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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

abuse and criminality in nonviolent offenders in the United States. The first drug court

was implemented in Miami, Florida, in 1989. As of 2007, there were more than 1700
adult and juvenile drug courts operating in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Northern Ma-
rina Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam (BJA, 2006).

Drug courts use the coercive authority of the criminal justice system to offer treatment to non-
violent addicts in lieu of incarceration. This model of linking the resources of the criminal justice
system and substance treatment programs has proven to be effective for increasing treatment par-
ticipation and decreasing criminal recidivism.

D rug treatment courts are one of the fastest growing programs designed to reduce drug

Indiana’s drug court movement began in 1996 with two drug courts that hoped to mirror the suc-
cesses of the Court Alcohol and Drug Programs. As the number of drug courts grew in Indiana, a
subcommittee was formed to consider the possibility of developing a certification program for
drug courts. In 2002, the Indiana General Assembly enacted drug court legislation. By 2003,
drug court rules were adopted which provided a framework for certification of drug courts oper-
ating under state statute.

The Vigo County Drug Court (VCDC) was one of the first drug courts in Indiana. It began op-
erations in 1996 and was officially certified in May 2004 by the Indiana Judicial Center (1JC).
The VCDC targets nonviolent, non-dealing, substance-abusing OVWI and felony offenders. As
of March 2006, 697 people have been enrolled in the program and 39% have graduated. The pro-
gram serves approximately 100 participants annually. The mean age of participants is 33 years
with a range of 18 to 56 years. For all drug court participants, the primary drugs of choice are
methamphetamine (38%), alcohol (31%) and marijuana (18%).

In 2006, NPC Research (“NPC”), under contract with the 1JC began process, outcome and cost
studies of five adult drug courts in Indiana, including the VCDC. This report contains the proc-
ess, outcome and cost evaluation results for the VCDC program.

Information was acquired from several sources, including observations of court sessions and
team meetings during site visits, key informant interviews, focus groups, drug court database,
plus state and county records. The methods used to gather this information are described in detail
in the main report.

This evaluation was designed to answer key policy questions that are of interest to program prac-
titioners, policymakers and researchers:

1. Has the VCDC program been implemented as intended and are they delivering planned
services to the target population?

2. Does the VCDC reduce recidivism?
Does the VCDC reduce substance use?
4. s there a cost-savings to the taxpayer due to drug court participation?
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Question #1: Has the VCDC program been implemented as intended and are
they delivering planned services to the target population?

Using the 10 Key Components of Drug Courts (NADCP, 1997) as a framework, NPC examined
the practices of the VCDC program. The VCDC satisfies some of the 10 Key Components
through its current policies and structures. We found that VCDC:

e Uses frequent alcohol/drug testing to monitor abstinence,

e Has a consistent reward and sanction structure for responding to participant compliance,
e Graduates participants within VCDC’s recommended time-frame,

e Has had a continuously sitting judge since program implementation, and

e Excels at developing partnerships with public and private community agencies and or-
ganizations.

The areas in which VCDC may wish to implement changes to enhance their services are as fol-
lows:

e Modify the Vigo County Alcohol and Drug Program database so that there are fields spe-
cific to the VCDC program and train those who perform data entry consistently in the use
of the database,

e Incorporate the public defender and prosecutor further into the team and the VCDC proc-
ess including having them attend drug court sessions,

e Consider expanding the testing schedule to better accommodate work schedules and
school start times.

e The drug court team should consider the optimal program dosage and intensity required
to maximize participant accountability and oversight, while promoting successful partici-
pation.

e The drug court team, as a part of their community outreach efforts, may wish to examine
ways to make more NA meetings available.

Question #2: Does the VCDC reduce recidivism?

Yes. The VCDC reduced recidivism as participants were significantly less likely to be re-
arrested than the comparison group.

As Figure A illustrates, VCDC participants were re-arrested less often than comparison group
members. The 24-month recidivism rate for drug court was 19.7% while the comparison group
rate was 39.2%. Thus, drug court participants (regardless of graduation status) were 99% less
likely to have had any arrests in the 24-month follow-up period relative to the comparison group.
Even after excluding individuals with alcohol as their drug of choice from the VCDC (leaving
mainly methamphetamine users), the number of re-arrests over 24 months was lower than for the
comparison group.

I April 2007
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Figure A. Average Number of Re-Arrests per Person Over 24 Months for VCDC and
Comparison Group
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Note: All re-arrests in a 24-month period for 1) VCDC graduates 2) all VCDC participants 3) VCDC participants
excluding those with alcohol as their drug of choice, and 4) comparison group for the study period 1/1/02-
12/31/04 with follow-up through 6/30/06. DC = drug court.
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Question #3: Does the VCDC reduce substance use?
Yes. VCDC participants consistently showed less drug use than the comparison group as
measured by re-arrests for substance abuse related crimes.

Figure B illustrates the number of drug-related re-arrests for the VCDC and comparison group.
This figure shows a significantly (p<0.05) lower number of re-arrests for drug-related crimes in
the VCDC group following program entry.

Figure B. Number of Drug—Related Re-arrests for the VCDC and Comparison Group

0.35
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—e—DC All Participants
0.15 - —— Comparison All
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Number of Drug Related Re-Arrests
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Note: All re-arrests for drug related charges in VCDC participants (graduates and all participants) and comparison
group for the study period 1/1/02-12/31/04 with follow-up through 6/30/06. DC = drug court.
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Question #4: Is there a cost-savings to the taxpayer due to drug court participa-
tion?

Yes. Due to positive outcomes for drug court participants (including fewer re-arrests, less
probation time and fewer new court cases), there were substantial avoided costs for drug
court participants.

Over a 2-year period, the VCDC cost outcomes were $3,684 per participant compared to $7,935
per offender that did not participate in drug court. When this per participant savings of $4,251 is
multiplied by the 697 offenders who have participated in the drug court program since imple-
mentation, the total current program cost savings (for outcomes over 24-month period from pro-
gram entry) is nearly $3 million.

Costs tracked in this study were those incurred by taxpayers. Other less tangible but important
savings not factored into this study include an increase in the number of drug-free babies born, a
decrease in health care expenses, and drug court participants working and paying taxes. As the
existence of the program continues the savings generated by drug court participants due to de-
creased substance use and decreased criminal activity can be expected to continue to accrue, re-
paying investment in the program and beyond. Taken together these findings indicate that the
VCDC is both beneficial to participants and beneficial to the Indiana taxpayers.






Background

BACKGROUND

stance abuse among the U.S. criminal justice population has been the spread of drug courts

across the country. The first drug court was implemented in Florida in 1989. Now, there are
more than 1700 adult and juvenile drug courts operating in all 50 states, the District of Columbia,
Northern Marina Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam (BJA, 2006).

Drug courts are designed to guide offenders identified as drug-addicted into treatment that will
reduce drug dependence and improve the quality of life for offenders and their families. Benefits
to society take the form of reductions in crime committed by drug court participants, resulting in
reduced costs to taxpayers and increased public safety.

I N the last 18 years, one of the most dramatic developments in the movement to reduce sub-

In the typical drug court program, participants are closely supervised by a judge who is sup-
ported by a team of agency representatives who operate outside their traditional roles. The team
typically includes a drug court coordinator, addiction treatment providers, prosecutors, public
defenders, law enforcement officers, and probation officers who work together to provide needed
services to drug court participants. Prosecutors and public defenders hold their usual adversarial
positions in abeyance to support the treatment and supervision needs of program participants.
Drug court programs can be viewed as blending resources, expertise and interests of a variety of
jurisdictions and agencies.

Drug courts have been shown to be effective in reducing recidivism (GAO, 2005) and in reduc-
ing taxpayer costs due to positive outcomes for drug court participants (Carey & Finigan, 2003;
Carey et al., 2005). Some drug courts have even been shown to cost less to operate than process-
ing offenders through business-as-usual (Carey & Finigan, 2003; Crumpton et al., 2004; Carey et
al., 2005).

