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his report provides the
results of an assess-
ment conducted as
part of the National

Drug Court Training and Technical Assist-
ance Program, which supports the Drug
Court Grant Program. Both programs are
administered by the Drug Courts Program
Office (DCPO), Office of Justice Programs,
U.S. Department of Justice. The Drug Court
Grant Program addresses both the increasing
number of nonviolent, substance-abusing
adult and juvenile offenders who contribute
to the pervasive problems of prison over-
crowding, and the high recidivism rate for
those offenders. Drug treatment courts lever-
age the coercive power of the criminal jus-
tice system to enforce abstinence among and
alter the behavior of drug-involved offenders.

Drug courts are a growing phenomenon, and
the number of jurisdictions establishing drug
courts has grown significantly over the past
10 years. Although numerous drug courts
throughout the Nation report success stories,
many experts point out that rigorous evi-
dence to document their impact is lacking,
especially with regard to longer term out-
comes. For the most part, the successes
have not been rigorously documented be-
cause drug courts lacked both process and

impact evaluation data, because most pro-
grams began and continue without the bene-
fit of rigorous evaluation plans or automated
management information systems (MIS).
In recognition of this gap in resources and
methodology, DCPO established initiatives
to quantify the courts’ needs for information
technology and evaluation training and tech-
nical assistance, and to develop training and
technical assistance solutions to address
drug court priority needs. This report docu-
ments that quantification—the results of the
first national survey of drug court MIS/evalu-
ation requirements—and identifies a series
of proposed DCPO initiatives to address the
highest priority training and technical assist-
ance requirements, as identified by the drug
courts themselves.
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s of June 2001, more
than 697 drug courts
were operating in the
United States, and

427 more were in the planning phases.
Currently, all 50 States, including major
Native American Tribal Courts, the District
of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, and 2
U.S. Federal Courts have operational adult
drug court programs. Thirty States have
enacted legislation related to planning and
operating drug courts.1

More than 75 percent of the drug courts in
the United States participated in a nation-
al survey in mid-1999 designed to help
those dealing with large drug caseloads
assess their needs for enhanced information-
gathering tools.2 This phenomenal re-
sponse rate confirms that drug courts
place a high value on information. As the
Honorable Jo Ann Ferdinand, who pre-
sides over the Brooklyn Treatment Court
in New York, noted:

“Computers allow judges to draw the
big picture—to browse quickly and
to spot connections, like the link
between missed appearances and failed
drug tests. Speed is imperative when
handling so many cases, but the real
value of automation is that it keeps
appropriate team members apprised
on all relevant client details—the facts
needed to make the best decisions—
while at the same time, [it] prevents
unauthorized access to confidential
data, such as judge’s notes.”3

Drug Court Approach
Drug courts represent a unique, information-
intensive approach to managing drug-related
cases. This approach is a fairly recent phe-
nomenon for the justice system. It grew out
of problems created for the justice system,
and the communities it serves, when the
growth of drug-related arrests threatened to
overwhelm the system in the early 1980s.4

Faced with drained resources and a lack of

I. 
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effective options to reduce recidivism, many
jurisdictions began searching for alterna-
tives, which led to the movement toward
specialized courts in the late 1980s.5 Drug
courts were developed to reduce substance
abuse and recidivism through techniques
such as treatment, judicial supervision, and
graduated sanctions.

Typically, each drug court team—judge,
drug-treatment providers, court coordinator,
prosecutor, defense attorney, and other inte-
gral players such as probation and pretrial
services—carefully monitors and continually
reports on the nonviolent defendant’s jour-
ney to a drug-free life. For example, almost
all drug courts require participants to obtain
a General Educational Development (GED)
diploma, to keep a job, and to pay current
financial obligations, including drug court
fees and child support (where applicable).

As team members track participants’ com-
pliance with program requirements, the
“total progress picture” must be available
quickly and accurately so drug court team
members can manage the participants effec-
tively. The drug court team must be able to
analyze and summarize these “progress pic-
tures” to provide the data that drug courts
need to monitor their day-to-day operations,
evaluate their processes and impact, and
demonstrate the costs and benefits of their
programs to their communities.

National research charting the drug courts’
first decade of progress shows that the drug
court approach is working. For example,
close to 230,000 defendants have partici-
pated in more than 500 drug court pro-
grams nationwide since the early 1990s.
Almost 70 percent of these defendants are
still enrolled in or have graduated from
drug court programs, nearly double the
expected retention rate from traditional
treatment programs.6

But what of the costs of these programs?
The average cost of the treatment portion

of drug court programs is $1,200 to $3,000
per participant. Contrast that with a recent
estimate of savings in jail-bed days of at
least $5,000 per defendant, which does not
include savings in reduced police overtime,
witness costs, and grand jury and indict-
ment expenses.7

Monitoring and Evaluation
Needs of Drug Courts
Some drug courts, such as the Buffalo Drug
Court in New York, have made great strides
in developing management information sys-
tems (MIS) that meet the specific needs
of the drug court. Others, such as the Los
Angeles County Drug Court Program, are
pioneering ways to use systems for even
greater effectiveness and efficiency, includ-
ing use of a secured intranet to make the
system available to authorized users whose
locations are widely dispersed.8

Yet, study results show that most drug
courts see major barriers to achieving their
goals of managing their programs and eval-
uating their results. For example, drug
courts surveyed clearly indicated that they
lack funding for essential equipment and
software. Another major barrier is the diffi-
culty in linking diverse program informa-
tion sources.

Drug courts want help to strengthen their
ability to collect and manage important
program details. They are looking for train-
ing and technical assistance to take advan-
tage of available technologies that are
capable of boosting productivity in their
vital information-gathering and evaluation-
producing processes.

This is known because of prior work in this
area. In 1997, The Justice Management
Institute, in cooperation with the Drug
Courts Program Office (DCPO), Office of
Justice Programs (OJP), U.S. Department of
Justice (DOJ), convened two focus groups of



Introduction and Executive Summary

3

drug court practitioners, public health offi-
cials, researchers, court managers, and MIS
experts. The first meeting topic was “Moni-
toring and Evaluating Drug Courts,” and the
second was “Drug Court Management Infor-
mation Systems.” The topic areas, although
distinct, are “. . . closely interrelated, since
sound monitoring and evaluation are heavi-
ly dependent on the availability of relevant
and reliable information about program
operations and participant outcomes.”9

The focus group participants took a posi-
tion of strong consensus on several key
points. Included among these was that

“Monitoring and evaluation of
drug courts are critically important
functions. Drug court practitioners
recognize the importance of these
functions, but many drug courts need
help—through education and training,
technical assistance, and resource
augmentation—to make effective mon-
itoring and evaluation a reality.”10

Obviously, drug courts are at a critical
juncture. Stakeholders are rightfully
encouraged by the successes of the drug
court model. But more information is need-
ed. In its report to the U.S. Congress issued
in 1997 (the same year the focus groups
convened), the U.S. General Accounting
Office (GAO) concluded that “Existing
evaluations provided some limited informa-
tion but do not permit firm conclusions
regarding drug court impact.”11 GAO fur-
ther explained:

“We note in this report that many of
the studies we reviewed provide posi-
tive evidence of the merits of drug
court programs. We do not believe,
however, that all of these studies are
equally sophisticated in their design
and methods, or that the results of
these studies can be simply summed
to provide firm conclusions.”12

GAO went on to recommend more rigorous
impact evaluations “To better ensure that
conclusions about the impact of drug court
programs on participants’ criminal recidi-
vism and/or drug use relapse can be drawn
. . . .”13

Although there is general agreement on the
desirability of improving the monitoring
and evaluation functions in drug courts,
there is also recognition that this is a par-
ticularly difficult area and that it would
take a concerted effort to implement this
goal. Even GAO acknowledged:

“We recognize the difficulties inherent
in collecting follow-up data. . . . We
also recognize that the need for and
benefits of having data must be bal-
anced against the cost of collecting
and maintaining it . . . .”14

Needs Assessment Survey:
A Component of the National
Training and Technical
Assistance Program
DCPO’s national strategy for addressing
these issues included the establishment of
a national training and technical assistance
program that included an initiative to pro-
vide the training and technical assistance
for jurisdictions to develop effective MIS
and evaluations for all drug courts.15 In
other words, the objective is to help drug
court practitioners and stakeholders cap-
ture the best practices of the current pro-
grams and share them nationwide to
ensure that future drug courts achieve
the same success rates.

This survey is an important step in that
initiative, identifying the technical assist-
ance and educational needs of existing 
drug courts and pinpointing the barriers
that keep courts from fulfilling those
needs.16 To bolster drug court capabilities,
this survey identified the specific resources
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and knowledge required to collect the data
needed to effectively manage, monitor, and
evaluate drug courts.

The survey queried the entire population of
known drug courts in the United States to
develop an assessment that is nationwide
in scope and broadly reflective of all drug
courts regardless of background or other
characteristics. (The research methodology
undertaken in this survey—including
research design, assessment areas, drug
court characteristics, statistical analysis,
and scope—is detailed in section II.)

Survey responses were received from 257
of the 340 drug courts that were opera-
tional as of mid-1999, for a response rate of
75.59 percent. This response rate increases
our confidence in the significance of the
results as accurately representing the state
of drug court evaluation and management
information systems and the preferred
approaches for continuing improvements.
(Detailed survey results by assessment area
are provided in section III. Section III also
includes a general profile of drug courts
based on background and other character-
istics, such as population of the jurisdiction
served and number of active participants,
and an overview of issues that need further
discussion and research.)

Summary of Major
Survey Findings
In general, many drug court processes are
not automated. Although there is wide-
spread use of computers in the drug court
environment, this survey showed that the
automated support being provided to drug
courts by existing computer systems is
inadequate. This hampers drug court
operations in many ways, such that

■ Drug courts cannot take advantage of
productivity gains and success sharing
that computer automation offers.

■ Drug courts cannot serve larger num-
bers of participants unless they are
more fully automated.

The major findings of this study are sum-
marized in the following key points, as well
as in section IV:

1. Although there is widespread access to
personal computers, vital data are not
generally entered into automated sys-
tems, and there is not widespread,
appropriately shared access to data
among drug court team members. In
fact, less than one-quarter of courts
surveyed use automation to help 
judges interact with their caseload of
defendants.

2. A strong correlation exists between
automation and the time it takes for
the judge to get failed drug test results.
Because some of the less automated
courts also have rapid test reporting, it
seems that those courts that place a
high value on the importance of infor-
mation in the drug court environment
are the same courts that establish the
processes that will get them the crucial
data in a timely fashion. The critical
factor is the importance that the 
drug court places on the value of
information.

3. An overwhelming majority of the drug
courts surveyed expressed their willing-
ness to use every technical assistance
option offered to acquire the proper
automation, maintain the technology,
and obtain the education needed to
generate regular productivity reports.

4. A lack of funding was the number one
reason drug courts did not acquire the
additional automation needed and the
training and technical assistance to
improve the administration of drug
court justice.
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5. In addition to funding barriers, drug
courts also listed difficulty with linking
to other systems as a prime barrier to
automation.

6. Even though most serve large jurisdic-
tions, the majority of drug courts have
100 active participants or fewer. The
largest drug courts—those with 200 or
more participants—are highly automat-
ed with good MIS support. This and
other survey results suggest that the
lack of automation is hindering drug
court programs from serving larger
numbers of participants and provid-
ing the resultant benefits to their
communities.

7. Drug courts clearly specified that they
need technical assistance with all
aspects of automation—including help
with initial “getting started” steps, such
as developing needs assessments and
technology plans and preparing funding
proposals for stakeholders.

8. Surveyed drug courts overwhelmingly
expressed a desire for additional educa-
tion and training to deal specifically
with evaluation and management infor-
mation systems. Targeted workshops
and videotaped training sessions dedi-
cated to monitoring, evaluation, and
MIS development rated highly among
surveyed courts.

9. Difficulty with data entry and sharing
are not a result of drug court indiffer-
ence to the need to provide regular
evaluation information. Indeed, fewer
than half of the drug courts surveyed
rated their current systems as good or
very good at providing information for
evaluations.

10. Less than 15 percent of all surveyed
courts report that they have completed
the necessary automation required to

produce reports needed for overall pro-
gram evaluation. It is telling that this is
about the same percentage of drug
courts that have the largest number of
active participants (200 or more).

Recommendations
The results of this survey clearly show that
the automated support being provided to
the drug courts by existing computer sys-
tems is inadequate.17 The respondents also
identified several initiatives that, if adopt-
ed, would be useful in improving the moni-
toring, evaluation, and MIS capabilities of
drug courts. Although the data were col-
lected in summer 1999, the findings are as
important today as when the survey was
initially conducted and provide the only
empirical evidence of user training and
technical assistance needs.

Although DCPO and training and technical
assistance providers have continued to
develop and present programs and solu-
tions responsive to the needs described in
this report, those programs and solutions
to some extent reflect the fact that training
and technical assistance project staff have
worked collaboratively throughout the proj-
ect with DCPO staff, project partners, and
other technical assistance providers and
experts in the field to address the require-
ments of the drug court community. It
would have been surprising if survey find-
ings and recommended responses to the
findings were contrary to DCPO’s under-
standing of the field’s needs and require-
ments, because the field was the same
source for determining resource needs
throughout the grant period. Thus, this
report provides statistical evidence of the
lack of hardware, software, evaluation, and
MIS expertise among drug court staff. It
also offers an agenda for addressing those
needs through many of the same kinds of
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training and technical assistance programs
and content that DCPO and the field had
assumed were needed based on subjective
assessments.

Without technology, it is difficult for drug
courts to link the information about their
results with the goals of the court. It is also
difficult to produce the reports and evalua-
tions needed to persuade stakeholders to
allot more funding for technology. This is
obviously a vicious cycle that should be
addressed to ensure continued and
enhanced court success.

To break this cycle and ensure future infor-
mation sharing, the drug court field should
consider six broad recommended initia-
tives, which are detailed below and also
presented in section V.

Recommendation 1
Confront the main barriers to drug court
efforts to gather and maintain informa-
tion through effective automated means.

The top two barriers to further automation
cited by survey respondents were lack of
funding and difficulty linking with other
systems. Some ways of addressing these
barriers are discussed below.

■ Lack of funding. Although identifying
a complete solution to this barrier is
beyond the scope of any one entity,
this major barrier might be mitigated
in part by providing forms of assistance
that drug courts identified as useful.

■■ One such tool identified in this
study is a model presentation on
drug court costs and benefits. By
taking data from available cost/
benefit analyses conducted through-
out the country, and by using mod-
ern computer graphics software
such as Microsoft PowerPoint® or
Harvard Graphics, assistance can be

provided to turn these facts into
stakeholder presentations that can
help generate vital funding.

■■ Another form of assistance would be
to develop an MIS/evaluation listserv
to update the field as developments
occur, to provide a forum for practi-
tioners to discuss issues, and to
pose and answer questions of peers.

■■ An online clearinghouse of fre-
quently asked questions about drug
court MIS and evaluation that would
feature answers by leading experts
in the field would also be helpful.

■ Difficulty linking with other systems.
Providing training and technical assist-
ance can also be instrumental in help-
ing drug court personnel deal with the
security, privacy, and access issues that
arise when automating a system with
shared information. Subject matter
trainings could be conducted, including
a workshop on linking drug court infor-
mation systems to court information
systems. 

Recommendation 2 
Respond to the call for specialized edu-
cational programs by developing work-
shops that address high-priority issues.

■ A first workshop should focus on pro-
gram monitoring and process evalua-
tion and provide illustrations of output
reports from a real MIS to illustrate
what can be accomplished through
awareness and planning.

■ A second workshop should address
using technology to enhance drug court
operations. It should include the appli-
cation of existing audio, video, data,
and telecommunications products and
tools—including testing, monitoring,
and mapping technologies—to improve
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the drug court team’s ability to make
the highest quality decisions and to
improve the overall efficiency and
effectiveness of drug courts.

■ A third workshop on linking drug court
information systems to court informa-
tion systems should explore the barri-
ers to system interface, including the
privacy and security issues inherent in
integrated justice information systems.
Subject matter faculty should include
representatives from jurisdictions in
which the court and drug court systems
are already integrated.

Recommendation 3 
Provide technical assistance that
addresses areas identified as needing
special attention.

Survey respondents identified the following
areas for training.

■ Information technology strategic plan-
ning, including staffing issues.

■ Comparing data being collected with
recommended data elements and func-
tional requirements.

■ Conducting information system design
and development and/or acquisition,
including help preparing requests for
proposals (RFPs); selecting consultants,
hardware, and software; and drafting
and negotiating contracts with vendors.

■ Defining the scope of work to imple-
ment the technology plan.

■ Making the business case to the funding
agency.

■ Establishing appropriately secure links
to exchange critical information with
other criminal justice agencies and
treatment providers.

■ Developing a drug court evaluation plan
and selecting an evaluator.

Recommendation 4 
Respond to the call for a specially tail-
ored software package for drug courts
by designing programs that help devel-
op intelligent consumers of technology.

There should be a multiple approach to
this recommendation.

■ First, there should be more education
about the use of technology, its acquisi-
tion, and the proper role of government
in this process. These issues should be
included in the workshops discussed in
recommendation 2. These workshops
should help drug court members be-
come intelligent consumers of technolo-
gy by dealing with questions such as

■■ What is the role of management vis-
à-vis technology as distinct from the
roles of MIS personnel?

