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APPENDIX A: DRUG COURT OUTCOME EVALUATIONS REVIEWED FOR THE COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS

Studies Reviewed for Criminal Outcome Effects

Notes to Information Listed: The “Design Score” is a measure of the overall level of confidence that can be placed in
the findings based on how the evaluation was designed—a “5” is the highest score, “1” is the lowest. “Researcher
Role” is whether the program was carried out by the developer (1) or whether it was a “real world” program (0). “N
(Treat)” and “N (Comp)” are the numbers in the treatment and comparison groups. “Follow-up (yrs)” is the follow-up
time in years. “Crime Outcome” is a code for the type of recidivism measure used in the study (see code definitions
at end of table). “ES” is the mean difference effect size approximated from proportion data (dichotomous group
recidivism rates) using the arcsine transformation and adjusted using the Hedges correction for small sample sizes
as described in Lipsey and Wilson (2000); “AdjES” is the Institute-adjusted effect size; p is the significance level.

Used in
Meta-
Analysis?

Research Design
Information

Design Score

Crime

Difference in the
Proportion That
Re-offend
(negative ES =
lower crime)

Difference in the
Mean Number of
Offenses of
Those That
Re-offend

ES AdES »p

ES AdES »p

Deschenes, Elizabeth Piper and Greenwood, Peter W., “Maricopa County’s drug court: An innovative program for
first-time drug offenders on probation.” Justice System Journal 17, no. 1 (1994): 99—-115. Updated summary
reported in Belenko, Steven, Research on drug courts: A critical review (New York: The National Center on Addiction
and Substance Abuse at Columbia University, June 1998).

Yes

[¢)]

o|Researcher Role
3N (Treat)
#IN (Comp)

-
N
o]

o|Follow-up (yrs)

-

Z|Outcome

-0.02 -0.02 .81

0.04 0.04 .81

Turner, S., Greenwood, P., Fain, T., and Deschenes, E., “Perceptions of drug court: How offenders view ease of
program completion, strengths and weaknesses, and the impact on their lives.” National Drug Court Institute Review
2, no. 1(1999). This is an update of the 12-month results reported in Deschenes, Elizabeth Piper and Greenwood,
Peter W., “Maricopa County’s drug court: An innovative program for first-time drug offenders on probation.” Justice
System Journal 17, no. 1 (1994): 99-115. This research reports the three-year outcomes of the Maricopa County
(Arizona) First-Time Drug Offender Program, a post-adjudicatory drug court. The program is for first-time felony
drug possession offenders with no more than one non-drug felony-related conviction.

Yes

363

At

-0.22 -0.22 .03

0.00

Gottfredson, Denise C., Najaka, Stacy S., and Kearley, Brook, “A randomized study of the Baltimore city drug
treatment court: Results from the three-year follow-up” (paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Society of Criminology, Chicago, November 2002). This is a randomized trial of the Baltimore Court (a different test
than the matched group 1997 study) with 36-month outcomes.

Yes

0 139 96

3.0

At

-0.24 -0.24 .07

-0.22 -0.22 A3

Breckenridge, J. F., Winfree, Jr., L. T., Maupin, J. R., and Clason, D. L. “Drunk drivers, DWI ‘drug court’ treatment,
and recidivism: Who fails?” Justice Research and Policy 2, no. 1 (2000): 87. This research reports on a drug court
in Las Cruces, New Mexico, for alcoholic DWI offenders.

Yes

1.6

Ct

-0.17 -0.17 45

Lind, B., Weatherburn, D., and Chen, S., New South Wales drug court evaluation: Cost-effectiveness (Sydney: NSW
Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, 2002). <www.lawlink.nsw.gov.au/bocsar>. This research reports the
results of an evaluation of the drug court in New South Wales, Australia. This is a randomized waiting-line design;
although the control group was more male, no other pre-existing differences were measured. The results used here
are the one-year outcomes.

Yes

0 308 160

1.0

Td

-0.10 -0.10 .30

-0.11 -0.11 42

Truitt, L., Rhodes, W. M., Seeherman, A. M., Carrigan, K., and Finn, P., Phase I: Case studies and impact
evaluations of Escambia County, Florida and Jackson County, Missouri drug courts (Cambridge, MA: Abt
Associates, March 2000). Some results also reported in Belenko, Steven, Research on drug courts: A critical
review, 2001 update (New York: The National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia University,
June 2001). This is the result for the Escambia County, Florida, drug court from the study’s split population model,
with the study’s adjustments for program participation self selection.

