0 14.6 17.1 82.4*
Jail 0.0 0.0 4.2 2.4 0.0
Outpatient treatment 7.1 25.0 20.8 19.5 0.0
Residential treatment 7.1 10.0 2.1 4.9 11.8+*
Technical violation 7.1 20.0 27.1 24 .4 5.9
Warrant issued 21.4 0.0 . 14.6 12.2 0.0
Probation revoked 7.1 0.0 2.1 2.4 0.0

NOTE: * Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between
standard probation and drug court groups using a chi-square test of
assocliation for categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.



7. IMPACT ON RECIDIVISM

The major goals of many correctional programs are to reduce
recidivism, protect the public safety, and, often, to rehabilitate
offenders. Thus, these goals are measured as the reductions in the
proportion of offenders with new arrests, convictions, or technical
violations. For the current evaluation we examined several measures of
recidivism, including the prevalence of technical violations, new
arrests and convictions; incidence rates for technical violations,
arrests, and convictions; and the time to failure, e.g. a technical

violation or new arrest.

NATURE AND EXTENT OF RECIDIVISM

The nature and extent of recidivism during the twelve-month follow-
up period were measured in terms of the proportion of offenders with a
technical violation, arrest, or conviction; the number of technical
violations and new arrests; and the types of violations or arrests; as
well as the type of system response to these behaviors. Results are
shown in Tables 7.1 through 7.6.

Twelve month outcome recidivism measures for the Maricopa County
FTDO program and standard probation are presented in Table 7.1. Between
40 and 55 percent of all probationers in the different conditions had a
technical violation during the follow-up period. Although the
prevalence rates of technical violations were almost the same for those
assigned to drug court in combarison to those on standard probation (39
percent vs. 46 percent respectively), the average number of violations

52

for drug court participants was significantly lower. Those in drug

court averaged only two viclations as compared to three violations for

the control group, within the twelve month period.

52 There were no programmatic differences between the drug court

probation ocfficer and other probation officers in terms of the
enforcement practices for violations. Any variation in responses to
technical violations would be due to normal variation among officers.
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Table 7.1

Extent of Recidivism During 12-Month Follow-Up
(In percent of each group)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation || Drug Court
Sample size (N) (168) (141) (145) (454) (176)
Any Technical Violation 39.9 44.7 54.5€ 46.0 39.2
Fees 1.0 19.8 26.9 21.8 18.2
Community service 11.9 14.2 16.6 14.1 9.7
Employment 9.5 14.2 11.0 11.4 10.8
Alcohol-related 4.8 4.3 3.4 4.2 1.1
Treatment 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.3 0.0
Drug-related 16.1 27.0 35.2¢€ 25.6 9.1*
Victim contact 0.0 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.0
No show/abscond 25.0 31.2 33.8 29.7 21.0~*
Other# 32.1 36.2 37.9 35.2 33.0
Ave. Number of Violations 2.1 2.5 4.1bc 2.8 1.6%
Any Arrest 30.4 29.8. 36.6 32.2 31.2
Person 5.4 5.0 6.2 5.5 5.7
Property 7.7 10.6 11.0 9.7 6.8
Drug ‘ 14.9 14.9 23.4 17.6 18.2
Other 17.3 12.8 15.2 15.2 11.4
Average Number of Arrests 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4
Any Conviction 14.3 17.7 22.1 17.8 14.8
any Iricarceration 10.7 15.6 15.9 13.9 14.2
Any Jail Time 18.4 26.2 24.8 22.9 23.9
Any Revocation 1.2 1.4 4.1 2.2 1.7
Any Prison 8.9 7.1 9.6 8.6 4.5
Of Those with Technical (67) (63) (79) (209) (69)
Any Jail Time ' 43.3 52.4 41.8 45.4 50.7
Any Revocation 3.0 3.2 7.6 4.8 4.3
any Prison 19.4 14.3 17.7 17.2 10.1
0f Those Arrested (51) (42) (53) (146) (55)
Any Jail Time 43.1 59.5 43.4 47.9 56.4
Any Revocation 3.9 2.4 5.7 4.1 1.8
Any Prison , 25.5 16.7 24.5 22.6 9.1%*

# Other technical violations include curfew, weapons, association with
minors, and summary charges.

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between low-rate
testing and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association
for categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

¢ Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.



One third of all offenders failed to meet specific conditions of
probation. For example, twenty percent of offenders had a technical
violation for failure to pay probation fees, ten percent failed to
perform community service, and ten percent failed to maintain
‘employment. Another third of all offenders had a technical violation of
some other condition, including curfews, possession of a weapon, failure
to keep the probation officer informed of residence, or payment of other
fines, or for a mﬁltiple violations.

- There were few statistically significant differences between drug
court participants and offenders on standard probation. Drug court
participants were less likely ﬁo have committed serious violations than
those on standard probation. For example, fewer drug court participants
‘had a violation that was drug-related (9 percent versus 26 percent of
those on standard probation) and fewer drug court participants had a
technical for no show (e.g., missing an appointment with the probation
officer) or absconding from probation (21 versus 30 percent of those on
standard probation). On the other hand, there were several differences
between those on standard probation under the different testing
conditions. Clients with higher levels of testing were more likely to
have a technical violation filed during the twelve month period. For
example, 40 percent of those on Track 1, 45 percent of those on Track 2,
and 55 percent of those on Track 3 had a violation. Most of these
differences are a result of drug-related technical violations (35
percent of those on Track 3 in comparison to 16 percent on Track 1 and
27 percent on Track 2). The higher rates of technical violations that
were drug-related may have been the direct result of the variation in

levels of testing among the three tracks.
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Table 7.2

Most Serious Recidivism During 12-Month Follow-Up
(In percent of each group)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation | Drug Court
Sample size (N) (168) (141) (145) (454) (176)
None 53.6 46.8 36.6¢ 46.0 51.1
Technical Violation 16.1 23.4 27.6 22.0 17.6
Arrest 16.1 12.1 13.8 14.1 16.5
Conviction 14.3 17.7 22.1 17.8 14.8
Most Serious Arrest (51) (42) (52) (145) (55)
for Those Arrested
Other 21.6 19.0 17.3 19.3 16.4
Drug 37.2 35.7 44.2 39.3 45.4
Property 23.5 28.6 21.2 24.1 20.0
Person 17.6 16.7 17.3 17.2 18.2
Most Serious Conviction (24) (25) (32) (81) (26)
for Those Convicted
Other 16.7 12.0 6.2 11.1 7.7
Drug 45.8 48.0 68.8 55.6 69.2
Property 29.2 20.0 21.9 23.5 23.1
Person 8.3 20.0 3.1 9.9 0.0

NOTES:

* Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorital measures or t-tests for continuous measures. .

a Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test” and low-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference

(p<.05)

between low-rate

testing and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association
for categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

c Indicates a statistically significant difference

(p<.05) between

"Nno

_test” and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.



There were no statistically significant differences in the
proportion of offenders with a new arrest. About one third of all
probationers were arrested for a new 5ffense within the first twelve
months on probation. There were also no statistically significant
differences between groups in the type of offense for which they‘were
arrested. Few offenders were arrested for a person or property offense
(six percent and nine percent respectively). Eighteen percent of all
probationers were arrested for a drug offense and fourteen percent were
arrested for some other minor offense. On average, this sample of
prqbationers was arrested only once during the twelve month period (0.7
times). There were no differences in conviction and incarceration
rates. Overall, eighteen percent of probationers were convicted of a
new offense.

The proportion of offenders who had their probation revoked, were
given jail time, or were sentenced to prison for a technical violation
or new arrest did not differ by track. Overall, about two percent had
probation revoked, 23 percent had jail time, and eight percent were
sentenced to prison. There were also no statistically significant
differences among those with a technical violation in terms of the type
of action taken--few were revoked, almost half received some jail time,
and about 14 percent received a prison sentence. Of those arrested, a

_Jjail sentence was given about half the time. On the other hand, a
significantly smaller proportion of those in drug court were sentenced
to prison (nine percent of drug court participants in comparison to 23
percent of other probationers).

We examined the most serious type of recidivism by track. The
severity of recidivism was scaled from most to least severe in terms of
any new conviction, any new arrest, any technical violation, or none of
the above. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 7.2.
Half of all offenders had no technical violations or new arrests. While
there were no statistically significant differences between those in
drug court and those on standard probation, there were significant
differences between Tracks 1-3. Those in the "no test" condition were
most likely to have no technical violations, arrests or convictions (54

percent), followed by those with low-rate testing (47 percent), and



those with high-rate testing (37 percent). These differences are
related to the greater proportion of probationers on Track 3 who had a
technical violation (28 percent versus 23 percent of Track 2 and 16
percent of Track 1). Comparing drug court participants to those on
standard probation (table not shown), the most serious technical
violation for seven percent of drug court participants was for a
condition other than those specified in the terms of probation. The
most serious technical for thirteen percent of those on standard
probation was drug-related, in comparison to three percent of drug court
participants. The most serious violation for between four and five
percent of all probationers was a technical violation for no show‘or
abscond. Roughly one-third of all offenders had a new arrest and about
half of them were convicted. ©0f those arrested, there were no
statistically significant differences by track in the type of most
serious offense. A new arrest for a drug offense was the most serious
type of recidivism among 39 percent of probationers in Tracks 1-3 and 45
percent of drug court participants (not a statistically significant
difference). The most serious conviction was for a drug offense for

over half of all those convicted (n=107).
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Table 7.3

Annual Technical Violation Rates During 12-Month Follow-Up
(Controlling for one year of supervision)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation | Drug Court

Sample size (N) (167) (141) (145) (451) (176)
All Technicals 5 4 6.2 9 4c 6.9 3 2%
Other 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.3
Fees 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.5
Community service 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2
Employment 0.3 0.7 C.4 0.4 0.2
Alcohol-related 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
Drug-related 0.8 1.1 3.6bc 1.8 0.3*
Victim contact 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0
No Show/abscond - 1.6 1.9 2.1 1.8 0.7*

NOTES:

* Indicates a statistically 51gn1f1cant difference (p<.05) between standard
probation and drug court groups using a chi-sgquare test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

a Indlcates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and low-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

b Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between low-rate
testing and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association
for categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.

c Indicates a statistically significant difference (p<.05) between "no
test" and high-rate testing groups using a chi-square test of association for
categorical measures or t-tests for continuous measures.



