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Foreword 

Drug Courts: An Overview of Operational Characteristics and Implementation Issues 

provides a comparative profile of twenty Drug Court programs which-had been operational for more 

than one year a s o f  the Spring of 1995. The information in this Overview was derived, from 

responses to a survey distributed by the Bureau of Justice Assist-a-n~e ~(BJA) Drug Court Resource 

Center at The American University in early 1995 to: 25 drug c__oulrts designe_-d_to eli~cit information on 

,program operations and impact to date. The 1995 survey, an UlS&ite ~ d  exl~ansion of a.1993 survey 

of 17 drug court programs then •in operation, consisted of six sectiofis to be completed by the 

principal agencies involved in the drug court operation in each of ttie jUrisdictions surveyed: (1) 

general program:information to be completed by the .court; and more specific information relating 

to (2) prosecution activities; (3) defense activities; (4) law enforcement activities; (5) correctional 

activities; and (6) the activities and services of the treatment coordinator. Volume One of ihe 

Overview, presenting general information on twenty of the twenty-fivedrug court programs surveyed 

and reflecting responses from the drug court judges, was published in June 1995. Volume Two 

, Presented inthis report, provides responses from prosecutors; defenders; laW enforcement officials; 

.. correctional agencyofficials; and, treatmentprofessionals involved with the drug court programs 

described in Volume One. 

Both volumes of the Overview focus on the operational elements currently deemed:critical 

to drug court program effectiveness and the implementation issues that have emerged. Both volumes 

are designed to be updated, periodically, to reflect the continuing evolution Of the drug court 

concept, as new programs emerge and existing programs finetune their operations. 

-~- It goes--without sayingthatlhe infOrmaiion'contailYed iffthis report Was made possible by the 
~ = ~ .  ~ .~ = - - ~ - ~  . . . . .  ~ . . . .  ~ -  ~ = - - - -  ~ . . . .  : ~ > >  ~ ~ :  ~ :  ~ , / ~ 4  ~ :+ 

speciai eff°rts~°fd~g;court:omeials-in thereportii~g}~is&eti0ns ~ho offered their time and insights 

°~Pr°vlde':the:resp°nsesupon':whmh th~s~-rep-ort:ls~gased-~Specmt~ apprecmtxon is 'extended to the 

following Drug Court Judges, prosecutors, defenders, treatiri~nt pr0-gider's, ~do the  r agency offidals 

who contributed to these volumes: " 

Dr,(g Courts: An Overview of Operational Characteristics andJmplemen~tjo-~Is-~e~ 7 ~ -: xii 
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Jurisdiction 

Mobile, AL 

Maricopa County 
(Phoenix), AZ 

*Little Rock, AR 

Los Angeles, CA 

San Bernardino, 
CA 

Denver, CO 

Wilmington, DL 

District of 
Columbia 

Escambia Co. 
(Pensacola), FL 

Broward Co. (Ft. 
Lauderdale), FL 

Duval Co. 
(Jacksonville),FL 

Okaloosa Co. 
(Crestview), FL 

Judge 

Judge Braxton Kitrell 
(205)690-8474 

Judge Susan Bolton 
(602)506-3347 

Judge Jack Lessenbery 
(50t)372-7837 

Judge StevenMarcus 
(213)680-7804 
Ed Brekke 
(213)974-5270 

| 

n/a 

Prosecutor 

John Cherry 
D.A. Office 
(334)694-3301 

Abigail Kennedy 
Attonrey's Office 
(6O2)5O6-9494 

Indigent -~ Poloce/Law 
Defense Enforcement 

lqorman Davis Harold Johnson 
(334)69473301 (334)434-1701_ 

Lt. J. Pigott 
(334)690-8668 

Nora Green 
Public Defender 
(602)506-3043 

n/a 

Paul Stacy Kathy Cantella Capt. M. Melton 
D.A. Office Public Def. Ofe. Police Dept. 
(213)893-0251 (213)974-2904 (213)485-2547 

Karen Bell 
D.A. Office 
(909)387-6494 

rga 

Judge ~Jilli~im"~I'eyer . . . . . . .  
(303)640-2711 " " 

i 

Judge Ricfiard Gebelein 
(302)577-2400 

Judge Eugene Hamilton 
(202)879-1600 

.-Judge Fred Weisberg 
(202)879-3620 " 

Judge John Pamham 
(904)436-9244 " 
Robin_w~igl~- 
(904)436-9244. 

Judge Robert Fogan 
(305)83 i-7095 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

Judge Keith Brace 
(904)689-5730 
Robin Wright 
(904)436-9244 

n/a n/a 

Corrections 

Joseph Mahoney 
Comm. Cor. Ctr. 
(334)696-3322 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a n/a n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

Edmund Hillis 
Public Defender 
(302)5777-28Q0 

n/a 

n/a 

in/a 

n/a  

n/a 

L.W: .Clark 
State Attn. Ore. 

(904)436-5349 
n/a 

H. Finkelstein 
n/a PuNicDef. Ofe 

(305)831-8644 

M. McIn .tyre 
State's Attn. Ofe. 
(904)630-7554 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a- 

Treatm ent 

Emma Perryman 
Franklin Mem. 
Hospital 
(334)432-8860 

Julie Begona 
Adult Probation Dept 
(6020506-8093 

James Stillwel 
IMPACT Drug & 
Alc. Trt. Ctr. 
(213)681-2575 

n/a 

Lolita Curtis 
(303)640-3333 

-Beth Peyton 
TASC 
(302)577-2711 

Jay Carver 
Pretrial Services 
(202)727-2911 

n/a 

Guy Wheeler 
Addict. Recov. Ctr. 
(305)765-5105 

n/a 

William White 
Public Def. Ofe. ~- 
(904)630-1501 

n/a n/a 
Richard Hare 
Bridgeway Center 
(904)833-9191 
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Jurisdiction Judge 

Baltimore, MD 
(Circuit Court) 

Baltimore, MD 
(District Court) 

Kalamazoo, MI 

**St. Joseph, 
Berrien CoO, MI 

Kansas City, MO 

31ark Co. (Las 
¢'egas), NV 

'ortland, OR 

efferson Co. 
Beaumont), TX 

"ravis Co. 
Austin), TX 

~ing Co. 
geattle), WA 

'Judge Joseph Kaplan 
(410)396-5080 

Judge Jamey Weitzman 
(410)764,8716 

Judge William Schma 
(616)383-8947 

Judge Ronald Taylor 
(616)983-7111 

Judge Donald Mason 
(816)881-36i i " 

Judge Jack Lehman" 
(702)455-4668 

Judge R. Robinson 
~(503)248-3731 
Judge Harl Haas 
(503)248-3052 

Judge Walter Sekaly 
(409)899-2051 

Judge Joel Bennett 
(512)476-8595 

Judge Ricardo Martinez 
(206)296-9229 

" Prosecutor 

Alan CI Woods 
State's Attn. Ore. 
(410)396:5527 

Alan C. Woods 
State's Attn. Ore. 
(410)396-5527 

James Gregart 
Prosecutor 
(616)383-8900 

Mark Sanford/ 
Henry Ruis 
Prosecutor's Ofe. 
(616)983-7111 

Hon. Clair 
McKaskill - Pros. 
(816)881-3366 
Vicki Boyd 
(816)881-3108 

n/a 

Michael Schrunk 
District Attorney 
(503)248-3162 

n/a 

Name n/a 
District Att0mey 
(512)473-9400 

Norm Maleng 
Prosecutor's Ofe. 
(206)2969067 

Indigent 
Defense 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

Gary Bryce, esq. 
(616)983-7505 
Jack Banyon, esq 
tel. # n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

Robert Williams 
Metro. Pub. Def. 
(503)225-9100 

n/a 

n/a 

Michele Mihalek 
ACA 
(206)624-8105 

Poloce/Law Corrections Treatment " 
Enforcement 

n/a 

n/a 

M. Anderson 
Sheriff's Dept. 

° (616)385-6173 

Lt. Tom Y0ps 
Sheriff's Dept. 
(616)925-2877 

n/a 

n/a 

Lt. Bob Kaufman 
Lt. D. Merrill 
Police Bureau 
(503)823-0286 

n/a 

contact: 
Diane Magliolo 
(512)476-4200 

Joe Fountain 
Police Dept. 
(206)624-8105 

Thomas Williams 
Div. Prob. & Par. 
(41)764-4307 

Thomas Williams 
Div. Prob. & Par. 
(41)764-4307 

Michael Anderson 
Sheriff's Dept. 
(616)385-6173 

David Dreese 
Probation Dept. 
(616)983-7111 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n / a  

r . 

Robb McFaul 
Correctional Options 
(410)333-2727 

Robb McFaul 
Correctional Options 
(410)333-2727 

Tammy Woodhams 
Ofe. of Comm. Cor. 
(616)383-8747 

Josepla Foster 
Co~ Health Dept. 
(616)927-5607 

George Rentfrow 
MidweSt Alcohol 
Drug; Program 
(816)373-2224 

n/a 

Valerie Moore 
InAct, Inc. 
(503)228-9229 

Cheryl Davis 
(409)839-2388 

contact: 
Diane Magliolo 
(512)476-4200 

Joan Norton/ 
Elizabeth Rogers 
Seattle Rec. Ctr. 
(206)322-2970 

Little Rock, AR - Terrell Rose, Drug Court Coordinator, (501)374-7837 

St. Joseph (Berrien Co,), Al l-  Mark Collier, Berrien Co. Pretrial Services, (616)983-7111 
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I lI. General Background gnformation on the Drug Court Programs 
Represented by Responding Prosecutors 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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A. Jurisdictions Responding 

Twelve prosecutor offices in the following drug court jurisdictions provided comments to 
the Update: 

• •Jurisdiction 

Austin 
Baltimore Circuit 
Baltimore District 
Jacksonville 
Kalamazoo 
K~insas city 
Los Angeles 
Mobile 
Pens0cola, FL 
Portland 
St. Joseph, MI 

San Bernardino 
Seattle 

Date Drug Court Program Began Population Served 

Aug. 23,1993 
Oct. 17,1994 
March 2,1994 

June 1, i992 
Oct. 8, 1993 
May 1994 
Feb. 13, 1993 
June 1993 
August 1991 
Oct. 1, 1991 (case mgt) 
Oct 1, 1992 (trtmt) 

August 11, 1994 

465,577 
700,000 
700~000 

223,411 
650,000 
10,000,000 
378,000 
262~000 
605,000 

175,000 

2,500;000 

B. Locus of Program in 'CaseDispoSition Process . . . . .  

..... : . :  M_anYof-the~early-drug court program s fi~ctignedprimarily as pre~plea diversion programs 
for persons-with:minimal criminal history to provide them witfi the opportunity of having • their 
cl~hrge~-cl~smi}~6d u~on successffiliprb~g~.~im completion: As new drug court programs developed, 
many opte d for other d isp0sifional models. In addition to diversion or defetred-15t6geCution,.themost 
common of these models have been (a) programs which~ r~qfii~-e defendants to enter a guilty plea 
which can be dismissed upon successful program completion; and (b) programs which target 
convicted defendants for whom participation in a drug court program is a condition of probation 
and/or suspension or;:rssluqti0n of  a sentence of incarceration. 

The following :classifications reflect the judicial process locus of the reporting programs: 

Drug Courts: An Overview of Operational Characteristics and Implementation Issues 



Drug Court 

v 

Austin 

Baltimore Circuit• 

Baltimore District 

Jacksonville 

Kalamazoo 

Kansas City 2 • 

Los Angeles  

Mobile 

Pensacola 3 

Portland 

San Bernardino 

St Joseph 

Seattle  

Pre-Plea Diversion Post Plea/Plea 
Stricken 

_ 2 - -  
, Upon 

• : . . . . .  f - -  - " T 

Completion 

Post Conviction for 
• Probation Of 

Eligibl e Defendants 

. .  some some some 

50% 

some 

x 

some 

50% 

some 

some some 

60% 

X 

38% 

X . • 

some s o m e  some 

• C. Existence~Of a C o m m u n i t y  P r o s e c u t i o n  Pr o g r a m 

On!y one of the responding prosecutors (Portland) had also instituted a community 
prosecution program which was coordinated with the drug-court-program:- 

II. Program Effectiveness 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

A. Criteria used to assess thee effectiveness of the drug court program 

Although some of the responding prosecutors •indicated that-the drug court, program, had not'- 

2 

2 

completion, the defendant's case is dismissed with prejudice.,Cases~ofdeferidants::wh'o are~terrninated 
unsuccessfully from the program are refereed for standard prosecution. 

3 deferred sentencing for 2 % 

T 
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bee noperat ing for  a SUfficient.peri0d. o f  time to permit them. to fully respond, the most common 
criteria_. . . . . . . . . . . .  prosecutors ~were using. . toassess_.the• , ~ effectiveness o f  the drug court program at the time o f  
response~were; :p.a~ie!pant:-atte-ffdahee ih-ti~eatmeht an d at c o t ~  heari/ags; Urlna!ysls results; and 
percent o f  partiCipants graduating: 

Chart-H-l-:-Crilteria Used-by Prosecutors to Assess Program Effectiveness 

!~ D r u g - C 0 u r t  . . . . . . .  P-artic,,Att,-@- -Partic, Appr. -Partie, . . . . . . .  : ' ] .  q Percentage o f  
Treatment @ court 

• ::• status 
hearing 

' A u s t i n  x 

Baltimore 
Circuit  

Balt imore 
District 

3acksonville x 

";~k:alama-zo'o x " • 

K a n s a s  CRy 4 x 

LosAngeles  x 

Mobile " x 

P e n s a c o l a  s 

POriiand x 

St. Joseph 

San x 
Be~nardino . . . . . . . . .  ' 

Seattle , X 

_ _  . ~  - - - ~ - _ _ ~ 2 _ _ ~  . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Urinalysis 
Partic. " 
Employed . . . .  

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X .::. . 

X 

]= 
X - X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x , 

X 

x 

X 

• ge o f  
Gradua/es 

i 

X 

X 

X 

X 

I 
I 
I 
I 

(chart cont.) 

Prosecution 0f.the underlyingoffense is stayed while the defendant is in the program. Upon successful program 
completion,Ah_e.defendant's case is dismissed with prejudice. Cases of defendants who are terminated 
unsuccessfully from the program are refereed for standard prosecution. 

deferred sentencing for 2 % 
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• C h a r t  I I , 1 :  C r i t e r i a  U s e d  • b y  • P r o s e c u t o r s +  to  A s s e s s  : P r o g r a m  E f f e c t i V e n e s s  
"chart cont.) 

Drug Cou~i+ 

Austin " 

Baltimore Circuit 

Baltimore District 

Jacksonville 

Kalamazoo . .  

Kansas City 6 

Los Angeles 

Mobile  

Pensacola 7 

Portland 

St. JosePh 

San .Bernardino 

Seattle ~ -  

'Drug Possess ion  
+ 

Charges " 

X 

: 'n/a 

n/a . •  
' . • • 

: X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

• 0 t h e r D r u g  
Charges 

X 

+ n / a  " ' 

n/a 

. 

X • 

x I 

' X 

X 

X' 

+ Non-Drug Charges 

X 

+ 

+ • 

+. 

