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Chapter 2 Executive Summary & Definitions for Key Terms

There are various terms used in this report that have unique or complex meanings. Some of the tans
are included below as a reference.

Drug Court Cohort : The Drug Court Cohort is a group of drug court participants who entered drug court

during a similar timeframe (July 2007z December 2008) from adult and hybrid drug courtsacross

Minnesota. The Dug Court Cohort & the focus of this evaluation. Participants in the Drug Court Cohort are

Al 01 OACOlI AOI U OAZAOOAA O1T AO OAOOC AI OO0 PAOOEAEDA
Comparison Group : The Comparison Group is a group of participantsho have similar characteristicsas

drug court participants, but did not receive drug court. The Comparison Group is useddompare

outcomes of the Drug Court Cohot®1 O A Ga®E&d B OI08 6 AEA #1 1 PAOEOITT ' O1 ObP
offenders whose cases were disposed in 2007 and 2008 and tvarious drug court eligibility o o
requirements.0 AOOEAEDAT OO ET OEA #1 1 PAOEOIT 'Ol O AOA Al Ol

DAOOEAEDAT 6O86

Completers : Completers are drug court participants who successfully complete drug court. Most drug

cout OAAT O OAZEAO O1 AT i1 Dbl AOAOO AO OCOAADOAOAOS8S
Non-Completers: Noncompleters are drug court participants who have been discharged from drug court,

but have not s~uc'ce§sfully completed. These participants are often referred to by drug court teams as
O O A O R Bdariaipants.

Discharged participants : Discharged participants are drug court participants who complete drug court
during the evaluation period. Discharged participants include both completers and nesompleters. Some
drug court participants were still active at the end of the evaluation period and are not considered
discharged patrticipants.

Start Date: Start dates are used as parameters for outcomes such as recidivism and incarceration, as well
as other measures.For drug court participants, thestart date is the drug court acceptancedate. For
comparison group participants, the start datds the disposition date for their offense Start dates for all
participants are between 2007 and 2008.

Discharge/End Date: Discharge dates are used to desti the end of drug court, or a similar time period
for comparison group participants. Dug court discharge datesare program end dates for drug court
participants. Discharge/end dates for comparison group participants are calculated by adding 18 months
ti AAAE DA O Gstidridbid TEQHieén nibiithd Ba selected since it represented the average
length of time in drug court by drug court participants at the time the evaluation plan was completed (June

2008).

Evaluation Period : The time period in which participants were selected and followed for outcomes. The

OO0OAU DPAOET A AACET O xE OR0O0AZ0BSFandeAdd MuEERSE ROAL. 05 O OOAOO A
Hybrid Courts : Hybrid courts aredefined by the Minnesota Drug Court Standardas drug courts that

combine multiple models. For purposes of this evaluation, hybrid courts enroll participants with DWI

offenses and other crimes (e.g. drug, property). DWI offenderseaexcluded from this evaluation, but non

DWI participants from hybrid drug courts are included in the Drug Court Cohort.

Executive Summary & Definitions for ]
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Additional terms and definitions can be found in theappendix.

The first drug court in Minnesota $arted in Hennepin County in 1996. However, not until the mik2000s
did drug courts spread throughout the state, primarily in countiesvhere judgeshad interestin the drug
court concept. By July 200Minnesotahad 27 operational drug courts, covering me third of Minnesota
counties. In 2007, theJudicial Council approved, upon th®rug Court Initiative Advisory Committee(DCI)
recommendation,the Drug Court Standardswhich became Judicial Council Branch Poli§l1.1. The
Standards based on the 10 Key Componengiblished by the U.S. Department of JustiéeOffice of
Justice Programsand written by the National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP),
require all drug courts to follow uniform practices. The Standards allow flexibilityat the local level, while
keeping basic and foundational aspects of drug courts uniform across all locatioriBhe Standardsprovide
the foundation for the evaluation. The research questions evaluatd drug courts meetthe three goals of
drug courts, as well as the extent courts are employing the practices required and recommended by the
Standards. A comparisogroup is used to evaluate outcomeneasures related to incaceration and
recidivism.

In June 2008 the DCI approved the Statewide Drug Court Evaluation plafhe planfocused ona cohort of
adult and hybrid drug court participants entering drug courts from July 2007 to December 2008All drug
courts in Minnesota @erational during the evaluation period are included in the evaluation. The
evaluation measuresdrug court processescompliance with the standards outcomes for incarceration time
served by participants and recidivism rates of new charges and convictios. The comparison group
includes court participants meeting drug court eligibility criteria (e.g. chemically dependentand matching
similar characteristics of the selected drug court pdicipants (e.g. offensescriminal history, and
demographics.

All profile characteristics of the Drug Court Cohort and Comparison Group can be founddhapter 5
The Drug Court Cohort
The final Drug Court Cohorthas the following characteristics

e 535 participants from 16 different courts
o Half (51%) of participants enter drug courts in metro counties (#county metro) and haf (49%)
enroll in non-metro counties
0 40% of Cohort from Hennepin County
e Eighty percent (80%) ofparticipants have afelony drug charge
0 Approximately 18% have person, property, or other felony offenses
e Averageage ofparticipants is 32
e Most participants are male (63%)
¢ Most participants are CaucasiafWWhite (63%)
¢ Most participants are single(never married) (66%)
e Most participants do not have adiagnosedmental health disorder (64%)
e Most participants are unemployed at drug court entry (62%)

1 Hennepin County is analyzed separately from other drug courts for some measures to better understand the impact
of Hennepin County on statewide results.

r Executive Summary & Definitions for ]
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The Comparison Group

The contemporaneousComparison Group was selected froma random sample ofelony cases disposed in
2007 and 2008in all counties across MinnesotaWith the assistance of probation agencieacross
Minnesota, data were collected to determine if participants were chemically dependent, thus eligible for
inclusion in the Comparison Group. Once these participants were identified, a statistical technéqof
propensity score matching wasapplied to select a final comparison group Key criteria used in the
propensity scoresincluded criminal history, originating offenses, and personal demographics.

The final Comparison Group hathe following characteristics:

e Participants come from 71 different Minnesota counties
e Slightly over half (53%) of participants are charged in normetro counties (7 county metro)
e Eighty five (85%) of participants have delony drugcharge
o The remaining participants were charged withproperty or other felonies
e Average age of participants is 32
e Most participants are male (70%)
e Most participants are Caucasian/White (68%)
e Most participants are single (never married) (63%)
¢ Most participants areunemployed at disposition (63%)

Methodology Overview

The evaluation is focused on the aggregation of all drug court participants in the 16 courts included in the
evaluation. DWI participants are excluded for several reasons, including differences in outeces for DWI
offenders. Results are reported for all drug court participants in Minnesota, together. Since one aggregate
group is used for the drug court participants, a statewide comparison group is used to assess and compare
outcomes. This approach isdifferent from approaches used in other statewide evaluations. In other
statewide evaluations presumptions are made about the effectiveness of all courts in a state based on the
results from a representative sample of courts. The statewide approach chosim Minnesota includes the
entire population of adult drug participants in Minnesota, instead of a sample of drug courts or a sample of
participants in those drug courts.

The Comparison Group is selected from a stratified random sample of felony offendevhose cases were
initially disposed in 2007 and 2008. Chemical health assessment information was collected and only
participants with diagnoses of dependence (and a small group of participants diagnosed as chemically
abusive). Once these participants we deemed eligible for the final comparison group, a propensity score
matching process was used to match the groups on key criteria such as criminal history, chemical health
status, and personal demographics.

Descriptive and more sophisticatedstatistical techniques are used to analyze and report outcomes in this
evaluation. More information about the techniques used, and other methodological considerations are
included in the body of this report and in the appendix.

Goal 1: Enhancing Public Safety

To understandif drug courts enhancepublic safety, drug court participants are compared to comparison
group participants to determine if comparison group participants are charged and convictemore
frequently or to a greater extentRecidivism is measured bth by the proportion of participants with new

r Executive Summary & Definitions for ]
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charges or convictionsand the number of new offenses per participantRecidivism is reported for six
month intervals from drug court start, during drug court, and within one year after drug court discharge.

Full results of key measures related to Goal 1: Enhancing Public Safety are include@lvapter 6

Recidivism Within 2 Y2 Years from Start Date

For each recidivism measure descriptive results (e.g. recidivism rates) and regression results (whether
drug court has an impact, and whether that impact is statistically significant) are providedrecidivism

to recidivate. Recidivism Recidivism Rate from Drug Court Entry - New

within two and one half Charges

years after start date track 50% m Comparison Group = Drug Court Cohort

participants both during and 389 41%
0

after drug court.

e Two and one half
years after drug court
start, one quarter
(26%) of drug court
participants are
charged with a new
offense compared to
41% of the comparison group.

0 These results are statisticallysignificant and represent a 37% reduction in recidivismfor
the Drug Court Cohort

e Reconviction ratesindicate asimilar trend:

0 17% of the Drug Court Cohort is reconvicted within two and one half years as compared to
32% of the Comparison Group.

0 These results are also statistically significardénd represent a 47% reduction in recidivism
for the Drug Court Cohort

e Additional measures analyzing the number of new offenses charged and convicted also sluirug
court participants receivefewer new charges and convions than the comparison group.

0 Theseresults arealso statistically significant.

25%

0% -

6 months 1 year 1% years 2 years 2 Y5 years

Recidivism During Drug Court

Again, descriptive results (e.g. recidivism rates) and regression results (whether drug court has an impact,
and whether that impact is statistically significant) are provided for recidivism during drug court.
Recidivism is tracked for discharged g court participants during drug court. At risk time is not
standardized during drug court, but comparison group participants incarcerated for all 18 months after
their disposition date are removed from this analysis as they had no time at risk for reending.

¢ One in five drug court participants (19%) are charged with a new offensduring drug court as
compared to almost onethird (29%) of comparison group participants.

e Drug court participants are also reconvicted at a lower rate (14%) than the Comarison Group
(24%) during drug court.

r Executive Summary & Definitions for ]
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e Drug court participants also have fewer new charges and convictions during drug court than the
Comparison Group.
e Allresults are statistically significant.

Recidivism After Drug Court Discharge

When evaluating ecidivism measuresyery FAx A OOC AT 60O AOAI OAGEI 1 O &I AGO
recidivism zthe reoffending rate for drug court participants after they have completed (successfully or not)

drug court. Recidivismsolely after drug court discharge isincluded to provide some comparative

information and because stakeholders requested this information.

4EAOA AOA TEIEOAQETT O xEAT Al i PAOET C OEAOBOQOALI 80 O00C
&EOOONh EET AET ¢ A AT i bAOA Adrofp paves dificult AiedtbereBin@simdde A AT | E
OAT A AAGASG A1 O OEA AT I PAOEOI T COI @gt8prisonilibdonAT | DBAOE C
probation for extended periods of time with varying levels of supervisionand those who did go to prison

may be on supervised releaseThese limitations should be considered when interpreting results for post

program outcomes for the Drug Court Cohort and Comparison Group.

¢ The Drug Court Cohort has a slightly lower recidivism rate (charges) one year afténug court
discharge than the Comparison Group, but this difference is not statistically significant.
0 Re-conviction rates are similar for the groups showing no statistical difference.
¢ Recidivism ratesare lower for drug court participants when analyzingall time during drug court
and within one year after drug court discharge Rates for the Drug Court Cohort are 12 percentage
points lower for new charges, and.O percentage points lower fomew convictionsthan the
Comparison Group
0 Results arestatistically significant.
e A subgroup of participants with at least 3 years of time at risk, thus available for recidivism analysis
3 years after drug court start, show significant differences between drug court participants and
comparison group participants.
o $00Cc AT OO0 PAOOEAEDPAT 0086 OAAEAEOEOI OAOAO A
o $00¢C AT OO0 PAOOEAEDAT OO6 OAAIT OEAOEI T OAOAO
e Further follow-up should examine recidivism ratedor the Drug Court Cohortfrom start date up to
three to four years.

The primary measure of recidivism for this evaluation is recidivism from start. This is the most inclusive
measure of recidivism including both during and post program recidivism and measures differences over
standardized timeintervals. To understand whether recidivism reductions last over time, further analysis
of recidivism from start date should be completed.

Drug Court Cohort Recidivism

Drug court completers are compared to norcompleters for all recidivism measures. Feer completers
commit new offenses and commit fewer total new offenses across all measures.

Goal 2: Ensuring Participant Accountability

To understand if drug courts areensuring participant accountability, drug court participant progress is
measured from eriry to discharge. Participant accountability is assessed through examination afrug
court participant improvements in key community functions such asemployment, sobriety, education, and
housingwhile enrolled in drug court. The Comparison Group is notised to answer these research
guestions, but is included for comparing treatment engagement.

r Executive Summary & Definitions for ]
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Full results of key measures related to Goal 2: Ensuring Participant Accountability are includedGhapter
7.

Graduation & Termination from Drug Court

e Adult drug courts in Minnesota have a 54% graduation rate, indicating over half of participants
entering drug court successfully completgprogram requirements.
0 Removing Hennepin County from the analysis (39%raduation rate) results in a statewide
graduation rate of 62%.
o Nationally, graduation rates range from 40% to 65%.
¢ For thoseunsuccessfulin drug court, the most frequent terminationreason(57%) is participant
non-compliance resulting from repeated subtance use, failure to make progress, unresolved
mental health issues or failure to comply with drug court contracts.

Community Functioning

e Community functioning progressis mixed.
o Completersare more likely to show improvement across community functiofing measures.
o Half (49%) of discharged participants unemployed at entryare employed or fulk-time students at
discharge.
0 Unemployment dropped from 62% at entry to 37% for all discharged participants.
o GCompleters are more likely to be employed atlischarge(81%) than non-completers (27%).
» Twenty percent Entry & Discharge z All Discharged Drug Court
(20%) of discharged Participants
participants improve

Ent Discharge
their highest 100% Y 2

educational 78%

attainment during 75% 63% 0% 66%
drug court. 49%
o Overthree 50% 3505 32% 0006
quarters 2506
(78%) of all
discharged 0% : : : :

55% 52%

drug court Employed With Rent/Own  Valid License Paying Child
participants Diploma/GED Support
leave drug
court with a high school diploma or GED.
¢ Slightly more than half (55%) of discharged participants have a valid license at discharge.
o0 Almost one-third (29%) of discharged participants entering drug court without avalid
license obtainavalid license while in drug caurt.
o Completers without valid licenses at entry are more likely to obtain a valid licensduring
drug court than non-completers (47% completers, 14% norcompleters).
o Non-metro participants without a valid license at entry are more likely to obtain a vadl
license during drug court than metro participants 43% non-metro, 18% metro).
e Half of all discharged participants rent or own their residenceipon entering drug court and two-
thirds (66%) of participants rent or own their residence at discharge.
0 Almost half (46%) of discharged participantswithout a permanent home at entry rent or
own their residence at discharge.
o Half (52%) of discharged participants who arerequired to pay child supportpay supportat
discharge.
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o0 Almost three-fourths (73%) of completers who are not compliant at entry arepaying child
support at discharge (14% noncompleters).

Treatment Engagement During Drug Court

¢ Oneof the most important features of drug courtis participant engagementin treatment to support
long-term sobriety.
¢ Almost all (94%) participants receivetreatment while in drug court and 80%complete at least one
treatment episodewhile enrolled in drug court.
e Drug court participants are more likely to complete a treatment episode during drug eot than the
Comparison Group (80% Drug Court Cohort, 49% Comparison Group).
0o However, individual treatment episode completion rates are similar for two groups.
o Drug court participants receive twice as much treatment and the Comparison Group.
e On average, dug court participants actively participate in some type of treatment for onghird of
their days in drug court.
e Generally,drug court participants dependent onMethamphetamines (76%) and Cocaine powder
(68%) have higher treatment completion rates
e Sobriety at discharge is measured by the average number of days since known substance use.
o Discharged drug court participantsare sober for an average of 10 monthat discharge.
o All completers (100%) are sober for at leas90 daysat graduation.

Goal 3: Reducing Costs to Society

The third goal of drug courts is to reduce costs to society. Comprehensivalysesing whether drug courts
reduce, save, or avoid costs to societygquires athorough cost-benefit analysis. However, funding for a
cost benefitanalysiswas cut during several budget cuts incurred by the Minnesota Judicial Branchhus, a
cost benefitanalysisis not part of this evaluation.

The only costs compared irthis evaluation are incarceration costs. Incarceration costs areomparedfor
the Drug Court Cohort and Comparison Group. Incarcerati@mostsderive from actual days participants
spendin jail and prison during the evaluation period. The analysis is straightforward and simplg
determining if drug court participants spend less tine in jail, prison,or both, than the comparison group
participants. The analysis does not separai@ analyzereasons for incarceration, such as sentences
imposed or executed, probation violations, new arrests or new sentences, or sanctions for drug caurt
Given all reasons for incarceration, this analysishowstotal incarceration days and costs for all
participants in the evaluation.

The full results of key measures related to Goal 3: Reducing Costs to Society are includechapter 8

Incarceration Within 2 %2 Years From Start Date

o Drug court participants spendfewer days, on average, incarcerated overd(iail & prison) and in
prison.
0 Results are statistically significant.
o Drug court participants spend moredays, on averagein jail than the comparison group
participants.
0 Most, but not all, results are statistically significant.
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o When separating Hennepin Average Days Incarcerated z 2 %2 Years After

County drug court and . Start
com_p_arison group 200 Comparison Group  Drug Court Cohort1R1
participants from the other
courts and countiesother 150 121 126
Minnesota drug court
participants serve less jail 100 o 4 —
time than comparison group 50 . 52 [
participants
0 Results are 0 . .
statistically Jail Prison All Incarceration
significant.

Incarceration During Drug Court

o Drug court participants spend feweraverage daysncarcerated overall (jail & prison) andin prison
during drug court.
0 Results arestatistically significantly.
o Jil time is slightly, but not statistically significantly, higherfor drug court participants, during drug
court.
0 When Hennepin County participants are separatedgsults again indicate paticipation in
drug court statistically significantly lowers the jail time servedduring drug court for other
Minnesota drug court participants

Incarceration 1 Year After Drug Court Discharge

Similar to post-program recidivism measures caution should be $ed ininterpreting incarceration rates
and daysservedpost-program. Incarceration served after drug court discharge is included to provide
some comparative information, and because stakeholders requested this informatiokowever, the
primary measure d incarceration is within two and one half years from start date.

0 Incarceration rates one year after drug court discharge arstatistically similar for the Drug Court
Cohort (50%) and Comparison Group (51%).

0 When separating Hennepin County from the otheklinnesota drug courts, the remaining
drug courts show a lower proportion of participants incarcerated (39%) than the
comparison group participants (52%), a difference that is statistically significant.

o Drug court completers (17%) are over five times les likely to be incarcerated one year after
drug court discharge as compared to noitompleters (91%), a difference that is statistically
significant.

o Almost all (95%) drug court participants incarcerated one year after discharge are neoompleters.

0 Six inten (60%) non-completers spend some time in prison one year after drug court
discharge, as compared to 0% of completers.

o0 Over threefourths (83%) of non-completers spend some time in jail one year after drug
court discharge compared tal 7% of completers.

o All differences between completers and nortompleters are statistically significant.

Incarceration Costs Within 2 ¥4 Years From Start Date

Incarceration costs are calculated using marginal per diems provided by the Department of Corrections
(DOC) which include costs for clothing, feeding, and housing offendewll incarceration days ofall
participants in eachgroup (i.e. Drug Court Cohort or @nparison Group)are usedto determine the average
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cost, per participant. The costs for the Drug Court Cohort are then compared to the costs for the
Comparison Group.

o Overall, the incarceration costs are lower for the Drug Court Cohatttrough two and onehalf years
from drug court start.
o Over two and one half years, an average of $3,189 lgs participant was spent on
incarcerating drug court participants.
o Prison costs are much higheper participant for the Comparison Group ($3,96Inore per
participant).
o Jail costs are higherper participant, for the Drug Court Cohort than the Comparison Group ($772
more per participant).
0 When jail costs are analyzed separatelpr participants outside of Hennepin Countyail
costs are $879ower for the non-Hennepn County drug court participantsthan the non-
Hennepin County omparison group participants.