Indiana began providing Alcohol and Drug (A&D) court services in the mid-1970s (codified un-
der IC 12-23-14). The Indiana Judicial Center (1JC) was awarded oversight of the Court A&D
programs in 1997. The success of the A&D programs laid the foundation for the subsequent evo-
lution of Indiana drug courts. The first drug courts in Indiana began in 1996 in Gary City Court
and then in Vigo County. As the number of drug courts increased, several drug courts began to
seek support from the 1JC similar to that provided to Court A&D Programs. In 2001, a subcom-
mittee was formed to conduct a pilot project to examine the possibility of developing a certifica-
tion program for drug courts. The pilot project was completed in 2001 and provided the sub-
committee with a framework for drafting drug court legislation and drug court rules.

In 2002, the Indiana General Assembly enacted drug court legislation under IC 12-23-14.5.
Adult and juvenile drug courts that seek to operate under this chapter must become certified by
the 1JC. In the spring of 2003, the Judicial Conference of Indiana adopted drug court rules, which
provide a framework for certification of drug courts operating under the statute.! In addition to
certification, the Indiana Judicial Center provides training, technical assistance, and support to
existing drug courts and those in the planning stages. In 2006, the Judicial Conference estab-
lished the Problem-Solving Courts Committee to guide drug court and other problem-solving

! For more detailed information regarding the requirements for drug court certification as adopted by the Judicial
Conference of Indiana, March 21, 2003, go to http://www.in.gov/judiciary/drugcourts/docs/rules.pdf.
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court activities at the state level. As of January 2007, there are 28 operational drug courts in
Indiana with an additional five in the planning stages.

In late 2005, NPC Research was selected by the 1JC for a multi-site drug court evaluation. Lo-
cated in Portland, Oregon, NPC Research has conducted research and program evaluation for 17
years. Its clients have included the Department of Justice (including the National Institute of Jus-
tice and the Bureau of Justice Assistance); the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (CSAP and CSAT in particular); state court administrative offices in Oregon,
California, Maryland, Michigan, and Minnesota; the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation; and
many other local and state government agencies.

NPC Research has conducted process, outcome and cost evaluations of drug courts in Oregon,
Arizona, California, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Indiana, and Guam. Having
completed over 40 drug court evaluations (including adult, juvenile, DUI and family treatment
drug courts), NPC is one of the most experienced firms in this area of evaluation research. NPC’s
final evaluation reports contain substantive findings that have affected both practices and policy
through use by clients, program managers, policymakers, the research community, and the pub-
lic. Additionally, NPC frequently presents at national and international criminal justice, evalua-
tive research, and public health conferences.

Under contract with the 1JC, NPC Research began conducting process, outcome and cost evalua-
tions of five adult drug courts in the counties of Marion, Monroe, St. Joseph, Vanderburgh, and
Vigo. Additionally, NPC Research was hired to perform process only evaluations on three juve-
nile drug courts in Indiana in the counties of VVanderburgh, Howard and Tippecanoe. This report
contains the process, outcome and cost evaluation for the Vigo County Drug Court (VCDC) per-
formed by NPC.
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Process Evaluation

PROCESS EVALUATION

drug court participant focus groups, observations of the VCDC, and program documents

such as the Vigo County Drug Court Handbook.? The majority of the information was
gathered from one-on-one key stakeholder interviews and, as much as possible, the evaluators
have attempted to represent the information in the same words in which it was given.

Methods

T he information that supports the process description was collected from staff interviews,

SITE VISITS

NPC evaluation staff traveled to Terre Haute, Indiana in April 2006 to observe Vigo County
Drug Court sessions, team meetings and staff operations. Three focus groups with current and
former VCDC program participants were also conducted during the site visit. These activities
gave the researchers firsthand knowledge of the structure, procedures, and routines of the pro-
gram.

KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS

Key informant interviews were a critical component of the process study. NPC staff interviewed
individuals involved in the drug court, including the drug court coordinator, Vigo County Court
Alcohol and Drug Program director, judge, prosecutor, public defender, field officer, and a
treatment provider from the largest provider of care.

NPC has designed and extensively utilized a Drug Court Typology Interview Guide,> which pro-
vides a consistent method for collecting structure and process information from drug courts. In
the interest of making this evaluation reflect local circumstances, this guide was modified to fit
the purposes of this evaluation and of this particular drug court. For the process interviews, key
individuals involved with the VCDC were asked the questions in the Typology Interview Guide
most relevant to their roles in the program. The information gathered through the use of this
guide assisted the evaluation team in understanding the day-to-day operations of the program as
well as focusing on the most significant and unique characteristics of the VCDC.

The topic/subject areas in the Typology Interview Guide were chosen from three main sources:
the evaluation team’s extensive experience with drug courts, the American University Drug
Court Survey, and a paper by Longshore et al. (2001), which lays out a conceptual framework
for drug courts. The typology interview covers a number of areas—including specific drug court
characteristics, structural components, processes, and organizational characteristics—that con-
tribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the drug court being evaluated. Topics in the
Typology Interview Guide also include questions related to eligibility guidelines, specific drug
court program processes (e.g., phases, treatment providers, urinalyses, fee structure, re-
wards/sanctions), graduation, aftercare, termination, non-drug court processes (e.g., regular pro-

2 Vigo County Drug Court Handbook

® The Vigo County Court Alcohol & Drug Program Assessment Form

* The Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory (SASSI)

® The Typology Guide was originally developed by NPC Research under a grant from the Bureau of Justice Assis-
tance and the Administrative Office of the Courts of the State of California.
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bation), identification of drug court team members and their roles, and a description of drug
court participants (e.g., general demographics, drugs of use).*

Focus GROUPS AND PARTICIPANT INTERVIEWS

NPC staff conducted three focus groups at the VCDC; 1) one with active and graduated partici-
pants (N=6), 2) one with terminated male drug court participants (N=3) which was conducted in
the Vigo County Jail and 3) terminated female former participants (N=3). The focus groups and
interviews allowed the current and former participants to share with the evaluators their experi-
ences and perceptions about the drug court process. Select results from these focus groups are in-
corporated into the process discussion below and the full results can be found in Appendix A.

DOCUMENT REVIEW

The evaluation team solicited documentation from the drug court program that furthered their
understanding of the program’s policies and procedures. The Vigo County Drug Court Partici-
pant Handbook was reviewed, which provided a description of the drug court’s rules, phases,
fees, and other information on the operation of the drug court. The Substance Abuse Subtle
Screening Inventory (SASSI) and Vigo County Court Alcohol & Drug Program Assessment Form
were reviewed to gain a better understanding of the potential participant screening process. Ex-
amination of this documentation helped to further the evaluation team’s understanding of the
drug court intended operations and practices.

Once all the process information was gathered and compiled, a description of the program proc-
ess was written and sent to the VCDC coordinator for feedback and corrections.

Results

VIGo COUNTY, INDIANA

Vigo County, located on the western border of Indiana, is primarily urban. Terre Haute is the only
city among several towns and townships in the county. As of the 2000 census, the county had a
population of 105,848 (estimated at 95,094 in 2005), with 74% of the population over the age of
18 and a median age of 35. The racial breakdown consisted of 91% white and 6% African-
American with the remaining 3% made up of small percentages of other races. There were 40,998
households in 2000; 19,678 of those were married couple households and 13,291 were households
with children under the age of 18. The median household income was $33,184 and the median
family income was $42,957. The county’s unemployment rate was 4.3% with 14.1% of individuals
and 10.3% of families living below poverty level. The main industry category was educational
services, health care, and social assistance; followed by retail trade. Terre Haute, the county seat
had a population of 59,614 in 2000.

! The full typology guide can be found on the NPC Research Web site at
http://www.npcresearch.com/Files/NPC_Research_Drug_Court Typology Interview Guide (copyrighted).pdf
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VIGO DRUG COURT OVERVIEW

The Vigo County Drug Court (VCDC), located in Terre Haute, was implemented in September
1996 and was later certified by the Indiana Judicial Center (1JC) in May 2004. A number of Vigo
County community agencies have collaborated to make the VCDC possible. The drug court is a
program of the Vigo County Superior Court Division V and operates with assistance and some
oversight from the Vigo County Court Alcohol and Drug Program (Vigo County A&D Program).
The drug court team consists of the judge, director of the Vigo County A & D Program, VCDC
coordinator, deputy prosecutor, three deputy public defenders, a case manager, a field officer, chief
deputy sheriff, community corrections coordinator, two local treatment providers and a member of
the drug task force. The VCDC has three program tracks. The first is a 36-month program for Op-
erating a Vehicle While Intoxicated (OVWI) Defendants. The second is a 24-month program for C
felony defendants and the third is an 18-month program for D felony defendants. VCDC works to
reduce substance abuse and recidivism by immersing participants in treatment, case management,
and court supervision.