, - . , . . .  • 

n f a  - -  " 

+ 

X ' :  

" ' X "  

X -~ , . .  , 

X 

Other.criteria noted werethe -percentjof defendants-,on+ warrant status~compaxed .wi.th,-~the percent - 

actively complying wiih~the-l~rug i~ourt+Program_attendancerequirements: ~_ . . . .  : = : : _ - : ~ .  __ ,  . . . . . .  

B. Impact of the Drug Court Program on Capability of the Prosecutor's Office 
toHandle Other Criminal cases_ ..... • . . . .  +• 

1. Impact on Capabil!ty for Handling Other CriminalCases . . . . .  

The most significant reported impact drug COUrt programs have had on prosecutors' offices 
has been to permit additional attorneys to be available for other cases (Jacks0nville, Kalamazoo, 
Mobile, Pensacola, Portland and St. Joseph); and lto encourage greater_coordination=with~other .... 
criminal justice agencies (Austin, Jacksonville, Kansas-City, Los- Angeles;- Pensacola and Seattle.)~• 
Other benefits noted have been (a)to-encourage greater contact with community groups (Austin; 

6 Prosecution of the underlying offense is Sta2;,ed while ttie d~fe~nd/mfis in-th-e "p-rb~ram.+Upon successful program 
• . completion, the defendant'S case ~s dismissed with prejudice.Casesofdefendants•whO are-te~inated 

unsuccessfully from the+program'are:.refereed for standard prosecutiom ~ " . . . . .  

7 deferred senfeficing for 2% - 
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KansasCiW, Jacksonvi!le,~ap. ~ Los ~Angeles); and (b)to provide a more effective response to arrests 
0f substange~abusers., 0n.additi0nal tool for law enforcement to.enforce a no tolerance policy, and, 
through rehabilitation, to potentially reduce future caseloads. (St. Joseph). 

2. Impact on Law Enforcement and Prosecution Policies 

All of the twelve responding prosecutors indicated that the dmgcgu~_program permitted a 
more appropriate response to cases revolving substance abusing defendimts by them the opportunity 
fo-r:tre~t~e~t-~a:)el~i~lSil:it~fibn in approl~fiatecases. ~ Six of~the prosecutors (Austin, Mobile, Kansas 
Gity,-Pe-ns~eola.~a~-B~m~rdlno; Seattle, aiso-in-~eated:th-at:th@pt~og-r-g.fn~-pf6in=6fe~d Swift sanctioning 
in~ fip-pt0~i-~-~i~tf6n~:!-Five of theix6sec-titogs (Ahgtiii,J~k~-ffi~illb,~la~n-azo0fLos Angeles, " 
and: Pensa_col.a)::noted,that th e program-pr0m9ted m~-re-:efficient usedf  dffice-resburces and five 
(Austin,_Jacksonville, Kansas City, Los Angles, and Portland) noted it promoted more efficient use 
of community=res0~ces: Austin, Kansas City,~Los-Angeies,Portlandmad:Seatfie also noted that 
program had ,generated community support. 

. Arrest Activities in Drug:Court Jurisdictions Since Drug Court 
Program Began 

Eights of the twelve responding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  prosecutors indicated that there had been no signifiC~iht 
_change in drug possession arrests since the program began: In St. Joseph, however, these arrests had 
-ifi.creased;:i~i-Pensacola, ihey-haddecreased_None oftherepbrfitig-p-~iSsecut0rs indicated an increase 
in drug related arrests (e,g., theft, etc.), while two (Mobile andPensacola) indicated they thought 
flie-se:fiad-de~e~sed_ t'ori-i~uSd-ff6fe-d that the-drug court did not:appear to-have any impact on arrest 
activity. 

Ill .  Costs to the Prosecutor's Office for the DrugCour t  Program 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

A. Prosecutor Staff Dedicated to the Program 

;= :_ Ha l f  of the-respondingofflces dedicated one-or more attorneys O n a full-time basis to the 
d~g-- court-p~ogram. ~Th6:remai~itig h~l:f"d6~ii~ated 0f16- ~:  ha6-i:e attorn~e~s ~6n :h -part2time basis. Half 
0ftli-~6ffi~d~dicilte~-t-leg~t 0r/e Nil-time Supp0rt s iaff~ ti:ie i~rogran~, and half dedicate at least 

. 6n~~~SO~i :p~u~- t~e :  Prosecutor office st~/ff 10o-sitibn~-ifi s@pSi't 6t ~ the drug court program 
inc_ludgd cDrks, -ad _ml'ni;sttators, inwestigators, and diversion spVdii~-l-ists. O-ne :of ihe responding 
offices (Seattle) also utilizes volunteers. - 

8 Austin, Baltimore, Jacksonville, Kansas City, Los Angeles, Mobile, San Bemardino and Seattle. 
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Chart II-2: Prosecutor Office Staff Positions To Support 
Drug Court Program 

. h  

Drug Court 

Austin 

Baltimore Circuit 

Baltimore District 

Jacksonville .: 

Kalamazoo 

Kansas City 

Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Portland 

Attorney 
Full-time 

X 

.X 

X 

X 

Pensacola 

St. Joseph X 

San Bernardino x 

X 

Attorney 
Part-time 

X 

k 

x 

X 

X 

Staff 
Full,time 

i 

X 

X 

Staff Volunteers 
Part-time 

X 

x 

n/a 

X 

x 

. x  

x 

n/a 

x .  

x 

X 

Seattle 

n/a 

x 

' n / a  ¸ 

In five jurisdictions 9, staffwere hired specifically for the Drug Court program; in others, existing 
staff were reassigned. 

" B. , Additi0naiCosts Incurred to Supportthe Drug Court Program 

- "•Four of the responding Offices (Baltimore, Jacksonville, :Pensacola, andSeattle)-incurred 
additional annual c°sts ranging from $ 2,500 to $ 40,000 to implement the program. Thesecosts 
generally entailed the cost of a new position, matching funds, or for operational expenses,.The 
remaining eight Offices indicated they had incurred no additional costs to implement the program. 

Balt imore,  Jacksonvi l le ,  Kansas  City, Mobi le ,  and Seattle 
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Cost Savings Achieved 

As Chart II-3 below indicates, half of the responding offices indicated they had achieved 
some cost savings as a result of the drug court program, primarily in terms of case preparation and 
court appearance time for attorneys; police overtime costs; and other witness costs. 

C h a r t  ~]I-3: =Cost:Savings Achieved by Prosecutors from D r u g  Cburt  Program 

Drug Court Case Prep. Court f- 
• ' Time Appearc. Time• 

Austin • 

Baltimo/-e Circuit- 

Police Over- '- Other 
time Costs Witness Costs 

Baltimore District 

Jacksonville 

Kalamazoo 

Kansas City 

Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Pensacola 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

San Bernardino 

Seattle 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X- 

X 

n/a n/a 

n/a n/a 

n/a n/a 

x 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

X 

x 

X ~ 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

- IV.-ProgramImplementation/Operational ISsues 

I 
I 
I 
I 

A. Problems Encountered,in Implementing the Program 

Implementation problems encountered by the responding prosecmor offices focussed on five 
areas: (1) need for public=information and training of prosecutor office att6m~ys and staff regarding 
respective role and philosophy of the drug court program, including overcoming the public 
perception that the drug court was a :'social- welfare" program; (2) coordin~ion with court, other 
justice system and treatment agencies, particularly relating to procedures for screening and 

'Drug Courts: An Overview of Operational Characteristics and Implementation Issues 



referrals; (3) developing consensus among court and other agencies participating in the drug court 
program regarding requirements for program entry and-termination; (4) need for adequate 
inf6nnafiordtr.-gdking systems; and (5)lack of adequate and/or long-term funding. 

B.  U n a n t i e i p a t e d l s s u e s . A r i s i n g  a n d  M e t h o d s  f o r  R e s o l v i n g  T h e m  

As with m0si new pr0grams, implementation of most drugcourtprograms has-brought about 
unanticipated problems for prosecutors' offices as well :as:other agencies involved in the 
implementation of the drug court program. Below is a summary of the unanticipated issues 
identifiedby the responding prosecutorsoffices and~a-synopsis of how they were resolved. 

A u s t i n  

Problem: 
Resolution: 

B a l t i m o r e  

Problem: 

Tracking of cases in drug court and with our office. 
Drug court staff.reviews our file cabinet monthly to keep our cases 
updated. ........ 

Procediires foi" iderififyiiig arid-~cree~ihg defendar/tS; this Slowed 

J a c k s o n v i l l e  

Problem: 
Resolution: 

. . . .  down selection~ mad6ug:th6 b-bttler/eck in.the:ref'erral pr. ocess. 
,Resolution:_ -~ ~w.e cannibal~z~d~-an[o--~l~programso=pm~ide~a,pr0secutof, butare  still 

a bottleneckbeca-t/se~the need isfor-two. :- - - --::- - = 

Several program participants relapsed in Phase III. 
Added SLnc}jons; Probation Restitution Center (residential 
program/halfway house) Problem participants required-to attend court 
Weekly and required to attend AA/NA Meetings daily. 

K a l a m a z o o  _ - - - = : . -  .-_ 
,Probleifl!~ :There Was-il~itial:tesis~tar~cefto--r~qtfifing-te~stitution:to vietimsXrom ~ 

Resolutibn-: (1)The fre[@dn--gy-6f )k-s~i~f~ P~edut0ts  !T6f~ftir/g" :to-refer ~ ~s e 
.:_ ._ been sha~lyjrcducedj~y havingrthe~scredningAssistar~ Prosecutor-- 

process the~-papetwork~ When-e/r0rs surface. 
(2) In order to assure our- continued participation, restitution was 
required.  - 

K a n s a s  C i t y  . . . . .  
Problem: Need f0r-special )_racks ~.to:deal~ ~ i th  special needs~ -i,e.- pregnant 

women, women with children, homeless, dual diagnosis, and Spanish 
.... speaking. :: 

Resolution: Using existing community resoUi-ces. -:: : 

L o s  A n g e l e s  

Problem: 

Resolution: 

Pi-oliferation.of drag Court to other judicial.districts within our 
county. 
Minimal planningT--fibt same as at "model project" •level. 

l 
_ 

I 
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Pensacola 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

Portland 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

San Bernardino 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

St. Joseph 
Problem: 
Resolution: 

(1) Expanding criteria for eligibility 
(2) Responding to absconder apprehension. 
Drug Court prosecutor given authority to look at defendants on case 
by case basis. 

Theincreasing elasticity of the court's interpretation of the eligibility 
criteria 
There has not been ageneral satisfactory resolution. They are handled 
on a case by case basis. 

initially small numbers of defendants who fit the criteria for diversion 
into Drug Court Rehabilitation Program. 
Reassessment of whom to accept.into the Drug Court Rehabilitation 
Program. 

Legal issues concerning diversions/scheduling problems. 
trial/error 

Seattle 
Problem: None, since inception in August, 1993. 

C. Advice to Prosecutors in Other Jurisdictions 

In response to a request for advice to prosecutors in other jurisdictions contemplating the 
establishment of drug court programs, responding prosecutors commented as follows: 

Austin Cooperative effort among partners of the drug court team, i.e., D.A., District 
judges, police, sheriff, pre-trial, probation, and community members, county 
commissioners. 

Baltimore Overestimate needed funding before starting. The job quickly 
m-u-shrooms( --- 

Kalamazoo / The funding source for our program requires that" the candidates be prison 
~ -b~und:-This can result in the exclusion of worthy candidates because 

"~-- air-hough drug d~penclant, this is their first offense and they are unlikely to . _ . .  ~ . = - -  "~. , 

receive a prison sentence (or ~rehabilitative assistance). 

Kansas City Be prepared for a lot of mistrust and. territoriality as the players come 
together. The process of evolving into a_team is slow and often painful. 

Los Angeles Deveiop a sound infrastructure first- 'as we did. 
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Portland (1) As a condition of entering the program the defendant should either plead 
guilty up front or agree to a stipulated facts trial' should he/she ever be 
terminated from the program. 
(2) All parties involved need to have realistic expectations about successful 
completion rates. 

San Bernardino Need for both prosecution and defense to change philosophy and 
focus on rehabilitation. 

St. Joseph Prosecutors should contact other courts that have established a drug court and 
obtain their policies and directives. Do not reinvent the wheel when other 
jurisdictions have established programs. 

D. Suggestions for Improving the Drug C o u r t P r o g r a m -  

Suggestions offered by the responding Prosecutors for impr0vingthe_drug= c0urt_program in 
their respective jurisdictions focussed generallyupon developing a-dequate resources to address the 
treatment and rehabifitation needs 0f:Participants;_assuring~c0nsistency_:0f_psocedures,=developing ~ 
adequate information and tracking systems; andprovidingaddicfionLtraining fqr~staff_ Below-is a-- 
synopsis of the suggestions of each of the.responding prosecutors:- " 

Austin • Develop sound funding resources; 
Need additional treatment services: family counseling, job training, 
cognitive behavioral skills class, client leisure time activities, 
vocational counseling. 

Baltimore • 

Kalamazoo ~ 

None y.e t (program to~5new) . - " . - " 

Res t i tUf ion to  thecr i r i i e  v i c t i m s h o u i ~ ! b e a p ~ t  o f i h e =  =~ = " 
rehabilitation of:the defendant.l° ~, 

Los Angeles • 

Mobile • 

Clean, safe, drug-free housing and adequate residential services are 
essential to the long term success of the individua ! participants: Jail- 
based treatment should also be available as a-viable safiction. 

Addictions training would certainly be useful to build skills in dealing 
with the kinds of problems Criminal Justice Personnel encounter in 
Drug Court. Specialize d training for the whole Drug Court team. 
Allow time and funding for foll0w-up tracking: 

10 
Most of the drug court programs reflected in this survey involve drug possession or related 

Charges, without citizen-victims. " 
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Portland ~, 

San Bernardino 

st. Joseph ~, 

E_nsure that the court and treatment provider are working together in 
offering a consistent, therapeutic programl Oiherwise, it hampers the 
provider's=ability to give good treatment and putsthe Judge in an 
advOcacy-role:that gives the client-s an opportunity to engage in 
"splitting". Pla n for-an after program follow-up study; and way for 
clients to stay irivolved (perhaps an alumni program). Plan for these 
kinds of things in the funding - they are impoftmat-to the program but 
hard'to accomplis}i when just the bare necessities are covered. 
Provide tbf- m ~ e  a~sistance tO the court ~ for overall program 
coordination and operationf 

~" None yet (Pr9gram too new). 

Rather than-having "rotating"judges, assign-0ne judge to the drug 
court_program .to ensure- "consistency" -in p~r0cedures, pleas, and 
sentencing; 
Getting the treatment program access to c.riminal justice system 
computer information and records would be'a great improvement-(we 
are about 12-18 months away from this.pi'esently.) Conversely, 
getting the judge immediate access via computer to treatment 
participation of  the offender is very important also. 