Yes

0 483 252

2.0

Af

-0.66 -0.50 .00

Truitt, L., Rhodes, W. M., Seeherman, A. M., Carrigan, K., and Finn, P., Phase I: Case studies and impact
evaluations of Escambia County, Florida and Jackson County, Missouri drug courts (Cambridge, MA: Abt
Associates, March 2000). Some results also reported in Belenko, Steven, Research on drug courts: A critical
review, 2001 update (New York: The National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia University,
June 2001). This is the result for the Jackson County, Missouri, drug court from the study’s split population model,
with the study’s adjustments for program participation self-selection.

Yes

0 693 1416

2.0

Af

-0.30 -0.23 .00

Logan, T., Hoyt, W., and Leukefeld, C., Kentucky drug court outcome evaluation: Behavior, costs, and avoided costs
to society (Lexington: Center on Drug and Alcohol Research, University of Kentucky, 2001). This research reports
the results of an evaluation of drug courts in Kentucky. There were known pre-existing differences between the
participant and comparison groups, with the comparison group having more criminal history. The authors conducted
a Heckman analysis to control for self-selection, but the reported results were in the opposite direction of what would
have been expected, given the differences in the raw recidivism data.

No

0 593 593

1.0

Ccf

Goldkamp, J. S. and Weiland, D., Assessing the impact of Dade County’s felony drug court (Philadelphia: Crime and
Justice Research Institute, 1993). This research reports the results of Miami’s drug court. The finding reported here
is for the drug court sample vs. the pre-drug court sample of drug cases (sample V); because there were differences
reported in pre-existing differences between the two groups, the author’s multivariate logit results were used to
estimate the program effect shown here.

Yes

0 326 301

1.5

At

-0.12 -0.06 .15

Af = Arrests, felony; At = Arrests, total; Ccf = Criminal charges, felony; Cf = Convictions, felony; Chg = New criminal charges; Crc = Court referrals, criminal 1
offenses; Ct = Convictions, total; all studies with a less-than level “3” rating are listed as “LT3” and are not used in subsequent analyses.




Studies Reviewed for Criminal Outcome Effects

Notes to Information Listed: The “Design Score” is a measure of the overall level of confidence that can be placed in
the findings based on how the evaluation was designed—a “5” is the highest score, “1” is the lowest. “Researcher
Role” is whether the program was carried out by the developer (1) or whether it was a “real world” program (0). “N
(Treat)” and “N (Comp)” are the numbers in the treatment and comparison groups. “Follow-up (yrs)” is the follow-up
time in years. “Crime Outcome” is a code for the type of recidivism measure used in the study (see code definitions
at end of table). “ES” is the mean difference effect size approximated from proportion data (dichotomous group
recidivism rates) using the arcsine transformation and adjusted using the Hedges correction for small sample sizes
as described in Lipsey and Wilson (2000); “AdjES” is the Institute-adjusted effect size; p is the significance level.
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Difference in the
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Those That
Re-offend

ES  AdES

s

Bell, M. M., King County drug court evaluation: Final report (Seattle: M. M. Bell, Inc., 1998). The result reported here
is for all who entered the diversion (pre-adjudication) King County drug court for adults charged with possession with
no prior sex or violent adult convictions. The result compares drug court participants (completers and non-
completers) with those who opted out. The groups were similar on some matching variables, but the drug court
group was probably at higher risk, since they had a more extensive criminal history than the opt-outs.

Yes

w

o|Researcher Role
2N (Treat)
2N (Comp)

-
-
o]

o|Follow-up (yrs)

-

o
o)
Q

=ro

-0.18 -0.09

ES AdES

Evaluation: Spokane County drug court program (Spokane, WA: Spokane County Drug Court, 1999). The result
reported here is for all who entered the pre-trial diversion Spokane County drug court for arrests for possession or
forged fraudulent prescriptions, excluding those with pending felony charges, gang involvement, and prior sex or
violent convictions. The result compares drug court participants (completers and non-completers) with those who
opted out. The groups were similar on some matching variables, but the drug court group was probably at higher
risk since they had a more extensive criminal history than the opt-outs.

