480

RESEARCH

4

Getting the Most out of Your Evaluatic

f National Association of Drug Court
Wae Professionals Training Conference

RESEARCH

Informing policy,

improving programs BOS’[OH, MA June 4, 2010



NPC Research

A In the past15years NPC has completed
over 100 drug court evaluations and
research studies

A Adult, Juvenile, DWI/DUI and Family
Treatment (Dependency) Drug Courts

Aln California, Guam, Indiana, Michigan,
Maryland, Missouri, New York, Nevada
Oregon and Vermont



A How can evaluation help us get
funding?

A How can evaluation help us
Improve our drug court?

A What does evaluation require of
us?

A What does it cost to evaluate our
drug court?




How can Evaluation Help Us Get
Funding?




History of Drug Courts In
Maryland

Operational Drug Court Programs in Maryland
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History of Drug Court Funding In
Maryland
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B Drug Court Funding




What do you use to get this

funding?
A Fact sheets (1 or 2 page quick summary
of positive outcomes | e.g., cost savings)
A Executive summaries
A Anecdotes from graduates

A Graduates in person

Percentage of People Re-Arrested Within
Two Years

67%

41%

33%

.

Drug Court Graduates All Drug Court Participants




Results
Costs by Agency

Net Investment: Case Processing Costs Net Savings From Positive Outcomes
Most agencies spent less on drug court Corrections and law enforcement realize greatest

than on traditional case processing. savings from reduced recidivism of drug court
participants.
Superior Court Superior Court $46
District Attorney District Attorney $12

Public Defender Public Defender %19
Probation Probation $53

Treatment Treatment —5637
Law Enforcement Law Enforcement - $1,525

Corrections Corrections

Phase II: Six-site average per participant Phase II: Six-site average per participant
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SAN MATEO COUNTY (CALIFORNIA) DRrRUG COURT - SOUTH
CoST STUDY FACT SHEET

The following statistics are part of a multi-site evaluation of the costs and benefits of California’s drug
courts. This fact sheet is a component of Phase III, statewide launch phase, of a research effort to develop
a statewide methodology for assessing the benefits and costs of drug courts in the State of California. The
aim of this effort is to produce a validated methodology to conduct inexpensive cost-benefit studies on an
ongoing basis of drug courts throughout the state. As a part of this effort, a web-based tool was created —
the Drug Court Cost Self-Evaluation Tool (DC-CSET) — which drug courts statewide can use to help
determine their own costs and benefits. For more information on this study and other drug court studies
g0 to www.npcresearch.com and www.courtinfo.ca.gov/courtadmin/aoc.

REcCIDIVISM RATE

San Mateo County Drug Court - South participants had the following recidivism (re-arrest) rates over a
two-year period.! Re-arrests include any type of arrest (but not including traffic citations).

Figure A: Two-Year Re-Arrest Rate for San Mateo County Drug Court — South: Graduates,
All Participants and Comparison Group

Percentage of People Re-Arrested Within Two Years

Drug Court Graduates All Drug Court Participants Comparison Group

CoOSTS AND BENEFITS DUE TO RECIDIVISM

Table A shows the average number of recidivism events (e.g., re-arrests, jail time, prison time) per
offender for drug court graduates, all drug court participants (regardless of graduation status) and the
comparison group over 2 years after drug court entry.”
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*%* What individual and programmatic factors influence recidivism?

o Younger participants and individuals with more arrests prior to DTC participation were
more likely to re-offend.

When controlling for the other variables, the odds of re-offending decreased 7% with each
additional year older the participant was at DTC start and increased 48% with each
additional prior arrest.

e An optimal length of stay in the program—approximately 13 to 14 months—was
associated with no cumulative subsequent arrests.

Drug Treatment Court Produces Savings Over Time
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% Do drug treatment courts save money in the long run?

YES. Overall, the DTC results in cost savings, especially for program graduates. The DTC
program had criminal justice system outcome cost savings of $2,945 per participant after 10
years. Outcome cost savings were $46,207 per graduate after 10 years, so there is a clear
benefit to the taxpayer in working to engage offenders and helping them successfully
complete the DTC program. Overall, these results demonstrate that the DTC program uses
fewer criminal justice system resources than traditional court processing.

The chart above illustrates actual and projected cost savings over time.
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Before DC After DC




Who do you tell?

AThe Media:
To get the work out to the general public

AThe Legislature:

Senate Health & Welfare, House & Senate
Judiciary Committees, Senate & House
Appropriations, House Institutions & Correction

AState Policy Executives:

Secretary of the Agency of Human Services,
Deputy Commissioner of Health, Commissioner of
Mental Health, Commissioner of Corrections




How can evaluation help us
Improve our drug court?

Self monitoring and evaluation can help you
describe your program so you can compare
what you are doing to best practices.

Use the results of other research and
evaluation to keep your practices on the
cutting edge



Drug Courts where Treatment Providers Attend Court
Sessions Had 9 Times Greater Savings

=

Treatment Provider Regularly Attends Drug Court
Sessions

35%

4%
]

Yes No
N=8 N=5

*'Percent improvement in outcome costs” refers to the percent
savings for drug court compared to business-as-usual
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Difference is significant at p<.05