Drug~C°urts:: An~Overview of Operdti~[ Cliffracteristics and lmplementation Issues . . . . .  11 



PART III: 
RESPONSES FROM DEFENDERS 

I 
I 
I 

I 
A I 

I. General Background Information Onthe Drug Court Programs 
Represented by the Responding Defenders I 

A. Jurisdictions Responding . . . . . . . .  

- Defende r ~ f ~ : c ~ ) n ~ . i h e - ~ - f . ~ - ~ w i ~ g ~ e - y . e ~ n . ~ - ~ t . h ~ i t . w - ~ i ~ y i j ~ ~ s ~ p ~ n d ~ ~ P ~ g ~ f ~  :-:)__ 
Update pro;tided comments on  ttie drtig court program 'iii:theii:r~sp-eCfiv-e(~iu?isdictib~:--%', :<~:, -~ = ~::  : -  

Jurisdii:tion Program.Start Date Population - 

Fort Lauderdale 
Los Ange!es. ~ 
Phoenix 
Portland 
St. Joseph ~l 

Seattle _ - r 
Wilm!r/gtofl ~ 

May 1994 

August 199 J 
Oct. 1 ;-i 991-(case mgt) 
Oct. 1, 1992 (trtmt) 
Aug. H ,  11~994 . . . . . .  

10,000~000: 

505,000 
175,000 

12,500,000 

Austin indicated ttiat contract attorneys, with no  formal "defender" office, are used to provide 
defense services for participants. 

B. Locus of Program in Case, Disposition Process 

The following classifications reflect the judicial process locus of  the reporting programs: 

11 Indigent defense services in St. Joseph are provided under a contract with a local law firm. 

Drug Courts: A n  Overview o f  Operational Characteristics and Implementat ion Issues  ° ~- - 
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I 
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• ' : ; Z  

Drug Court Pre-Plea Diversion 

Fort Lauderdale x 

Los Angeles some 

Mobile some 

Phoenix 

X 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Wilmington 

some 

n/a 

X 

some 

Post Plea/Plea 
Stricken Upon 
Completion 

some 

some 

n/a 

some 

Post Conviction for 
Probation of 
_Eligible Defendants 

some 

X 

n/a 

IL Program Effectiveness 

Portland 

A. Criteria Used to Assess Effectiveness of the Drug Court Program 

In assessing the effectiveness 0fthe drug court program, defenders looked primarily 
(a) to the program's operational framework to support their ability to provide effective legal 
assistance to eligible defendants; (b) the degree of participation of eligible defendants; and 
(c) various ir/dicia of the defendants' rehabilitation. The specific comments of  the responding 
defendants are presented in Charts III-1 and III-2 on the following page. : 

Drug Courts: An Overview o f  OiJ~-rational Characteristics andlmplementation'IssUes "" 13 



C h a r t  I I I - l :  Cr i t er ia .Used  by D e f e n d e r s T o  Assess  Ef fec t iveness  o f  
D r u g  Court  P r o g r a m  

I 
I 
I 

Drug Court. ' 

Fort Lauderdale 

Los A n g e l e s  " 

Mobile 

Phoenix 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Wilmington ~ 

PermitsEffective - Permits Defs. to~ 
Assistance to Defs. ~ Make Informed 

. . ,  • . 

X 

X 

n/a 

X 

Decs, Re: Program 
, : E n t r y  - 

X " 

X ~ - .  

n/a 

" " X 

n/a 

Does Not 
Jeopardize Defs. 

., •Rights • 

X • 

" , n/a  

k 

X X 
L 

r ~ a  ~ 

. . . . . . .  X : X 

ri/a - 

X 

X 

C h a r t  III-2: D e f e n d e r s '  Crite i ' ia  f o r . M e a s u r i n g  S u c c e s s f u l  
T r e a t m e n t  o f  Part ic ipants  

Drug Courts : Atten_dancej~ : 5:; :Attendance_at :-~.:= --;~Pa:rtieipafif§:a~ 
-- Treatment Program ] ;Sz-:iColi:rtSidtiis¢_-~:f ~-:UiinalysiS~Regiilts 

Fort Lauderdale 
<, 

Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Phoenix 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Wilmington 

X 

n/a 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-- - X - • ' • • " 

X 

n/a 

x 

" x 

x 

x -  

x 

- x  

x 

n / a  

. X  

X 

X 

X 

(chart cont• ) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Drug Court 

C - h a r t H I - 2 : D e f e n d e r s '  C r i t e r i a  f o r  M e a s u r i n g  Successfnll  

T r e a t m e n t  o f  P a r t i c i p a n t s  
"chart cont.) 

Fort Lauderdale X 

Los Angeles " 

Drug Possession 
Charges 

X 

New Arrests 
Other Drug Charges 

X 

_X - -  

Mobile n/a n/a 

Phoenix x x 

Portland x x 

St. Joseph 

Seattle x x 

Wilmington x x 

New Arrests 
Non-Drug Charges 

X 

n/a 

X 

X 

X 

Four of the defenders (Los Angeles, Portland, Seattle and Wilmington) also cited the 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

employment status of the participants as indicative of the effectiveness of the program. 

B. Impact of the Program on Defender Office's Capability to Respond to the 
Criminal Caseload 

The most significant impact drug court programs have had on defender offices has been the 
increased contact and coordination they have promoted between the defender offices and other 
criminal justice agencies ~2. Four defenders also cited greater contact and coordination with 
community groups (Fort Lauderdale; Los Angeles, Mobile and Portland). Fort Lauderdale, Los 
Angeles, and Portland also noted that the program permitted additional attorneys to be available for 
other criminal clients. 

C. Benefits for Defender Offic'es Derived from the Drug Court  Program 
J 

The most common benefit of drug court programs cited by defenders was that it permitted 
a more appropriate response to cases involving substance abusing-defendants by permitting an 
opportunity for treatment and rehabilitation in appropriate cases. Citted by six of the seven reporting 

12 Fort Lauderdale, Los Angeles, Mobile, Phoenix, Portland and Seattle. 
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programs.~3Six of the responding defender~ 4 also Commented that the program promotes more 
efficient use of office resources, although Los Angeles noted this increased efficiency was only 
marginal and more efficient use of community resources. Three of the responding defenders (Fort 
Lauderdale, Los Angeles and Portland)noted that the program had generated community support. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I l l .  Costs to Defender Offices for the Drug Court Program i 
A. Defender Office Staff Dedicated to the Drug Court Program 

Six of the responding programs reported that they assign at least one full-time attorney to the 
program daily. Four  defender_s! 5 indicated they assigned at least one attorney part.time to the 
program. Two programs assign at least one support staff _mem_be_r fulMime.-- The remai_njng 
defenders assign staff and/or attorneys on a part-time basis. Two of the defenders~(Fort Lauderdale 
and Portland) also use volunteers. . . . . . . . .  

B. Program Costs 

Four of the responding defenders (Fort Lauderdale; Mobile; Phoenix; and Portland.) 
indicated that the drug court had imposed no additional costs on their office operations. The three 
defenders who encountered costs were: Mobile ($ 34,000); Phoenix ($ 2,820); and Portland 
($ 279,725). The most significant items which generated these additional costs were: attomey 
salaries (Mobileand Los Angeles); clerical staff (Mobile, Phoenix and Portland). 

C. Savings Achieved 

Like pr6secuto~s,--appro~iL_fi!atel~.half-)f _tli~-fCsp6h:d_ing~feffd~_r~ s ii~fi-dicated-they:had: 
achieved some cost savings as a result of the drug court,program, primaril);~in t e ~ s  ofc-ase 
preparation time forat.tomeys (Fort Lauderdale; Los Angeles; Portland and Wilmington). Two  
defenders (Fort Lauderdale and Portland-)-n0(e-d-savin-gs in witness costs asw~li.--Th-e Phoenix 
defender noted some possible savings in probation violation ~overa-ge. Th~ Seattle defender noted 
that, although the office had not achieved savings in terms of full time attorneys, one drug Court 
attorney is able to handle an increased caseload. 

13 Fort Lauderdale,'Los Angeles, Phoenix, Portland, Seattle, Wilmington 

14 Fort Lauderdale, Los Angeles, Mobile, Portland, Seattle, Wilmington 

15 Los Angeles, Mobile, Phoenix and St. Joseph. 

I 
i 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
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! ' IV. Program Implementation/Operational IsSues [ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

A. Problems Encountered in ~mplementing the Drug Court Program 

Although n0 defenders cited serious continuing problems with the drug court program, a 
var ie tyof  issues-had arisen-for defenders =in ~so-mertff th~ jfii:isdi~tiofis during the Course of the 
program implementation~:,, which :-,required ~ resOlUtiOn-? The~-haOSi se-rious problems defenders 
encountered in ~imp!ementing ~the drug~coui-t pr0gra:l=n a~-~eared to rel~lte (a) to the impact of the 
pressure to ;have'defendants enter the program very early in the process with the need to provide 
adequate couns~l;-~d (b) de-fining adtni~sibitity reqtiii:ements:of ~lients. A synopsis of the 
responding:defenders comments is provided:below:- - ~ - 

Ft. Lauderdale • none 

Mobile -:Theonly majorprobiem~ co~fmicat-i6n ,~fih parti~ipaots basically when they first 
enter the program, since they are drug addicts __and very few have permanent 
addresses or phone nu/ribers:-wh~ch are valid for any length of time. This causes 
problems in the defense attorney's initial contact and interview to explain the 
program and the legal requirements to enter it. It can be extremely time consuming 
locating and getting the participants into the office. This however, has improved 
over a period of time as more support personnel have come into the program and 
time constraints have. been put in place giving the participants a certain time to 
contact my office an d get signed up for the program. The only other problems are 
that in dealing with such a large group of people that various personal problems, such 
as jt)bs, other criminal charges pending are very time consuming, but is expected 
when dealing with mostly crack cocaine addicts who for a period of time have done 
nothing but figure out ways to getdrugs, many times through petty and major theft 
or the writing of bad checks. There can be a multiplicity of problems, but most are 

• solvable, but time consuming. 

Phoenix Finding a person to cover. Because we have a volunteer attorney, I can cover drug 
court. Everyone in our program is post conviction. They .do not have a right to 
representation~ ..~ by,a public~ ~defender. People in drug court are not being violated on 
probation. This office-particiigates becaus6"DfugCourt benefits our clients. The 
system probably violates A2 Pub. Def.-statute. :- 

Portland (1) Defining admissibility requirement s Of clients; and 
(2)Defining=roles:of-each-agency,participant in'the STOP Prografn. Both of these 
issues have been satisfactorily resolved. 

Seattle This program has just begun. There was a test period the last few months of '94 
involving all agencies. We-began as sole provider 1/1/95. However, we have begun 
to see signs that police are submitting weak (search/an-est) cases where they know 
it will be referred to drug court andthe person may give up his/her right to contest 
the case in order to get treatment. 

-Drug Courts: An Overview of Operational Characteristics and Implementation Issues 17 



St. Joseph 

Wilmington 

Scheduling court appearances for non-drug court cases. 

Insuring that "expedited" management of cases by the court did not adversely affect 
our clients. 

B. Unanticipated Issues Arising and Methods for Resolving them 

The most frequent unanticipated issues encountered by t h e  responding defenders 
implementing drug court programs entailed accommodating-thevarious resource , procedural and 
communication tasks resulting from larger than anticipated caseloads; developing policies • and 
procedures for responding to benchwarrants and new charges; assuring that defendants'rights are 
protected; and, like their counterpart agencies, developing adequate mechanisms for: coordinating 
with the other agencies involved ifithe- dmg~6ouft prograrn. Below is asynopsisofti:~e-unanticipated 
issues cited by the reporting defenders and , wh~reapplicable,th e- strategie~ used to address them. 

Ft. Lauderdale . . . . . . .  ~ -~ ~f. :~--- ~ : -  ~:.: ~-- ._~:..~-_ - ~-. ,.-_: ._ 
Problem: encouraging unwilling-defendants to participate . . . .  
Resolution: appeal hearing _c°nsidered as ~ w e l l  as change-:-in adminisfrative 

provisions for theprogr~im,:n~tking:it:apr~trial diversion one rather 
than solely a post-adjudication option. 

Mobile 
Problem: 

Portland 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

St. Joseph 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

Seattle 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

The unanticipated issueswere the amount of time that the program 
consumes in its inception. This has become somewhat more 
manageable over a period of time. Also, I have elaborated earlier the 
communication problems that~still existqn;a lesser form: Although 
there are still some .periocl!c isurpr!ses, most problems that were 
originally with us have been faced and solved. 

The amount of time involved in responding to a large chemical 
dependency caseload. 
We continue to educate ourselves with regard to the -economic, 
political, social and personal issues surrounding chemical dependency 
issues and drug addiction. 

(1) The caseload has increased far more than anticipated; and 
(2) Scheduling problems on PV'S with otherjudges. Our Wednesday 
drug court session is to6 lbhg-finle~ plebs a~t~i~'en ~n Tuesday. 
Some problems have been resolved throughcompromise; others are 
still not resolved. 

Bench warrants - issue and return with new charge; therefore SR goes 
up. (i.e. more "residue" cases filed,) 
Not yet resolved, 

Drug Courts: An Overview of  Operational Characteristics and Implementation Issues 18 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



i 
I 
I 
I 

Wilmington 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

tracking diverted cases, potential conflict of interest arising out of 
diverted clients in  multiple defendant cases 
still working on these issues 

C. - Advice to Defenders i n O t h e r  Jurisdictions 
2 

In response to a request for advice to defenders in other jurisdictions contemplating the 
establishment of drug court programs, responding defenders commented as follows: 

. Phoenix ~, Urge pre-trial diversion. Ge t  court-approval oi" ruling if post 
conviction. 

[Note- The Ph_oe_nix_program operates as a probation-program~-with defendants;beginning participation only after adjudication. 
Therefore, :special:pre.trial or adjudicaiion:sc/eehi'ng dr PrOcedures have been implemented for the drug court prog~'flm.] 

Fort Lauderdale ~ Do It 

Los Angeles Complete buY-in at the top of each agency and strong missions 
directive to staff; 
Maintain regular and frequent communication between all agencies 
involved in Drug Court process. 
Visk and become familiar with existing Drug Court programs in 
operation. 
Get going ASAP. 

Mobile'  ~, Any-co~teqgart where a drug court program is being planned should 
plan a seminar with our program and talk with their counterparts and 
be forewarned of problems that were met and their various solutions. 
This would give them a tremendous advantage and hopefully help 
them avoid the pitfalls that we've had and through hard work have 
found solutions. 

Portland ~. Define the policies of the program and the roles of each program 
t3~icipffht e~ly~-Reachconsensus! Ongoing effort. 
Identify the data element which need tobe captured in order to report 
on the progress of program. 

St. Joseph ~. Provide more resources to defense counsel. Don't sacrifice justice for 
speed in the scheduling of cases; From a defense standpoint it would 
be beneficial to get enough money to be adequately staffed from the 
onset of the defense contract. The caseload has seemed to increase, 
but the money hasn't. 

Seattle Do your best to implement a "true" diversion program rather than one 
requiring plea or stipulation. You will be able to handle far more 
cases. You will be in a much better position to really (cont.) 
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Seattle 

Wilmington 

D. 

(cont.)encourage people to get treatment through this program. You 
will be far less likely to effcounter the problem spoken of in IIIA 
where the police see an advantage in filing cases where they know 
they are violating or have violated a person's constitutional rights. 
Under our system, if the person seeks treatment and fails, he/she will ~ 
be convicted (by stipulation) and unable to contest the Violation. In 
true diversion, the police have no such incentive. 