Measuring recidivism simply as the proportion of offenders who do
or do not have a new conviction, arrest or technical violation ignores
the fact that some individuals may be incarcerated and are therefore not
able to commit a new offense. In order to control for the time at risk,
we annualized rates using the number of technical violations or arrests
as the numerator, with time an individual was at risk (e.g., under
supervision or free on the street) as the denominator. Tables 7.3 and
7.4 present annualized rates for technical violations, arrests and
convictions respectively, for the study offenders.

Drug court participants had lower levels of technical violations
than any other group during the twelve-month follow-up period: a rate of
three per year in comparison to a rate of seven per year for those on
standard probation. Clients in the high-rate testing had the highest
level of technical violations per year (9.4) of all those on standard
probation. This higher rate can be attributed mostly to a higher rate
of violations that were drug-related. Drug court participants had
significantly lower rates of technical violations than standard
probationers for a drug-related violation and failure to show.or
absconding (less than one per year on average as opposed to about two
per vear for those on standard probation). Offenders on standard
probation had the highest rates for failure to show or absconding, drug-
related violations, and other miscellaneous types (about two per year).

Unlike the differences found for technical violations, there were
no significant differences between offenders in the four different
tracks in terms of rearrest rates. On average, both groups were
arrested once during the twelve month follow-up. As might be expected,
the highest rates were for drug offenses. While not significantly
different, those in drug court had lower arrest rates than those on
standard probation. The same overall patterns were found for conviction
rates with those in drug court having slightly lower rates (but not

significantly so) and the rates being higher for drug offenses.
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Table 7.4

Annual Arrest and Conviction Rates During 12-Month Follow-Up
(Controlling for one year of supervision)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Tracks 1-3 | Track 4
"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation || Drug Court
Sample size (N) (168) (141) (145) (451) (176)
All Arrests 0.82 1.14 0.91 0.95 0.67
Person 0.22 0.50 0.09 0.27 0.08
Property 0.26 0.37 0.29 0.30 0.16
Drug 0.27 0.71 0.51 0.48 0.35
Other 0.44 0.24 0.38 0.36 0.23
All Convictions 0.48 0.83 0.55 0.61 0.28
Person 0.04 0.48 0.01 0.17 0.00
Property 0.16 0.23 0.18 0.19 0.06
Drug 0.15 0.25 0.40 0.26 0.20
Other 0.18 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.03




TIME TO FAILURE

Dichotomous measures of any arrest and any technical violation
present outcomes for all individuals within a standardized time frame.
_This approach overlooks the dynamic nature of changes within
individuals, which are particularly important among a drug-using
population. Even though not all offenders will succeed at remaining
abstinent and not committing any crimes, those that do fail will do so
at varying rates. These survival (or failure) rates of study groups can
be graphed and different survival patterns statistically compared using
eVent history or survival analysis (Blossfeld et al., 1989). This
approach can be used to evaluate the differences in the time until the
first arrest or first technical violation. The use of the survival
model not only allows examination of changes over time, but also reduces
the amount of bias that might be encountered with standard regression
techniques (Allison, 1984).

For the present study, the standard Kalbfleisch-Prentice (1980)
survival model, or non-parametric life table method and Wilcoxon rank
tests, was employed.53 Using the official arrest record information and
calendar dates mentioned earlier, we were able to mark a starting event
and a terminal event for each individual, and calculate the number of
days until failure or recidivism. For this analysis the starting event
was either the date of assignment to probation, or the date of release
from jail for those who were in jail at the time of assignment.54 The
end date for the follow-up period for all offenders was twelve months
frém the date of assignment (or 365 days). ,

The observations of those who did not fail during the time period
or for some reason could not fail during the time period were censored.
Right-hand censoring of the event occurred if the terminal event for the
individual did not occur until after the end of the follow-up period.
Censoring also occurred during the time period of observation if

individuals were removed from the "at-risk" status, e.g. were

53 Analyses were conducted using the SAS LIFEREG procedure.

Some individuals were not immediately released from jail at the
date of assignment to probation as they were serving time for another
offense or had not been released for other reasons.
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incarcerated, deported to another state, or died during the follow-up
period. All of these events would be considered a form of middle-
censoring. N

Time to failure, or recidivism, was defined in three ways. First,
we measured the time to first arrest, censoring any cases who were
locked up for a technical violation during the follow-up period or did
not fail.>> Second, we measured the time to first technical violation,
censoring any cases who were locked up for a new arrest or did not
fail.56v Third, we measured time to either a new arrest or technical
violation, censoring those who were deported or died during the follow—'
up period or those who did not fail.

For all three sets of analyses, the lifetest model was used and the
total time period broken up into 30 day periods. The results of these
analyses are shown in Tables 7.5-7.7 and Figures 7.1-7.6. These
analyses were first conducted comparing brobationers with different
levels of testing (Track 1 versus Track 2 versus Track 3) and then
repeated, comparing those on probation (Tracks 1-3) to those in drug
court. >’

Analyses revealed only slight variations in the pace of arrest
during the follow-up period and no statistically significant differences
among groups were found. Table 7.5 and Figure 7.1 show that among those
on standard probation during the first 60 days (two months) the number
who failed was similar, but the number of offenders on Track 3
(Scheduled Testing) who survived into the fourth month was lower. 1In
comparison, those in the drug court program appear to have survived
during the first 920 days or three months (e.g., there wére fewer
failures), but had problems during the fourth, fifth and sixth months of
the program (e.g., where the slope of the line becomes steeper in Figure
7.1). Another drop in the survival rate occurred between nonths six and
seven for those in Track 3 (Scheduled Testing), and a lower percentage

55

56
57

Cases who were deported or died were also censored.

Ibid. _

Statistical tests were run comparing all four tracks, but only
the results presented in the tables only show the statistical tests
comparing the three testing levels and probation to drug court.



succeed during the tWelve month follow-up. The 3-way Log-Rank and
Wilcoxon Tests for the comparison of survival rates amoﬁg Tracks 1-3
indicate there were no statistically significant differences,
paralleling results in the rearrest rates. When the three probation
tracks are combined and compared to the drug court track, we also found
no significant differences, as indicated in the Chi-square probabilities
associated with the 2-way Log-Rank and Wilcoxon tests. Figure 7.2 shows
that over 90 percent of those in drﬁg court were able to survive without
arrest during the first 90 days but during the next 90 days about 10
percent were arrested for a new offense. In comparison, there was a
steady failure rate among those on probation from the first 30 days to
the end of the follow-up period.

The results were quite different when the survival curves for time
to first technical violation were examined. Significant differences
were found between Tracks 1-3, as indicated by the Chi-square
probabilities associated with the 3-way Log-rank and Wilcoxon tests in
Table 7.6. Probationers on Track 3 who were being tested more
frequently failed at the fastest rate; less than 70 percent of offenders
survived without a violation during the first 90 day period. This
pattern continued until the end of the follow-up period, with a gradual
leveling off at about 180 days. The survival curves for the other two
probation Tracks (1 and 2), in comparison to Track 3 showed slower
failure rates which appear to be related to the frequency of testing.
Those on Track 4 were least likely to have technical violations and
failed at a slower rate than any other group during the follow-up
period. The differences between those on probation (Tracks 1-3) and
those in the drug court (Track 4) are more clearly shown in Figure 7.4.
The Chi-square probabilities associated with the 2-way Log-Rank and

Wilcoxon tests confirm the significance of these findings.
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Table 7.5

Rearrest Survival by Track

Time Number Failed Number Censored Number Exposed Proportion Surviving
In Days || TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK|TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK [ TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK | Track Track Track Track Track
1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4
0-30 4 5 3 12 3 2 0 3 5 0 1167 141 144 452 176 11.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
30-60 8 7 6 21 2 1 0 0 1 0 162 136 139 436 173 | .9760 .9645 .9791 .9734 .9830
60-90 4 5 10 19 2 0 0 0 0 1 153 129 133 415 170| .9277 .9149 .9368 .9266 .9716
90-120 7 5 7 19 10 1 0 0 1 1 1148 124 123 396 168 .9034 .8794 .8664 .8842 .9602
120-150 3 5 2 10 9 1 2 0 3 0 [ 140 118 116 374 157 | .8609 .8440 .8171 .8417 .9029
150-180 6 5 5 16 6 1 0 0 1 0 1136 112 114 362 148 .8425 .8082 .8030 .8192 .8511
180-210 3 2 7 12 "5 0 0 1 1 0 130 107 108 346 142 | .8054 .7721 .7678 .7831 .8166
210-240 2 4 2 8 3 0 2 1 3 3 127 104 100 332 136 .7869 L7577 .7182 .7559 .7879
240-270 5 0 3 8 2 0 0 0 0 3 1125 99 98 322 130 .7745 .7286 .7040 .7376 .7704
270-300 3 1 3 7 5 1 0 1 2 2 1120 99 94 313 125 .7435 .7286 .6824 .7193 .7585
300-330 5 3 3 11 3 1 1 1 3 2 116 98 90 304 118 .7248 L7212 .6607 .7032 .7282
330-360 0 0 S 2 2 3 1 1 1 3 0 110 94 86 290 114 | .6934 .6990 .6388 .6777 .7097
360+ 1 0 0 1 2 1108 93 84 285 109 | 55 46 42 144 56 | .6934 .6990 .6241 .6730 .6910
Total 30 30 37 32 31 [70 70 63 68 69
Percent ' :
Mean Survival Time Test 3-way Chi-sq. d Pr (Chisq) Test 2-way Chi-sq. df Pr (Chisq)
Track 1 298.3 Log~Rank 1.91 2 0.38 Log-Rank 0.23 1 0.63
Track 2 265.1 Wilcoxon 1.70 2 0.43 Wilcoxon 0.59 1 0.44
Track 3 265.6 -2Log {LR) 1.99 2 0.37 -2Log (LR) 0.21 1 0.65
Track 4  303.9 ' .
- - - an a
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Table 7.6