Key Measures related to the Drug Court Standards

While the primary focus of the evaluation $ to assess the impact of drugourts on its participants, the drug
courtsécompliance with the Drug Court Standardss also measured.Additionally, during completion of the
evaluation,NPC Researctreleased newresearchidentifying cost-effective drugcourt practices. The NPC )
Study refersOT AT OO0 OAOEIT ¢O £O0T i OAOET 06O POAAOEdme AO O) i 1
costs include costs incurred due to criminal justice recidivism for both the drug court participants and
comparison group membersafter drug court entry (or an equivalent date calculated for the comparison
group). The cost effective practicesif implemented, were found to predict improvements in outcomes costs

I OAO OOAAEOGEIT Al AA GAO ®OAHA &t ®WhighMinnaSotaAIP@ ELE aked O
using these cost effective practices is determined to predict improvements in outcome costs Minnesota

drug courts may have if a cosbenefit analysis is completed.

Drug court program and process information is provided prinarily from surveys of drug courts and drug
court team members. [Rug court team members were asked to complete Team Member Surveys annually
from 2008-2010. Drug court coordinators completed aPolicies & Practices Survey in 2010 to identifthe
cost-effective practicesusedin their court. Results of these surveys were provided to courts throughout
the evaluation period. In addition, results of the Policies & Practices Survey weggeesentedat a plenary
session of the 2011 Statewide Drug Court Conference.

The full results of key measures related to the Drug Court Standards are includedGhapter 9
Drug Court Survey Results
The results of the surveysndicate most drug courts meet the requirements of the Drug CouStandards

e Most courts alsouse most of the coseffective practices identified in the 2010 NPC Research report.
e Survey results indicate he drug court program processes with the most potential for improvement
include:
o Full participation and distinct roles of prosecutors and defense counsel
0 Some courts could expand eligibility criteria (e.g. nowrug offenders)
o Further coordination of treatment agencies and providers

2NPC Research is a research organization based in Oregon tha$ conducted numerous drug court evaluations and
meta-analyses. For more information, sebttp://www.npcresearch.com .
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Other Findings Related to the Drug Court Standards

There are also opportunities for improved statewide policies clearly promoting and defining standards for
drug courts.
e 4EA AAAEET EOEIT 1T £ OEECE @&Odantyakd confefuknthdirogzaqurt# 1 O 00
patEAEDAT OO6h AiiTi1c¢ Ail Al O0OOOh OAOU ET 1T AT U AEAOA
0 The DCI should define high risk more precisely so individual drug courts can target
acceptance of high risk participantsas required by the Standards.
e Drug court participant data show drug court programs have opportunity to improve processes
regarding:
0 Expediting entry into drug court and into treatment
o0 Admitting only chemically dependent participants (two courts)

For a detailed summary of all finding for all 24 Research Questions and Key Measures, seeappendix.

There are 8 major conclusions and recommendations from this evaluatio.he complete description of
conclusions and recommendations are included iGhapter 10.

e Conclusion 1: Drug court has a significant impact on reducing recidivism z both new charges
and new convictions z for 2 ¥ years after acceptance in drug court.

0 Recommendation 1: Continue tracking recidivism outcomes to determine if effects last over
time.

e Conclusion 2: Drug court participants make modest improvements in community
functioning characteristics like improved education, employment, and housing.

0 Recommendation 2: State and local drug court stakeholders should determine whether
additional or different strategies should be used to supportricreased community
functioning among participants.

¢ Conclusion 3: Most participants are incarcerated to some extent. Drug court participants are
generally incarcerated for less time in prison, but  results are mixed for jail time. Drug
courts use jail as a sanction to varying degrees across the state.

0 Recommendation 3Policy makers and drug court teams should review policies and
practices to ensure incarceration especially jail timejs used only when necessary to
achieve drug court goals.

e Conclusion 4: Incarceration costs are $3,189 lower, per participant, for drug court
participants than comparison group participants. Statewide prison costs are higher for
comparison group participants, but jail costs are slightly higher, when including Hennepin
County. Also, most non-completers are sent to prison upon unsuccessful completion of drug
court.

0 Recommendation 4: To reduce incarceration costs, policies and practices regarding the use
of jail and prison both during and after drug court (e.g. executed sentees) should be
reviewed and modified, if appropriate. Policy makers should also discuss how to balance
drug court goals regarding public safety and cost reduction.

e Conclusion 5: Drug court completers perform better than non -completers on virtually all
measures.

o Recommendation 5: Identify the most effective methods for increasing graduation rates and
implement policies to encourage their use.
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e Conclusion 6: Most drug courts only admit individuals with a high need for treatment 7
identified by a diagnosis of chemical dependence z but two courts accept non -dependent
participants on occasion.

0 Recommendation 6: The two courts accepting neohemically dependent participants
should review their eligibility criteria in conjunction with the Drug Court Standards and
consider revising their eligibility criteria and admission decisions.

e #1171 A1 OOET1T xd O(ECE OEOEG6 EO 110 OPAAEEEAAI T U Al
unclear if all drug courts assess risk of participants befo re the participants are accepted into
drug court.

0 Recommendation 7: Statewide policy makers should refine the Drug Court Standards to
OPAAEEZEAAI T U AAEZET A OEECE OEOESd AT A DPOI OEAA
that should be used to assesssk. Drug court teams should ensure assessments of risk are
AT i bl AGAA POEI O O A PAOOEAEDPAT 6080 Al 6OU EI

e Conclusion 8: Most drug courts are generally in compliance with the Drug Court Standards,
10 Key Components, and utilize many of the cost -effective practices for drug courts.
However, there are opportunities for improvements for  all courts.

0 Recommendation 8: Drug court teams should review their policies and practices to

determine if improvements can be made, specifically in promptlgnrolling drug court

participants and getting all participants into treatment quickly.

On May 17, 2012, the Judicial Council of the Minnesota Judicial Branebeived a presentation othe

results, and a preliminary report. The Judicial Council at that meeting asked the Drug Court Initiative
Advisory Committee (DCI) to review the 8 recommendations contained in the report and to report back to
the Judicial Council with an action plan foimplementation.
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Chapter 3 Background

Program History & Description

The first drug court was created in a MiamDade County courtroom in 1989 as a way to manage the rapid
increase of cocme-related crimes in that area.While the main goal of the first drugcourt was ideally to
managecases coming through the system, drug courtsvolved greatlyover the next decade. Drug court

took a more comprehensive treatmerdbased approach promoing abstinence, a lifestyle of recovery and

reduced recidivism. As more drug courts begarrombining judicial supervision and treatment in the early

to mid-19908 O hDefaEment of Justice Office of Justice Programs and tRational Association of Drug

Court Professionals(NADCPID OAT EOEAA OS$SAAET ET ¢ $00C #1 Othdoay 4EA +
the first attempt at systematically defining the philosophies and practices of drug courts nationwide.

Today,an adult drug court is defined as

a specially designed criminal calendar or docket, the purposes of which are to achieve a

reduction of recidivism and substance abuse among nonviolent substance abusing offenders

AT A ET AOAAOA OEA T ££AT AAOOGS InteBénddnEirtellde darlyi, £ OOA A A
continuous and intensive judicially supervised treatment, mandatory periodic drug testing,

community supervision, and the use of appropriate sanctions, incentives and habilitation

services?

Hennepin County created the first drug courin Minnesota in1996. Becausethis court began prior to the

10 Key Components (sedppendix), theAT 0006 0 £O01 ACEIT 1T WA @ OBICT QE OODIOG  E
function of case processing and supervisionThe court later redefined itself to integrate principles of the

10 Key Componentgprior to this evaluation). While drug courts expandedrapidly nationwide , with a little
over onethousanddrug courts by 2002, only twooperational drug courts existedin Minnesota. In the mid-
2000s Minnesota witnessed a boom of drug courts Minnesota began the infrastructure angolicy work for
drug courts in Minnesota. The primary reason for the increasen drug courts wasA OCOA OO OT |
the city and countylevel primarily through word -of-mouth praise and interestamong judges. In addition,
the MinnesotaJudicial Branchwas examining the most effective means of dealing with the addicted
population in the criminal justice system The Minnesota Supreme Coudommissioneda special, cross
discipline committee, the Chemical Dependency Task Foragith this task. The Task Forcédentified
problem-solving courts as part otthe solution to deal with addicted populations The MinnesotaJudicial
Branch adopted thisnotion as a strategic priority in 20062007 and it remains in the 20122013 Judicial
Branch Strategic Plan.

0o

The ssignificant and swift growth of drug courts did not come without a price.The Judiciary saw potential

issues with implementing drug courts apidly such as funding issues andnsuring drug courts maintained

fidelity to the drug court model. If drug courts were to be measuredy effect on recidivism andcost, the

courts needed tooperate according to understood philosophies of drug courts acrgghe nation. Thus, the
Minnesota* OAEAEAT " OAT AEh OEOI OCE OEA 3 Qiiétdok éverdight®f ! Al ET
consistent implementation and operation ofdrug courts throughout Minnesota.

3 Huddleston, West and Marlowe, Douglas, J.D., Ph.D. Painting the Current Picture: A NatiRaport on Drug Courts
and Other ProblemSolving Court Programs in the United States (2011).
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Drug Court Initiative Advisory Committee

The Minnesota Judicial Branch reeived funding for drug courts for the first timefrom the Minnesota
Legislaturein 2007. That same yeartthe Judicial Council the administrative policy-making authority for the
Judicial Branchformed a multi -disciplinary, cross-branch Drug Court Initiative Advisory Committee (DCI)
to overseethe implementation of drug courts/problem -solving approaches in MinnesotaThe $ # )clBatye
isOT O1 OAOOGAA AT A AAOGEOA pil1 EAU & Oi Ol AOGET fordiid A
courts/problem -solving approaches in MinnesotaiRecognizingthe DCB ©le i@implementing drug courts
across the stateevaluatorsdevelopedan evaluationplan for a statewide approach tcevaluating

-ET T AOT CAutratherQi@igan evaluationof a sample ofindividual drug courts.

In addition,upon O E A ed¢oin@eddation,in July 2007the Judicial Councibpproved a policy on Drug
Court Standardsfor all drug courts in Minnesota Eee standard$. The standards, based on the 10 Key
Components of DrugCourts (see 10 Key Componenjssetguiding principles and minimum requirements

Ei DI

for all Minnesotadrug courts, regardless of théndividual AT 0008 O AOUERT ©0dQdeék@OAD O

create a minimum level of uniform practices for drug court$* The standardsalsoinclude minimum
requirements for participant eligibility . Consequently participantsentering drug courts before the
implementation of the standardsare potentially fundamentally different than participants entering after
the standardsbecame statewide policy The implementation of the statewide standards compellhg
consistency across the state on the kedrug court processes was pivotal ircreating the evaluation plan.
The statewide approachbased onthe timing of this policy was crucial in many methodological decisions.

Satewide funding and implementation ofthe MinnesotaDrug Court $andards were recognizedas
substantial and importantevents forcreating a methodology for evaluation of ET 1 A @iugcAustO
Thus, the evaluation only includes participants entering drug courts afteapproval of the drug court
standards (July 2007). More specific information about thestatewide goproach and the partici pants
included in the evaluation can be found later in thiseport.

The Minnesota State COOO | Al ET E Odorvehédlia Grdoup of exgefiEimekaluation and drug court
operations, in the fall of 2006 to design a comprehensive statewide plan for evaluating the implementation,
Ei PAAOh AT A AZEEAEAT AU IThB groipjthe SiddwideDiu@Colridaidtichi O U
Committee,developsand provides critique for drug court evaluation plans The Committee alsanonitors
and recommendsuniform methods for data collectionand reporting. This Committee consists of
representativesfrom criminal justice and humanservices agencies in Minnesota, including:

e 30A0A #1 000 ' AT ET EOOOAOQOT 0860 | EAEEAA
Department of Public Safety Office of Justice Program& Office of Traffic Safety
Sentencing Guidelines Commission

Department of Corrections

Department of Human Services

Local Drug Court Tearn

See theappendix for adetailed member directory complete with background information on the
Committeemembers.

Throughout the evaluation, the Statewide Drug Court Evaluation Committee wesgularly consulted for
feedback and assistance. The Committee assisteé evaluatorsin formulating methodology to define
recidivism, at-risk time, jail and prison use, as well as analysis approachasd reporting plans.

4 Drug Court StandardMinnesota Judicial Council Policy No. 5.11(1) (July 20, 2007).
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Thg gogls of drug courts, asta'geq in the~Drug~(qu[t Standardg, serve asthe foundation of the evaluationof
-ETTAOT OA3 O ASta@dardssiat®eyGeds: 4 E A
The goal of the drug court initiative is to improve outcomes for alcohol and other drug (AOD)
addicted individuals in the courtghrough justice system collaboration, thereby:

1. Enhancing public safety
2. Ensuring participant accountability; and
3. Reducing costs to society

Successful drug court initiatives will also improve the quality of life for addicted offenders,
their families, and communities through recovery and lead to greater system collaboration
and ongoing analysis to ensure effective and fair case outc®me

In addition to the Standards there are evaluations and reports critical to the creation of the approach and
methodology for this evaluation. One of the primary reports relied uponfor this evaluationis the 2005
United States Government Accountability Office (GAO) report assessing the validity of the claims of drug
courts across the natiofi. The report reviewed methodologyand outcomes of over 100 studies assessing
policies and practices as well as outcomes such as recidivism, cbshnefit analyses, and other outcomes
(e.g. drug relapse). The report and its recommendatiorfer effective and proper techniques and
methodologies for analyzing drug courts heavily influenced this evaluation. The GAO reviewed the
methodological strength of drug court evaluations completed prior to 200&ind assessedhe following
factors:

Whether data were collected during or after prograntompletion
The appropriateness of outcome measures

Statistical analysis used

Reported results

In consideration of these GAO report factorand the drug court standards employed in Minnesotden
principles formedthe approach to sampling, data colldion, and analysis approach.These principles can
be found in theappendix.

5 Drug CourtStandards Minnesota Judicial Council Policy No. 5.11(1) (July 20, 2007). )
65838 ' 1 OAOT I AT O ' AAT O1 OAAEI EOU |/ EZEEAAS ¢gmmu 8 0! AO1 O sC
-E@AA 2A001 00 Al Retrigvédddber 120204 iHtip Avdr8v@mao.gov/new.items/d05219.pdf ).

r Background- 21 1

. )



http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d05219.pdf

Chapter 4 Methodology

The focus of the statewide evaluatioms on adult drug court participants. There are dgnificant differences
between adult, DWI, andyvenile participants, which require that they be evaluated separately.

Non-DWI (adult drug) participants Important Differences Between Adult, DWI, and Juvenile
from hybrid courts are included in | -7- 1 (¢ | o -10

g:/za \;e':ilgﬁg%r;ye?g\%sv%% iﬁgrt DWI and juvenile participants have different measures for
recidivism than adult drug participants (i.e. additional driving

efficacy of adult drug_courtsfor : offenses for DWI participants, or status offenses for juveniles) 7
drug offenders specifically. Again,

the GAO reportheavily influenced
the decision to exclude DWI and
juvenile participants from this
evaluation.

DWI participants tend to require higher levels of supervision
and specialized drug testing for a Icohol use®

Court responses to juve niles and juvenile crime differ widely

Additionally, as of June 2008, there and significantly from responses to adults and adult crimes °

were 28 Offender Drug Courts in
Minnesota.The 16 courts with
adult non-DWI participants served approximately 80% of the drug court populatiorenrolled in drug courts
at the time (DWI served approximately 14% and Juvenile served apprimately 7%). Conducting an
evaluation of the adult and hybrid drug courts in Minnesota covers over thretourths of the drug court
participants in Minnesota in 2008.

The DWI participants from hybrid courts, who are excluded from this evaluationmay be included in future
evaluations of DWI courts For more information regarding how DWI participants were identified and
excluded, see thdarticipants section.

The statewide approach to the evaluation of Minnesota drug courteequires a focuson the aggregated
group of adult drugcourt and non-DWI hybrid court participants from all adult and hybrid courts
operational in Minnesotaduring the specifiedevaluation period (seeParticipants section). Thisapproachis
different from approaches used irother statewide evaluations. In other statewide evaluations
presumptions are madeabout the effectivenesf all courtsin a statebased onthe results from a
representative sample of courts. The statewide approachchosenin Minnesotaincludesthe entire
population of adult drug participants in Minnesota, instead of a sample afrug courts or a sample of
participants in those drug courts

Aggregating Drug Court Participants Across Drug Courts
One approachthat has beenused to evaluatemultiple drug courts is aggregatingesults across multiple
courts. In 2003, the Center for Court Innovation completed a statewide drug court evaluation of the dyu

7For an in-depth discussion of evaluation methodology, and differences for DWI participants, see Marlowe, Douglas.
¢nmw8 O) 1 001 AGAOT OU (AT AATTE ApQ938.7) #1 OO0 001 COAI %OAI O
8 The DWI offender is often considered a greater risk to public safety than the offenders in drug courts resulting

increased supervision and accountability as well agpgcialized technology to detect the quick absorption rate of

alcohol in the body.

9 Juveniles are a product of their environment with limitations on decisiormaking and motivation. For more

information see Linden, Pamela et al. 2010. Drug Court Review, Male VII, Issue 1Pp. 125170.
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courts in New YorkStatel0 This evaluation tracked eleven separate courts in New York State claiming to

AA OAiTTc OEA EEOOO r OOOAEAOY O1 AAIT1OO0A0OA AlT1TOEC
number of sites and over a relatively longD A O O O A A BEThepvaldichBrialjiz8dithe eleven

courts separately, citingthat OEA AT 00006 OmIAIl BARA O U0 AGWIh@OMADIKHC AT O
OE@ Ai 0000 xAOA OAOGEAxAA &£ O OEA OEIi PAAO AOAI OAOGEIT I
evaluation was defined andmplemented A0 OOE@ Ei DPAAO AOAI OAOEdpdcicd AAAAO

differencesnecessary in the methodology de to the program and policy difference$s3

As previously mentioned, in 2007 Minnesoté $atewide standardsbecameJudicial Council policy. All drug
courts included in this evaluationemployed policies modeled after the Ten Key ComponentdJnlike the
New York evaluation, which wagequired to analyzecourts separately because of varying standards, the
implementation of the Drug Court Standardsn Minnesotaallow the drug courtsto be evaluated
collectively.

Size of Population

When considering the feasility of a drug court evaluationthe number ofdrug court participants is
important. First, there must be enough participants to have valid results. Second, the size must be limited
to a number of participants for which data collection and analysis is feasible. In Minnesota, these two
considerations demonstrate a unique opportunity to approach the evaluation using the population of all
drug court participants from across the state.

The drug courts included in this evaluation vary in sizeand capacity Many courts are located in smalind

medium sizecountiesthat do not have sufficient participants to produce valid results. Drug court

AOGAI OGAGET T O OOANOEOA OAI 1 A OE U Andlar hubeAddcomphrséan® pmm A
I £FEAT AAOOGS O1 OCAGhArEevaldeioEs Gom@eiing At@ddwide efaluationshave chosen to

focus on a sample of drug courts, in part, because the individual courts had sufficient participants to study

the courts individually .15 Conversely, some evaluations select a sample of the population because the

number of participants is too great to make an evaluation feasible.

All drug courts included in this evaluation, except Hennepin County Adult Drug Court, hdéss than 50
participants entering drug courts between July 1, 2007 and December 31, 2008he population of
participants beginning drug court after June 200And before December 31, 2008si535 statewide.
Evaluating the courts separately would not be kiely to produce valid results, but aggregating all
participants produces enough participants to have valid results and not too many participants to make an
evaluation impossible.

Considering the factors discussed above, usittige population, rather thana sample of drug court
participants admitted to operation courts during a specified time periodvas deemedthe preferred method
for this evaluation. The courtsincluded in this statewide approach can be found in thappendix.

w2 AT DPATh -EAEAAT R AO Al 8 ¢mmos O4EA . Ax 91 OE 30A0A 1 AD
I PAAOOS8S

1|d.

12d.

131d.

u AT ATET h 30A0AT 8 pPwwyY 8 O 2 A O A Waiidhat Drigi Coust 0€iQte: DiugdCodOqd ! # O
Review 1:10-55.
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The evaluation plan for this evaluation includes&search questions and key measures for the three DCI
goals as well as specific requirementstatedin the Drug Court Stadards (see standard3. A comparison
group is usedto measureresearch questions forGoak 1 and 3 Enhancing Public Safety and Reducing Costs
to Society). An assessment o6Goal 2: Ensuring Participant Accountabilityand the key measures related to
the Drug Court Standardsio not require the use of a comparison grougs they are drug courtspecific.