Don't reinvent the wheel; look to other jurisdictions that have 
experienced the drug court development and bui ld  o n  their 
experience; participate to the extent you can in the planning and 
administration of the drug court. 

Suggestions for Improving the Drug Court Program 

Defenders' suggestions for improving the drugcourt program in their respective jurisdictions 
focussed generally upon compiling more useful and accessible~ information; developing more 
efficient procedures; arid inCreasirig t~:~~fffiefi~t°h-riffreh~abilit~.fibn f~sb~cesto ~erve the potentially 
eligible population. BeloW are specific comments the~x'esponding~defenders p roTided: :-- - ~ 

Los Angeles • Expansion of Drug Court legat eligibility criteria to encompass 
greater client population. Expansion of Drug Court to accommodate 
additional jurisdictional areas. 

Mobile • 

Phoenix • 

I believe that our ~pr0gra m is running as smoothly as possible 
considering all the factors~ffhasbeen difficult at times, but there is 
tremendouscoopera~ion___with all persons in all facets of this program 
which has facilitated implementation-and furtherance of our-goais an-d 
rehabilitation, education, and fu~her crime_prey_ention . . . . .  

These people don't need a lawyer. [see note in C above] 

Portland • 

St. Joseph • 

Establish a centralized data processing system which has all the 
program information. This system should be accessible, via network, 
to all other agencies for intemai use. 

Have one judge handle the entire drug court process.Dispositions 
would probably be much more consistent with one judge. 

Seattle • On expedited cases the plea and sentencing should be on the same 
day. 

I 
I 
I 
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. . . . . . . .  PART FOUR: 
~ S P © H S E S  F R © M  P © L ~ C E / L A W  

ENF©J~CEMENT OFFiCiALS 
" t  

I 
L- General Background Information on the Drug Court Programs 

• Represented: by-the Responding Law-Enforcement Agencies 

A. Jurisdiction Responding 

Jurisdiction Program Start Date Population 
Austin Aug. 23, 1993 465,577 
Kalamazoo June 1, 1992 700,000 
Los Angeles May 1994 10,000,000 
Mobile Feb. 13, 1993 378,000 
Portland Aug. 1991 605,000 
St. Joseph Oct. 1, 1991 (case mgt) 175,000 

Oct. 1, 1992 (trtmt) 
Seattle Aug. 11, 1994 2,500,000 

B. Locus of Drug Court Program in Case Disposition Process 

Drug Court 

.~ustin 

Kal~imazoo -- 

Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Pre-Plea Diversion 

X 

some 

some 

X 

Post PleaPlea 
Stricken Upon 

Completion 

some 

s o m e  s o m e  

x 

Post Conviction for 
Probation of 

Eligible Defendants 

s o m e  

some 

some 
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II. Program Effectiveness 

! 
! 

A. Criteria Used to Assess Effectiveness of Drug Court Program 

As Chart IV-1 below depicts~ law enforcement officials involved in drug court programs 
appear to rely primarily upon the occurrence 0f new drug Charges, participant attendance in court, 
and the percent of participants graduating from the program as the most significant measures of the 
program's effectiveness. 

C h a r t  I V - l :  C r i t e r i a  Used  by L a w  E n f o r c e m e n t  Of f i c i a l s  

f o r  A s s e s s i n g  E f f ec t i venes s  o f  D r u g  C o u r t  P r o g r a m  

I 
I 
I 
I 

Drug Court Participant 
Attendance in 
Treatment 

Austin x 

Kalamazoo 

Los Angeles n/a 

n/a Mobile 

Participant Urine 
Attendance 
in Court 

Test 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

Seattle x 

x x 

x ' x 

n/a n/a 

n/a n/a 

Participant 
Employment 

x 

n/a 

n/a 

% of Participant 
Grad. From 
Program 

x 

x 

n/a 

n/a 

x 

Drug Court Drug Possession New Arrests 
Other Drug 

New Arrests 
Non-Drug Charges 

Charges 

Austin x 

Kalamazoo x x x 

Los Angeles n/a n/a n/a 

Mobile n / a  n/a n/a 

Portland x x x 

St. Joseph x x 

Seattle x x 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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B. Impact of Drug Court on Law Enforcement Agency's Capability to Respond to 
Criminal Activity in the Jurisdiction 

The most frequently cited impact of the drug court program on law enforcement activities 
in the responding jurisdiction was the promotion of greater coordination With criminal justice 
agencies and new relationships with the community. They also noted that the drug court program 
provided law enforcement agencies with a more effective response to arrests for substance abusers. 

C h a r t  I V-2:~ I m p a c t  of  D r u g  C o u r t  P r o g r a m  on L a w  E n f o r c e m e n t  Agencies  

Increase 
CoordinatiOn 
w / C r i m i n a l  

Justice ~[~6ncie's 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

D r t i g  C 6 u r t  Additional 
Offices 
A v a i l a b l e  

Austin 

Kalamazoo 

Los Angeles 

M o b i l e  

Portland 

St.  J o s e p h  x 

Seattle 

~More Effective 
]~esponsift0  

Arrests of 
• Substance Abusers 

N e w  Releases 
w/Justice 
System & 

Community 

"" x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Additioanl L a w  

Enforcement 
Tool to Enforce 
o-tol. 

i 
• 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

X X 

Portland also noted that the drug court program promoted a differentiation between sellers and users 
not involved in sales or manufacturing. 

C. Impact of Drug Court Program on Arrest Policies and Procedures 

All of the responding law enforcement agencies indicated that the drug court program had 
no:impact,on arrest policieg in their-res-pective jth'isdlcti0ns and most indicated that the program had 
no effect bn arrest procedures. Seattle noted, however; that the drug court program required law 
en-forc-ement 0fficers to,field t~-st suspec-ted-drugs in possession eases and required a 72-hour rush 
filing process. 

D. Orientation and Training of Officers 

Two of the responding agencies (Los Angeles and Seattle) indicated that they had instituted 
special training programs for law enforcement officers to address relevant aspects of their 
involvement in the drug court program. Los Angeles was in the process of developing a videotape 
on the Drug Court. Seattle was in the process of developing a training program on drug court 
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operations for patrol officers. The course is designed t0~also educate officers'and advocate the Drug 
Court as a valuable took in their resp6fise~to drug ~ictivity. The other five responding law 
enforcement agencies (Austin, Kalamazoo, Mobile, Portland and St. J0s@h) indicated that no special 
training programs had been ~de~aken at-:ihe;tim~oftlie survey response. 

~ ' - 4 -  • ~ , • - -  

E. . Relationships With Community Groups 

Three of the responding agencies(Austin,.Portland and Seattle) indicated they had-developed 
special relationships with community groups as a result of the drugcourt program. Portland noted 
that the community wants to deal with users and "customers" but sees the need to deal withthem in 
a different manner than seilers and manufacturers. Seattle law enforcement agency officials noted. 

• that community groups understand that the Drug Court program provides a long-term solution to 
drug trafficking, abuse and attendanfcrimes. _.They are tired of "bandaid" responses and view-the 
Drug Court as a fresh tack. 

F, Relationship of Drug Court And Community Policing Programs 

i. Existence of Community Policing Activity 

Five of the reporting law enforcement agencies.(Austin, Los Angeles, Mobile Portland and 
Seattle) indicated that they conduct community policing activities. Only two (Kalamazoo and St. 
Joseph) of the responding agencies, b0th locatedin Michigan, indicated that they did not. 

2. Degree of Support for Community Policing Activities Provided by the 
Drug Court 

Three of the fiveijurisdicfio~s wit h- commonity p0licihg_gcti~i$ies-indicated:that_th ~ drug- 
court and the community policing programs are coordinated. Portland law enforcement officials 
noted that there exists excel|ent~-cooperat~n-b-etween-=t=he=~3ang Ent'0rc-ement-Tea~ and tffe: Drag 
Court Staff and Judge on a case b~¢ C ~  bfisis: In L6s Angeles and Seattle, l~iw enfoi'cement officials 
noted that the coordinatitm ofth6'prograrris is still in the devel@rfiehtal sta~es. In  MoNle, the two 
programs are not coordinated. 

G. Arrest Activity Since Drug Court Program Began 

Chart IV-3 on the following page depicts arrest activity in the responding jurisdictions since 
the drug court program began: 
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Chart IV-3: Arrest Activity in Drug Court Jurisdictions 

Drug Court 

Austin 

Ft. Lauderdale 

Kalamazoo 

Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Drug Possession Arrests 

Increase Decrease No Change 

X 

X * *  

X 

n/a* 

X 

X 

X -  

X 

Drug-RelatedArrests 

Increase Decrease No Change 

X 

x (16.4%)** 

X 

n/a* 

X 

X X 

X 

rt/a* 

"4 
not sufficient time to measure 
based on information provided by court 

IIL Costs to Implement Drug Court Program 

1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 

A. Staff Dedicated to the Drug Court 

None of the reporting law enforcement agencies dedicate full-time staff and no staff were 
hired specifically forth e drug court program. Several agencies, however, dedicate part-time staff. 

)In:~s/~-geles, :t,;v0-gtaffare~dedicated: a~dete-~tive:and-a cfiistain; In Poriland, a Gang Enforcement 
Team/Tactical Operations Division concentrate on drug houses and related street dealing. In Seattle, 
one:community--police officer dedicates-part - of his Caseload to drug court work. This staff 
complem~ent~maY ind~ease in-the future. ~ 

B. Program Costs Incurred/Savings Achieved 

None of the responding agencies incurred any additional costs to support the drug court 
program. Several noted savings achieved in terms of staffresources.:Seattle officials noted that they 
expected the amount of time spent in case preparation and arresting officer court testimony will 
decrease as a result of the Drug Court. Agreed regarding stipulated trials and court-prosecutor 
defense coordination unique to the drug court system obviates detailed trial preparation. 
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IV. Program Implementation/Operational Issues 

I 
I 
I 

A. Problems Encountered asa Result of Implementing the Drug Court 

Four of the responding programs (Kalamazo0,Si. Joseph, Seattle and Los Angles) noted that 
the program was working well in their respectivejuri)sdictions and that no significantproblems-had 
been encountered. Three of the responding agencies (Austin, Mobile and Portland) noted the 
following problems: 

Austin Not enough treatment resources 

Mobile 

Portland 

Serious violators try to use this program to minimize criminal sanctions 
relating to Controlled substance violations 

Due to a lack of timely communication between the police and the Court, 
some dealers have been diverted. In particular, gang affiliates and 
undocumented suspects, o 

B. Unanticipated Issues That Arose and Strategies for Resolving Them 

arisen. 
Three of the programs austin, Kalamazoo and Seattle) noted no unanticipated problems had 
Those law enforcement agencies that had encountered problems noted the following: 

Mobile 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

• Los Angeles 
Problem: 
Resolution: 

Serious violators try to use this program to minimize criminal 
sanctions relating to controlled substance violations 
Still unresolved because thedepartment has=no input into who enters 
the drug court program or receives feed-back from the participation 
of violators 

need for a minor adjustment for officers' subpoena times 
adjustment made 

St. Joseph 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

Cultivation • of informants; defendants go through the justice system 
so quickly, we find it hard to develop an-individual , 
presently being worked On 

Portland: 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

coordination between police and the court; diversion of targeted gang 
affiliate; 
we talk a lot now and share more information among police, DA and 
the Courts 
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C. Advice to Law Enforcement Agencies in Other Jurisdictions Planning a 
Drug Court Program 

Kalamazoo Law enforcement should be involve din the planning process 

Los Angeles ~. This alternative for treatment is valuable 

Mobile ~, try to gain representation on drug court committee for purposes of 
input and feed-back 

Portland 

St .  Joseph 

Officers need to be trained on the program and its intent; DA's 
df'fic-e(heeds torevisit policies regarding charging/reducing drug 
arrest s(!ndictments to possessionfrom selling/manufacturing 

The DrugCourt has worked well in our firea and would 
recommend it to other communities 

Seattle ~. Participate in the planning and implementation of your drug court 
before it begins operations. Enforcement and street follow-up are 
key c0mponents of-the program:Ensure that the lave enforcement 
x~0ice is heard. Youwill  find it easier to help design the program 
than ~0 change-it to fits yourrole after it is running. 

Austin The treatment component must be "intensive treatment". This 
ptog-rd~ ifflpa6fs th-e demand side of the drug problem in this 
country. 

D. Suggested Improvements in the DrugCourt Program 

Apart from the issues noted in Section C above ("Advice"), three of the responding law 
enforcement agencies noted the following suggested improvements in the drug court programs 
operating in their jiarisdictions: 

Austin ~ Funding issues for treatment need to be worked out. 

Portland ~ Provide police with lists o f  subjects who have been diverted so that 
offiCerS can- heip thecourt monitor behavior while the suspect is in 
treatment; 

Seattle ~- W e have encouraged, and received, communication between the 
court and our agency to include defendant treatment status, 
warrants for noncompliance, and court-operational information. 
This liaison information is the keyto our success. 
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PART FIVE: 
RESPONSES FROM CORRECTIONS 

AGENCY OFFICIALS 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I. General Background 9f the Drug Court Programs Represented by the 
I 

Responding Corrections Agencies I 
A. Jurisdictions Responding 

Corrections Agency Officials in the following four of the twenty responding jurisdictions 
provided comments regarding the drug court program: 

Jurisdiction Program Start Date- Population 

Baltimore 
Kalamazoo 
Mobile 
St. Joseph 

0ct. 17,1994 
June 1,1992 . 
Feb. 13,1993 
Oct. l, 1991:(case mgt) 
Oct. l, 1992(trmt) 

700,000 
223,411 
378,410 
175,000 

B. Locus of Program in Case Disposition Process 

In all of the responding jurisdictions, the drug court program targets defendants in both 
the pretrial and post-adjudication stages . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Drug Court Pre-Plea Diversion Post Plea/Stricken 'Post Plea for 
Upon Conviction Eligible Defendants 

Baltimore some some some 

Kalamazoo some some some 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Mobile some some some 

St. Joseph . some some -I some 

I 
I 
I 

It should be noted that the functional_resppnsibilifies of the v~ious co_rrections agencies 
responding to the Update varied, with some pr9vid!ng)ib2mate detention services only, while 
others were involved in community and other offender supe~isi0n programs. The  various 
functional responsibilities of the responding agency necessarily influenced their comments on the 
issues which follow. 
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I • IL Program Effectiveness 
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A. Criteria Used to Assess Effectiveness of the Drug Court Program 

The most common criteria the responding correctional agencies are using to assess the 
effectiveness of the drug court program entails (a) the degree of defendant participation in the 
tr:eatmenLpzogram; and.(b)subsequent-arrests-of defendants. A l l  looked to urinalysisresults as a 
gauge of defendant progress. Three of the reporting corrections agencies (Baltimore, 
Kalamazoo, and:Mobile ) also cited participant employment status as a measure of program 
effectivenesS and' c0~ecfions officials in Baltimore also noted participant participation in 
educational an d empioyment training as a measure of program effectiveness. 

