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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVESUMMARY

safety through the collaboration of multiisciplinary, government and private sector
organizations and individuals working together to reduce addidti®en crime and
drug wsage, to improve the quality of life and to promote the positive integration of drug abusing
individuals with family and communityThe first drug treatment court in Maryland began in
1994, and as of July 2009 there were 40 Adult District, Adult Cirduitenile, Fam
ly/Dependency, and DUI/Drug Courtggrams throughout the state.

In 2001, NPC Research (NPC), under contract with the Administrative Office of the Courts of
the State of Maryland, began conducting studies of drug courts in Maryland. Thet@are

tract, which began in 2007, inclutle series of technical assistance assessments, process evalu
tions, and outcomandcost studies.

M aryland, like many states, has adopted the drug court mogerelase community

Over the course of the past 3 years, NPC has conducted 5 foundational process assessments (or
preprocess evaluatien) , 13 process evaluations (assessin
10 key components of drug courts through their policies and practices), and 10 ectsbme

studies (comparing program participant costs to the community and outcomes in terms of rec

divism and effects on substance use to traditional court processing for a similar group df indivi

uals). In addition, 3 outcommost studies were conducted on juvenile drug court programs as

part of one of the prior contraciBhis body of work givesMary anddés Of fi-ce of Pr
Solving Courts one of the largest sets of drug court evaluations in the United Statd@is

report represents an integration of key results from these process, outcome, and cost studies, and
includes:

¢ Common and/or best practices fmplementing the 10 Key Components andgui@nile
strategies

e Common challenges and recommendations

e The average and range of recidivism outcomes for ddult, andjuvenile drug courts in
Maryland

e The averagand range oprogram costs per transacti@er agency and overall
. Thg averagand range obutcome cas and benefits per transaction and overall, and the
savings per agency
Process Evaluation Results
Staff coded each site with a process evaluation eeyatiation from this phase of work (15pr

grams total, 4 juvenile sites and 11 adult sites) as to whether the program met (or mostlynmmet) mi
imum guidelines for each Component or Strategy

Overall, sites ranged from meeting 2 to 9 of the 10 Key Components, with an average score of 4.9.
The juvenie sites had an average score of 5.75 and the adult sites had an average score of 4.6. Of
the 10 Key Componentapne of the sites met the minimum criteria K@y Component #3 (early

! Maryland Drug Treatment Court Commission Vision Statement. On line:
http://www.cours.state.md.us/opsc/dtc/pdfs/visionandmissionstatement.pdf
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identification of eligible participants and rapid entry into the progyavhile 12 programs met the
minimum criteriafor Key Component #7 (ongoing judicial interactipn

Juvenile sites were also coded on the degree to which they met the 16 Juvenile Strategies. The
four juvenile sites ranged from meeting 9 to 15 of the jugestrategies. Of the 16 Juvenile
Strategies, 2 to 4 of the sites adequately met each one (that is, at least half of the sites met each
of the straggies)

Outcome Evaluation Results

Adult drug court programs on average had a 51% graduation rate (teatpgecof individuals

who completed the program successfully of those who have left the program), a 73% reduction
in the rate of individuals with positive urinalysis tests during program patrticipation, aet9% r
duction in the recidivism rate (percent of imluals who had a new criminal offense) over 2

years from program entry (compared to the comparison groups), and a 29% reduction in the
number of new arrests (over 2 years from program entry). DUl programs were more effective at
reducing criminal recidigm overall than in reducing DUI charges per se, though the frequencies
of new charges was low to begin with. Juvenile drug court programs produced a 23% reduction
in arrest rates and a 22% reduction in the number of new arrests over 18 months (from program
entry). The average graduation rate for the juvenile programs was 53%. Their reduction in pos
tive urinalysis tests was 69%.

Cost Evaluation Results

Program costs (investment in program services) per participant ranged from $9,530 to $34,646.

Theresu6 from seven Maryl and Adult Drug sfioweat men
an averag@4-month outcome cost savings of $1,982 padult drug treatment court partici-

pant when compared to the comparison group. The results fronviavgland DUI Court Ro-

gramsé cost eval ua-mont ouscone bostwavings®if,&806 perUy e 2 4

court participant when compared to the comparison grolipe results fronfiour Maryland -

venil e Drug Treatment Court Pr b8gnonthragodmec ost ev
cost savings of $2,551 per juvenile drug treatment court participanivhen compared to the

comparison group.

The largest single resource used by these programs (adult, DUI, and juvenile) is jail/detention,
while the largest expenditure for thengarison group is prison.

Integrated Results

This component of the report analyzed data from seven adult drug court programs that had
process, outcome, and cost information.

Therecidivism rate is the percent of individuals who had a new criminal offenske 2 year
period starting at the program entry date (or equivalent). Effect sizes range®¥ofcompair
son group did 5% better than the program) to 42% (program did 42% better than the comparison

Mi ni mum guidelines for Key Component #3 include fAmust
all eligible participants are being identified. o
® Minimum guidelines for Key Compone#if i ncl ude fiparti ci panonseesetyRwaekss cour |

(can be more for higher risk participaritandfi ydge is voluntary and does not have a fixed tedn

1 December 2009



Executive Summary

group). Two of the seven programs had worse oraheegecidivism rate as the comparison
group and the rest (five of seven) did better than the comparison group.

Thenumber of re-arrestsis related to the recidivism rate, but looks at the average number of
arrests per person for 2 years from the prognairy elate or equivalent. Effect sizes ranged from
-13% to 53%. One program had substantially morarests than the comparison group, and the
rest had fewer.

The number of arrests and related criminal justice system involvement contributesdstthe
that individuals have on publiclyfunded systemsluring the 2 year outcome period that starts
at program entry. Effect sizes for programs ranged #4506 (the program individuals costs
45% more than comparison group individuals) to 34%, with all but aygrgm having a sa

ings over traditional court processing.

For this set of programgraduation rates ranged from 38% to 72%

In order to help determine which program practices were most likely to result in the most effe
tive courts, NPC rated the programgelative effectiveness and then compared this ranking to
133 different practices.

Practices engaged in by all 3 most effective courts (buhedtast effective courts):
¢ Probation always or usually attends drug court team meetings (staffings)
e Probaton always or usually attends drug court sessions
Practices engaged in by the 3 least effective courts (but not the most effective courts):
e Drug court does not have a single treatment agency
e Prosecutor was fornig trained on drug court model

In addition probation always or usually attended staffing meetings and drug court sessions in the
top five courts, ranked by graduation rate. The two sites with the lowest graduation rates were
the courts where probation did not attend team meetings and eithet ditiemd or did notta

tend regularly the drug court sessions.

Recommendations

There are several areas that emerged as themes in multiples sites or statewide that ingpact the o
erations of the problersolving courts. They are described briefly below alaity) suggestions
for implementing program enhancements.

INVOLVE_LOCALLAW BENFORCEMENT

e Sites without law enforcement representation on their teams and/or advisory board should
consider inviting their participation. Some programs allocate resources fanfance-

* Information about drug court practices was gathered during process evalufadiongolicy and proceduresan
nuals and other program documents and information provided by drug court staff.

® This result has been found in other studies of drug courts nationally, that programs with a single provider have
better outcomes.

® This resultis in contrast to prior studies that indicate that having all members of the team trained to understand
their role is important and contributes to positive outcomes. This result may indicate that training of the prosecution
is less essential than other gifees in contributing to positive program outcomes.
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ment to support home visits (including checks on appropriate living situations -and in
home drug testing).

JUVENILEDRUG COURTS DEVELOFCOLLABORATIONBETWEENCOURTS AND THE
DEPARTMENT OBUVENILESERVICES

Continue statdevel and countyevel corversations between leadership at the courts and
Department of Juvenile Services.

Include probation agents and supervisors/managers in the planning for new juvenile drug
courts.

Establish communication systems between team members.

Discuss roles and respadlnifities as a team to ensure role clarification for all tearmme

bers. Take the time to address conflicts, misperceptions, and concerns related to turf and
role sensitivity. Address political issues (e.g., fears related to funding or prestige) if they
presnt barriers to interagency collaborations.

MINIMIZE TIME TOSERVICE

Strategize how to decrease the time from arrestfeoral toentry into the programro

identify bottlenecks or structural barriers, and points in the process where more efficient
proedures may be implemented and time to drug court entry shortened, programs should
regularly conduct a review and analysis of the case flow from referral to eligilality d
termination to drug court entry, both to look at the actual time it takes, and \Wwhete t

lays occurAnalyze where additional efficiencies may be possible. The program should
identify areas where there are constraints they cannot control based on timelines from
other agencies. This should help the program become aware of what theyotamuet,

and try to build relationships with agencies to see if they can make other changes later.
Strategies can then be tested that help reduce barriers to a quicker flow from arrest to
program participation.

Use a team meeting to brainst@rand tesh possible solutions to the barriers identified.
The program should set a goal for how many days it should take to admit participants into
the program, and work toward achieving that goal.

Work on possible arrangements to get participants into treatment efcea they plea.

Meet with defense attorneys to discuss the benefits of treatment and to see if they will e
courage their clients to participate in an assessment or begin treatment as a way of sho
ing the judge their commitment and effort to change thefialior (and look good at the
sentencing).

ESTABLISH ASYSTEM FORFFECTIVIPARTICIPANTRECRUITMENT

Conduct an assessment of the referral sources and decision points between arrest and
program entry to identify any barriers. Work to prioritize and agkltleem.

Talk to offenders who chose not to participate, to find out why they chose not to. Work
on prioritizing and addressing these barriers and issues.

Work closely with public defenders to address their concerns and to reassure them that
the support déred by these programs is intended to benefit the clients, the community,
and the overall justice system.

December 2009
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ENSURESTAFFHASREASONABLECASELOADS

e Establish caseload guidelines as a state and provide support to programs to easure ad
guate staffing based gogram size. Programs should serve adequate numbers to be cost
effective and have a staff to client ratio that allows staff to provide the level of superv
sion and case management appropriate to th

e Programs may nedd work at higher levels of administration to ensure that probation
and parole staff at the county level are permitted to participate in the drug court program
(that is, that they are able to attend team meetings and drug court sessions) and are given
enaugh time to serve the clients on their caseload.

| MPLEMENTSTRENGTHBASEDAPPROACHES

e Ensure that all team members understand the importance and role of shesegtipre
tices in developing trust between participants and staff and building particigggeen
ment. Ensure that this training is available and release time is provided.

DIFFERENTIATHREATMENTRESPONSHROM SANCTIONS

e Review program policies and procedures to ensure that materials clearly acknowledge the
change process and the recovery proaessvell as differentiate criminal and addictive
behaviors and the responses to those behaviors.

e Ensure that all team members are trained to understand both the addiction/recovery
processes and criminogenic (contributing to offending) risks and needs.

INCREASENCENTIVES FORARTICIPANTS

e Sites should ensure that all team members fully understand the intent and benefits of Key
Component #6/Juvenile Strategy #15, that research demonstrates the positive impacts on
program effectiveness of using incentiae®l sanctions in drug court settings.

e Talk to colleagues in other programs about creative incentives and rewards they have
used. Ask participants what would motivate them so that the incentives and rewards are
most impactful.

e Work with your advisory or sering committee to engage community partners in the
program for ideas about accessing resources that could be used for incentiees and r
wards.

e Sites should identify the guidelines and laws that govern their ability to accept donations
and what the spect$ of those regulations are. If regulations allow programs to accept
donations for their participants, ensure that this information is shared clearly with all
team and advisory board members, or other stakeholders.