IMPLEMENTATION

In 1995, Judge Brugnaux, the current VCDC Judge, submitted a request for a federal drug court
planning grant. Once that funding was secured, key partners in the planning effort included the
judge, the director and several staff from the Vigo County Alcohol and Drug Program, a drug court
coordinator, a deputy prosecutor, public defender, treatment providers and representatives from law
enforcement. Team members attended training in Denver, Colorado, researched information about
drug court functions and funding, and made site visits to two existing drug courts outside of Vigo
County. Once the policies and procedures were in place, the drug court began as a pilot program in
September 1996. The team then applied for and was awarded an implementation grant from the U.S.
Department of Justice and became fully operational in 1997. The drug court was certified by 1JC in
May 2004.

PARTICIPANT POPULATION AND PROGRAM CAPACITY

Currently, the VCDC serves approximately 100 participants at any given time. Since the drug
court program has been operational, the VCDC has been able to accommodate all eligible par-
ticipants. As of May 2006, 697 individuals have enrolled in the drug court; 39% of these partici-
pants graduated, 45% are terminated, and 16% are active.

The majority of participants are White (90%) and male (94%). Of the non-White participants,
93% are African American.

VIiGo COuNTY DRUG COURT GOALS

According to the drug court staff, the goals of the VCDC are to offer a timely sentencing alterna-
tive to alcohol and drug defendants in order to reduce substance use and recidivism within the
community. The VCDC provides resources to participants that will increase their chances for
recovery and enable them to become productive citizens. The VCDC also acknowledges that re-
lapse is an expected part of treatment and therefore provides participants with tools and supports
that will help them increase the length of time between relapses and result in a lifetime commit-
ment to sobriety.
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For VCDC program staff, indicators of progress toward program goals include the recidivism
rate of graduates (as measured by new arrests), and the percentage of positive drug screen re-
sults.

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

VCDC program eligibility is not limited by a number of prior convictions. Individuals with non-
drug offenses are accepted into the VCDC as long as there is a substance abuse element or moti-
vation associated with the crime. The pending offense must be non-violent and must not be a
dealing offense. An individual with prior violent convictions is assessed based on the nature of
the prior conviction, the amount of time that has passed since that conviction, and whether there
is a significant history of violent convictions or whether it was a one-time event. Those with
prior dealing convictions are also considered on a case-by-case basis.

A list of inclusion and exclusion criteria is provided in Appendix B.

Other cases given careful consideration are individuals with dual diagnoses for both substance
abuse and mental health conditions. Dual diagnosis defendants are not excluded from participat-
ing in the drug court program automatically, but the court closely examines whether those indi-
viduals are appropriate for the program.

DRUG COURT PROGRAM SCREENING

The following describes the process potential participants go through before entering the drug
court. A visual representation of this description is provided in the following flow chart titled,
Vigo County Adult Criminal Justice System Pre-Drug Court System. Once a potential VCDC
participant is arrested, they are booked at the Vigo County Jail and the Prosecutor’s Office de-
termines the charge. The charge determines which division of the court the case will be heard in.
If the case is heard in division V, during the initial hearing process, and a case appears to be a
potential drug court case, the prosecutor will recommend a drug court evaluation. The judge then
orders the individual to participate in that evaluation as a condition of bond. Offenders may also
be referred to the drug court because they have violated the conditions of their probation or have
been non-compliant with the Court A & D Program.

Next, the offender participates in the drug court evaluation, starting with an initial face-to-face
interview with either the case manager or the coordinator. The interview inquires on their history
of alcohol and drug use, family history, education, mental health history, employment, etc. The
Substance Abuse Subtle Screen Inventory (SASSI)? is also administered and a baseline drug
screen sample is obtained. Those with possible mental health needs are referred to Hamilton
Center and participants without mental health needs are given a choice of referral to either Ham-
ilton Center or Recovery Associates providers.

If the offender is found to be appropriate for drug court and wants to participate, they enter pre-
drug court status. During the pre-drug court status, prospective participants are under drug court
supervision. The individual is required to submit two drug screens a week, attend self-help meet-
ings, and must make an appointment for or begin participating in an outpatient treatment pro-
gram.

The reason for the pre-drug court period is so the potential participant can demonstrate: 1) they
understand what the requirements are going to be, and 2) they are willing and able to meet those

2 More about the SASSI can be found on the SASSI Institute website at http://www.sassi.com/sassi/index.shtml.
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requirements. The VCDC instituted the pre-drug court period because initially many people said
they wanted to participate in the drug court program, but several weeks later it became evident
that they lacked the motivation to participate successfully. The length of the pre-drug court pe-
riod is dictated in part by the court calendar of the drug court judge.

If the potential participant is still interested in the program after the pre-drug court period, they
will have a drug court entry hearing. The judge’s decision on whether to admit an offender into
the program is based on the drug court evaluation and the legal eligibility determined by the
prosecutor. According to the case manager, the time from referral to entry into the VCDC pro-
gram is estimated at 4 to 6 weeks.



lkl’ik Vigo County Drug Court Evaluation

RESEARCH Final Report

Figure 1. Vigo County Adult Criminal Justice System Pre-Drug Court System
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INCENTIVES FOR DEFENDANTS TO ENTER (AND COMPLETE) THE VCDC PROGRAM

The incentive for defendants to enter and complete the VCDC program is to have their case dis-
missed upon graduation from the program.

DRUG COURT PROGRAM PHASES
The VCDC program has a maximum of five phases, depending on the charges:

e Participants charged with Class D felonies complete three phases that last a total of 18
months (although with full compliance participants may graduate within 12 months).

e Participants charged with Class C felonies complete four phases that last 2 years.
e Participants charged with an OVWI violation complete five phases that last 3 years.

The VCDC Handbook describes the phases and detailed requirements for completion of each
phase as follows:

PHASE I:

e Submit to two drug screens each week. Screens are conducted on Monday and Thursday
between 7:00 a.m. and 11:30 a.m.;

e Meet with case manager at least once a week;

e Participate in treatment and self-help program;

e Carry a pager;

e Maintain employment;

e Participate in other services if applicable (GED, Parenting classes, etc.);

e Appear in court when scheduled (a minimum of every other week on Wednesdays at
11:00 a.m.);

e Make weekly payments toward drug screens and program fees.

Participants may move to the next phase once they have achieved clean drug screens for 2
months. Participants must also be cooperative with all other assignments (including obtaining a
self-help sponsor). Failure to complete this phase in 6 months may result in removal from the
program and a petition to enter judgment of conviction filed.

PHASE II:

e Submit to one drug screen each week. Screens are conducted on Tuesday between the
hours of 7:00 a.m. —11:30 a.m.;

e Meet with case manager at least biweekly;

e Participate in treatment and self-help program;
e Carry a pager;

e Maintain employment;

e Participate in other services if applicable;

e Appear in court when scheduled (typically every 3 to 5 weeks);
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e Make regular payments toward drug screens and program fees.

Participants may move to the next phase once they have achieved 5 months clean. They must
also be cooperative with all other assignments and have drug screen fees paid to date.

PHASE III:
e Submit to two drug screens a month (randomly scheduled) plus random drug screens;
e Meet with case manager at least once a month;
e Participate in treatment and self-help program;
e Carry a pager;
e Maintain employment;
e Participate in other services if applicable;
e Appear in court when scheduled (typically every 5 to 8 weeks);
e Make payments toward drug screens and program fees;

The completion of Phase 111 requires participants to comply with the above-mentioned require-
ments, remain clean, and pay all fees. Class D felony participants are eligible to graduate from
the program any time after 12 months once they have achieved 12 months of clean drug screens,
paid program and drug screens fees, and complied with all other recommendations.