New Technical Survival by Track

Time Number Failed Number Censored Number Exposed Proportion Surviving
In Days ||TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK{|{TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK | TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK | Track Track Track Track Track
1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4
0-30 11 18 24 53 6 2 0 3 5 0 166 141 144 450 176 {1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
30-60 10 12 12 34 4 1 0 1 2 0 | 154 123 118 394 170 .9337 .8723 .8328 .8824 .9659
60-90 11 7 15 33 11 0 1 0 1 1 1143 110 105 358 166 | .8729 .7872 .7477 .8062 .9432
90-120 6 11 6 23 6 1 0 1 2 0 132 103 90 324 154 | .8058 .7374 .6409 .7320 . 8805
120-150 4 3 8 15 6 1 1 0 2 0 [124 92 83 299 148 .7690 .6586 .5979 .6800 .8462
150-180 4 3 3 10 6 0 0 0 0 1 1120 88 75 283 142 ] .7443 .6370 .5403 .6459 .8119
180-210 8 0 4 12 9 0 0 0 0 0 116 85 72 273 135 .7195 .6153 .5187 .6231 L7775
210-240 3 3 2 8 5 0 2 0 2 2 108 84 68 260 125 .6699 .6153 .4899 .5575 .71256
240-270 4 2 2 8 2 0 0 1 1 1 105 80 66 250 118 | .6513 .5933 .4755 .5774 .6966
270-300 0 1 1 2 3 1 0 0 1 1 {100 78 63 242 116 .6264 .5785 .4609 .5589 .6848
300-330 4 1 0 5 5 1 1 1 3 1 1100 76 62 238 112 .6264 .5711 .4536 .5543 .6671
330-360 1 2 2 5 5 2 1 1 4 1 94 74 60 229 106 | .6013 .5636 .4536 .5426 .6371
360+ 0 0 0 0 1 92 72 58 222 99 46 36 29 111 50 ] .5949 .5485 .4386 .5308 .6069
Total 40 45 54 46 39 60 55 46 54 61
Percent
Mean Survival Time Test 3-way Chi-sq. df Pr (Chisqg) Test 2-way Chi-sq. df Pr (Chisq)
Track 1 249.6 Log-Rank 10.27 2 0.0059 Log-Rank 5.75 1 0.0165
Track 2 232.7 Wilcoxon 11.98 2 0.0025 Wilcoxon 9.91 1 0.0016
Track 3 202.3 -2Log (LR) 12.22 2 0.0022 -2Log (LR) 6.56 1 0.0104
Track 4 284.8
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Since both a new arrest and a technical violation can be considered
a form of relapse or recidivism, we also measured the time to either
event, whichever occurred first. These results, shown in Table 7.7 and
Figures 7.5 and 7.6, iﬁdicate statistically significant differences
between the four groups in rates of recidivism. As might be expected
from the earlier results, probationers on Track 3 (Scheduled Testing)
failed faster than any other group, with almost 20 percent failing
within the first 30 days, and another 20 percent in the next 60 days.
Those on Track 2 had a similar survival/failure rate for the first 180
day period, but leveled off during the second-half of the follow-up
period. Probationers on Track 1 failed at a slower rate, with about 8
percent of the group failing during each 30 day period for the first 90
days. about 6 percent of the group during each 30 day period for the
next 120 days and then leveling off. Participants in the drug court
program had the highest survival rate (lowest failure rate) during the
first 180 days of the follow-up period and then continued at about the
same level as probationers on Track 1 ("no test"). The Chi-square
probabilities associated with the 3-way and 2-way Log-rank and Wilcoxon
tests indicate the differences between levels of testing (Tracks 1-3)
and between probation and drug court (Tracks 1-3 versus 4) were
statistically significant. Figure 7.6 shows that the participants in
drug court survived longer without a new arrest or technical violation
in comparison tc those on standard probation, with over 70 percent of
the group remaining free from arrest or technical violation for the

first 180 days of the follow-up period.
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Table 7.7

Recidivism Survival by Track

Time. Number Failed Number Censored Number Exposed Proportion Surviving
In Days TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK|}|TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK|TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK | Track Track Track Track Track
1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4
0-30 13 19 25 57 8 2 0 3 5 0 {166 141 144 450 176 (1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
30-60 13 16 13 42 6 0 0 0 0 0 | 152 121 117 391 168 .9217 .8652 .8258 .8735 .9545
60-90 11 10 16 37 9 0 0 0 0 1 {139 106 104 349 162 | .8429 .7518 .7340 .7796 .9205
90-120 7 12 7 26 14 0 0 0 0 0 [ 128 96 88 312 152 .7762 .6809 .6211 .6970 .8692
120-150 4 5 7 16 9 1 1 0 2 0 120 84 81 285 138 .7337 .5957 .5717 .6389 .7891
150-180 6 5 4 15 12 0 0 0 0 0 116 78 74 268 129} .7094 .5601 .5223 .6030 .7376
180-210 9 0 6 15 9 0 0 0 0 0 110 73 70 253 117 | .6727 .5242 .4941 .5693 .6690
210-240 3 2 3 8 5 0 1 0 1 2 101 72 64 238 107 | .6176 .5242 .4517 .5355 .6176
240-270 4 2 3 9 3 0 0 0 0 1 98 70 61 229 100 .5993 .5097 .4305 .5175 .5887
270-300 1 1 2 4 4 1 0 0 1 1 94 68 58 220 96 | .5748 .4951 .4094 .4972 .5711
300-330 6 1 2 9 4 1 1 1 3 0 92 66 56 214 92 .5687 .4879 .3952 .4881 .5475
330-360 0 2 4 6 2 1 1 1 3 0 84 64 52 202 88 | .5314 .4805 .3810 .4675 .5237
360+ 0 0 0 0 1 84 62 48 194 85 42 31 24 97 44 | .5314 .4656 .3520 .4536 .5118
Total 46 53 63 54 49 |54 47 37 46 51
Percent
Mean Survival Time Test 3-way Chi-sq. df Pr (Chisqg) Test 2-way Chi-sq. df Pr (Chisq)
Track 1 230.4 Log-Rank 11.77 2 0.0028 Log-Rank 4.10 1 0.0429
Track 2 209.9 Wilcoxon 12.73 2 0.0017 Wilcoxon 8.01 1 0.0047
Track 3 190.2 -2Log (LR) 13.99 2 0.0009 -2Log (LR) 4.20 1 0.0403
Track 4 257.3
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Since all of the offenders in the study had been arrested for
possession of drugs, we repeated the survival analyses focusing only on
new arrests for a drug offense or a technical violation that was drug-
related. Table 7.8 and Figures 7.7 and 7.8 show the results for time to
first arrest for a drug offense. As shown earlier for any arrest, no
significant differences were found between tracks for a new drué
offense. Those on Track 3 failed faster than any other group,
particularly between the second and fourth months on probation (60 and
i20 days). When comparing all those on standard probation to ﬁhose'in
drug court (Figure 7.8), we find fewer differences between probation and
drug court, with almost identical survival rates following the end of
the drug court program (210 days).

- The differences between tracks in the survival curves for technical
violations for drugs were more pronbunced than the earlier findings
regarding any technical violation. As shown in Table 7.9 and Figures
7.9 and 7.10, probationers on Track 3 had the highest failure rate,
followed by those on Track 2 and those on Track'l; those on Track 4 in
drug court had the highest survival rate. During the first 60 days over
90 percent of those on Track 1 ("no test”) and Track 4 (drug court)
survived withouﬁ violation. In comparison, roughly 20 percent of
offenders in Tracks 2 and 3 had a drug-related technical violation
within the first 60 days. By months three and four (90 and 120 days)
probationers on Track 1 had a higher rate of drug-related technical
violations than those in drug court (Track 4). However, those on Track
3 who were being tested more frequently continued to have a higher
failure rate, while those on Track 2 leveled off.