Goal 1: Enhancing Public Safety
The research questios and key measurs for Enhancing Public Safetyneasure the occurrence and
frequency of new charges and convictions for the Drug Court Cohort and the Comparison Group.

While many early drug court evaluations analyzed recidivism focompletersi T 1 Uh OEEO OOAT AO
T OAOAT 1 A A£A ABelenkd 1988) ATO &rGurefaih d2¢c@t® assessment of the impact of drug

courts in Minnesota, an analysis of all drug court participantg both completers and norcompleters- is
necessary.

To ensure valid recidivism results participants should be trackedfor longer periods of time,with a

comparison group (Beknko 1998). This evaluation track participants from 2007 to 2011, compiling upto

two and one halfyearsof potential time to recidivate for most participants. Recidivismistracked at six

month intervals from the date of admission’O1T A OOC Al 60008 "AOAA 11T OEEO Ot
in drug court isincluded.

Additionally, recidivism is tracked to include post-program recidivism. In defining and reporting

recidivism post-drug court, a similar comparisonis defined for the comparison group. TheOAT A AAOA6 [
comparison group participantsis set at18 months after their disposition date. This approach is selected

because the average length of time in drug court by participants is 18 month§here are however,

limitat ions to this approach. Many of the comparison group participantsra still incarcerated or on

probation 18 months after their disposition date thus are still under some type of supervisionThe post-

program recidivism analysis compares participants who may be under supervision of probation or on

supervised release, while some individuals may be under no supervision. However, this scenario exists for

both drug court and comparison group participants (either group may $i be under supervision).

New offenses for purposes of recidivismjnclude targeted misdemeanors, gross misdemeanors and felony
level charges and convictions Stakeholders and agencies involved in drug courtare interested in different
measures of recidivism depending on theigoals and perspectives (e.g. law enforcementay bemore
interested in contact with law enforcement, i.e. arrestswhile court stakeholdersmay be more concerned
with convictions). Other drug court studies have generally conducted recidivism analyses focused on re
arrests or reconvictions (Rempel 2003) (seehe appendix for a tableof relevant recidivism statistics and
measures.

All of the potential recidivism measureqarrests, charges, and convictions) have limitations. Some of the
limitations of these measures are included below.

16 Only discharged drug court participants are inclded for measures during drug court and after drug court.
70! AT EOOEIT O1F A0OOC Ai 6006 EO AAEZET AA AO AAAAPOAT AA ET A
Sheet.
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In order to meet the needs
of the multiple

stakeholders, data on | OOAOOO0 AAT OAE AAO DI If &padkiculdrareal A D
charges and convictionsare

Arrests and convictions may not be up -to-date in terms of their entry into
collected. Dueto the OEA " OOAAOG | /£ #OEIEI Al | DDOAEA] OEI
difficulty in interpreting issues);
arrest record_s from f[he Arrests may never be charged and may have a disproportionate effect on
BCA suchasidentifying minorities:
legitimate arrestsfrom Arrest data from BCA can include bookings and other activity that do not
bookings and other activity, represent new criminal activity;
arrests are not collected as To the extent that in some jurisdictions individuals are cited or
part of this evaluation. summoned for misdemeanors instead of being arrested, the number of
Both charges and charges could be greater than arrest data alone might suggest;
convictions are included in Charges can be dismissed; and
this analysis, butfor the Charges and convictions can reflect plea bargaining.

reasonslisted above
conviction data appearto be theleast biased and most accurate measus®f recidivism and areconsidered
the primary measure for recidivism

In identifying new charges and convictionsMNCIS case filings ee used!® Whenan offense occurred after
for purposes of recidivism. The only exceptioto counting casess when two MNCIS cases foone
individual have the sameoffense date in which case those two casese counted as one new offense. The
charges on all of the casesre ranked and the most serious choseto characterize thenew offense.

In calculating recidivism for drug court and comparison group participants its essential to adjust the time

OEA 1T ££A1T AAOO -Bfferidfo dabeArine WHELREE garticpants @A ££AT A 1 AOOh xEAI
street.0 Time spent in jail or prison daes not generally putparticipants at risk to re-offend. More

sophisticated recidivism analyses account for this at risk time, controlling for differences in recidivism due

to time incarceratedas well as creating standardized timeframes for each individuigarticipant (Belenko

1998).

In determining the at-risk time the total number of days spent in jail during that intervalof reporting is

ARAAA 01 OEAO DR GD &ML A Paitiditant & 5pedd 1D Gegd in jail in the first 6
months @EOAO AAAADPOAT AA ET 01 AOOC Al 600Oh OEAT EIT OEA OA
month interval is 190 days, instead of 180 daysThus, in analyzing whetter a participant recidivated

within the fir st six months, evaluators lookk90daU 0 A Z£O0AO OEA DPAOOEAEDA
offense had been committed.

060 00/

18]t is important to note that when referring to charges, and convictions he unit of analysis is a case as initiated in
MNCIS. For example, if an individual is charged with two counts on one case, that will be counted as one new offense
(charge) for purposes of the recidivism analysis.

0 AOOEAEDAT 008 OEIi & ED ERAADEADAOOCOERADSAI
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Goal 2: Ensuring Participant Accountability

Goal 2research questions examine if participants meedrug court requirements and show improvementin

community functioning during drug court. Criticism ofsomeAOOC AT 000 AOAI OAOGEI 1 O EC
OOOAEAOSEAOA -Bpldétd od Aukcdmesmither itharirecidivism statisticsY (Belenko 1998).

Drug courts in Minnesota promote outcomes for participnts thatare more expansive than reduced
recidivism. The research questiongor Goal 2are intended to demonstrate whetherthose other outcomes
are realizedand analyze graduation rates, changes in community functioning through factors such as
housing, enployment, and child support payment compliance, as well as treatmernhgagement for drug
court participants. The measuresare analyzed forall dischargedparticipants.

Goal 3: Reducing Costs to Society
Research questiors for Reducing Costs to Societyeasurethe days drug court and comparison group

participants serve injailand prison&El 1 1 T xET ¢ AAAE D A 6érEefatob do$tsate @isoOOA OO |
collected and compared for both groups.

A cost-benefit analysis isnot part of this evaluation. A costbenefit analysis is necessary to determine what,

if any, monetary cost savings drug courts provide® Evaluation, including a costbenefit analysis was part

of the proposed Judicial Branch Strategic Plan for FY 202011, specifically Strategic Goal 28 - AET OAET
current problem-O1 1 OET ¢ AT 6000 AT A AOAI OAOA OEAEO AEAAAOEOAI
constraints resources for a cosbenefit analysis were not available.

Jail and Prison days & collected by gathering entry and discharge dates from the Statewide Supervision
System (8). The Sincludes information on Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Worksheets,
Supervision/Probation status and conditions, detention (jail) status and days incarcerated, and prison
incarceration information. The system is maintained by the Minnesota Department ob@ections (DOC).
The system is updated by individual law enforcement and correction agencies.

In 2003, the DOEonducted training to these agenciem order to ensure valid data arencluded inthe S
system?2! Prior to the data collection,evaluators confirmed with DOCthat data load issuedor several
countieswere resolved as well as confirming incarceration dates witseveral facilities to ensure the
information in S3 was complete. In addition, the dates participants spent in prison wer@btained from the
DOC.Additional data quality efforts during analysis were conducted to ensure no duplication of
incarceration days existed for participants.

A hypothesis testel in this evaluation is that drug court participants spend less time in jail and prison than
individuals with similar characteristics who proceed through traditional case processingThis theory is
based on one of the primary goals of drug courts; to enroll participants in treatent rather than incarcerate
them.

Jil is alsoused as a sanction in drug courts, similar to how jail may be used as a sanction for probation
violations in traditional case processing. Further, jail and prison time may be served by drug court and
comparison group participants for new offenses (i.e. recidivism). lmatraditional cost-benefit analysis,

20 See the 2003 GAO report for a full discussion and description of high quality cdstnefit analyses (pp. 2535).
2- ETTAOT OA $APAOCOI AT O 1T &£ #1 OOAAOGET 1 Oh $AOA $SAEETEOEITT 4A
Releasd OOAT I AO8O
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OEAOCA AEEZAOAT O OUPAO 1T £ OOOAT OAAOCET T 06 AOA OAPAOAC
costs?22

This evaluation is not capable of differetiating the different reasons for jail time. The data sources, does

not adequately identify the reason for the jail time served by an individualFor example, case humbers are

not reliably or regularly included in S for detention information. Conseaently, jail time recorded in S

cannot be connected to cases in MNCIA&Iso, time servedin jail may be allocated both to a current offense

and as jail credit for a different offense. Because these differena@s outside of the scope of the adginal

research question, they ee not analyzed for this evaluation.

This evaluation only analyzes the total days served in jail and prison, standardized for each participant (e.g.

two andonehalfyearsA AOA O A1 dfaft dafe)d Ehis Griallys® Goes nairovide the information to

assess the amount of time served for participants related to sanctions in drug courts, or time served for

new offenses. Additionally, it is not possible from this data to assess the total days spent in jail or prison for

the particular offense thatqualified the individual into drug court (or the comparison group). However,

inferences may be made that drug court practices impact the total days served in jail or prison for drug

court participants. Drug court teams should interpA O OEA AAOA AAAT OAET ¢ O OEAE
use of jail and prison.

This evaluation looks more generally at the totaincarceration time served, rather than an estimate or the
total time pronounced. The benefit to this approach is thathis question can be answereddo drug court
participants spend less total time in jail or prison than the comparison groupboth during and after drug
court? Regardless of the sanctions, original sentences, and incarceration imposed for new offenses, within
acertain timeframe, do drug court participants spendless time in jail and prisor? The comparison group,
similar to the methodology for recidivism, has a similarly defined period of time following their disposition
date that is compared to the time drug ourt participants spend in drug court (seeLonger Follow-up for
Recidivismabove).

Key Measures Related to the Drug Court Standards

Research questions and key measureglated to the drug court standardsmeasure the proportions of drug
courts utilizing practices either required by the Minnesota Drug Court Standardsr practices found to be
cost-effective through other drug court research. Most of the key measures relating to the drug court
standards focus on the drug courprogram itself rather than on achievements and characteristics of
individual drug court participants. These key measures assist ongoing process evaluasarf the adult and
hybrid drug courts, as well as the participants in those programswWhile no comparisonsare made to
comparison group participants for these measures, results from other ProbleiSolving Courtsare used to
compare the courts included in tlis evaluation (seePolicies and Practices Survesesults).

Data sources for these key measures are described in tappendix.

Participants z The Drug Court Cohort

Selection of adult drug courtparticipants for inclusion in the evaluationj 0$ OOC # | GOvasedtdnET 006
several factors. Specifically, thprogram length, amount of time recommended fortracking participants on

key measuredollowing the program, andapproval of the Drug Court Standardswere all used to identify

the participants included in the Drug Court Cohort

I T A &DrdgiC8urts; & Meth8dologfrdetdimitiing Cdsts and Benefits. Phase |I:
AGET Ai1 T cu &ET Al 2API 00856 .0# 2AO0OAAO0AES
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The average program length for adult and hybrid drug courts iapproximately 18 months23 It is essential
to track participants for at leastone year after program completion to enable reporting for both in-program
and postprogram recidivism. Combining the 18 monthsof drug court participation, and a year of follow
up, the evaluationperiod had tobe at least two and one halfears.

There ae also constraints on thetiming of participantsé AT OOU ET O AOOC &ih& 000
evaluation. Some of the constraintsra:

e The DCI created standards for all Minnesota drug courts effective in J@907. The eligibility
criteria contained in the standards may not have been aligned with the individual program
eligibility that existed prior to the standards. For example, risk of r@ffending may not have been
a factor included in the eligibility criteria for some drug courtsprior to the standards.

e Generally,outcome evaluations should not be conducted during the first six months of program
operation. At thisearly point, the program is more likely to make changes to its structure and
operation. Most of the drug courts included in the evaluation were in operation for at least 6
months by July 2007.

e (ATTAPET #1 O1 0U80 AAOI O AOOC Ai OO0 O1 AAOxAT O
alignment with the 10 Key ComponentsThese participants were potentially fundamentally
different than other drug court participants.

Due to thesekey events andrecommendations, @rticipants entering drug courts from July1, 2007through
December 31, 200&re included in the evaluation. This decisionallows participants entering the program
before December 200818 monthsto participate in and completethe program (through June 2010)
(whether successful or not), withone additional year of postdrug court time for tracking outcomes Drug
court participants who were admitted prior to July 2007 were not included (seeBackgroundsection for
further explanation).

The Offender Drug Court Tracking Beetis the primary data source for identifying the Drug Court Cohort.
Drug court coordinators diligently record all available information in individual drug court tracking sheets.
As a result, only one individuals excluded from the Drug Cour€ohort due to missing information. All
other non-DWI participants who entered an adult or hybrid drug court from July 2007% December 2008
were included in theDrug Court @hort.

In addition to tracking sheet datacourt data (seeappendix for information about court data) are used to
supplement tracking sheet information to identify DWI participants for exclusion from the Drug Court
Cohort (seeScope of Statewide Evaluation DWI offenders ae defined as @rticipants for whom the
primary charge on their casds a DWI.The primary casefor each individual (i.e. the case thagualified
them for drug court) is analyzed y £ OEA b A DdWhoEaby dbgte&the Aly@Hfargd ér @
DWI as the most serious charge (e.g. Felony DWI with a misdemeanor drug charge participant is
determined to bea DWI participant, thus excluded from the Drug Court CohortHowever, a DWI offenses
not automatic criterion for exclusion. For example, if a participant hasa case with a felony fifth degree
drug possession charge and an accompanying DWI (of any level), this participaincluded in the
evaluation. For more information about the offense types of participantssee the Drug Court Cohort

Profile.

The unit of analysisfor the research questions discussed above &sparticipant, rather than admission or
case Some participants havanultiple admissions into the same court or otheidrug courts in the state.

23 This was the average length of time in drug court as of June 2008, when the Evaluation Plan was approved.
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There arefour individuals included in the Drug Court Cohort who had previously been discharged from a
drug court in Minnesota (prior to July 2007). ltis also possible that somef the participants in Drug Court
Cohort for the first time betweenJuly 2007 and December 2008 will hav&uture admissions. However,
there are not enough participants to analyze this group separately. None of the participants with multiple
admissions,whether before or after the Cohort time periodare excluded from the Drug Court Cohort.

Statewide Contemporaneous Comparison Group z The Comparison Group

Onestatewide contemporaneous comparison group of nordrug court participants is selected to serveas a
comparison group forthe Drug Court Cohort The useof onestatewide comparison groupis based onthe
statewide approach for the evaluation.Since all drug courts shareimilar policies under the statewide
standards, andare aggregatedfor analysis, itis essentialto havea statewide comparison groupcomparable
to the aggregatel Drug Court Cohort. The comparison group participants must also be similar tiee drug
court participants on key characteristicssuch as criminal history and demographics

The advantages and disadvantages of using different types of comparison groupsre considered. Some
considerationsare included in the table below.

After it was determined that an

experimental design method of Considerations for Types of Comparison Groups
selecting a comparison group

would not be feasible, An experimental design method would provide the most
consideration was given to both similar comparison group . Experimental design requires drug
historical and contemporaneous courts to randomly assign participants to the drug court and to
comparison groups. As the GAO the comparison group .

report noted, historical comparison
groups are typicd 1 U OA&l OI
individuals who received
conventional case processing

Quasi-experimental designs , such as historical or
contemporaneous comparison groups ,involve a one -time data
collection effort because information needed to construct the
during a period of time shortly groups and track_outcomes is not _readily available. Quasi-
before the drug court program was expenm_ent_al de5|gns do not require drug _courts tp _change
Ei Pl Ai A1l OAABS | their admission practices (e.g. randomly assign participants).

contemporaneous comparison group could be formed in several ways (GAO 2003):

1. Participants eligible fordrug court but receiving traditional case processing during the same time
period as the Cohort.

2. 0OAOOEAEDAT OO Al ECEAIT A &£ O AOOC AT 00O AOO xEIT xA«
from which individuals were not eligible to participate in the drug court.

3. Participants eligible for drug court who had similar charges and were matched on certain

characteristics.

Thefinal comparison group combinesall three of these options. All comparison group partipants have
cases disposed during similar time frame, with similar charges,as the Drug Court Cohort. Individuals in
counties with drug courtshave the opportunity to beselected, if they neet certain sampling criteria
Additionally, participants are selected fromnon-drug court counties, again if they met certain sampling
criteria. Finally, the comparison group participantsare matched using statistical techniques to ensure
comparability to the Drug Court Cohort on key characteristics.

Any non-experimental methodologicaldesign has shortomings. The advantages and disadvantagesf the
chosencontemporaneouscomparisongroup include:
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Advantages Disadvantages

¢ Individuals are selected from the o Difficult y of comparing populationsacross
same timeframe as current counties or participants in drug court counties
participants. who chosenot to participate in drug court

e Laws, drug use trendsand other e Potential effect of dfferences in legal culture
relevant events are comparable. (including judicial discretion regarding

sentencing)across nondrug court counties

While statistical techniques can be used to balance differences between the Drug Court Cohort and the
comparisonC Ol OBbh AO 11 OAA ET OEA "1/ OAPT OOh Ofr OYEA Agd/
OEAET AOO AT A NOAITEOU T &£/ OEA Ai1 6011 OAOEAAI AO OEAO
utilized to control for the differences range from prematching techniques (e.g. propensity score matching)

to post-matching techniques which presume

that by selecting for inclusion in the comparison group only those defendants who matched

drug court participants on these observed characteristics, the evaluatiomould create a

AT T PAOEOIT ¢cOil 6pb OEAO xAO OEI EI AO ET AT i1 BT OEOQOETI
evaluations attempted to control for differences in key, nonmatch variables (such as

criminal justice risk-level differences) in their analysis (GAO 2003)

Other drug court evaluators have approached this various ways. The New York State evaluation used a
combination of these techniques for accounting for differences in the drug court and comparison groups.

For five of the courts included in the impact ealuation, traditional propensity score methods were

employed. However, in the Bronx Court the researchers found in assessing the comparability of the two

COl OPO 11 OAI 1T AOGAEI AAT A AT A OAI iAtlAcbniparidoA dataeOT OT A AE
already provided a close match to the characteristics of actual [Bronx Treatment Court] drug court
DAOOEAEDAT 0086 4EA OAOAAOAEAOO AEA Z£EIT Ah ET xAOAOR
DOETI O AOOC Ai 1 OEAOE] toGesin thdifitilQartidipadt And EoimpahsonisAnfpEDE T T O

full but to assign to those comparison group defendants with each of the four propensity scores a different

relative weight8 6 4AEA xAECEOEI C POI AAOO OAAEEiké&ddmabiiny OAI A
achieved in the other impact evaluationg namely using propensity scores to generate greater

Al i bPAOAAETI EOU AAOxAAT OEA &£ET Al OAI Pl AO0G8d 231l OEA A
contemporaneous comparison group was seteéed based only on drug addiction and eligibility for drug

court. Other demographic differences and offense characteristics that could were controlled in the analysis

using regression techniques, rather than in the sample selection.

This evaluation addresses selection bias by selecting a comparison group with commonalities on key
factors related to the outcome measures such as chemical dependence and initial offense type and.leve
Next, propensity scores are used to further control for differences between the groups on key
characteristics, such as priorcriminal convictions and personal demographics Finally, linear and logistic
regression models are used as analysis tools torther control for any differences in the groups, including
identifying other factors that may be impacting the final outcomes.

24 Craddock,A. North Carolina Drug Treatment Court Evaluation: Final Repdiashington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Drug Court Program Office, 2002.
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More detail about the sampling approach, variables collectethe propensity score quartile sub
classification technigueused, and the regression models used for analysisan be found in theappendix.

Data Collection wa completed overfive years (2007-2012). Information was gathered on the Drug Court
Cohort from July 2007 through June 30, 2011Additionally, starting in 2010, supplemental information
was gathered from across the stata@ncluding some statewide agencies, local probation offices, and from
the Minnesota Judicial Analytical Database MNJAD §ee theappendix for more detail). This
supplemental information consisted of additional criminal history data, demographic information, LSR™
assessmentssentencing and hearing data, and treatment information.

Detail on the data sources, and collection processes used, are included indbgendix.
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Chapter 5 Profile Results

The final Drug Court Cohort and Compari son Group form two separate groups of fairly similar size
and characteristics. T he Drug Court Cohort contains 535 participants and the Comparison Group
contains 644 participants.