¢ If regulations are vague or n@pecific,convene a team meeting or advisory boardtmee
ing to discuss the local interpretation of the guidelines and agree on terms (policies and
procedures that all members feel comfortable with).

e |If the team or advisory board feels the current regulations arestactive or beingn-
terpreted too narrowly, this can be a topic worthy of discussing and pursuing through the
appropriate channels.
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ENSUREBADEQUATEPROGRAM ORCOMMUNITY SUPPORTARE INPLACE FOR
PARTICIPANTSAFTERPROGRAMPARTICIPATION AFTERCARE

¢ Progam staff should talk to colleagues in other programs to get ideas about how they
have structured their aftercare components. For example, some programs have used
alumni support groups effectively. This model is also adost solution to meeting this
nee.

e Look at creative options for providing or allowing continuing contact with participants
after treatment completion and program completion.

e Whenever possible, build in monthly phone chetkwith departing participants for a
few months to see how theyeadoing, remind them of their progress, and provige su
port or referrals as needed to prevent relapse or intervene if they are having difficulty.
Gather contact information for future evaluations.

ENSUREPROGRAMSHAVEEFFECTIVIDRUG TESTINGPROTOCOLS

e Utilize a combination of instant and lab testing procedures to benefit from immediate r
sponse to behavior as well as confidence in the results.

e Ensure that testing follows best practices, such as testing for varied substances, using
random or frequent testinand observing sample collection.

CONTINUEPROGRAMM ONITORING ANDEVALUATION

e Prepare for future studies by reviewing
necessary information to conduct future evaluations is present and complete.

e Ensure tht quality historical program data are available for future studies. Encourage
programs (by providing the resources or developing a system for uploading data from
other sources into SMART) to store information from participants who entered iend co
pleted tle program before the implementation of SMART to maintain all records within
this system, including referrals to the program who may or may not have participated.

e Ensure that programs are able to-setitory through accessing their own data from
SMART.

ENSURESTAFFARE THOROUGHLYTRAINED

e Maryl andés OfSolving €ounsfhas Bampréhensive, low cost traingag r
sources available. Staff should utilize these resources whenever they are starting a new
program or bringing on new team members.

¢ Work atthe agency level to educate administrators/managers about the value of training
and to ensure that staff is permitted release time to be trained. In addition to initial orie
tation and training, refresher trainings and new information is needed on angbao
sis.

e Continue to utilize colleagues within and outside of the community to problem solve,
gain support, and learn about new promising practices or creative ideas to address cha
lenges your program faces.

e Set up opportunities for cro$saining (e.g. ensuring that treatment professionals learn
about criminal justice and criminal justice professionals learn about addiction treatment)
and discussions about role clarification.

VI December 2009
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Executive Summary

Conclusion

The integration of the process, outcome, and cost results fromattne problenssolving courts

in Maryland that have participated in evaluation dwerpast 3 years provides the opportunity to
look at areas of strength and challenge across the Btegeesults of these studies offer many
areas that programs can congrto work on t@nhance program practicasdincrease theirfe
fectiveness in the years to come.

Though there is variability in recidivism, cost and graduation outcomes, most prograres are d
monstraing positive impacd on participants, the community, atige criminal justice system.

With prison as the largest expenditure to the community for those who were eligible but not pa
ticipating in problem solving courts in Maryland, adult, juvenile and DUI courts are providing an
important service to the state.

VIl






Background

| . BACKGROUND

of the State of Maryland, began conducting studies of drug courts in Maryland. The current
contract, which began in 2007, inclatke series of techoal assistance assessments,
process evahtions, and outcomandcost studies.

I n 2001, NPC Research (NPC), under contract with the Administrative Office of the Courts

Over the course of the past 3 years, NPC has conducted 5 foundational procaseats s
preprocess evaluations), 13 pr oomplenenatoma@thar at i on s
10 key components of drug courts through their policies and practices), and 10 ectsbme

studies (comparing program participant costs to the community and outcomes in terms of rec

divism and effects on substance use to traditional coucepsing for a similar group of inddA

uals). In addition, 3 outcommpost studies were conducted on juvenile drug court programs as

part of one of the prior contrachi s body of work gives -Maryl and
Solving Courts one of the largest g8 of drug court evaluations in the United StatesThis

report represents an intetjon of key results from these process, outcome, and cost studies, and
includes:

¢ Common and/or best practices for implementing thEdyY) Componentand 16juvenile
strateges

e Common challenges and recommendations
e Highlights of creative and promising practices across drug courts
e Program practices that lead to positive outcomes (Best practices in Maryland)

e The average and range of recidivism outcomes for ddult, andjuvenile drug courts in
Maryland

e The averagand range oprogram costs per transaction, per agency and overall

e The averagand range obutcome cas and benefits per transaction and overall, and the
savings per agency






Introduction

[l. INTRODUCTION

men, women and juveniles have participated in drug court programs that have involved

federal, state and local taxpayer investments of billions of doRaref October 2009,
there were ove?,300 adult, juvenile, family and other specialized drug treatment courts active in
all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam with
another 214 being planned (National Association of Drug Court Professiod@®, Pherapid
expansion of drug courtighlights the need to understand the effectiveness of these programs,
as well as understanding what elements of dougts are most important to supporting positive
outcomes for these clients.

S ince the first drugourt began operation in Miami in 1989, several hundred thousand

Maryland, like manystates, has adopted the drug court model to make its state safer, through the
collaboration of multidisciplinary, government andipatesector organizations and individuals
working together to reduce addictianivencrime and drug usage, to improve thality of life

and to promote the positiwetegration of drug abusing indidiials with family and community.

The first drug treatment court in Maryland began in 1994, and as of July 2009 there were 40
Adult District, Adult Circuit, Juvenile, Family/Demdency, and DUI/Drug Court programs
throughout the state.

Drug courts have been shown to be effective in reducing recidivism (GAO, 2005) andcn redu

ing taxpayer costs due to positive outcomes for drug court participants g&iaigan, 2004;

Carey Marchand, & Walley 2006). Belenko (1998; 2001) found in reviews of drug cairt r

search that drug courts successfully engaged and retained offenders in treatment, and reduced
both clientsd drug use and cr i mi naitlence@-ci di vi s
pears to be converging that drug cogedawork, considerably less is known abdwaiwdrug

courts work, espediy for particular types of clients.

Given the rapid expansion of drug courts across the country, there has been interestrin standa
dizing the drug court model. The National Association of Drug Court Professionals led this effort
in their groundbreaking publicatioBefining Drug CourtsThe Key Componen(Blational As-
sociation of Drug Court Professionals, 1997). In this work, they pbesten operational chara
teristics that all drug courts should use as guides for performance. These include practices such
as drug testing, judicial interaction with participants, and the integration of alcohol and other
drug treatment services with juthl case processing.

However,drug court programs vary tremendously in how they operationalize 1bdsey
Componentgsee Table 1 for their descriptionByug courts also vary on other issues that may
influence program effectiveness, such as whataypéents enter the drug court, the level of
experience and expertise of drug court team members and frequency of judicial turnover among
others. While research is relatively clear that adult drug courts can have positive effents for i
proving treatmenbutcomes and reducing recidivism, outcomes vary considerably across partic
pants and programs.

The currenteport summarizes the results of 12 outcarost studies and 13 procesades to
illustrate the range of practices and results present in Marglangdtreatment courts.

" Maryland Drug Treatment Court Commission Vision Statement. On line:
http://www.courts.state.md.us/opsc/dtc/pdfs/visionandmissionstatement.pdf
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Table 1. ThelO Key Components of Drug Courts

10 Key Components of Drug Courts

KC#1 | Drug courts integrated alcohol and other drug treatment services with
system case processing.

KC#2 | Using a nesdversarial approaobsgcution and defense counsel promots
safety while protecting partici

KC#3 | Eligible participants are identified early and promptly placed in the dry
program.

KC#4 | Drug courts provide access to a continuotobfdrieg, and other related
treatment and rehabilitation services.

KC#5 | Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and oth@rgirug tes

KC#6 |A coordinated strategy g o Vvrmepliancse.
Kc#7 | Ongoing judicialteraction with each drug court participaehisaé

KC#8 | Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program goal:
effectiveness.

KC#9 | Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court p
implementain, and operations.

KC#10 | Forging partnerships among drug courts, public agencies, anbdasadmi
organizations generates local support and enhances drug court progr
effectiveness.

4 December 2009



Process Evaluations Summary

[Ill. PROCES&VALUATIONSSUMMARY

Common Recommendation from Process Evaluations

CODING OFPROCESE&VALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS

As part of the process analysis for each site, NPC staff looked at whether and how well each of
the 10 Key Components of Drug Cofriss demonstrated by the drug court. For juvenile drug
courts, staff also considered how the site is demonstrating the 16 juvenile drug cagiesftat

For each key component, a description of the component, relevant research questions, and what
the site was currently doing in that area was provided. N&€Ctlsen made recommendations for

how the site could better meet the expectations of the key component, based on the standards for
that component and national researchepordi | of

To gain a better undsanding of how sites across the state are meeting the expectations of the
key components, NPC compiled recommendations from 4 adult sites from a previous phase of
work with Maryland drug courts, and 12 adult sites from the current phase of workofak af t

16 Maryland adult drug courts for which NPC completed process evaluations. The recammend
tions were taken from the final site reports and compiled into one document (see Appendix C).
Following each recommendation is a note of which site receivedeit@inmenetion. If more

than one site received the same recommendation, all of those site names are noted.x¥o save e
cessive repetition in cases where recommendations had minor differences, the reaimmend
was spelled out once, with any difference geated in italics.

The same process was completedrfof the juveniledrugcourt sites evaluated by NPC in an
earlier phase of worland 4 juvenilesites from the current phase, for a total of ivEepile sites

for which NPC completed process evaluatiddswever, in addition to the ey Canponents

of drug courts, the process evaluations of the juvenile sites also considered theedié@sfat
juvenile drug courts when evaluating juvenile drug courts and making recommendatons. Re
ommendationsrom the juveniledrug courts were taken from the final site reports amapded

into one document (see Appendix C) organized by the key components amitéjgtrategies.

RESULTSRECOMMENDATIONS BYCOMPONENT

Table 2summarizes the number of recommendatimosided by type of program (adult ar-|

venile) and by Key Component. The absence of recommendations can generally be interpreted to
mean that the programs were doing well in those areas. The number of recommendations may be
in part a reflection of the numer of challenges facing the program or by the range of options for
various suggestions that are available within a given Key Component.

8 As described by the National Association of Drug Coucféasionals (NADCP, 1997)
° National Drug Court Institute and National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges (2003)

19 Evaluation reports are locatedrdtp://www.courts.state.md.us/opsc/dtc/evaluationsreportsditml
http:/Mww.npcresearch.com
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Table 2 Number of Process Evaluation Recommendations by Key Component

Rank (1 = fewest
Key Total # of number of
Component | No Recommendations Recanmendations recommendations)
Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile
1 1 2 29 32 5 5
2 6 5 12 8 1 1
3 0 0 41 34 10 8
4 0 0 33 41 7 9
5 4 3 12 12 2 3
6 1 0 38 27 9 6
7 4 5 15 10 3 2
8 1 0 37 27 8 6
9 1 0 27 31 4 7
10 0 2 31 20 6 4

Adult: n =16 Juvenile: n =11

This information, presented another way provides information abotdtkiey Components,
ranked by the total number adfadommendations they had. Tablpr@sents this informatiofor
adult programsnd Table $resents this information for juvenile programs.

Table 3.Number ofRecommendationdor Adult Drug Courts

Rank (1 = fewest

number of Key No Total

recommendations)| Component | Recommendiions | Recommenditions
1 2 6 12
2 5 4 12
3 7 4 15
4 9 1 27
5 1 1 29
6 10 0 31
7 4 0 33
8 8 1 37
9 6 1 38
10 3 0 41
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Process Evaluations Summary

Table 4 Number ofRecommendationgor Juvenile Drug Courts

Rank (1 = fewest
number of Key No Total
recommendations) | Component | Recommenditions | Recommenditions
1 2 5 8
2 7 5 10
3 5 3 12
4 10 2 20
5 1 2 32
6 (tie) 6 0 27
6 (tie) 8 0 27
7 9 0 31
8 3 0 34
9 4 0 41

For moredetails about the types of recommendationereft to the study siteseeAppendix D.