■■ What are the appropriate roles of
technology vendors?

■■ Why and how do we deal with
private-sector technology vendors?

■ Second, initiatives should be undertak-
en that illustrate the steps needed to
develop a system and demonstrate best
practices for MIS systems. These initia-
tives might include a case study docu-
menting the development and operation
of a drug court MIS.

■ Third, building on this case study and
work that has already been done by
SEARCH—including an assessment
report of four public domain drug court
software systems and an “information
audit” report,18 which identify neces-
sary information elements for a drug
court MIS—an initiative should be
undertaken to develop a set of common
requirements for such software pack-
ages and/or a model RFP that includes
the specific requirements of such a
package.
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Recommendation 5 
Focus on the role of systems training in
successful automation projects.

Drug courts should explore ways to focus on
the role of systems training in successful
automation projects. Because proper train-
ing is so important to the success of these
projects, serious consideration should be
given to various methods of training. Also,
there should be an exploration of the means
of encouraging this training, either by mak-
ing training mandatory or by rewarding

those who have the training in a timely
manner.

Recommendation 6 
Develop a research agenda for drug
court best practices.

There is a need to identify the best prac-
tices that have been developed for drug
courts in particular, and courts in general,
with regard to the use of performance
measures and technology and automation
components.
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II. 

Research Methodology

o bolster drug court
capabilities, this sur-
vey was developed to
identify the specific

resources and knowledge required to col-
lect the data to effectively manage, moni-
tor, and evaluate drug courts. In developing
the survey, we were guided by the results
of the 1997 JMI focus groups on evaluation
and MIS. Among other difficulties, these
focus groups identified six major obstacles
to sound evaluation research on drug
courts. These ranged from difficulty in
obtaining relevant data, to the lack of a
cadre of experienced researchers, to a lack
of resources for evaluation, to inadequate
management information systems.19

We were especially cognizant of the drug
courts’ unique challenge to evaluators,
which has been documented by the work
of the OJP Drug Court Clearinghouse and
Technical Assistance Project at American
University. That is, a drug court evaluation
must rely on many sources, such as intake
assessment results, court dockets, probation

T officer notes, and treatment-provider out-
comes. The survey was developed with
questions applicable to each part of the
drug court team and their needs, taking
into account the many different sources
for relevant information.

Research Design
Focusing on the nexus between good infor-
mation systems and evaluation, the ques-
tionnaire was designed to answer questions
in a number of key assessment areas,
including

1. How many courts use computers and to
what extent are data routinely entered
into the system?

2. Are members of the drug court team
able to effectively communicate impor-
tant information regarding an individ-
ual case or progress in treatment
through the current MIS?

3. Is the current system capable of produc-
ing useful summary reports for overall
program management and evaluation?
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4. What are the main barriers to further
automating the current system?

5. What are the most common types of
technical assistance needs ranked by
their usefulness to the respondents?

6. What are the most common types of
education and training needs ranked by
their usefulness to the respondents?

Sample
The survey questionnaire was pretested on
a small group of drug courts and, after revi-
sion based on the results, the survey was
sent to the remaining drug courts on the
list of 340 drug courts operational as of
mid-1999. The list of drug courts was pro-
vided by the Drug Court Clearinghouse and
Technical Assistance Project at American
University.

The survey was sent to the attention of the
presiding drug court judge with a copy to
the court coordinator. These drug court
leaders were asked to meet with their drug
court team before completing the survey
in an effort to capture the capabilities and
needs of all the participating entities that
compose the team. Shortly after the survey
was due, a followup postcard was mailed to
increase the response rate.

Each survey was logged as it was received
and the remaining courts that had not
responded were sent an additional reminder
postcard. This process proved to be very
successful, and 257 surveys were received,
a response rate of 75.59 percent. This
response rate increased confidence in the
significance of the results as accurately rep-
resenting the current state of drug court
evaluation and MIS, and the preferred
approaches for continuing improvements.

Assessment Areas
The survey mailed to the drug courts con-
sisted of four assessment sections and a
section for write-in comments.20

■ Management and Evaluation Informa-
tion. Included questions to assess the
use of computers at each site, the type
of information currently entered into
computers, and the ability to automati-
cally produce useful management and
evaluation reports.

■ Automation. Explored the extent to
which each functional area is supported
by automation, the access to computers
by the drug court team, the networking
of computers to improve communica-
tion, the availability of specifically rele-
vant applications and capabilities, the
access to technology training programs,
the technology employees themselves,
and the main barriers to further
automation.

■ Technical Assistance. Directed respond-
ents to rate the usefulness of a number
of technical assistance activities that
might be provided to them during the
second phase of this initiative.

■ Education and Training. Asked respond-
ents to rate the usefulness of a number
of education and training programs that
might also be provided to them in the
second phase of this initiative.

■ Comments. Each section of the survey
provided space for additional comments
to allow respondents to express difficul-
ties or needs in areas not included in
the structured portions of the survey.
Many practitioners took added com-
ments and suggestions.
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Drug Court Characteristics
A “background” section of the survey also
asked about a number of different court-
identifying and demographic characteristics
to determine where statistical differences
might occur. The characteristics included

■ Type of court. As indicated by the per-
sons eligible to participate, such as
adult, juvenile, family, or tribal.

■ Clients served. As measured by the
number of persons who are currently
active participants in the drug court
program.

■ Time in existence. As measured by the
time since the drug court accepted its
first client.

■ Population. As measured by the size
of the population of the jurisdiction
served.

■ Treatment providers. As indicated by
whether the providers are in-house or
contractual and, if contractual, how
many separate entities are providing
services to the program.

■ Time elapsing before test results
received. As indicated by the amount of
time it usually takes, from minutes to
days, for judges to receive failed drug
testing information. This question was
included because drug testing is such
an integral part of drug courts.

Statistical Analysis
Beginning with frequency and percentages,
various statistical analyses were conducted
to summarize and organize the data. Where
appropriate, measures of association and
bivariate tests of significance were con-
ducted. The data, then, are presented in
this report in several different ways.

1. First, the results of each question of the
survey are presented in tables with per-
centages by both option and population
served.

2. Second, bivariate analyses were con-
ducted to determine if a statistically
significant relationship exists between
the characteristics of the courts and the
survey responses to any of the evalua-
tion or automation variables. Missing
and skipped categories were excluded
for these analyses due to small cell size.
Chi-square was selected as the test of
significance. The standard significance
level used was 0.05 or less.21 Results of
the significance testing are selectively
reported when any of the results show
a significant correlation.

3. Third, an analysis was done of the
write-in comments. Selected responses
were grouped by section, categorized,
and the results presented in frequency
tables in the appropriate sections of
this report. All of the comments were
assembled in full-text and are presented
in appendix 2.

The population size of the jurisdiction
served by the court was one of the court
characteristics that presented the most sig-
nificant statistical differences in results.
Therefore, the tables in the body of this
report are categorized based on population
size.22 To present the results in a manage-
able format, the size of the population of
the jurisdiction was grouped into three
categories:

■ Small jurisdictions: fewer than 100,000
people, n = 59.

■ Medium jurisdictions: between 100,000
and 350,000 people, n = 82.

■ Large jurisdictions: more than 350,000
people, n = 107.
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Obviously, although drug courts share com-
mon components, each is unique, and sur-
veying them individually allowed the survey
team to identify unique aspects. The inclu-
sion of write-in comments was especially
helpful to assess how certain perspectives
and practices contribute to the level of MIS
and evaluation competency.

Scope
This survey queried the entire population of
then-known drug courts in the United States
to develop an assessment both nationwide
in scope and broadly reflective of all drug

courts, regardless of background or other
characteristics. Based on time and resources
available, it was not feasible to complete a
detailed analysis of each individual court’s
automated equipment configuration or work
processes. Although these indepth analyses
were beyond the scope of this assessment,
it should be noted that such studies would
provide valuable information for the individ-
ual court studied. If such detailed studies
were done on a representative sample of
drug courts, the studies would provide valu-
able data for extrapolations to the larger
population of drug courts.
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his section provides
the following detailed
survey results:

■ Four specific assessment areas—
Management and Evaluation Informa-
tion, Automation, Technical Assistance,
and Education and Training.

■ Background characteristics of respond-
ing drug courts.

■ Policy, technology, and tactical issues
that were identified as needing further
discussion and research through analy-
sis of survey responses and write-in
comments.

Management and Evaluation
Information Capabilities:
Supporting Decisionmaking
Drug courts determine their successes
through information about what worked
and what did not. As pointed out in the
DCPO report of the 1997 focus groups
that met to discuss drug court monitoring,

evaluation, and MIS, “Drug courts are
information driven to a very significant
extent, and their needs for information are
significantly greater than existing court-
based management information systems
have been able to provide.”23 Specifically,
focus group participants were concerned
about the lack of information to support
the following types of decisionmaking:

■ Operational decisionmaking in individ-
ual drug court cases.

■ Overall management of the drug court
caseload.

■ Sound program monitoring.

■ Useful evaluation.24

But many questions are raised. By auto-
mating the routine processes of drug courts
and compiling the vital data they need to
make these decisions, how well are the
current management information systems
serving drug courts? What types of data are
routinely entered into court computers?

III. 

Detailed Survey 
Results by 
Assessment Area

T
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How do the courts rate their abilities to
monitor the entire caseload based on com-
prehensive, accurate, and current data? Is
the information extensive enough to have
an evaluation conducted and presented to
stakeholders with an accurate picture of
court success? Are the computer databases
that support the data for the drug courts
part of separate or integrated systems capa-
ble of sharing?

Use of Computers
Without a doubt, computers are an integral
part of the drug court environment (table
1a). In response to the question “Does your
drug court use any computers?,” a vast
majority of the courts, regardless of the size
of the jurisdiction, use computers—92 per-
cent of the small, 92 percent of the medium,
and 96 percent of the large jurisdiction
courts. Although computers are widespread,
the automated support provided to the drug
courts by these computers is inadequate.

These findings are illustrated by write-in
comments from several different respond-
ents: “We do not have software yet,
although we have computers.” Another
noted, “No MIS system—some computers
for word processing and e-mail only.” Yet
another said, “Information is entered in an
after-the-fact manner. The system is not
used to assist team members or the judge
in their daily duties. The system is merely
storing the information so that it can be
used for evaluation purposes.”25

As expressed in survey respondents’ com-
ments, it is also important to assess the
overall extent of the information being
entered into automated systems.

At this time, it is apparently standard prac-
tice to gather drug court statistics “after
the fact.” In some instances, this is han-
dled by clerical personnel who perform
data entry only and in other instances it is
through contracting with outside sources.

These outside contracts are typically with
academic institutions. Graduate students
come in (on an irregular basis) to review
all or selected samples from the reams of
paper reports. Then they match client
information to other data, thereby recon-
structing court actions, and they finish by
compiling the statistics.

Although this process may meet the imme-
diate goal of providing a program evalua-
tion report for local, regional, State, or
Federal reporting requirements, it is not
meeting the needs for ongoing management
and long-term planning. This process also
makes it more difficult to compile the
reports that regional stakeholders are com-
fortable using to answer important policy
and managerial questions. Further, these
processes are at variance with the founda-
tion principles needed for the integration
of the information systems of courts and
other justice agencies.

This move to integrate State court informa-
tion systems is being driven mainly by the
cost savings associated with increased effi-
ciency.26 Two of the integration principles
that are relevant to this practice follow:

■ Data should be captured at the origi-
nating point, rather than reconstruct-
ing it down the line or having others
capture it.

■ Data should be captured once and
used many times, leveraging existing
resources and improving data quality.27

Obviously, the full benefits of computeriza-
tion are not being realized. First, because
the routine processes are not automated
and data entry is after the fact, productivi-
ty gains that may be realized from automa-
tion will remain elusive. Second, important
local progress and success stories are being
lost because information pertinent to drug
court case outcome and processing is not
automatically being captured.
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Automated Information Support
The second question in the Management
Information assessment area probed the
extent to which specific types of informa-
tion are being routinely entered into the
computer system. The questions about spe-
cific drug court functions follow the typical
sequence of handling cases, starting with
an initial screening of an individual for
program eligibility (tables 1b–1d).

■ Screening and assessment outcomes.
Only 51 percent of the small, 56 per-
cent of the medium, and 62 percent of
the large jurisdiction courts routinely
enter information from an initial evalu-
ation of the defendant.

■ Defendant’s criminal history. Only 58
percent of the small, 62 percent of the
medium, and 65 percent of the large
jurisdiction courts routinely enter
information relevant to the defendants’
criminal history, even though this in-
formation is extremely relevant to the
defendants’ placement in the drug
court system and to matching them
with appropriate treatment services.

■ Treatment services (type, duration,
intensity, status). Slightly more courts—
54 percent of small, 68 percent of medi-
um, and 68 percent of large jurisdiction
courts—input details on the drug treat-
ment plans prescribed for defendants.

■ Drug testing frequency and outcomes.
This is the most important indicator of
a defendant’s “clean” progress. Here,
results are slightly more encouraging,
with about 64 percent of small, 70 per-
cent of medium, and 74 percent of 
large jurisdiction courts entering this
information.

■ Compliance/Noncompliance informa-
tion. About 64 percent of small, 68
percent of medium, and 65 percent
of large jurisdiction courts routinely
enter compliance information.

■ Status hearing outcomes. One aspect
that makes drug courts unique is the
relationship between the judge and
offender during treatment. For exam-
ple, status hearings held throughout
treatment increase accountability, yet
only 53 percent of small, 60 percent of
medium, and 58 percent of large juris-
diction courts record the outcome of
these hearings in an automated system.

■ Sanctions imposed. Can courts assess
the outcomes of sanctions based on sta-
tistical records? About 63 percent of
small, 61 percent of medium, and 65
percent of large jurisdiction courts rou-
tinely enter information on sanctions
imposed. This process allows for the
effective monitoring of individual
clients and provides the data required

Table 1a. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Management Information

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

1. Does your drug court use any computers?
Yes 91.5 91.5 96.3 93.5
No 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 0.9 1.2

Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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to monitor the effects of specific sanc-
tions on the overall caseload.

■ Incentives provided. What court-provided
incentives work to promote defendant
success? Few drug courts can find out
via an accurate, automated report. In
fact, only 31 percent of small, 42 per-
cent of medium, and 34 percent of large
jurisdiction courts routinely enter this
information. 

■ Information needed to monitor client
progress. About 61 percent of small, 61
percent of medium, and 52 percent of
large jurisdiction courts make an effort
to enter this information into an auto-
mated database.

■ Fees imposed/Bench warrants. Specifi-
cally, 51 percent of small, 54 percent of
medium, and 50 percent of large juris-
diction courts input information rele-
vant to fees imposed and collected. A
somewhat higher percentage—61 per-
cent of small, 71 percent of medium,
and 74 percent of large jurisdiction
courts—enter information on bench
warrants issued or executed.

■ Award of GED or vocational certifi-
cate/Employment status. Are defen-
dants preparing themselves for financial
responsibility? Only 39 percent of
small, 44 percent of medium, and 40
percent of large jurisdiction courts rou-
tinely follow up on GED awards via
automated systems. Slightly more—56
percent of small, 62 percent of medium,
and 64 percent of large jurisdiction
courts—input employment status.

■ Living arrangements. Finally, are
defendants making lifestyle changes;
that is, living in a drug-free environ-
ment and maintaining relationships
with “clean” family and friends? Only
51 percent of small, 54 percent of
medium, and 53 percent of large

jurisdiction courts can effectively moni-
tor their defendants’ living arrange-
ments through automated reports. 

■ Rearrest or conviction during pro-
gram. Another important indicator of
compliance among participants is rear-
rest or conviction while the defendant
is in drug court services. However, only
a little more than half—51 percent of
small, 61 percent of medium, and 64
percent of large jurisdiction courts—
routinely enter this information into
an automated system.

■ Rearrest or conviction after graduation.
This is a desirable component of any
outcome evaluation; however, it is gener-
ally very difficult for courts to obtain
reliable data after the court releases the
defendant. Despite the difficulties, 29
percent of small, 32 percent of medium,
and 35 percent of large jurisdiction
courts input this information into a data-
base. To determine the effectiveness of
drug court programs, a record of how
participants perform after they are
released from the drug court is especially
helpful. If paired with a control or com-
parison group, this information provides
data to determine whether drug courts
are having an impact on drug use and
subsequent criminal behavior.