Chart V7! summarize s the_ criteria reporting corrections agency officials used to assess 
the effectiVe-nessof fl~e drug court program: 

Chart V-~:  Criteria-Used by-Corrections Agencies for Assessing 
Drug Court Program Effectiveness 

Drug Court 

Baltimore 

Kalamazoo 

Mobile 

St. Joseph 

% of 
. Defendants 
Remaining in 

Program 

X 

0/o of . 
. Defendants-, 

.Graduate from 
Program 

x 

Frequency of 
Contact 
w/Court 

Frequency of 
c o n t a c t  

w/Treatment 

Urinalysis 
Results 

X 

X 

Drug Court 

Baltimore 

Kalamazoo 

Mobile 

St. Joseph 

Arrest Involved 
Drug Possession 

Arrest Involved 
Other Drug Charges 

Arrest Involved 
Non-Drug Charges 

x 

x x * x 

x x x 

x x ,  

Drug Courts: An Overview o f  Operational Characteristics and Implementation Issues 29 



B. Impact of Drug Court progra m on Capability of Corrections System to 
Respond to Criminal Activity in the Jurisdiction 

Three (Baltimore, Kalamazoo, and S_t. Joseph) of the four reporting corrections agencies 
commented that the drag c-ourtprogram t-esulted-ihm-o~e2b-edspace being available :for pretrial --_ 
defendants as well as sentenced offenders, with Baltimore noting an impact particularly on 
violent offenders. Baltimore and Kalamazoo officialg noted that the drug court program aplSeared 
to have reduced the number of substance dependent detaineees and KalamaSzoo. officials als~o 
noted that the program appeared to potentially reduce the number Of early-releases as well. ) 
Mobile officials noted that the program has allowed those with drug addictions "to be properly 
treated, giving our agency [the Community Corrections Center] the needed space [and capability 
to deal with] those who have more serious convictions." 

III. Costs to Correctional Agency for the Drug Court Program 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

A. Total Staff Corrections Agency Dedicates to the Drug Court Program 

The extent of correctional agency staff involvement in the local drug court program is 
generally a function of the locus of responsibility assigned for screening, referral and monitoring 
of the drug court participants. Only one of the responding corrections agencies (Kalamazoo) did 
not dedicate staffto the drug court program --undoubtedly because the Drug Court Program is 
coordinated by the local community corrections department. The remaining three responding 
corrections agencies dedicate the following staff: 

Baltimore 
full=time: A ~Program:Direct0r; a)Field-Sup.II:~Program Codrdinator);-Pr0bation : 
Staff- Immediate Supervisor; 2 Clerical EmPloyees F/T; and 5 Parole and 
Probation agents full-time 
Assessment Staff: 1 full time supervisor; 6 full time assessors; 1 full time clerical; 
Gate Keeper - tracking scheduling treatment appointments. 
Diversion Staff: 1 full time supervisor; 8 full time case managers; 1 clerical; Part- 
time: one manager 

Mobile 
• full-time: two court security personnel 
• Part-time: accountant and two accounting assistants; One warrant officer. 

St. Joseph 
• Full-time: one probation agent is dedicated solely to the Drug Court; 
• Part-time: 14 probation agents supervise some Drug Court cases; 2.5 tether agents 

monitor Drug Court cases as a part of their caseload. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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B. Costs of the Drug Court Program for Corrections Agencies 

All of the responding corrections.agency officials indicated that they had incurred no 
additional costs incident to their participation in the drug court program had 

C. Savings Achieved 

Two of the responding corrections agencies indicated that the drug court program had 
resulted in co~t savings by increasing the availability of c~rrectiofial bedspace. St. Joseph 
officials also indicatecl that cases had been diverted from the state prison as well. 

IV. Program Implementatjon/Planning[ssue_ s -,.-_- . 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

A. Problems_Encountered as a-Result of Implementing the Drug Court Program 

Responding corrections agencies identified the following implementation problems 

Baltimore ' ~ Moving the identified population into Drug Court within targeted 
time frame. 
Motivating offender population into recovery. 

Kalamazoo Accommodating the increased workload presented by week-end " 
detainees 

St. Joseph Having adequate staff to properly supervise the specialized needs 
of Drug COurt participants 

B. Unanticipated Issues Arising as a Result of the Drug CoUrt Program 
and Methods for Resolving Them _ 

One of~the responding correcfions-agencies(St. Joseph)indicated that implementation of 
the drug court had brought about no UnanticilSated problems. Officials in the three other 
responding C6r~ecti6ns/~gencies noted theT.oll0wifig unanticipated problems: 

Mobile 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

Some defendants havebeen participants in two programs 
simultaneously. 
The defendant was terminated from one of the programs. 

Kalamazoo 
Problem: 
Resolution: 

Additional demands on transport personnel. 
Needs were absorbed within current staff. 
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Baltimore 
Problem: 

Resolutioni 

(1) Need for specialized training in specialized case 
management, substance abuse, treatment. 
(2) Uncoordinated attempts to solve the population issue. 
(1) Started to provide training; ' 
(2) Still trying~to Work together on issues central to the 
program. 

C. Advice to Colleagues in Other Jurisdictions Planning a Drug Court  Program 

The responding Corrections agency 0fficials offered the following advice to counterparts 
in other jurisdictions: involved in planning a drug court program: 

Baltimore ,. Start slow, expect relapse. Train the Court in substance abuse 
• issues. Plan evaluation design in the beginning of the program. 

Kalamazoo _ ,~ ...... . Ensur e that _a_lte~ative sanctions are available, i.e. together, 
community workprogram.etc_ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Mobile • Provide for coordination among various programs to better serve 
the community. 

l 

St. Joseph • Have enough staff to provide supervision, etc., at the time Drug 
Court is started. 

D. Suggested Improvements !n the Drug Cour tP rog ram 

None of the responding corrections agencies suggested " . . . . .  any improvements" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ifi tile-~:-drug-" :- 
court programs operating in tlieir i'espectiWjtiiigdic!iofi~i Offiizig.Ig i-0-_Mobile~-however;n0t'ed 
the need for a residential treatment program to augment existing resources. 

. . - . : 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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PART SIX: 
RESPONSES FROM TREATMENT 

COORDiNATORS/PROViDERS 

I 
I " "  
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1 
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L:General:Background_information:on_ihe:DrUg_Co.u:rt.p~,6grams 
: Represented by the Responding T_reatmeni_iCoordinator/Provider 

A.. Jurisdictions Responding . 

The following twelye of t:he twenty responding drug court programs submitted specific 
responses from the participating treatment c6ordinators/c~s e managers sei'vingthe program: 

Jurisdiction 
Austin 
Crestview 
Denver 
Fort Lauderdale 
Kalamazoo 
Los Angeles 
Mobile 
Phoenix 
Portland 
St;Joseph 

Program Start Date 
Aug. 23, 1993 
Oct: t993 
July 1,' 1994 
July 1, 1991 
June 1, 1992 
May 1994 
Feb. 13, 1993 
n/a 
Aug. 1991 
Oct. 1,1991 (case mgt) 
Oct. 1, 1992 (trmt) 

. population 
465,57.7 
i40,000 

503,000 
1,300,000 
223,411 
10,000,000 
378,000 
n/a 
605,000 
175;000. 

Seattle Aug. 11, 1994 2,500,000 
Wilmington April 1, 1994 340,000 

B. NatUre and_ Duration of Drug Court Treatment Program 

......... Most ofthe drug court treatment programs-entail three or m6rephases, including an initial 
intensive phase of detox, counselling and therapy (generally two - three months, depending upon the 

.. part clpant-'s progress)~aff-d~st]b-~equent phas~es ehtaflmgaddltmnal counseling, therapy, education, 
and:an~array:6f~rehabil:itat~ion~and'other~supp0rt s~P4ic~g~" An esSeritial componeiat of the treatment 
pi'ograr~-s iKth~ffeci~iit:st~-~s--_lie~iigs~condticted bythe=drug-court-j udge atwhichhe/she reviews 
the-progreSSo(OMackthere0f)of each participant , modifies e~ich paftiC!phfif~ treatment program, as 
needed; ba-se-d bia-~ch parfie]-pant!s performance and the treatment provider's recommendations, and 
imposes sanctions for noncompliance if appropriate. 

Although, from a criminal justice system perspective, most drug court programs contain 
fairly• homogeneous populations in terms ofcurrent charges,' criminal history pi'6file.s, and other 
characteristics relative to program eligibility, from a treatment and rehabilitation perspective, they 
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display a wide range of'needs. The treatment component of drug court programs is reflecting 
increasing differentiation to address the diversity of needs presented by the drug court~.population; 
some programs are devei'~)pin'g ffefffriiefi~-ti-~/Cks~albng ~the lines of the St. Joseph/Berrien County 
program which was the first drug court t o sy~tetnatically develop differentiated treatment needs to 
address the di'¢ersi~y of-treatmerk: aiid rehabilitation~ needs of drug court program participants. This- . . . . .  . . . . .  ~ . ~  L ~ ,  - . . . .  • 

trend is continually evolving, with manyprograms.introduc!ng specialized components to address 
spec_ia ! n e_eds 

A siimmary description of the responding drug court programs is provided below: 

Austin 
This is an outpatient treatment model with extensive coordination with the treatment 
community and the Drug Court team. 

Berrien County 
The Drug Court intensive treatment regimen is a combination of daily urine screening, 
acupuncture, and three-days-per-week group itherapy, lasting for four weeks. Acupuncture 
frequency diminishes over the four weeks¢ per client request and/or counselor 
recommendation. Follow-up after the four weeks is tailored to the clients needs; it may 
include continUedacupuncture/urine screening/counseling as recommended. 

Denver 
Intensive and individualized treatment pr6gram utilizing multiple treatment providers, 
coordinated by Court's drug court coordinator 

Crestview (OkaloosaCounty), Florida 
The Okaloosa County Drug program is an intensive outpatient program in which clients 
participate in a twelve month, time-phased treatment program. The program uses a cognitive- 
behavioral model _d_uring the treatment phases. Each participantLis:eXposedto theaddictive 
disease model, criminal personality theory, phases ofrecovery~ self-help recovery support 
groups, and other-psychoeducational materi~il prior to the application of treatment. 
Participants are required to attend self-help recovery support groups as part of treatment. 

Ft. Lauderdale 
IntenSivel individualized Outpatient: treatment program for a one year period; through the 
local publiqhealt h dePartment , to defendants mat~dated' to treathaeht by the Drug.Court 
Judge: The program-includes therapy~andqndi~vidualcounselling;:urinalysis,:afid-a-broad- 
array of rehabilitative sesrvices. .: 

Kalamazoo: 
There is a continuum of treatment available t 0 SADPparticipants from didactic to long term 
residential. The primary - treatment provider, Gateway Services, provides outpatient to:short- 
term res!dent!al: The minimum which typic.a!ly.!asts_ 3.:4 months, with continuing care as 
aftercare. Someone can acthally be placed in local treatment and transferred to long term for 
up to an additional 18 months. 
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Los Angeles 
The treatment program consists of three phases (stabilization, inten'sive treatment, and. 
transition/independence) with an overall~ duration of 9-12 months. Both residential inpatient 
and in-custody treatment are available for participants needing a more structured 
environment. As individuals progress through the program, they are required to appear in 
court less frequently, and other program requirements are also le'ssened. 

Mobile 
The Diversion and Treatment Program is a twelve-month, three-phase comprehensive 
substance abuse intervention strategy designed to intervene at the earliest stage with 
offenders charged with drug related offenses. 

Phoenix 
The program is an educational/treatment pi'ogram fofprimarily first-offenders on probation 
for a arug possession offense, with a projected duration of seven months. 

Portland 
Intensive outpatient and outpatient and aftercare drug and alcohol treatment services for 
court mandated substance abuse clients, whose criminal history is often extensive. 

Seattle 
The outpatient program is designed to be one year in duration and consists of intensive group 
therapyan d individual counseling, scheduled UA's, acupuncture, involvement in community 
based 12'step meetings, and referral to ancillary services as needed. 

Wilmington 
Wilmington uses a range of treatment modalities tied together through TASC for both the 
pretrial diversion and post adjudication populations: residential, intensive outpatient, regular 
:outpatient, afid:~ne monitoring only for the probation Violation track. Outpatient treatment, 
education and urinalysisare provided for defendants in the diversion track. Persons who need 
rnoreqnfensive:treatment are referred from-diversion to TASC. Individuals are in treatment 
anywhere from 3 months to 18 months, depending on treatment needs. 

IL Entity(ies) Which P r0vide Treatment and Rc 

to the Drug Court  Program 
Rehabilitation Services 

I 
I 
! 

I 

Eight of the eleven resp0ndingprograms provide treatment se~ices to drug court participants 
through the services of private treatment providers under contract. Three of these programs (Los 
Angeles, Mobile and Portland) use one provider; one program (Kalamazoo) uses two providers; 
Wilmington uses three providers; and Austin, Denver and Seattle use more than three providers. The 
Crestview program uses the services of a not-for-profit community mental health center, under 
contract for the drug court program. Kalamazoo uses the county department of community 
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corrections for case management services and utilizes agencies throughout the state which provide 
long-term treatment services. Two of the programs (Berrien County and Fort Lauderdale) use the 
county health department. The Maricopa County program uses staff supervised by the court system. 

Chart VI-I: Entities Providing Treatment and Rehabilitation 
Services to the Drug Court Program 

• .'.':+ •':- •'-'-'-'-•.'-'.'.'-'.'.'-'-'-'-'- . • . , • . ' . ' . • . ' . ' . - •  . -  - . . . • . - • ' • ' . • . ' . . ' •  . . ' • ' . - . . - . , . . . . . . . . . . . • . -  ..-•• :.-.• . .  :. .~ . . . , • . .  : . . . . . . • • . . . . • . • . . . . : . . . : . . . . . . . . . : . • . + . + •  : : . . . . ,  .....;. • • • . • . • . . • . i :  • . . .  ••....................••.•+.%:+:..••.......•.•.. : : .••...,...•• .•... •.:.:.:.•.:.:..•...:..+:...=.•.:+:• •,......•-: • ' : ' •+: ' : ' . ' . ' : ' . : : ' . ' :+: ' :  : 

~iii!iiiiiiiiii!ii!i!ii'::iiiiiiiiiiiiii~iii:i~:'~:i:i~i~i~iii~:~i'~i•i ii~!!ii~i!!~i~H•iiii~!~!i~iii!!ii!~!~ii!~r~~iti~i~•iii i I ~ommuni~ I ~ i ~  I ~ia~ 
~iiii~!~!!~ii~i!~ii~iiiiiii!iiiiii~ii~iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii~iiiii~i~i~iiiiii~i~i~iii~i~iii!ii~ii~ii~r~v~iiiiiiii~i!i!~i;~ii~iii.iiii~iii~!~ii~iiiiii~!!i~i~i~er~i~iiiiii!i~ii~i~iiiii~i~i ~i~ii!ii~ea~!~i~i~i~i!i~ii~iiiii6e~~~ 
Austin 

Crestview 

Denver 

Ft. Lauderdale 

Kalamazoo X* 

Los Angeles x 

Mobile 

Phoenix 

Portland x 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Wilmington 

X 

X 

X 

* Local Commzmi(y Corrections Department provides case management 

III. Screening and Assessment Activities 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
A. Use of Standard Assessment Instruments to Diagnose Addictive Disorders 

As Chart VI-2 indicates, nine of the-twelve reporting programs use standard assessment 
instruments todiagnose addictive disorders of persons referred to the drug court treat__mentp.rogr_am _ 
while three do not. 
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Drug Court 

Chart VI-2: Use of Standard Assessment Instrument to 
Diagnose Addictive Disorders 

S t a n d a r d  Assessment Instrument Used  

Austin 
Berrien C o u n t y  
Crestview 

Denver 
FortLanderdale 
Kalamazoo 
Los Angeles 
Mobile 
Phoenix 
Portland 

Seattle 

Wilmington 

'No Yes 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Addictions Severity Index and Initial 
Psychosocial Assessment 
SUHM, ASUS, LSI, ADS, DAST 

-Addiction Severity Index 

assessment instrument is based on the 
requirements of the Oregon Department 
of Alcohol & Drug Abuse Programs ~i/id 
modified for this program. All diagnoses 
based on DSM-IV criteria. 
SASSI (Substance Abuse Subtle 
Screening Inventory) 
Offender Profile Index 

B. Use of Assessment Process to Identify Persons with Special Needs 

Most of the reporting programs undertake special assessment processes to identify 
individuals with special needs, including: 

-~ pers0ns-who-are dually-diagnosedl6 or have other  psychologica l  disorders t7 

persons  who  have HIV/AIDS Is 

17 

We are using "dually diagnosed" to refer to persons who are suffering, concurrently, from a 
mental health disorder as well as a psychoactive substance abuse disorder. 