Programsd® SuccesslO0adyCompopenteandelé t i n g
Juvenile Strateges

Because the 10 Key Components and 16 Juvenile Strategies are broad costamtaads

NPC staffworked to operationalize them by identifying specific praagigielelinesthat would

fall within each aredNPC conducted a literature reviema@established the research support for

each of theguidelines(seeAppendixE for the minimum guidelines and research support). Staff
coded each site with a process evaluation cepetuationfrom this phase of workl5 pio-

grams total, 4 juvenile sitesxd 11 adult sites) as to whether the program met (or mostly met) the
minimum guidelines for each Component or Strategy (each program received a code of 1 [mostly
met] or O [did not meet] for each Component or Strategy)

RESULTSIMPLEMENTATION OF THEOKEY COMPONENTS ANAA6JUVENILESTRATEGIES

Overall, sites ranged from meeting 2 to 9 of the 10 Key Components, with an average score of
4.9. The juvenile sites had an average score of 5.75 and the adult sites had an average score of 4.6.

Juvenile sitesverealso coded on the degree to which they met th&ut6nile &ategiesThe

four juvenile sites ranged from meeting 9 to 15 of the juvenile strategies. Of the 16 Juvenile
Strategies, 2 to 4 of ¢hsites adequately met each one (that is, at least ha# sitéfs met each

of the strategies)

Of the 10 Key Components, scoring was based on the number of sites that met the minimum
guidelines for the Component. Scoring ranged from 0 for Key Component #3 (early identific
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tion of eligible participants and rapidtey into the prograri) to 12 for Key Component #7rfe
going judicial interactiotf).

Table 5.Number of Programs Successfully Implementing Each Key Component

Number of programs meeting

Key Component minimum guidelines (n = 15)
KC #1: Well integrated team 7
KC #2: Noradversarial 11
KC #3: Rrly identification of eligibles 0
KC #4: Continuum of treatment s vi 10
KC #5: Drug testing

KC #6: Response to participants/itieh 4
KC #7: Ongoing judicial interaction 12
KC #8: Evaluation andnitoring

KC #9: Training 3
KC #10: Community Partnerships 10
Average across Key Components 7.4

The results of this coding process illustrate the variability of programs in their degreeef impl
mentation of the 10 Key Components. It also iaths that there are some areas that could be
addressed as a state system and others where technical assistance could be individualized, poss
bly with the support of programs offering peers ideas and mentoring. It is important to note that
programs are comually changing, both due to their own decisioaking and due to multiple

areas that are outside of their control, so this coding should be viewed as a reflection of a point in
time since when programs may have changed their policies or procedurasa@dhesult of

their program evaluations or through staff, budget, or state level policy changes that-have i
pacted them).

“Mini mum guidelines for Key Component #3 include fAmust
all eligible participants are being identified. o

12 Minimum guidelines for Key Componen?# i ncl ude fAparticipanonseesy2 ends cour
weeks (can be more for higher riskfigpantsp andfi ydge is voluntary and does not have a fixed tedn

8 December 2009



Process Evaluations Summary

Detailed Program Practices

For thenine adult sites for which process, outcome and cost studies were completed, NPC
created a dabmse of variables of particular interest and relevance for understanding adult drug
court operations. Staff extracted data from process, outcome, and cost rep@vs]ymEon

forms completed by drug court coordinators; program materials provided byethépolicy &
procedures manuals, participant handbooks; and any other sources that could ptaNedke d
information about the operation of the drug court [e.g., interviews with team members]). Not
every type of information was available for everg shiut the database was complete enough to
provide some fascinating and useful information about the drug courts yfaidr These data
will be not only useful for the Maryland Office of Probleé®olving Courts and the drug courts of
Maryland, but nationd}, as well. The summary of this information can be found after thme su
mary of outcome and cost results.






Outcome Evaluations Summary

V. OUTCOMEEVALUATIONSSUMMARY

OutcomeEvaluationsSummaryd Maryland Adult Drug Treatment
Court Programs

The results from seven Maryland Adultu g Tr eat ment Court Progr ams
conducted in 2008 and 2009, are compiled in the tables below. The ranges and averages are r

ported for demographic characteristics, recidivism ragegluation ratesnd other variables of

interest forthe seven sites. These sites include Baltimore City Circuit Cddig Treatment

Court Baltimore City Circuit Couri Felony Diversion Initiative Harford County District

Court, Howard County District Court, Montgomery County Circuit Court, Prince @eorg

County Circuit Courtand Wicomico County €¢uit Court.

The outcomes analyses were based on a cohort of adult drug court participants from each site and
a matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eligible for
adultdrug court programs through their criminal history but who did not attend these programs.
These individuals were tracked through administrative data for at least 24 months post program
entry (and a similar time period for the comparison group). The stadigght to compare riec

divism for the two groups over the 24 months. In addition, the evaluations examined ttee gradu

tion rates and effects on substance use for program participants at each of the sites.

These studies were conducted by NPC Research tii@ngethods described in detail in Appe
dix B.

MARYLANDADULT DRUGTREATMENTCOURTPARTICIPANTCHARACTERISTICS

Program participant characteristics across the seven sites show that most Maryland Adult Drug
Treatment Court padipants are male (73%), AfrindAmerican (63%)andi n t hei r ear |l vy
(average age of 32.5). The rangésace/ethnicity proportionsdicate that some prograrasrve

mostly Caucasian participants while others haégher percentage of Africakmerican partic

pants. In additionhe ranges in average ages shows that some programs are working wigh youn

er participants while others are reaching individuals at a later stage in their lives. Primary drugs of
choice are mixedvith alcohol being listed the least often for albgrams.

11
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Table6. Characteristics of Program Participants in the Study Samplgssites)

Range Average

Male 55%- 88% 73%
African American 13%- 96% 63%
Caucasian 4%- 84% 36%
Hispanic/Latino 0%- 5% 0%
Other 0%- 3% 1%
Average ge at 23- 39 325
program start

DOC" Cocaine 6%- 56% 26%
DOC: Heroin 0%- 73% 33%
DOC: Marijuana 0%- 70% 23%
DOC: Alcohol 0%- 26% 10%

MARYLANDADULT DRUG TREATMENTCOURTPROGRAM®EFFECTS ORECIDIVISM
RATES

Table7 shows the recidivismatesfor 2 years post program stalate for the Maryland Adult
Drug Treatment Court participants from the seven studiesriRst rates rangdrom 18% to
60% within the program¥' The average rarrest rate in 24 months for Maryland Adult Drug
Treatment Courta/as 39%. Theaumberof re-arrests in 24 months for the drug treatment court
groups at each site range from .23 to 1.11 with an average. GfN@gative effect sizes indicate
that a program has a higher noen of subsequent arrests (on average, per person) ticamits
parison grop.

¥ DOcC is drug of choice.
4 The effect sizes for rarrest rates range fron05 to .42 with an average of .19.
15 The effect sizes for the numbefrre-arrests range from negativel3) to positive .53 with an average of .29.
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Outcome Evaluations Summary

Table7. Adult Drug Treatment Court ParticipantRecidivism- 24 Months (7 sites)

Effect Size Effect Size
Range Average range*® average

Re-Arrest Rates
(program 18% to 60% 39%

groups)
Re-Arrest Rates
(comparison 30% to 60% 48%
groups)
Number of Re

Arrests (pro- 2310 1.11 .65
gram groups)

-.0510 .42 19

-.1310 .53 .29

Number of Re
Arrests (can- 46 t0 1.32 .92
parison groups)

Further,data from the individual reports also shows that prograrticipantggenerallyhad lower
recidivismratesandlower numbersof new arrests in the period 24 months after program paaticip
tion compared to 24 months before participation, and their rates after program entry were lower
than the comparison grosiph some cases, program participants had more arrestgh con-
parison group after starting the program but they were of a less serious nature. Arrast rates i
creasd over time for both the program participants and the comparison gtmutga general, the
adult drug treatment court groups increased ab\vaesi pace.

MARYLANDADULT DRUG TREATMENTCOURTSPROGRAMCOMPLETION ANCEH-FECTS ON
SUBSTANCHRJSE

The graduation rate fdour of the seveprograns in the studyvasless than the national ave
ageof 50% with a range that includes a high of 72% of partioig who exited the program
successfily to a low of 38% and an average of 51% across the seven sites.

Drug test dates and results were collected from the sites where avdhabls, for six of the

seven adult drug court program$he number of progm participants with a positive drug test

in each month during the period of time examined for each site decreased by a range of 53% to
91% within the seven sites, with an averagerelase of 73% across all of the sites.

18 A negative difference in the effect size indicates that the program participants had higher arrest rates/numbers than
the comparison group.

13
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Table8. Adult Drug Treatment Cout Program Graduation and Effects
on Swbstance Use (7 sites)

Percent Percent
change change
Range Average range average
Srad“a“on 38% to 72% 51% N/A N/A
ates
Percent with a
Positive Drug 17% to 39% 29%
Test at StarY
, 53% to 91% 73%
Percent with a
Pasitive Drug 2% to 12% 8%
Test at End

Results found in the individual reports also skdthat overall, outcomes foMaryland Adult
Drug Treatment Cougtarticipantganged fronguite positiveto mixed for each of the sites in
terms of reducing substamase After participation in the program, regardless of whether they
graduateprogramparticipantggenerallywere rearrested on drug charges less often than the
comparson groupalsoindicating alikely reduction in drug use due to program participatid
most sites

MARYLANDADULT DRUG TREATMENTCOURTOUTCOMEEVALUATIONSOVERALL
SUMMARY

In sum, the results of thisnited statewide evaluationdicate that the prograsare mostlysuc-

cessfulin reducing participant recidivisnwith some programs haxg more success than others,

and decreasing substance use. Programs are mixed in their ability to graduate participants but the
average graduation rate across all sites is at the national average (51% for Maryland Adult Drug
Treatment Courts compared tad%ationally; Belenko, 2001).

Outcome EvaluationsSummaryd Maryland DUI Court Programs

The results from two Maryland DUI Court Progr
are combined in the tables below. The ranges and averages are reportetbffraghic chaia

teristics, recidivism rategraduation ratesnd other variables of interest for the two sites. These

sites include Anne Arundel County District Court and Howard County District Court.

The outcomes analyses were based on a cohort oE@Wt participants from each site and a
matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eligible for the
programs through their criminal history but who did not attend these programs. These individuals
were tracked through admstrative data for at least 24 months post program entry (and a similar
time period for the comparison group). The studies sought to compare recidivism for the two
groups over the 24 months. In addition, the evaluations examined the graduation ratiectend e

on substance use for program participants at each of the sites where data were available.

7 Study periods varied for theeven sites from 8 months to 12 months depending on drug test data availability.
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These studies were conducted by NPC Research using the methods described in detailin Appe
dix B.

MARYLANDDUI COURT PARTICIPANTCHARACTERISTICS

Program partipant characteristics across the two sites show that most Maryland DUI Ceurt pa
ticipants are male (83%), Geasian (77%)andin their later 38 (average age of 37.5).