■ Drug-free/Employment status after grad-
uation. Ideally, rearrest or measures of
recidivism should also be supplemented
with more detailed measures of behav-
ioral or lifestyle change. Although this
information is very desirable, it is diffi-
cult to obtain after people have left the
program. With most drug courts focusing
on operations, it is not surprising that
only 17 percent of small, 17 percent of
medium, and 10 percent of large juris-
diction courts can routinely enter data
relevant to the clients’ drug-free status
postgraduation. Similarly, only 10 percent
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Table 1b. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Management Information

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

2. Type of information routinely entered into your 
computer system:

a. Screening and assessment
Yes 50.8 56.1 61.7 57.3
No 37.3 35.4 33.6 35.1
Do not know 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.8
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
b. Criminal history

Yes 57.6 62.2 64.5 62.1
No 32.2 28.0 30.8 30.2
Do not know 1.7 1.2 0.0 0.8
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
c. Treatment services

Yes 54.2 68.3 68.2 64.9
No 35.6 23.2 27.1 27.8
Do not know 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.4
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
d. Drug testing

Yes 64.4 69.5 73.8 70.2
No 23.7 22.0 21.5 22.2
Do not know 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.4
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 1.7 2.4 1.9 2.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
e. Compliance/noncompliance information

Yes 64.4 68.3 64.5 65.7
No 25.4 22.0 30.8 26.6
Do not know 1.7 1.2 0.0 0.8
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
f. Status hearing outcomes

Yes 52.5 59.8 57.9 57.3
No 35.6 30.5 37.4 34.7
Do not know 3.4 1.2 0.0 1.2
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Table 1c. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Management Information

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

2. Information routinely entered into your computer 
system (continued):

g. Sanctions imposed
Yes 62.7 61.0 64.5 62.9
No 27.1 29.3 29.0 28.6
Do not know 1.7 1.2 1.9 1.6
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
h. Incentives provided

Yes 30.5 41.5 33.6 35.5
No 55.9 47.6 61.7 55.6
Do not know 3.4 2.4 0.0 1.6
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 1.7 2.4 1.9 2.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
i. Information to monitor client progress

Yes 61.0 61.0 52.3 57.3
No 30.5 29.3 42.1 35.1
Do not know 0.0 1.2 0.9 0.8
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
j. Fees imposed and collected

Yes 50.8 53.7 49.5 51.2
No 39.0 36.6 45.8 41.1
Do not know 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.4
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 1.7 2.4 1.9 2.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
k. Bench warrants issued/executed

Yes 61.0 70.7 73.8 69.8
No 30.5 19.5 20.6 22.6
Do not know 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.4
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 2.8 2.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
l. GED or vocational certificate award

Yes 39.0 43.9 40.2 41.1
No 52.5 43.9 55.1 50.8
Do not know 0.0 3.7 0.0 1.2
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Table 1d. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Management Information

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

2. Information routinely entered into your computer 
system (continued):

m. Employment status
Yes 55.9 62.2 63.6 61.3
No 35.6 28.0 31.8 31.5
Do not know 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.4
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
n. Living arrangements

Yes 50.8 53.7 53.3 52.8
No 39.0 36.6 42.1 39.5
Do not know 1.7 1.2 0.0 0.8
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
o. Rearrest or conviction while in the drug court program

Yes 50.8 61.0 63.6 59.7
No 40.7 28.0 31.8 32.7
Do not know 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.8
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 0.0 2.4 1.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
p. Rearrest or conviction after graduation from the drug 
court program

Yes 28.8 31.7 34.6 32.3
No 59.3 53.7 60.7 58.1
Do not know 1.7 3.7 0.0 1.6
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 1.7 4.9 1.9 2.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
q. Drug-free status after graduation from the drug 
court program

Yes 16.9 17.1 10.3 14.1
No 71.2 68.3 84.1 75.8
Do not know 1.7 3.7 0.9 2.0
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 1.7 4.9 1.9 2.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
r. Employment status after graduation from the drug 
court program

Yes 10.2 13.4 7.5 10.1
No 78.0 72.0 86.9 79.8
Do not know 1.7 3.7 0.9 2.0
Skip 8.5 6.1 2.8 5.2
Missing 1.7 4.9 1.9 2.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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of small, 13 percent of medium, and 8
percent of large jurisdiction courts col-
lect data with regard to employment
status postgraduation.

These statistics paint a rather bleak pic-
ture of the support provided to these
courts regarding automated data available
for various types of indicators, especially
data on postgraduation status. Yet these
results are not surprising. Even GAO
acknowledges the difficulties of collecting
certain types of data and the policy consid-
erations inherent in running these pro-
grams. In its 1997 report, GAO stated:

“We recognize the difficulties inherent
in collecting followup data on criminal
recidivism and particularly drug
relapse, as well as comparable data on
nonparticipants . . . . We also recog-
nize that the need for and benefits of
having data must be balanced against
the cost of collecting and maintaining
it, as well as against any logistical and
legal implications, including existing
statutory limitations. Nevertheless, if
meaningful impact evaluations are to
be done in the future on the growing
number of drug courts, more of them
must collect and maintain data on fac-
tors affecting program operations and
outcomes, including data on partici-
pants after they leave the program.”28

The write-in comments of survey respond-
ents provide insight, as some comments
show progress toward the goals set by GAO.
For example, one drug court official stated,
“For rearrest, drug status, and employment
status postgraduation, we have the capacity
and are just in the beginning stages of data
collection.” Other drug courts show there is
a long way to go to meet the GAO challenge,
as exemplified by comments from several
respondents stating that “most information
is in narrative form only,” and “all informa-
tion is tracked in a written chart.”

Note: The drug courts that can count
on the fastest automated turnaround for
vital drug test results—within minutes or
hours—are usually the best equipped to
react quickly, because these courts are also
more likely to have computerized informa-
tion detailing other aspects of defendant
progress, such as sanctions and rewards.

Assembling Data Into
Helpful Reports
Drug courts were also asked to rate their
ability to automatically produce manage-
ment reports for a number of purposes. It is
no surprise that, since many courts do not
have the time or the equipment to capture
all of the pertinent data needed for reports,
many do not rate their report-generating
capabilities highly. Only 56 percent of
small, 56 percent of medium, and 44 per-
cent of large jurisdiction courts rate their
system for generating automated reports to
support informed decisionmaking on indi-
vidual cases as either “good” or “very good”
(table 1e).

The courts in the largest jurisdictions, and
with the largest potential caseload, are less
likely to feel their system does a good job
providing information relevant to monitor-
ing overall operations of the court. Only 53
percent of small, 51 percent of medium,
and 39 percent of large jurisdiction courts
rate their information system as either
good or very good.

The qualified concern regarding report-
generating abilities also transfers to courts
using computerized reports to gauge their
own effectiveness. Only 51 percent of
small, 37 percent of medium, and 37 per-
cent of large jurisdiction courts rate their
current system as good or very good at pro-
viding information for evaluations to assess
effectiveness. In addition, only 37 percent
of small, 52 percent of medium, and 44
percent of large jurisdiction courts feel
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Table 1e. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Management Information

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

3. Rate your drug court’s ability to produce management 
reports for

a. Making informed decisions on individual cases
Very good 28.8 18.3 14.0 19.0
Good 27.1 37.8 29.9 31.9
Fair 18.6 25.6 24.3 23.4
Poor 11.9 8.5 15.9 12.5
Very poor 8.5 6.1 7.5 7.3
Skip 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4
Missing 5.1 3.7 7.5 5.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
b. Monitoring overall operations

Very good 18.6 17.1 6.5 12.9
Good 33.9 34.1 32.7 33.5
Fair 23.7 29.3 26.2 27.2
Poor 13.6 12.2 22.4 16.9
Very poor 5.1 4.9 4.7 4.8
Skip 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4
Missing 5.1 2.4 6.5 4.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
c. Evaluating impact to assess effectiveness

Very good 18.6 11.0 4.7 10.1
Good 32.2 25.6 31.8 29.8
Fair 20.3 30.5 19.6 23.4
Poor 16.9 20.7 27.1 22.6
Very poor 6.8 6.1 9.3 7.7
Skip 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4
Missing 5.1 6.1 6.5 6.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
d. Maintaining statistics on target populations served

Very good 13.6 18.3 15.0 15.7
Good 23.7 34.1 29.0 29.4
Fair 28.8 24.4 17.8 22.6
Poor 15.3 13.4 22.4 17.7
Very poor 13.6 4.9 8.4 8.5
Skip 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4
Missing 5.1 4.9 6.5 5.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
e. Analyzing costs and benefits for stakeholders

Very good 10.2 4.9 3.7 5.6
Good 16.9 12.2 14.0 14.1
Fair 18.6 28.0 19.6 22.2
Poor 23.7 25.6 30.8 27.4
Very poor 20.3 20.7 23.4 21.8
Skip 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4
Missing 10.2 8.5 7.5 8.5

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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they can provide statistics proficiently on
target populations served. Only 27 percent
of small, 17 percent of medium, and 18
percent of large jurisdiction courts feel
their system can provide cost and benefit
analyses for stakeholders.

Overall, less than half of the drug courts
believe they have the information needed
to create automated reports for the people
they serve that demonstrate what they do
and how well they are accomplishing their
goals.

On a positive note, drug courts that value
timely drug test turnaround times appear
more likely to capture the data that will
support good management decisions for
the overall program. These courts are more
likely to capture information that will ulti-
mately help the court evaluate its overall
performance, as well as its ability to reach
targeted populations.

Separate or Integrated
Computer System
Compounding the shortage of information
for reports is the nonintegrated nature of
computer systems serving drug courts.

These courts offer a unique continuum of
services that often involve the defendant in
the court system, the treatment providers,
and pretrial and probation services. There-
fore, each part of the system needs appro-
priate access to the defendants’ progress
reports and the ability to chart progress.
However, 58 percent of small, 52 percent of
medium, and 50 percent of large jurisdic-
tion courts have separate or stand-alone
computer systems that are not part of a
larger court or county system (table 1f).
“Currently, we keep information in at least
four separate databases,” reported one drug
court coordinator. It would be helpful to
know why the majority of courts have sep-
arate systems and whether or not it would
be feasible to integrate them.

Automation: Enhancing
Effectiveness and Efficiency
Within each drug court, automation offers
the opportunity to enhance productivity, to
serve larger numbers of participants, and to
chart results. A lack of automation creates
a barricade to sharing the information
needed to make a drug court program run
effectively and efficiently. Ultimately, these

Table 1f. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Management Information

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

4. Is the computer database that supports the drug court 
a separate or integrated system?

Separate 57.6 52.4 49.5 52.4
Integrated 22.0 30.5 35.5 30.6
Do not know 8.5 7.3 1.9 5.2
Both 10.2 3.7 10.3 8.1
Skip 0.0 3.7 0.9 1.6
Missing 1.7 2.4 1.9 2.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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factors will limit both the number of partic-
ipants served and the benefits that accrue
to the community.

Where are today’s drug court programs in
the continuum between effective, shared
communication and isolated, nonproduc-
tive operation? Results from the automa-
tion assessment area of the survey show
that drug courts of all sizes are making
definite inroads into automation. In fact,
computers are prevalent in drug court set-
tings. However, computers are not located
in the right places and the right team mem-
bers do not have enough access to them to
ensure that courts have the ability to gauge
day-to-day and overall program success.
Looking at the activities of the drug court
from a functional perspective—screening,
assessment, docketing, and scheduling—it
is apparent that progress is needed in sup-
porting these processes with automation.
More important, drug courts point to lack
of funding as a formidable foe that keeps

needed court-specific programs, training,
and in-house expertise out of reach.

Screening and Assessment
Table 2a and figure 1 show each size
court’s level of automation with regard to
screening and assessment information on
drug court defendants.

■ Screening information. Although par-
tial automation is prevalent, 48 percent
of small, 44 percent of medium, and
28 percent of large jurisdiction courts
report that screening information on
drug court defendants is not automated.

■ Assessment information. Only 19 per-
cent of small, 21 percent of medium,
and 11 percent of large jurisdiction
courts are fully automated with respect
to assessment information. A full 41 per-
cent of small, 38 percent of medium, and
32 percent of large drug courts report
this function is not automated at all.

Table 2a. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

1. Extent to which each function is automated:
a. Screening*

None 47.5 43.9 28.0 37.9
Partial 37.3 29.3 54.2 41.9
Complete 10.2 22.0 8.4 13.3
Missing 5.1 4.9 9.3 6.9

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
b. Assessment

None 41.4 37.8 31.8 36.0
Partial 32.8 35.4 48.6 40.5
Complete 19.0 20.7 11.2 16.2
Missing 6.9 6.1 8.4 7.3

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*χ2 = 19.09, p = .001.

Note: Results of the chi-square significance testing are selectively reported when any of the results show a significant correlation—that is, there is a very low
likelihood that these results would have occurred by chance. Results are shown if they were at the level of probability of 0.05 or less. Totals may not equal
100 due to rounding.
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Once again, it is obvious that drug courts
of all sizes are grappling with the daunting
task of obtaining current, accurate pictures
of their clients and their potential clients
in their target populations, yet they are not
receiving much automated support from
their MIS. Without this screening and
assessment information, along with crimi-
nal histories, it is hard to know if a drug
court is reaching its target population.

Monitoring Day-to-Day
Defendant Progress
Drug courts, especially large jurisdiction
courts, fare only slightly better with regard
to monitoring specific components of their
day-to-day programs. They are also deficient
in terms of having certain information auto-
matically accessible to judges and other
drug court team members. The following
describes, and table 2b illustrates, each size

court’s level of automation with regard to
information on treatment case management,
probation monitoring, court case manage-
ment, drug court MIS, judicial supervision,
and graduation/program separation.

■ Treatment case management. Only
19 percent of small, 20 percent of
medium, and 16 percent of large juris-
diction courts are fully automated in
terms of the treatment case manage-
ment function.

■ Probation monitoring. Although
approximately 40 percent of the courts
report having this function partially
automated, only 22 percent of small,
16 percent of medium, and 14 percent
of large jurisdiction courts are fully
automated.

■ Court case management (docketing
and scheduling). Large jurisdiction

Figure 1. 
Level of Automation of Screening Information
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Table 2b. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

1. Extent to which each function is automated (continued):
c. Treatment case management

None 35.6 31.7 25.2 29.8
Partial 40.7 47.6 51.4 47.6
Complete 18.6 19.5 15.9 17.7
Missing 5.1 1.2 7.5 4.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
d. Probation monitoring

None 28.8 29.3 33.6 31.0
Partial 42.4 40.2 37.4 39.5
Complete 22.0 15.9 14.0 16.5
Missing 6.8 14.6 15.0 12.9

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
e. Court case management*

None 25.4 17.1 6.5 14.5
Partial 27.1 25.6 38.3 31.5
Complete 44.1 53.7 51.4 50.4
Missing 3.4 3.7 3.7 3.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
f. Drug court management information system

None 39.0 26.8 30.8 31.5
Partial 30.5 42.7 47.7 41.9
Complete 25.4 26.8 15.9 21.8
Missing 5.1 3.7 5.6 4.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
g. Judicial supervision

None 39.0 31.7 41.1 37.5
Partial 28.8 41.5 37.1 36.7
Complete 27.1 20.7 14.0 19.3
Missing 5.1 6.1 7.5 6.5

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
h. Graduation/program separation

None 27.1 28.0 29.9 28.6
Partial 50.8 35.4 40.2 41.1
Complete 16.9 30.5 23.4 24.2
Missing 5.1 6.1 6.5 6.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*χ2 = 13.39, p = .01.

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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jurisdiction courts are fully automated
with regard to client graduation and
program separation. 

Tracking Vital Client and
Program Successes
Drug courts of all sizes are clearly struggling
to use technology to capture, maintain, and
provide some of the more important com-
posite data elements used to determine the
success of the total program. Table 2c illus-
trates that only about 14 percent of small,
15 percent of medium, and 8 percent of
large jurisdiction courts report complete
automation with respect to maintaining
overall program evaluation information.
Obviously, many court successes go unre-
ported, and so too the opportunity to share
the methodology behind those successes
is unreported.

Collecting data on postprogram recidivism
is another challenge for these courts, as
was earlier described by GAO. Significant

courts are more likely to have informa-
tion partially automated (figure 2).
About half, 44 percent of small, 54
percent of medium, and 51 percent of
large jurisdiction courts, have this func-
tion completely automated.

■ Drug court management information
systems (client sanctions and rewards).
Some 25 percent of small, 27 percent
of medium, and 16 percent of large
jurisdiction courts are fully automated
with regard to this function.

■ Judicial supervision. Only 27 percent
of small, 21 percent of medium, and
14 percent of large jurisdiction courts
report being fully automated. In other
words, less than a quarter of the courts
use automation to help judges interact
with their huge caseload of defendants.

■ Graduation/Program separation. Only
17 percent of small, 31 percent of
medium, and 23 percent of large

Figure 2. 
Level of Automation of Court Case Management Data
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expense, logistical, and jurisdictional issues
must be addressed to obtain this informa-
tion after the defendants are released from
the program. It is not surprising that only
about 10 percent of small, 13 percent of
medium, and 9 percent of large jurisdiction
courts report complete automation with
respect to tracking this vital indicator of
success (table 2c). Almost half the drug
courts report they have no access to
automation that is capable of tracking
which defendants succeed after they leave
the drug court.

These drug courts, like other problem-
solving courts, are setting a more ambitious
standard for themselves by seeking to assess
the longer term outcome of court actions on
individual defendants. In this regard, enti-
ties like GAO, acting on behalf of Congress,
are ultimately requesting that courts take
more responsibility for the outcomes of
individual case decisions and, in the aggre-
gate, for the quality of justice being dis-
pensed. Such demands from the legislative
branch have policy implications for the

entire judicial branch of government. Al-
though these policy issues are relevant to
this discussion because the demands for
evaluative data drove the need for this
assessment, a full analysis of the policy
implications are beyond the scope of this
report. Nonetheless, these policy issues
need to be kept in mind, because those
responsible for courts in general, and drug
courts in particular, have a long-standing
and bona fide interest in automated systems
to support the management of these courts.