Yes

25

At

0.06 .38

Gottfredson, Denise C., Coblentz, Kris, and Harmon, Michele A., “A short-term outcome evaluation of the Baltimore
City drug treatment court program.” Perspectives Winter (1997): 33—38. Summary results also reported in Belenko,
Steven, Research on drug courts: A critical review (New York: The National Center on Addiction and Substance
Abuse at Columbia University, June 1998). The results reported here are for the District, Circuit, and violation of
parole cases and use the author’s logistic regression results to adjust for pre-existing differences (the treatment
group was at higher risk for re-offense than the matched comparison group).

Yes

0 145 529

0.5

At

-0.28 -0.14 .00

Harrell, A., Cavanagh, S., and Roman, J., Findings from the evaluation of the D.C. superior court drug intervention
program (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, December 1998). This research reports the results of the
“treatment docket” of the D.C. experiment—for defendants with drug felonies. The result reported here is for the
treatment participants vs. the standard docket, with the effect estimated from the author’s logistic regression to
control for pre-existing differences. Since this research tests graduated sanctions, not drug treatment participation, it
is not included in the drug court summary.

No

0 140 311

1.0

At

Granfield, Robert, Eby, Cynthia, and Brewster, Thomas, “An examination of the Denver drug court: The impact of a
treatment-oriented drug-offender system.” Law & Policy 20, no. 2 (1998): 183-202. This research reports the
results of the post-adjudication Denver drug court for offenders with a misdemeanor or felony drug charge. The
result reported here combines the outcomes of the two pre-program comparison groups. The authors found the drug
court and comparison groups to be “relatively equivalent” on sex, age, or previous criminal history.

Yes

0 100 200

1.0

At

0.03 .68

Finigan, M. W., An outcome program evaluation of the Multnomah County S.T.O.P. drug diversion program
(Portland, OR: NPC Research Inc., 1998). This research reports the results of the Multnomah County (Oregon) drug
court for offenders with a misdemeanor or felony drug charge. The result reported here for the treatment group
combines program completers and dropouts. The comparison group was matched on sex, age, and previous
criminal history, and no significant differences were found. The difference in proportions was estimated from the
effect size for the difference in mean convictions rates.

No

0 300 150

2.0

Ct

Peters, Roger H. and Murrin, Mary R., “Effectiveness of treatment-based drug courts in reducing criminal recidivism.”
Criminal Justice and Behavior 27 (2000): 72—-96. This research reports the results of a mixed diversion and post-
adjudication drug court program in Escambia County, Florida, for drug and property offenders with a history of drug
involvement and limited criminal justice involvement. The result shown here compares program completers and
non-completers (combined) with a matched comparison group. The authors adjusted for a pre-existing difference
(the treatment group had more prior arrests than the comparison group).

Yes

0 168 81

25

At

0.05 .46

0.09

Peters, Roger H. and Murrin, Mary R., “Effectiveness of treatment-based drug courts in reducing criminal recidivism.”
Criminal Justice and Behavior 27 (2000): 72-96. This research reports the results of a diversion drug court program
in Okaloosa County, Florida, for drug and property offenders with a history of drug involvement and limited criminal
justice involvement. The result shown here compares program completers and non-completers (combined) with a
matched comparison group. The authors adjusted for a pre-existing difference (the treatment group had more prior
arrests than the comparison group).

Yes

25

At

-0.23 -0.12 .29

0.44 0.22 .16

Vito, Gennaro F. and Tewksbury, Richard A., “The impact of treatment: The Jefferson County (Kentucky) drug court
program.” Federal Probation 62, no. 2 (1998): 46—-51. This research reports the results of a diversion drug court
program in Kentucky for drug possession offenders with no history of violent offenses. The result shown here
compares program completers and non-completers (combined) with a matched comparison group. The authors
found that the two groups were comparable on most pre-existing factors, but the treatment group may have been at
a slightly higher risk to re-offend.

Yes

0 216 74

1.0

Cf

-0.14 -0.07 .28

Af = Arrests, felony; At = Arrests, total; Ccf = Criminal charges, felony; Cf = Convictions, felony; Chg = New criminal charges; Crc = Court referrals, criminal 2
offenses; Ct = Convictions, total; all studies with a less-than level “3” rating are listed as “LT3” and are not used in subsequent analyses.