Phase IV — OVWI and Class C Felony:
e Random drug screens;
e Meet with case manager every 6 weeks;
e Respond to all pages;
e Participate in self-help program;
e Make payments on drug screens and other applicable services.

Completion of Phase IV requires participants to appear and test clean for random drug screens,
appear for appointments, attend self-help programs, and have all fees paid. This phase lasts for 6
months.

Phase V — OVWI defendants only (Phase V is a 1-year probationary period):
e Random drug screens;
e Respond to all pages;
e No new offenses.

At the conclusion of the program, Phase V participants will have been in the program for 3 years.
Participants will be required to appear at a status hearing at the end of the 3 years to have their
charges dismissed.
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TREATMENT OVERVIEW

VCDC participants receive treatment from either Hamilton Center or Recovery Associates. If
through the drug court screening it becomes apparent that an individual has mental health issues,
they are referred to Hamilton Center, which offers treatment tailored to dual-diagnosis clients.
Individuals who do not have mental health issues have the choice between Hamilton Center and
Recovery Associates.

On their first visit to Hamilton Center, a comprehensive addictions mental health assessment is
completed in order to determine what services are needed. Hamilton Center provides individual
and group treatment sessions that are (as appropriate) based on the Gorsky Relapse Prevention
Model, cognitive behavioral theory, and gender specific protocols. Detoxification, education and
information groups, intensive outpatient program (I0OP), Corrective Thinking group (a rational
emotive cognitive behavioral therapy), and residential treatment is offered. Hamilton Center also
offers Collaborative Family Treatment for participants who have issues regarding their children
(such as custody).

Recovery Associates offers residential treatment, gender specific groups, recreational therapy,
relapse prevention groups, addiction education, continuing care, and 10P treatment. Other ser-
vices include parenting, nutritional, and financial management classes, case management, and
pathological and problem gambling treatment.

All VCDC enrollees are required to participate in self-help programs, generally either Alcoholics
Anonymous (AA) or Narcotics Anonymous (NA). VCDC staff acknowledges that AA and NA
self-help programs are not effective for everyone, but believe that all participants should at least
try this approach to see if it works for them.

As appropriate, VCDC participants may also be referred to Gamblers Anonymous, day treatment
programs, the state hospital (which has a 90-day residential treatment program), the free medical
clinic, food banks, soup kitchens, sober living environments, housing, employment, vocational
rehabilitation, and child care. In addition, Ivy Tech State College offers job training sessions in
which VCDC participants can enroll.

THE DRUG COURT TEAM

Judge

The current VCDC judge implemented the program and has been the only judge since implemen-
tation. She also has both civil and criminal court caseloads in addition to the drug court. The
VCDC judge presides over all drug court sessions, staffing and monthly team meetings. She also
supervises the drug court coordinator and reviews and signs off on grants.

Drug Court Coordinator

The VCDC coordinator oversees the day-to-day operations of the program, formulates policies
and procedures, communicates them to all drug court team members, and assures that they are
followed. The coordinator attends drug court sessions, case staffings, and monthly team meet-
ings. In addition, the coordinator seeks out grant opportunities, writes grant applications, coordi-
nates with various agencies, and educates personnel within the criminal justice system as well as
in the local community about the drug court. The VCDC coordinator also carries a caseload of
about 40 to 50 participants.
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Drug Court Case Manager

The primary role of the VCDC case manager is to monitor participant compliance with the pro-
gram and prepare progress reports for the court. The case manager carries a caseload of ap-
proximately 50 participants. Monitoring of individuals is more intensive during the early part of
their participation in the program, with a gradual reduction in contact as the person progresses.
The case manager also attends court sessions, case staffings, and monthly team meetings.

Probation Department

The involvement of the Probation Department in the VCDC is minimal. Few participants are
placed into the drug court as a part of their probation or in place of a probation violation. In cases
where the possibility of drug court participation while on probation does come up, drug court
staff consults with the Probation Department to assess whether the individual would be a good
candidate for the program. Once a probation participant enters the drug court program, one of
two things happens: they are either required to continue reporting to a probation officer, or their
probation requirements are satisfied by drug court supervision, monitoring, and reporting.

Public Defender

Four attorneys from the Public Defender’s Office are assigned to Vigo Superior Court Division
V, and represent drug court participants, only three of which are drug court team members. The
public defenders refer potential participants to the program and meet with them before and after
they go through the drug court evaluation process in order to give them a clear picture of what
the drug court program entails. Before the participant signs a written agreement and a plea
agreement to enroll in the drug court, the public defender discusses this decision with the partici-
pant and ensures that they understand what participation means, including the rights they will
give up (for example, they would be giving up the right to a trial). If the participant does not per-
form satisfactorily in the drug court program and the judge grants a petition to enter a judgment
of conviction, the public defender represents the participant on the petition.

County Prosecutor

The deputy prosecutor refers potential participants to the program and determines whether they
are legally eligible to participate. She also attends monthly VCDC team meetings, during which
she advises the drug court team on matters such as when to file criminal violations on partici-
pants. When appropriate, the deputy prosecutor files or signs off on participant violations that are
filed with the court. Finally, when participants successfully complete the program, the deputy
prosecutor moves to have their charges dismissed.

Law Enforcement
The chief deputy sheriff attends monthly drug court team meetings.
Field Officer

The VCDC field officer is a part-time employee of the drug court who has been deputized by the
Sheriff’s Department to be able to carry out responsibilities such as execution of bench warrants
or facilitation of custody issues. The field officer also conducts home visits, during which he col-
lects samples for UDS. He also pages participants to report to the office for random UDS testing.
The field officer has frequent contact with the Sheriff’s Department, the Drug Task Force, and
the Police Department. Involvement with those agencies includes anything from running crimi-
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nal background investigations to obtaining a police report on a drug court participant who has
been arrested.

Technicians

There are two technicians, one male (full time) and one female (part time), who provide office
support and supervise the collection of urine samples for male and female drug court partici-
pants, respectively.

Alcohol and Drug Program Director

The Vigo County A & D Program director attends the monthly VCDC team meetings and pro-
vides some oversight to the program. The drug court operates under the auspices of the A & D
Program, which provides space and some funding for the drug court.

Treatment Providers

A representative from each of the two treatment agencies attend weekly staffing meetings and
monthly team meetings to discuss participant issues. The provider representatives sit in court
during proceedings, advocate for participants, and report on participant circumstances before the
bench as needed. Treatment providers are also available to drug court team members to provide
case information or coordination as needed.

TEAM MEETINGS

VCDC team members meet weekly for staffings, during which the team discusses participant
treatment progress, issues, and drug screen results. If necessary, updates on participants are pro-
vided regarding home detention or required community service, employment status, family is-
sues, and health issues. Attendees at staffings are the VCDC judge, coordinator, case manager,
field officer, and a representative from each of the two treatment providers: Hamilton Center and
Recovery Associates. In addition, the public defenders meet with prosecuting attorneys weekly
to talk about all the cases in which they are involved, including drug court cases.

Monthly team meetings are held to discuss special issues regarding participants; for example,
participant accomplishments, review of possible graduates, and outstanding program fee bal-
ances. The monthly meetings might also consider possible filings of conviction petitions for non-
compliant participants, staff training opportunities, and conferences. Attendees are the VCDC
judge, VCDC program coordinator, the case manager, field officer, director of the Vigo County
Alcohol and Drug Program; representatives of the County Prosecutor’s and Public Defender’s
Offices, representatives of the two treatment providers, chief deputy sheriff, Community Correc-
tions and a member of the drug task force.

Outside of team meetings, the VCDC program coordinator interacts with the Alcohol and Drug
Program director daily, and with the Community Corrections program and the Prosecutor’s and
Public Defender’s Offices several times per week each. Treatment providers contact drug court
staff via telephone or email whenever an issue arises with a client. In addition, the VCDC case
manager contacts the VCDC judge whenever necessary via telephone or email regarding partici-
pant issues.
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PROVIDER AND TEAM COMMUNICATION WITH COURT

Each week a participant is scheduled to attend drug court, the treatment providers fax detailed
written participant progress reports to drug court staff. The VCDC case manager and field man-
ager add their assessments of participants’ compliance status and progress, compile the informa-
tion, and enter it into the drug court database. This information is then shared during the staffing
meeting before each court session. When issues or problems arise, treatment providers inform
the rest of the team via phone, email, and letters.