The difference in survival rates between those on probation and
those in drug court is clearly shown in Figure 7.10. Those in drug
court had a sigﬁificantly lower rate of technical violations during the
entire follow-up period. The fact that some offenders were released
from probation following successful completion of the drug court program
may account for some of the differences between the two groups. These
lower rates may be a result of by programmatic differences‘between the

lead probation officer working with drug court clients and other
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probation officer supervising offenders on standard probation in terms

of policies towards technical violations.
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Table 7.8

Time to First Drug Arrest by Track

Time Number Failed Number Censored Number Exposed Proportion Surviving
In Days TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK|{TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK|TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK | Track Track Track Track Track
1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 -4
0-30 1 2 2 5 2 2 0 3 5 0 {166 141 144 450 176 }11.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
30-60 2 3 2 7 1 3 0 1 4 0 [162 139 140 441 1741} .9940 .9858 .9861 .9889 .9886
60-90 3 1 7 11 0 0 1 0 1 1 |1159 136 137 432 172 .9817 .9645 .9719 .9732 .9830
90-120 4 3 6 13 6 3 0 0 3 2 |154 134 130 418 171 .9632 .9574 .9223 .9484 .9830
120-150 1 1 2 4 4 1 2 0 3 0 {148 130 124 402 164 .9383 .9360 .8797 .9189 .9485
150-180 2 3 2 7 2 1 0 0 1 1 1146 128 122 396 160 .9320 .9288 .8655 .9098 .9253
180-210 2 1 3 6 6 0 0 1 1 0 144 125 120 388 157} .9192 .9070 .8513 .8937 .9137
210-240 1 2 1 4 2 1 2 1 4 3 (142 123 116 380 150 .9065 .8998 .8299 .8799 .8788
240-270 3 1 2 6 2 0 0 1 1 3 1140 120 114 374 144 .9001 .8851 .8228 ..8707 .8671
270-300 2 1 3 6 3 2 0 1 3 4 {136 119 110 366 139 .8808 .8778 .8083 .8567 .8551
300-330 4 2 1 7 2 1 1 2 4 3 132 118 106 356 132 .8678 .8704 .7863 .8426 .8266
330-360 0 1 3 4 0 2 3 1 6 0 127 114 104 344 129 | .8416 .8556 .7789 .8261 .8240
360+ 0 0 0 0 2 126 111 100 337 127 63 56 50 168 66 .8416 .8480 .7563 .8165 .8240
Total 15 15 23 18 18 |85 85 77 82 82
Percent ]
Mean Survival Time Test 3-way Chi-sg. df Pr (Chisq) Test 2-way Chi-sq. df Pr (Chisq)
Track 1 295.9 Log-~Rank 5.16 2 0.0757 Log-Rank 0.003 1 0.9564
Track 2 306.8 Wilcoxon 5.24 2 0.0726 Wilcoxon 0.002 1 0.9607
Track 3 293.6 -2Log (LR) 4.93 2 0.0850 -2Log (LR) 0.005 1 0.9411
Track 4 328.2
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Table 7.9

Time to Technical Violation for Drugs by Track

Time Number Failed Number Censored . Number Exposed Proportion Surviving
In Days TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK | TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK|TRK TRK TRK TRK TRK | Track Track Track Track Track
1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4 1 2 3 1-3 4
0-30 4 14 18 36 3 2 0 3 5 0 165 141 144 450 176 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
30-60 2 10 7 19 3 2 0 1 3 0 1159 127 124 410 173 .9758 .9007 .8746 .9199 .9830
60-90 5 3 11 19 3 0 1 0 1 1 1156 116 116 388 170 .9635 .8298 .8250 .8772 .9659
90-120 7 6 3 16 0 3 0 1 4 2 1150 113 104 367 165 .9326 .8084 .7468 .8343 .9488
120-150 0 1 5. 6 1 1 2 0 3 0 140 106 101 348 164 | .8889 .7655 .7253 .7980 .9488
150-180 1 4 3 8 0 1 0 0 1 2 140 104 96 340 162 | .8889 .7583 .6894 .7842 .9430
180-210 6 0 4 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 138 100 93 331 161 ]| .8826 .7291 .6679 .7657 .9430
210-240 2 2 0 4 2 0 3 1 4 2 132 98 88 319 157} .8442 L7291 .6391 .7426 .9255
240-270 3 1 2 6 1 0 0 1 1 3 1130 95 88 312 152 .8314 .7143 .6391 .7333 .9137
270-300 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 3 1126 94 84 305 148/ .8122 .7068 .6245 .7192 .9077
300-330 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 4 126 94 82 302 144 | .8122 .7068 .6171 .7168 .9016
330-360 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 4 1 ]124 92 82 298 140 .8122 .7068 .6171 .7168 .8953
360+ 0 0 0 0 0 [122 92 81 295 1401 61 46 40 148 70 | .8057 .7068 .6171 .7144 .8953
Total 18 29 37 28 10 |81 71 63 72 90
Percent
Mean Survival Time Test 3-way Chi-sq. df Pr (Chisqg) Test 2-way Chi-sq. df Pr (Chisq)
Track 1 296.5 . Log-Rank 15.30 2 0.0005 Log-Rank 22.80 1 0.0001
Track 2 196.6 Wilcoxon 17.27 2 0.0002 Wilcoxon 23.70 1 0.0001
Track 3 202.6 -2Log (LR) 17.41 2 0.0002 -2Log (LR) 29.08 1 0.0001

Track 4 286.0
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8. PREDICTING RECIDIVISM

In additionvto identifying the proportion of offenders with a new
arrest or technical violation, we wanted to determine what
characteristics were associated with recidivism. Knowing those least
and most likely to recidivate helps to predict those who are more likely
to succeed in the program. The variables used in predicting recidivism
include characteristics measured prior to the current probation sentence
that are traditionaliy believed to be predictors of recidivism. These
measures included age at first conviction, number of prior arrests, risk

58

level, and a composite measure of drug use history. The measure of

drug use history was created based on a past history of use of a
specific drug or a current arrest for possession of that drug.59 We
also included measures from the pre-sentence investigation such as prior
drug treatment and reported drug dealing. Demographic variables, e.g.,
sex and race, as well as the experimental condition (e.g., Tracks 1-4),
were also included as independent variables.

In discussing the results, it is necessary to recognize the_limits
of the analyses. TWO nmajor problems typically associated with
prediction models and classification schemes based on prior behavior or
characteristics are: false positive and false negative errors in
prediction (Gottfredson, 1987). A false positive refers to the
prediction of an event (or behavior) that does not occur, whereas a
false negative happens whén one does not predict the event (or behavior)
and it does occur. If the false positive or negative rates for the

particular model are relatively low (less than 10 percent error), then

>8 The risk level refers to the score obtained from the Pre-

sentence Investigation report and reported earlier in Table 4.1.

This measure was based on a hierarchy of more serious to less
serious drug use. Those arrested for possession of heroin, or reporting
any prior heroin use were considered heroin users. Those with an arrest
for possession of cocaine or reporting prior cocaine use were considered
cocaine users. All others with an arrest for possession of other
dangerous drugs, marijuana, or drug paraphernalia with no history of
prior heroin or cocaine use were placed in the third category of other
drug use.
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the model is deemed relatively accurate and has potential. Yet this is
often not the case, and the model is generally less accurate than we
would like.

Our analysis strategy followed a two step procedu:e. First, prior
to running the models, we examined the relationship between each of the
predictors and the three outcome variables. Chi-square tests were used
to examine the association between the dichotomous dependent variables
(any arrest, any technical violation, any recidivism) and the
categorical independent variables. One way analysis of variance or t-
tests were used to compare the independent variables measured as
continuous variables. We analyzed the correlation between the
independent variables in order to check for collinearity among the
predictors. The results for the chi-square and t-tests are shown in
Table 8.1; the correlation matrix is displayed in Table 8.2.

Significant associations with having a technical violation, as
shown in Table 8.1, were found for being on Track 3, being African-
American or Hispanic (versus white),'having a prior history or arrest
for use of some drug other than cocaine or heroin, having a higher
number of prior arrests and a higher risk level. Table 8.1 also
includes two concurrent measures which were not used in predicting
recidivism due to the possible confounding with the experimental
condition. Clients with no counseling or treatment were more likely to
have a technical violation than those with counseling or treatment
during the twelve-month follow-up period.

VFor any arrest, significant associations were not found by Track,
but were found with race and other drug use and all of the measures of
criminal record history, i.e., mean age at first conviction, number of
prior arrests, and risk level. The likelihood of a new arrest was not
related to gender, or experimental condition, being a drug dealer,
having prior drug treatment, or having counseling or treatment during
the follow-up period. The independent variables associated with
recidivism included experimental condition (Track 3), race (being
African-American or Hispanic), drug use (heroin or other drugs), risk

level, and counseling or treatment during the follow-up period.
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Table 8.1

Variables Related to Recidivism

Any Any Any
Technical New Arrest || Recidivism

Sample size (N) (630) (630) (630)
Condition

Track 1 39.9 30.4 46.4
Track 2 : 44.7 29.8 53.2
Track 3 54.5% ' 36.6 63.4%*
Track 4 : 39.2 . 31.2 48.9
Demographics

Male 42.8 32.8 51.5
Female 48.9 28.8 56.1
Anglo-American 44.4 30.5 51.8
African-American 53.7* 47 .2%* 65.8%*
Hispanic . 35.5* 24 .5* 43 2%
Other race (n=13) 53.8 7.7 53.8

Drug Use History

Heroin Use or Current Arrest. 49.7 36.5 59.9*
Cocaine Use or Current Arrest 48.6 33.8 57.6
Other Drug Use or Arrest 36.8* 27.3* 43 .5%*
Criminal Record History

Mean' Age at First Convictiona 24.5 23.1~* 24.2
Average Number of Prior Arrestsb 4.8% 5.2% 4.7*
Average Risk Level 12.7* 12.8* 12.6*
Drug-Related Factors .