Studies Reviewed for Criminal Outcome Effects

Notes to Information Listed: The “Design Score” is a measure of the overall level of confidence that can be placed in
the findings based on how the evaluation was designed—a “5” is the highest score, “1” is the lowest. “Researcher
Role” is whether the program was carried out by the developer (1) or whether it was a “real world” program (0). “N
(Treat)” and “N (Comp)” are the numbers in the treatment and comparison groups. “Follow-up (yrs)” is the follow-up
time in years. “Crime Outcome” is a code for the type of recidivism measure used in the study (see code definitions
at end of table). “ES” is the mean difference effect size approximated from proportion data (dichotomous group
recidivism rates) using the arcsine transformation and adjusted using the Hedges correction for small sample sizes
as described in Lipsey and Wilson (2000); “AdjES” is the Institute-adjusted effect size; p is the significance level.
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Research Design
Information

Design Score

Follow-up (yrs)

Crime

Difference in the
Proportion That
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p

ES

s

Goldkamp, J. S., White, M. D., and Robinson, J. B., “Do drug courts work? Getting inside the drug court black box.”
Journal of Drug Issues 31, no. 1 (2001): 27—-72. This research reports the results of the Clark County (Nevada) drug
court. The results reported are from the authors’ logistic regression analysis to control for pre-existing differences;
the results compare the drug court group with the combined results for the comparison A and B groups for all
cohorts.

Yes

w

o|Researcher Role
SIN (Treat)
“IN (Comp)

N
&)
=

o
o

Z|outcome

-0.35

-0.18

AdES

Goldkamp, J. S., White, M. D., and Robinson, J. B., “Do drug courts work? Getting inside the drug court black box.”
Journal of Drug Issues 31, no. 1 (2001): 27—72. This research reports the results of the Multnomah County
(Portland) drug court. The results reported are from the authors’ logistic regression analysis to control for pre-
existing differences; the results compare the drug court group with the combined results for the comparison A and B
groups for all cohorts.

Yes

0 691 401

At

0.04

.16

Harrell, A., Roman, J., and Sack, E., Drug court services for female offenders, 1996—1999: Evaluation of the
Brooklyn treatment court (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 2001). The results reported here are the two-year
follow-up using the mean-adjusted recidivism rates from the study’s logistic regression to control for pre-existing
differences in the drug court and non-drug court samples.

Yes

0 283 114

20

At

-0.15

-0.08

.16

-0.31

-0.16

Miethe, T. D., Lu, H., and Reese, E., “Reintegrative shaming and recidivism risks in drug court: Explanations for
some unexpected findings.” Crime and Delinquency 46, no. 4 (2000): 522-541. This research reports the results of
the Las Vegas drug court evaluation. The authors used logistic regression models to account for pre-existing
differences in the drug court and non-drug court samples.

Yes

0 301 301

Crc

.00

Belenko, S., Fagan, J. A., and Dumanovsky, T., “The effects of legal sanctions on recidivism in special drug courts.”
The Justice System Journal 17, no. 1 (1994): 53-81. This research was on New York City’s fast track drug court
where speed, rather than treatment, was the goal.

No

0 2742 3202

Af

Brewster, M. P., “An evaluation of the Chester County (PA) drug court program.” Journal of Drug Issues 31, no. 1
(2001): 177-206. This research reports the results of a pre-post evaluation of the Chester County drug court in
suburban southeastern Pennsylvania, for offenders charged with “non-mandatory” drug offenses. The comparison
group was selected to be “similar offenders (from a year earlier) who would have been participants had the program
been in existence when they were prosecuted.” The author’s proportional hazards regression model results are
reported here. The study had a short average follow-up time for the treatment group.

Yes

0 194 51

0.6

At

-0.27

-0.13

.07

Bavon, A., “The effect of the Tarrant County drug court project on recidivism.” Evaluation and Program Planning 24
(2001): 13-24. This research compared drug court program participants (graduates and dropouts) with drug court
opt-outs (those eligible but did not participate). The author reports no significant pre-existing differences between
the two groups (the numbers in Table 1, however, do indicate significant differences). Multivariate analysis was not
performed.

Yes

0 157 107

At

-0.12

-0.06

.35

Spohn, C., Piper, R. K., Martin, T., and Frenzel, E. D., “Drug courts and recidivism: The results of an evaluation
using two comparison groups and multiple indicators of recidivism.” Journal of Drug Issues 31, no. 1 (2001): 149—
176. This is the result for the Douglas County Nebraska drug court vs. the traditionally adjudicated group, using the
study’s logistic regression results to control for known pre-existing differences.