Part of the difficulty in building systems to
track drug court data stems from the fact
that traditional courts have not collected
this type of data. Indeed, the role of
modern court management has only
recently emerged, with most of the devel-
opment of the role of the court manager
evolving in the last few decades. Before
that, traditional courts left the manage-
ment of cases to others, most notably to
members of the bar. Although modern prin-
ciples of case flow management have been
accepted by many legal communities, the

Table 2c. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

1. Extent to which each function is automated (continued):
i. Overall program evaluation

None 30.5 26.8 29.0 28.6
Partial 47.5 54.9 56.1 53.6
Complete 13.6 14.6 7.5 11.3
Missing 8.3 3.7 7.5 6.5

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
j. Postprogram recidivism

None 44.1 46.3 49.5 47.2
Partial 35.6 34.1 31.8 33.5
Complete 10.2 13.4 9.3 10.9
Missing 10.2 6.1 9.3 8.5

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.



focus on performance standards and the
measurement of performance in the courts
is a relatively recent phenomenon.29

Although more attention is being paid to
court performance measures, court officials
continue to face a tremendous struggle to
secure the resources necessary for MIS soft-
ware that tracks information on very basic
court processes. And the goal of tracking
defendants’ activities after their cases have
been disposed seems even more difficult to
achieve.

Access to Computers by
Individual Team Members
The lack of individual access to computers
may be a contributing factor to the lack of
automated information. Most members of
the drug court team do have some access
to computers. For example, 92 percent of
small, 94 percent of medium, and 86 per-
cent of large jurisdiction courts responded
“yes” when asked if team members had
access to computers (table 2d). Yet, when
asked if they had access at their desks
rather than at central or shared areas, the
positive responses dropped noticeably, with
64 percent of small, 71 percent of medium,
and 67 percent of large court teams having
computers on their desks.

Two other questions were used to gauge 
the accessibility of computers, one about
computer availability in the courtroom and
the other about the availability of laptops
for travel. Drug court decisions may be
made in the courtroom, in a different
building across town, or across the county
from team members’ desks. When asked if
the members had access to computers in
the courtroom, the number of affirmative
responses dropped significantly, with only
20 percent of small, 34 percent of medium,
and 36 percent of large jurisdiction courts
having courtroom computer access. Simi-
lar percentages—27 percent of small,

46 percent of medium, and 30 percent of
large jurisdiction courts—have laptops
available for travel (figure 3).

Several respondents provided write-in com-
mentary that illustrated the environments
reflected in the statistical results, such as,
“Some team members have computers on
their desks. The computers in the court-
rooms are for clerks only.” Another suc-
cinctly stated the desktop availability as
“Some do, some don’t.”

Sharing Information Among
Networked Team Members
Added to the lack of timely access to
computers is the diminished ability for
appropriate drug court team members to
share current, accurate information via
computer. It is extremely important for all
drug court team members to be linked and
to share appropriate information on the
defendants’ progress through various drug
court services. As in any court or justice
setting, controlling access to confidential
data is also an important requirement.

Controlled computer networks, with pass-
word access to high-speed information
sharing among team members in diverse
locations, are particularly beneficial in set-
tings such as drug courts. Yet not all courts
have network access. Table 2e shows that
39 percent of small, 63 percent of medium,
and 66 percent of large jurisdiction courts
have communication networks that allow
drug court team members to communicate
or share information via computer (also fig-
ure 4). It is important to note that small,
more physically dispersed areas fare the
worst with availability of networks. This
distinction between the small jurisdictions
and their colleagues in medium- to large-
size jurisdictions was so great that it was
statistically significant at the level of .005.
That is, our statistical tests showed an

Drug Court Monitoring, Evaluation, and Management Information Systems

28



Detailed Survey Results by Assessment Area

29

Table 2d. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

2. Access to computers:
a. Do members of the drug court team have
access to computers?

Yes 91.5 93.9 86.0 89.9
No 8.5 3.7 12.1 8.5
Skip 0.0 2.4 0.9 1.2
Missing 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
b. In central, shared areas?

Yes 30.5 25.6 21.5 25.0
No 57.6 64.6 72.9 66.5
Skip 10.2 9.8 4.7 7.7
Missing 1.7 0.0 0.9 1.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
c. On their desks?

Yes 64.4 70.7 67.3 67.7
No 25.4 19.5 27.1 24.2
Skip 10.2 9.8 4.7 7.7
Missing 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
d. In the courtrooms?

Yes 20.3 34.1 35.5 31.5
No 69.5 56.1 58.9 60.5
Skip 10.2 9.8 4.7 7.7
Missing 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
e. Are laptops available for travel?*

Yes 27.1 46.3 29.9 34.7
No 62.7 43.9 64.5 57.3
Skip 10.2 9.8 4.7 7.7
Missing 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*χ2 = 8.70, p = .013.

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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extremely high level of confidence that
these results did not occur by chance.

It appears that the judge and the court coor-
dinator are most likely to be linked via a
computer network. Specifically, table 2f
shows that 32 percent of small, 51 percent of
medium, and 57 percent of large jurisdiction
courts have networks that link to the drug
court judge. In addition, 31 percent of small,
52 percent of medium, and 56 percent of
large jurisdiction courts have networks that
are linked to the court coordinator, who
oversees case flow and ensures the efficient
administration of justice.

However, beyond the judge and court
coordinator, network coverage decreases,
especially among the team members
responsible for providing accurate progress
information to the judicial decisionmak-
ers. All of these team members depend 

on current information to adequately 
represent their clients, as well as to guard 
the public welfare, as tables 2e and 2f 
illustrate:

■ Treatment providers. Only 27 percent
of small, 35 percent of medium, and 27
percent of large jurisdiction courts offer
networked systems linked to treatment
providers.

■ Pretrial services. Only 3 percent of
small jurisdiction courts have networks
that are linked to pretrial services, in
comparison to 21 percent of medium
and 22 percent of large court networks
(figure 5). This is an important issue
because pretrial services are often
responsible for collecting relevant
screening and assessment data.

Figure 3. 
Level of Laptop Availability for Travel Use
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■ Probation. Some 20 percent of small,
37 percent of medium, and 42 percent
of large jurisdiction courts have a net-
worked system that includes links to
probation.

■ Prosecutors. Only 15 percent of small,
31 percent of medium, and 39 percent
of large jurisdiction courts have net-
works with links to prosecutors.

■ Public defenders. About 15 percent of
small, 22 percent of medium, and 36
percent of large jurisdiction courts
extend their network links to the
defense teams.

The write-in comments given in response
to this question provide some details from
specific courts. The comments range 
from respondents whose courts are not
networked, who said, “Drug court members
cannot communicate via computer,” to
other respondents with more progress in
developing networks who stated, “Planned
linkage (for) calendar year 2000.” Other
comments came from drug courts even
further along in the automation process
who have immediate team members and
beyond all linked, such as, “Program
evaluator is also linked.”

Table 2e. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

3. Communications network:
a. Are drug court team members linked 
via a computer network?*

Yes 39.0 63.4 66.4 58.9
No 54.2 34.1 32.7 38.3
Missing 6.8 2.4 0.9 2.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
b. Are judges linked?

Yes 32.2 51.2 57.0 49.2
No 11.9 14.6 10.3 12.1
Skip 52.5 34.1 31.8 37.5
Missing 3.4 0.0 0.9 1.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
c. Is the court coordinator linked?

Yes 30.5 52.4 56.1 48.8
No 13.6 13.4 11.2 12.5
Skip 52.5 34.1 31.8 37.5
Missing 3.4 0.0 0.9 1.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
d. Are treatment providers linked?

Yes 27.1 35.4 27.1 29.8
No 16.9 30.5 40.2 31.5
Skip 52.5 34.1 31.8 37.5
Missing 3.4 0.0 0.9 1.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*χ2 = 10.58, p = .005

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Gaining Access to Computer
Programs That Support Success
Drug courts clearly have basic computer
programs that help in tasks like letter writ-
ing or sending e-mail. For example, 95 per-
cent of small, 98 percent of medium, and
96 percent of large jurisdiction courts have
word-processing programs (table 2g). In
addition, more than 70 percent of drug
courts of all jurisdiction sizes report access
to both e-mail and personal calendar func-
tions (table 2g). As further illustrated by
table 2g, a majority of drug courts have
access to the Internet, database manage-
ment software, spreadsheet applications,
and antivirus programs.

However, access drops off noticeably when
it comes to programs specifically tailor-
ed to court tasks. When asked if there
was software appropriate for their job,

respondents were less positive. For example,
only 49 percent of small, 57 percent of
medium, and 66 percent of large jurisdiction
courts have links to other justice system
databases as appropriate to job function,
such as arrest records, criminal histories,
and court dockets. More important, even
fewer report access to task-relevant soft-
ware, such as screening programs for intake
or pretrial services officers and case man-
agement programs. Only 34 percent of
small, 38 percent of medium, and 36 per-
cent of large jurisdiction courts have access
to task-relevant software.

Finally, only 22 percent of small, 42 per-
cent of medium, and 54 percent of large
jurisdiction courts have access to the
court’s main trial court case management
system. Although large jurisdiction courts
report having this access more often, even

Figure 4. 
Level of Drug Court Team Linkage via Computer Network
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larger systems are not well automated.
Only 54 percent of the large jurisdiction
courts report having this access (figure 6).

The comment of one respondent sums up
the picture of sporadic access to job-specific
capabilities, stating, “E-mail is limited to
the office. We have links to other justice
system databases for arrest records only.
Not all of us have these functions.” Another
commented, “Working on software specific
to drug court.”

Educating Team Members
on Specific Software Programs
and Technologies
Not only do drug courts have limited
access to task-specific computer pro-
grams, they also may face a severe short-
age of automation training programs.
Many veterans of successful automation
projects consider training on the new
computer systems and software critical 
to ensuring the successful installation and
usefulness of a system. As stated in a 1993
book on court automation, “Millions of
dollars can be spent on hardware and

Table 2f. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

3. Communications network (continued):
e. Are pretrial services linked?

Yes 3.4 20.7 21.5 16.9
No 40.7 45.1 45.8 44.4
Skip 52.5 34.1 31.8 37.5
Missing 3.4 0.0 0.9 1.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
f. Is probation linked?

Yes 20.3 36.6 42.1 35.1
No 23.7 29.3 25.2 26.2
Skip 52.5 34.1 31.8 37.5
Missing 3.4 0.0 0.9 1.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
g. Is the prosecutor linked?

Yes 15.3 30.5 39.3 30.6
No 28.8 35.4 28.0 30.6
Skip 52.5 34.1 31.8 37.5
Missing 3.4 0.0 0.9 1.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
h. Is the public defender linked?

Yes 15.3 22.0 35.5 26.2
No 28.8 43.9 31.8 35.1
Skip 52.5 34.1 31.8 37.5
Missing 3.4 0.0 0.9 1.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*χ2 = 9.09, p = .05.

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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software, yet the ultimate success of the
system depends on the quality of work of
the individuals with the lowest salaries
and the least training in the judicial
branch. Good training and quality control

Figure 5. 
Level Linked to Pretrial Services
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procedures are perhaps the most impor-
tant challenges project leaders will face. If
training is not effective, the automation
process cannot be successful.”30
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Table 2g. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

4. Which of the following capabilities do you have?
a. Word processing

Yes 94.9 97.6 96.3 96.4
No 5.1 2.4 3.7 3.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
b. Personal calendar

Yes 76.3 70.7 70.1 71.8
No 23.7 29.3 29.9 28.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
c. E-mail

Yes 72.9 78.0 80.4 77.8
No 27.1 22.0 19.6 22.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
d. Internet access

Yes 67.8 63.4 59.8 62.9
No 32.2 36.6 40.2 37.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
e. Database management

Yes 67.8 67.1 62.6 65.3
No 32.2 32.9 37.4 34.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
f. Spreadsheet

Yes 67.8 69.5 65.4 67.3
No 32.2 30.5 34.5 32.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
g. Antivirus

Yes 71.2 70.7 69.2 70.2
No 28.8 29.3 30.8 29.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
h. Links to other justice systems

Yes 49.2 57.3 66.4 59.3
No 50.8 42.7 33.6 40.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
i. Task-relevant software

Yes 33.9 37.8 35.5 35.9
No 66.1 62.2 64.5 64.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
j. Trial court case management system*

Yes 22.0 41.5 54.2 42.3
No 78.0 58.5 44.9 57.3
Missing 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*χ2 = 16.62 p = .005.

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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To gauge the role training has in computer
systems success in drug courts, the survey
asked respondents about access to formal,
court-supported technology training pro-
grams. A slight majority of drug courts
indicated that such programs exist, but
that where they do exist they are generally
not mandatory.

Specifically, only in the medium- to large-
size jurisdictions are training programs
available to half or more of the drug courts
(table 2h). When asked about training in
general office applications, only 36 percent
of small, 51 percent of medium, and 67
percent of large jurisdiction courts report
that such training is available (figure 7). A
similar situation is found with training for
drug court-specific software, with 14 per-
cent of small, 33 percent of medium, and 35

percent of large jurisdiction courts having
such training available (figure 8). A statisti-
cally significant finding is that, whether for
general or specific training, small jurisdic-
tion courts are less likely to have any for-
mal training programs in place.

Furthermore, programs are mandatory 
in less than 12 percent of these courts,
regardless of court size. Only 9 percent of
small, 4 percent of medium, and 5 percent
of large jurisdiction courts require drug
court team members to participate in train-
ing to learn general office applications of
the software. Requirements for training in
drug court-specific software fared little
better, with 12 percent of small, 4 percent
of medium, and 9 percent of large jurisdic-
tion courts requiring these specific training
programs.

Table 2h. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

5. Access to formal, court-supported technology training 
programs?

a. General office applications*
Available 35.6 51.2 67.3 54.4
Mandatory 8.5 3.7 4.7 5.2
No training available 6.8 11.0 3.7 6.9
Do not know 3.4 1.2 0.9 1.6
Skip 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4
Missing 45.8 32.9 22.4 31.5

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
b. Drug court-specific software applications**

Available 13.6 32.9 34.6 29.0
Mandatory 11.9 3.7 9.3 8.1
No training available 10.2 13.4 6.5 9.7
Do not know 3.4 0.0 1.9 1.6
Skip 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Missing 61.0 50.0 47.7 51.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*χ2 = 8.70, p = .013.

**χ2 = 10.88, p = .02.

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Figure 7. 
Level of Training in General Office Applications
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Add these data on education and training
to the details on the lack of court-specific
programs, and it is easy to conclude that,
although computers and basic programs
are available, this hardware and software
cannot be used effectively for drug court
business.

Relying on In-House 
Automation Expertise
Another indicator of automation advance-
ment is the presence of staff technology 
personnel, one or more employees whose
primary responsibilities include data process-
ing, programming, system administration,

Figure 8. 
Level of Training in Drug Court Software 
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and computer maintenance. However, only
29 percent of small, 29 percent of medium,
and 40 percent of large jurisdiction courts
have such expertise in-house (table 2i).
Write-in comments like this one indicate
drug courts borrow MIS personnel from
other court functions or use student interns,
even volunteers at times, just to achieve
basic data entry and data processing. “We
just want a good MIS so we can spend as lit-
tle time as possible on reports and as much
time as we can on treatment of our clients,”
added one understaffed court coordinator.

Facing Automation Barriers
Courts were asked to identify the main bar-
riers to further automating their drug
courts. The barrier overwhelmingly cited
was a lack of funding. In fact, 61 percent
of small, 72 percent of medium, and 66
percent of large jurisdiction courts point to
funding as the number one impediment to
their automation development. In addition,
56 percent of small, 61 percent of medium,
and 47 percent of large jurisdiction courts
indicate difficulty in linking with other sys-
tems that support drug court team mem-
bers as a prime barrier. The vast majority
of the courts do not see the other items
listed on the survey as being “main” barri-
ers to further automating their drug court
(table 2i). These included insufficient
skills, a lack of guidelines specific to drug
courts, a need to educate stakeholders,
ongoing maintenance costs, unfamiliarity
with State and/or national standards, and
appropriate security controls to limit access.

Write-In Comments
The write-in comments for this section
showed a wide range of concerns. Some
respondents mentioned the current de-
mand for technical personnel, noting that
“Programmers are not available because
they are so busy with other projects.”

Other comments, perhaps reflective of a
certain desperation where automation is
concerned, went so far as to suggest that
the government go into the software devel-
opment business. One respondent suggest-
ed that DCPO/American University develop
a software package specific to drug courts.

Although identifying the need for tailored
software is on target, the suggestion that
the government should develop such soft-
ware seems misguided. Comments such as
these suggest that there may be a greater
need for education, so that those having to
rely on these systems will have a better
understanding of the role of technology
vendors, the use of various aspects of the
procurement process to acquire technolo-
gy, and how to deal with the private sector.

The write-in comments about additional
barriers were categorized and are present-
ed below.