Drug court participants enter drug court with current offenses, criminal h istory, and personal
demographics. Most participants, in both the Drug Court Cohort and the Comparison Group, are
Caucasian (two-thirds), and male (two -thirds), with an average age of 32. Half of participants have
cases in metro counties and half have ca ses in non-metro counties. Almost half (48%) of
comparison group participants have cases in counties with drug courts. Most participants are
single and have never been married (two -thirds) and have no military experience (95 -96%).

Slightly more than two -thirds of participants have a high school diploma or GED entering drug
court, or at their case disposition for the comparison group. Almosttwo  -thirds are unemployed at
start. The majority of participants do not have a diagnosed mental health disorder, but drug court
participants have a slightly higher proportion of participants who have adiagnosed disorder (46%
Drug Court Cohort; 39% Comparison Group) .

Most participants are felony drug offenders (at least 80%) and have an average criminal history

score of approximately 1 and an average of appro ximately 1.5 prior felony convictions.  Drug Court
participants entering drug court pre -plea or at disposition have similar conviction rates to
comparison group participants (over two -thirds), but are more likely to have their case continued

or stayed, whi le the comparison group participants are more likely to receive probation before
conviction.

Almost all participants in both groups are chemically dependent (98 -99%), and over half of
participants in both groups used alcohol and/or marijuana within the yea r before drug court or
their disposition date for the comparison group. Additionally, over half of the Drug Court Cohort
used cocaine or crack within the year before drug court. Slightly less than half of participants used
methamphetamines within the yea r before their start date.

Entry into the Drug Court Cohort & the Comparison Group

The Drug Court Cohort participants enter drug court at various points in a case, while comparison group
participants were selected only if their case was disposed and theyene found (or pleaded) guilty. Almost
two-thirds (61%) of drug court participants enter drug courtOBD1T OO A A B 6rAftedpleddliag guildy,
and usually after disposition,as the comparison group participants. However, almost three in tg28%)
drug court participants enter drug court pre-plea2é The final source of entry to drug court ighrough a
probation violation, either with (2%) or without (9%) a new accompanying offense.

25 This entry option is characterized as postdjudication in the tracking sheet, and colloquially, but many of the
participants entering post-adjudication are not technically adjudicated at the point of entry. The term is used, for
drug court purposes, not as a legal term and not necessarily with the legal meaning a reader maguane.

26 Pre-plea entry requires participants to be charged, and there is admission of guilt, but they haven't pled (this
includes pocket pleas and cases disposed with a continuance for dismissal or stay of adjudication).
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The evaluation period includes participants who enter drug court between July 2007 and December 2008
and comparison group participants whose cases were disposed in 2007 or 20(8r more information on
the role and use of disposition in selecting the comparison groupes themethodology sectior). However
file dates of the cases varied for both drug court and comparison group participantgile dates ranged

from 1999 z 2008 for the Drug Court Cohort and from 20042008 for the Comparson Group. Half of all
participants (50%) in the study had their cases filed in 2007 For the drug court participants who enter
drug court after postadjudication and have a disposition, the average number of days between filing and
disposition is 162, (approximately five months) as compared to 239 days (approximately eight months) for
the comparison group participants.

Since some drug court participants enter Figure5.1: Disposition Type by Group

drug court pre-plea, not all participants have m Comparison Group ™ Cohort
disposed cases. Additionally, if the 100%

participant completes drug court, the 80%

disposition on the case may indicate a 60% -

dismissal of all charges Also, as previously 40% -

indicated, some participants enter drug court  5qo,

on probation violations and their initial 0% - 1 = .
disposition and sentence is unrelated to their 5 o 5 5
participation in drug court. For participants A\Q@ é@‘ @Af' .\%c,@
whose cases are disposeand do not enter ()00 ) 0@ &\% Q\cﬁ\
drug co_urt through a probation violation, 6&0 &&

comparisons are made between the Drug < s

Court Cohort and the Comparison Group.

Three-fourths (76%) of the Comparison

Group is convicted of their offense compared to 70% of the Drug Court Cohort. The proportion of
participants receiving probation beforeconviction is greater for the Comparison Group (15%) than the
Drug Court Cohort (8%) The proportion of participants with Continued or Stayed disposititions are
greater in the Drug Court Cohort (1%0) than the Comparison Group (%). Additionally, 5% of tie drug
court participants whose cases are disposed have a first final disposition of dismissed (comparison group
participants were excluded if their charges were dismissed see the criteria for selectionabove).

Drug court participants, at some point after entry, are discharged from drug court. Participants who
successfully complete drug courg or graduatez are referred to as completers. Participants who do not
successfully complete drug cort z or are terminated z are referred to as noncompleters. At the end of the
evaluation period, June 30, 2011, not all drug court participants had been discharged from drug court. Of
the 535 drug court participants included in the evaluation, 7% had noyet been discharged from drug
court.2? Information on graduation rates can be found undeResearch Question 4

Of those not discharged, almost twathirds (65%) are active, 27% are activeon hold, and 8% are enrokd
but inactive. Participants active, but on hold, are actively enrolled in drug court but may have a bench
warrant or hold in another jurisdiction. They also may be residing in jail either in or outside of the county
in which their drug court is located Participants who are inactive are enrolled but due to incarceration,
military service, or other reasons are not currently receiving drug court services.

"""" I AAOOOET ¢ OAOOET ¢ AOOC Ai 6000
Additionally, any postdrug court measures exclude these participants as well.
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Criminal Offenses of Participants

Current Offense Profile

The offense type and level of the Drug Court Cohort is one of the criteria utilized to identify a similar
comparison group (for more information on the role and use of offense type and level, see thethodology
section). While the groups are similar, they are not identical. Almost all (99%) of the drug court
participants have a felony

offense that makes them Figure5.2: Offense Type and LezeBy Participant Type

eligible for drug court.

Similarly, all (100%) ®m Comparison Group = Cohort
comparison group 100%
participants selected have 90%
. . 0
a felony offense.Eight in 80%
ten (80%) drug court 0°
participants enter drug 70%
court on a felony drug 60%
offense, as compared to 50%
85% of the comparison 40%
group. Eighteen percent 30%
(18%) of the Drug Court 20%
Cohort enters drug court 10%
0
on other felony offenses 0%
0 - 1

(14% property, 3% other
felony, 1% person) as
comparedto 15% of the
comparison group, with an additional 1% of the drug court participants entering with norfelonies such as
gross misdemeanor and misdemeanor property, drug, or other cases.

Felony Person Felony Drug Felony  Other Felony Non-Felony
Property

While the primary offenses on thecase can characterize a case, cases may have multiple charges that are

not of the same offense typeThe groups have a similar average number of charges per case at Ech

case is also characterized of whether there are person, drug, or DWI chargestiee case. Very few cases in
either group have a person offense on the case (4% Drug Court Cohort; 1% Comparison Group). Less than
one in ten cases have a DWI offense on the case (7% Drug Court Cohort; 9% Comparison Group). However,
over three-fourths of cases have a drug offense on the case (81% Drug Court Cohort; 85% Comparison
Group).

Criminal History Profile

Criminal history of participants is measured by prior convictions and adjudications, as well as custody
status at the commission of the currentrime.28 Similarly to the policy of the Minnesota Sentencing
Guidelines Commission, juvenile adjudications for participants over 24 are not reported or considered in
calculating the criminal history score of participants.

Criminal History Scores
The averaye criminal history score® for drug court participants is 1,with a median of 1 as compared to an
average score of Tor comparison group participants, who also have a median score of 1. Criminal history

28 For more information on the criminal history, see thamethodology sectionand appendix.
29 All average ciminal history scores are truncated, rather than roundedto exclude partial points (per MSGC
calculation instructions).
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scores range from 0 to 12 for the Cohort and 0 to3ifor the Comparison Group. Slightly less than half of
participants have a criminal history score of 0 (48% Drug Court Cohort; 49% Comparison Group), and over
eight of ten participants have a score of 3 or less (83% Drug Court Cohort; 85% Comparison Goupnly

pp T £ AAAE C¢cOT OP5O PAOOEAEDAT OO EAOA AOEI ET Al EEOOI
Of the participants with a criminal history score of 0, some have prior convictions and adjudications. One
in ten participants has one prior felony conviction (11% Drug Court Cohort; 9% Comparison Group).
Approximately 15% (15% Drug Court Cohort; 14% Comparison Group) have at least one prior targeted
misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor convictiorand one quarter of participants have 3 targeted
misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor convictions (24% both groups). Finally, less than 5% of participants
with a criminal history score of O have on@rior juvenile adjudication (2% Drug Court Cohort; 3%
Comparison Group).

Criminal history scores for males (1.8 Drug Court Cohort; 1.7 Comparison Group) are at least 50%hiair
than scores for females (Drug Court Cohort,1 Comparison Group). Criminal history scores for African
American/Black participants (2 Drug Court Cohort; 2 Comparison Group) are higher, within the Drug Court
Cohort and Comparison Group, than Other Race patrticipants (1 Drug Court Cohort; 1 Comparisoou@y

and Caucasian/Whiteparticipants (1 Drug Court Cohort; 1 Comparison Group).

Figure 5.3: Criminal HistoryCharacteristics

Criminal History Comparison Group Drug Court Cohort
Scores

% 0 - Criminal History Score (CHS) 49% 48%

% 1-3 CHS 35% 36%

% 4-6 CHS 11% 12%

% More than 6- CHS 4% 5%
Prior Convictions

Any Level 64% 64%

Felony 48% 49%
Custody Status Point 32% 35%

Prior Convictions and Juvenile Adjudications

The average number of felony convictions per participant is 1.6 for the Drug Court Cohort and 1.5 for the
Comparison Group.The number of prior felony convictions ranges from 0 to 16 in both groups.

Participants with at least one felony prior have an awage criminal history score of 3, in both groups, and
also have, on average, at least 1 prior misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor conviction (1.4 Drug Court
Cohort; 1.1 Comparison Group)For the participants with a criminal history score of at least 1, drugourt
participants have an average of 3 felony convictions and comparison group participants have an average of
2.8 felony convictions.

Participants have, on average, less than one prior targeted misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor conviction
(0.9 Drug CourtCohort; 0.8 Comparison Group). The number of prior targeted misdemeanor or gross
misdemeanor convictions ranges from 0 to 12 for the Drug Court Cohort and 0 to 8 for the Comparison
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Group3° For all participants with at least one prior targeted misdemeanpor gross misdemeanor
conviction, they average at least 2 prior gross misdemeanor convictions (2.2 Drug Court Cohort; 2.0
Comparison Group).For the participants with a criminal history score of at least 1, drug court participants
have an average of 1.targeted misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor convictions and comparison group
participants have an average of 1.2 targeted misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor convictions.

For individuals 24 years oldor younger at their start date,approximately 16% of the DrugCourt Cohort

and 17% of Comparison Group have at least one prior juvenile adjudication. The average number of
adjudications for this group is .3 for both groups. Fathe participants 24 and younger with a criminal

history score of at least 1the drug wurt participants have 0.8 juvenile adjudications, on average, compared
to 0.7 for comparison group participants.

Custody Status

The final component of a criminal history score is the custody status of the individual at the time they
committed their current offense. Approximately onethird of participants were under some type of
supervision or custody at the time they committed their current offense (35% Drug Court Cohort; 32%
Comparison Group).Participants in the 2534 age range are the most likely todunder some custody
status at the time of their current offense (40% Drug Court Cohort; 38% Comparison Group). Racial
minorities are also more likely than Caucasian participants to be under some custody status (43% Afr. Am.
40% Other, 30% Cauc. Drug CouCohort; 37% Afr. Am., 42% Other, 29% Cauc. Comparison Group)
Participants not under any type ofcustody have lower criminal history scores (0.9 average Drug Court
Cohort; 0.7 Comparison Group) and fewer priors (1 felony, 0.6 nuggross Drug Court Colort; 0.9 felony,
0.6 misd./gross Comparison Group) than participants who are under some form of custody at the time of
their offense (Criminal history scores: 2.9 Drug Court Cohort; 3 Comparison Group & Priors: 2.7 felony
priors for each group and 1.5 mid./gross priors Drug Court Cohort; 1.2 misl/gross priors Comparison
Group).

Demographics of the Drug Court Cohort and Comparison Group

The demographics collected on the participants in both groups includgersonal demographics such as
gender, race, marital statusyeteran status,as well as community functioning demographics such as
educational attainment, employment status, and mental health diagnosis. Each will be described below.

Malescomprise approximately two-thirds of the participants in each group (63% Drug Court Cohort; 70%
Comparison Group).Caucasian/White participantscomprise approximately two-thirds of the participants
in each group as well, with African American/Black participants consisting of 28% the Drug Court Cohort
and 22% in the Comparison Group, and 9% of the Drug Court Cohort and 11% of the Comparison Group
consisting of other races (e.g. American Indian/Native American, Asian, Hispanic/Latino, and Muigicial).
The groups have similar poportions of participants in four separate age groups. Approximately one
guarter of each group is 1824 (26% Drug Court Cohort; 27% ComparisoGroup), the largest proportionis
25-34 (36% Drug Court Cohort; 37% Comparison Group), almost orguarter are between 3544 (24%
Drug Court Cohort; 22% Comparison Group), and slightly more than one in ten participarase 45 and over
(14% Drug Court Cohort; 13% Comparison Group). Both groups have an average age of 32, with the Drug
Court having a wider range of ags (54z minimum 18, maximum 58) as compared to the Comparison
Group (40 minimum 18, maximum 72).

7 EAT AOOECITEIC A AOEI ET Al EEOOI OU OAiT OAh DPAOOEAEDPAT OO
misdemeanor and gross misderaanor convictions. Therefore, some MSGC worksheets only list up to four targeted
misdemeanors/gross misdemeanors. For these reasons, the number of prior convictions for these offenses may be
underreported.
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Marital and veteran status for the groups are also collected. AlImost two-thirds of participants have never
been married (66% Drug Court Cohort; 63% Compaon Group). Slightly over one in ten participants is
divorced (13% Drug Court Cohort; 14% Comparison Group), followed by 9% of the Drug Court Cohort
being married as compared to 11% of the Comparison Group. Similar proportions of the Drug Court Cohort
are partnereds2 (6%) or separated (5%). More of the Comparison Group is partnered (10%) than

separated (2%). An additimal 1% in each group is widoved. When characterizing veteran status,
individuals who have served, or are serving, in any armed forceseaconsidered veterans, regardless of

their discharge status. Five percent (5%) of drug court participants are veterans as compared to six

percent (6%) of the comparison group participants.

Figure5.4: PersonalDemographics

Demographic Comparison Group Drug Court Cohort
Gender
Male 70% 63%
Female 30% 37%
Race
Afr. Amer./Black 22% 28%
Caucasian/White 68% 63%
Other Races 11% 9%
Age
18-24 27% 26%
25-34 37% 36%
35-44 22% 24%
45 and Over 13% 14%
Marital Status
Single (Never Married) 63% 66%
Divorced 14% 13%
Widow(er)ed 1% 1%
Separated 2% 5%
Partnered 10% 6%
Married 11% 9%
Veteran Status
Veteran 6% 5%
Never in Military 94% 95%

Community Functioning Demographics
Where available, information about educational attainment, employment status, and diagnosis for a mental

health disorder data are collected on both groups.

Slightly more thantwo-thirds of the participants have at least a diploma or GED at their start t&a(69%
Drug Court Cohortand Comparison Group). Similar proportions of the groups have completed less
education than junior high (7% Drug Court Cohort; 186 Comparison Group).When analyzing the

31 All demographics identifying a status at a pait in time reflect data collected from within 6 months (either before or
after) the start date for the participant (either acceptance into drug court or disposition date).

32 partnered is defined as individuals who are cohabitating with a partner but not gally married to that partner. If an
individual is divorced and cohabitating with a partner, that person would be characterized as partnered.
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educational attainment of participants at start date, by ree, the two groups are similar, but there are
differences by race. African American/Black participants (42% Drug Court Cohort and Comparison Group)
and participants of Other Races (42% Drug Court Cohort; 38% Comparison Group) are more likely than
Caucasia/White participants (25% Drug Court Cohort; 26% Comparison Group) to have less than a
diploma/GED.

Approximately two-thirds of participants are unemployed at their start date (62% Drug Court Cohort; 63%
Comparison Group).As with educational attainment,there are variations among participants by race.
Approximately two in ten African American/Black participants are employed at start (17% Drug Court
Cohort; 21% Comparison Group) as compared to almost four in ten Caucasian/White participants (38%
Drug Cout Cohort and Comparison Group). Participants of Other races (32% Drug Court Cohort; 26%
Comparison Group) are slightly higher than African American/Black participants, but not as likely to be
employed as Caucasian/White participants.

The presence of a dignosed mental health disorder is alsaollected for both groups of participants.

Slightly less than half (46%) of the Drug Court Cohort has a diagnosed mental health disorder as compared
to 39% of the Comparison Group. Some variations exist across growgl across race and gender
classification. The proportions of participants, by race, with a mental health diagnosis do not vary greatly
within the Drug Court Cohort (43% of Afr. Amer. participants; 47% Cauc.; 46% Other Races), but vary to a
larger degreewithin the Comparison Group (27% Afr. Amer.40% Cauc; 52% Other Races). Additionally,
females (65% Drug Court Cohort; 53% Comparison Group) have a higher likelihood of having a mental
health diagnosis than males (35% Drug Court Cohort; 33% Comparisondsp).

Figure 5.5: Community Functioningoemographics

Demographic Comparison Group Drug Court Cohort

Highest Education Attainment

Jr. High or Less 10% 7%
Some HS 20% 24%
Diploma/GED 47% 45%
More than High School 23% 24%

Employment Status

Employed 33% 32%
Unemployed 63% 62%
Not Applicable 4% 7%

Mental Health Diagnosis
Yes 39% 46%
No 61% 54%
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Chemical Health Demographics
Some of the research gestions address issues regarding chemical health status and treatment, but some
information is included here as well to describe the groups.

Almost all participants in both groups are assessed aliagnosed as chemically dependent, or with a
substance use disorder (98% Drug Court Cohort; 97% Comparison Group). An additional 2% of each group
are assessed or diagnosed as chemically abusiwhile almost all participants are chemically dependent,
there is slight variation by the offense type that makes the participant eligible for inclusion in the Drug

Court Cohort or the Comparison Group. Individuals with drug offenses are more likely to be assessed as
abusing (2% Drug Court Cohort; 3% Comparison Gup) than participants with property and other felony
offenses (0% Drug Court Cohort; 1% Comparison

Group). Figure 6.6: Substances Used Prior to Start Date

Information is also summarized regarding the
substances patrticipants used in the year prior to m Comparison Group = Drug Court Cohort
their start in drug court (or disposition date for the

comparison group)32 Rather than a identifying a

ODOEI AOUG AOOCH EI & Of Ac Overcounterbrugs i
substances used by the participant (primary drug is Inhalants

included for individuals who received reatment,

which can be found below). Prescription Drugs

Alcohol andMarijuana arethe substancesmost Marijuana o
AOANOAT 601 U OOAA DPOET O Ol AAOA
across both groups. Alcohol is the most frequently Heroin

used substance (74% Drug Court Cohort; 63%

Comparison Group with Marijuana following (67% Methamphetamines

Drug Court Cohort; 52% Comparison Group

However, the third most frequently used substance Cocaine or Crack

varies for the Drug Court Cohort and Comparison

Group. Over half (54%) of the Drug Court Cohort Alcohol

also used Cocaine or Crack within the year prior to . | | !

drug court entry as compared to onequarter (25%) 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

of the Comparison Group. For the Comparison

Group, the third most frequently used substance is Methamphetamines (48%) as compared to 42% of the

Drug Court Cohort. Drug court participants are also three times as likely (12%) to have used Heroin in the

year prior to drug court entry than the comparison group participants (4%).

yl AAAEOETT OF All OOAOOAT AAO OOAA POET O O A PAOOE

treatment, information about their primary drug is summarized. Participants receiving treatment receive a
diagnosis of dependence or abuse, along with the substance to which they are dependent or abusive. The
primary substances of dependence/abuse foparticipants who receive treatment during drug court (or

within 18 months of disposition for comparison group participants)vary somewhatbetween the Drug

Court Cohort and the Comparison Grouf. Over onequarter of drug court participants receiving

treatment were diagnosed as marijuana dependent/abusive, 21% with cocaine or crack

33 Use of the substances may be sekported or the results of a positive drug or alcohol test. For more infornten on
the data sources use, see thappendix.