Yes

0 285 194

Af

-0.31

-0.16

.00

.82

Stageberg, P., Wilson, B., and Moore, R. G., Final report on the Polk County adult drug court (lowa Department of
Human Rights, Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning, 2001). The test reported here is for the total drug
court group vs. the “pilot” group (those included as the target population prior to drug court development), using the
study’s reported risk adjustment factor to adjust for pre-existing differences in the two groups.

Yes

0 124 124

Cf

-0.38

-0.19

.00

Salt Lake County drug court outcome evaluation (Utah Substance Abuse and Anti-Violence Coordinating Council,
September 2001). This evaluation used a matched comparison group of individuals, from a period before the
operation of the drug court, who would have qualified for the drug court. There were no statistically significant
differences between the groups with regard to age, sex, race, and arrest history.

Yes

0 199 150

At

-0.72

-0.36

.00

.00

Latessa, E. J., Shaffer, D. K., and Lowenkamp C., Outcome evaluation of Ohio’s drug court efforts: Final report
(Cincinnati: Center for Criminal Justice Research, Division of Criminal Justice, University of Cincinnati, July 2002).
This result is for the municipal misdemeanor courts, using the report’s logistic regression results.

Yes

0 556 228

At

-0.18

-0.09

.02

Latessa, E. J., Shaffer, D. K., and Lowenkamp C., Outcome evaluation of Ohio’s drug court efforts: Final report
(Cincinnati: Center for Criminal Justice Research, Division of Criminal Justice, University of Cincinnati, July 2002)..
This result is for the felony courts, using the report’s logistic regression results.

Yes

0 788 429

At

-0.40

-0.20

.00

Af = Arrests, felony; At = Arrests, total; Ccf = Criminal charges, felony; Cf = Convictions, felony; Chg = New criminal charges; Crc = Court referrals, criminal 3

offenses; Ct = Convictions, total; all studies with a less-than level “3” rating are listed as “LT3” and are not used in subsequent analyses.




Studies Reviewed for Criminal Outcome Effects

Notes to Information Listed: The “Design Score” is a measure of the overall level of confidence that can be placed in
the findings based on how the evaluation was designed—a “5” is the highest score, “1” is the lowest. “Researcher
Role” is whether the program was carried out by the developer (1) or whether it was a “real world” program (0). “N
(Treat)” and “N (Comp)” are the numbers in the treatment and comparison groups. “Follow-up (yrs)” is the follow-up
time in years. “Crime Outcome” is a code for the type of recidivism measure used in the study (see code definitions
at end of table). “ES” is the mean difference effect size approximated from proportion data (dichotomous group
recidivism rates) using the arcsine transformation and adjusted using the Hedges correction for small sample sizes
as described in Lipsey and Wilson (2000); “AdjES” is the Institute-adjusted effect size; p is the significance level.

Used in
Meta-
Analysis?

Research Design
Information

Design Score

Follow-up (yrs)

Crime

Difference in the
Proportion That
Re-offend
(negative ES =
lower crime)

Difference in the
Mean Number of
Offenses of
Those That
Re-offend

ES AdES p

Rempel, M., Fox, D., Farole, D., and Cissner, A., The impact of three New York City drug courts on recidivism:
Results for post-arrest and post-program recidivism (paper presented at the American Society of Criminology annual
meeting, Chicago, November 2002). This research reports the results of an evaluation of the Brooklyn drug court.
The drug court participants were compared with a contemporaneous matched group (using propensity scoring
matching) that did not receive the drug court program. There remained significant differences in pre-existing prior
convictions, age, and race for the treatment and comparison group samples, with the comparison group being higher
risk to re-offend.

Yes

w

©|Researcher Role
BIN (Treat)

I

~IN (Comp)

w
o

»
=}

2loutcome

-0.16 -0.08 .03

ES AdES »p

Rempel, M., Fox, D., Farole, D., and Cissner, A., The impact of three New York City drug courts on recidivism:
Results for post-arrest and post-program recidivism (paper presented at the American Society of Criminology annual
meeting, Chicago, November 2002). This research reports the results of an evaluation of the Bronx drug court. The
drug court participants were compared with a prior-period matched group (using propensity scoring matching) that
did not receive the drug court program. There were no significant differences in pre-existing variables for the
treatment and comparison group samples.