DRUG COURT SESSIONS

VCDC team members who attend drug court sessions include the judge, the drug court coordina-
tor, the case manager, the field officer, a representative from the two treatment providers, some-
one from the Sheriff’s Department (primarily for security reasons), the court bailiff, and court
reporter.

Drug court sessions are held once a week. The frequency with which a participant appears in
court depends on the individual’s stage in the program, according to the following schedule:

Phase | - when scheduled (minimum of every other week)
Phase Il - when scheduled (typically every 3-5 weeks)
Phase Il - when scheduled (typically every 5-8 weeks)
Phase 1V - court appearances not required

Phase V - court appearances not required

The court sees approximately 20 to 25 participants per session. On average, the judge spends ap-
proximately 5 minutes with each participant. However, the amount of time is a little longer with
participants who are in the earlier phases of the program (as much as 10 minutes each), and a lit-
tle shorter as participants progress through the program and their situation stabilizes.

DRUG COURT TEAM TRAINING

VCDC staff and team members have attended a variety of workshops and conferences on drug
court-related topics since the VCDC first received a planning grant in 1995. VCDC staff regu-
larly attends semi-annual trainings offered by the 1JC to enable them to meet continuing profes-
sional education requirements. VCDC team members also participate in the annual conferences
of the National Association of Drug Court Professionals and the National Drug Court Institute,
as well as state-level conferences of those organizations. Several team members have also at-
tended more specialized training, such as a conference on managing methamphetamine users.

DRUG COURT PARTICIPANT FEES

The VCDC requires all participants to pay a $500 program fee and a fee for each drug screen
they receive. Each UDS is $10 and an additional $15 is charged for positive UDS. All partici-
pants are mandated to carry a pager at all times, which requires a deposit of $32 (refundable at
program completion) and a $3 per month pager service charge. If a participant is court ordered to
use the Interlock (which locks the automobile ignition until a clean breathalyzer sample is sub-
mitted), they must pay $159 for a 2-month period. Participants ordered to OVWI home detention
must pay $100 for the start-up fee and $ 35 each week they remain on home detention. In addi-
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tion, participants are financially responsible for any treatment services they receive during the
program. The treatment providers have been able to offset this cost on an income-based sliding
scale with financial assistance from the Hoosier Assurance Plan (HAP).

DRuUG TESTING

The VCDC male and female technicians observe regularly scheduled drug tests in the program
office. Additionally, the field officer randomly calls or pages participants to have them report to
the office for testing. The VCDC field officer may also conduct drug tests at the participant’s
home or work. The frequency of drug testing differs according to VCDC program phases. Par-
ticipants in the first phase report twice a week for drug screens, the second phase reports once a
week, and the third phase reports twice a month on scheduled dates that are mailed to the partici-
pant. OVWI defendants are enrolled in the VCDC for 3 years and participate in Phase IV and V
of the program. During the fourth and fifth phase participants are subject to random drug screens.

REWARDS

The VCDC program rewards participants for modest achievements: for example, attending all
self-help meetings, attending treatment sessions, being on time, staying free of substance use, or
paying fee balances. VCDC staff report that in their court rewards are given as often as sanc-
tions. Tangible rewards sometimes take the form of gift certificates and other items provided by
local organizations. The judge also awards “stars” to participants for positive achievements.
Also, participants receive tokens for staying clean for a certain amount of time during self-help
meetings. If a person receives tokens and reports their accomplishment to the judge, the court
gives them a round of applause.

SANCTIONS

Sanctions are graduated and determined by the entire team during staffing meetings. The VCDC
Handbook indicates which actions will result in sanctions. Participants that fail to provide a clean
drug screen, provide a dilute screen (a dilute screen is treated as a deliberate attempt at over-
hydration or excessive fluid intake), fail to appear for a required drug screen, or fail to participate
in treatment and self-help programs will receive sanctions such as writing assignments. Commu-
nity service and jail time are also used as sanctions. The participant may also be required to enter
more intensive treatment services, such as Intensive Relapse Prevention Group offered by Ham-
ilton Center. Failure to appear for drug court will result in a bench warrant being issued for the
participant’s immediate arrest and the field officer will locate and arrest the person.

TERMINATION

Issues that will result in revocation in the drug court program include forging a sign-in sheet
verification of attendance at self-help meetings or falsifying a urine specimen. Other issues that
might constitute grounds for program termination include: repeated non-compliance with drug
court program rules, failure to appear in court, failure to appear at the office for drug screens, and
non-compliance with treatment requirements. However, unless a person violates the self-help
group attendance or urine sample requirements, removal from the program is usually a last re-
sort. The decision to remove a participant is decided by the drug court team.

Participants removed from the drug court program re-enter the regular mainstream court process.
A hearing is held to identify that a person has violated the terms of their agreement with the drug
court, which is followed by a sentencing hearing. Defendants charged with a Class D felony face
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a maximum 3-year prison sentence and Class C Felony defendants face a maximum 8-year
prison sentence. OVWI defendants are considered Habitual Traffic Violators and lose their
driver’s license for 10 years.

GRADUATION

VCDC program participants must have completed each phase of the program successfully in or-
der to graduate. Although the court strongly encourages participants to obtain a job in the early
phases of the program, employment is not a condition of graduation. In addition, their drug
screening and drug court program fee balances must be paid in full before they graduate. Fees
are not reduced as a reward for completing program requirements. If the participant is under
bond, they will often ask the court to release the bond in order to pay their drug screening or drug
court fee balances. As long as the person has complied with the drug court program and treat-
ment requirements, has consistently attempted to pay their bills, and is under financial con-
straints that prevent them from paying off all of their expenses, then the court may release part of
the bond to offset the debts.

During VCDC graduation ceremonies, the judge calls the participant up in front of the court, pre-
sents a “before and after picture” of the participant, and recounts their activities and progress
through the program. Participants are also provided with gift certificates and AA “Living Sober”
books. Participants who have completed the first three phases of the drug court program are also
recognized on graduation day. Participants in all phases including those in the pre-drug court
status attend the ceremony.

DATA COLLECTED BY THE DRUG COURT FOR TRACKING AND EVALUATION PURPOSES

Data on VCDC participants is kept in an electronic Access database. VCDC staff can record data
such as the referrals to the drug court, the number of assessments conducted, the number of as-
sessed defendants accepted into the VCDC, the number of appointments that case managers have
with participants, the number of home visits made, the number of drug screens conducted and the
percentage of positive and negative screens, the number of bench warrants served, and the number
of program terminations. Assessments of participants’ progress and the extent of their compliance
with program requirements are also entered into the database. Drug court staff also compares the
percentage of positive and negative drug screen results with the non-drug court population.

DRUG COURT FUNDING

Aside from drug court participant fees, most of the funding for the VCDC is passed through the
Indiana Criminal Justice Institute from the federal government. Historically, the VCDC has also
received funding from the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant, now known as the Justice As-
sistance Grant.

The VCDC receives “in-kind” services from the County A & D Program, including time that the
program director and support staff spend on drug court activities, building space, use of the cop-
ier, copy paper, and general administrative support costs. The A & D Program also covers some
incidental and overflow costs for VCDC participants if other funding is not available, such as
picking up the cost of pagers for participants in the final phases of the program. The drug court
has also received funding from the Drug Free Community Fund (IC 5-2-11) awarded through the
Vigo County Local Coordinating Council for a Drug Free Community (LCC).
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The Local Coordinating Council helps pay for a portion of VCDC staff salaries. In the past, the
program has also received funding from other local public agencies such as the Wabash Valley
Community Foundation, and from civic clubs such as the Terre Haute Breakfast Optimists and
the Terre Haute Rotary Club. The civic groups in particular have been interested in trying to de-
velop rewards for VCDC participants who are graduating from the program.