Table9.DUI Court Characteristics of Program Participants in the
Study Sanples(2 sites)

Range Average
Male 77%- 88% 83%
Caucasian 71% 83% 77%
African Ameri- 129 18% 15%
can
Hispanic/Latino 0%- 6% 3%
Other 4%- 5% 3%
AERERD €2 i 37538 375
program start

MARYLANDDUI COURTPROGRAM®EFFECTS ORECIDIVISMRATES

Table10 shows the recidivismatesfor DUI charges fo years post program start date for the
Maryland DUI Court participants from the two studies-dReest rates for DUI charges radge
from 13% to 46%4° The average rarrest rate for DUI charges in 24nths forMaryland DUI
Courts was30%. Thenumberof DUI re-arrests in 24 months for DUI Court parpants at the
two sites range from .18 to .64 with an average af°#legative effect sizes indicate that a-pr
gram has a higher number of subsequent arreststh@mparison group.

The table alsshows the recidivismatesfor all other criminal justiceharges foR years post
program start date for the Maryland DUI Court participants from the two studiesré® rates
for rangel from 0% to 10% within the pograms® The numberof re-arrests in 24 months for
DUI Court participants at the two sitengel from Oto .17.%

8 \When compared to the comparison groti, effect sizes for rarrest rates rangdrom -1.6 to .27 with an ave
age of-.69.

9 The effect sizes for the number ofagess range from negative 5.0) to positive .47with an average-8f27
when compared to the comparison group

When compared to the comparison grot, éffect sizes for rarrest rates rangdrom .64 to 1.0with an ave-
age of.82

% The effect sizesof the number of rarrests rangefrom .58 to 1.0with an average a9 when compared to the
comparison group

15
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Table1Q DUI Court Participant Recidivism 24 Months (2 sites)

Effect Size | Effect Size
Range Average range* average

DUI Re-Arrest
Rates (pogram 13% to 46% 30%
groups)

DUI Re-Arrest
Rates (comparison 5% to 59% 32%
groups)

Number of DUI Re
Arrests (program .18 to .64 41
groups)

Number of DUI Re
Arrests (compai- .03to 1.2 .62
son groups)

Other CJ ReArrest
Rates (program 0% to 10% 5%
groups)

Other CJ ReArrest
Rates (conparison 28% to 37% 33%
groups)

Number of Other
CJ ReArrests (pro- 0to .17 .09
gram groups)
Number of Other 5810 1.0 79
C [REAIEss 410.72 56
(comparison
groups)

-1.6 to .22 -.69

-5.0to .47 -2.27

.64101.0 .82

Further, data from the individual reports also shows that program participants generally had lower
recidivismratesand lowemumbersof new arrests in the period 24 months after program paaticip
tion compared to 24 months before participatiom, #ueir rates after program entry were lower

than the comparison group.

MARYLANDDUI COURTSPROGRAMCOMPLETION ANCEFFECTS OSUBSTANCHRJSE

The graduation rate fdroth prograns in the studyvasabove the national average, with a range
that includes a lgh of 84% of participants who exited the program successfully to a low of 57%
and an average of 71%.

2 A negative difference in the effect size indicates that the program participants had higher arrest rates/numbers than
the comparison group.
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Drug test dates and results were not available consistently efougte siteo include inthese
analyses. The number of program participants withsitige drug test in each monthrihg the
period of time examined for thetherDUI Court decreased by 83%

Table11 Maryland DUI Court Program Graduation fwo DUI Court programs) and
Effects on Substance User{e DUI Court only)

Percent Percentchange
Range Average change range average

Graduation 57% to 84% 71% N/ A N/A
Rates
Percent with a
Positive Drug N/A 35%
Test at Start

: N/A 83%
Percent with a
Positive Drug N/A 6%
Test at End

MARYLANDDUI COURTOUTCOMEEVALUATIONSOVERALLSUMMARY

In sum, tle results of this DUI Court evaluation indicate that the programs are successful in r
ducing participant recidivism both for DUI charges and in the criminal justice system overall and
that one program has documented a decrease in substance use amopgnsuitata werend
available for the other progranBoth programs are above the national averagertay court
graduation rates (50% nationally; Belenko, 2001) with Howard County displaying a very high
graduation ratandicating that the DUI Court progm is helping most participants successfully
complete program requirements.

OutcomeEvaluationsSummaryd Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment
Court Programs

The results from four Maryland Juvenile Drug
conduc¢ed in 2006 and 2009, are combined in the tables below. The ranges and averages are r
ported for demographic characteristics, recidivism r@egluation ratesand other variables of

interest for the four sites. These sites include Anne Arundel CoualtyBre County, Hedord
Countyand St. Maryos County.

The outcomes analyses were based on a cohort of juvenile drug treatment court participants from
each site and a matched comparison group of youth from the corresponding county who were
eligible for he programs through thguvenile justicehistory but who did not attend thes®+pr

grams. These individuals were tracked through administrative data for at least 18 months post
program entry (and a similar time period for the comparison group) withionvbelg justice

system. The studies sought to compare recidivism for the two groups over 18 months. In add
tion, the evaluations examined the graduation rates and effects on substance use for program pa
ticipants at each of the sites, where data wereablail

These studies were conducted by NPC Research using the methods described in detailin Appe
dix B.
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MARYLANDJUVENILEDRUG TREATMENTCOURT PARTICIPANTCHARACTERISTICS

Program participant characteristics across the four sites show that most MarykamiteJDrkug
Treatment Court participants are male (82%), Caucasian (&o%b)L6 years old. The primary
drug of choice for Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment Court participants is most often marijuana.

Table12.Juvenile Drug Treatment CourtParticipantsdCharacteristics
in the Study Sample# sites)

Range Average

Male 76%- 88% 82%
Non-Caucasian 18%- 32% 25%
Caucasian 68%- 82% 75%
Average ge at 15-17 16
program start

DOC?*Cocaine 0%3 10% 3%
DOC: Heroin 0%- 13% 6%
DOC: Marijuana 62%- 89% 72%
DOC: Alcohol 0%- 7% 3%

MARYLANDJUVENILEDRUG TREATMENTCOURTPROGRAM®EFFECTS ORECIDIVISM
RATES

Table13 shows the recidivismatesfor 18 months post program start date for the Maryland J
venile Drug Treatment Court participants from the foudigtst Rearrest rates rangdrom 51%
to 56% within the progranfé The average rarrest rate in 18 months for Maryland Juvenile
Drug Treatment Court participants v&3%. Theaumberof re-arrests in 18 months for the gr
nile programs at each site rartggom .96 to 2.1 with an average of £%5

#DOC is drug of choice.

% When compared to the comparison group, the effect sizes-éorest rates rangdrom .16 to .27 with an ave
age of .23.

% The effect sizes for the number ofagests rangkfrom .05 to .56 with an average of .22.
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Table13 Juvenile Drug Treatment Court ParticipantRecidivism 18 Months (4 sites)

Effect Size | Effect Size
Range Average range average

Arrest Rates
(program 51% to 56% 53%
groups)
Arrest Rates
(comparison 61% to 76% 70%
groups)
Number of

Arrests (pro- 96t02.1 15
gram groups)

.16 to .27 .23

.051t0 .56 22

Number of
Arrests (can- 1.0t0 3.0 2.0
parison groups)

Further, data from the individual reports also shows that program participants generadhédrad |
recidivismratesand lowemumbersof new arrests in the period 18 months after program paaticip
tion compared to 18 months before participation, and their rates after program entry were lower
than the comparison group.

MARYLANDJUVENILEDRUG TREATMENT COURTSPROGRAMCOMPLETION ANCEFFECTS
ON SQUBSTANCHJSE

The average graduation rate for the programs is 53% which is above the national average gradu
tion rate for adult programs. The range of graduation rates for the four programs is 40% to 65%.

Drugtest dates and results were collddi®m all fourjuvenile drug court program3he num-

ber of program participants with a positive drug test in each month during the period of-time e
amined for each site decreased by a range of 61% to 80% within thetésymwith an average
decrease of 69% across all of the sites.
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Table14 Maryland Juvenile Court Program Graduation and Effects on
Sibstance Use (4 sites)

Test at End

Percent Percent
Range Average | change range change aerage

Craduation 40% to 65%|  53% N/A N/A
Rates
Percent with a
Positive Drug 34% to 44% 39%
Test at Start

_ .61to .80 .69
Percent with a
Positive Drug 8% to 21% 14%

MARYLANDJUVENILECOURTOUTCOMEEVALUATIONSOVERALLSUMMARY

In sum, the results of this limited statewide evaluatibjuvenile drug treatment court programs
indicate that the programs are successful in reducing participant recidivism and decrdasing su
stance use. Programs are mixed in their ability to graduate participantse average gradu

tion rate across alites is above the national average for adults (53% for Maryland Juvenile

Drug Treatment Court participants compared to 50% nationally; Belenko, 2001).
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V. COSTEVALUATIONSSUMMARY

Adult Dru g Treatment Court Programs

Individual drug courts are intensiveterventions that involve coordination of multiple agencies

and professional practitioners applying a variety of areas of expertise, intensive case-manag
ment and supervision, and frequent judicial reviews. Drug courts are typically made possible
through he application and coordination of resources drawn from multiple agencies located in
more than one jurisdictional organization. Although the amount of staff time and other resources
(buildings, materials and suppljesd operating equipment) made avagalby a number of

lic organizations represents substantial public costs, research in drug courts demonstrates that
due to decreased future system impacts (less frequefferaling, for example), this investment
frequently results in substantfaiture savings.

The results from seven Maryland Adult nBrug Tr
ducted in 2008 and 2009, are compiled in the tables below. The ranges and averages are reported
for program costs and outcome/recidivism costs for the s&te= These sites include Baltimore

City Circuit Courti Drug Treatment CourBaltimore City Circuit Court Felony Diversion th-

itiative, Harford County District Court, Howard County District Court, Montgomery County Ci

cuit Court, Pr iGraieCo@tamnd Wrenice CoGnylCmcuityCourt.

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) apprddehcribed in detail iAp-

pendixB) was used to calculate the costs of each of the transactions that occurred white partic
pants were engged in the progranProgram transactions calculated ieshanalyss includel

drug court sessions, case management, drug tests, drug treatment, and jail sanctions. The costs
for this study were calculated to include taxpayer costs only. All cost resoNigigd in this e-

port are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars.

PROGRAMCOSTS
Program Transactions

A Drug Court sessigtior the majority of drug courts, is one of the most staff and resource inte
sive prograntransactions. These sessions typically inciiggeesentatives frosome or all of
the following

e Court (Judge, Court Clerk, Bailiff, Case Manager, and Drug Court Coordinator);

e Stateds Attorneyods Office (Assistant State
¢ Maryland Office of the Public Defender (Assistant Rublefender);

e Maryland Division of Parole and Probation (Probation Agents);

e Law Enforcement (Sheriffds Deputy, Police
e County Health Departmeandbr private treatment agencies (Case Managarsnglors).

The cost of @rug Court Appearancdthetime during a session when a single progpaartid-

pant interacts with thauiflge) is calculated based on the average amount of court time (in m
nutes) each participant interacts with the judge during the drug court sessiocalEhliation

includes the nlect costs of each drug court team member present, the time team members spend
preparing for the session, the agency support costs, and jurisdictional overheatheostst

for a single drug aurtappearance ranged from $105.13 to $297.50 with angavemst of

$218.88per paticipant.
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Case Managemernis based on the amount of staff time dedicated to case management activities
during a regular work week and is then translated into a total cost for case management per pa
ticipant per day (taking stalalaries and benefits, and support and overhead costginto a
count)?® The main agencies typically involved in case management are the County Health D
partment, treatment agencies, the Division of Parole and Probation, the Court, and sometimes
law enforcemat. The daily cost of case management ranged from $1.11 to $15.10 withran ave
age cost 0$7.60Q

Drug Treatmentis provided by ounty treatment agencies and multiple private treatmentgrovi
ers. Participants often pay-pays to treatment providers on alslg scale, depending on-i

come. Individual treatment per participant ranged from $55.00 per session to $155.@0 per se
sion, with an average &37.71per session. Group treatment per participant ranged from $39.00
to $50.00, with an average $44.33perperson per session. Residential treatment ranged from
$96.00 to $205.00 and averadeiii4.22per day. Detoxification ranged from $139.48 to

$250.00 and averag&?209.06per day. Halfway house services ranged from $10.71 to $32.00
with an average df24.90per day. All rates were provided to NPC by drug court coordinators
and representatives of the county treatment agencies or private treatment agencies.