Non drug dealer 44 .5 32.2 53.1
Drug dealer 42 .4 30.5 50.0
No prior drug treatment * 45.6 31.4 53.9
Prior drug treatment¢ 41.7 32.6 50.4
Concurrent Activities

No counseling 48.6 33.5 55.7
Any counseling : 34.6%* 28.7 44 .2%*
No treatment ’ 52.9 32.7 59.2
Any treatment : 38.0* : 31.6 46.9*

Notes:
* Significant difference (p < .05) between those with and without
characteristic (technical, arrest, or any recidivism)
8 gample size reduced to 616 due to 14 missing observations
b Sample size reduced to 627 due to 3 missing observations
c Sample size reduced to 628 due to 2 missing observations
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Table 8.2
Correlation Matrix
Sex African- Hispanic Heroin Cocaine Age Priors Risk Dealer Treatment
American Convicted
1.000
Sex 0.000
African- -0.0566 1.000
American 0.1559* 0.000
i . 0.1351 -0.2814 1.000
lspanic 0.0007 0.0001 0.000
. -0.0534 0.1669 0.0410 1.000
Heroin 0.1809 0.0001 0.3040 0.000
. -0.0054 -0.0470 -0.0443 -0.4247 1.000
Cocaine 0.8921 0.6704 0.2669 0.0001 0.000
Age -0.1732 0.0464 -0.0726 0.0793 0.0436 1.000
Convicted 0.0001 0.2505 0.0716 0.0490 0.2804 0.000
. 0.1456 0.0978 0.0453 0.0611 -0.0352 -0.3150 1.000
Priors 0.0003 0.0143 - 0.2575 0.1264 0.3790 0.0001 0.000
sk 0.1236 0.0151 0.1626 0.0303 0.0787 -0.3899 0.4510 1.000
Ris 0.0019 0.7053 0.0001 0.4484 0.0485 0.0001 0.0001 0.000
-0.0193 0.0304 0.0658 0.0620 -0.0547 -0.0568 -0.0772 0.0188 1.000
Dealer 0.6291 0.4462 0.0988 0.1204 0.1706 0.1592 0.0532 0.6376 0.000
0.0675 -0.0775 -0.0863 0.0077 0.0005 -0.0384 0.1384 0.1345 -0.0710 1.000
Treatment 0.0910 0.0523 0.0306 0.7482 0.9894 0.3421 0.0005 0.0007 0.0756 0.000
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Examining the correlation between independent variables in Table
8.2, we found moderate correlations (0.3-0.5) between measures of prior
criminal record, e.g., age at first conviction and number of prior
arrests, and risk level, but all other correlations were below 0.2. To
avoid any problems with multi-collinearity, the measures of criminal
record and age at first conviction were not included in the reduced
models. These two variables were also excluded because they lowered the
sample size.

In the second step of our analysis, logistic regression procedures
were used to examine the predictors of recidivism. First the saturated
models were constructed that included all of the independent variables,
excluding the concurrent measures (any counseling or treatment during
follow~up). Second, we performed a backwards stepwise procedure and
tested various models to obtain the best-fitting reduced model. Tables
8.3-8.5 show the results for the saturated and reduced models for each
of the dependent variables.

Predictors for any technical violation are shown in Table 8.3. The
variables with the strongest association, as shown by the significance
of the wald Chi—squareltest, included: Track 3 condition, being
Hispanic, having a prior history of or arrest for heroin use or
possession, having a prior history of or arrest for cocaine use or

possession, the age at first conviction, and criminal risk score.
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Table 8.3

Prediction Models and Parameter Estimates for Any Technical

Saturated Model

Reduced Model

Sample size (N=615) (N=630)
Parameter Wald Chi- odds Parameter Standard 0dds
Estimate Square Ratio Estimate Estimate Ratio
Intercept -1.1698 10.0711* 0.183 -1.2211 0.295
Condition :
Track 1 -0.1562 0.4079 0.855
Track 3 0.5784 5.1547+* 1.783 0.6605 0.1534 1.936
Track 4 -0.1664 0.4750 0.847
Demographics
Male -0.2302 1.2026 0.794
African-American 0.2628 1.3201 1.301
Hispanic -0.5198 5.6903* 0.595 -0.6423 -0.1526 0.526
Drug Use History »
Heroin Use/Possession 0.5025 5.1950%* 1.653 0.5980 0.145s6 1.818
Cocaine Use/Possession 0.4194 4.3942* 1.521 0.4113 0.1070 1.509
Criminal Record
Age First Conviction 0.0268 4.3021~* 1.027
No. of Prior Arrests 0.0404 3.5772 1.041
Average Risk Level 0.0560 5.8406~* 1.058 0.0560 0.1386 1.058..
Drug-Related
Drug dealer -0.0917 0.1745 0.912
Prior drug treatment -0.2660 2.1780 0.766
* Wald Chi square significant at p <.05
Model Fit
-2 Log L Chi-square 47 .4 13 df p=.0001 35.3 5 df p=.0001
Residual Chi-Square 4.1 4 d4f p=.3961
Prediction Table
Actual value Percent Correct 55.2
Predicted Value Any Technical No Technical Sensitivity 38.1
Any Technical 106 (38.1%) 85 (24.1%) Specificity 75.9
No Technical 172 (61.9%) 267 (75.9%) False Positive 44.5
’ 278 (44.1%) 352 (55.9%) False Negative 39.2
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The stepwise regression was then used to find a reduced model.60
Following the stepwise regression, those variables found to be
significant using the Wald chi-square test remained in the reduced
model. In comparison ﬁo the saturated model, the reduced model provides
élmost as good a fit to the data, as evidenced by the difference in the
-2 Log likelihood Chi-squares and the residual Chi-square values. The
reduced model appears to provide a better fit to the data, as indicated
by the reduction in the -2 Log Likelihood Chi-square value and the low
value of the residual chi-square. The experimental condition of Track 3
-— high—fate testing was the strongest predictor of a technical
violation, as shown by the higher values for both the parameter and
standardized estimate. This status increased the odds of having a
technical by almost a 2:1 ratio. Next in significance was being of
Hispanic origin, which actually reduced the odds of haviné a technical
violation. Having a prior history of cocaine or heroin use or a current
arrest for possession of heroin or cocaine also increased the odds of a
technical violation. The least important variable in the reduced model
predicting a technical violation was the criminal. risk score.

The prediction table shown at the bottom of Table 8.3 shows‘the
accuracy of the reduced model in predicting the log—oddé of any
technical violation. The reduced model yielded correct values 59
percent of the time, but resulted in high false positive and false
negative rates (44 and 39 pexcent respectively). As shown in the far
left columns, only 38 percent of those who were predicted to have one
actually had a technical violation. In combarison, 62 percent of those
whd had a technical were predicted not to have one. It would seem that
predicting a technical &iolation using only demographic, drug use, and
criminal history measures is not very accurate. The strength of the
Track‘3 variable replicates our earlier findings that more frequent
testing is likely to lead to a greater probability of a technical

"

violation.

®0 since both age at first conviction and criminal risk score were
significant, but age at first conviction has some missing observations
and is correlated with the risk score, the age variable was omitted from
the stepwise procedure.



- 123 -

Table 8.4

Prediction Models and Parameter Estimates for Any Arrest

Saturated Model

Reduced Model

Sample size (N=615) (N=627)
Parameter Wald Chi- Odds Parameter Standard Odds
Estimate Square Ratio Estimate Estimate Ratio
Intercept -1.1682 4.2248* 0.311 -1.1717 0.310
Condition
Track 1 0.1111 0.1788 1.118
Track 3 0.5511 4.1655* 1.735
Track 4 0.0873 0.1129 1.091
Demographics _
Male 0.1346 0.3490 1.144
African-American 0.7132 9.4463* 2.041 0.7590 0.1663 2.136
Hispanic -0.4028 2.9026 0.668
Drug Use History :
Heroin Use/Possession 0.4581 3.8629* 1.581
Cocaine Use/Possession 0.3258 2.3163 1.385
Criminal Record
Age First Conviction -0.0217 2.3564 0.979
No. of Prior Arrests 0.0394 3.3351 1.040 0.0576 0.1473 1.059
Average Risk Level 0.0147 0.3788 1.015
Drug-Related
Drug dealer -0.0774 0.1093 0.926
Prior drug treatment -0.0103 0.0030 0.990
* Wald Chi square significant at p <.05
Model Fit
-2 Log L Chi-sqguare 38.5 13 df p=.0002 25.3 2 df p=.0001
Residual Chi-Sgquare 6.8 6 df p=.3375
Prediction Table
Actual Value Percent Correct 68.3
Predicted Value Any Arrest No Arrest Sensitivity 9.0
Any Arrest 18 ( 9.0%) 16 ( 3.8%) Specificity 96.2
No Arrest 183 (91.0%) 410 (96.2%) False Positive 47.1
201 (32.1%) 426 (67.9%) False Negative 30.8
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The saturated and reduced models predicting any arrest are shown in
Table 8.4. According to the significance of the Wald Chi-square values,
the variables related to any arrest during the twelve-month follow-up -
include: Track 3 condition, being an African-American, and a prior
history of heroin use or current arrest for possession of heroin. When
entered into the stepwise regréséion model, however, the only two
variables retained in the reduced model were being an African-American
and humber of prior arrests. The stronger of these two variables was
race, which increased the odds of an arrest greater than 2:1. Prior
research has shown that having a prior arrest is a predictor of
recidivism, thus it should come as no surprise that it increased the
odds of an arrest among the study participants.

The reduced model provides an adequate fit to the data in
comparison to the saturated model, as indicated by the chi-square
values. However, as was found for the prediction of any technical
violation, the model resulted in'high false positive and false negative
rates, even though 68 percent of the values were correctly. predicted...
The prediction table in the left-hand column indicates that the most
frequent prediction was no arrest; which is due to the fact that two-
thirds of the sample dia not have a new arrest.