Austin; Berrien County; Crestview; Ft. Lauderdale; Kalamazoo; Los Angeles; Mobile; Portland; 
Seattle; Wilmington 

18 
Ausfifi; Ben'ien County; Crestview; Ft. Lauderdale; Los Angeles; Mobile; Seattle; and 
Wilmington 
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4, 

4, 

persons who have Tuberculosis 19 

persons who have Hepatitis 2° 

who have sexually transmitted diseases 2~ 

who have been sexually abused 22 

persons who have other special problems 23 

A summary of the special assessment activities undertaken by the reporting drug court 
treatment programs is provided in Chart VI-3 on the following page: 

19 Austin; Berrien County; Ft. Lauderdale; Los Angeles; Mobile; Seattle; and Wilmington 

2o Berrien County; Los Angeles; Mobile; Seattle; and Wilmington 

21 

22 

Austin; Berrien County; Crestview; Ft. Lauderdale; Kalamazoo; Los Angeles; Mobile; Seattle; 
and Wilmington 

Berrien County; Crestview; Ft. Lauderdale; Kalamazoo; LOs Angeles; Mobile; Seattle; and 
Wilmington _ 

23 
Berrien County: needs ideritified thr6hgh A-Biopsychosocial Assessment; Kalamazoo: eating 
disorders, domestic violence/living situations; Portland: if any of the special needs identified 
earlier are identified, either in the assessment or brief medical exam, areferral is made to publicly 
funded health organizations. Presently we do not do blood exams/screening. By law, we can't ask 
if someone has been HIV tested and what the results were; Seattle: medical problems. 
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Ghart Vlb.3: Special Assessment Activities of the 
.: Drug Court Treatment Programs 

i~u~!!iiiii!ii~iiiiiiiiiiiii!i!iii~iii~i!!!i [ 

li~am~oiiiiiiiiiJiiiiiiii 

:!~o~Ciii!i!iiiiiii!i!iiiiiii!i!!iiiii! 
:~i~i~iiiiiiiiiiiiiiii::ii',iiiiii~iil 

Dually 
Diagnosed 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

HIV/  

A~DS 
Tuburculosis Hepatitis STD's Sexual  

Abuse 

X .X X 

X X X X X 

X 

X X 

X 

X . 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

x 

C. Preparation of Individualized Treatment Plans for Drug C o u r t  
Program Participants 

Almost  all o f  the reporting programs develop individualized treatment plans for participants 
in the drug court  program. 24 Only Phoen ix  does not but will refer  persons needing individualized 

t reatment  to outside agencies. Berrien County  also noted that, because o f  state l icensing and 
accreditation (CARF) criteria, all clients have an individualized t reatment  plan. Port land indicated 

that s taff  are current ly  refining the assessment  process and the process used to address specific 
individual t reatment needs and issues. 

:]rV~ Drug Court Program Tre[atmenf/md Referral Capabilities 

I 
I 
I 
I 

A. T r e a t m e n t  P r o v i d e r  Con tac t s  =With Program Participants 

Charts VI-4 - .~I-6 below provide~a -synopsis of the nature and frequency of treatment 
sel'vices provid-ed'io d-rug court participants during the three phases common to most drug court 
programs.  

24 
Austin; Berrien County; Crestview; Denver; Ft. Lauderdale; Kalamazoo; Los Angeles; Mobile; 
Portland; Seattle; and Wilmington 
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C h a r t  VI -4 :  T r e a t m e n t  a n d  C o u n s e l l i n g  Sess ions  C o n d u c t e d  

TREATMENT/ 
COUNSELING SESSIONS 

weekly 

2 times per week 

3 - 4 times per week 

PHASEI PHASE II 
. . . . . . . . . .  , - ~  _. . ,~_~ 

Austin Seattle- 
Seattle-indiv: lx/wk, indiv:2x/mo. 
Phoenix Phoenix 
Wilmington 

Portland-(current) Berrien C. 
Mobile :~ 
Portland- 
(current) k. 
Ft, Laud. 

Mobile L.A. 
Austin 
Seattle- 
groups:4x 
/wk(1.5 hrs.) 
Okaloosa C. 

Mobile ~ 

Berrien County 
Kalamazoo 
Seattle- 
groups:4x/wk(1.5 
hrs) 
Portland-(future) = 

more than 4 sessions 
per week 

PHASE III 

Mobile 
Seattle-indiv:lx/ 
mo;group: 
4x/too. 
Porfland-(eurrent) 
Ft. Laud .  
Phoenix 

Mobile 
L . A .  
Austin 
Portland- 
(future) 
Okaloosa C. 

A nn'us"-- . . . . . .  ~ : . . . .  

Los Angeles 
Austin 
Ft, Lauderdale 
Okaloosa C. 

Portland- 
(future) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Denver • 

Portland • 

again, depends on prescribed level oftx. See attached. 

We plan to have group sessibns Tor~Phdse IV ir/~the fUtiare afidoffei ~- 
a combination of life skills, relaxation, and other special topics. 
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Chart V[-5: Frequency of UrinaIlysis 

URINALYSIS 

at least weekly 

every other week 

monthly 

other 

PHASE I 

Austin 
Seattle:2x/wk 
Portland 
Ft. Laud. 
Okaloosa C. 

Phoenix 

Wilmington 

Berrien C- Daily 
Mobile-5x weekly 
L.A.-3xweekly 
Denver-2xweekly 
Kalamazoo3-7x/wk 

PHASE II 

Mobile 
Austin 
Seattle: lx/wk. 
Ft. Laud. 
Okaloosa C. 

Mobile 
Portland 
Phoenix 

Berrien C. 
Kalamazoo- 
monthly/as 
needed 

L.A.-3xweekly 
Denver - weekly 

PHASE III 

Austin 
Ft. Laud. 
Okaloosa C. 

Mobile 
Portland 
Phoenix 

Mobile 
Seattle-lx/mo. 

L.A.-3xweekly 
Denver-2x per mo. 

I 
! 

I 
I 
! 

I 
I 
! 

i 

Chart VII-6: Acupuncture Services 

ACUPUNCTURE 

not provided 

daily 

2 - 5 times per week 

other: Mobile-Phase II & III ma3/vary depending 
upon need by client. 
L.A.-available up to 10x weekly, Phases I, II, III. 
Kalamazoo - only when client is having chronic 
difficulty with relapse. Portland- In-house 
detox prescribed for clients who have relapsed. 

PHASE I 

Phoenix 
Okaloosa Co. 
Wilmington 

B'errien C 
Mobile 
Austin 
Portland 
Ft. Laud. 

Seattle. 
5x/wk. 

i ,  

PHASE II 

Phoenix 
Okaloosa Co. 

Mobile 

Austin 
Seattle - 2x/wk. 
Portland 

Berrien County 
l-2x/week 
Ft. Lauderdale 

PHASE III 

Phoenix 
Okaloosa Co. 

Mobile 
Austin 
Seattle-optional 
Portland 

Ft. Lauderdale 

Seattle - note. • 12-Step or other Self-Help groups are also required throughout the Drug Court treatment program. 
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B. Capability of the Drug Court Program to Make Referrals for 
inpatient treatment' 

Almost all of the reporting programs have the capability to make referrals for inpatient 
treatment if necessary 25. Phoenix does not but refers persons with inpatient treatment needs to 
outside agencies. The length and frequency with Wh{ch inpatient,treatment services can be utilized 
by the reporting programs is as follows: 

Austin • 30-day inpatient treatment programs are available. 

Berrien County • inpatient/residential treatment is' available only as clients have 
coverage or regional indigent funding is available. It usually runs out 
around April/May each fiscal year. 

Crestview • two slots (one male and one female) in a 28-day inpatient treatment 
program are available for drug court program participant refer/d; 
Provider will increase slot availability upon request from the Drug 
Court judge. 

Ft. Lauderdale 

Kalamazoo 

28-da~', 6 month, and one year]n,patieht p~0gLfimsare.used. 

inpatient treatment is available from 7.14 days to 18 months.. 

Los Angeles in-patient (residential) treatment is available,_ with the approval of the 
Drug Court Judge. The average length of stay is 45 days: In'cust0dy 
(jail facility) treatment services are also available. 

Mobile several residential programs.havebeen~utilizedrranging frbm=28 days 
to 90 days. Approximately 10% of the clients served have been 
referred to residential treatmeni. -~ . . . .  : . . . .  

Portland 

Seattle 

the frequency with which inpatient services is based upon the clinical 
needs of the client. The length of treatment varies between hospital 
settings of  7-10 days", 6-8 months and up to 12 months at various 
public service non-profit agenc!es. 

the length of inpatient stays range from three weeks to six months• 
Inpatient programs are utilized when_ publicly-funded beds=are? 
available. There is no se(limit on the number of participants who can 
be referred for inpatient services. 

25 Austin; Berrien County; Crestview; Denver;Ft. Lauderdale;Kalamazoo; Los Angelesi Mobile; 
Portland; Seattle; Wilmington 

! 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
| 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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- -  o ~ . - ]  . 7 2 - 7  • 

Wilmington residential treatment is available through an 18-month in-prison 
treatment program and 28-day community based residential 
placements 

C. Use of Pharmacotherapeutic methods for treating and stabilizing addicts 
(i.e.,methadone, naltrexone, antabuse, etc.) 

Eight of the responding programs indicated that they use pharl2a, acotherapeutic methods for 
treating-and-stabitiz!ng drug-court Participants.26Four-of the programs,do not use such methods 27. 

D.-Adjuncts used to Promote Rehabilitation and Prevent Relapse - . 

E - 

Most of the drug court programs use various'adjuncts to theirtreatment programs to promote 
rehabilitation and prevent relapse. As Chart VI-7 indicates, nine of the reporting programs indicated 
that- acup-unctureis:used as-anadjunct - totr-eatment? 8 -(Miami) also uses a acupuncture. Ail of the 
reportingprograms-incorporate 12-stepprograms in their treatmeritprograms. 29 

The use ofthese adjuncts to-treatment is reported in Chart VI-4 onthe following page: 

26  

2 7  

2 8  

Austin; Crestview; Denver; FortLauderdale;Mobile; ,Portland (ifa client is on methadone, 
treatmentwill takeplace: at a local faciiity that speciilizesin that type of treatment); and 
wilm~ington (mdtreX0ne). 

Berrien County;Kalamazoo; Los Angeles; and Phoenix 
. . ~ ?  

Austin, Berrien County; Denver; Fort Lauderdale; Kalamazoo (with chronicrelapse situations); 
Los Angeles; Mobile; Portland; and Seattle. 

2 9  

Austin; Berrien County; Crestview; Denver; Fort Lauderdale; Kalamazoo; Los Angeles; Mobile; 
Phoenix;Portland; Seattlei and Wilmington. 
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Chart VI-7: Use of Adjuncts to Drug Court Treatment Programs 

Drug 
Court 

Austin 
Berrien County 
Crestview 
Denver 
(Dist. of Columbia) 
Fort Lauderdale 
Kalamazoo 
Los Angeles 
(Miami) 
Mobile 
Phoenix 
Portland 
Seattle 
Wilmington 

-acupuncture . . . . .  - ; 

X 

• X 

X 

X 

X 

X 30 

X 

X 

X 

12 Step (AA/NA, etc.) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

n/a 
X 

X 

X 

n/a 
X ~ , -  

X 

X 

X 

x 

Other adjuncts to the drug court treatment program used by the reporting drug courts incl'ude: 

Crestview Cue extinction; Recovery Training and: Self=Help (RTSH)-Relapse 
Prevention for Drug Addicts (NIDA). 

Fort Lauderdale development of the G.E.D. certificate 

Portland • offers .Relapse Prevention Therapy and developing a Family Services 
component 

Seattle 

E. 

• some participants use their church or religious organization as a 
support system. 

Other Support and Rehabilitation Services Provided to Drug Court Participants 

Increasi.ngly, drug court programs are incorporating in their service delivery capability a 
range of support services to assist participants in addressing a variety of personal, vocational, 
medical, education and other needs. Chart VI-8 summarizes the range of services provided by-the 
reporting programs. 

30 with  chronic  re lapse  s i tuat ions 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
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Chart Vl-8: Support and Rehab~Htafion Services Provided to Drug Court Participants 

!i![ x 

I ,-~ i::iiii:~ii:::::! i:::: ii!:::~:!:i i::iiiii~ :i::i:i ~ii:i:i ! ::::i : :~  

x 

[: :;'~:~ai~:~azoo::ii ::!: t x x :: : :::::::::: ' :::" ! !:~::ii::':;:::::::::::::::::::::: 

'~:;:':i!~o~ila~ ~a:iiii!i;~ii! X 

:i! ::::~iimin~i:o~il i:~: !i[ x x 

'X  

X 

X 

X ~ X 

X X 

X 31 

X 

x 

X 

X '  

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

- x  

X 

x 

x 

x 

x 

X 32 

Many of the programs,have also developed special components to address the diversity of needs and 
backgrounds of  the participants, including programs t0 deal with duallY diagnosed individuals33; 
segments .for.special ethnic or other special populations34; segments to deal with culturally sensitive 
issues35; and special components for women, parents, persons who are HIV positive, or other 

3 1  

32 

33 

brief examination only 

must meet eligibility guidelines 

Austin; Berrien County; Denver; Fort Lauderdale; Kalamazoo; Mobile; Portland and Wilmington 

34 Austin; Denver; Fort Lauderdale; Kalamazoo; Los Angeles; Mobile; Portland; and Wilmington 

3s Austin; Denver; Fort Lauderdale; Los Angeles; Mobile; Portland; and Wilmington 
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population groups with special needs/interests. 36 Chart VI-9 provides a summary of the special 
program components the reporting drag coups provide. ~ . . . . . . . . .  " . . . . . . . .  