Drug Testingis typically performed by Court and County Health Department case managers, the
Division of Parole and Probation, and by private treatment providers. The cost per UA test
ranged from $4.98 to $17.25 and avera§@®8per test. Drug testing costs were obtained from

the drug courtoordinators and representatives of the treatment agencies.

Jail Sanctionsar e provi ded by the |l ocal countyds corr
acquired from representatives of those local agencies or from budgetary informationrfound o
line. The cost of jail ranged from $66.75 to $142.00 with an averaj®t$07.38

ProgramCost Data

Table15 provides theange of costs per participant and the average cost per participant for each
drug court transaction, based on program cost results froseveeMaryland adult drug court
sites NPC evaluated.

% Case maagement includeseeting with participants, evaluations, phone calls, referring out for other help, an
wering questiongeviewing referrals, consultingaaking community service connections, assessments, do@sment
tion, file maintenance, and residentieferrals
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Table15 Drug Court Program Costs per Participant

Transaction Range Average

Drug Court Session $2,186 $8,339 $5,406
Case Minagement $422- $8,911 $4,081
Drug Treatment $4,592 $19,829 $12,182
Drug Testing $0- $1,366 $639
Jail Sanctions $96- $2,683 $676
Total Investment $9,529 $34,647 $23,114

Program Costs per Agency

Another useful vay to examine program costs is by agef@ple16 showstherange of costs
per participant and the average cost per participant by agency, based on program cost results
from thesevenMaryland adult drug court sites NPC evaluated.

Table16 Drug Court ProgramCosts per Participant by Agency

Agency Range Average
Circuit or District

Court $687- $4,326 $2,573
Stateds A $401- $1,537 $772
Public Defender $111- $870 $542
Division of Parole

2 BGlEE $0- $4,565 $1,496
Law Enforcement/

County Corrections $94- $2,854 e
Dept. of Public

Safety & Corre- $0-$731 $181
tional Services

Treatment $6,585 $30,3627 $16,763
Total Investment $9,529 $34,6471 $23,114
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Program CostSummary

In sum, the majority of adult drug treatment court costs are due to drug treatment (an average of
$12,182, or 53% of total cost®rug court sessions ($5,406 or 23% of total costs) and case
management (an average of $4,081 or JL&8#é also significant program costs. When program
costs are evaluated by agency, the largest portion of costs accrues to agencies involted in trea
ment ($16,763 or 73% of total costs).

OuTcoMECOSTS

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (T)@&Aproach{described in detail iAp-

pendixB) was used to calculate the costs of each of the criminal justice system outcome trans
tions that occurred for drugpart and comparison group participants. Transactions are those
points within a system wheregources are consumed and/or change hands. Outcome-transa
tions for which costs were calculated in this analysis includedrests, subsequent court cases,
probation time, jail time, and prison time. Only costs to the taxpayer were calculated in this
study. All cost results represented in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars or updated
to fiscal year 2009 dollars using the Consumer Price Index.

The outcome cost analyses were based on a cohort of adult drug court participants from each site
ard a matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eligible
for adult drug court programs through their criminal history but who did not attend tleese pr

grams. These individuals were tracked through administrative dataléastR4 months post

program entry (and a similar time period for the comparison group). The studies sougi to co
pare recidivism costs for the two groups over the 24 months. In addition, the evaluations e
amined the recidivism costs for participants atheaf the sites by agency.

The 24monthfollow-up period was selected to allow a large enough group of both drug court
and comparison individuals to be representative of the program, as well as to allow more robust
cost numbers through use of as longle¥e-up period as possible (with as many individuals as
possible having at least some time during the follgnperiod that represented time aftes-pr

gram involvement). All drug court participants in the cohorts included in these analyses had e
ited the pogram (graduated or were unsuccessful at completing the program).

The outcome costs discussed below do not represent the entire cost to the criminal gistice sy
tem. Rather, the outcome costs include the tr
to obtain outcome data and cost information. However, the costs represented capture itye major

of system costs. Outcome costs were calculated using information from the Circuit Carts, Di
trict Courts, Stateds At t o ubticeDgfénder, D¢ Wagtacde s, t he
Department of Public Safety & Correctional Services, the Maryland Division of Parole@nd Pr

bation, local detention agencies, and law enforcement agehbesethods of calcation were

carefully considered to ensure thatditect costs, support cosend overhead costs were i

cluded as specified in the TICA methodology followed by NPC.

Outcome Transactions

The cost of arrestis generally gathered from police representatives of the law enforcement
agency (or agencies)valved. The cost per arrest incorporates the time of the law enforcement
positions involved in making an arrest, police salaries and benefits, support costs and overhead
costs. In Maryland, theost of a single arresaingedirom $177.13 to $284.91 with average

cost 0f$229.12
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Court Casesnclude all court cases, including those cases that are reviewed and rejected by the

St ateds

Attorneyos

Of fice

) as

wel | as

Court case costs are shared amdmgDistrict Court, the Circuit CoutthheSt at e 6 s
Office, and the Maryland Office of the Pubbefender. Using budget and caseload information
found online the cost of a Circuit Court case ranged from $818.18 to $5,216.83 with an average
costof $3,000.75The cost of a District Court case ranged from $448.46 to $2,231.66 with an
average cost ¢§1,263.28

Probationis provided by the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation. A representative of the
Division provided NPC with the average cofprobationsupervision, which was given $4.09
per person per day.

Jaili s

provided

by

t he

| ocal

c oJailrcdstg Wwese acgoired e ct i O |

t hose

Attorne

from representatives of those local agencies or from budgetary information found Binéine.

cost of jail ranged fror$66.75 to $142.00 with an average cos$®f.38

Prisonis provided by the Maryland Department of Public Safety & Correctional Services. The
cost of a prison day $85.15 which was given to NPC by a representative of thealltenent.

Outcome&ost Data

Tablel17 provides theange of costs per participant and the average cost per participant (and per

comparison group member) for each outcome transaction, based on outcome cost results from the

severnMaryland adult drug court € NPC evaluated.

Table17. Outcome Cods per Participant Over 2 years

Drug Court Program costs

Traditional Court costs

Difference/Savings*

per participant per individual per individual
Transaction Range Average Range Average Range Average
Arrests $L - $226 $146 $90- $320 $207 (-$15)- $140 $61
Cireuit $82-$1,314  $626  $155$1,875  $799  (-$417) $1,216 $172
Court Cases ' ’ '
District $127-$1,406  $795  $247-$1,330  $850  (-$312) $483 $55
Court Cases ' ’
Probation $204 $2,270 $1,596  $1,142%$2,956 $1,913 (-$603) $1,846 $317
Jail $2,541 $14,183 $7,965 $2,112$10,252 $5,365 (-$6,174) $757| (-$2,599
Prison $459 $11,966 $4,621 $723 $17,924 $8,597 $264 $5,960 $3,976
Total $5,064 $21,434 $15,749 $5,568 $25,800 $17,731 (-$4,627) $6,72 $1,982

*A negative difference means the drug court program cost more than traditionghromessing
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Outcome&osts per Agency

Another useful \ay to examine outcome costs is by ageii@le18 showstherange of costs
and the average cost per pagant (and per comparison group member) by agency, based on
outcome cost results from tlsevenMaryland adult drug court sites NPC evaluated.

Table18 Outcome Costs per Paicipant by Agency Over 2 years

Drug Court Program Traditional Court costs Difference/Savings*
costsper participant per individual per individual
Agency Range A;geg Range Average Range Average
Circuit Court $10- $275 $156 $20- $769 $223 (-$92)- $499 $67
District Court $12- $546 $275 $24- $552 $302 (-$82)- $210 $27
Stateds
Attorney $48-$1,293  $563 $97-$1,010  $614  (-$412)$432  $51
Public
Betarier $139 $816 $427 $293 $764 $509 (-$144) $342 $82
Law
Enforcement $42-$226|  $146 $90- $320 $207 (-$15)- $140 $61
Division of
Parole & $204 $2,270 $1,596 $1,142 $2,956 $1,913 (-$603) $1,846 $317
Probation
Sheriff/Jail $2,541 $14,183 $7,965 $2,112$10,252 $5,365 (-$6,174) $757| (-$2,599
Dept. of Public
Safety & $450 $11,066 $4,621  $723 $17,926 $8,597  $264-$5960 $3,976
Correctional ’ ’ ’ ’ ' ’
Sevices
Total $5,064 $21,434 $15,749 $5,568 $25,800 $17,731 (-$4,627) $6,772 $1,982

*A negative difference means the drug court program cost more than traditiongbromassing

Outcome Costs Summary

In sum, the majority of aduttrug treatment court outcome costs are due to jail (an average of
$7,965, or 51% of total costd)he majority of outcome costs for the comparison group were due
to prison (an average of $8,597 or 48%). The largest outcome cost savings for the drugttreatme
court group (when compared to the comparison group) was for prison, with an average savings
per participant of $3,976.

The largest outcome loss for the drug treatment court group (when compared to the comparison
group) was for jail, with an average $oger participant of $2,599. It should be mentioned that
much of the outcome loss for jail was due to unsuccessful drug treatment court parti€gants.

ble 18 shows thaevery agency is shown to benefit as a result of drug treatment court, with the
excepton of the sheriff/jail agency.
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The results from seven Maryl and Adul tsho®Brug Tr
an average 2month outcome cost savings of $1,982 per drug treatment court participant when
compared to the comparison grolipe outcomecost savings illustrated ifiable17 andTable

18 are those that have accruadust the 24 months since drug treatment centty. Many of

these savings are due to positive outcomes while the participant is still in the program. Therefore,

it is reasonable to state that savings to the state and local criminal justice systems are generated
from the tme of participant entry into drug treatment court

If drug treatment cougparticipants continue to have positive outcomes in subsequent years (as
has leen sbwn in drug courts, e.g., Cardyinigan, Waller, Lucas, & Crumpton, 2Q@5nigan,
Carey, &Cox, 2007) then these cost savings can be expected to continue to accrue over time,
repaying the program investment costs and providing further savingpantapity resources to
public agenciesThese findings indicate thdtug treatment court is both beneficialp@rtia-

pants and beneficial to Maryland taxpayers.

DUI Court Programs

Individual DUI courts are intensive interventions that involve coordinaifanultiple agencies

and professional practitioners applying a variety of areas of expertise, intensive case-manag
ment and supervision, and frequent judicial reviews. DUI courts are typically made possible
through the application and coordination ofowxes drawn from multiple agencies located in

more than one jurisdictional organization. Although the amount of staff time and other resources
(buildings, materials and suppljesd operating equipment) made available by a numben»sf pu

lic organizationsepresents substantial public costs, research in DUI courts demonstrates that
due to decreased future system impacts (less frequefferaling, for example), this investment
frequently results in substantiaitéire savings.

The results fromtwo Maryland Ul Court Programsoé costareval uat.
compiled in the tables below. The ranges and averages are reported for program costs and ou
come/recidivisn costs for the two sites. These sites include Anne Arundel County District Court

and Hovard County District Court.

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) apprddehcribed in detail iAp-
pendixB) was used to calculate the costs of each of the transactions that occurred white partic
pants were engaged in the progrdPnogam transactions calculated in this analysis include DUI
Court sessions, case management, drug and alcohol tests, drug and alcohol treatment, and jail
sanctions. Theosts for this study were calculated to include taxpayer costs only. All cost results
provided in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars.