The last prediction model shown in Table 8.5 used recidivism,
defined as any technical violation or any new arrest, as the dependent
variable. Given that slightly over 50 percent of the sample had a
technical viclation or new arrest, we expected this model would have the
best results of the thrée we tested. Those variables that had been
associated with either a technical violation of arrest were found to be
related to recidivism: Track 3 (high-rate testing) condition, being an
African-American or Hispanic, having a prior‘history of heroin or
cocaine use or an arrest for possession of cocaine or heroin, and

criminal risk score.
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Table 8.5

Prediction Models and Parameter Estimates for Any Recidivism

Saturated Model

Reduced Model

Sample size (N=615) (N=630)
Parameter Wald Chi- Odds Parameter Standard Odds
Estimate Square Ratio Estimate Estimate Ratio
Intercept -0.9193 2.9742 0.399 -0.9998 0.368
Condition
Track 1 ) ~0.2408 0.9868 0.786
Track 3 0.6475 6.2856* 1.911 0.7403 0.1719 2.097
Track 4 -0.1281 0.2865 0.880
Demographics ‘
Male -0.1632 0.5963 0.849
African-American 0.5120 4.7150* 1.669 0.4992 0.1092 1.647
Hispanic -0.5014 5.5122* 0.606 -0.5413 -0.1286 0.582
Drug Use History :
Heroin Use/Possession 0.6803 9.5644* 1.975 0.6621 0.1612 1.939
Cocaine Use/Possession 0.5324 7.1490* 1.703 0.4836 0.1258 1.622
Criminal Record
Age First Conviction 0.0094 0.5284 1.009
No. of Prior Arrests 0.0257 1.4146 1.026
Average Risk Level 0.0460 3.9361%* 1.047 0.052¢6 0.1301 1.054. ..
Drug-Related
Drug dealer -0.1859 0.7214 0.830
Prior drug treatment -0.2095 1.3703 0.811
* Wald Chi square significant at p <.05
Model Fit ,
-2 Log L Chi-sqguare 52.7 13 df p=.0001 46.8 6 4df =.0001
Residual Chi-Square 1.8 3 df p=.6213
Prediction Table
Actual Value Percent Correct 59.5
Predicted Value Any Recidivism No Recidivism Sensitivity 66.2
Any Recidivism 219 (66.2%) 143 (47.8%) Specificity 52.2
No Recidivism 112 (33.8%) 156 (52.2%) False Positive 39.5
331 (52.5%) 299 (47.5%) False Negative 41.8
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All of the variables shown to be signifiéant using the Wald Chi-
Square test were retained by the reduced model after the stepwise
regression. As was found for any technical violation, the strongest
predictor was the Track 3 experimental condition, which increased the
odds 2:1 of recidivism. A prior history or arrest for heroin use was
the second strongest predictor, as shown by the higher values for the
parameter and standardized estimates, which again increased the odds of
recidivism almost 2:1. Being Hispanic decreased the odds, but being an
African-American increased the odds of recidivism. A prior history of
cocaine use or arrest for possession of cocaine was next in significance
in predicting recidivism. The least impbrtant variable in the
prediction model was the criminal risk score.®?

The reduced model improved the fit only slightly, with a chi-square
value of 46.8 and 6 degrees of freedom, even though the residual chi-
square was very small and not statistically significant. This model was
about as accurate as the other two, with 60 percent correct, but false
positive and negative rates hovering around 40 percent. The sensitivity
and specificity values indicate a better prediction model than the
previous two. Looking at the actual and predicted values in the left-
hand column of the table, it appears that this is the best model,
correctly predicting 66 percent of those who actually did recidivate and
52 percent of those who did not recidivate.

In sum, the prediction models we tested indicate that it is perhaps.
unwise to rely solely on information that is routinely available at
intake, such as race, prior history of drug use, type of current
offense, and risk score, to predict recidivism among probationers.
There are too.many other unknowns which affect the chances of a new
arrest or technical violation. Many other variables could be added

which are not known at the time of intake. Although we did not add

interaction terms to these models, there did not appear to be any reason

6l Prior to this experiment the Maricopa County Adult Probation

Department had decided to eliminate the NIC risk instrument from the
presentence investigation. We asked that the instrument be used for the
FTDO study since it would provide data on this sample of probationers
that would be similar to the data collected for the nationwide
evaluation of ISP.
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to include them, since there were few relationships between these
independent variables. The high false positive and negative rates
remind us that predicting future human behavior is a risky business,
given that people change over time. However, one may question whether
assigning probationers to more frequent testing is either a set up for
failure, or a good method to monitor drug use and other behavior that
results in violations of probation, since this appears to be the

strongest predictor of recidivism in these models.
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9. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

In 1992, Maricopa County, Arizona, became one of the first
_jurisdictions to implement a post-adjudication, as opposed to
diversionary, drug court program. It also became one of the few sites
at which an experimental evaluation was conducted, with offenders
randomly assigned to drug court and other controlled programs, i.e.
standard probation with various levels of drug testing. Under the 1994
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act (Part V, Title V), the
National Institute of Justice, in conjunction with the Bureau of Justice
Assistance and the Office of Justice Programs Drug Court Office, is
supporting research on drug courts. The findings of the current
evaluation supplement that ongoing research. They also provide further
evidence regarding the usefulness of urinalysis for probationers who are
drug users.

In RAND's evaluation of Maricopa County's First-Time Drug Offender
(FTDO) program, 639 adult offenders beginning probation were selected
from those who had been convicted of a first time felony for drug -
possession between March 1992 and April 1993. The selected participants
were randomly assigned to four drug testing and treatment regimes and
followed for a period of twelve months. The evaluation design
prescribed regimes providing fof no testing (Track 1), monthly testing
on random dates (Track 2), scheduled frequent testing (Track 3), and a
drug court program incorporating drug treatment and testing, and monthly
status hearings before a superior court judge (Track 4). We compgred
the first three tracks with each other to determine the effects of
testing frequency, and the fourth with the first three to determine the
effects of drug court relative to standard probation. We were primarily
interested in effects on drug use and recidivism, but we were also
interested in process-oriented effects such as amount of treatment
received, number of drug tests actually taken, and sanctions for
positive tests. Our major research findings and some policy
recommendations based on them are discussed in this final section of the

report.
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FREQUENCY OF TESTING AND USE OF SANCTIONS FOR PROBATION

In comparing the first three tracks, the main questions we sought
to answer were these: Would monitoring offenders with scheduled drug
tests twice weekly be more effective in deterring drug use and reducing
crime than the routine level of testing once per month? Would any
testing be more effective than no testing? For all levels of testing,
probation officers were to follow the departmental guidelines of
graduated sanctions for violations of probation conditions. Given the
findings from prior research on intensive supervision (Petersilia and
Turner, 1993), it was expected that the higher level of testing would
lead to an increased level of technical violations, but would have

little impact on recidivism.

Program Implementation

The FTDO program was designed so that the lead probation officer
was responsible both for the oversight of the ten probation officers in
the testing experiment and for the drug court program. The officer's
caseload for the drug court was high, with approximately 20 new cases
‘each month. In addition to weekly phone contact with clients, the PO
had to prepare written progress reports for the status hearings once a
month. Given these responsibilities, the lead PO seemed to focus more
on the drug court regime than the testing regimes. Consequently,
despite several meetings and memoranda intended to provide structure to
the probation officers in the FTDO program, program implementation for
the drug testing regimes was not as rigorous as desired.

.Probation officers did not always comply with the ordered levels of
ufine testing for Tracks 1-3. For example, 63 percent of offenders in
the "no test" regime (Track 1) had at least one test. Furthermore,
those on Track 3 (high-rate, scheduled testing) averaged two tests per
month, rather than the nine per month planned during their time on
probation. Nonetheless, the level of testing for Track 3 was
significantly higher than for Tracks 1 and 2, allowing us to compare the
effects of increased testing on substance use and recidivism. For
example, those on Track 1 averaged 0.3 tests per month and those on

Track 2 (low-rate testing) averaged 0.7 tests, while those on Track 3
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averaged 2.4 tests. On the other hand, the level of contact was
significantly higher for those on Track 3 than for those on Tracks 1
and 2. The increased contact rate may have been a by-product of the
increased testing rate; in any case, it was difficult to separate the

effects of increased testing from increased contact.

Program Participation and Outcomes

The more frequently tested probationers -- those assigned to Track
3 -- spent significantly less time subject to routine PO supervision
than those on Tracks 1 and 2; they spent more time in confinement (jail
or prison), in intensive supervision, and absconded (though these
differences were not statistically significant). They also had
significantly higher rates of technical violations, due to positive drug
tests, which led to revocation of probation and the jail time just
mentioned. In addition, Track 3 was lower than Track 1 in proportion of
offenders who were employed full-time or who performed community service
during the twelve month follow-up.

After controlling for the number of persons tested, we found that a
significantly lower pércentage of drug tests for those on Track 3 turned
out positive than for those on Track 1. Thus, rate of testing appeared
to be inversely associated with frequency of drug use. For specific
drugs, there were no associations between testing rate and use except in
the case of marijuana, for which the most frequently tested (Track 3)
again had a lower percent positive than the least frequently tested
(Track 1).

The level of testing appeared to have no effect on offenders’
arrest rates or on the time to their first arrest. However, Track 3
participants were more likely to have had a technical violation (for any
reason, or a drug-related infraction). The difference in percent of
offenders with a drug-related technical violation showed up by the third
month of probation. Thus, it was no surprise that in our regression
analyses, assignment to Track 3 was one of the strongest predictors of
recidivism (where recidivism includes technical violations).