Additional Barriers Number of
Comments Recorded

Lack of specific drug court software 15
Currently addressing barriers 13
Staffing issues 12
Insufficient or incompatible software 10
Lack of equipment 9
Lack of funding 6
Lack of training 2
Lack of political or administrative support 2
Accessibility of data 1
Population size 1
No existing barriers 1
Drug court is just beginning 1

Technical Assistance:
Overwhelming Appeal 
for Support
As drug courts take on greater roles within
their communities and serve larger client
populations, they obviously take on addi-
tional responsibilities with more goals that
must be achieved. The survey asked the
respondents to identify the technical
assistance that the courts need to fulfill
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Table 2i. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Automation

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

6. Does your drug court have any employees whose 
primary responsibilities include data processing,
computer maintenance, etc.?

Yes 28.8 29.3 40.2 33.9
No 71.2 70.7 56.1 64.5
Missing 0.0 0.0 3.7 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

7. What are the main barriers to further automating your 
drug court?

a. Insufficient skills
Yes 25.4 31.7 25.2 27.4
No 74.6 68.3 74.8 72.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
b. Lack of guidelines specific to drug courts

Yes 25.4 28.0 23.4 25.4
No 74.6 72.0 76.6 74.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
c. Need to educate stakeholders

Yes 25.4 23.2 17.8 21.4
No 74.6 76.8 82.2 78.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
d. Ongoing maintenance costs

Yes 33.9 28.0 35.8 32.8
No 66.1 72.0 64.2 67.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
e. Funding

Yes 61.0 72.0 66.4 66.9
No 39.0 28.0 33.6 33.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
f. Not familiar with national/State standards

Yes 16.9 12.2 10.3 12.5
No 83.1 87.8 89.7 87.5

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
g. Difficulty linking with other systems

Yes 55.9 61.0 46.7 53.6
No 44.1 39.0 53.3 46.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
h. Designing appropriate security controls

Yes 18.6 20.7 17.8 19.0
No 81.4 79.3 82.2 81.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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those vital goals. In fact, the survey team
culled many technical assistance options
from earlier drug court focus groups. The
report on these focus groups identified
“eight high-priority areas for direct techni-
cal assistance to jurisdictions with respect
to development of monitoring, evaluation,
and MIS capabilities.”31 From these areas,
and based on consultation with experts
in the field, a list of specific options was
developed. The respondents were asked to
rate these options from “extremely useful”
to “not useful.”

The drug courts’ responses were forceful
and clear.

Overwhelmingly, drug courts ranked every
offered technical assistance option as useful.
In fact, very few of the hundreds of respond-
ents ranked any technical assistance
option as not useful. As one obviously frus-
trated court coordinator wrote after answer-
ing with a long technical assistance wish
list, “What day will (help) arrive???”

The greatest needs center around the
basics of getting started on long-term auto-
mated productivity. The statistical results
are shown in tables 3a and 3b and are 
discussed below.

Information Elements and
Functional Requirements
One option listed on the survey was
“Assistance in doing a comparison of the
information elements being collected in
your drug court with a set of recommend-
ed information elements and functional
requirements.” For help with this “actual
versus recommended” approach, 83 per-
cent of small, 79 percent of medium, and
87 percent of large jurisdiction courts feel
this help would be useful, very useful, or
extremely useful.

Needs Assessment
Help in conducting an MIS needs assess-
ment that includes documenting existing
procedures, determining functional
requirements, and developing recommend-
ed solutions was also popular. Results show
that 87 percent of small, 79 percent of
medium, and 83 percent of large jurisdic-
tion courts cite this as useful, very useful,
or extremely useful.

Strategic Information 
Technology Plans
The development of a strategic information
technology plan for the drug court would
include an assessment of the staff’s techni-
cal capabilities and a plan for acquiring the
technical skill sets that are not available in-
house. Respondents indicated that 70 per-
cent of small, 71 percent of medium, and
70 percent of large jurisdiction courts feel
this activity would be useful, very useful, or
extremely useful.

As tables 3a and 3b further illustrate, there
are other areas where help is needed.

Defining the Scope of Work
When asked about help in defining the
scope of work required to implement a
technology plan, 76 percent of small, 70
percent of medium, and 71 percent of large
jurisdiction courts rated this activity as
useful, very useful, or extremely useful.

Model PowerPoint Presentation
Some 78 percent of small, 94 percent of
medium, and 85 percent of large jurisdic-
tion courts favored the development and
maintenance of a template for a model
Microsoft PowerPoint® presentation on drug
court costs and benefits to use when making
presentations to regional stakeholders.
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Table 3a. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Technical Assistance

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

Rate the usefulness of technical assistance activities in 
these areas:

1. Comparison of your information elements to 
recommended elements

Extremely useful 20.3 22.0 21.5 21.4
Very useful 28.8 34.1 34.6 33.1
Useful 33.9 23.2 30.8 29.0
Minimally useful 10.2 9.8 5.6 8.1
Not useful 3.4 6.1 0.9 3.2
Missing 3.4 4.9 6.5 5.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
2. Needs assessment

Extremely useful 11.9 28.0 23.4 22.2
Very useful 35.6 30.5 28.0 30.6
Useful 39.0 20.7 31.8 29.8
Minimally useful 11.9 12.2 7.5 10.1
Not useful 1.7 3.7 5.6 4.0
Missing 0.0 4.9 3.7 3.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
3. Development of a strategic information technology plan

Extremely useful 13.6 20.7 13.1 15.7
Very useful 30.5 26.8 30.8 29.4
Useful 25.4 23.2 26.2 25.0
Minimally useful 22.0 17.1 17.8 18.5
Not useful 6.8 6.1 6.5 6.5
Missing 1.7 6.1 5.6 4.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
4. Defining the scope of work to implement the 
technology plan

Extremely useful 10.2 20.7 10.3 13.7
Very useful 27.1 22.0 29.0 26.2
Useful 39.0 26.8 31.8 31.9
Minimally useful 11.9 17.1 16.8 15.7
Not useful 11.9 6.1 7.5 8.1
Missing 0.0 7.3 4.7 4.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
5. Development and maintenance of a PowerPoint®

presentation on the drug court
Extremely useful 28.8 40.2 32.7 34.3
Very useful 28.8 36.6 24.3 29.4
Useful 20.3 17.1 28.0 22.6
Minimally useful 15.3 2.4 6.5 7.3
Not useful 6.8 1.2 4.7 4.0
Missing 0.0 2.4 3.7 2.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.



and products, including help preparing
RFPs; selecting consultants, hardware, and
software; and drafting and negotiating con-
tracts with vendors. Responses indicated
that 64 percent of small, 68 percent of
medium, and 60 percent of large jurisdic-
tion courts cite this activity as useful, very
useful, or extremely useful.

Drug Court Evaluation
Plans/Identifying an Evaluator
When asked about help to develop a drug
court evaluation plan and identify an 
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Security Links To Ensure Privacy
When asked about help and advice on
establishing appropriately secure links to
exchange critical information with other
criminal justice agencies and treatment
providers, 86 percent of small, 85 percent
of medium, and 82 percent of large juris-
diction courts rated this as useful, very
useful, or extremely useful.

Vendors and Products
Respondents were asked to rate the need
for assistance and advice selecting vendors

Table 3b. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Technical Assistance

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

Rate the usefulness of technical assistance activities in 
these areas (continued):

6. Assistance and advice on establishing security
Extremely useful 27.1 28.0 22.4 25.4
Very useful 32.2 35.4 25.2 30.2
Useful 27.1 22.0 34.6 28.6
Minimally useful 5.1 7.3 12.1 8.9
Not useful 8.5 2.4 1.9 3.6
Missing 0.0 4.9 3.7 3.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
7. Assistance and advice on selection of vendors 
and products

Extremely useful 10.2 20.7 7.5 12.5
Very useful 20.3 18.3 16.8 18.1
Useful 33.9 29.3 35.5 33.1
Minimally useful 22.0 17.1 22.4 20.6
Not useful 13.6 7.3 11.2 10.5
Missing 0.0 7.3 6.5 5.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
8. Assistance in developing a drug court evaluation plan 
and on identifying an evaluator

Extremely useful 16.9 20.7 20.6 19.8
Very useful 18.6 19.5 15.0 17.3
Useful 39.0 20.7 29.0 28.6
Minimally useful 11.9 20.7 15.9 16.5
Not useful 13.6 12.2 15.0 13.7
Missing 0.0 6.1 4.7 4.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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evaluator, 75 percent of small, 61 percent
of medium, and 65 percent of large juris-
diction courts rate assistance as useful,
very useful, or extremely useful. Small
jurisdiction courts gave this option a
much higher rating than their colleagues in
medium- and large-size jurisdictions. This
differential in ratings was significantly dif-
ferent for small jurisdiction courts than for
the other courts. Stated differently, the sta-
tistical analysis indicated that a strong
relationship exists between size of jurisdic-
tion and need for such assistance, and that
this finding is extremely unlikely to have
resulted from chance.

Overall Ranking of Technical
Assistance Options
By assigning a weight to each response
category, and taking an overall average for
each activity, the relative importance of
each activity could be assessed. The results
of this weighting, which show activities
from least useful to most useful overall, are
displayed graphically (figures 9a and 9b).

Write-In Comments
Respondents had the opportunity to write
comments and suggestions for this section.
In response to the question of “Additional
Assistance” the results were as follows:

Assistance Requested Number of
Comments Recorded

Drug court-specific software 7
Funding 4
Evaluation 3
Computer networks 2
Currently addressing problems 2
DCPO-required data elements 1

These write-in comments continue to show
an emphasis on the need for adequate
funding and software that meets the specif-
ic needs of drug courts.

Education and Training: Sharing
and Expanding Successes
As with technical assistance, drug courts
overwhelmingly underscored the need for
educational assistance. Only a handful of
the hundreds of respondents ranked any
education and training options as not

Figure 9a. 
Usefulness of Technical Assistance
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Figure 9b. 
Usefulness of Technical Assistance
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helpful (tables 4a and 4b). More important,
respondents offered their views on the spe-
cific types of training they need most and
the types of training delivery devices, such
as videoconferences, videotapes, and pre-
existing conferences, that they can access
cost effectively.

Information Management 
“Add-On” Modules
Respondents from 88 percent of small, 87
percent of medium, and 84 percent of large
jurisdiction courts believe an information
management component in future DCPO-
sponsored workshops on planning and
implementation would be useful, very use-
ful, or extremely useful.

Dedicated Topical Workshops
Even more respondents, 93 percent of
small, 89 percent of medium, and 90 per-
cent of large jurisdiction courts, thought
workshops dedicated to the topics of drug
court monitoring, evaluation, and MIS
development would be useful, very useful,
or extremely useful.

Videoconferences
In recognition of limited travel budgets,
respondents were asked to rate the useful-
ness of conducting videoconferences, or
State or regional conferences targeted to
specific monitoring, evaluation, and MIS
issues. Respondents from 76 percent of
small, 78 percent of medium, and 83 per-
cent of large jurisdiction courts indicated
that such conferences would be useful,
very useful, or extremely useful.

Software Orientation
Also rated highly was the option of con-
ducting orientation sessions on specific
software programs and their application to
drug court MIS needs, with 83 percent of
small, 91 percent of medium, and 81 per-
cent of large jurisdiction courts reporting
that these would be useful, very useful, or
extremely useful.
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Table 4a. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Education and Training

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

Rate the usefulness of the following education and 
training programs:

1. Information management component in future 
DCPO-sponsored workshops

Extremely useful 20.3 22.0 26.2 23.4
Very useful 40.7 46.3 31.8 38.7
Useful 27.1 18.3 26.2 23.8
Minimally useful 5.1 6.1 8.4 6.9
Not useful 6.8 2.4 5.6 4.8
Missing 0.0 4.9 1.9 2.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
2. Drug court monitoring, evaluation, and MIS 
development in a series of workshops

Extremely useful 23.7 24.4 26.2 25.0
Very useful 37.3 48.8 40.2 42.3
Useful 32.2 15.9 23.4 23.0
Minimally useful 6.8 4.9 6.5 6.0
Not useful 0.0 2.4 2.8 2.0
Missing 0.0 3.7 0.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
3. Drug court monitoring, evaluation, and MIS issues 
via videoconference

Extremely useful 22.0 14.6 11.3 15.0
Very useful 20.3 30.5 32.1 28.7
Useful 33.9 32.9 39.6 36.0
Minimally useful 22.0 14.6 14.2 16.2
Not useful 1.7 2.4 2.8 2.4
Missing 0.0 4.9 0.0 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
4. Orientation on specific software programs and their 
application to drug court needs

Extremely useful 11.9 20.7 25.2 20.6
Very useful 39.0 42.7 26.2 34.7
Useful 32.2 28.0 29.9 29.8
Minimally useful 15.3 3.7 12.1 10.1
Not useful 1.7 1.2 4.7 2.8
Missing 0.0 3.7 1.9 2.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Table 4b. 
Drug Court Assessment by Jurisdiction Size/Education and Training

— Jurisdiction Size —
Small Medium Large Total

n = 59 n = 82 n = 107 n = 248
% % % %

Rate the usefulness of the following education and 
training programs (continued):

5. Development and maintenance of a drug court 
request for proposals and contract database

Extremely useful 10.2 14.6 16.8 14.5
Very useful 30.5 25.6 22.4 25.4
Useful 33.9 34.1 38.3 35.9
Minimally useful 16.9 17.1 12.1 14.9
Not useful 8.5 3.7 8.4 6.9
Missing 0.0 4.9 1.9 2.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
6. Development and maintenance of frequently asked 
questions about drug court MIS

Extremely useful 18.6 18.3 16.8 17.7
Very useful 42.4 39.0 35.5 38.3
Useful 20.3 26.8 29.0 26.2
Minimally useful 11.9 9.8 15.9 12.9
Not useful 6.8 2.4 1.9 3.2
Missing 0.0 3.7 0.9 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
7. Development of an Internet listserver to automatically 
send e-mails to the drug court community

Extremely useful 22.0 32.9 26.2 27.4
Very useful 49.2 29.3 31.8 35.1
Useful 22.0 25.6 27.1 25.4
Minimally useful 5.1 8.5 7.5 7.3
Not useful 1.7 2.4 4.7 3.2
Missing 0.0 1.2 2.8 1.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
8. Identification, description, and dissemination of 
information about well-functioning drug courts

Extremely useful 23.7 24.4 29.0 26.2
Very useful 33.9 45.1 43.0 41.5
Useful 35.6 23.2 18.7 24.2
Minimally useful 5.1 4.9 5.6 5.2
Not useful 1.7 1.2 2.8 2.0
Missing 0.0 1.2 0.9 1.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Drug Court Request for Proposals
and Contract Database
Responses show that 75 percent of small,
74 percent of medium, and 78 percent of
large jurisdiction courts thought the devel-
opment and maintenance of a drug court
RFP and contract database could benefit
the court by improving the development 
of technology projects.

Frequently Asked Questions
This item focused on whether it would be
useful to develop and maintain a list of fre-
quently asked questions (FAQs) about drug
court MIS, with answers contributed by
leading experts in the field. Of those
responding, 81 percent of small, 84 percent
of medium, and 81 percent of large juris-
diction courts rate this list as useful, very
useful, or extremely useful.

Internet Listserver 
A vast majority of courts would like to see
development of an Internet listserver that
would automatically send copies of e-mail
notes on drug court technology issues and
concerns to subscribers within the drug
court community. Specifically, 93 percent
of the small, 88 percent of the medium,
and 85 percent of the large jurisdiction
courts rated this activity as useful, very
useful, or extremely useful.

Evaluation and Management
Information Systems Best
Practices
Some 93 percent of small, 93 percent of
medium, and 91 percent of large jurisdic-
tion courts noted that it would be benefi-
cial to identify, describe, and disseminate
information about well-functioning drug
court evaluation and management informa-
tion systems.

Overall Ranking of Education and
Training Options
As was the case with technical assistance,
by weighting categories and taking an over-
all average for each activity, the relative
importance of each activity could be
assessed. The results of this weighting,
which shows activities from least useful to
most useful overall, are shown in figures
10a and 10b.

Write-In Comments
Respondents had the opportunity to write
comments and suggestions for this section.
In response to the question of “Additional
Assistance” the following were suggested:

Educational Option Number of
Comments Recorded

DCPO-required data elements 3
Miscellaneous 3
Evaluation 2
Software 2
Network/Internet 2
Security 1

These results show that, unlike the technical
assistance options, there was not as much
consensus on additional or alternative
options that would help address education
and training needs.

Background and Other
Characteristics
The general profile of drug courts assembled
through analysis of the survey responses
and write-in comments shows that 69 per-
cent were adult courts (table 5). Of the
more than 250 courts that responded, the
majority of courts serve adults in moder-
ately large cities with populations of
100,000 to 1 million. In looking at the
number of active participants in each drug
court, 58 percent have 100 participants or
fewer. In addition, the modal average, or
the largest percentage programs in a single
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Figure 10a. 
Usefulness of Education and Training
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Figure 10b. 
Usefulness of Education and Training
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category, had 50 participants or fewer. Yet
the “average,” as measured by the arith-
metic mean, was about 200 active partici-
pants. This larger average results because
the statistical mean is influenced or
skewed by the 15 percent of programs that
have more than 200 participants.