Chart  VI-9: Drug  C o u r t  P r o g r a m  C 6 m p o n e n t s  to A d d r e s s  . . . . . . . . . . .  

~ Specia l  Part ic ipant  Needs-  

iiiiii! ii!ii!~iiii~ ili!!i!!i:,',!i!!~ i~:!':!:ii!ii!~!':!':i'~','~i::~i':i~ii:,~ii:i~:i',i~,iiii!!iiii~ iii!i~,~i',!!~,~!~iiiii!i~ii~:i:: ii; ! i'i;G:~uia:iG] 

Denver 

X 

X 

Ft. Lauderdale 

Kalamazoo 

Los Angeles 

Mobile • 

Portland 

Wilmington 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Berrien~Co. 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

F. Urine Testing 

1. Drugs Tested . . . .  

Most of the reporting drug courtprograms test initially for marijuana; cocaine; and 
heroin; with many of them also testing for PCP and methamphetamine. Although few test 
initially for alcohol, many of them test for alcohol during routine follow-up. Chart VI-10 below 
provides a comparative summary Of the drugs tested for initially and during follow-up 
monitoring by the reporting programs 

_T 

3~ Austin; Berrien County; Denver; Fort Lauderdale; Mobile; and Wilmington. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
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I 
I 
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C h a r t  VII']O: •Drugs Tes ted  F o r  By  R e p o r t i n g  D r u g  C o u r t  P r o g r a m s  

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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A l c o h o l  M a r i j u a n a  C r a c k / C o c a i n e  H e r o i n  P C P  - : M e t h a m .  / 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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x X X X X X X X X X 

T . o 
======================================== ~ " ' X  x x 

::::::::::::::: :::::::::: : :: ::: :' ;Mob:i le  ii!::ii! i::i iiil ii: ::iil x x x 
" : . . , . _ . . . . . : : >  . . . . ,  

× 

ii~~ii'~!iiii:i!?i!:ii!ill x x x 

~i ~iim'in~:ion:~!ii .... t x 

X X . X X X ' . X 

.X  X ' X X .~ . "  " 

X x . . . . . . . . .  x x , x . - .  . 

X , X X ~- ~ X  ~-~'~ ~ ~ X " -  ~ - X  X 

X X . . . .  X , ~ X - X . "-" X "  ' X [ X 

x x - . x .  ' . - x . =  .: . . . . . . .  X . ~  - .  l 

X - -  - X - -  X X X X X . - X • 

X . X X X -  X X 

x X X =.X ~ X .  : " " . 

X X X X X X X X 

X • X X X X X '  ' X  X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Treatment officials in-St.-Joseph indicated that the range of drugs for which defendants 
will be tested initially _will depend upon the court's request. In Denver, the range of drugs tested 

_.__for wiJ! depend upon the defendant'S.drug(s) of choice and:the outcome of assessments that are 
conducted. In Kalamazoo, defendants will also be testedfor barbiturates and may also be tested 
f°r'other=drugs,dependin~g gg0~ th~ir-d~-iSf?IiSice. - Ifi~-S6fiftl~,-d~-f~ndiints are also tested 
inl}i-al:l~Y fo~r-Be~.;diaze-ppinean~"barl~iiurates.in Fort L'auderdale, the) are testedfor all opiates. 
In Crestview,-they-a-re tested f6~ b-a~bitgrfite~s, befiT.0diazepines, methadone, methaqualone, and 
~k-y~h~h-e_2I  fi-W:ithii~g~@, they are! al-s ~ t e d 2 f - o  r ~ ber~zodrazepine sl 

. . . . .  - ~ - - 7  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  

2. Costs per test 

Costs for:urinalysesconducted=for:dmgeoui-t participant~ ranged from a low of $1.00 - $ 
3.00 per test to ov.er $:.9.00 per. test, as summarized in Chart v J - 1 1  on ihe following page: 

, . I  • , ' .  
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Chart VI-11: Cost for Urinalysis for Drug Court Participants • 

I 
I 

C 
" m " " ~ . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  m - -  • . . . . . . .  

D r u g  o u r t  $ 1 - 3 / t e s t  I $ 3 - 5 / t e s t  " $ 5 - 7 / t e s t  [: -S=+~-~-/tdi- I O v e r S 9 / t e s t  ~ 

A u s t i n  : x . . . . . . . . . .  

C r e s t v i e w  

D e n v e r  

Ft .  L a u d e r d a l e  " - • 

K a l a m a z o o  • 

L o s  A n g e l e s  

M o b i l e  

P h o e n i x  

P o r t l a n d  • 

St .  J o s e p h  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

S e a t t l e  - 

W i l m i n g t o n .  

X 

_ . Z _ .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  m . 

3. Agency Performing Urir/alyses 

X 

X 

,+ 

X " 

X 
f 

X 

X 

I 

X 

Chart VI-12: Agency Performing Urinalysis for Drug Court Participants 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Ft. E a u d e r d a l e  x : ...... : : - • x 

K a l a m a z o o  , . . . . .  ~- ~ ,- - ~, " ' ' X /  ' ' " " '-- ~ " ~ 
• . .  , _ 

Los A n g e l e s  37 • I 

'Mobile 

P h o e n i x  

P o r t l a n d  

St. J o s e p h  

Seat t le  

W i l m i n g t o n  

X 

X 

X 

" S  

m 
m 
m 

X 

~" X " ,  

X 

, X '  

3 7  
Syva  E T S  Plus(Emit  Instrument)  l o c a t e d  on-s i t e ,  opera ted-by t rea tment  p rov ide r  staff, t r a i n e d  and 

cert i f ied by Syva  E TS Plus (Emit  Instrument)  
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V. Costs toProvide Treatment for the Drug Court Program 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I '  

A. ' Total Staff Dedicated to ProVide Treatment Services for 
Drug Court Participants 

-Cha~. yI-l-:3~below-summarizes the number-and .type of treatment staff dedicated to 
serving the-drug~courts-in-the-rep-orting j~risdict-i~J-n-sT-]t-stio-u]d: b6n~)tecl ttiat-ihe populations 
served by-these various drug courts vary significantly, both in terms 6f volume as well as 
treatmenvneeds~:as=welbas~the organizational relationships-(i.6i se:rvices usiiag iia-hOuse vs. 
contracted staff;etc.) developed to implement th e ti-eati~6~fif component of the drug court 
program~ Staffing~ comparisons among ~pi,6_gfams shiStildtherefore be ~ made with great caution. 

Gha.rteV-I-t-3: TreatmentStaff-De-dicate:d:to DrugCOurt Program 

Counsellors 

Drug Court F/T P/T 

Austin 4 

Crestview 2 4 

Denver 3s 

Ft. Lauderdale 15 

Los Angeles 6 

Mobile 3 2 

Phoenix 2 

Portland 7 2 

St. :Joseph 1.8 

Seattle 3 

-Court Liaison 
Case~Mngmt. 

FFF PfF- 

1 

1 

1 

Other Support 

FFF P/T Acupuncture 
. . . .  

5 

2 

1 

2 2 

1:1 

1 1 

1 lpt 

1 

5pt 

V o l u n t e e r s  

2 

The .two programs using-volunteers indicated:they are used to assist with telephoning and 
tracking acti_v.ities (Se~ittle)a~d',to pr0vide~nurslng assistance to the part-~iime-playsician who services 
the program. 

Other positions supporting drug court treatment programs include: a treatment director 
(Mobile); security and medical staff (Portland). 

3~ -Uses public and private treatment agencies 
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B. Total Program Costs and PoliUlation ServiceCapabilities 

1. Approximate additional annual cost toprovide treatment services 
for the drug court program . . . . . . . .  

Based on data available_ in early 1995,-resp01iaiii_= ~g tfeatNenf officials, noted the following 
annual costs to providetrea(ment services f0r;th~driig_cotirt pr6gram.-As notedabove, comparisons 
among programs regiirding ~inniial costs should_be made with great caution in ,light of the 
tremendous varia_tion in services, population needs:and numbers of  program participants. 

Austin' $300,.0.00 
Crestview .$102,686 
Ft. Lauderdale $1.1 million 
Los Angeles $500,000 
Mobile $316,358 
Phoenix ~ $75,000 
Portland $750,000 
St~ Joseph: $143,700 
Seattle $291,200 (8/1 - 12/31/94_budget) 

2. Total Program Capacity Annually .~ 

The total annual pi'ogram capacity (i.e., the number of participants who can be served 
annually) by the reporting treatment programs was as follows: 

. 

crestview 55 
.Ft. Lauderdale 1,200 ~ 
Kalamazoo 115 
Mobile 450, 
Phoenix " 120 . 
Portland _ 1,000 
St. Joseph 120-150 ...... : - -  -- - - 
Seattle 140 
Wilmir/gton 500. : 

Average Annual Cost Per Client for Treatment Selwice, 

- . ?  

Chart VI-14 indicates the average ahnual cdst per"drug cou~ client-for treatment services, 
based On early 1995 data: " 

- . . . . . .  : . .  
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C h a r t  V~-14: A v e r a g e  A n n u a l  Cos t  P e r  C l i e n t  fo r  T r e a t m e n t  Se rv ices  

under $ 500-$  901 - $1,201 - $1,501- $1,801- $2,100- over 
$500 $900 $1,200 $1,500 $1,800 $2,100 $3,000 $3,000 

Austin 
Crestview 
Denver 39 
Ft. Lauderdale 
Kalamazoo 
Los Angeles 
Mobile 
Phoenix 
Portland 
St. Joseph 
Seattle 
Wilmington 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x (outpat.) x 40 

[ VL eomparison of Drug Court TreatmentS-erv-ices With T~eaiment iProvide d Previously I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 

I 
II 

A. Availability of Court-Ordered Treatment Prior toDrug Court 

~_ T re.aSm~enLageocy officials were asked whetherxhetypical drug court participmat would have 
received ¢oihrt-Qrdered treatment tbxougii- ek(s-fi~g--agenciesprior to the institUtibn oftlie dfiag court. 
Their responses were as follows: 

39 varies, depending on the prescribed level of treatment 

4 0  
Costs vary, depending upon !evel of  treatment/supervision required. Applicable costs entail $ 400 
for urine only; $1,200 for outpatient services; $ 4,800 for intensive outpatient/outpatient services; 
and $ 7,680 for residential/intensive outpatient/outpatient services. 

- Drug Courts:;4nOVerview ofOt~eratiohal CharacteristicsdndJmplementation Issues 51 



Austin 
Crestview : 
Denver 
Ft. Lauderdale 
Kalamazoo - -x 
Log Angeles x 
Mobile x 
Phoenix 
Portland x 
St. Joseph 
Seattle x 
Wilmington 

No Yes If yes, agency providing 
treatment services 
Priv. Prov. Pub. Agency 

X 

X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

I 

I 

B. Comparison of Drug-Court Treatment Services with Services Provided Prior 
to the,Drug Court Program 

With the exception of  the Phoenix program 4~, all of the reporting treatment agency officials 
indicated that the treatment servicesprovided under the drug court program weie more.extensive 
than those available previously. 

Below are specific comments from the drug court treatment providers, regarding their 
respective tre.atment pro.grfims aiid ~/t~ea~in which~ifiey diffei' ffdm-isrio-~-t-r~trfieY;f pr0grams: : 

Crestview 

St. Joseph  • 

Denver • 

Portland • 

a specifically desigri6d p-~0gi-Lm has been]mplemented-fol: the Drug 
Court Program.which. utilizes.strategies to-reduge~the likelihood for 
relapse in those individflals wh0_afe cocaine dependant: 
Treatment intensity and duration would be much 16ss than what is 
now available;-i t-would .consist- of. once-a-week group and 
individual/familv Counseling, with no urine screeningor acupuncture.. . . . ,  : 
Less follow-up, intervention stipeNision, coordination,, continuity0f=- 
care, communication. 
Treatment at other agencies.is generally not for a one-year period o f  : 
time. Corrections runs a Day Reporting Centei_ f6i:?probati6nerS2@li6L5 ~_ : 
are in danger o f  a probation violation and facing prison time..We also---:.  
offer tracks that include relapseprevention.therapy; family services, 
and women's treatmentl " 

4 1  
As noted above, thePhoenix  p rogram Wasdesigti~d:primafily.as a probation supervision program 

for first offenders whohad  already been adjudicated: A-principal goal o f  the program was to 
measure the effect o f  urine testing, With court supervision: 

Drug Courts: A n  Overview o f  Operational Character is t icsand Implementation Issues . . . .  ~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

52 I 



I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Ft. Lauderdale 
Los Angeles 

Wilmington 

Intensive outpatient-treatment for a period of one year. 
The, typical drug court participant would have either 1) pled guilty 
and been prosecuted through the criminal justice system; or(2) 
entered into a plea agreement and bargained for a county jail sentence 

-as a condition of probation. 
More treatment has been made available a sa result of drug court 
project; offenders are held accountable for participating " 

[ • ~ VH-Criter!a Used T9 Assess EffectiVeness of the Drug Court Program ] 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 

I 
, . 

_ . - _  _ _  ~-As~Ch_a!-t?VI=-l~5 bel0w-iffdieat~s,-tl'gatNfffit~6fficials, like theircounterpartsin the courts and 
crimina ! Justice-agencies; look to-measures-of defendant-participation in the treatment program, 
urinalysis-results, employment stgt~s_; p_-~rcentage of participants graduating; and arrest activity as 
key indictors of the effectiveness of the drug court program. 

Char t  VI-15:  Criteria  Use d b y - T r e a t m e n t  Profess ionals  to Assess  
Effect iveness  o f  D r u g  C o u r t  P r o g r a m :  ..- 

Participan~ Pr ogram P e r f o r m a n c e  M e a s u r e s  

Jurisdiction Attendance @ 
Treatment 

Austin x 

Crestview x 

Denver x 

Ft. Laudle. x 

Kalamazoo x 

Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Phoenix 

Portland 

St.~Joseph 

Seattle 

_Wilmingto n 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Appearance,@ 
Court 

x 

x 

Urinalysis 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

X x 

x 

x 

Participants' 
Employment 

X - -  

X 

. , .  

% of 
Graduates 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

(chart cont.) 
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Chart  VI ,15:  Criter ia  UsedbyTreatmentTi 'ofe -~s i t i i i~ i l s  t o A s s e s s  

rchart cont.) 

Drug Court 

Austin 

Crestview 

Denver 

Ft. Lauderdale 

Effect iveness  o f  D r u g  Court  P r o g r a m :  
Part i c ipant  P r 0 g n i m  :Perf0rmance M e a s u r e s  

Drug Possession 
Charges • . 

x 

x 

. X - -  - 

x 

• , % 

Kalamazoo x 

Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Phoenix 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Wilmington " , 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

{ OtherDrug Charges- 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

• " . x .  

x 

x 

x 

x 

x " .  _ 

x 

Non:Drug Charge 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Additional measures used by the reporting treatment:programsincludedthe following: 

Crestview, • Pre -• and !P6st-Test measurefiiefit iatilizing the-Addictions Severity 
Index problem profile which measures .severity on the following 
spheres: Medical , Employment, alcohol, drugs,-legal, family/social, 
and psychiatric status. 

Los Angeles • 12 Step fellowship involvement; academic or vocational training. 