In sum, it appears on the basis of these data that more frequent

testing deters drug use, particularly in the case of marijuana.
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However, it did not have an impact on arrest or conviction rates. Not
surprisingly, frequent testing appears to be an effective tool in
catching sooner those who continue to use drugs while on probation.
However,_even though prbbationers on Track 3 had higher rates of drug-
related technical violations, there appear to be no statistically
significant differences between the gfoups in terms of sanctions or
treatment as a result of these violations. We had hoped to include
systematic variation in sanctions as part of the experiment by having
different POs use different sanctions in response to technical
violations. However, MCAP believed it was best to allow individual POs

to retain their discretionary power in recommending sanctions.

Comparison to Other Studies

Prior research on the impact of drug testing during pre—ﬁrial
release has shown mixed results. In the District of Columbia pretrial
testing program, monitoring reduced failure to appear and rearrest.
However, only two of six sites subsequently implementing that program
(one of the six was Maricopa County) had similar results. In a study of
the impact of system-wide drug testing in Multnomah County, Oregon,
researchers found about half of the sample tested positive at least once
(NIJ, 1995), which is fairly close to the analogous percentage in our
sample (roughly 60 percent). They also found no significant decrease in
rearrest rates of probationers or parolees (NIJ, 1995). Again, our
results were similar to those in Multnomah County, Oregon, and to those
in other sites where drug testing during pretrial release did not result
in fewer arrests. The findings are also similar to those of an
experimental evaluation of drug testing for pérolees from the California
Youth Authority, where there were no differences between‘groups with
different levels of testing in terms of the impact on recidivism
(Haapanen, 1995).

The findings of our drug testing experiment in Maricopa County are
similar to earlier RAND findings related to urinalysis testing of
offenders on intensive supervision versus routine supervision (Turner et
al., 1994). 1In that study, we found that intensive supervision, with

its more frequent testing, led to higher rates of technical ‘violations
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in three of five sites but no significant differences in likelihood of

jail or prison time in most sites.

DRUG COURT VERSUS STANDARD PROBATION

A major objective of this experiment wés to test the effectiveness
of combining treatment with frequent court appearances as a means of
supervision and sanctions. Preliminary evaluations of the Miami (Dade
County) and Oakland (Alameda County) drug courts had found lower rates
of rearrest among drug court participants in comparison to non-
participants (Goldkamp and Weiland, 1993a; Tauber, 1991). However, as
offenders were not randomly assigned to experimental and control
conditions,‘we cannot be sure that the differences were not the result
of selection bias.

In the current experiment, offenders were randomly assigned either
to the drug court program with integrated treatment or to standard
probation. Given the lack of available treatment for drug offenders on
probation in Maricopa County, we expected that participants in drug
court would receive more treatment and counseling. It was hoped that
this treatment would reduce substance use and thereby lower technical

violations and new arrests.

Program Implementation .

The-drug court program was fairly well implemented in terms of the
levels of participation in drug education clasées, counseling, and
treatment. However, some clients referred to the drug court never
appeared for drug treatment with the private provider, thus only 85
percent received the progranm as designed. Nonetheless, there were many
statistically significant differences between the drug court program ané
standard probation.

For example, a greater proportion of clients in drug court
participated in drug education and treatment and attended outpatient
counseling than individuals on standard probation. Whereas 85 percent
of drug court'pafticipants received treatment, less than half of those
on standard probation received any drug treatment. Perhaps the most

important difference between drug court and probation was the
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significantly lower level of drug testing for those in drug court than
for those on probation. Other differences included lower levels of
employment and lower rates of fee payment among drug court participants
than among those on probation. Thus, in comparing drug court
participants to those on standard probation, the differences in outcomes
might be_due.to the drug court program or due to different levels of

drug testing, employment, and mandatory payments.

Program Outcomes

Regardless of differences in program implementation and
participation during the twelve-month follow-up, there were few
differences between those who participated in drug court and those on
standard probation in terms of outcomes. The drug court program did not
reduce overall substance use, as measured by the proportion of
urinalysis tests that were positive. As for specific drugs, the only
statistically significant difference was a higher proportion of positive
tests for marijuana among drug court clients than among standard
probationers (among tested offenders only). This was offset by rates of
cocaine and heroin use that were lower among drug court clients, but not
significantly so.

The most significant impacts of the drug court program were a
reduced time spent on probation (and more time spent free) and a lower
proportion of offenders who were sentenced to prison as a result of a
new arrest. The latter appears to have been mainly the result of a
lower likelihood of drawing a prison term for a property crime. Those
in drug court also had fewer drug-related technical violations on
average than those on standard probation, but the number of participants
with at least one violation was not significantly lower. {(This suggests
that some probationers, i.e., those frequently tested, were responsible
for a lot of violations, which was the case.) A smaller proportion of
offenders in the drug court program had a technical violation for not
showing up or absconding, perhaps because they knew they faced a bench
warrant for failure to éppear in court. Participation in drug court did

delay the time until first technical vioclation, but had no impact on
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time to first arrest. Neither did drug court participation affect
likelihood of arrest or conviction.

In sum, the results of our twelve month follow-up evaluation show
the Maricopa County drug court is having a significant impact on the
proportion of probationers who are referred to, participate in, and
successfully complete a treatment program. It also-appears to have
significantly reduced the time participants spend in prison. Otherwise,
the difference in treatment participation levels does not appear to have
translated into meaningful reductions in drug use or recidivism, but,
with the exception of marijuana use, these outcomes have not worsened,
either. Thus, drug court, which may not cost moreAthan standard

probation, may yield outcomes at least as favorable in most respects.

Comparison to Other Drug Courts

There are several aspects that distinguish the design and
implementation of the»Maricopa‘County FTDO program from other drug court
programs described in the literature -- specifically Miami and Oakland.
First, as was the intent of program design, the type of offender
referred to drug court was a less severe or chronic drug user. The
target population for the FTbO program included first time felons with a
drug problem that could be appropriatély treated with intensive
counseling and education. Unlike Los Angeles, Miami, New York, and
Oakland where a majority of drug court participénts use crack cocaine,
~only one-third of offenders in the Maricopa FTDO program had a felony
charge for narcotics or dangerous drugs. Less than five percent
reported éver using crack and under ten percent had used heroin. The
major drug problems were alcohol, marijuana, and powder cocaine.

The Maricopa County FTDO program involved less intensive treatment
than did the Miami or Los Angeles County drug court. In both of those,
clients are expected to attend treatment daily, and in Miami, they are
expected to undergo acupuncture. In Maricopa County, clients were to
attend a weekly drug education class and group counseling session for
the first two months and to continue with the counseling for the next
four months. Despite differences in treatment intensity, however, both

the Miami and Maricopa County drug courts showed about a 60 percent
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success rate for program completion.®? But the difference in clientele
was manifest in the drug use outcomes. When measured in terms of
percent of participants testing positive at some point during treatment,
the Maricopa County FTDO program was more successful than the Miami
program. About half of those in the Maricopa County program had no
ﬁositive tests during the first twelve months. By contrast, -the
majority of Miami clients had a positive test; only 17 percent had no
positive tests during their involvement in drug treatment.

In terms of recidivism, it is difficult to compare the Maricopa and
Miami programs because different evaluations of the lattervhave reached
different conclusions. Goldkamp and Weiland (1993a) report fewer
rearrests and longer times to rearrest for those in drug court than for
felony drug defendants, but these differences may be due to selection
bias. In their evaluation of the Miami drug court Davis et al. (1994)
found no difference in rearrest rates between 281 drug court cases and
93 non-drug-court cases. As mentioned above, we found no significant
differences between participants in the Maricopa County drug court and
those on probation in terms of rearrest. But both drug coﬁrts appear to
have had a positive impact on incarceration rates, as fewer drug court

participants were sentenced to prison.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Testing and Sanctions
our findings suggest that increased frequency of testing reduces

drug use. But recidivism is not affected. Why? The answer may be in
the responsiveness of sanctions. Our results indicate that by referring
clients to outpatient treatment or to a judge, the MCAP avoids increased
incarceration in jail or prison. However, the lack of a uniform system
or more structured guidelines may also contribute to the lack of impact
on recidivism. If positive drug tests were followed by more immediate
consequences there may be more benefit. For example, in a study of drug

testing for offenders on pre-trial release in Washington DC, the use of

62 gee Goldkamp and Weiland (1993a,b) for results of the evaluation
of the Dade County court.



- 136 -

immediate sanctions in response to a positive test resulted in much
lower rates of rearrest (Carver, 1993). Using an experimental design
with random assignment to three differentvconditions for the Washington
DC Superior Court Drug Intervention Program, researchers are comparing
the effects of three alternatives--treatment, graduated sanctions for
positive tests, and early intervention (Harrell and Cavanaugh, 1995).
The graduated sanctions component of this experiment is unique in that
every effort is being made to have more immediate sanctions, e.g., the
next day. For the first positive test or missed appointment for drug
testing, the sanction is three days observation of drug court from the
jury box. This is followed by three days in jail for the second
viclation, and seven days in detox for the third violation. For the
fourth violation, the sanction is seven days in jail. The five-year

evaluation of this program is currently underway.

Treatment-Oriented Drug Courts

Although the results of our twelve month follow-up are mixed in
terms of the impact on recidivism, they did indicate the drug court
program had a significant impact in reducing the proportion of persons
who ended up with a prison sentence for a new arrest. As such, the drug
Vcourt program could be an important part of a continuum of correctional
eptions for drug offenders that may keep drug offenders out of currently
overcrowded prisoris.63 Thus, the Maricopa County drug court fulfills a
different objective than many of the other diversionary drug court
programs. '

The drug court program continues to be run by the Maricopa County
Probation Department. The latest version of the program charges all
clients an additional fee for treatment in drug court, thereby reducing

64

the costs. The new drug court program also includes a special relapse

prevention component. Offenders with a positive drug test are required

to participate in additional relapse prevention treatment for four

83 Current laws in Maricopa County, Arizona send the majority of
felons with a second conviction for drug possession to prison.