34 Sixty one percent (61%) of the Drug Court Cohort (discharged participants only) receive treatment during drug
court and 44% of the Comparison Group receives treatment during drug court.
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dependence/abuse, 20% alcohol dependence, and 18% Methamphetamine dependent/abusive. For the
Comparison Group, 26% of participants are alcohol dependent/abusive or methamphetamines
dependent/abusive (26% each), with 23% marijuana dependent/abusive and 14% coage or crack
dependent/abusive. Less than 10% of each group are heroin/opiate dependent/abusive (8% Drug Court
Cohort; 6% Comparison Group)Both groups havesimilar proportions of poly-substance
dependence/abusive participants (3% Drug Court Cohort; 4% omparison Group).

Geographic Distribution of Participants
The scope of the evaluation is statewide, thus participants in the evaluation may commit the offense that
makes them eligible for the drug court or the

comparison group in any county in Minnesota. Figure 5.6: Participants by Drug Court

The drug courts in this ltasca
evaluation cover 20 of the 87 3%

Dakota
1%

counties in Minnesota. B%'Sﬁ;r Dgl;oth
Additionally, some of the 6%

participants may be transferred Stearns
from counties in which a drug 9%

court does not exist. The
following informati on describes
the geographic distribution of
the participants in the Drug

Court Cohort and the Dg;ge
Comparison Group. Blue Earth °
5%
County of Offense Hennepin
$00C #1 OO0 #1EI 40% Koochiching
offenses originate from 23 Wab&¥a
different counties. Comparison 2%
Ol OP 0OAOOEAEDPA Crow Wing
originate in 71 different 3%
counties. The counties with the Far-Mart.- Rj(;)ge \Brown-Nic.—
highest proportion of Jack. \ Aitkin Wat.
participants, for the Drug Court 2% 1% 6%

Cohort are Hennepin (40%) and

St. Louis (12%) with the remaining counties contributing less than 10% of the participants in the Drug
Court Cohort. For the Comparison Group, the counties contributing the highest proportion of participants
are Hennepin (13%), Ramsey (11%) with the remaining counties contributing less than 10% of the
participants in the Comparison Group.Almost half (48%) of comparison group participants are from
counties with drug courts. For a full table of the proportion of participants from each county, see the

appendix.

In addition to looking at each countyindividually, counties are grouped together by metro and nommetro

counties. The severcounty metro area countiess are combined and compared to the rest of the state.
Approximately half of both the Drug Court Cohort and the Comparison Group come from m@tounties

andnoni AOOT AT O1 OEAOS SEAOU 1T A PAOAAT O jupbQon £ OEA
metro counties as compared to 53% of the comparison group participants.

35 Sevencounty metro area counties include Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott and Washington.
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Drug Court Cohort participans from 16 drug courts are included in this evaluation. The court with the
comprising the highest proportion of participants is Hennepin County40%). No other court contributes
over 10% of the participants. Only Aitkin, Dakota, and Koochiching have femtban 10 participants
included in the evaluation. Those three courts will not be reported separately in any of the measures due
to their small numbers.

T OF AT 01 6Uh OEA E OshndazAd. DrAgFOOBCEh&tO O 1 £ DA
DAOOEAEDAT 006 1 £&AT OAO 1T OECET AOA ET AECEO 1T &£ OEA OA
4EAOA AOA 11 AOOC Al OOOO EI EOAEAEAI AEOOOEAOO ¢y Al
in all ten judicial districts. The highest proportion of drug court participants have cases originating in the
fourth judicial district (40%), as compared to the tenth judicial district for comparison group participants
(17%) with the first district close (16%). For a full table of the proportion of participants from each judicial

district, see theappendix.

)T AAAEOEI]

Similar to the aggregation of counties by metro or nometro characterization, districts can also be
characterized as primarily metro or nonmetro.3¢ Slightly more than half (51%)of the Drug Court Cohort
has an offense originating in a hormmetro judicial district as compared to slightly less than half of the
Comparison Group (44%).

Since demographics in Minnesota vary by geographic location, race, gender, and age are summarized by the

AEAOAAOAOEUAOQETT 1T &£ OEA AT O1 OU 1 AetdEdinydp AOOEAEDAT 006
Over three-fourths of participants in non-metro counties are Caucasian/White (84%of Drug Court Cohort
participants in non-metro counties; 78% Comparison Group) as compared to approximately half in metro

counties (41% Drug Court Cohort; 57% Comparison GroupAfrican American/Black participants are

approximately one of tencomparison groupparticipants (11% Comparison Group)in non-metro counties,

with lower proportions for drug court participants (6% Drug Court Cohorj and more than triple that

proportion in metro counties. The proportion of African American/Black participants in metro counties is

51% of the Drug Court Cohort and 33% of the Comparison Group.

Non-metro counties have a higher proportion (32% Drug Court Cohort; 30% Comparison Group) of
participants in the 18-24 age category than metro counties (20% Drug Court Cohort; 24% Comparison
Group). The average age for participants in metro counties is slightly higher in both the Drug Court Cohort
(33 metro; 31 nonrmetro) and the Comparison Group (33 metro; 31 nometro).

Drug Court Cohort participants from noametro counties have a lower proportion of female participants
(57%) as compared to the metro counties (70%). The Comparison Group participants, however, are
similar across metro and normetro counties with female participants constituting 69% of participants in
non-metro counties and 70% in metro counties.

Hennepin County & Other Minnesota Drug Courts

For some measures, Hennepin drug court and comparison group participants are separated from
participants from other counties. Hennepin County drug court participants comprise 40% of the Drug
Court Cohort. Consequently, Hennepin County results can have a significant impact on the resiBts.
removing Hennepin Countyparticipants and analyzing them separatelypatterns in other drug courts may

36 Metro districts include the first, second, fourth, and tenth judicial districts.
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emerge and be instructive in understanding the operation and impact @fll adult drug courts in Minnesota.
When Hennepin County drug court participants are separated from the other drug court participants, the
comparison group participants in Hennepin County may also be separated and used for a comparison.
Demographic comparisons of the two populations are included below.

Hennepin County participants generally have more criminal history than the other Minnesota drug cdu
participants. Participants in Hennepin County are more likely to be male and much more likely to be
Black/African American. The average age is slightly higher for Hennepin County participants. Analyses of
outcomes separating Hennepin County from ottredrug court locations (e.g. regression)nclude measures
that control for other factors that may be impacting the results.

Courts

Other Minnesota Drug
Courts

Figure 57: Demographics<Comparing Hennepin and Other Minnesota Drug

Hennepin County

Comparison Drug Court Comparison Drug Court
Group Cohort Group Cohort

Demographic

Personal Demographics

% Male 82% 71% 68% 59%
Race

% Black/Afr. Amer. 68% 56% 15% 9%
% Cauc./White 22% 37% 74% 80%
Agez Mean/Average (at Start) 34 35 32 31

Agez Median (at Start) 34 34 29 29

Criminal History

% 0- Criminal History Score (CHS) 42% 29% 50% 60%
% More than 6- CHS 6% 11% 4% 1%
% Prior Conviction (Any Level) 71% 80% 64% 53%
% Prior Felony Conviction 57% 69% 47% 36%

Offense Information

% Non-Drug 7% 27% 16% 15%
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Chapter 6 Enhancing Public Safety Results - Recidivism

Goal 1: Ermhancing Public Safety

AEA DPOEI AOU CI Ao erigafe iAddifuals iAtre@irdedt@ngredbugh to experience the
benefits of treatment in order to end the cycle of recidivism and successfully intervene on the addictic.
In order to ensure the public safety, drug court participants should be monitored to prevent new offenses,
both during and after drug court. Thaesearch questions related to the goal of BErancing Public Safety
measures the frequency and extent to which drug court participants are charged, or convicted, of new
offenses.

These research questions are measured by a combination of descriptive and sttitial information. The
recidivism rates and average number of new offenses are reported for the appropriate measures. In
determining whether inclusion in drug court is a factor explaining the difference between recidivism rates,
a logistic regression malel is used. Variables originally included in the propensity score regression are
included again as factors that may influence whether or not an individual is charged with a new offense.
The model is also used to determine whether the difference betweehe two groups is meaningful.
Additionally, to determine whether inclusion in drug court is a factor explaining the difference between the
average numbers new offenses for each group, a linear regression model is used. Variables originally
included in the propensity score regression are included again as factors that may influence the amount of
new offenses an individual acquires. The model is also used to determine whether the difference between
the two groups is meaningful.

For each key measure desiptive results (e.g. recidivism rates) and regression results (whether drug court
has an impact, and whether that impact is statistically significant) are provided. Additional tables with
more information are included in the appendix.

Descriptive and regression results are also provided fodischargeddrug court participants for the purpose
of comparing outcomes for completers and noicompleters. Results forcompleters and norcompleters
participants in the Gomparison Group, thusOAT | D1 AOAO6 AT 1 PAOEOIT cOi 6 PAO
to use for comparison purposes Since these differences are unknown, the comparison of drug court
completers andall comparison group participants would be unfair InhisO) T OOT AOAOTI OU ( AT AA]
#1 000 001 COAI %OAI OAOEI T 06 $08 $1 O0CI A0 -AOIT xA OO0IIi
inappropriate:

It is essential to analyze outcomes faall individuals who participated in the DWI Court,

regardless of whether they successfully graduated or were unsuccessfutgrminated from

the program. . . It is not appropriate only to report outcomes for graduates because this

unfairly inflates the apparent success athe program.. . . The most important question is

how the program fared for all participants.

This is particularly important when outcomes are contrasted against those of@mparison
group, such as probationers. Selecting out the most successful DWI Court cases and
comparing their outcomes to all of the probationers would be unfair. It would be akin to

37 Drug Court StandardsMinnesota Judicial CounciPolicy No. 5.11(1) (July 20, 2007).
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selecting out the A+ students from one classroom, comparing their academic success to al
of the students in another classroom, and then concluding that the first class had a better
teacher. This would clearly be a biased and unfair comparisgh.

Research Questionl: Are rates of recidivism lower for drug court participants?

Drug court is a statistically significant factor in reducing new charges and convictions for -~~~
the end of 2 % years the Drug Court Cohort shows a 37% reduction in new charge s and 47%
reduction in new convictions as compared to the Comparison Group.

Figure 6.1: Recidivism from Start Date Charges

Time from Comparison Cohort (N) (N)

Start Date Group il ey Measure la)Charge
recidivism rates for participants
2 > years from start date

- el One quarter (26%) of the Drug
1% years Court Cohort receives a new

2 years charge within 2 ¥z years after start
date compared to 41% of the
Comparison Group. Participation
in drug court stat istically significantly predicts less likelihood to reoffend

6 months

2 %% years

The Drug Court Cohort has a smaller proportion of participants who are charged with new offenses, after
drug court start date, as compared to the Comparison Grouparticipants are analyzed at six month
intervals, with each interval showing a smaller proprtion of drug court participants with new offenses

&1 O AgAi pi Ah OE@ i110EO AEOAO PAOOEAEDPAT OO6 OOAOO A
offense compared to 12% of the Drug Court Cohort. At three and one half years 42% of the Corispar

Group is charged with a new offense compared to 20% of the Drug Court Cohdsee figure 6.1 for new

chargerecidivism rates for each six month interval.

To determine whether inclusion in drug cout is a
factor explaining the difference between whether Figure6.2: Recidivism from Start Date Charges
participants receive new charges onot, a logistic

regression model is used. Results of the m Completer = Non-Completer
regression show that drug court isa statistically 50%

significant factor in predicting whether or not a

participant is charged with a new offenseacross ~ 40% —
all time intervals analyzed For a full table of 30% -
coefficients and signficance, seél'able 6.2in the

appendix. 20% —
When isolating drug court participants, successful 10% . . l -
completion of drug court is a statistically 0% -+ . N . . . .
significant factor predicting whether or not 6 months 1lyear 1lY%years 2years 21/2
participants are charged with a new offense. This years
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is significant across all time intervals through two and one halfears after start date. For a full table of
coefficients and significance, se€able 6.4in the appendix.

Key Measure 1b)Average number of new charges for participants 2 %2 years from start date
Drug court participants are charged with an average of 1.5 new offenses within 2 % years after start
date compared to 1.9 offenses for the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court is a
statistically significant factor in predicting  fewer new charges per participant .

When analyzing only the participants whado receive new chargeshe averagenumber of new offenses
(charges) for the Comparison Group ikigher than the Cohortacross all time intervals analyzed New
offenses for the Comparison Group range from 1 to 12 new offenses within three and one halfrgeafter
disposition date. New offenses range from 1 to 8 for the Drug Court Cohort during the various time
intervals with 1 to 4 within three and one half years after drug court start.

To determine whether inclusion in drug court is a factor explaininghe difference between the average
numbers ofnew offensesfor each group, a linear regression model is used. Results of the regression show
that drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting differences in the numbeof new offenses

the participants acquire during all time intervals analyzedafter their start date. For a full table of
coefficients and signficanceseeTable 6.6in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, successful completion of drug court is a statisticalbygnificant

factor predicting the number of new charges participants acquire. This is significant across all time
intervals through two and one half years after start date. For a full table of coefficients and significance see
Table 6.8in the appendix.

Key Measure 1c)Conviction recidivism rates for participants 2 %2 years from start date
Less than two in ten (17%) drug court participants receive a new conviction within 2 ¥ years after
start date compared to one-third (32%) of the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court
statistically significantly predicts less likelihood to reoffend

Figure 6.3: Recidivism from Start Date Convictions

Start Date Group lolcl e o i@l Proportion of participants who are convicted
of new offenses, after drug court start date, as

compared to the Comparison Group.

6 months Participants are analyzed at six month
intervals, with each interval showing a smaller
proportion of drug court participants with

1% years new offenses. For example, six months after

1 year

2 years Comparison Group ionvicted ofa new

2 Y5 years offense compared td®% of the Drug Court

— Cohort. At three and one half year84% of the
Comparison Group ionvicted ofa new offense compared td6% of the Drug Court Cohort.See Figure &

abovefor reconviction recidivism rates for each six month interval

Results of thelogistic regressionmodel show that drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting
whether or not a participant is charged with a new offenseacrossmost, but not all,intervals analyzed. For
the time interval six months after drug court start participation in drug court hasan inverse relationship to
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anew conviction (i.e. participationin drug court indicates less likelihood for a new conietion), but the
difference is not statistically significant. For a full table of coefficients and significance see Tal#el0 in the
appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, successful completion of drug court is a statistically significant
factor predicting whether or not participants are convicted of a new offense. This is significant across all
time intervals through two and one half years after start date. For a full table abefficients and
significancesee Table6.12in the appendix.

Drug court participants are convicted of an average of 0.2 new offenses within 2 ¥z years after start
date compared to 0.3 offenses for the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court is a
statistically significant factor in predicting  fewer new convictions per participant

When analyzing only the participants who do receive newonvictions, the average number of new offenses
(convictions) for the Comparison Graip is similar or higher than the Cohort across all time intervals
analyzed. Newconvictions for the Comparison Group range from 1 to@new convictions during the

various time intervals, includingwithin three and one half years after disposition date. Newonvictions
range from 1 to4 for the Drug Court Cohort during the various time intervals with 1 t@8 within three and
one half years after drug court start.

Results of thelinear regression showthat drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting
differences in the number of new offenses the participants acquire duringpme, but notall, time intervals
analyzed after their start date.For example, differences in the number of newonvictions for the Drug
Court Cohort and Comparison Group are not significant within six months of drug court or three and one
half years after drug court start, but are significant for all other intervalsFor a full table d coefficients and
significance see Table6.14in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, successful completion of drug court is a statistically significant
factor predicting the number of new convictions participants acquire. This is significant across all time
intervals through two and one half years after start date. For a full table of coefficients and significasee
Table 6.16in the appendix.
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Research Question 2:Are rates of recidivism lower for drug court participants  during drug
court ?

Drug court participa nts are less likely to receive a new charge or conviction during drug court than
the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court stat istically significantly predicts less likelihood
to reoffend during drug court

The recidivism analysis for new chargesluring drug court differs from the analysis after the drug court

OOAO0O0S8 $00Cc AT 60O AT A AT i PAOEOI1T CcOi Ob PAOOEAEDAIT C
as controlled for in the other recidivism measures. Participants are excluded frorhe analysis if they spent

the entire time in drug court - or within 18 months of disposition date for the comparison group

participants - incarcerated in prison and/or jail. The amount of time incarcerated varies for each

participant z as does the totaléngth of time in drug court- thus the time at risk is not controlled for the

participants. Descriptive information is given for participants regarding the length of time in drug court as
compared to the comparison group. New charges are counted if thBemse date for the charged occurred

between the drug court acceptance (disposition date for the comparison group) and the drug court

discharge date (18 months after disposition date for the comparison group)

Key Measure 23 Charge recidivism rates for pa rticipants during drug court (within 18

months for the Comparison Group)

Two in ten (19%) drug court participants receive a new charge during drug court compared to 29%
of the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court stat istically significantly predicts less

likelihood to reoffend

Drug court participants (19%) are less likely to  Figure 6.4:RecidivisnDuring Drug Court

be charged with a new offense during drug

court as compared to the comparison group m Drug Court Cohort m Comparison Group
participants (29%). The Drug Court Cohort
(0.2) has a lower average number of offenses
during drug court as compared to the
Comparison Group (0.5). Participants in drug
court for one year or less had higher recidivism
rates (24%) as compared to participants who ~ 30%
spend more than one year in drug cour(18%).

50%

40%

20% -
Results of thelogistic regression show that drug
court is a statistically significant factor in 10% -
predicting whether or not a participant is
charged with a new offense during drug court. 0% -
For a table d coefficients and significancesee Charges Convictions

Table6.18in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, successful completion of drug court is a statistically significant
factor predicting whether or not participants are charged with a new offense during drug court.
Completers have a recidivism rate 09% as compared to 31% for norcompleters, during drug court. For a
full table of coefficients and sigrficance se€lTable6.20in the appendix.

Key Measure2b) Average number of new charges for participants during drug court (within

18 months for the Comparison Group)

Drug court participants are convicted of an average of 0.2 new offenses during drug court compared
to 0.5 offenses for the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court is a statistically significant

factor in predicting fewer new charges per participant .
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Drug court participants receive 0.2 new charges during drug court as compared to 0.5 for the Comparison
Group. When analyzing only the participants who do receive newharges the average number of new
offensesfor the Comparison Group(1.5) is higher than theDrug CourtCohort(1.2) during drug court. New
offenses for the Comparison Group range from 1 ®new offenses during drug court as compared to 1 to 3
new chargesfor the Drug Court Cohort.

Results of thelinear regression show hat drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting
differences in the number of newchargesthe participants acquire during drug court. For a full table of
coefficients and signficanceseeTable 6.22in the appendix.

When isolating drugcourt participants, successful completion of drug court is a statistically significant
factor predicting the number of new charges participants acquire. Completers have, on average 0.1 new
offenses during drug court compared to 0.4 for nortompleters. Fao a full table of coefficients and
significance se€Table 6.24in the appendix.

Key Measure2c) Conviction recidivism rates for participants during drug court (within 18
months for the Comparison Group)

Drug court participants are less likely to receive anew conviction during drug court (14%) than  the
Comparison Group (24%) . Participation in drug court stat istically significantly predicts less
likelihood to reoffend

Drug court participants (14%) are less likely to have a conviction for a new offenshiring drug court as
compared to the comparison group participants (24%). Participants in each group have similar average
numbers of new convictions during drug court, with the Drug Court Cohort showing a slightly lower
average (0.2 Drug Court Cohort; 0.@omparison Group).Participants in drug court for one year or less had
slightly higher recidivism rates (17%) as compared to participants who spend more than one year in drug
court (13%).

Results of thelogistic regression show that drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting
whether or not a participant is convicted ofa new offenseduring drug court. Foratable of coefficients and
significancesee Table 6.26n the

appendix.

. . Figure 6.5: Recidivism During Drug Court
When isolating drug court 9 g brug

participants, successful completion of New Convictions During Drug Court
drug court is a statistically significant

factor predicting whether or not 50%
participants are convicted of a new

offense during drug court. Completers 40%
have a recidivism rate of 6% as

compared to 24% for n;m-completers,  30%
during drug court. For a full table of
coefficients and significance see Table 20%
6.28in the appendix.