VCDC 10 Key Components Results

The National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP, 1997) has defined successful
drug courts as consisting of 10 Key Components. This section lists these 10 Key Components, as
well as research questions developed by NPC for evaluation purposes. The research questions
were designed to determine whether and how well each key component is demonstrated by the
VCDC. The importance of the 10 Key Components is recognized by the 1JC as the components
are a part of the drug court certification process. There are currently no research-based bench-
marks for any of these Key Components, as researchers are still in the process of establishing an
evidence base for how each of these components should be implemented. However, preliminary
research by NPC connects certain practices within some of these Key Components with positive
outcomes for drug court participants. Additional work in progress will contribute to our under-
standing of these areas.

The descriptions of each Key Component that follow include local information about the VCDC,
existing research that supports promising practices, and relevant comparisons to other drug
courts. Comparison drug court data come from the National Drug Court Survey performed by
Caroline Cooper at American University (2000), and are used for illustrative purposes.

KEY COMPONENT #1:

Drug Courts integrate alcohol and other drug treatment services with justice system case
processing.

Research Question: Has an integrated Drug Court team emerged?

At VCDC, the list of agency contributors is comprehensive—it

includes both treatment and justice system partners. The We’re all on the same
partner agencies seem to work well together; respondents page we don’t argue
indicated that decisions about the drug court are made amongst one another
collaboratively and by consensus. Prior to accepting an we come to mutual

individual into drug court, the team works together to make
sure the client will be ready for the rigors of the program and
can be ultimately successful. During the pre-court staffing
meeting, which is attended by the majority of the team
members, several staff members provide different types of — Treatment provider
information, ultimately helping the team make a more in-
formed decision.

consensus versus the
judge being the ulti-

mate ruler.

Substance abuse treatment providers share information with the rest of the team through progress
reports and verbal reports during staffing meetings and drug court sessions. The team stays in
contact between meetings and court sessions with frequent email and phone interactions.
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The field officer is able to check on compliance in a unique manner during home and places of
employment visits and share that perspective with the other team members during team meet-
ings.

Previous research (Carey et al., 2005) has indicated that greater representation of team members
from collaborating agencies (e.g., prosecuting attorney, defense attorney, treatment) at team
meetings and court sessions is correlated with positive outcomes for clients, including reduced
recidivism and, consequently, reduced costs at follow-up.

The public defender and prosecuting attorney do not attend team meetings where participant pro-
gress is discussed or drug court sessions. The VCDC may wish to consider involving the two at-
torney roles more deeply in the program process. Staff indicated that drug court team members
work well together, but suggested that communications among drug court team members could be
improved to ensure that everyone is fully and timely informed about changes in participant status.

KEY COMPONENT #2:

Using a non-adversarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel promote public safety

while protecting participants’ due process rights.

Research Question: Are the participant advocate (public defender) and the prosecutor satis-
fied that drug court has not compromised the mission of each?

Respondents indicated that all the entities involved in this drug court are fully committed to a

non-adversarial approach. The public defenders that
represent participants retain the role of advocate, but
cooperate with team members for what seems to be the
participant’s best interest.

The prosecutor and the public defenders are both looking
for prospective participants that they can refer to the
program. Without such intervention, it is possible that those
defendants would be convicted and sent to correctional
facilities.

The prosecutor and public defender team members attend
the monthly team meetings; however they do not attend the
pre-court staffing meetings and actual drug court sessions.
As they do not participate in weekly staffing meetings or in
drug court sessions, it is difficult to evaluate whether their
behavior is consistently that of the national drug court
model — where the prosecutor and public defender embrace
an alternative, non-adversarial roles built on cooperation
and communication.

KEY COMPONENT #3:

My traditional definition
of a prosecutor is that our
role is to seek justice, not
just to seek punishment or
penalty. When we’re talk-
ing about people with ad-
diction issues, long-term
justice includes giving
them both motivation and
opportunity to reform
their lifestyle and hope-
fully give them the skills

to live a sober life.

— Drug Court Prosecutor

Eligible participants are identified early and promptly placed in the drug court program.

Research Question: Are the eligibility requirements being implemented successfully? Is the

original target population being served?
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With the volume of cases seen in this court division, all staff must work together to resolve
cases. Everyone involved recognizes the need to identify the appropriate people for the available
resources and connect them to those resources as quickly as possible.

Analyses of the database found that the average time from referral to entry into the drug court
program is approximately 9 weeks. This time period is partially dictated by the division V court
calendar. The potential participants are in the pre-drug court during this time. While in the pre-
drug court period, they are under supervision, submitting to drug screens, attending case man-
agement appointments and possibly starting an outpatient treatment program. The quicker
placement in the actual program can happen, the better, as immediate responses to behavior are
most effective and the sooner participants can begin treatment the better.

KEY COMPONENT #4:

Drug courts provide access to a continuum of alcohol, drug and other treatment and
rehabilitation service.

Research Question: Are diverse specialized treatment services available?

The American University National Drug Court Survey n additi h
(Cooper, 2000) shows that most drug courts have a single ORI UDUE
provider. NPC research, in a study of drug courts in California structure of the pro-

(Carey et al., 2005) found that having a single provider or an gram [e.g., appoint-
agency that oversees all the providers is correlated with more ments, meetings,
positive participant outcomes, including lower recidivism and court appearances],

lower cost at follow-up. it was really time in

Additionally, clients who participated in group-treatment ses- the recovery house,
sions two to three times per week have better outcomes (Carey with other addicts,
et al., 2005). Programs that require more than three treatment
sessions per week may create hardship for clients, and may
lead to clients having difficulty meeting program requirements — Drug Court participant
(e.g. employment). Conversely, it appears that one or fewer
sessions per week is not enough intensity to demonstrate
positive outcomes. Individual treatment sessions, used as needed, can augment group sessions
and may contribute to better outcomes, even if the total number of treatment sessions in a given
week exceeds three.

that helped the most.

The VCDC program provides a continuum of necessary services to DC participants. The VCDC
works with two treatment providers (Hamilton Center and Recovery Associates) to provide a
continuum of services appropriate for each individual, depending upon their needs. There is no
requirement on the frequency of treatment sessions as treatment is individualized for each par-
ticipant. Services include 10OP sessions, detoxification services, educational groups, family treat-
ment, individual counseling and residential treatment. The treatment providers report to court
staff on treatment progress and compliance in written and verbal reports. The frequency of
treatment sessions vary due to individualized treatment plans, however, the majority of drug
court participants attend IOP group treatment sessions at Hamilton Center or Recovery Associ-
ates. Participants attend IOP group three times per week, which is in line with the suggested fre-
quency of treatment sessions.

Respondents felt that the ancillary services, such as sober living housing, were helpful in their
recovery efforts. The services support participants in other areas of their lives to help them func-
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tion more smoothly in the community once they have completed the program. For example, par-
ticipation in NA or AA is a drug court program requirement and a job training session sponsored
by Indiana State University is offered to VCDC participants. Drug court staff and treatment pro-
viders may refer participants to Gamblers Anonymous, day treatment programs, the state hospital
(which has a 90-day residential treatment program), the free medical clinic, food banks, soup
kitchens, sober living environments, housing, employment, vocational rehabilitation, and child
care.

A consistent concern from focus group respondents was the shortage of NA meetings, especially
in the evenings. As participation in AA or NA is required, non-alcohol abusing clients felt dis-
criminated against in AA meetings. They stated they were not encouraged to share feelings and
concerns.

KEY COMPONENT #5:

Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other drug testing.

Research Question: Compared to other drug courts, does this court test frequently?

Research on drug courts in California (Carey et al., 2005) found that drug testing that occurs ran-
domly, at least three times per week is the most effective model. If testing occurs more fre-

quently (that is, three times per week or more), the random
component becomes less important. Programs that tested People who work 9-5
more frequently than three times per week did not have any or 8-4 should be able
different outcomes than those that tested three times per

week, however less frequent testing resulted in less positive .
outcomes. the evenings and do

to come in during

their drug screens

It is still unclear whether the important component of this . .
and meet with their

process is taking the urine sample (having clients know they

may or will be tested) or actually conducting the test, as counselors, because
some programs take multiple urine samples and then select they lose those hours
only some of the samples to test. Further research will help (during work),
answer this question. i ol e g las @
Results from the American University National Drug Court money.