64 In order to further decrease costs, treatment is provided by an
in-house counselor rather than by contract with a private treatment
provider.
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weeks. Proponents of the Maricopa County drug court program are
encouraged by the number of individuals who have successfully
participated in and graduated from drug court. However; it is still too
early to tell what the long term impact of the drug court program will
be on individual drug use aﬁd recidivism, the drug offender population

and justice system in Maricopa County.65

65 RAND's current 36-month follow-up evaluation of the FTDO
program, funded by the National Institute on Drug Abuse, includes
perscnal interviews which will provide additional information on self-
reported drug use and criminal behavior.
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Appendix

A. DRUG COURT PROGRAM FORMS



YES

Defendants name

Cause Number

Offense

PSI PO

Sentencing Date

Recommendation

Criteria For FTDO Program

1) Is tnere a need for inpatient Counseling?

2) Does the case require CPP Counseling?

3) Is there a need for specialized caseload supervision?

4) Is the defendant appropriate for FARE Probation?

5) Is standard probation going to be the recommendation?

6) Does the defendant have a private attorney?

7) Is this an Attorney General Case?

Comments:

YES

NO




"'l

IRST TIME DRUG CFFENDER PROGRAM
DRJG COURT CONTRACT

DEFENDANT ' 8

You have been placzd in Drug Court for 3 yrs., and will heve court dates
scheduled in 2 montns, 4 months & months and i7 necessary every two menins
thereatisr. The purposes of the first court date is to inform the Judge of vour
progress in the first iwo months of the First Time Drug O7fender Progrem. Your

rocrass report will dnciude review of your sentsnce of 60 days in the
i Y

Maricopa County jail. <
As part of the program, yo .are 10 attend & scresning intarview with Mountein
Valley. Once scree ed y t will be resconsible for compieting the follewing:
A - Patn-2: : POINTS
-Attend § wseks of crug ecuceation ciasses, inctuding ons
class on AIDS awarensss. —-—---mmmmmmmmm oS z
-ATTand 8 wesks0f Ir0CEesSs GrouD.-——m—m-—mommmm oo £
-Cortact Probation. B77T1CEr ONCe par wesk ---o—mmmomcmmmcme o s
-Attend & 12-step progrem &s cirecied by
counselor {minimum o0f € M2siings.)----=c-mc-mmmommcceeeee 8
o Totel 37
Trz cemoistion of your p2in wiil De vour rasponsibitiiv bsfors ithes nsxi court
datz. Ths Toilowing peint totais can result in these spezific ceurt ectiens
PATR-Z RESHLT
27 1o 2Z Pis *-Continuz ©
Azduce oro SiX mInias
Reduce jei czvs,
Reducs pro oote 512000
22 to 20 Pis *-Bezpeat patn Oor Centinus ©C naxi stacs,
17 continued, regucs prehetion tzrm
Sy three mecnins,
Mo raduction in Jjzit tim2 {siari ceiz
mazy be detferrsd),
Reducs prebaticn fess fup ic 35L.0C)
¢ to 21 Pts. *-Repeat nath / Consider Sanciicns,
MO REDUCTIONS in proscaticn term,
probation fees, or jail time.



In addition to your:point totals, the Judge will also consider the
following factors: :

*-Random urine tasting resulis.
*-Progress report from counselor.
*-Compiiance to other terms of probatien.

A+

AT your two month hearings, the First Time Orug OCFfender team (County
attorney, Defense attornev, and Probation OfTicer) will make a RECOMMZNDATION

to the court based con the above informaticn..

Ly
*-Al any two month hearing, the court will consider all factors. I7 desms
necessary, the - court may impose rewards or sanctions as & cendition ¢
continuing in the First Time Drug Offender Program.

Sanctions

Completion of comminity service nours, Jzil time or revocztion of
probation (i7 revocation procesding are initiated, -ihe casz will refurn fo ths
originai sesntencing Judgs) t
Rawards . .

Cemmunity service hours credit. If you ere successvui in &ll phesss of
prebation, you mey receive as eariy o . arin TAZLY
TERMINATION from probation, if possidle i WEIvEY

LI
of &1l €0 davs jail time.

g iy s e} R T A N R Ay = = =
tng CoUrt visnes vou COCC 14X 17 Ins NEXT TWH monch

no

. . \ o - lﬁ‘h; . L2 ~ 7
Tour next court apoezrance is Tt N WAL 1 et PN D A
\\.

in Judgs Boliton's court
!
-/ fi T
Defendant - _ —-Detz /o ja T

J

|

// O /'\ //‘] ! ,.
T L e N Y/ 4=
Judge A7 A o NPV TOH pate A // & / [ L=

- n -



DRUG COURT CONTRACT
SECOND TWO-MONTH PHASE

has been reduced to " Days. Your next court dafe Toc review your progress
{s scheduled for at before Judge Bolten

5ughave been granted crug-court for Tess = Jail time

aéfore your next court date3 you are egpected to gomp]ete one orv the follewing
“paths. Completion cf path directives w111-resu]t in 2 percentage of points. As
in the first two-mcntn period, the MORE POINTS YOU GET, THE BETTER.
- PATH 1A * L Completed / Requirsd = PspCeNT

) Random urine ‘testing (Hazg Resulis/Total) / = o
Contact with probation officer bi-monthly / 4 = %
Compliance to court sanctions : ./ = A
Compliance to other terms of probation / 5 = 5

Total Perczntage , %
) L *
- DATH 2A s * - Cempletec / Recguirsd = PI3gony

Random urine testing (Meg Rssuits/Total) ) / = %
Confact with probaiion cfficer bi-monthly / ¢ = 3

) Comoliance to court szncticns o /. = 2
Cemplience to other terms of probation / 5 = %
Attsndance in precsss groun : / = e
~iiendance 1n 12 siep mesiings / = e

iotal Percsniece g

)

*p

) 853 or abcve - Continue i next stage, Probation term RIDUCED by SIX MOMTHS
Jail Time REDUCEZD by TEN DAYS, Probaticn Fess Dezucsc
70% to B84% Pepeat / Continue, Probation Term REDUCED by tharss months,
Wo Jtasr Raductions
) Below 6%% Terminate / Repeat / Continue, MO REDUCTIONS

REWARDS OR SANCTIOHS MAY St APPLIEZD 8Y THE COURT.

Defendant : Date

Judge ) . Nate



Y,
’ CLIENT PARTICIPATION
IN THE
FIRST TIMZ DORUG OFFENDZR PROGRAM
DEFENDANT . CR#
COUNSCLING PARTICIPATION
Scheduled Initial Interview Wnen Interviewed
- Class/Group Participaticn
Date : Class Boints
10Tl
12-Step Program Participation
hic Mecting Points
iQtai

PO COMTACTS

Date Foints
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B. SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES
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Table B.1
Mean Number of Drug Tests by Month

Track 1 . Track 2 Track 3 Track 1-3 Track 4

"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation Drug Court

Sample Size (N) (168) (141) (145) (454) (176)
N Mean - N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
Month 1 168 0.14 141 0.42 145 1.23 454 0.58 176 0.19
Month 2 168 0.42 141 0.92 145 3.35 454 1.51 176 0.52
Month 3 168 0.36 141 0.96 145 3.35 454 1.50 176 0.44
Month 4 168 0.41 : 141 0.74 145 2.91 454 1.31 176 0.52
Month 5 168 0.28 141 0.69 145% 2.30 454 1.05 175 0.47
" . Month 6 168 0.23 140 0.66 145 2.17 453 0.98 175 0.46
Month 7 168 0.23 140 0.67 145 2.04 453 0.95 176 0.40
Month .8 168 0.22 141 0.67 145 1.50 454 0.77 176 0.35
Month 9 168 0.21 141 0.56 145 1.54 454 0.74 176 0.27
Month 10 168 0.19 141 0.52 145 1.28 454 0.64 176 0.23
Month 11 168 0.12 141 0.45 145 0.92 454 0.48 176 0.17
Month 12 167 0.46 141 0.40 145 0.93 453 0.49 176 0.13
Month 13 168 0.04 141 0.12 145 0.41 454 0.18 176 0.04

Note: No statistical tests conducted
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Table B.2

Mean Number of Drug Tests by Month
(Of those tested or ordered to test)

Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Track 1-3 Track 4

"No Test" Low-Rate High-Rate Probation Drug Court
Sample Size (N) (168) (141) (145) (454) (176)

N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
Month 1 21 1.14 46 1.28 64 2.80 181 2.00 32 1.03
Month 2 <41 1.26 81 1.61 96 5.06 225 3.15 77 1.20
Month 3 31 1.94 72 1.88 90 5.40 215 3.53 68 1.13
Month 4 30 2.30 65 1.60 88 4.80 206 3.25 78 1.17
Month 5 21 2.24 63 1.54 78 4.28 195 2.95 79 1.05
Month 6 20 1.95 60 1.55 78 4.03 193 2.82 74 1.10
Month 7 19 2.05 59 1.59 74 4.00 176 2.82 64 1.11
Month 8 21 1.76 57 1.67 60 3.63 162 2.54 57 1.07
Month 9 19 1.90 60 1.32 65 3.43 161 2.35 45 1.04
Month 10 17 1.82 56 1.30 64 2.89 157 2.11 41 1.08
Month 11 13 1.54 47 1.34 55 2.44 150 1.89 30 1.15
Month 12 20 1.40 35 1.63 57 2.37 141 1.96 22 1.16
Month 13 7 1.00 15 1.13 29 2.03 60 1.63 7 1.00

Note: No statistical tests conducted
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