10%

0% . .
Completer Non-Completer

r Enhancing Public Safety Results 1
L Recidivism- 48 J




Key Measure 2d) Average number of new convictions for participants during drug court

(within 18 months for the Comparison Group)

Drug court participants are convicted of an average of 0.2 new offenses during drug court compared
to 0.3 offenses for the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court is a statistically significant

factor in predicting fewer new convictions per participant

When analyzing only the participants who do receive newonvictions, the average number of new offenses
(convictions) for the Comparison Group islightly higher than the Cohort during drug court. New offenses
for the Comparison Group range from 1 td new offensesduring drug court as compared tol to 3 new
convictions for the Drug Court Cohort.

Results of thelinear regression show that drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting
differences in the number of newconvictions the participants acquire duringdrug court. For a full table of
coefficients and significance seTable 6.30in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, successful completion of drug court is a statistically significant
factor predicting the number ofnew convictions participants acquire. Completers have, on average 0.1
new offenses diring drug court compared to 0.3for non-completers. For a full table of coefficients and
significance se€Table6.32in the appendix.
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Recidivism rates for all time from drug court start and within one year after drug court discharge
show a 30% reduction in new charges, and 32% reduction in new convic tions, for the Drug Court
Cohort. Recidivism rates isolating new offenses after drug court discharge, but within one year, are
not statistically significant. Further follow -up should examine recidivism rates beyond one year
after drug court discharge.

When evaluating recidivism measurefsew A OOC Al 000 AOAI OAOET T O A AOO DPOE]
recidivism z that is the reoffending rate for drug court participants after they have completed (successfully

or not) drug court. The only postprogram recidivism evaluation discussed in detailin the 2005 GAO

2APT OO0 EO . Ax 91 &Eor3n@ Avaldaiiod, thd Gikandnkedstrd df raécidivism is reflected

in Research Question % analyzing new offensesoth during and afterdrug court.

There are limitations to this analysisisolating post-program recidivism. Hrst, finding a comparable

G@rogramAT A AAOAG6 A& O OEA Al [ bA OB kdmpagson gtvBp hadoll 0BT A E £/
AAGT ETI AO O AOOC AT 000 bdassiutdisehardeiMar® Gom@aasAnigodpOET T 1
participants who do not go to prison will be on probation for extended periods of time, and with varying

levels of supervision. Second those who are sent to prison may also be on supervised release after their
release.& ET A1 1 Uh DAOOEAEDPAT OO 1 AU EAOGA Al OAAAU AT i1 EOGOA
serving additional sentences for those new offenses or potentially become less likely to commit additional

new offenses.

For this evaluation,the bestbi OOEAT A APPOI GEI AGET 1T 1 £ Al isGdiduldtedA AOAS
by adding18 monthsOT AAAE Al i BAOEOI lispwitivh @®. HyhtceOmhohthsBvAshed & O
average length otime participants were in drug court in 2008 when the evduation plan was finalized.

While this approach has limitations, it is used as the be&asiblemeasuregiven the various programs,

incarceration, or other intervention z or combination of interventions - received by each comparison group

participant.

To provide additional insight, the Drug Court Cohort completers and neaompleters arereported
separately. Recidivism rates for participants within one year after drug court (including new offenses
during drug court) are also provided. Finally, a groupf participants in the Drug Court Cohort and
Comparison Group with at least 3 years of time aisk are compared to determine whether lower
recidivism rates for drug court participants endure beyond two and one half years.

Less than one-third (28%) of the Drug Court Cohort is charged with a new offense between start
date and one year after drug court as compared to 40% of the Comparison Group. Drug court
participants who do commit new offenses within one year after drug court discharge split fairly
evenly between during program recidivism (53%) and post  -program recidivism (47%). Most
comparison group participants (68%) committing new offenses do so within the first 18 months
after their disposition date.

2 Al DA h -EAEAAI AO Al 8 ¢mmnos O4EQ OITAIXEAE HEH 3OAQBE A ADA I

r Enhancing Public Safety Results 1
L Recidivism- 50 J




Charge Recidivism Rates After Discharge

The Drug Court Cohort has similar or smaller proportions of participants who are charged of new offenses,
after drug court discharge, as compared to the Comparison Group. Participants are analyzed at six month
intervals up to one year after disclarge, with both

Figure 6.6: Recidivism After Discharg€harges

intervals showing a similar or smaller

proportion of drug court participants with new

I ££A1 OAOS SE@ i110EO0 AxEOA
date 11% of participants in both groups are

charged with a new offense. One year after

discharge, 17% othe Drug Court Cohort has

1year 18% 17% 588 407 new charges as compared to 18% of the

Comparison Group. A table showing the

recidivism rates, of new charges, for both time

Time Comparison Cohort
After (€170]0]0) CG
Discharge

6 months 11%

(N)
Cohort

intervals can be seen to the left.

Results of the logistic regression show that drug court is not a statistically significant factor in predicting
whether or not a participant ischarged with a new offense within one year of discharge. For a full table of
coefficients and significance, see the

appendix. Figure 6.7: Recidivism After DischargeCharges for Drug

Court Participants

When isolating drug court participants,
successful co?nplet?on of dFr)ug corijrt is a Interval Completer Non- (N) (N)
statistically significant factor predicting Completer CG__ Cohort
whether or not participants are charged  IERMSIUS 5% 19% 259 200
with a new offense after drug court 1 year 7% 299, 228 174
discharge. This is significant for both six .
months and one year after drug court discharge. For a full table of coefficients and significance, see
Research Question 2, Table A in ttempendix .

Charge Recidivism Rates Within One Year After Discharge

Within one year after drug court discharge, 40% of the Comparison Group has been charged with a new
offense as compared to 28% of the Drug Court Cohort either during or after drug couRResults of the
logistic regression indicate that drug court is a stistically significant factor in predicting whether or not a
participant is charged with a new offense during, and within one year after, drug courtor a full table of
coefficients and significance, see the appendix.

Figure 6.8: Recidivism Within 1 Yeahfter Dischargez Charges

For those with a new offense, over twdhirds
(68%) of the Comparison Group commit the
offense during the drug court period (18
months after disposition date) as compared to
approximately half (53%) of the Comparison During Drug Court
Group.This indicates most (68%) Compaison
Group participants who recidivate within one  [RUSREEIFUCIAR(Y

year after drug court discharge tend to do it Court Discharge

during the first 18 months, rather than after the Iy NEIRWYITRIZEY, 40% 28%
OAOCOGC Al 0000 AEOAEAOC IS Es St
court participants indicate that approximately

Interval Comparison Cohort
Group
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half (53%) of drug court participants who will recidivate within one year after drug court discharge will
recidivate during drug court andapproximately half (47%) after drug court discharge.

Figure 6.9: Recidivism Within 1 Year After DischargeChargesTimeframe Committed
B During Drug Court ~ ®mWithin 1 Year After Drug Court

Cohort

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

When isolating drug court participants, successful completion of drug court is a statistically significant
factor predicting whether or not participants are charged with a new offense after drug court discharge.
This is significant for both six months andne year after drug court dischargelor a full table of coefficients
and significance, see the appendix.

Figure 6.10: Recidivism Within 1 Year After DischargeChargedor Drug Court Participants

% New Charge - Completer % New Charge - Non-Completer

50%
40%
30%
20% —
10% —

o | _ I |

6 months 1 year

Charge Recidivism Rates 3 Years AfterStart
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Comparison Group, as outline@bove, additional analysis is included of a sugroup of the Drug Court

Cohort andComparison Group that have 3 years of time at risk, from start date (drug court entry/court
disposition). A demographic profile of this subgroup can be found in the Appendix of Tables.

The Drug Court Cohort has smaller proportions of participants who are charged with new offenses, from
start, as compared to the Comparison Group across all time intervals analyzed. Six months after drug court
entry, 6% of drug court participants and 13% & comparison group participants are charged with a new
offense. Two and one half years after start onguarter (26%) of drug court participants have a new
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charge as compared to 40% of comparison group participants. A figure showing the recidivism rate§,
new charges, for all six month intervals can be seen below.

Figure 6.11: Recidivism 3 Yeahdter Startz Subgroup of

Results of the logistic regression show Participants
that drug court is a statistically

significant factor in predicting whether or Time from Start Comparison Drug Court
not a participant ischarged with a new Group Cohort

offenseacross all time intervals For a full 6 months
1 year

table of ccefficients and significance se¢he

Appendix of Tables. 1 Y% years

2 years
2 Y% years
3 Years

Key Measure 3b) Conviction recidivism rates for participants within 1 year after drug court
discharge

Two in ten (21%) drug court participants are convicted of a new offense between start date ando  ne
year after drug court as compared to almost one -third (31%) of comparison group participants.

Drug court participants A£OT | Ax 91 @durt &/Quatohave simpilar or higher (12 -30%)
re-conviction rates as Minnesota (11A%) within one year.  InaA A EOE I T h - E IA T A Of OA6 0 Al
comparablere -AT T OEAOET 1T OAOAO GeburtevAlxatiof fatesH4 AN OAG O ¢

Figure 6.12: Recidivism After Discharg@onvictions

Conviction Recidivism Rates After Time from  Comparison Cohort (N) (N)
Discharge Discharge Group CG

The Drug Court Cohort has similar or smaller
proportions of participants who are convicted ESRUeIaligF 8%
of new offenses, after drug court discharge, as
compared to the Comparison Group. Six

8%

1 year . 14%  13% 588 _ 407
AEOAEAOCA AAOAOh yb

of participants in both groupsare convicted of

a new offense. One year after discharge, the Drug Court Cohort (13%) has a slightly lower proportion of
new convictions, as compared to the Comparison Group (14%). figure showing the recidivism rates, of
new convictions, for both six nonth intervals can be seen below.

Results of the logistic regression show that drug court is not a statistically significant factor in predicting
whether or not a participantis convicted of a new offense within one year of discharg&or a full table of
coefficients and significance, see the
appendix.

Figure 6.13: Recidivism After Discharg@onvictions Drug
Court Participants

When isolating drug court participants,
Completer CG Cohort successful completion of drug court is a
statistically significant factor predicting
6 months 259 whether or not participants are
1 year 5% 24% 228 174 convicted of a new offense after drug
court discharge. This is significant for

Interval Completer Non- (N) (N)
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both six months andone year after drug court discharge. For a full table of coefficients and significance, see
the appendix.

Conviction Recidivism Rates Within One Year After Discharge

Within one year after drug court discharge, 31% of the Comparison Group has bemnvicted of a new
offense as compared to 21% of the Drug Court Cohort either during or after drug court. Results of the
logistic regression indicate that drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting whether or not a
participant is convicted of a new offense during, and within one year after, drug courEor a full table of
coefficients and significance, see the appendix.

Figure 6.14: Recidivism Within 1 Year After DischargeConvictions
For those convicted of a new offense, over
Interval SISO NN OL 1Bl 0 -thirds (68%) of the Comparison Group
Group commit the offense during the drug court
During Drug Court 21% 10% period (18 months after disposition date) as
compared to approximately half (48%) of the

One Year After Drug Court 10% 11% Comparison Group. This indicates most (68%
Discharge Comparison Group participants who

- recidivate within one year after drug court
E?;?L\;Y'tgm L ieal iz s i discharge tend to do it during the first 18 S
9 I TT OEOh OAOEAO OEAT AEOAC
discharge. Results for the drug court participants indicate that approximately half (48Y®f drug court
participants who will recidivate within one year after drug court discharge will recidivate during drug
court and approximately half (52%) after drug court discharge.

When isolating drug court participants, successful completion of drug ot is a statistically significant
factor predicting whether or not participants are convicted of a new offense after drug court discharge.
This is significant for both six months and one year after drug court dischargeor a full table of coefficients
and significance, see the appendix.
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Figure 6.15: Recidivism Within 1 Year After DischargeConvictions

m % Re-Convicted - Completer % Re-convicted - Non-Completer

50%

40%

30%

20% —

10% I—

o | [

6 months 1 year

Conviction Recidivism Rateg 3 Years After Start

Additional analysis is includedbelow of a subgroup of the Drug Court Cohoraind Comparison Group that
have 3 years of time at risk, from start date (drug court entry/court disposition). A demographic profile of
this subgroup can be found in the Appendix of Tables.

The Drug Court Cohort has smaller proportions of participants who areonvicted ofnew offenses, from

start, as compared to the Comparison Group across all time intervals analyzed. Six months after drug court
entry, 4% of drug court participants and9% of comparison group participants areconvicted ofa new

offense. Threeyears afterone in five (21%)

drug court participants have a newconviction Figure 6.16: Recidivism 3 Years from Star€Convictions for
as compared toone-third (33 %) of Subgroup ofParticipants
comparison group participants. A figure
showing the recnviction rates for all six

; Time from Start  Comparison Group Drug Court
month intervals can be seen below.

Cohort

Results of the logistic regression show that 6 months
drug court is a statistically significant factor in ER%EEL
predicting whether or not a participant is 1 Y% years
convicted ofa new offense across all time 2 years
intervals. For a full tble of coefficients and
significance see the Appendix of Tables.

2 %% years
3 Years
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Chapter 7 Ensuring Participant Accountability Results

Goal 2: Ensuring Participant Accountability

Ensuring participant accountability is central to the drug court goalsOne of the objectives of drug courts

ET -ET1AGI 6AI BA OEAONOAI EOU T £ 1 EEA A1 O AAAEAOAA 1 ¢
stated in the Purpose section of the Mnesota Drug Court StandardsParticipant accountability includes

setting goals for participants to improve many aspects of their lives, including gaining employment,
AANOGEOET ¢ OAl EA AOE OA 0@ bdcdnd doliaA aixéndirig larid AdnplefingO OA AT A E
treatment, and finally graduating from drug court.

$00Cc AiI OOOO pEIT 1-TEOA JORNAGOADU OEOI OCE A Al«isSiéeET AOAA ¢
recovery is primary, significant efforts were made as parf this evaluation toobtain and analyze

treatment information for participants. Through this process, information was also obtained on

comparison group participants who received treatment, including treatment in prison. Even though the

research questiors and key measures related to Goal 2 are unique to drug court participants, measures

related to treatment are compared to the comparison group where possible.

Of the 535 Drug Court Cohort participants, 93% we discharged as of June 30, 2011 (the endtbie study).
For most Goal 2 research questions, outcomes and analysis are based on status at discheaoyehat
reason participants who are not discharged before June 30, 2011 are excluded from these measures.

Research Question4: Are drug court particip ants complying with treatment requirements?

Key Measure4a) Proportion of drug court participants in compliance with treatment
requirements

Almost two -thirds of discharged participants are compliant with their treatment requirements at
discharge, with 99. 6% of Completers completing their treatment requirements at discharge.

Figure 7.1: Compliance with Treatment For all dischargedparticipants, almost two thirds are

Requirements AT T Pl EAT O xEOE OEAEO $00cC #I1 O
; requirements. The treatment requirements require the

| | | participant, at the time of discharge, to complete their

All Discharged engagement in treatment services, as required by their

personal treatment plan.

Almost all (99%) completers complete their treatment
requirements at graduation. Only one graduating
participant is not in compliance with their treatment
requirements.

Non-Completer

Completer _ _ o
| | | | However, kess than two in ten terminatedparticipants

are in compliance with their treatment requirements.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

40 Drug Court StandardsMinnesota Judicial Council Policy No. 5.11(1) (July 20, 2007).
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This alsocorresponds toKey MeasureSb, which shows ower half of noncompleters are terminated for non
compliance which includes repeated substance us®ver 84% of the participants terminated for
participant non-complianceare also not in compliance with their treatment requirements. However,
participants terminated for other reasons also had high rates of nanompliance with their treatment
requirements (e.g. Voluntary Withdrawal- 93% not in compliance).

Some courts have highates of @mpliance with treatment among norrcompleters. Several courtshave
over half ofnon-completers (up to 60%)in compliancewith treatment requirements at discharge.
However, £veral courts had zeronon-completers who were compliant with their treatment requirements
at discharge(see Table 7.2 in Appendix of Tables)
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Research Question5: Do drug court participants show improvement in community
functioning?

Improvements in community functioning are mixed - with varying results for completers and non-
completers as well as by the type of community functioning measure.  Overall, discharged
participants show improvement in most areas. C ompleters generally show improvement during
drug court in most community functioning measures.

One-third (31%) of discharged participants, at discharge, are employed, have a diploma/GED, are
renting/owning their residence, have a valid license, and are paying child support, if applicable.

ITA T /£ OEA T AEAAOEOAO 1 Anplorine qullity OfGf&or adslicted-offenderd O1 O A
OEAEO ZAT EI EAOh AT A Alii Ol EOEAGG AO OOAOAA EI OEA
To measure this improvement, all drug courts track progress of drugourt participants on several

community functioning areas.

Key Measure 5a) Proportion of drug court participants who were unemployed at entry and

are employed at discharge

Half (49%) of discharged participants unemployed at entry are employed at discharge.

Unemployment dropped from 62% at entry to 37% for all discharged participants. Completers are
more likely to be employed or enrolled full -time as students at entry (44%) and at discharge (81%)
than the non -completers (21% at entry, 27% at

discharge). Figure 7.2: Employment at Discharge Unemployed at

Most (62%) participants enter drug court Entry

_ 3 All Discharged ™ Non-Completer = Completer
unemployed. At discharge, onhird (37%) of .

participants are unemployed. At entry, one-third Not
(34%) of the discharged participans are employed, Applicable |5
at least parttime, or are full-time students. At i
discharge, over half (56%) of participantsare Not Employed
employed, at least paritime, or in school. - Full-time
Additionally, one-third (33%) of discharged Student

participants who are employed parttime havefull-

-
time employment at discharge. Full-time

Completers make the most significant improvements .
in gaining employment, starting with 52%
unemployment at entry to 14% at discharge. Non
Completersoverall decrease unemploymentrom
72% unemployed at entry to 65% at discharge.

Part-time

Unemployed
Improvements in employment status for completers

vary by court, ranging from 19% to 63% showing ' '
increases from parttime to full-time status orfrom 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
unemployment to some form of employment.

Improvements for non-completers vary even more, ranging from % to 67%. Several courts shovwigher
rates of improvement for non-completers than completers, howevecompleters overall showed more
improvements than non-completers (44% for completers, 14% for norcompleters across all courts).
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Figure 7.3: % Participants with Improvementin Employment Statusit Discharge- by Court

m Completer Non-Completer
100%
80%
60%
40%
] C I
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Key Measure %) Proportion of drug court participants with improvements in educational
status from entry at discharge

Two in ten ( 21%) discharged participants increase their highest education al attainment while in
drug court . Qver half (52%) of completers without a diploma/GED at entry had at least a
diploma/GED at discharge.

At entry, seven inten (70%) discharged participants hae their high school diploma or GED. At discharge,
of the 30% of participants who did not have

ipl ED hi 4%) h : . .
a diploma or GED, ondhird (34%) have a Figure 7.4: Education at Discharge

diploma/GED and some havattended m Jr. High or Less m Some HS

collegeor obtained a technical degree Of Diploma/GED MOfe than High School
all discharged participants,almost eight in

ten (78%) leavedrug court with a All Discharged 2006 50

diploma/GED or post-secondary education
Twenty percert (21%) of discharged
participants make some improvement in

their highest level of education while in Non-Completer -_ 17% 4%
drug court.

Approximately nine in ten (87%)
completersleavedrug court with a diploma

or GED.Almost one quarter (24%) of Completer .— 44% 8%
completersincreasetheir highest level of
education while in drug court. Fewer than
one fifth (16%) of non-completers improve 0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
their education while in drug court. Of the noncompleters who enterdrug court without their diplo ma or

GED, 21% at least obtaia diploma or GEDduring drug court. Two-thirds (66%) of drug court non-
completers leavedrug court with their diploma or GED.
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Key Measure &) Propor tion of drug court participants who were homeless at entry and have
a place to live at discharge

Almost half (46%) of discharged participants without a permanent home at entry rent or own their
residence at discharge. For discharged participants homeless at entry, 78% have some other type
of housing at discharge (e.qg. facility, temporary), but 46% re nt or own. Two -thirds (66%) of
discharged participants rent or own their residence at discharge.

Half of dischaiged participants rent or owntheir residence upon entering drug court, with twothirds
(66%) of participants renting or owning their residence at discharge.Almost one in ten (7%) of dscharged
participants who rent their residence at discharge owrtheir residence at discharge.