Yes

0 141

372

3.0

Ct

-0.30 -0.15 .00

Rempel, M., Fox, D., Farole, D., and Cissner, A., The impact of three New York City drug courts on recidivism:
Results for post-arrest and post-program recidivism (paper presented at the American Society of Criminology annual
meeting, Chicago, November 2002). This research reports the results of an evaluation of the Queens drug court.
The drug court participants were compared with a prior-period matched group (using propensity scoring matching)
that did not receive the drug court program. There were no significant differences in pre-existing variables for the
treatment and comparison group samples.

Yes

144

3.0

Ct

-0.53 -0.27 .00

Tjaden, C. D., Diana, A., Feldman, D., Dietrich, W., and Jackson, K., Denver drug court: Second year report,
outcome evaluation (Vail, CO: Toucan Research and Computer Solutions, 2002). This research reports the results
of an evaluation of the Denver drug court. The comparison group was selected from a nearby county without a drug
court, based on selection criteria. Multivariate results are recorded, taken at three-year follow-up.

Yes

0 2320

880

3.0

Chg

-0.07 -0.04 .06

Bedrick, B., and Skolnick, J. H., “From ‘treatment’ to ‘justice’ in Oakland, California,” in W. C. Terry, lll (ed.) The early
drug courts: Case studies in judicial innovation (Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1999) Chapter 3, pp. 43-76. This research
reports the results of Oakland’s FIRST diversion drug court for those charged with first-time drug possession with no
felony convictions within the previous five years. The treatment sample included both completers and non-
completers. The comparison sample consisted of offenders prior to the treatment drug court who entered the non-
drug court diversion program; limited comparisons indicate similar age and racial makeup, but no comparative
information was reported. The finding reported here was adjusted by the Institute for differences in at-risk time.

No

LT3

110

4.0

Af

Terry, Ill, W. C., “Broward County’s dedicated drug treatment court: From postadjudication to diversion,” in

W. C. Terry, lll (ed.) The early drug courts: Case studies in judicial innovation (Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1999) Chapter
4, pp. 77-107. This research reports the results of Broward County’s drug court. The treatment group consists of
program graduates only. The comparison group had significantly more females; any differences in prior criminal
history were not reported. Logistic regression results are reported here.

No

LT3

69

Af

Kelly, W. R., “The Travis County drug diversion court: A preliminary outcome evaluation,” (1996). Reported in
summary of research on the Travis County, Texas, drug court in Belenko, Steven, Research on drug courts: A
critical review (New York: The National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia University, June
1998). Summary results also reported in GAO, Drug courts: Overview of growth, characteristics, and results
(Washington, D.C.: United States General Accounting Office, July 1997). The evaluation included outcome
information on the graduates.

No

LT3

27

0.0

At

Sechrest, D. K., Shichor, D., Artist, K., and Briceno, G., The Riverside County drug court: Final research report for
the Riverside County Probation Department Riverside County, California (San Bernardino, CA: California State
University, San Bernardino Criminal Justice Dept., 1998). This research reports the results of a study of the
Riverside County, California, drug court. There were known pre-existing differences in the matched comparison
group (the pre-program comparison groups had more criminal history). These differences were not controlled in the
evaluation. The result reported here for the treatment group combines program graduates and removals, and
adjusts for the different follow-up times used in the evaluation.

No

LT3

243

2.0

At

Deschenes, E. P., Imam, |., Foster, T. L., Diaz, L., Moreno, V., Patascil, L., and Ward, D., Evaluation of Orange
County drug courts (Richmond, CA: The Center for Applied Local Research, 1999). This study used a non-
equivalent comparison group design with a matched comparison group (based on gender, race/ethnicity, and age—
not criminal history). There were significant pre-existing differences on criminal history between the drug court group
(less risky) and the probation comparison group (more risky). No multivariate analysis to attempt to control for the
pre-existing differences was reported.

No

LT3

0 236

234

2.0

At

Af = Arrests, felony; At = Arrests, total; Ccf = Criminal charges, felony; Cf = Convictions, felony; Chg = New criminal charges; Crc = Court referrals, criminal 4
offenses; Ct = Convictions, total; all studies with a less-than level “3” rating are listed as “LT3” and are not used in subsequent analyses.




APPENDIX B: ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

Appendix B reprinted from: G. B. Cox, L. Brown, C. Morgan, “NW HIDTA / DASA Washington State
Drug Court Evaluation Project: Final Report” (Olympia, WA, July 13, 2001): Northwest High-Intensity
Drug Trafficking Area and Washington Division of Alcohol and Substance Abuse, ADAI Technical
Report Series 01-01.