These findings raise an important issue.
Because most drug courts are serving juris-
dictions of 100,000-plus, one might expect
that the majority of the drug courts would
be handling a larger number of partici-
pants. But the majority of drug courts have
100 participants or fewer. This begs the
question of why more of the programs 
are not handling larger numbers of
participants. Several explanations come
immediately to mind. Three possibilities
are that

1. Not enough drug defendants are eligible
and/or in need of the programs.

2. Treatment providers or other necessary
services and facilities are not available
to increase the size of these programs.

3. These courts lack the automation that
would allow the teams to handle larger
numbers of participants.

The first seems an unlikely causal explana-
tion, knowing the explosive growth of the
drug-related caseload, but other research
may be in progress to answer this question.
As to the lack of treatment resources, it is
generally acknowledged to be a constant
challenge for these programs. To be sure,
others within most communities and cer-
tain Federal programs are seeking ways to
address the availability of treatment. The
third explanation, that the lack of automa-
tion is hindering these programs from serv-
ing larger numbers of participants, has not
been generally acknowledged. However,
data in this study would tend to support
this explanation.

Significant correlations exist between sev-
eral measures of the extent of automation
and the number of active participants—
that is, the larger the number of partici-
pants, the greater the extent of automation
and the better the MIS support (table 6).
For example, the results of questions about
information elements entered into the
computer show a significant correlation
between the number of participants and
several of these elements. These include
information on screening and assessment,
treatment services, and fees imposed and
collected. Significant correlations also exist
between the number of participants and
other measures of automation, including
how well the various functions are auto-
mated, and whether or not there is a court
case and drug court MIS. As illustrated in
table 6, an interesting additional finding is
that a significant correlation also exists
between the number of participants and
whether the public defender is electroni-
cally linked to the drug court team. 

More than 77 percent of the drug courts
operating at the time of the survey had
been in operation for at least 2 years.
Almost 73 percent rely exclusively on con-
tractual treatment providers for service,
rather than having in-house treatment
providers (table 5). Another 10 percent
rely on both, bringing the total of programs
that rely in some fashion on contractual
treatment providers to 83 percent. The
number of different providers varied, but
the average or arithmetic mean was seven
and the median, or the response at the
midpoint of the distribution, was two. In
this instance, the median of 2 is a much
more representative indicator of the aver-
age number of providers because the arith-
metic mean is inflated due to 2 courts with
more than 130 providers each.

The Background section of the survey also
included a question addressing how long
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Table 5. 
Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Drug Court Background Characteristics

n %
Characteristic
Type of court

Adult 176 69.0
Juvenile 48 18.8
Family 24 9.4
Tribal 4 1.6
Missing 3 1.2
Total 255 100.0

Years in operation
One year or less 46 18.0
Two years or less 80 31.4
Three years or less 53 20.8
More than three years 68 26.7
Missing 8 3.1
Total 255 100.0

Population of jurisdiction served
0–50,000 19 7.5
50,001–100,000 40 15.7
100,001–350,000 82 32.2
350,001–500,000 36 14.1
500,001–1,000,000 42 16.5
1,000,001 and above 29 11.4
Missing 7 2.7
Total 255 100.0

Number of active participants
50 or less 90 35.3
51–100 59 23.1
101–200 54 21.2
201 or more 38 14.9
Missing 14 5.5
Total 255 100.0

Treatment provider
In-house 39 15.3
Contractual 186 72.9
Both 25 9.8
Missing 5 2.0
Total 255 100.0

Number of providers, if contractual
Mean 6.79
Median 2.00

Amount of time to elapse until judge received failed 
drug-testing results

Minutes 48 18.8
One day 60 23.5
Two days 29 11.4
Three days 38 14.9
Four or more days 72 28.2
Missing 8 3.1
Total 255 100.0

Note: Percent totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Table 6. 
Drug Court Description by Number of Active Participants

— Number of Active Participants —
0–50 51–100 101–200 201+ Total

n = 90 n = 59 n = 54 n = 38 n = 241*
% % % % %

Question
Screening and assessment information entered 
into computer

Yes 52.6 60.7 76.9 66.7 62.6
No 47.4 39.3 23.1 33.3 37.4

χ2 = 8.25, p = .041 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Treatment service information entered into computer
Yes 61.3 64.3 80.4 86.1 70.4
No 38.8 35.7 19.6 13.9 29.5

χ2 = 10.93, p = .012 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Fees imposed and collected entered into computer
Yes 61.3 38.2 66.7 52.8 55.4
No 38.8 61.8 33.3 47.2 44.6

χ2 = 10.43, p = .015 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Screening information is automated
None 58.0 40.8 21.2 26.5 40.8
Partial 30.7 38.8 65.4 55.9 44.4
Complete 11.4 20.4 13.5 17.6 14.8

χ2 = 25.22, p = .000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Assessment information is automated
None 51.7 42.6 21.2 28.6 38.9
Partial 35.6 36.2 55.8 54.3 43.5
Complete 12.6 21.3 23.1 17.7 17.6

χ2 = 16.02, p = .014 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Treatment information is automated
None 44.3 30.8 15.4 25.0 31.6
Partial 42.0 51.9 55.8 58.3 50.0
Complete 13.6 17.3 28.8 16.7 18.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Court management information is automated
None 21.6 17.0 9.4 10.5 15.9
Partial 28.4 34.0 45.3 18.4 31.9
Complete 50.0 49.1 45.3 71.1 52.2

χ2 = 12.71, p = .048 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Drug court MIS is automated
None 41.4 39.6 17.3 28.9 33.5
Partial 36.8 28.3 61.5 55.3 43.5
Complete 21.8 32.1 21.2 15.8 23.0

χ2 = 18.21, p = .006 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Public defender is linked
Yes 26.1 53.7 48.6 56.5 44.1
No 73.9 46.3 51.4 43.5 55.9

χ2 = 18.21, p = .006 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* This table includes data from all of the 241 respondents that provided the number of participants.

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Table 7a. 
Drug Court Description by Efficiency of Drug Test Results to Judge

— Drug Test Result Efficiency — 
Minutes One day Two+ days Total
n = 48 n = 60 n = 139 n = 247*

% % % %

Information entered into the computer
Sanctions imposed

Yes 60.6 70.3 57.6 62.4
No 39.4 29.7 42.4 37.6

χ2 = 6.43, p = .040 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Incentives provided
Yes 49.5 33.9 27.7 38.9
No 50.5 66.1 72.3 61.1

χ2 = 8.76, p = .012 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

GED or vocational certificate award
Yes 46.5 53.1 30.8 43.9
No 53.5 46.9 69.2 56.1

χ2 = 7.02, p = .030 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Management report capability
Ability to produce reports to monitor overall operations

Very good 18.4 3.1 14.9 13.2
Good 32.0 43.1 32.8 35.3
Fair 27.2 33.8 25.4 28.5
Poor 18.4 18.5 16.4 17.9
Very poor 3.9 1.5 10.4 5.1

χ2 = 15.61, p = .048 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Ability to produce reports for impact evaluations
Very good 11.9 7.6 10.8 10.9
Good 27.7 34.8 33.8 31.5
Fair 23.8 34.8 18.5 25.4
Poor 32.7 16.7 20.0 24.6
Very poor 4.0 6.1 16.9 8.2

χ2 = 18.76, p = .016 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Ability to produce statistics on target populations served
Very good 19.0 12.1 17.9 16.7
Good 32.0 37.9 22.4 30.9
Fair 17.0 37.9 22.4 24.5
Poor 25.0 6.1 22.4 18.9
Very poor 7.0 6.1 14.9 9.0

χ2 = 22.95, p = .003 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* This table includes data from all of the 247 respondents that provided the test results time.

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.

on average it took to get a report to the
judge about a failed drug test. The cross-
tabulation on this question, done to see
how well reporting test results correlates
with other factors, produced some of the
most interesting findings. The results 

indicate that a high correlation exists
between automation and rapidity of test
results (tables 7a and 7b). There is also a
significant correlation between courts that
get rapid results and those that are charac-
terized by two other factors: those that
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maintain data on rewards and sanctions,
and those that have good management
reporting capabilities.

However, the results of the data on the
time it takes to get test results also show
that some other factor must be at work,
because some of the less automated courts
also have rapid test reporting.32 A likely
explanation is that those courts that put a
high value on the importance of informa-
tion in the drug court environment are the

Table 7b. 
Drug Court Description by Efficiency of Drug Test Results to Judge

— Drug Test Result Efficiency —
Minutes One day two+ days Total
n = 48 n = 60 n = 139 n = 247*

% % % %

Automation level
Judicial supervision is automated

None 44.0 30.0 43.5 40.2
Partial 29.0 56.7 36.2 38.4
Complete 27.0 13.3 20.3 21.4

χ2 = 13.02, p = .011 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overall program evaluation is automated
None 34.7 16.4 39.7 31.3
Partial 53.5 73.8 45.6 56.5
Complete 11.9 9.8 14.7 12.2

χ2 = 11.68, p = .020 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Laptops available for member travel
Yes 48.5 32.2 28.8 38.5
No 51.5 67.8 71.2 61.5

χ2 = 7.89, p = .019 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* This table includes data from all of the 247 respondents that provided the test results time.

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.

same courts that establish the processes
that will get them the critical data in a
timely fashion. They seem to establish
these processes whether or not their sys-
tem is automated. This likely acknowledges
that automation alone is not the answer.
Rather, the issue is whether the drug court
places a high value on information. Even
those drug courts that do a good job now
would be able to do it easier and faster with
a good integrated automation system.
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generally entered into automated sys-
tems, and there is not widespread,
appropriately shared access to data
among drug court team members. In
fact, less than a quarter of the courts
surveyed use automation to help
judges interact with their caseload 
of defendants.

2. A strong correlation exists between
automation and the time it takes for
the judge to get failed drug test results.
Because some of the less automated
courts also have rapid test reporting, it
seems that those courts that place a
high value on the importance of infor-
mation in the drug court environment
are the same courts that establish the
processes that will get them the crucial
data in a timely fashion. The critical
factor is the importance that the drug
court places on the value of information.

3. An overwhelming majority of the drug
courts surveyed expressed their willing-
ness to use every technical assistance

IV. 

Summary of Findings

he detailed review of
the survey results in
section III showed
that many drug court

processes are not automated. Without a
doubt, computers are an integral part of
the drug court environment. Although
computers are widespread, survey results
show that the automated support being
provided to the drug courts by existing
computer systems is inadequate. There-
fore, drug courts are hampered in many
ways. First, they cannot take advantage of
productivity gains and success sharing that
computer automation offers. Second, there
is some evidence that courts cannot serve
larger numbers of participants unless they
are more fully automated.

Major Findings
The major findings of the survey are sum-
marized in the following key points:

1. Although there is widespread access to
personal computers, vital data are not

T
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option offered to acquire the proper
automation, maintain the technology,
and obtain the education necessary to
generate regular productivity reports.

4. A lack of funding was the number one
reason drug courts did not acquire the
additional automation and training/
technical assistance they need to
improve the administration of drug
court justice.

5. In addition to funding barriers, drug
courts also listed difficulty with linking
to other systems as a prime barrier to
automation.

6. Even though most serve large jurisdic-
tions, the majority of drug courts have
100 active participants or fewer. The
largest drug courts, those with 200 or
more participants, are highly automat-
ed with good MIS support. This and
other survey results suggest that the
lack of automation is hindering drug
court programs from serving larger num-
bers of participants and providing the
resultant benefits to their communities.

7. Drug courts clearly specified that they
need technical assistance with all
aspects of automation. These include
help with “getting started” steps such
as developing needs assessments and
technology plans and preparing funding
proposals for stakeholders.

8. Surveyed drug courts overwhelmingly
expressed a desire for additional educa-
tion and training that deal specifically
with evaluation and management infor-
mation systems. Targeted workshops
and videotaped training sessions dedi-
cated to monitoring, evaluation, and
MIS development rated highly among
surveyed courts.

9. Difficulty with data entry and sharing
are not a result of drug court indiffer-

ence to the need to provide regular
evaluation information. Indeed, less
than half of the drug courts surveyed
rated their current systems as good or
very good at providing information for
evaluations. 

10. Less than 15 percent of all surveyed
courts report that they have completed
the automation needed to produce
reports for overall program evaluation.
It is telling that this is about the same
percentage of drug courts that have the
largest number of active participants
(200 or more).

Other Results
1. Access to computers. Although com-

puters are prevalent in drug courts,
most are not located in areas conducive
to regular, effective data entry and shar-
ing. Furthermore, most drug court team
members, particularly pretrial services
personnel and treatment providers who
must keep the judges regularly apprised
of drug court activity and participant
statuses, do not have shared access to
data and data-updating capabilities.
This problem is multifaceted, as is illus-
trated by one respondent who comment-
ed, “These different types of information
are entered by different team members
into their own PCs in whatever format
they choose. There is no connection
between PCs at this time.”

2. Survey result differences. Generally,
there was no statistically significant
difference in survey results of different
types of courts or among courts in exist-
ence for different durations. The major
statistically significant difference in
results was among courts serving differ-
ent jurisdiction sizes. A few of the drug
courts in the largest jurisdictions do
have sophisticated systems that they
rate highly. Surprisingly, sometimes
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courts in the largest jurisdictions fare
the worst in information entry, access,
and sharing. 

3. Recidivism tracking. About 60 percent
of the programs can track recidivism
while offenders are in the program, a
clear measure of program success. Less
than a third of surveyed drug courts
can report on vital defendant recidi-
vism rates postgraduation. 

4. Internal technical personnel. Only
between 30 to 40 percent of drug
courts can rely on their own experi-
enced MIS personnel to guide data
entry, processing, and programming.

5. Access to court-specific software. A
minority of drug court teams have
access to trial court management sys-
tems and software programs tailored 
to specific court tasks.

6. Training. A majority of drug courts sur-
veyed indicated that automation train-
ing programs for specific software or
technologies are not available. In
instances where training is available, 
it is generally not mandatory. This is 
a particularly telling statistic because
proper training is crucial to the creation,
use, and effective maintenance of an
automated MIS.
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he results of this sur-
vey clearly show that
the automated sup-
port being provided to

the drug courts by existing computer sys-
tems is inadequate.33 The respondents also
identified several initiatives that, if adopt-
ed, would help improve the monitoring,
evaluation, and MIS capabilities of drug
courts. Although the data were collected
in summer 1999, the findings are as impor-
tant today as when the survey was initially
conducted because they provide the only
empirical evidence of user training and
technical assistance needs.

DCPO and training and technical assistance
providers have continued to develop and
present programs and solutions responsive
to the needs described in this report. How-
ever, to some extent, those programs and
solutions reflect the fact that training and
technical assistance project staff have
worked collaboratively throughout the
project with DCPO staff, project partners,

and other technical assistance providers
and experts in the field to address the
requirements of the drug court community.
It would have been surprising if survey
findings and recommended responses to
the findings were contrary to DCPO’s
understanding of the field’s needs and
requirements, because the field was the
same source for determining resource
needs throughout the grant period. This
report provides statistical evidence of the
lack of hardware, software, evaluation, and
MIS expertise among drug court staff and
an agenda for addressing these needs.

Without technology, it is difficult for drug
courts to link the information about their
results with the goals of the court. It is also
difficult to produce the reports and evalua-
tions needed to persuade stakeholders to
allot more funding for technology. This is
obviously a vicious cycle that should be
addressed to ensure continued and
enhanced court success. 

V. 

Recommendations

T
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To break this cycle and to ensure future
information sharing, the drug court field
should consider six broad recommended
initiatives, which are detailed below.

Recommendation 1
Confront the main barriers to drug court
efforts to gather and maintain informa-
tion through effective automated means.

The top two barriers to further automation
cited by survey respondents were lack of
funding and difficulty linking with other
systems. Some ways of addressing these
barriers are discussed below.

■ Lack of funding. Although identifying
a complete solution to this barrier is
beyond the scope of any one entity,
this major barrier might be mitigated
in part by providing several forms of
assistance identified as useful by drug
courts.

■■ One such tool identified in this
study is a model presentation on
drug court costs and benefits. By
taking data from available cost/
benefit analyses conducted through-
out the country, and by using mod-
ern computer graphics software
such as Microsoft PowerPoint® or
Harvard Graphics, these facts can
be integrated into stakeholder pre-
sentations that can help generate
vital funding.

■■ Another tool would be to develop an
MIS/evaluation listserv to update
the field on developments as they
occur, to provide a forum for practi-
tioners to discuss issues, and to
pose and answer peers’ questions.

■■ An online clearinghouse of fre-
quently asked questions about drug
court MIS and evaluation that

would feature answers by leading
experts in the field would also be
helpful.

■ Difficulty linking with other systems.
Providing training and technical assist-
ance can also be instrumental in help-
ing drug court personnel deal with the
security, privacy, and access issues that
arise when automating a system with
shared information. Subject matter
trainings could be conducted, including
a workshop on linking drug court infor-
mation systems to court information
systems.

Recommendation 2
Respond to the call for specialized edu-
cational programs by developing work-
shops that address high-priority issues.

■ A first workshop should focus on pro-
gram monitoring and process evalua-
tion and provide illustrations of output
reports from a real MIS to illustrate
what can be accomplished through
awareness and planning.