At entry, onethird (34%) of discharged participants are living in a facility,in temporary housing, or are

homeless. Of those individuals without a permanent home (rent/own) at entry, 46% rent or own their
residence at discharge. Completers

Figure 7.5: Housing at Discharge (78%) who did not rent or own at

entry are almost four times more
likely to rent or own at discharge than
the non-completers (20%).

m Completer m Non-Completer  All Discharged

100%

80% Completersare more likely the_m non
completers to rent or own their

60% - residence atentry. Over half (58%) of
completersrent or own their home at

40% - entry, but only slightly over one-thir d
(38%) of non-completers rentor own

20% - their home at entry. At discharge,

l N completers (89%) are also more likely
0% - ' — ' ' ' to rent or own their residence than
Rent Oown Facility Transient Temporary non-completers (37%).

Non-completers (31%) are much more likely to be in a facility at discharge thanompleters (3%). Housing
in a faclity could include amental health facility, sober housing,a halfway house, women's shelter, jail or
correctional facility. Almost half (44%) of the norrcompleters discharged for criminal activity are housed
in a facility at discharge.

Key Measure 5d) POT BT OOETT 1T &£ AOOC Ai 000 PAOOEAEDPAT OO x|
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Almost one-third of discharged participants without A OAl EA AOEOAO08 0O 1 EAAT OA ACZC

AOEOA OB O Isdhakghk] Shghtly AnGre thal half (54%) of discharged participants leave drug
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A
court without a valid license are more likely to leave drug courtwithavali A AOEOAO80O 1 EAAT C
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Slightly more than half (54%) of discharged partighants havea valid license at discharge or chose not to
ever obtain a licensé! (72% of completers, 33% of norcompleters). Overhalf (59%) of all discharged

participantsdoT 1 O EAOA A OAI EA AOEOAOGSO0 1 EAAT OA AO Al OOUh

T AOBAO EAOET ¢ 1 A OA Edopleterdhave ®tighek dp@tion of parficipants &ith a valid
licenseat entry (49%) than non-completers (32%). Slightly more than one in ten £4%) of hon-completers
who enter drug court without a valid licenseare dischargedwith a valid license and22% of the non-
completers who have a valid license at entry leawdrug court with a cancelled, revoked, limited, or
suspended license. Almost half (47%) of theompleterswho enter drug court without a valid license
obtained one during drug courtand only 3% of completers entering drug court with a valid licensebut are
discharged with a cancelled, revoked,

limited, or suspended license. Figure7.6:Valid$ OEOAOE O , EAAT OA AO
In addition to differences by graduation

status, the ability to gain a valid license 1000/- Non-Metro Counties = Metro Counties  All Counties
during drug court varies by metro and noR ’

metro counties. Of the discharged 80%

participants in non-metro counties who do

not have a valid license atmry, almost half 60% 1

(43%) obtain a valid license while in drug 40% -

court as compared to 18% in the metro

counties. Ratesre alsohigher for 20% - —

O%_ T -

Completer Non-Completer All Discharged

completers (61% non-metro, 27% metro)
and nonrcompleters (15% norrmetro, 13%
metro).

Key Measure %) Proportion of drug court participants who were out of compliance with child
support obligations at entry who are in compliance with obligations to pay child support at
discharge
Over one-third (36%) of discharged participants who entered
drug court out of compliance with required child support
payments were paying child support at discharge. Half (52%)
of discharged participants required to pay child support are
making payments at discharge. A higher proportion of
discharged males (42%) start paying child support by drug )
court discharge as compared to discharged females (33%). |
All
The last measure of community functiomg is related to Discharged
participants who haveobligations to pay child support Tredrug
courts track whether participants are compliant with their
obligations atentry and discharge from drug court. Compliance Non-
does not necessarily indicate that backlogs in ddi support have ~ Completer g
been fully paid, but instead that the current required payments .
are being made.

Figure7.7:% In Compliance with Child
Support Pgments at DischargéNot
Compliant at Entry)z by Gender

Both Genders Female ®Male

Completer
At discharge, half (52%) of discharged participants whare

required to pay child supportare compliant with their payments ' ' ' ' '
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

41 Qverall, less than one in ten (9%) discharged participants chose not to ever obtainieehse and had no license

OET 1 AOET 1 08 0OAOOEAEDPAT OO0 11 O TAOAETETC A 1 EAAT OA AOO
identified as having invalid licenses.
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(79% of completers, 29% of noncompleters). Of the discharged participants whaare not in compliance at
entry, 39% are at discharge (73% oftompleters, 14% of nonrcompleters).

There are slight differences in all discharged participants across genders. Gilérd (33%) of female
participants who are not compliant with child support payments at entry are compliant at discharge,
compared to 42% of male participants.Differencesacross gendersare seen forcompleters. Half 60%) of
female completersbecame compliant with paymentsout 86% of male completersmproved during drug
court.
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Research Question6: How many drug court participants successfully complete the program?
- ET 1 A Odra0uatio®rate is 54 % for all drug court

participants in the Drug Court Cohort, which is Figu're_ 7.8: Graduation Rate for Discharged
comparable to other rates seen nationally (40 -65%) . For Participants
those unsuccessfully completing drug court, the most m Completer = Non-Completer

frequent reason (57%) for discharge i s participant non -
compliance resulting from repeated su bstance use,
failure to make progress, unresolved mental health

issues or failure to comply with drug court contracts. 46%

Key Measure @) Proportion of drug court
participants who complete drug court (i.e.
graduation rate)

The Minnesota graduation rate is 54%, indicating
slightly over half of participants successfully complete
requirements of drug courts. When isolating Hennepin
County (40% of the Drug Court Cohort, 39% graduation rate) from the remaining courts, the
Minnesota graduation rate increases to 62 %.

Ofthe 535 Cohort participants, 498were discharged as of June 30, 2011 (the end of thiudy). Over half
(54%) of the dischargedparticipants havecompleted drug court, makingthe graduation rate 54% for Drug
Courts inMinnesota.

I AAT OAET ¢ O1 OEA . ACETT Al $00C #1 OO@portlin2@BEHOOAS O ¢ m
national average graduation rate was 53%.
TherateOx AO OOAOOAT OEAIT 1 U E
small number of jurisdictions that were

serving a small census (<500) of participants

Figure 7.9: Graduation Rates by Drug Court

State | | o £4% statewide 0 7EAT_ Al AI UUET C 1A
. | | only, the average graduation raténcreases
Clay-Becker | = 58% t057%.4 EA OADI 00 & AEAAOAOD
ltasca | ! S7% [survey] respondents reported graduation
Hennepin | | 399 rates ranging from approximately 40% to
Far.-Mar.-Jack. | | 50% pub ET OEAE® $00C #1 0000
Range 65% . . .
Br.-Nic.-Wat. | I | 61% Of thethirteen drug courtsincluded in the
A | | evaluation with at least 10 discharged
Crow Wing | ! ! 89%  participants (seeAnalysis Note, seven
Wabasha | | | 70% courts have graduation rates of over 60%
Blue Earth | | | 64% (Crow Wing 89%, Stearns 70%, Wabasha
Dodge 58% 70%, St. Louiz Range 65%, St. Louis
Ramsey | l l 54% Duluth 65%, Blue Earth &%, and Brown
Stearns | | | 70% Nicollet-Watonwan 61%). Of thesethirteen
buluth | | | 6556 courts, anly Hennepin County hasa
! ! graduation rate lower than 50% (39%).
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

If Hennepin County were exalded from the

42 Huddleston, West and Marlowe, Douglas, J.D., Ph.D. Painting the CurréttuRe: A National Report on Drug Courts
and Other ProblemSolving Court Programs in the United States (2011).

r Ensuring Participant Accountability 1
L Results- 63 J




statewide total43 the overall graduation rate would be %, showing196 of 309 discharged participants
graduating from drug court.

In analyzing the graduation rates for different racial groups, one important consideration ithe impact of

other characteristics of prticipants (e.g. criminal history, age, gender) as well dbe drug court where they

are enrolled (e.g. hybrid, adult, mandatory or not, etc.)For the analysis of graduation rates by race,

Hennepin County is separated from the remaining courtsGraduation rates do vary for some racial groups.
Black/African American participants have lower graduation rates in Hennepin County (32%) anith the

other Minnesota drugcourts (48%). However, while gaduation ratesare similar for Caucasian/White

(65%) and other racial groups (63%) for most drug courts in Minnesota, BT T ADET #1 01 Ou60 CO
rate for Caucasians/Whites is much higher (51%) than other racial groups (15%).

Key Measure 6b) Primary reason for unsuccessful drug court completion

The most frequent reason (57%) for unsuccessful drug court discharge i s participant non -
compliance resulting from repeated substance use, failure to make progress, unresolved mental
health issues or failure to comply with drug court contracts. A higher pro portion of Hennepin
County participants are terminated due to criminal activity (29%) than in other Minnesota drug
courts (18%).

Figure 7.10: Reasons for Unsuccessful Completion
Over half (57%) of the participants who  100%
do not sucessfully complete drug court
are terminated due to participant non 80%
compliance. Noncompliance consists
of repeated substance use, failure to 60%
make progress, unresolved participant
mental health issues or norcompliance  40%
with the drug court contracts that lead 23%
to the termination of the client by the 20% -— 14%
program. 0% 1% 2% 1%

0% T T T T T T )

WY anc® ed L arwd o x. R\
Pg’f)\:_ Coﬁ\?\\a“ N\?o\_\l\]\t\\& v e; toV- P*C;’jgs ﬁo’t AV

57%

Reasons for terminationalso vary by
race and by court. Hennepin County
has a higher proportion ofnon-
completersterminated due to criminal
activity (29%) as compared to other Minnesota drug courts (18%)Four in ten (41%) Hennepin County
Caucasian/White nonrcompleters are rminated for criminal activity, which is twice the proportion for
other courts (19%). Termination reasons for Caucasian/White and Black/African American nen
completers are included below, by Hennepin County and other Minnesota courts.

Crin

43 Hennepin County drug court participants comprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See #ygpendix for more
information about why separate analyses may be conducted for this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.
44 Hennepin County drug court participants comprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See #ygpendix for more
information about why separate analyses may be conducted for this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.
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Figure7.11: Reasos for Unsuccessful Completion by Hennepin County and Race

m Criminal Activity ~ ® Participant Non-Compliance

Henn. - Caucasian/White

Henn. - Black/Afr. Amer.

All Courts But Henn. - Caucasian/White

All Courts But Henn. -Black/Afr. Amer.

= Voluntary Withdrawal Other Reasons

0%
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Research Question7: How many days are drug court participants sober before discharge?

Key Measure7a) Average number of days since last known use prior to discharge for drug

court participants

Discharged drug court participants have, on average, over 10 months of sobriety at discharge.

Completers, on average, have over 16 months of sobriety at discharge and all completers have at

least 90 days of sobriety. One in ten (13%) non -completers has n o sobriety at discharge, but over

one-third of non -completers have at least 6 months of sobriety at discharge.

Minnesota Drug Court Standard© ANOE OA OOAT AT i h AIAKNIGRAIT IOhATAA Ai & AR OX
of drug oourt participants. One measure of participant sobriety is the total amount of days that have

passed, at discharge, since the drug court team has knowledge of substance ¥elg courts trackthis
information in the Offender Drug Court Tracking Sheet

Half (48%) of all discharged participantshave at least

Figure7.12: Days Since Last Known Use at one year of sobriety at dischargeOnly 6% of
Discharge participants had zero days of sobriety, with 15%
having 10 days or less, at dischargaVhen
Discharged = Non-Completer = Completer isolating completers, the total percent of

participants with at least one year of sobriety at

, discharge increases to 82%.
Over 2 Years Sobriety

. On average, discharged participants have 312
- days since thei last known substance useg
approximately 10 months. Completershave
i 491 days since their last known substance usg
Over 1 Year -2 Yearsh or 16 months. Additionally, all completers have
at least 90 days of sobriety at discharge.

Many of the norcompleters also hae some
Over 6 Months - 1 Year sustainedsobriety at discharge.On average,
- non-completers have9l days of sobriety at
dischargez or 3 months. Of the non
completers who ae terminated for participant
non-compliance,over one quarter (28%) have
1 day - 6 Months over 90 days of sobriety

The drug court with the highest average
(mean) days of sobriety for all discharged
participants is Crow Wing County with 53 z or
over 18 months. Crow Wing County also has a
higher proportion of completersthan non-
completers (seeKey Measuresb), which

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% contributes to thehigher average days of
sobriety for all discharged participants.

No Sobriety at Discharge

The courts with the lowest average daysf sobriety for discharged participantsare St. Louisgz North/Range
and Hennepin County with 242 and 205, respectively. While Hennepounty has a lower graduation rate,
St. Louisz North/Range hasa higher-than-average graduation rate. The median days of sobriefor St.
Louis z North/Range is much higher at 1 year of sobriety at discharge. Ostleird of the St. Louis
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North/R ange disclarged participants havezero days of sobriety, which brings down thdotal average days
of sobriety for participants in that drug court.
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Research Question8: Do drug court participants succeed in treatment?

Almost all (94%) drug court participants receive  treatment during drug court. More than three -
guarters (80%) of discharged participants complete at least one treatment episode during drug
court. Discharged participants participant in treatment one  -third (35%) of their days enrolled in
drug court. Discharged participants show the highest treatment episode completion rates for
participants whose primary dependence is Methamphetamines (76%) and Cocaine powder (68%).

Drug court participants receive more treatment than the Comparison Group. Drug court

par ticipants have a 34% increase in treatment received over the comparison group, and drug court
participants are over one and one half times as likely to complete a treatment episode as the
comparison group (80% Drug Court Cohort; 49% Comparison Group). Tre atment completion rates,
per episode, however, are similar for the two groups (61% Drug Court Cohort; 63% Comparison
Group). Drug court participants receive over two times as much treatment as comparison group
participants (2.3 episodes Drug Court Cohort; 1.1 episodes Comparison Group).

Key Measure 8a) Proportion of drug court participants who receive treatment  during drug
court

Almost (94%) all drug court p articipants receive some type of treatment during drug court. Seven
in ten (70%) comparison group participants receive treatment within 18 months of their

disposition date. Drug court participants participate in 2.3 average treatment episodes during drug
court compared to 1.1 for the Comparison Group.

Treatment is an integral part of drug court for most
participants. While some drug court participants receive
treatment prior to drug court, almost all (94%)

Figure7.13: Primary Substance at Issge
Discharged Drug Court ParticipantReceiving

. g ! Treatment
discharged participants receive treatment apart of
X . Oth. Subs.,
drug court. All of these discharged participants 204 Alcohol
receive treatment from a DHS licensed facility rather Meth., 19%

than in prison#. Some drug court participants who 19%
goto prison also receivetreatment in prison, but no
drug court participants only receive treatment in

prison. Cocaine,

5%
For the comparison group participants, twethirds

(65%) receive treatment from a DHS facilitywith an ~ Heroin/O
additional 5% receivetreatment in prison within 18 th.
months of their disposition date. Some compéason Op"%tes’
group participants receivetr eatment both from a 16%
DHS licensed facility and in prison during that time

period as well. Onein ten (9%) comparison group

participants receiving treatment in prison participate Mj/Hash,
in more than one treatment program, resulting in an 26%
average of 1.2 treatment dmissions per participant.

Almost three-fourths (71%) of prison treatment admissionsare completed

Crack,
13%

45 The DAANES system maintained by the Minnesota Department of Human Services contains treatment admission
and dischage information from all facilities in Minnesota that receive any state or federal funds. Prisonsand
OAOAOAT 60 EI OPEOAI O AOA AgAi O &EOI I OADPI OOEI ¢ OEOI OCE
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Figure 7.14: Primary Substance at IssgComparison

Group ParticipantsReceiving Treatment Excluding prison treatment, discharged drug court
Oth. Subs., participants receiving treatmentreceive an
2% average of 2.3 treatment admissions while in drug

Alcohol, court compared to 1.1 for the comparison group
24% partici pants (within 18 months of their disposition
date). Discharged drug court participants hae a
higher proportion of treatment admissions with
primary substances a@dressed of Crack (13%), and
Heroin/Methadone/Other Opiates/Synthetics
(16%) than the comparison group (9% and %o,
respectively). Conversely, theomparison group
has a higher proportion of treatment episodes in
which the primary substances addressed are
Crack, 9% Methamphetamine (30%) and Alcohol (24%) than
the discharged drug court participants (19% and
19% respectively).

Meth.,
30%

Cocaine,
5%

Heroin/Ot
h. Opiates,
5%

Mj/Hash,
25%

Key Measure &) Proportion of drug court participa nts who successfully complete a
treatment episode during drug court

Eight in ten (80%) discharged drug court participants complete at least one treatment episode
during drug court. Half (49%) of the Comparison Group complete a treatment ep isode within 18
months of their disposition date. Completion rates, per episode, are similar for the groups (61%
Drug Court Cohort; 63% Comparison Group).

While 94% of discharged drug court participants and 70% of comparison group participants receive
treatment, not all complete treatment. Of those receiving treatment, 85% of the discharged drug court
participants and 76% of the comparson group participants completeat least one of their treatment
episodes. In total, eight in ten (80%) discharged dug court participants complete treatment while in drug
court compared to half (49%) of comparison group participants.When looking at all treatment admissions,
however, drug court participants and comparison group participants have similar overall completion rates
(61% drug court, 63% comparison group).While drug court participants receive more treatment(i.e. more
admissions), theycomplete a similar proportion of those treatment episodesas thecomparison group
participants. However,since discharged drug caort participants receive more treatment, more are likely to
leave drug court with at least one treatment episde completion. Thusa higher proportion of discharged
drug court participants leave drug court having completed some type of treatment ammpared to the
comparison group.

Inpatient tr eatment completion rates show 1% increase in completion rates over otpatient treatment for
all participants. Discharged drug court participants havelightly higher completion rates (70%) than the
Comparison Group 62%). Outpatient treatment completion rates arés8% for the Comparison Group and
59% for discharged drug cairt participants. Overone-quarter (28%) of the Comparison Group who
receive treatmentreceive both inpatient and outpatient treatment as compared to onghird (33%) of
discharged drug court participants.

Non-completers (96%) are slightly more likely than completers(92%) to attend treatment while in drug
court. However, completers are more likely than noiwompleters to successfully complete a treatment
episode while in drug court (98% completers complete, 70% nowwompleters). Of the discharged drug
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court participants receiving inpatient treatment46 95% of completerscompletethe treatment compared to
83% of non-completers.

Key Measure &) Treatment completion rates by primary substance of dependence/abuse
Treatment completion rates are highest for  participants when Methamphetamine (76% Drug Court
Cohort; 70% Comparison Group) and Cocaine powder (68% Drug Court Cohort; 65% Comparison
Group) are the primary substances.

Treament episode completion rates varnyby the primary substance at issue for théreatment episode. For
example, when Cocaine (powder) is the primary substance at issue in the treatment episode, the
discharged drug court participants show 68% completion of the treatment episode compared to 65% of the
comparison group admissions addresing cocaine powder as the primary substance at issue. However,
when Crack Cocaine is the primary substance at issue, the completion rate is 52% for the discharged drug
court participants compared to 50% for treatment admissions in the comparison grouplreatment

episode completion rates vary by drug and, for some drugs, by participant type.

Figure 7.15: % of Treatment Admissions Completing Treatment by Primary Substance

m Drug Court Cohort = Comparison Group

100%

75%

50% -

25% -

0% -
A\cohO\ Cocaine Crack

oth. opiates Meth(')th_ Substances

.+ [Hash-
Mar)- / Heroin /

Key Measure &) Proportion of drug court days participants participate in treatm ent
Discharged participants participate in treatment one  -third (35%) of their days in drug court. Non-
completers generally spend a higher proportion of their treatment days in treatment with room

and board ( 41%) than completers ( 26 %)

Coordinators trackthe total number of days participants spend in some type of treatment, while they are in
drug court (see Tracking Shegt Discharged drug court participants spend on average, onghird (35 %) of
their days in drugcourt receiving some type of treatmenie.g. inpatient, outpatient, continuing care)
Discharged participants spengdon averagel60 daysreceiving some type of treatment. Completers (L87
days) spend almost one and one half times as many days in treatment as raampleters (128), but also

46 |npatient treatment, for purposes of ths measure, includes Hospital Inpatient and Residential Inpatient Treatment
for less than 30 days.
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spend one and one half times as many days in drug cou@@mpleters 568 days, NorCompleters 39
days).