Survey (Cooper, 2000) show that the number of urine drug
screens (UDS) given by the large majority of drug courts
nationally during the first two phases is two to three per
week. The VCDC conducts UDS consistent with the average adult drug court: at least 2 days a
week during Phase I. Random urine testing is at least once per week during Phase 11 and Phase
[11 participants are tested at least twice per month.

— Drug Court participant

As with most drug courts, VCDC drug testing is more frequent in the beginning of the program,
and gradually tapers off toward the end of the program. VCDC provides a program that is highly
structured and rigorous (in terms of meetings/treatment/UDS required weekly), especially early
on. Some participants felt that they had to work fewer hours in order to meet the program re-
quirements.

VCDC should consider the optimal program dosage and intensity required to maximize account-
ability and oversight, while promoting successful participation. It is important to maintain the
positive aspects of frequent monitoring without creating an undue burden on participants. The
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purpose of this program is to engage and retain individuals in treatment and help them adjust to a
new lifestyle, free of drugs and criminal behavior. These efforts and subsequent changes are ex-
traordinarily difficult work for the participants.

KEY COMPONENT #6:

A coordinated strategy governs drug court responses to participants’ compliance.

Research Questions: Do the partner agencies in this program work together as a team to de-
termine sanctions and rewards? Are there standard or specific sanctions and rewards for
particular behaviors? Is there a written policy on how sanctions and rewards work?

The intent of sanctions and rewards should always be to

reinforce desired behavior such as abstinence, while They need to be con-
minimizing undesirable behavior, e.g., missing sessions. sistent with giving
Sanctions and rewards should be examined to ensure they do the same conse-

not interfere with the ability of participants to be successful. For
example, lengthy time in jail could lead a participant to lose
employment. In addition, the process for giving sanctions and

quences for similar
behaviors. For exam-

rewards should be examined to ensure that the intended lesson ple, they would

is clear and effective. move some people
An immediate response to poor behavior is generally much bac.k.a Pl e e
more effective than a delayed response. VCDC addresses the positive [drug test
need for immediate responses to non-compliant behavior by result], whereas oth-
allowing the drug court field officer and case manager to ers might just get
impose less serious sanctions such as more frequent breath tests community service.
immediately. The judge (with input from the team) imposes

more serious sanctions such as community service hours or jail — Drug Court participant

time during drug court sessions.

VCDC sanctions are graduated, meaning the severity of the sanction increases with more fre-
quent or more serious infractions. This is a recommended practice throughout criminal justice
programming. VCDC sanctions include writing assignments, community service hours, jail time
or more intensive treatment.

VCDC has a Handbook that lists possible rewards and sanctions; however there are not guide-
lines as to how appropriate sanctions are determined. Reports regarding progress or non-
compliant participant behaviors from treatment providers, case managers, and the field officer
are discussed during staffing meetings prior to court. Then the team discusses and recommends
sanctions and rewards to the judge.

The judge speaks with the participant during court, considers the recommendations the team has
made in the staffing meeting, and imposes appropriate sanctions. This process is the most com-
mon process nationally, which is for the judge to make the final decision regarding rewards and
sanctions based on input from the team. Although participants commonly complain about incon-
sistency in the sanctions imposed for similar transgressions, the team must take into account par-
ticipant circumstances and adjust sanctions to best fit the individual participant.

Generally, in drug court programs, participants have clear incentives to complete the program.
The most common and overarching incentive of drug court is the dismissal of the criminal
charge that brought them into drug court. Often, a “suspended sentence,” pending completion of
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the drug court program, is in place, which means that the participants with more extensive crimi-
nal histories can avoid incarceration. The VCDC incentive to complete the program is in line
with these commonalties, as VCDC participants have suspended sentences while in the program
and are rewarded with the dismissal of their charges that brought them into drug court.

Appendix C contains some examples of sanctions and rewards used by other drug courts evalu-
ated by NPC. Many of these are similar to those already in use by the VCDC program while oth-
ers might provide some new and different ideas for the VCDC team to consider.

KEY COMPONENT #7:

Ongoing judicial interaction with each participant is essential.

Research Question: Compared to other drug courts, does this court’s participants have fre-
guent contact with the judge? What is the nature of this contact?

Nationally, the American University Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000) reported that most drug
court programs require weekly contact with the judge in Phase I, contact every 2 weeks in Phase
I1, and monthly contact in Phase I11. The amount of contact decreases for each successive phase.
Although most drug courts followed the above model, a good percentage had less court contact
(e.g., every 2 weeks in Phase I, monthly in Phases Il and II1.).

Research in California and Oregon (Carey et al., 2005)
demonstrated that participants have the most positive outcomes You can’t lie to [the
if they attend at least one court session every 2 to 3 weeks in Judge]; she scares me
Phase | of their involvement in the program. In addition,
programs where judges participated in drug court voluntarily

more than my own

and remained with the program at least 2 years had the most mama.
positive participant outcomes. NPC research supports hiring — Participant comment about
judges without a time-limit for their drug court term, as Judge Brugnaux

experience and longevity is correlated with cost savings (Carey
et al., 2005; Finigan, Carey, & Cox, 2006).

In the VCDC, participants attend drug court less frequently than the most common model re-
ported nationally, but well within the frequency found to be effective in NPC’s study findings:
Phase | participants have contact with Judge Brugnaux at least once every 2 weeks; Phase 11
every 3-5 weeks and once every 5-8 weeks during Phase 1.

Judge Brugnaux has been presiding over the VCDC since its inception in 1996. Drug courts with
judges who preside for at least 2 years and/or who rotate through more than once have been
found to have better outcomes than drug courts with regular rotations of less than 2 years (Carey
et al., 2005; Finigan, Carey, & Cox, 2006).

The judge learns about the participants’ progress during the staffing meeting from drug court
staff, written reports and through discussions with the participants. This process brings each par-
ticipant’s situation to the judge’s attention in a personal, interactive way that helps build the rela-
tionship that the judge has with each participant. The judge also interacts with participants out-
side of drug court sessions to show her support of them. For example, the judge has attended par-
ticipants’ weddings and basketball games.

Judge Brunaux interacts with the participants in a stern, but caring and respectful manner. During
court sessions, Judge Brugnaux speaks with participants about their personal lives such as their
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jobs and families. The judge also earns the respect of participants by holding them accountable
for their actions while rewarding them for their successes.

Participants interviewed held a very positive view of Judge Brugnaux. They respected her judg-
ment and experience on the bench. They also talked about how they feel that the judge cares
about them and wants them to do well in the program.

KEY COMPONENT #8:

Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program goals and gauge
effectiveness.

Research Question: Is evaluation and monitoring integral to the program?
The cornerstone of effective monitoring and evaluation is the

availability of quality program data for independent review. [The judge has] been
Although the Court Alcohol and Drug database contains the drug up there on the
court data including information on assessments, program start bench long enough

and end dates, completion status, drug tests and treatment, the
data was entered inconsistently. Over time, different types of
information were entered into the same variable field and the

where she could see
who wants it and

same type of information was entered into different variable who doesn’t [want to
fields. There was no data dictionary to document modifications change], which is
to the database. Unfortunately, although NPC has worked with why she gives some
over 50 drug court databases, at no time during NPC’s folks more chances

evaluation, were we able to pull complete information from the
database or independently duplicate the findings reported by
VCDC. —Drug Court participant

than others.

Ideally, the current database should be modified to include a
section specific to the VCDC, which would include data elements appropriate to drug court data
management and follow-up, including evaluation. If evaluators are unable to duplicate findings
reported by the program, the validity and accuracy of those findings can be called into question.
Any VCDC staff members who perform data entry should receive training on entering data con-
sistently for every field and should receive training on data entry specific to the drug court pro-
gram. Clear documentation should be kept on any changes to the database and how different
fields are used. Subsequent evaluations using the new data would then be more reliable and
could verify information reported by the program. VCDC has recently applied for and received
grant funds from the Indiana Supreme Court for data base enhancement.

KEY COMPONENT #9:

Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court planning,
implementation, and operations.

Research Question: Is this program continuing to advance its staff members’ training and
knowledge?