■ A second workshop should address
using technology to enhance drug court
operations. It should include the appli-
cation of existing audio, video, data,
and telecommunications products and
tools including testing, monitoring, and
mapping technologies. The aim should
be to improve the ability of the drug
court team to make the highest quality
decisions and to improve the overall
efficiency and effectiveness of drug
courts.

■ A third workshop on linking drug court
information systems to court informa-
tion systems should explore the barri-
ers to system interface, including the
privacy and security issues inherent in
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integrated justice information systems.
Subject matter faculty should include
representatives from jurisdictions in
which the court and drug court systems
are already integrated.

Recommendation 3
Provide technical assistance that
addresses areas identified as needing
special attention.

Survey respondents identified the following
areas for training.

■ Information technology strategic plan-
ning, including staffing issues.

■ Comparing data being collected with
recommended data elements and func-
tional requirements.

■ Conducting information system design
and development and/or acquisition,
including help preparing RFPs; selecting
consultants, hardware, and software;
and drafting and negotiating contracts
with vendors.

■ Defining the scope of work to imple-
ment the technology plan.

■ Making the business case to the funding
agency.

■ Establishing appropriately secure links
to exchange critical information with
other criminal justice agencies and
treatment providers.

■ Developing a drug court evaluation
plan and selecting an evaluator.

Recommendation 4
Respond to the call for a specially 
tailored software package for drug
courts by designing programs that 
help develop intelligent consumers 
of technology.

There should be a multiple approach to
this recommendation.

■ First, there should be more education
about the use of technology, its acquisi-
tion, and the proper role of government
in this process. These issues should be
included in the workshops discussed in
recommendation 2. These workshops
should help drug court members
become intelligent consumers of tech-
nology by dealing with questions such as

■■ What is the role of management
vis-à-vis technology as distinct
from the roles of MIS personnel?

■■ What are the appropriate roles of
technology vendors?

■■ Why and how do we deal with 
private-sector technology vendors?

■ Second, initiatives should be undertak-
en that illustrate the steps needed to
develop a system and demonstrate best
practices for MIS systems. These initia-
tives might include a case study docu-
menting the development and operation
of a drug court MIS.

■ Third, building on this case study and
work done by SEARCH—including 
an assessment report of four public
domain drug court software systems
and an “information audit” report,34

which identify needed information ele-
ments for a drug court MIS—an initia-
tive should be undertaken to develop a
set of common requirements for such
software packages and/or a model RFP
that includes the specific requirements
of such a package.
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Recommendation 5
Focus on the role of systems training in
successful automation projects.

Drug courts should explore ways to focus
on the role of systems training in success-
ful automation projects. Because proper
training is so important to the success of
these projects, serious consideration
should be given to various methods of
training. Also, there should be an explo-
ration of the means of encouraging this
training, either by making training manda-
tory or by rewarding those who have the
training in a timely manner.

Recommendation 6
Develop a research agenda for drug
court best practices.

There is a need to identify the best practices
that have been developed for drug courts in
particular, and courts in general, with regard
to the use of performance measures and
technology and automation components.
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Appendix 1
Drug Court Needs Assessment of

Evaluation and Management
Information Systems, May 1999 
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Write-In Comments
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Management Information
Question 1. Does your Drug Court use any
computers?35

Survey respondents added these 
explanations:

■ We use Provider Plus and are looking
to convert to new county system.

■ Just for minute orders.

■ We are working on getting data entry
assistance on each of the unidentified
items (rearrest while in the program,
rearrest, drug-free status, and employ-
ment status postgraduation).

■ Some by participants and probation.

■ No MIS system but some computers for
word processing and e-mail only. Our
calendaring/docketing mainframe used
for all juvenile cases is used for drug
court cases. We are currently planning
a case management system to be used
in addition to this. We developed an
application in Power Builder for depend-
ency case management and may modify
for drug court.

■ Two systems: probation and treatment.

Question 2. Please indicate the type of
information currently being routinely
entered into your computer system.
(Check all that apply.)

In addition to selecting from the 18 options
included in the survey, respondents added
the following comments:

■ We intend to enter followup informa-
tion for graduates. We do not have 
graduates at this time. (2)

■ Treatment plans and discharge 
summaries.

■ For rearrest, drug status, and employ-
ment status postgraduation, we have

the capacity and are just in the begin-
ning stages of data collection.

■ Probation department enters criminal
history data and tracks the rearrest
after graduation.

■ The provider keeps all records.

■ Incentives and fees are not applicable.

■ Rearrest, drug-free status, employment
after graduation will be applicable, but
not at this time.

■ This information is available, but not
on computer.

■ We have not been established long
enough to have postgraduation 
information.

■ We do not have drug court-specific 
software. We have two computers.

■ We use the Iowa Court Information
System.

■ Demographic information (drug-free
children, number of children, race, date
of birth, ZIP Code).

■ Drug of choice, drug history, race, mari-
tal status, family size.

■ Children unification.

■ Drug-free babies.

■ Track family relationships (e.g., reunifi-
cation and healthy births).

■ Program level changes.

■ Mental health issues.

■ Most of captured information is under
treatment and tracking.

■ Most information is in narrative form
only on probation and social services
systems.

■ Complete database of Social Security
number, date of birth, case number,
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judge, case specialist, date of entry,
phase, date of completion/termination.

■ Mental health history.

■ Most information is in narrative form
only.

■ Urine and medical screens; individual,
group, and family sessions; court
appearances per month; and case man-
agement sessions.

■ Information is not kept in one system.
Drug testing results, assessment infor-
mation, fees collected, and arrest infor-
mation are maintained in separate
systems. Other data elements are
entered into a Microsoft Access data-
base created in-house, which is in use
on case managers’ and the drug court
judges’ desktops as of 5/21/99. We also
collect data on past drug use, education
status, number of dependents, depend-
ent living status, changes in employ-
ment status, and changes in education
status.

■ Information to monitor client progress
(some); rearrest or conviction after
graduation (within 3 months).

■ Attendance at status reviews.

■ All outgoing correspondence.

■ General demographics; judge hearing
case; pertinent dates.

■ New system will incorporate almost all
of the above.

■ All information is tracked in a written
chart.

■ Employment status is not updated.

■ The local university does a followup
survey on graduated youth.

■ All postgraduation information: we do
not have the programming necessary to
do this.

■ Drug testing: partial and in aggregate
only; compliance: partial and in aggre-
gate only; status hearing: BR–15 only;
sanctions imposed: BR–15 only; drug-
free postgraduation: in process; employ-
ment status: in process; demographics;
aggregate outcomes; existing status;
drug-free babies born; family reunifica-
tion; resumption of child support; refer-
ral information.

■ These different types of information are
entered by different team members into
their own PCs in whatever format they
choose. There is no connection
between PCs at this time.

■ We do not have software yet, although
we have computers. We do not have a
program. All checked information is a
part of the weekly . . . . 

■ Program is so new there are no gradu-
ates, yet. We plan to include this in the
database.

■ We track jail time only on sanctions
imposed, and meetings with counselors
and probation officers are also tracked.

Question 3. Please rate your drug court’s
ability to automatically produce manage-
ment reports in order to provide informa-
tion for the following purposes. (Check the
appropriate response.)

Respondents provided the following addi-
tional comments:

■ All paper reports.

■ Cost and benefit analyses are not done.

■ All information on paper.

■ We share the ability to track criminal
history with the rest of the court.
There is no MIS for the drug program
individually.

■ No automated system.
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■ We cannot automatically produce any
management reports.

■ Our ability to produce management
reports is poor due to the fact that all
information is not included in one sys-
tem, nor do the various information
systems communicate with each other
at this time.

■ Individual casework is done by hand or
verbally, as are maintaining statistics
on target populations.

■ System does not have capacity to gen-
erate automated reports. However, sys-
tem collects all necessary data and
easily translates into aggregate statisti-
cal analysis.

■ These are rated very poor since we do
not have a lot of data in the system.
Also, we are still working with the ven-
dor to get some useful reports from the
system.

Question 4. Is the computer database that
supports the drug court a separate system
or is it part of a larger court or county 
system? (Check one.)

Respondents added these comments:

■ Separate, but equal to the county
system.

■ Integrated, but a separate track.

■ Computer system not used.

■ We have two databases: one for the
clinic (separate) and one for the court
(integrated). There is data on both.

■ We are using Drug Court PC+ and have
much data entered but are having tech-
nical difficulties with statistics outputs.
This is being addressed.

■ Treatment provider has some informa-
tion on separate systems.

■ Access 2.0.

■ We are using three systems and they are
both separate and integrated.

■ Currently working on a software 
program specifically designed for 
this project.

■ No database is available. There is cur-
rently a proposal to implement a drug
court database. That has not been done
yet.

■ Kentucky has been granted an MIS
grant and will soon be upgrading and
integrating systems.

■ Treatment (Department of Public
Health), the court, police department,
and probation have different systems.
DPH—billing system; treatment—small
database on treatment history; criminal
justice agencies—use court management
system for bench warrant, arrest, etc.

■ We are currently working on a software
program specifically designed for this
project and separate from our larger
system.

■ Our current Drug Court Information
System was created in-house and lacks
depth. We are currently in a holding
pattern; the Louisiana State Supreme
Court, along with the Louisiana Depart-
ment of Health and Hospitals Office of
Alcohol and Drug Abuse, is in the
process of implementing a statewide
drug court information system using the
Baltimore/Washington HIDTA software
package.

■ We also use a statewide database.

■ Will be a separate server/database that
links to and receives downloaded infor-
mation from other systems.

■ No database. Separate system does our
reports on MIS and the integrated
system is ICON MIS which is statewide
in Colorado.
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■ Separate, but working on integration.

■ Utilize more than one.

■ Local information is sent to the State
office. The State office can pull any
information on local program from 
their database.

■ All databases are separate now.

■ Both really. We have a client/service
database; an aggregate supplemental
database in process of partial integra-
tion with county system; an assess-
ment/followup database in development
and a screening/monitoring database
separate from the court and database.
The district attorney’s office has its 
own database as well. Program cost 
and budget information separate.

■ Clerk of circuit court is integrated.

■ It is many different little databases, not
yet one main drug court database.

■ There is no database. We have request-
ed same from American University sev-
eral times.

Automation
Question 1. Please indicate the extent to
which each function is supported by
automation.

In addition to rating automation in 10 dif-
ferent drug court functions, survey respon-
dents also noted the following:

■ We are working on screening and
assessment.

■ Postprogram recidivism is not
applicable.

■ When PC+ is working correctly, we’ll
be able to do these items (screening,
assessment, treatment case 
management).

■ Court case management is done on a
separate program. (2)

■ Overall program evaluation and post-
program recidivism are on separate 
systems.

■ The indicated items are supported
through automation, but all items are
not maintained in one central database.
This makes querying data possible but
time consuming.

■ New system will incorporate almost all.

■ Court case management is on the gen-
eral court system.

■ Information is entered in an “after the
fact” manner. The system is not used to
assist team members or the judge in
their daily duties. The system is merely
storing the information so that it can be
used for evaluation purposes.

Question 2. Do the members of the drug
court team have access to computers?
(Check all that apply.)

Survey respondents provided additional
comments on computer coverage, including:

■ Laptop used in courtroom by drug
court officer.

■ Only the judge and court coordinator.

■ Drug court team does not have access
to the database system. They have
access to the LAN and other court
information systems, but not the drug
court system.

■ One laptop is available.

■ Probation and coordinator have access.
We hope to expand to treatment
providers next year with the enhance-
ment grant.

■ Each member is on their own system.
We must copy and fax information from
one to the other.



Drug Court Monitoring, Evaluation, and Management Information Systems

76

■ Bail commissioner and judge have
laptops. State’s attorney and public
defender have desktops. Social worker
may also have a desktop. Service
providers handwrite reports, but could
do better to e-mail them. They would
be legible and timely, if they did so.

■ Court staff and clinic staff have access
to computers.

■ The drug court has its own LAN.

■ In the drug court office.

■ We only have two members.

■ Only the drug court specialist has a
computer that is set up for the drug
court use.

■ We currently operate through JOLTS
(Juvenile Online Tracking System). It’s
a statewide computer system.

■ AODS program is in central areas and
the courtroom computers are for court
system contacts.

■ Clerical computers are in the central
area and probation officers have 
desktops.

■ Probation and the judge have desktops.

■ Case management access is already
existing with department case tracking
systems (probation/social service).
Judges (felony/misdemeanor) have 
no computer access. PCs on order.

■ Limited availability.

■ Only when contacting me or a proba-
tion staff.

■ Judge and coordinator only have
laptops.

■ Most members have access to 
computers.

■ There is a larger system probation offi-
cers use (on their desks); a system the

courtroom clerks use (in the court-
room); and a system the judge uses (in
his chambers). All are independent,
nonintegrated.

■ Team members have computers in their
offices (Tribal Court and Public Safety
Department).

■ Each case manager has a desktop PC
connected to our recently installed net-
work (4/1/99). However, not all judges
have PCs attached to the network at
their immediate disposal. Case man-
agers are located in a satellite office. A
central shared area within the court-
house for them to be able to log on and
retrieve data would be helpful.

■ Probation has desktops.

■ At the drug court office, which is locat-
ed a block from the courthouse, we
have computers. The treatment coordi-
nator, however, has his system linked to
this one. There is a separate computer
system used by prosecutors, public
defenders, etc., which shows arrest
records and court information.

■ Laptops are available for travel for pro-
bation officers and program director.

■ Agency specific systems, not shared.

■ Working toward putting computers in
the classrooms.

■ Will Beta test a new MIS in June. Team
will have access in offices and court-
room, through PCs and laptops.

■ Some team members have computers
on their desks. The computers in the
courtrooms are for clerks only and only
for general family court calendaring
system.

■ Also, remote access.

■ Currently, only the resource coordina-
tor has a computer. The court will be
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receiving new computers by fall 1999.
A total of 10 computers to be used by
the judge, courtroom staff, and case
managers.

■ Drug court coordinator’s staff uses a
separate MIS. Reports now court staff
and probation use a Colorado State 
system—ICON.

■ But do not have access to database.

■ Central computers are for probation for
record checks of clients and secretary
has computer. One laptop is shared for
screening and assessment.

■ Some do, some don’t.

■ The computers are not linked with
treatment providers, DA, and judge.

■ Separate databases. We are seeking
funding to link treatment to the court.

■ Some have access to computers. Some
on their desks; judges in the court-
rooms, and a few laptops.

■ Computers are being installed in the
courtrooms.

■ On desks, but no programs.

Question 3. Do you have a communica-
tions network that allows team members to
communicate or share information via
computer? If yes, who is linked?

In addition to explaining which drug court
members were linked, survey participants
noted:

■ This is the main problem with our sys-
tem. The MIS software provided by
American University is designed for
networks and we are unable to network
at this time.

■ Only the treatment providers who are
in-house.

■ Drug court members cannot communi-
cate via computer.

■ Substance abuse administrator is also
linked. We are all on the county e-mail
system.

■ Judicial branch, employees in MIS, and
alternative sanctions are also linked.

■ We are linked by a county e-mail 
system.

■ We will have a new system in the fall
and all will be linked.

■ Case managers and court-appointed
special advocates are also linked.

■ Multijurisdictional judges and coordina-
tors are linked.

■ Mental health specialist is also linked.

■ Yes, through JOLTS.

■ Limited to these areas only (treat-
ment provider, pretrial services, and
probation).

■ Treatment providers are only linked to
each other.

■ Data entry person is also linked.

■ Perinatal, mental health, CPS, social
services are also linked.

■ Court management system can be
accessed by the drug court team.
Access database is not on the network.
This needs development.

■ Not as of yet.

■ Director of alcohol and drug program is
also linked.

■ Administrative Office of the Courts,
Courtnet, Sustain are also linked.

■ Use various systems for various reasons
with various access abilities.

■ Jail is also linked.

■ Connected to access drug test results
and criminal information only.



Drug Court Monitoring, Evaluation, and Management Information Systems

78

■ Treatment liaison person. Communi-
cate through e-mail.

■ One is ordered and the following people
will be linked (judge, court coordinator,
treatment provider, prosecutor, public
defender).

■ Department of Social Services and
County Council are also linked.

■ Case managers are also linked. (3)

■ Communication via the computer net-
work is nonexistent. Our system lacks
Internet access and e-mail which
would enable increased efficiency 
and timeliness.

■ Planned linkage (calendar year 2000).

■ Program evaluator is also linked.

■ Court administrator and clerks are
linked. (2)

■ Court coordinator, counselors, and
coordinators are connected to Douglas
County District computer system.

■ Substance abuse evaluators and State
administrative offices are also linked.

■ New system will link court administra-
tion, district attorney, PD, treatment,
detention, and clerk’s office.

■ Some e-mail is available.

■ Treatment providers are work in
progress; onsite case managers, health
services providers, and drug testing
laboratory are also linked.

■ Not yet. However, we plan to have the
network system up and running by fall
1999.

■ Department of Alcohol and Drug Serv-
ices, mental health, jail, and Depart-
ment of Corrections are also linked.

■ TASC.

■ Information shared through e-mail.
Other members do not have access to
database. Public defender is networked
through secretary.

■ Case managers, assessors, and related
court staff are also linked.

■ Remote printing is also linked.

■ E-mail only between systems; process
evaluator/committee coordinator and
project administrator are also linked.