PROGRAMCOSTS
Program Transactions

A DUI Court sessioffor the majority of DUI courts, is one of the most staff and resource-inte
sive program transactions. These sesdigisally include represntatives from:

e Court (Judge, Court Clerk, Bailiff, Case Managy@nd DUI Court Coordinator);

e Stateds Attorneyodos Office (Assistant State
e Maryland Office of the Public Defender (Assistant Public Defender);

e County Health Departnmt¢ (Case Managers).
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The cost of Ul Court Appearanceg(the time during a session when a single program paant
interacts with theydge) is calculated based on the average amount of court timen(ites) each
participant interacts with the judgerthg the DUI Court session. This includes the direct costs of
each DUI team member present, the time team members spend preparing for the session, the age
cy supprt costs, and jurisdictional overhead costs. The cost for a single DUI Court appearance
rangeal from $180.90 to $215.59 with an average co$tl®8.25per parti¢pant.

Case Managemeris based on the amount of staff time dedicated to case management activities
during a regular work week and is then translated into a total cost for case mangugment
ticipant per daytaking staff salaries and benefits, and support and overhead costs-into a
count)?’ The main agencies typically involved in case management are the County Health D
partmentandthe Court. The daily cost of case management ranged$d..08 to $7.22 with an
average cost ¢§4.15

Drug and alcohol treatmenis provided by the County Health Departments and multiplef
treatment providers. Participants paypays to treatment providers on a sliding scaépedding

on income. Indiidual treatment per participant ranged from $27.30 per session to $155.00 per
session, with an average$81.15per sessionGrouptreatmet per participant ranged from
$16.90 to $50.00, with an averagebaf3.45per person per sessidResidential treaent ranged
from $49.40 to $180.00 and avera@dd9.82per day. Detoxification ranged from $134.55 to
$139.48 and averag&d 37.02per day. Halfway house services ranged from $10.71 to $54.00
with an average d§32.36per day. Allrates were provided toPC by representatives of the
County Health Departments. Due to a lack of administrative data, drug and alcohol treatment
costs for one DUI Court site were not available for this cost analysis.

Drug and alcohol testings typically performed byCourt and Canty Health @partment case
managers and by privateeatment providers. The cost per UA test ranged from $9.85 to $17.25
and average13.55per testBreathalyzer tests at both DUI sites w#fe22per test and oral
swabs wer&3.00per test. SCRAM alcadt monitoring ranged from $5.30 to $10.00 with an a
erage of$7.65per day. Drugand alcohol testing costs were obtained from the DUI Court-Coo
dinators and representatives of @munty HealthDepartments.

Jail sanctionsar e pr ovi ded b gorrectiores orldetenteoh agenoy.Wailtcostsd were
acquired from representatives of those local agencies or from budgetary informationrfound o
line. The cost of jail ranged from $94.63 to $117.53 with an average c®06{08

ProgramCost Data

Table19 provides therange of costs per participant and the average cost per participant for each
DUI court transaction, based on program cost results fromwith®aryland DUI court sites NPC
evaluated.

2’ Case management includegeting with participants, evaluations, phone calls, referring out for other help, an
wering questiongeviewing referrals, consultingaaking community service connections, assessments, do@sment
tion, file maintenanceand residential referrals
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Table19 DUI Program Costs per Participant

Transaction Range Average

DUI Court Session $2,638 $3,943 $3,291
Case Management $488 $2,976 $1,732
Drug/Alcohol Treatment $0- $1,757 $879
Drug/Alcohol Testing $807- $1,404 $1,106
Jail Sanctions $82- $133 $108
Total Investment $7,077 $7,150 $7,114

Progam Costs per Agency

Another useful vay to examine program costs is by agef@pble20 showstherange of costs
per participant and the average cost per participant by agency, based on program cost results
from thetwo Maryland DUI court sites NPC evaleak

Table20 DUI ProgramCosts per Participant by Agency

Agency Range Average

Circuit or District Court $2,491 $3,524 $3,008
Stateds Attor $505 $669 $587
Public Defender $150- $402 $276
S ETEamE Loy $82- $133 $108
Treatment $2,564 $3,708 $3,136
Total Investment $7,07% $7,150 $7,114

Program CosSummary

In sum, the majority of DUI court costs are due to DUI court sessions (an average of $3,291, or
46% of total costs). Case managementgverage dbl,732 0 24% of total costs) amdtfug and
alcoholtesting (an average of $1,106 or 16%) are also significant program costs. When program
costs are evaluated by agency, the largest portion of costs accrues to agencies involted in trea
ment (an average of $3,1364%% oftotal costs), followed by thedtirt (an average of $3,008

or 42% of total costs).
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OuTcoMECOSTS

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) apprddehcribed in detail iAp-

pendix B was used to calculate the costs of each of tineirai justice system outcome riissec-

tions that occurred for DUIlourt and comparison group participants. Transactions are those
points within a system where resources are consumed and/or change hands. Outcamme transa
tions for which costs were calculatedtims analysis included farrests, subsequent court cases,
probation time, jail time, and prison time. Only costs to the taxpayer were calculated in this
study. All cost results represented in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars or updated
to fiscal year 2009 dollars using the Consumer Price Index.

The outcome cost analyses weeséd on a cohort of DWburt participants from each site and a
matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eligible for
DUI court pograms through their criminal history but who did not attend these programs. These
individuals were tracked through administrative data for at least 24 months post program entry
(and a similar time period for the comparison group). The studies sougimpaie recidivism

costs for the two groups over the 24 months. In addition, the evaluations examined tiie recidi
ism costs for participants at each of the sites by agency.

The 24monthfollow-up period was selected to allow a large enough group offidtitourt

and comparison individuals to be representative of the program, as well as to allow more robust
cost numbers through use of as long a follgwperiod as possible (with as many individuals as
possible having at least some time during the follgaperiod that represented time afteopr

gram involvement). AIDUI court participants in the cohorts included in these analysesxhad e
ited the program (graduated or were unsuccessful at completing the program).

The outcome costs discussed below do not reptéke entire cost to the criminal justicasy

t em. Rat her, the outcome costs includablet he tr
to obtain outcome data and cost information. However, the costs represented capture itye major

of system cost€Outcome costs were calculated using information from the Circuit Cousts, Di
trict Courts, the Stateds Attorneyodos @ffices,
land Department of Public Safety & Correctional Services, Maryland Division of Rardle

Probation, county corrections or detention agencies, and local and statewide laenssriorc
agenciesThe methods of calculation were carefully considered to ensure that all direct costs,
support costs and overhead costs were included as specifiedTiiCA methodology filowed

by NPC.

Outcome Transactions

The cost of amrrestis generally gathered from police representatives of the law enforcement
agency (or agencies) involved. The cost per arrest incorporates the time of the law enforcement
posiions involved in making an arrest, police salaries and benefits, support costs and overhead
costs. In Maryland, theost of a single arresangedirom $193.96 to $244.39 with an average

cost 0f$219.18

Court casednclude all court cases, including thaseses that are reviewed and rejected by the
Statebdbs Attorneyods Office, as wel/l as those ¢
Court case costs are shared among the Distric
Office, and the Mryland Office of the PubliDefender. Using budget and caseload information

found online, the cost of a Circuit Court case ranged from $3,310.21 to $5,216.83 witl-an ave

age cost 0$4,263.52The cost of a District Court case ranged from $1,561.63 283456 with

an average cost &f1,896.65
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Probationis provided by the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation. A representative of the
Division provided NPC with the average cospobbationsupervision, which was given $4.09
per person per day.

Jaili s

provi ded

by

t he

| ocal

c oJailrcdstg Wese acgoired e ct i 01

from representatives of those local agencies or from budgetary information found online. The
cost of jail ranged from $94.63 to $117.53 with an average c@4D6{08

Prisonis provided by the Maryland Department of Public Safety & Correctional Services. The
cost of a prison day $85.15 which was given to NPC by a representative of the Department.

Outcome&ost Data

Table21 provides theange of costs per garpant and the average cost per participant (and per

comparison group member) for each outcome transaction, based on outcome cost results from the

two Maryland DUI court sites NPC evaluated.

Table21 DUI Court Outcome Costs per Participant @er 2 years

DUI Programcosts

Traditional Court costs

Difference/Savings*

per participant per individual per individual
Transaction Range Average Range Average Range Average
Arrests $39- $58 $49 $90- $128 $109 $51- $70 $61
CInEIE $0- $166 $83 $417- $828 $623 $417- $662 $540
Court Cases
b $0-$906|  $453  $843 $1,160  $1,002  (-$63) $1,160 $549
Court Cases ' ’ !
Probation $121- $384 $253 $458- $595 $527 $74- 5474 $274
Jail $3,848 $5,597  $4,723 $1,632$6,561  $4,097 (-$2,215- $964 (-$626)
Prison $48- $279 $164 $198 $1,544 $871 (-$81) $1,496 $708
Total $4,055 $7,390 $5,723 $5,440 $9,015 $7,228 $1,385 $1,625 $1,505

*A negative difference means the DUI program cost more than traditionalprogessig.
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Outcome&osts per Agency

Another useful \ay to examine outcome costs is by agefi@ple22 showstherange of costs

and the average cost per participant (and per comparison group member) by agency, based on

outcome cost results from tieo MarylandDUI court sites NPC evaluated.
Table22 DUI Court Outcome Costs per Pécipant by Agency Over 2 years

DUI Programcosts

Traditional Court costs

Difference/Savings*

per participant per individual per individual
Agency Range Average Range Average Range Average
Circuit Court $0- $45 $23 $92- $224 $158 $92- $179 $136
District Court $0- $338 $169 $303 $315 $309 (-$23)- $303 $140
St at ermey $0- $405 $203 $641- $889 $765 $236- $889 $563
Public Deferder $0- $283 $142 $23B- $491 $392 $208 $293 $251
Law Enforement $39- $58 $49 $90- $128 $109 $51- $70 $61
Division of Parole
& Probation $121- $384 $253 $458 $595 $527 $74- $474 $274

: . $3,848

Sheriff/Jall $5.597 $4,723 $1,632 $6,561  $4,097 (-$2,216) $964| (-$626)
Dept. of Public
Safety & Corre- $48- $279 $164, $198 $1,544 $871 (-$81)- $1,496 $708
tional Sevices

$4,055
Total $7 390 $5,723 $5,440 $9,015  $7,228 $1,385 $1,625 $1,505

*A negative difference means the Dpllogram cost more than traditional coprocessing

Outcome Costssimmary

In sum, thevastmajority of DUI court outcome costs are due to jail (an average of $4,723, or 83%

of total costs). The majority of outcome costs for the comparison group araialsmjdil (an @-
erage of $4,097 or 57%). The largest outcome cost savings for the DUI court group (mhen co

pared to the comparison group) was for prison, with an average savings per participant of $708.

The largest outcome loss for the DUI court groupdwcompared to the comparison group) was
for jail, with an average loss per participant of $626. It should be mentioned that much of the
outcome loss for jail was due to unsuccessful DUI court participbalde 22 shows that every
agency is shown to befit as a result dDUI court, with the exception of the sheriff/jail agency.

The results fromwvoMar y | and

DUI

Court

Progr arage@4 cost
month outcome cost savings of $1,505 per DUI court participant when compared to the compa

ison group. The outcome cost savings illustrate@able21 andTable22 are those that have

accrued in just the 24 months since DUI court entry. Many of these savings are due to positive
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outcomes while the participant is still in the program. Therefoigy@asonable to state that
savings to the state and local criminal justice systems are generated from the time of participant
entry into DUI court.