VVCDC team members receive ongoing training. Members of the VCDC team have attended drug
court training conferences and workshops offered by 1JC, NADCP, and NDCI. The VCDC coor-
dinator and case manager attend the semi-annual 1JC trainings and the NADCP annual trainings
to satisfy the certification requirement of 20 hours of substance abuse education and 5 hours of
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criminal justice training. The judge has attended the majority of the NADCP conferences since
the implementation of VCDC. In addition the judge has been a faculty member for the NADCP
and is a current NADCP board member. The field officer, prosecutor, treatment provider and
public defender have attended NADCP training when funding was available. Finally, the deputy
prosecutor has attended drug court training for prosecutors.

KEY COMPONENT #10:

Forging partnerships among drug courts, public agencies, and community-based
organizations generates local support and enhances drug court program effectiveness.

Research Question: Compared to other drug courts, has this court developed effective part-
nerships across the community?

Responses to Caroline Cooper’s National Survey showed that most drug courts are working
closely with community groups to provide support services for their drug court participants. Ex-
amples of community members that drug courts are connected with include self-help groups like
AA or NA, medical providers, local education systems, employment services, faith communities,
and Chambers of Commerce.

VCDC staff refers participants to various services in the community and require participants to
attend AA or NA support groups. Several drug courts have advisory boards that include repre-
sentatives from community agencies. The VCDC may want to consider implementing an advi-
sory board in order for the drug court to reach out and make more connections to community
agencies. Further connections with the community would benefit the VCDC and its participants.
Having representatives from community agencies, such as employment, education, housing, and
health care on the drug court team would greatly facilitate participants’ access to these services
as well as provide further resources to the drug court team. Once these individuals are connected
with the drug court and see the work that the program does, they may be willing to donate ser-
vices and can often gain some benefit themselves in being involved with the drug court.

Recommendations

Drug courts are complex programs designed to deal with some of the most challenging problems
that communities face. Drug courts bring together multiple traditionally adversarial roles as well
as stakeholders from different systems with different training, professional language, and ap-
proaches. They take on groups of clients that frequently have serious substance abuse treatment
needs. Adults with substance abuse issues involved in the criminal justice system must be seen
within an ecological context; that is, within the environment that has contributed to their attitudes
and behaviors. This environment includes their neighborhoods, families, friends, and formal or
informal economies through which they support themselves. The drug court must understand the
various social, economic and cultural factors that effect them.

VCDC has been responsive to the community needs and strives to meet the challenges presented
by substance abusers. The recommendations for VCDC are highlighted below.

e Previous research (Carey et al., 2005) has indicated that greater representation of the prose-
cuting attorney and defense attorney at team meetings and court sessions is correlated with
positive outcomes for clients, including reduced recidivism and, consequently, reduced costs
at follow-up. We recommend that the VCDC public defender and prosecutor attend the pre-
court staffing meetings and drug court sessions in order to stay informed on participant is-
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sues. This would allow the attorneys to advocate for the participants best interests as well as
the state’s interest more consistently.

NPC was unable to use the data on drug court participants due to severe inconsistencies

in the database as well as in data entry. It is strongly recommended that the VCDC mod-
ify the database so that drug court participant data is specific to the VCDC program. It is
also recommended that clear documentation be made of any changes to the database and
how data fields are used. In addition, those who perform data entry should receive train-
ing on consistent use of the new and old data fields. This will allow future evaluation to

verify results reported by the program.

VCDC may wish to consider offering flexibility in several areas of the program including
drug testing and drug court sessions. For example, participants requested flexibility in the
times and days of the week that drug court sessions take place and UDS testing times to
accommodate job schedules. Many drug court programs offer early morning or evening
court sessions and drug testing schedules.

VCDC should consider creating a sanction schedule that matches type and frequency of
non-compliant behavior to specific sanctions or a range of sanctions (to maintain flexibil-
ity). This may assist the judge in determining and imposing more consistent sanctions and
when shared with participants, help the participants better understand the consequences
of noncompliant behavior.

Non-alcohol using drug court participants felt that the available self-help meetings were
oriented too much toward alcohol use and were not addressing their needs. As part of
their community outreach efforts, the drug court team may wish to look into ways to
make more NA meetings available; especially evening sessions and also to make com-
munity NA/AA meeting organizers aware of the drug court program and its participants.

Since 9 weeks from referral to entry is pushing the limits of what should be considered as
“promptly placed,” the VCDC should monitor the time from identification to drug court
entry to ensure this time period does not widen and analyze where additional efficiencies
may be possible. Discussions among members of the drug court team regarding how the
timeline can be shortened are in order.

Several participants reported some concerns regarding life after graduation. They have
come to see DC as a part of their family and social support system and were concerned
about the challenges they might face without that support. Aftercare is a clinical best
practice, supporting individuals in their transition to a drug-free lifestyle. The team may
wish to consider initiating a minimal aftercare component or establish a policy for drug
court staff to follow up on and encourage participants to participate in aftercare. Discus-
sions need to occur regarding agency roles and responsibilities and how the program
would facilitate coordination of this service within or outside of the judicial context.

The VCDC team should consider the optimal program dosage and intensity required to
maximize accountability and oversight, while promoting successful participation. It is
important to maintain the positive aspects of frequent monitoring without creating an un-
due burden on participants.
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OUTCOME EVALUATION

Outcome Evaluation Methods

RESEARCH STRATEGY

Research has demonstrated the importance of completing substance abuse treatment in the reali-
zation of desirable societal effects. These positive effects include substance abuse cessation, re-
duced criminal behavior and improved employment outcomes (Finigan, 1996). An initial indica-
tor of the success of a drug court program is the rate of program participant graduation (comple-
tion of treatment). Therefore, NPC Research calculated the graduation rates for VCDC and com-
pared them the national average for drug court programs.

The criminal justice system outcome yardstick that most commonly is used to measure the effec-
tiveness of drug courts is the recidivism of drug court participants after they leave drug court
programs. Re-arrests are defined in this study as arrests in which charges are filed with the courts
regardless of outcome. NPC Research examined the effectiveness of the VCDC by comparing
the post-program recidivism (re-arrests) of a sample of VCDC participants with the recidivism of
a sample of individuals who were eligible for drug court but had never attended drug court and
had similar demographic characteristics and prior criminal records. The recidivist records of the
VCDC sample and the comparison group were examined for a maximum 24-month time period
following program entry.

OUTCOME STUDY QUESTIONS

The outcome evaluation was designed to address the following study questions:

1. How successful is the program in bringing program participants to completion and
graduation within the expected time frame?

2. Does participation in drug court reduce recidivism for those individuals compared to tra-
ditional court processing?

3. Does participation in drug court reduce levels of substance abuse?

DATA COLLECTION AND SOURCES

Information was acquired for the outcome evaluation primarily from administrative databases.
Recidivism data were gathered from ProsLink, a database administered by the Indiana Prosecut-
ing Attorney’s Council (used herein with great appreciation). ProsLink records provide arrests
for which charges are filed with the courts (regardless of outcome) for 90 of the 92 counties in
Indiana, thus allowing estimates of in-county and out-of-county recidivism. The use of ProsLink
may lead to a greater estimation of recidivism than found in previous evaluations. Previous Indi-
ana drug court evaluations reviewed by NPC researchers used recidivism data collected within
their own county. ProsLink provides a nearly statewide estimation of recidivism. There are some
limitations of ProsLink: 1) It is limited to the 90 reporting counties, 2) it is dependent upon
timely reporting and updating of status changes by the local prosecutors’ offices throughout the
state, 3) it only provides data on arrests in which charges are filed (not all arrests), and 4) it is
limited to the state of Indiana and does not provide arrest information for the bordering states.
Vigo County is near the border of Illinois. It is not inconceivable that additional offenses may
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have occurred outside Indiana boundaries. When Vigo drug court arrests were searched in Pros-
Link, 96% of the index records were located. We may be underestimating subsequent court cases
by approximately 4%. Although we are likely underestimating these arrests; this is comparable
for both the drug court and the comparison group and therefore not a potential source of bias.

SAMPLE SELECTION

As described above, a selection was made of a sample of individuals who had participated in
drug court and a sample of individuals who had not for the comparison group.

Vigo County Drug Court Participant Sample

Given the severe limitations of the VCDC database, findings based on this study group sample
should be interpreted with caution. With the assistance of VCD