■ The only linked computer system is the
clerk of the circuit court’s system that
can be viewed by the judge, PD, State’s
attorney, etc., but they cannot enter
information.

■ Just started putting system together.
Three of the team are now connected.
Research planner and assessment 
specialist/case manager are also linked.

■ Drug testing center is also linked.

■ Judge and court coordinator are cur-
rently linked. Treatment provider, pro-
bation, and prosecutor are currently
linked. Soon, all of the above will be
linked (3 months).

■ Circuit is networked except juvenile.
Hope to have juvenile online by 1/00.

■ The network is expected to become
operational in September 1999.

Question 4. Which of the following capabil-
ities do you have? (Check all that apply.)

In addition to selecting from 10 software/
task options, including task-relevant soft-
ware, survey participants noted:

■ We do not have a direct link to other
justice system databases. Assessment
software used by case management.

■ Database management and spreadsheet,
if necessary. Do have PC and drug court
software.
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■ E-mail is available within the court-
house only.

■ Drug court data access.

■ Drug court PC+ NT Server and database. 

■ Links to other justice system databases
are currently under development.

■ Probation and district attorney only
have links to other justice system
databases, and the treatment providers
are the only ones with task-relevant
software.

■ Links to other justice system databases
are only in the in-court system.

■ Links to other justice system databases
through the Tiburon system.

■ E-mail is limited to the office. We have
links to other justice system databases
for arrest records only. Not all of us
have these functions.

■ Working on software specific to drug
court.

■ Mainframe case management system.

■ NCIC system is also available.

■ Task-relevant software relates to
screening and assessment only.

■ Personal calendar (some); e-mail (some);
spreadsheet (coordinator); links to
other justice system databases (coordi-
nator and probation); main trial court
case management system (coordinator).

■ Some word processing capabilities.

■ Case management is done manually
typed and filed in the juvenile individ-
ual case record.

■ Probation has older computers using
two and three systems to enter and
receive data.

■ Statistical analysis software (SPSS).

■ We will have e-mail soon. Our links to
other justice system databases are on a
whole other computer system. We do
have task-relevant software for drug
court personnel. Prosecutors, public
defenders, and other court personnel
have access to the main trial court case
management system, as do our drug
court screens.

■ Only the program director has spread-
sheet capabilities.

■ Spreadsheet, not yet.

■ All except treatment providers are
county employees and as such have
access to capabilities checked.

■ Some staff have word processing capa-
bilities and some access to family court
system, but not to any criminal justice
links.

■ Paradox is the database management
system used and Quattro Pro is our
spreadsheet program.

■ Some have only internal e-mail and the
judges only have Internet access.

■ Can access DOC records, all district
courts information.

■ Only the district attorney has access to
other justice database links and task-
relevant software.

■ E-mail is internal only.

■ Personal calendar and database man-
agement are partial.

Question 5. Do drug court team members
have access to formal, court-supported
technology training programs for the fol-
lowing? If so, is the training mandatory?
(Check all that apply.)

In addition to indicating that training pro-
grams are not generally available, survey
participants also noted:
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■ Computer training for employees is not
available, although computer training
for the statewide drug court system,
when implemented, will be.

■ Will have training for a new MIS.

■ Drug court specific software applica-
tions are mandatory for some persons.

■ Preparing to make operational; still in
initial connection phase.

Question 6. Does your drug court have any
employees whose primary responsibilities
include data processing, computer mainte-
nance, programming, etc.?

Write-in responses to provide detail on
court MIS personnel included:

■ Don’t know.

■ Yes, for data processing.

■ Staff borrows from data processing
personnel of team members.

■ Yes, for data processing, but no for com-
puter maintenance and programming.

■ Employees are not dedicated to the
drug court, but are available.

■ Yes, through 6/30/99, plus volunteer
help.

■ Data processing only.

■ County is too small.

■ Data entry, mainly.

■ Each office has its own employees.

■ Support from Main Queen’s Supreme
Court Office.

■ Student interns.

■ Beginning 7/1/99, we will have .5 FTE
dedicated to our system.

■ Employees are in the treatment agency.

■ Data processing: yes; computer mainte-
nance and programming: no.

Question 7. What are the main barriers 
to further automating your drug court?
(Check all that apply.)

In addition to ranking lack of funding and
networking difficulty at the top of their
barriers list (from a list of eight barriers),
drug court survey respondents noted
specifically:

■ We need to expand our data entry capa-
bilities to gather more data related to
evaluation and achievement of our drug
court goals.

■ Database program development that
meets our unique needs.

■ Funding in place; enhancements being
implemented currently.

■ Current database is insufficient; await-
ing New York statewide MIS.

■ Lack of equipment (computers, laptops,
etc.).

■ Developing a good drug court software
program for juveniles that can work on
a PC or LAN.

■ Programmers are not available because
they are so busy with other projects.

■ Getting a truly useful program. My
understanding is that what is available
is too cumbersome and more trouble
than helpful.

■ Family court database and drug court
databases are not compatible.

■ We need software that is drug court
specific.

■ Need for integrated criminal history
information access and continued
access to current addresses for partici-
pants after leaving drug court.
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■ No programmer to set up such a system.

■ Staff person recently hired (received
grant) but needs to be trained.

■ Numerous data collection instruments
and variety of database programs.

■ Some information is restricted by
statute, i.e. criminal history informa-
tion, certain case related information,
certain treatment information is pro-
tected by privacy concerns.

■ Small population.

■ Need computer training.

■ Our drug court team consists of several
separate agencies/groups. “Court” per-
sonnel (judge, state attorney, public
defender, and pretrial) are on same sys-
tem. Drug treatment is provided by a
private group and case management is
provided by the Florida Department of
Corrections. Most answers pertain to
the “Court.”

■ The 16th Circuit has implemented a
robust system. Software designed by
HIDTA-Baltimore called HALTS. It is
questionable how critical this technolo-
gy is to our rural circuit or to our spe-
cific efforts of having in-house lab and
in-house treatment. Department of Jus-
tice has put the horse behind the cart!
Technical assistance should have been
the focus prior to awarding grants for
MIS implementation.

■ No PCs.

■ Suggest that DCPO/American Universi-
ty develop a software package specific
to drug courts to include data needs for
required reports, status changes regard-
ing treatment, urinalysis, sanctions,
employment, education, etc., and the
capability to refine software to meet
jurisdictional needs.

■ We are awaiting our Supreme Court
finalizing a statewide drug court MIS.

■ Combination of expertise, collabora-
tion, and funding.

■ Availability of staff time.

■ Need network.

■ Building wiring does not currently allow
intranet communication between drug
court team members.

■ Lack of technical assistance particular
to the development of MIS for a juve-
nile drug court.

■ Not up and running yet.

■ A specific software program should be
developed to keep data which the
DCPO and American University
requires in their reports.

■ Grant availability; funds available 6/99.

■ Time/resources.

■ Philadelphia Treatment Court Automa-
tion Process has been combined effort
with the Focis Network of the courts, a
CSAT-funded program. Automation and
training is anticipated to be finalized by
August 1999.

■ Adequate system identified to use in
drug court.

■ Time. We are currently doing system
evaluation. (2)

■ Inability to develop database that is
thorough, yet user friendly.

■ Lack of equipment.

■ State system does not have drug court
specific capabilities.

■ Making software statewide compatible.

■ None required.



Drug Court Monitoring, Evaluation, and Management Information Systems

82

■ Our presiding judge doesn’t support it,
but he’s gone in 6 months.

■ Beta test—June. Online and finalized
by September.

■ Database/MIS system in development
currently (specific for family court/drug
court).

■ Grant money was just released and we
are awaiting a larger courtroom to
accommodate all the computers.

■ We are not linked to a network and we
do not have a program for client charts.

■ Politics—having to rely on JIC (Court
Computer Shop) and DHSS (social
service agency) to assist with design
and integration.

■ Program development and costs.

■ Lack of funding for personnel to operate
and set up a system.

■ We have not purchased any hardware
or software yet due to no Federal funds
being sent.

■ Appropriate software.

■ Time and staff.

■ Physical space; juvenile officer being
moved into new building. Makes run-
ning lines “iffy”.

■ No software.

■ Personnel to enter data.

Technical Assistance
When asked to rate the usefulness of the
following technical assistance activities,
survey respondents entered these addition-
al comments.

Question 1. Assistance in doing a compari-
son of the information elements being 
collected in your drug court with a set of

recommended information elements and
functional requirements.

■ Not sure what this means.

■ Currently using GAO/AU dataset.

Question 2. Assistance in conducting a
management information system needs
assessment that includes documenting
existing procedures, determining functional
requirements, and developing recommend-
ed solutions.

■ No comments.

Question 3. Assistance and advice on
developing a strategic information technol-
ogy plan for the drug court that includes an
assessment of the staff’s technical capabili-
ties and a plan for acquiring the technical
skill sets that are currently not available
in-house.

■ No comments.

Question 4. Assistance in defining the
scope of work to implement the technology
plan.

■ No comments.

Question 5. Develop and maintain a model
PowerPoint® presentation on drug court
costs and benefits for presentations to city
or county councils, State legislators, or
community groups.

■ No comments.

Question 6. Assistance and advice on
establishing appropriately secure links to
exchange critical information with other
criminal justice agencies and treatment
providers.

■ Hotly debated local issue.

Question 7. Assistance and advice on
selection of vendors and products, includ-
ing help preparing requests for proposals;
selecting consultants, hardware, and
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software; and drafting and negotiating con-
tracts with vendors.

■ Too late.

Question 8. Assistance in developing a
drug court evaluation plan and  identifying
an evaluator.

■ Too late.

■ Already have one.

Question 9. Additional assistance. (Please
specify.)

■ We are trying to help people not just
function.

■ Money to provide ongoing services for
troubleshooting and training.

■ We need software and we need our
computers connected.

■ What day will you arrive???

■ Evaluating current automation system
to maintain state-of-the-art capability.

■ Developing a tracking program for
recidivism.

■ I wish this tech support was available
previous to our implementation that
was required to be in compliance with
an MIS system through our Federal
drug court enhancement grant.

■ We are awaiting a grant request to do
all of this.

■ Funding for model system would be
beneficial.

■ Ability to track participant performance
week-to-week throughout their time in
program to see if there are patterns to
when relapse and frequency of sanc-
tions occur so that we know when addi-
tional resources are needed.

■ Assistance in evaluating current system
with recommendations for any needed
changes.

■ Would like more discussion on the
DCPO required data elements as a min-
imum dataset for drug courts.

■ OCA is putting together a technical
support team from Albany, with core
support from each drug court office.

■ Funding.

■ Development of freeware which can be
adopted to local needs.

■ What program to use for evaluations.

■ How to coordinate data collection/data
entry/summary so as to avoid duplica-
tion of efforts and to serve multiple
purposes.

■ Obtaining the software.

■ Develop PC-based drug court MIS soft-
ware in the public domain that meets
national drug court MIS standards and
is updated as standards are revised.

Education and Training
When asked to rate the usefulness of the
following educational and training options,
survey respondents entered these addition-
al comments.

Question 1. Incorporate a dedicated 
information management component in
future Drug Court Program Office (DCPO)-
sponsored workshops on planning and
implementation.

■ Family court’s needs are entirely 
different from criminal.

Question 2. Develop a series of special
DCPO workshops that focus on drug court
monitoring, evaluation, and management
information system development.

■ Too late.
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Question 3. Conduct videoconferences or
State or regional conferences targeted to
specific monitoring, evaluation, and man-
agement information system needs.

■ No comments.

Question 4. Conduct orientation on specif-
ic software programs and their application
to drug court management information
system needs.

■ If we had the money to buy the software.

■ Too late.

Question 5. Develop and maintain a data-
base of drug court requests for proposals
and contracts used for technology projects.

■ No comments.

Question 6. Develop and maintain a list of
“Frequently Asked Questions About drug
court Management Information Systems”
with answers by leading experts in the
field.

■ No comments.

Question 7. Develop an Internet “Listserv-
er,” which will automatically send copies of
e-mail notes on drug court issues and
concerns to subscribers within the drug
court community.

■ No comments.

Question 8. Identify, describe, and dissem-
inate information about well-functioning
drug court management information
systems.

■  Too late.

Question 9. Additional assistance. (Please
specify.)

■ Training for team members on sharing
data, security information, evaluation
outcomes, etc.

■ Technical assistance without the avail-
ability of equipment (purpose lost).

■ Software programs in Visual Basics;
willing to work for government rates to
make generic MIS systems specific to
individual drug courts.

■ Project does not have Internet access,
however, project coordinator would use
personal ISP.

■ We do not currently have Internet
access.

■ We have a lot of other areas that need
work first.

■ Better define minimum datasets. DCPO
data survey was difficult and some of
the data they wanted was not useful or
not available in the format requested.

■ We have requested additional assistance
(someone to come to our location) sev-
eral times. No one has ever responded.

■ We need a national minimum dataset
for all drug courts.

Background
Question 1. Categories of persons eligible
to participate in the drug court program.
(Check all that apply.)

■ We may be adding a juvenile 
component. (2)

■ Our family court is combined with our
juvenile court.

Question 2. Please specify your primary
“target population.”

■ No comments.

Question 3. How many months has it been
since the drug court accepted its first
client?

■ No comments.

Question 4. Please check the appropriate
population of the jurisdiction served by
the drug court.
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■ No comments.

Question 5. Number of persons who are
currently active participants in the drug
court program.

■ No comments.

Question 6. Our treatment provider is 
(In-house or contractual). If contractual,
number of providers (are):

■ In-house is with the county.

■ We do not have a specific contract.

■ County AOD and private providers.

■ Includes one halfway house.

■ Referred out to no specific provider, but
there are two that are most commonly
used.

■ State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Officer is
treatment provider.

■ Seven residential providers and five
outpatient providers.

■ Noncontractual referral network.

■ Onsite case management staff use
approximately 130 community-based
treatment providers (not contractual).

■ Outside, noncontractual.

■ Too many to list.

■ Residential and some outpatient.

■ Multiple providers; contracted with
ADM office.

■ County health care agency for 
outpatient.

Question 7. Within what amount of time
does the drug court judge usually receive
negative drug test information? (Check
one.)

■ Future plan will provide information in
24–48 hours.

■ Probation and counselors receive the
results within 1 day.

■ Weekly court reviews.

■ Probation receives this information
within approximately 3 days.

■ This is very problematic.

■ Same day, if judge requests it.

■ Clients come back every 2–4 weeks and
we can get results back within minutes
if we use the rapid test.

■ Minutes if done in court and 2 days if
done by the provider.

■ Drug court judge receives immediate
notice on all positive drug screens.

■ Same day for onsite testing and 2–8
days for testing at treatment programs.

■ Onsite laboratory.

■ On court dates, however, if a defendant
absconds from program, information
within 1 day.

■ Agencies volunteer their services.

■ Usually at next status conference, but
available on demand.

■ In court, within minutes and 4 or more
days in treatment facility.

■ A month.

■ Court is held weekly. Test results are
available the same day, but the client
may not appear in court until several
days after submitting sample.

General Comments,
Suggestions, and Remarks
Survey respondents were given the oppor-
tunity to provide additional comments,
suggestions, and remarks on the final page
of the survey. These are as follows:
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■ Our drug court is 1 year old. The cur-
rent staff consists of one service coordi-
nator who is also the administrative
drug testing person and does any other
tasks needed.

■ We use the access program. We are
standardizing nomenclature throughout
the State to better report progress and
developmental opportunities.

■ The San Diego Drug Superior Court is
in the process of developing an evalua-
tion system in collaboration with San
Diego State University and alcohol and
drug services.

■ The entire juvenile court has a new MIS
system (JEMS–Juvenile Enterprise Man-
agement System). But as that is just
being rolled out, its availability and
applicability vary widely.

■ This response reflects the fact that we
are less than 8 months in the develop-
ment and implementation of our juve-
nile drug court. More importantly we
are attempting to develop our own
management information system. We
are presently attempting to acquire
technical assistance to assist us.

■ Assistance and education on manage-
ment information systems and evalua-
tion is long overdue.

■ I did not receive a request to complete
this survey, so my colleague from the
Sixth Municipal District gave me a copy
of hers.

■ As of this time, each case in our drug
court is processed manually. We would
appreciate any suggestions or recom-
mendations that you may have in
regards to software packages, etc.

■ We just want a good MIS so we can
spend as little time as possible on
reports and as much time as we can on
treatment of our clients. We have no
desire to become entangled in numbers
and paperwork.

■ We are creating automated reports and
should be operational by 8/1/99.

■ We are close to implementing a com-
prehensive, integrated system for drug
court. I attempted to respond with 
pre- and postsystem answers.

■ CCI is currently developing a special-
ized family treatment court MIS system
for this project.

■ Most of my responses are based on
expected capabilities of our drug court
information system (DCIS) which is
still under construction and targeted 
for implementation by the end of this
summer.

■ We are in the process of converting to a
new computer system. Currently, we
keep information in at least four sepa-
rate databases: criminal records, evalua-
tion information, information on partic-
ipants, and urinalysis records. The goal
is to integrate all these databases into
one system accessible to all.

■ Most of the automated information
about drug courts is kept at the State
office. They have the ability to collect
information from their computer about
each drug/treatment court.
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