Portland • Percent of drug-free babies born to programparticipants . . . . . . . . . . . .  

St. Joseph • To date, measurement of program effectiveness has been-qUite~ 
simplistic! follow-up of court records, client self.repSrt, counselor 
feedback. No formal, .scientific , reliable methodology has been 
developed or implemented; the program would appreciate knov~ing 

• of any such models that can be done relatively inexpensively. 
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A, ':Treatment PrOgrams with an Aftercare 42 Component 

Chart  V~-16: Drug C o u r t . T r e a t m e n t  Programs  W i t h  Aftercare  

2urisdietion 

Austin 

• Crestview 

Denver 

Ft. Lauderdale 

• Kalamazoo 

LosAngeles 

Aftercare 

in process of developing 

X 

X 

X 

: -:N~/~ft~rcare 

" X 

Mobile X 

Phoenix X 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 43 

Wilmington 

Only as requested by the 
client or recommended by 
the treatment counselor; it 
too would be completely 
individualized. 

see note 

use AAJNA 

42 By "aftercare" we refer to services provided after the individual is discharged from the formal 
supervision of.the Drug Court program• 

43  
Aftercare is not specific to Drug Court participants, but services are available on sliding fee scale 
or through other funding sources 

i 
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B. Follow-up With Individuals Terminated from the Program 
7 

Chart 17: "Follow.Up WithIndividuals .Terminated From the 
Drug Court Program 

Drug Court. : : :NffF:gi~ 

Austin • - " 

Cres~iew~ " [ . :  '-- 

Denver- 

Kalamazoo- 

Mobile • 

St. Joseph ,, 

Portland 

Seattle x 

Ft. Lauderdale  x 

• ,F:up "- 
W/Grad. 

X 

x 

X 

X 

• X 

X 

X 

V-F~up~w/- 
all Part. 

~-F-@ a l l  
part. up to 

6 mos. 

X 

F-up w/all 
part. Upto 

12 mos. 

X 

X 
\ .  

X 

' X  

F-up w/all 
oart. Up to 

24 mos/ 

X 

Phoenix x 

Wilmington k~ x 

St. Joseph indicated that followi-.up is conducted aftlif-e=6,1~i~,ikfidnine months:a~ter treatment 
is completed. At the~fime- o fcomp~feting tlae survey, P0rtlanddndicated that a 12month Tollow-up 
was conducted. Follow-up activities wereplanned to follow~clients~at-6oand.4-2~month-intervals. - 

In terms of the numbers of former program participants with whom follow-up had been 
conducted, the responding treatment officials indicated the following: 

For programs:following up wi:th graduates, Portland had followed up with 43% (150) 

For programs following up all terminated participants, St. Joseph had followed up with all 
terminated participants, St. Joseph had followed up with tenpercent (12-15); and Portland had:- 
followed up with 57% (150). 

C. Information Compiled During F011ow-upActivities 

Chart VI-18 summarizes the fol!ow-upinformation routinely compiled by the drug court 
programs i'epresented by the reporting treatment officials" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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Char iV[ ' i -8 : -Fo l l0w.Up_Informat~on  C o m p i l e d  by Drug  C o u r t  P r o g r a m s  

i iili ilSiiii! iii! 
:~i~iiiiii!!iiiiii~iiii:~!i!ili!:,iiiiiiiiii!iii!ii 

! 

x ,:X x ,. l x x x 

x 

i~=i~!~i~iiiii~i~i~iii!ii~iiiii~i~i~ii~i~i~ii~iiii~iii x 

i~~hi~~d!iiiiiiiiii!iiiiiiiiii!iiii~iiiiii!i!i!iiiiiii x 

!i~=i.iliJo~!~iiiiiiii!!iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii!i!iiiiii x 

.= . . . . . . .  i -  • 

! ' x  " x x 

X 

[: IX'-~P~0~tam=Ini~lemeniaiion/OperationaflsSues 

, A. , .Problems Eneountered ~IffDevelopiag-Treatment Component of the 
, Drl~-gCouhProg~am 

Like their counterparts in the coui't:and-criminal=justice hgencies involved in drug court 
program-implementation, ireatment, offic]-~ls rioted-~he need to develop consistency in program 
policy~and procedufes',:the.difficUlty ih addressing the sometimes fluctuating volume of referrals and 

'the-need~f°rAnferageney-coordinfftion-ar~dTcoOperation as'the~most~se-fious " iffiplem~ntation problems 
encountered. Below-is a summary of-the-specific-comments ofthe.respt)nding treatment officials: 

Austin (1) Staff turnover; (2) Funding reductions; (3) Space limitations 

Crestview Treatment personnel developing an understanding of judicial system. 

-Denver :-Coordinating;:the-rec_eipt,ofaccurate data. The DenVer Drug Court makes 
referrals tO over 30 treatment providers 44. Albeit, We have an automated MIS, 
we~h~6  efi~6u-n-tere-d:-some: l~roblems-with, technot0gy and accuracy of 
information.~ - ~  - ~  . . . . . . . .  , ~  

Ft. Lauderdale (1) Political opposition; (2) Lack of ability to control the treatment program. 

Kalamazoo Establishing a communication linkage between treatment agencies '-(Office 
of Community Corrections). 

44 Other drug courts use a maximum o f  three primary treatment providers, with most  programs using 
one or two. 
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Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Phoemx 

Eliciting support from all County, Departments involved. Getting all of those 
Departments to forgo any special interests for the benefit of the whole 
project. 

(1) Strained, and sometimespoorcommunication between Criminal Justice 
personnel and Treatment Staff;~ :, 
(2) Complying wi~h state certifiCation-requirements that do not take into 
account the high v01urne of~15ents. - 
(3) L~ick of addiction knowledgeby some-Criminal Justice Personnel •. 

. 

Initially We hadproblems maintaining the quality of the,treatment program. 
In managing the counsel0rs ~ more closely the program objectives are being 
met. 

Portland 

St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Wilmington 

Lack of planning before implementation to discuss protocol, policies, .follow- 
up studies, etc.; Differing philosophies between court and clinicians; 
Accessing commtinity resources. " .... " 

(1) Getting consistency in communications and methodology bet.ween the 
treatment program and the probation office:has been-a difficult task, but is 
improving with experience. Many-legal issues either conflict with or 
compound treatment issues.and vice-versa.:Interface of information systems 
(or lack of such) has also been-,a serious problem: " ~ 
(2) dealing with the number 0f clientsthat:¢ome, into:drug court,-one week' 
may be extremely busy (several dmgraidsby narcotics_unit); then the arrests 
may clack, up. basically, ayeast or famine-situation; the diffici~ity arises when 
you "crunch" many clients intoaquick timeframe. 

(1) The amount ~].nd variety Of supportive services needed by Drug Court 
participants, i.e.,: ho~sing, ongoing health care and-mental health services, 
financial assistance, andlegal~issistancerelated4o:such: issues asdomestic 
violence, exceed_, resources ayaila.bl e in the community. Such services often 
are difficult to access in_ a timely, i'nanner, and reqtiire a great deal of 
coordination and follow-up; . . . .  
(2)The opt in/out period allows participants.to "evade" treatment or make a 
less-than-total commitment d~ing-ihe--~crucial 2-4 weeks ~ immediately 
following their initial appearance-in\Dm~g Court;.yetYpte-_opt!'__partMpants 
utilize a disproportionate an~0unt'6-f-~idffi{me=for "motivationai!' countering ~ 
and tracking. 

Getting enough-treatment dollars, configuring to meet-needs of target 
population; treatment providers maintaining standards; treatment staff 
turnover; treatment program fiscal management; tre at.ment-providers 
developing skills and engage/retain offenders in treatment; some tension 
between treatment and program goals• 
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B. " unantieipated Issues That Arose and Strategies for Addressing Them 

RespOnding treatment agency officials identified the following unanticipated problems 
arising during the drug court implementation process and the strategies noted for addressing them: 

Austin 
Problem: Funding reduction and interruption of taking new clients~ 

Crestview 
Problem: 
Resolution: 

Need to fine-tun_e ptoce_dure s and expectations of everyone involved: 
Contint~al opendialogue between treatment personnel and Drug 

-~Cou-rt ju~ig~-~i- :d~-dmi~i~f i .h t0r /Pi~nned meetings between 
j_udicja_l a.odJrea_tment providers which focused on these issues and 
specific problem-s.that came up regularly 

Ft. Lauderdale 
Problem: Lackofan effective computer - programming system for 

tracking/monitoring and client information. 

Kalamazoo 
Problem: 

Resolution." 

Identified a need to establish a person to perform intakes to serve as 
o_ng~o!ngliaison betweentreatment agency and Office of Community 
Corrections 
See above comments re: Release of Information. 

Los Angeles 
- Problem: 

Resolution: 

Numberqf participantsiadmitted who were homeless at time of arrest. 
Also, the number of individuals requiring medical detox and suitable 
housing. 
Still attempting to secure funding for these needs. 

Mobile 
Problems: 

• Resolution: 

Phoenix 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

(1) Assessment o f  client after program entry. 
(2) The loss of control treatment ,over , _ by entry and exit of clients. 
(-J)=-I~-d~-~i-tb-st aff/fiigh[vo! ffme-~if c 1i ent s!- - -- 
Regular meetings• of participants to address some of these issues 

The cost  o f  financing the  program with the likelihood of no 
government funding. If the participants can pay their fee the program 
is bound to remain; should collection fall well below self-subsistence, 
the program may be suspended. 
Pending problems surrounding money are ongoing. Possible outside 
and private sector money may help. 
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Portland 
Problem: 
Resolution: 

St. Joseph 
Problems: 

Res61ution: 

Seattle 
Problem: - 

Resolution: 

Lack of stabilized local funding support. 
To date,~unresolved. 

court docketing and scheduling were a problem whenthe program 
first started; getting c!ients/attorneys/drug ,test results/defense 
attorneys/all on the S~ne wave length as far a s  expediting cases 
through the system; adj:u_stedby±:trial and_:error;;, compromises by 
everyone regarding their specific schedules to meet ~the. drug c0urt 
requirements; all involved kparticipants had faith in the drug court 
concept; all involved participants:helped to promote the program 
Our program started with the idea that this would be a constantly 
evolving process ir/vOlvirig e:~tensive commtinication between the 
treatment program, . . . . . . .  the probation officers, and the judge. As such, we 
have worked at issues as they arose and tried to be as flexible as 
possible when making adjustments. We always knew that the success 
of the program would depend on communication, and the evolution 
of drug court has proven it. 

We have now gone Io monthly drug court meetings involving all 
players; this seemsto keep our communication open and helps us-deal 
with problems as they arise, rather than having them on-going and 
institutionalized before we deal with them. 

(1) The rieed for a secure detox facility, inpatient treatment beds and 
methadone or naltrexone ,therapy is significantly greater than we 
anticipated. Participants who enter the program_in a toxic state are 
much less likely to-participate in4reatment during "pre-opt" or to opt 
in; 
(2) Although we expected a heavy volume of tracking activity and 
paperwork, experienqe has shown that these components of the 
program are considerably highei', than we anticipated and take much 
more staff time. 
(1) We are working with community:resource~ aiid-g-ei'~i~e_~b~id~/~ 
to increase the a~vailabjlity of inpatient beds and methadone or 
naltrexone therapy. 
(2) Only the extraordinary efforts Of Drug Court and other agency 
staff have enabledus to deal with the tracking and paperwork 
requirements. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Drug Courts: A n  Overview of  Operational Characteristics and=Implementation-Issues 60 



I 
I 
I 
I 

,! 

Wilmington 
Problem: 

Resolution: 

C, 

treatment programming dollars/contracts administered by DOC; 
inadequate program/fiscal monitoring by DOC; not enough TASC 
infrastructure to perform program 
By having TASC hire additional program management staff; 
prograrnming has been shifted to accommodate populations; some 
are not resolved; still have waiting lists:arid' all systems are full. 

Advic~ to Colleagues in Other Jurisdictions Where Drug Courts are 
Being Planned 

Austin ~, 

Crestview ~ 
. ~ _  ~ , ,  . ~ - . _ ~ . - ~  

•.Denver 

t~ 

Secure your funding, 

:.Establisha good working relationship with the Drug Court judge, the 
C-o~k-~clm-in~tratori~and °therjudicial p~rsonnel is essential for the 
=smooth op~erati'6n-of =ttie treat me~nt C0mponem. ~ Open dialogue 
betvCeen :b6th parties is critical. : 

Al:10w sufficient time for planningstage; 
Make sure tx. agency 6fagCnci~s hre quality. 
Implement M IS if have financial resources. 
Assemble team of players who are willing to work hard. 

Ft, Lauderdale 

Kalamazoo 

Don't allow your treatment program to be totally dictated by the 
Criminal JUstice S~(e~.  YoU musf'have control over treatment. 

Prepare for increased need for communication between treatment 
agency, court, and Office of Community Corrections staff which 
coordinates the program. Have a release of  information policy 
established. 

Los Angeles 

Mobile 

Seek as much input as possible from other jurisdictions that have 
existing Drag Courts•and learn fromthose who have gone before you. 

Be~sut'e-th~t~th~=igass-6rti#e~commufiication between all parties 
involved and that information~is shared~l~y ai], Team approach is 
necessary. 

Phoenix Have a good screening procedure; 
Work closely with the court and district attorney. 

Portland Write down policies and procedures and develop systematic plan for 
update. Find out how the jurisdiction plans to stabilize and continue 
funding. Plan specific outcomes to be achieved and studied. 
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St. Joseph 

Seattle 

Wilmington 

Develop a good communication and shared information system 
before implementing drug cou~;itw_ill save a.lot of problems.later. 
Also, build a p r o g r ~  eya_lu_a_tion system into drug court at the 
beginning, eve n if  it's relatiyely simple. Build your infomi~fion 
system Wjtl~e~/hluati0n iff ifiiEd. ~- .......... 
seek out othe[ drug cg.urts_fqr~ei_rpqlicie s andprocedures; don'.t just 
"copy' another prograip .~d~expdLctj i f  lb. ffO~k ~¢ithin:your system: 
programs must be-designed16 me~f~;6fir°~pecific target populations 

Be flexiblei expect th'e unexpected; 
Have computerized tracking SYStems-preferably networked with the 
Drug Court itself and other: tre~itiii6fit agencies - up, ' running and 
tested before the program starts; 
Overestimate the volume of tracking and paperwork activity and staff 
time required - then double it;- 
Be aware that the client population may turn out to be older with 
more years of drug use, :'harder core", more indigent and more 
disconnected from the system than originally envisioned.-Such clients 
will need a multiplicity ofsupportive services in the community in 
addition to more_treatment staff time. 

Realize that.the: more criminally involved your drug involved target 
population ~s, ~ the more expensive treatment is and the more case 
management infrastructure is-needed; for diversion cases, perform 
• assessment s. prior.todiyersion to.ensure that outpatient treatment is 
adequate, asstiteadequa{e ,urine :monitoring for-diversion cases. 

pR_m.o ' Tv OF_ 
qa~onal Criminal ~,i~ :,, ,- , u~t,,,e Referencs oervlce (NOJRS} 

P~0x 6009 
"- ' " R ° ' ,  -~N  

. . . - ,  
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