If DUI court participants continue to have positive outcomes in subsequent years (as has been
shown in drg courts, e.g.Carey et al.2005; Finigan, Carey, & Cox, 2007) then these cost sa
ings can be expected to continue to accrue over time, repaying the programemeosts and
providing further savings in opportunity resources to public agencies. Tihes®s indcate

that DUI court is both beneficial to participants and beneficial to Maryland yargpa

Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Programs

Individual juvenile drugreatmentourts are intensive interventions that involve coordination of
multiple agencies and professional practitioners applying a variety of areas of expertise, inte

sive case management and supervision, and frequent judicial reviews. Juveniteatrgnt

courts are typically made possible through the application and coordinatesoafces drawn

from multiple agencies located in more than one jurisdictional organization. Although the

amount of staff time and other resources (buildings, materials and supptiesperating

equipment) made available by a number of public organistiepresents substantial public

costs, research in drug courts demonstrates that due to decreased future system impaests (less fr
guent reoffending, for example), this investment frequently results in substantial &aunegs.

The results from four Mgrl and Juvenile Drug Treatment Court
ducted in 2006 and 2009, are combined in the tables b&lmewanges and averages are reported

for program costs and outcome/recidivism costs fofdbesites.These sites include Anne

Arundel County, Baltimore County, Harford Courdyn d St . Maryds County.

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) apprddebcribed in detail iAp-
pendixB) was used to calculate the costs of each of the transactions that occurredartiaite p
pants were engaged in the progr&rogram transactions calculated in this analysis inalinde
court sessions, case management, drug tests, drug tredbepatiment of Juvenile Services
(DJS placements, and juvenile probation. The costs forstiidy were calculated to include
taxpayer costs only. All cost resultopided in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars.

PROGRAMCOSTS
Program Transactions

A drug court sessioyfor the majority of drug courts, is one of the most staff @sdurce inte-
sive program transactions. These sessions typically inslutie or all of the following repr
sentatives

e Circuit Court (Judge, Court Clerk, Counselors, and Drug Court Coordinator);

e Stateds Attorneyodos Office (Assistant State
e Maryland Office of the Public Defender (Assistant Public Defender);

e DJS (Case Managers);

e Public Schools (School Representative);

e Law Enforcement (police officer or sheriff
e County or private treatment agency (Treatment Counselors).

The cost of @rug Court Appearancéthe time during a session when a single program partic
pant interacts witlthe judge) is calculated based on the average amount of court time (in m
33



l“lﬁh Comprehensive Report of Statewide Evaluation Findings, MarylartdePresolving Courts
RESEARCH 20072009

nutes) each participant interaetgh the judge during the drugpart session. This atudes the

direct costs of each drug coteam member present, the time team members spend preparing for
the session, the agency sogpcosts, and jurisdictional overhead costs. The cost samgle

drug ourt appearance ranged frorh8¥.35t0 $421.24with an average cost 8831.58per pa-
ticipant.

Case Managemeris based on the amount of staff time dedicated to case management activities
during a regular work week and is then translated into a total cost for case management per pa
ticipant per daytaking staff salaries and benefits, and support and overhead costs into a
count)?® The main gencies typically involved in case management are the Circuit Court, DJS,
and treatment agenci€the daily cost of case management ranged from $12.15 to $23t01 wit

an average cost &17.41

Drug and alcohol treatmenis typically provided by the county treatment agencyrivate
treatment providersndividual treatment per participant ranged from $0 per session to $121.59
per session, with an average$dB.59per sessionGroup treatment per participant ranged from
$0 to $39.00, with an average$#1.91per person per session. Family treatment per participant
ranged from $0 to $355.75 and averafj@d5.02per day. All rates werprovided to NPC by
representaties of the county treatment agency or private treatment providers.

Drug and alcohol testings typically performedy the Circuit Court, county treatment agencies,
DJS, and private treatment providers. The cost per UA test ranged from $0 to $12.50-and ave
aged$6.72per testSCRAM alcohol monitoring wa$5.25per day. Drugand alcohol testing

costs were obtaimefrom the juvenile drug courbordinators and representatives of the county
treatment agencies.

DJS Placementénclude juvenile detention, residedtcare, and shelter care services. Each type
of placement service is provided at one of the multiple DJS owned and operated state facilities.
Juvenile detention ranged from $440.00 to $549.00, with an aver&48@00per day Res-

dential care rangeddm $206.63 to $491.00 and avera§383.91per day. Shelter care ranged
from $206.80 to $440.00, with an averag&800.54per day. All rates were provided to NPC by

a representative of DJS.

Juvenile Probationis provided by DJS. An averagéatewidecog of $25.06per dayfor juvenile
probation supervisiowas obtained from a representative of DJS.

ProgramCost Data

Table23 provides theange of costs per participant and the average cost per participant for each
drug court transaction, based on progast results from thisur Maryland juvenile drug tréa
ment court sites NPC evaluated.

% Case management includegeting with participants, evaluations, phone calls, referring out for other help, an
wering questiongeviewing referrals, consultingaaking community service connections, assessments, do@sment
tion, file maintenance, and residential referrals
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Table23 JuvenileDrug Court Program Costs per Participant

Transaction Range Average

Drug Court Session $3,316 $15,643 $7,345
Case Management $3,560 $7,842 $5,85
Drug Treatment $0- $3,638 $1,964
Drug Testing $0- $3,742 $1,554
DJS Placements $6,195 $35,584 $19,495
Juvenile Probation $0- $9,943 $3,314
Total Investment $12,721 $56,633 $32,58¢

Note: DJS Placements and Juvenile Probation ccats mot available for one juvenile site.

Program Costs per Agency

Another useful vay to examine program costs is by agefi@ble24 showstherange of costs
per participant and the average cost per participant by agency, based on program cost results
from thefour Maryland juvenile drug treatment court sites NPC evaluated.

Table 24 JuvenileDrug Court ProgramCosts per Participant by Agency

Agency Range Average

Circuit Court $496- $13,686 $4,551
St ateds | $124 $785 $409
Public Defender $155 $1,520 $850
Treatment $0- $10,76(C $5,035
Law Enforcement $0- $4,249 $1,109
Schools $0- $1,000 $281
DJS $1,062 $48,827 $20,355
Total Investment | $12,721 $56,633 $32,58¢
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Program CostS8ummary

In sum, the majority of juvenile drug treatmentidccosts are due to DJS placements (an-ave
age of $19,495, or 60% of total costs). Drug court sessions ($7,345 or 23% of total costs) and
case management (an average of $5,435 or 17%) are also significant program costsowWhen pr
gram costs are evaluated &gency, the largest portion of costs accrues to DJS ($20,355 or 62%
of total costs).

OuTcoMECOSTS

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) apprddehcribed in detail iAp-

pendixB) was used to calculate the costs of each of the jlevgrstice system outcome transa

tions that occurred for drug court and comparison group particifaatssactions are those

points within a system where resources are consumed and/or change hands. Outcamme transa
tions for which costs were calculated imsthnalysis included farrests, subsequent court cases,

DJS placements, and juvenile probation. Only costs to the taxpayer were calculated in this study.
All cost results represented in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars or updsited to fi
cd year 2009 dollars using the Consumer Price Index.

The outcome cost analyses were based on a cohjaxtesfiledrug court participants from each

site and a matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county wha- were el
gible forjuveniledrug court programs through th@ivenile justicehistory but who did notta

tend these programs. These individuals were tracked throughistlative data for at least 18
months post program entry (and a similar time period for the comparison groatubies

sought to compare recidivism cegor the two groups over the h®nths. In addition, the elva
uations @amined the recidivism costs for participants at each of the sites by agency.

The 18 monthfollow-up period was selected to allow a largewggtogroup of both drug court

and comparison individuals to be representative of the program, as well as to allow more robust
cost numbers through use of as long a follgwperiod as possible (with as many individuals as
possible having at least some tich&ing the followup period that represented time aftes-pr

gram involvement). All drug court participants in the cohorts included in these analyses had e
ited the program (graduated or were unsuccessful at completing the program).

The outcome costs dis@exd below do not represent the entire cost to the juvenile justice system.
Rat her, the outcome costs include the transac
obtain outcome data and cost information. However, the costs represented capturerthe maj

of system costs. Outcome costs were calculated using informatiorCiromit Courtsthe

Statebs Attorneybs Offices, the Mar ytinemtrod Of f i
JuvenileServices, and local and statewide law enforcement aggeiibie nmethods of calculation

were carefully considered to ensure that all direct costs, support costs and overhead costs were
included as specified in the TICA methodology followed by NPC.

Outcome Transactions

The cost of amrrestis generally gathereflom police representatives of the law enforcement
agency (or agencies) involved. The cost per arrest incorporates the time of the law enforcement
positions involved inmaking an arrest, police salaries and benefits, support costs and overhead
costs. In Mayland, the cost of a single arrest ranged from $184.69 to $218.63 with an average
cost 0f$197.00

CourtCasec ost s are shared among the Circuit Court
Maryland Office of the Public Defender. Using budget and oasehformation found online,
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the cost of a Circuit Court case ranged from $2,624.00 to $5,072.72 with an average cost of
$3,668.98

DJS Placementénclude juvenile detention, residential care, ahdlter care serviceBach type

of placement service ig@vided at one of the multiple DJS owned and operated state facilities
Juvenile detention rangdébm $440.00 to $549.0vith an average ¢$489.00perday.Res-
dential care ranged from $206.63 to $491.00 and avef&8fR191per day. Shelter care ranged
from $206.80 to $440.00, with an averagé&800.54per day All rates were provided to NPC by
a representative of DJS.

Juvenile Probationis provided by DJS. An averag#atewidecost of$25.06per dayfor juvenile
probation supervisiowas obtained froma representative of DJS.

Outcome&ost Data

Table25 provides theange of costs per participant and the average cost per participant (and per
comparison group member) for each outcome transaction, based on outcome cost results from the
four Maryland juvenile drug court sites NPC evaluated.

Table25 Juvenile Drug Court OutcomeCosts per Participant ®er 18 Months

Drug Court Program Traditional Court Difference/Savings*
Costs per Participant | Costs per Individual per Individual
Transaction Range Average Range Average Range Average
Arrests $190-$479  $279  $212$474 $352 (-$5)- $234 $73
$1,355
Court Cases $1,2179$1,601 $1,473 $2 493 $1,841 (-$131) $892 $368
1 $7,664
DJS Placements| $6,932 $17,732 $13,051 $21.954 $13,402 (-$5,393) $4,932 $3H1

Juvenile Proba-

o $0-$4,348 $2,138 $1,964 $5,442  $3,897 $114 $4,060 $1,759

$10,746
$21,917

$11,457
$28,953

(-$3,588)
$10,120

Total $16,941 $19,497 $2,551

*A negative difference means the Drug Court program costs more than traditongdrocessing
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Outcome&osts per Agency

Another useful \ay to examine outcome costs is by agefiale26 showstherange of costs
and the average cost per participant (and per comparison group member) by agency, based on
outcome cost results from tieur Maryland juvenile drug court sites NPC evaluated.