King County Drug Court Eligibility Criteria

Legal Criteria
The Prosecutors Office is responsible for initial screening.

The first level criteria for drug court admission include:
= Arrest for possession of Schedule | or Il drugs with no evidence of intent to sell

= Arrest for prescription drug offenses (including forged prescriptions) with no evidence of
intent to sell

= Drug related property crimes may be considered

Other legal criteria include:
* No other pending felony charges
= No prior adult conviction for sex offenses
»= No prior adult conviction for violent offenses

The King County Drug Court program has developed the flexibility to accept some individuals
with a history of misdemeanor domestic violence. These decisions are made on a case-by-
case basis at the discretion of the Drug Court Judge.

Clinical Criteria

The individual must be diagnosed as chemically dependent. While it is uncommon, treatment
agencies can recommend against drug court entry, usually on the basis of a history of non-
compliance with treatment. When this occurs, the Drug Court Judge in consultation with the
Drug Court team makes the final decision about the defendant’s participation in the program.



Kitsap County Drug Court Eligibility Criteria

Legal Criteria

The legal offenses eligible for drug court consideration include:

Possession of controlled substances

Prescription/legend drug offenses (including forged prescriptions)
Drug-related property crimes (theft, forgery, etc.)

Probation violations (if based on the defendant’s substance abuse)

Offenses not eligible for drug court include:

Prior or pending violent or sex offenses

Delivery of controlled substances

Manufacture of a drug, including marijuana and methamphetamine
Possession of drugs with intent to deliver

Firearms present at the time of arrest

Prior or pending burglary offense (presumptive exclusion only — Prosecutor studies the
facts of each case and may admit defendants with a prior burglary charge at his
discretion)

Any violence involved with the current offense.

The Prosecutor’s Office is responsible for screening all potential Drug Court participants. As a
part of this process, the Prosecutor may contact the local drug task force and/or the arresting
agency to determine if the defendant is a “person of interest” for additional charges.

Clinical Criteria

The participant must be diagnosed with a chemical dependency or addiction. In addition, the
participant must want to participate in treatment and there must be adequate services available
to address the needs of the participant.



Pierce County Drug Court Eligibility Criteria

Legal Criteria

The prosecutor’s office is responsible for screening defendants for potential Drug Court legal
eligibility.
The offenses eligible for Drug Court consideration have evolved over time. Current eligible
offenses include:

» Unlawful Possession of a Controlled Substance (UPCS) (except PCP)

= Prescription Forgery

» Malicious Mischief 2

= Possession of Stolen Property 2 (except guns)

= Theft 2 (except guns)

= Unlawful Issuance of Checks or Drafts

=  Vehicle Prowl 1

= Taking a Motor Vehicle Without Permission

= Unlawful Manufacture of Marijuana (with certain restrictions)

» Eluding (attempting to elude) police (with certain restrictions)

» Unlawful Use of a Building for Drug Purposes (this offense was added in the spring of
1999)

In addition to the above, the following must also be true for a defendant to be eligible for Drug
Court:

» There must not be a violent misdemeanor arising out of the same incident.
* Restitution at the time of entry into Drug Court shall not exceed $1,500.

= Defendants cannot have been in possession of a firearm at the time of arrest unless they
had a valid permit to carry the firearm at that time.

» There must be no evidence of drug dealing by the defendant, with an exception for those
“middling” a drug deal in order to obtain drugs to support their habit.

» The defendant must have no prior adult or juvenile criminal history of violent or sex
offenses.

» There must be no verifiable evidence of gang association or affiliation within one year of
the arrest.

» The defendant must be a U.S. citizen.
» The defendant must relinquish all firearms and permits to carry firearms.
= The defendant must not have previously participated in the Drug Court Program.

Clinical Criteria

In additional to meeting legal eligibility requirements as defined above, potential Drug Court
clients must be assessed by PCA to be drug or alcohol addicted or dependent and not mentally
ill to the degree that such illness would render them not amenable to treatment.



Skagit County Drug Court Eligibility Criteria

Legal Criteria

The county prosecutor’s office is responsible for determining legal eligibility criteria for Drug
Court participation. Criteria are discussed among the Drug Court team but the prosecutor
determines eligibility. The offenses eligible for Drug Court participation have evolved over time.