Table26 JuvenileDrug Court OutcomeCosts per Participant by Agency @er 18 Months

Drug Court Program

Traditional Court Costs

Difference/Savings*

Costs per Participant per Individual per Individual
Agency Range Average Range Average Range Average
Circuit Court $330- $430 $382 $352- $593 $475| (-$33)-$212 $93
St ateds A $557-%$624 $606 $569 $981 $760| (-$55)- $362 $154
Public Defender $268 $663 $486 $424 $1,033 $607| (-$42)- $370 $121
Law Enforcement | $190 $479 $279 $212-$474 $352| (-$5)- $234 $73
$8,782 d d 4 (-$3,627}
DJS $20,087 $15,189 $9,628 $26,015 $17,29¢ $8.993 $2,110
$10,746 $11,457 4 (-$3,588}
Total $21.917 $16,941 $28.053 $19,497 $10.120 $2,551

*A negative dfference means the Drug Court program costs more than traditionapeocessing

Outcome Cosssimmary

In sum, thevastmajority of juvenile drug treatment court outcome costs are due to DJS plac
ments (an average of $13,051, or 77% of total costs)mHjerity of outcome costs for the

comparison group were also due to DJS placements (an average of $13,402 or 69%). The largest
outcome cost savings for the drug court group (when compared to the comparison group) was for
juvenile probation, with an averagavings per participant of $1,79%ble26 shows that every
agency is shown to benefit as a result of juvenile drug court.

The results froniourMar y | and
an average X&onth outcome cost sangs of $2,551 per drug treatment court participant when
compared to the comparison group. The outcome cost savings illustratsdolé25 andTable

26 are those that have accrued in just the 18thsosince drugourt entry. Many of these sa

ings are du¢o positive outcomes while the participant is still in the program. Therefore, &-is re
soreble to state that savings to the state and local criminal justice systems are generated from the

time of participant entry intjuveniledrug treatment court.
If juvenile drug treatment court participants continue to have positive outcomes in subsequent

Juvenil

e Drug

Bvalaadiansrsbouvt

years (as has beehawn in drug courts, e.g., Careyal., 2005; Firgan, Carey, & Cox, 2007)
then these cost savings can be expected to continue to accrue eyeepiaying the program
investment costs and providing further savings in opportunity resources to pubbtage

These findings indicate thptveniledrug treatment court is both beneficial to participants and
beneficial to Maryland taxpayers.
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VI. PRACTICEPERFORMED INMARYLANDSBPROBLEM SOLVING
COURTSAND THEIR RELATIONSHIPTO KEYOUTCOMES

Program Effects

In order to compare the drug court programs with the comparison groups across the seven adult
programs, NPC staff standardized their relativeaiffeness?’ Positive percentages mean the

drug court had a greater positive effect than their comparison group. A negative effatt perce
tage means the comparison group had a greater positive effect than the drug court.

Of the seven Adult Drug Court prograrthat have process, outcome and cost data, effect sizes
ranged widely for three differestiminal justiceoutcomes: recidivism rate, outcome cost, and
number of rearrests.

Therecidivism rate is the percent of individuals who had a new criminal offenske 2 year

period starting at the program entry date (or equivalent). Effect sizes range®%ofoompair

son group did 5% better than the program) to 42% (program did 42% better than the comparison
group). Two of the seven programs had worse or the sacidivism rate as the comparison

group and the rest (five of seven) did better than the comparison group.

Thenumber of re-arrestsis related to the recidivism rate, but looks at the average number of
arrests per person for 2 years from the progratryetate or equivalent. Effect sizes ranged from
-13% to 53%. One program had substantially mor&rests than the comparison group, and the
rest had fewer.

The number of arrests and related criminal justice system involvement contributesdstthe
that individuals have on publiclyfunded systemsluring the 2 year outcome period that starts
at program entry. Effect sizes for programs ranged f&#6 (the program individuals costs
45% more than comparison group individuals) to 34%, with all but orgggmohaving a sa

ings over traditional court processing.

Ranking Drug CourtsBased on Effective Outcomes

In order to better understand the relationship between key drug court variables (recidivism rate,
outcome costs, and graduation rate) and drug coactipes, the seven drug courts were ranked

in three groups: most effective (as compared to comparison group), neutral, and least effective
(as compared to comparison group) for each of the key variables.

To determine the overall ranking, a simple couns weade of how many times a drug court was
named most effective and how many times named least effective.

PROGRAMCOST(I NVESTMEN)Y

Program costs per participant ranged from $9,530 to $34,646.

The programs were ranked by investment (program cost), anddhgrared to the effectiveness
rating described above that included a compilation of their results in the three key variadles. Int
restingly, program cost was NOT related to effectiveness. The most effective three programs

2 Effect sizes were calculated by taking the comparison group figure minus the drug court figure (effect difference)
and dividing by the comparison group figure, which resulted in an effect size percentage.
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were ranked 1, 4, and 7 in terwfstheir level of investment. It follows as well that investing a
lot of money per person was also not related to effectiveness (the relatively lesser effeetive pr
grams had programs with relatively both high and low costs).

Relationship BetweenEffectiveness Ratingand Drug Court Practices

In order to help determine which practices are most likely to result in the most effective courts,
NPC compared overall drug court effectiveness ranking @r,®, and 133 different practicé®.
Because of the smallsgple size, the summary information reported here includes tlaese v
riables with data from at least six of the seven drug court programs.

Practices engaged in by allhree most effective courts (but not at least 2 of the 3 least effe
tive courts):

e Probationalways or usually attends drug court team meetings (staffings)
e Probation always or usually attends drug court sessions

Practices engaged in by théhree least effective courts ijut not at least 2 of the 3nost effec-
tive courts):

e Drug court does not havesingle treatment agenty
e Prosecutor was forriig trained on drug court mod&l

DRUGCOURTPRACTICESRELATED TASRADUATIONRATE

In order to better understand the relationship between graduation rate and drug court practices,
NPC divided the drug courts intawo groups depending on graduation rate: group 1 had a-grad
ation rate of €60% (4 drug courts), and group 2 had a graduation rate-®06% (3 drug

courts). The national average graduation rate is about 50% (Belenko, 2001). Graduation rates
ranged from 8% to 72%.

Of the 133 drug court practices that were examined, there was no clear diffet@resnithe
drug courts with a graduation rate of 50% or less and drug courts with a graduation rate over
50%, with the exception of two practices:

Probation alway or usually attended drug court team meetings (staffings) in all 3 courts with
graduation rates over 50%. In fact, probation always or usually attended staffing in the top 5
courts, ranked by graduation rate. The two sites with the lowest graduatioweetete courts
where probation did not attend team meetings.

Similarly, probation always or usually attended drug court sessions in all 3 courts with-gradu
tion rates over 50%. In fact, probation attended drug court sessions in the top 5 courtsyanked b
graduation rate. The sites with the lowest graduation rates either reported that probation did not
attend drug court sessions (1 program), or attended them when needed (1 program).

%0 Information about drug court practices was gathered during process evaluations, from policy and proeedures m
nuals and other program documents and information provided by drug court staff.

31 This result has been found in other studies of drug courtsnadlfipthat programs with a single provider have
better outcomes.

%2 This result is in contrast to prior studies that indicate that having all members of the team trained to understand
their role is important and contributes to positive outcomes. Thig raaylindicate that training of the prosecution
is less essential than other practices in contributing to positive program outcomes.
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VIl. PREVALENTPPRACTICESORGANIZEDBY THE1OKEY
COMPONENTS ANOHEIR RELATIONSHIPTO POSITIVEOUTCOMES

the Key Components is defined and then those practices that were significantly related
to key outcomes of interest-{&ar recidivism ra, 2year average number of new a
rests, and ¥ear outcome costgye presented. Although there were many practices explored in
this researclisummary of seven sites in Marylartdat were nosignificantly related tahese
outcomesother research hasahin that many of these practices are related to two important
outcomes: lower recidivism and cost savi(@arey, Finigan, &Pukstas, 2008; Carey et al.,
2005). ACost s avi ng sadhe taxpayer duk io lowed recadisidol duger c o s
courtparticipants compared to similar offenders who did not participate in drug court.\Recidi
ismrelated costicludere-arrests, time on probatipnew court cases and time served in jail
and prisonlt may be useful for practitioners and policymakers tovkwhich drug court pia
tices have been linked to recidivism and cosirgss.

T he results below amructuredwithin the 10 Key Componentd Drug Courts. Each of

KEYCOMPONENT1: DRUGCOURTS INTEGRATE ALEOL AND OTHER DRUGREATMENT
SERVICES WITH JUSTHGYSTEM CASE PROSES

Key Component #Descriptio

The focus of this componeist on the integration of treatment services with traditicoaktcase
processingPracticeghat illustrate an adherencetteatment integratiomclude therole treament
provider in the drug court systeand collaboration of all the agencies invohnedhe pogram

e What is the role of the treatment provider on the drug court team? Is a treatment repr
sentative included as part of the team? Do treatment representatives regularly attend drug
court meetings where participant progress is discussed?aDoEsment mvider attend
drug court sessions?

¢ |s there a single treatment provider or multiple providers? While this is partly a reflection
on the size, geographic location and economics of the service area, the numbedef provi
ers also determines thiees of communication that must be established. Generally, it is
easier to avelop a closer connection with one agency as compared to several.

e Is there a central intake being used to manage assessments and referrals?

¢ What are the methods and consisielng which treatment providers are conmitating
with the court system? Is there regular reporting or only in response to a partiaular inc
dent? Is communication formally written or verbal?

¢ What other agencies attend team meetings and drug court segdemsi¥hat agencies
are involved in referring participants to drug court? The act of referringiparis may
be an indicator of agency involvement in the program.

Key Component #1: WhaeAhe Drug Coustin MarylandDoing?

Of thesevenadult drug cous that participateah this study at least six
e The case manager is always or usually expected to attend all drug court sessions.
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The vasimajority (over70%, or at leasb) of thesesevendrug courts

e The drug court team includes a member from theairob department

e Law enforcement does not attend team meetings (staffings).

¢ Law enforcement does not attend drug court sessions.

¢ Treatment communicates with court via written reports.

e The coordinator always or usually attends drug court team meetindgs¢sia

e The public defender is always or usually expected to attend drug court sessions.
Key Component #low do Thesa#&tticed mpactOutcomes?

There were two practices that differentiated
practices wre consistent across the three most effective programs and not present in at least two
of the three least effectiveqgrams).

e Probation always or usually attends drug court team meetings (staffings).
e Probation always or usually attends drug court sessio

In addition, one practice was consistently used by ineffective programs and not by effective pr
grams:

¢ Drug court does not have a single treatment provider.

Thepracticeof using a single treatment agency to provide overssghdth an indication foron-
sistency of treatment across participants and an indication of consistency in communication
across team members. A single treatnag@ncyor a treatment agency that monitors treatment
for all partiagpants allows for a closer relationship of treatmevith the court and the rest of the
team. Accoding to drug court staff, a single treatment agency (that performs central intake and
may refer to other providers) tends to lead to better communication between the courttand trea
ment and more understandiagd commitment to the drug court model by the treatmentgeovi

Key Component #1: Lessons from Studies @iitdalgland

Other research has shown thany ofthese practicearerelated tdower reé¢divism andcost
savings to the taxpayéCarey, Fimgan, &Pukstas, 2008; Carey al.,2005).

These practicesnclude:
1. Usingasingletreatmentgencyrather thammultiple treatment agencies

Although some drug courtselieve thahaving multiple treatment providers available to partic
pants allows the pacipants to have access to treatment that is more specific to their deggs,
courts that used a single treatment ageneg geeater cost savingdue to decreased reoidi

ism) than drug courts that used multiple treatment agenéisslescribed earliea single trea

ment agency (that performs central intake and may refer to other providers) tends torlessl to
consistentommunication between the court and treatmentaetterunderstandingf and

support forthe drug court model by the treatmenovider. In addition, NPC hadbserved that in

drug courts with a single treatment agency, the judge and the rest of the drug court team tend to
learn more from the treatment provider about addiction and treatment. Multiple treatnment age
cies can be momdifficult to coordinate and are also less likely to adjust theuises to best fit

the special needs of drug court participants who have legal issues as well as substange abuse i
sues. Further, courts with a single treatment provider may be able tategaontract that-a

42 December 2009

























































































http://www.npcresearch.com/Files/10yr_STOP_Court_Analysis_Final_Report.pdf

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