Eligible offenses include:
= Unlawful Possession of a Controlled Substance (UPCS) of less than one ounce

= Single count delivery cases or intent to deliver cases of less than one ounce and not
involving co-defendants

= Prescription forgery
= Manufacturing of marijuana of less than ten plants
= Non-violent property crimes

»= Not currently charged with or previously convicted of a violent crime, sexual offense or
weapons charge as defined by statute (OJP Implementation Grant Proposal, April 9,
1998)

Since January 1999, the eligibility criteria have broadened on a case-by-case basis. Currently,
those charged with distribution of drugs may also be eligible for Drug Court depending on the
amount of drugs present and other circumstances surrounding the crime. In addition, delivery
offenses may be eligible if the defendant benefited by obtaining drugs to support his or her habit
as opposed to profiting financially from the delivery. Under no circumstances may a defendant
be offered Drug Court participation if his or her drug charge involved the operation of a
methamphetamine lab.

Defendants with misdemeanor assault charges may be allowed into Drug Court on a case-by-
case basis, depending on circumstances and the approval of the arresting officer(s). Individuals
arrested for crimes in which a weapon was used are strictly prohibited from Drug Court.
However, those arrested for an eligible offense who were in possession of a weapon at the time
of the crime may be considered for Drug Court as long as the weapon was not used in the
crime. Likewise, those arrested for theft of a weapon in order to support a drug habit may be
offered Drug Court participation if the prosecutor can obtain the consent of the victim(s) and
arresting officer(s) and if there are no prior weapons offenses in the defendant’s criminal history.

Clinical Criteria

In additional to meeting legal eligibility requirements as defined above, potential Drug Court
clients must be assessed by the Skagit Recovery Center (SRC) to be drug or alcohol addicted
or dependent and not mentally ill to the degree that such illness would render them unable to
successfully participate in treatment.



Spokane County Drug Court Eligibility Criteria

Legal Criteria

An individual may qualify for the program if:

Charged in Superior Court with Possession of Schedule 1, Il, or Ill Controlled
Substances; or Forged Prescriptions; or Conspiracy to Possess Controlled Substances;
or Conspiracy to Deliver Controlled Substances. Evidence of intent to sell will be
presumed if the offender is in possession of more than a certain quantity of specific
drugs.

Arrested for Possession with Intent to Deliver, but charged in Superior Court with
Possession of a Controlled Substance, if offender opts in prior to setting of a trial date
and/or amending the charge. The prosecutor may opt the offender out, within 7 days, if
quantities exceed the above amounts.

Charged with Possession of a Controlled Substance with Intent to Deliver (small amount
and detective agrees) will be considered on a case-by-case basis.

Charged in Superior Court with Felony Theft, Possession of Stolen Property, Trafficking
in Stolen Property (all in the first or second degree); Forgery; Unauthorized Issuance of
a Bank Check; and Taking a Motor Vehicle without the Owner’s Permission, and the
offender petitions for admission into Drug Court prior to setting a trial date.

The following conditions must also be met:

Documented history of heroin, methamphetamine, cocaine or other controlled substance
addiction.

A verified sworn statement from the offender documenting a causal connection between
the addiction and the felony property offenses.

The offender must execute a promissory note and a Confession of Judgment for the full
amount of restitution payable to all victims. The total amount of restitution cannot
exceed $2,500.

There must be a reasonable basis to believe the offender can successfully complete the
Drug Court Program.

The offender must petition the court for entry into the program prior to setting a trial date.
Have no other pending felony charges at arrest.

Have no prior adult or juvenile sex or violent offenses as defined by RCW 9.94A.030
(31) and (36), (1994).

Case-by-case consideration of people charged with the gang unit.

The Prosecutor may opt the offender out of Drug Court, within 14 days, if law
enforcement requests exclusion for public safety reasons.

Have no hold from another jurisdiction (Washington or another state).
Prior program participation candidates considered on a case-by-case basis.
Have demonstrable Spokane area residence (job, school, family).

Willingness to participate in an intensive treatment, education, and closely monitored
program.

No felony charges for crimes against property or persons committed while an active
participant in Drug Court.

Participation in the Felony Drug Court program will not bar prosecution for any other
current offenses. (Spokane Country Prosecuting Attorney, 1999)



Thurston County Drug Court Eligibility Criteria

Legal Criteria

Two groups of offenders are considered legally eligible for Drug Court admission. The group
with highest admission priority includes individuals who are charged solely with felony
possession of a controlled or counterfeit controlled substance or forged prescription, whose
offense did not involve the use of a firearm or other deadly weapon and who have no history of
a serious violen