Treatment days ae categorized as treatment wih room and board (e.g. hospital, inpatient treatment) and
treatment without room and board (e.g. outpatient, continuing care)Dischargedparticipants spend more
treatment days (68%) in treatment without room and board than treatment with room and board 32%).
However, noncompleters spendmore than half 69%) of their treatment days in treatment with room ard
board, as compared tahe completerswho spendalmost three-fourths of their treatment in treatment
without room and board (74%).
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Chapter 8 Reducing Costs to Society Results z Incarceration Use & Costs

Goal 3: Reducing Costs to Society

AEA DPOEI AOU CI Ao erigafe iAddifuals iAtre@irdedt@ngredbugh to experience the
benefits of treatment inorder to end the cycle of recidivism and successfully intervene on the addictia.
The research questions related to the goal &educing Costs to Societyeasures the frequency and extent
to which drug court participants areincarcerated in jail, prison, and the combination

These research questions are measured by a combination of descriptive and statistical information. The
incarceration rates and average number oflays incarceratedare reported for the appropriate measures.

In determining whether inclusion in drug court is a factor explaining the difference betweeimcarceration
rates, a logistic regression model is used. Variables originally included in the propensity score regression
are included again as factors that may influence whethermot an individual is incarcerated. The model is
also used to determine whether the difference between the two groups is meaningful. Additionally, to
determine whether inclusion in drug court is a factor explaining the difference between the average
numbers of days incarceratedfor each group, a linear regression model is used. Variables originally
included in the propensity score regression are included again as factors that may influence the amount of
incarceration daysan individual serves The modeis also used to determine whether the difference
between the two groups is meaningful.

For each key measure descriptive results (e.mcarceration rates) and regression results (whether drug
court has an impact, and whether that impact is statisticall significant) are provided. Additional tables
with more information are included in the appendix.

Incarceration rates for drug court and comparison group participants are similar. A higher
proportion of comparison group participants spend time in prison, but a slightly higher proportion
of drug court participants spend time in jail.

Drug court participants spend less time in prison than the comparison group particip ants after
their respective start dates. However, drug court participants spend more time in jail than

comparison group participants in a similar time frame . If Hennepin County, which comprises 40%
of the Drug Court Cohort, is analyzed separately, other Minnesota drug court participants spend less
time in jail than non -Hennepin comparison group participants, a difference that is statistically
significant. In analyzing all incarceration time, drug court participants spend, on average, fewer
days incarcera ted, than the compari son group participants.

When isolating time incarcerated after drug court, drug court participants are more likely to spend
time in prison, and for more days, than the comparison group.

Factors Impacting Incarceration

Many factors impact the amount of time a participant is incarcerated during the study period. Some of the

common factors are arrests for new offenses, sentences imposed by the court, and sanctions for refusing to
Ai111x OEA Ai 00050 i OAA OourtdadcGods). ETRIS ahalySstldeb notrEdmpt PO E | 1 ¢

47 Drug Court StandardsMinnesota Judicial Council Policy No. 5.11(1) (July 20, 2007).
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identify the source or reason for incarceration other than to determine if the participants in the Drug Court
Cohort are incarcerated more or less than the Comparison Group. The Comparison Group is et be
similar to the Drug Court Cohort on key criteria such as criminal history, current offense type and level, age,
race, and gender. The research questions regarding incarceration time then aim to understand whether
AOOC Al 600K GAGMBDNA A OEG AOU Ei PAAO 11 OEA EAEI
While sentencing practices have a signifant impact on the incarcerationtime (prison time in particular)
served by participants, other factors, such as varying criminal justice progranahd interventions, may also
have an impact on the incarceration time of participants. Some counties may employ diversion or other
programs with felony offenders that may impact jail or prison time served. This evaluation does not intend
to understand whether drug courts have more or less of an impact than any specific intervention (e.qg.
program, prison). The local or judicial criminal justice system responses across the state are not being
evaluated in comparison to drug court. The question answered heis simply whether or not participants
who go to drug court spend fewer days incarcerated over a period of time than those who do not receive
drug court. Whether the pronounced sentences are longer or shorter sentences is not determinative, or
even predctive in many circumstances, of the total days an individual actuglserves in jail or prison.

Drug court and comparison group participants have similar jail incarceration rates, meaning
similar proportions of participants receive at least 1 day in jail 2 ¥z years after drug court
acceptance (81% Drug Court Cohort; 80% Comparison Group). Results are not statistically

signifi cant. Completers show a 22% reduction in incarceration rates over non -completers in 2 %
years, a reduction that is statistically significant.

The Drug Court Cohort hasimilar, or higher, proportion s of participants who are incarcerated in jailas
compared to the Comparison Groupvithin two and one half years from drug court acceptance
Participants are analyzed at six month intervals, with each interval showingsmilar or larger proportion
of drug court participants with jail time. At the end of two and one half years, the proportion of the Drug
Court Cohort who receive some incarceration time in jail (81%) is similar, but slightly higher than, the
Comparison Group (80%).A table showing theincarceration rates, for jail only, for each six month inteval
can be seen below.

Figure8.1: % Incarcerated in Jail from Start Date
Results of thelogistic regression show that
drug court is a statistically significant factor
in predicting whether or not a participant is
6 months incarcerated in jail within 6 months and 1
1 year year after drug court. However, drug court is
not astatistically significant factor in
predicting whether or not a participant is
2 years incarcerated in jail for the remaining time

2 Y5 years intervals, including two and one half years
- after drug court start. For a full table of

TimeFrom Comparison Cohort (N) (N)
Start Date Group Cohort

1 Y% years

coefficients and signficance seeTable 83 in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate completers are less likely to be incarcerated across
all time intervals through two and one half years.Two and one half years after drug couracceptance,
completers show a 226 reduction in incarceration as compared to the norcompleters (72% Completers;
92% Non-Completers). These results are statistically significant.
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Drug court participants spend more days, on average, in jail than comparison group participants 2

14 years after drug court acceptance. These results are not statistically significant. When
separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug courts, the  remaining drug courts show
statistically significant fewer days incarcerated in jail than the comparison group participants
outside Hennepin County. Drug court completers (23 days) show 80% reducti on in jail days served
over the non -completers (127 days).

Since most participants spend some time in jail, the extent to which the participants are incarcerated in jail
is analyzed. The average number of days drug court participants are incarceratedail js similar or higher
than the average number of days for the comparison group participants for all time intervals analyzed,
including two and one half years after start date. Half of participants in both groups have less than 30 days
incarcerated in jil (52% Drug Court Cohort; 53% Comparison Group) during the two and one half years
following start date. When isolating those who are incarcerated, slightly less than half spend 30 days in jail
or less (41% for each group), but a slightly higher percentge of drug court participants (20%) spend at

least 8 months in jail as compared to 14% of the Comparison Group.

Figure 8.2 Average Number of Days Incarcerated in Jedim Start Date
Results of thelinear regression show that

drug court is not a statistically significant  [EULUCES(CIINEENOlli[ = Elel R eTelie] SR () (N)
factor in predicting differences in the Start Date Group Cohort
number daysthe participants are 6 months

incarcerated through the first yearafter 1 year

their start date. However, drug court is a
significant factor in predicting more jail
time for drug court participants for the 2 years
time intervals from one and one half years PEZR{EIS
to two and two hadf years after start date
For a full table of coefficients and sigficanceseeTable 8.7 in the appendix.

1% years

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate completers have significantly less average days in
jail across all time intervals analyzed Two and one half years after drug court acceptance, nonmpleters
spend over five and one half times as much time in jail as the completers (23 days Completers; 127 days
Non-Completers). These results are statistically significant.

To better understand differences in jail timeacross drug courts, Hennepin drug court and comparison
group participants are separateds from participants from other counties. When analyzing drug court
participants, excluding Hennepin County, to nofdennepin County comparisorgroup participants, the drug
court participants spend42 days in jail as compared t®8 for the Comparison Groupwithin two and one
half years after their start date This differencein the number of days participants spend in jails
statistically significant for all six month intervals analyzed, except for two years after start dateThis
demonstrates that for drug court participants, outside of Hennepin County, participation in drug court is a
statistically significant factor in predicting less ail time two and one half years after drug court start date or
disposition date for the comparison group Moreover, eah six month interval analyzed {ith the exception
of two years after start date show drug courts are a statistically significant factolindicating fewer days in
jail for drug court participants than comparison group participants.

48 Hennepin County drug court participans comprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See th@pendix for more
information regarding why separate analyses may be conducted for this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.
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Conversely, Hennepin County drug court participantspend over one and one half times as much time in

jail (121 days, on average) as the Hennepin County comjisan group participants (70). This difference is

Al 01 OOAOGEOOEAAIT U OECTIEZEAAT Oh AAIT1OOOAOET ¢ PAOOE
significant factor in predicting more jail time for drug court participants than the comparisorgroup.

Drug court participants have lower prison incarceration rates 2 % years after drug court
acceptance (30% Drug Court Cohort; 38% Comparison Group). Results are statistically significant.
Completers show 51% reduction in incarceration rates over non -completers in 2 %2 years, a
reduction that is statistically significant.

The Drug Court Cohort has a lower proportion of pdicipants who are incarcerated in prison as compared
to the Comparison Group. Participants are analyzed at six month intervals, with each interval showing a
similar or larger proportion of the Comparison Group in prison.

At the end of two and one half gars, 30% of he Drug Court Cohorspendssomeincarceration time in
prison as compared to 38% of the Comparison Group. A table showing the incarceration rates, for prison
only, for each six month interval can be seen below.

Figure 8.3: % Incarcerated irPrison from Start Date

Results of thelogistic regression show that

TSime FDrom Corgparison Cohort  (N) C(l?l]) drug court is a statistically significant factor
tart Date roup UM i predicting whether or not a participant is
6 months incarcerated inprison for all intervals up to
1 year one and one halfears after drug court.

. However, drug court is not a statistically
1% years significant factor in predicting whether or
2 years not a participant is incarcerated inprison

) for two or two and one half years after drug
272 years court start. For a full table ¢ coefficients

and significanceseeTable8.15 in the
appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate completers are less likely to benprisoned across
all time intervals through two and one half years. Two and one half years after drug court acceptanumaly
2% of completers spend some time in prison compared to over half (53%) tife non-completers. Not all
results are statistically significant but results at two and one half years are statistically significant

Drug court participants spend fewer days in prison than comparison group participants 2 ¥z years
after drug court acceptance. These results are statistically significant. ~ Drug court completers
spend virtually no time in prison (1 day) within 2 Y5 years as compared to nhon -completers (93).

Most participants, in both groups, do not spend time in prison within two and one half years of their start
date. The average number of days incarcerated in prisofor the Drug Court Cohortis higher than the
average number of days for th&omparison Group for all time intervals analyzed, including two and one
half years after start date.In the two and one half years after start date, drug court participants spend, on
average, less than half (52 days) of th@me in prison of comparison group participants (121). Most drug
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court participants who do spend time in prison spend one year or less in prison (84%) as compared to less
than two-thirds (65%) of the Comparison Groupduring the two and one half years fdbwing start date.

Figure 8.4: Average Number of Days Incarcerated in Prison from Start Date
BT PSS STSGTEE C NN Results of thelinear regression show that drug
Start Date Group e clle o courtis a statistically significant factor in
predicting differences in the number days the
6 months =it 2 R participants are incarceratedin prison for all time

Time from Comparison Cohort (N) (N)

intervals through two and one half years after
1year 60 14 644 535 start date. For a full table of coefficients and
1 years 84 27 644 535 significance seeTable 8.19 in the appendix.

2 years 105 41 644 535 .\Nh'en isolating drug court participant;, re;ults
indicate completers spendiewer days in prison,
21 years 121 52 644 535 on averageacross all time intervals analyzed Not
all results are statistically significant. Two years
after drug court acceptance, norcompleters
spend 93averagedays in prison compared to 1 day for completers (these results are statistically
significant).

Drug court and comparison group participants have similar incarceration rates 2 ¥z years after
drug court acceptance (83 % Drug Court Cohort; 8 5% Comparison Group). Results are not
statistically significant. Completers show a 2 5% reduction in incarceration rates over non -
completers in 2 % years, a reduction that is statistically significant.

When combining all incarcerationz jail and prison z the Drug CourtCohort has a similar proportion of
participants who are incarcerated as the Comparison Group. Participants are analyzed at six month
intervals, with each interval showing a similar as the Comparison Group. At the end of two and one half
years, 83% of eah group spends some time incarcerated. A table showing the incarceration rates for each
six month interval can be seen below.

Figure 8.5: % Incarcerated in Jail and/or Prison from Start Date

Results of thelogistic regression show drug
court is not a statistically significant factor
predicting if a participant is incarcerated

6 months within two and one half years aftethe start of
drug court (and all other time intervals). For a
full table of coefficients and significancesee
Table8.23 in the appendix.

Time From  Comparison  Cohort  (N) )
Start Date Group

1 year

1 Y% years
2 years _ _ o
When isolating drug court participants, results
indicate completes are less likely to be
imprisoned across all time intervals through
two and one half years. Two and one half years after drug coatceptance, completers show a 25
reduction in incarceration as compared to the no-completers (72% Completers; 966 Non-Completers).
All results are statistically significant.

2 Y5 years
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Drug court participants spend almost one and one half times fewer days incarcerated than
comparison group participants 2 % years after drug court acceptance (126 Drug Court Cohort; 181
Comparison Group) . These results are statistically significant. Drug court completers (25 days)
spend almost 10 times fewer days incarcerated than non -completers (245).

While the proportion of participants incarcerated within two and one half years after start date is similar
across both groups, the number of days incarcerated varies by group. The average nundfetays
incarcerated for the Drug Court Cohortvithin two and one half years (126) is almost one and one half
times less than theaverage number of days for the Comparison Groy@81). Across all time intervals the
average number of days incarcerated fathe Drug Court Cohort is less than the Comparison Group. When
isolating only those who are incarcerated, the average number of days for the Comparison Group (214) is
still almost one and one half times as much as the Drug Court Cohort (151).

Figure 8.6: Average Number of Days Incarcerat&?gdm Start
Date

Results of thelinear regression show that
drug court is a statistically significant factor in T ER=Tely R eTel3 e EY(1e NN OTe 2o s I () (N)
predicting differences in the number days the Start Date Group Cohort
participants are incarcerated forall time
intervals through two and one half years after
start date. For a full table bcoefficients and
significancesee TableB.22in the appendix.

6 months

1 year
1% years
2 years

2 Y5 years

When isolating drug court participants,
results indicate completers spend less average days incarceratitdjail and prison across all time intervals
analyzed. All results are statistically significant. Two and one half years after drug court acceptance,-non
completers spend almost ten times as many days incarcerated as completers (25 completers; 245-non
completers).

Drug court and comparison group participants have similar  jail incarceration rates during drug
court (77 % Drug Court Cohort; 75% Comparison Group). Results are not statistically significant.
Completers show a 24% reduction in incarceration rates over non  -completers during drug court, a
reduction that is statistically significant.

The Drug Court Cohort has a slightly higher proportion of participargt who are incarcerated in jail as
compared to the Comparison Group during drug court. Thre®urths of participants receive some jail time
during drug court (within 18 months for the comparison group) (77% Drug Court Cohort; 75%
Comparison Group).
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Figure8.7: % Incarcerated During Drug Court
Results of the logistic regression show
that drug court is not a statistically
significant factor in predicting whether
or not a participant is incarcerated in jail J=lgte s
during drug court. For a full table &
coefficients and significancesee Table
8.31in the appendix.

Type of Comparison Cohort (N)
Incarceration Group Cohort

Jail

When isolating drug court participants, All

results indicate completers are less Incarceration
likely to be incarcerated in jailduring
drug court. Completers show a 2% reduction in incarceration as compared to the noitompleters 67%
Competers; 88% Non-Completers). The difference in the proportion of participants incarcerated is
statistically significant.

Drug court and comparison group participants spend similar days in jail during drug court (45 Drug
Court Cohort; 43 Comparison Group) . These results are not statistically significant. When
separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug courts, the  remaining drug courts show
statistically significant fewer days incarcerated in jail (23) than the comparison group participants
outside Hennepin County (41) . All drug court completers (21 days) spend three and one half times
fewer days incarcerated than all non -completers (74), a statistically significant difference.

Since most participants spend some time in jail during drug court, the extent to which the participants are
incarcerated in jail is analyzed. Drug court participants speahslightly more days(45), onaverage,
incarcerated in jail during drug court, than the comparison group participants (43). Half of participants
who spend time in jail during drug court serve less than 30 days (53% Drug Court Cohort; 50%
Comparison Group). However, approximately 15% both groups spend at leas#t months in jail during
drug court (15% Drug Court Cohort; 14% Comparison Group)

Results of the linear regression show thathe difference in the number of daysirug court participants
spend in jail, as compared to the Qaparison Group,is not statistically significant. Therefore, drug court is
not a statistically significantfactor in predicting differences in the number days the participants are
incarceratedin jail during drug court. For a full table of coefficients ad significance see Tabl8.35 in the
appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate norcompleters spend three and one half times as
many days incarcerated in jail as the completers during drug court (21 days completers, 74 days non
completers). The difference in the proportion of participants incarcerated is statistically significant.

To better understand differences in jail time across drug courts during drug court, Hennepin drug court
and comparison group participants are separgd4® from participants from other counties. When analyzing
drug court participants, excluding Hennepin Countylrug court andcomparison group participants, the
drug court participants spend 23 days in jail as compared to 41 for the Comparison Group duridgug
court. This difference in the number of days participants spend in jail is statistically significant. This

49 Hennepin County drug court participantscomprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See t endix for more
information regarding why separate analyses may be conducted for this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.
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demonstrates that for drug court participants outside of Hennepin County participation in drug court is a
statistically significant factor in predicting less jail time during drug court.

Conversely, Hennepin County drug court participantspendmore days in jail (8), on averagethan the

Hennepin County comparison group participants%5). This difference is also statistically significant,

dAT T T OOOAOET ¢ PAOOEAEDPAOEIT ET (ATTAPET #1 01 0U80 AO
predicting more jail time for drug court participants than the comparison group, during drug court.

Drug court participants have significantly lower prison incarceration rates during drug court ( 2%
Drug Court Cohort; 29% Comparison Group). Results are statistically significant. Completers (1%)
are less likely to spend time in prison than non -completers (4%) , but the difference is not
statistically significant.

AEA #1711 PAOEOIT ' OI OP6O POEOIT ETAAOAAOAOEIT OAOA EC
Almost onethird of the Comparison Group (29%) is incarceratedn prison during drug court as compared
to 2% of the Drug Court Cohort.

Results of the logistic regression show that drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting
whether or not a participant is incarcerated in prison during drug court. For a full table of coefficients and
significance see Tabl®&.43 in the gppendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate completers are less likely to be imprisoned during
drug court (1% completers; 4% norcompleters). The difference in the proportion of participants
incarceratedin prison during drug court is not statistically significant.

Type of Comparison Cohort
Incarceration Group

(N) (N)

Figure 8.8: Average Number of
Days Incarcerated During Drug

Prison 441 Court

NEL 43 45 644 441

All 127 46 644 441
Incarceration

Drug court participants spend significantly fewer days in prison (1 day) than comparison group
participants (84) during drug court. These results are statistically signifi cant. Most drug court
participants do not spend time in prison during drug court  and differences in the average days for
completers (0 day) and non -completers (3 days) are not statistically significant.

Drug court participants spend significantlyfewer days, on average, incarcerated in prison during drug
court, than the comparison group participants (1 Drug Court Cohort; 84 Comparison Group). When
isolating only those participants who serve some prison time during drug court, the Comparison Group
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servesover four times as many days in prison as the Drug Court Cohort participants who go to prison (64
Drug Court Cohort; 287 Comparison Grou}.

Results of the linear regression show that the difference in the number of days drug court participants
spend in prison, as compared to the Comparison Group, is statistically significant. Therefore, drug court is
a statistically significant factor in predictingfewer days in prisonfor drug court participants, during drug
court. For a full table ¢ coefficients and significancesee Table8.47 in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate norcompleters spend three days in prison, on
average, as compared to 0 days for completers during drug court. The difference in the proportion of
participants incarcerated is not statistically significant.

Drug court participants have slightly lower incarceration rates during drug court than the
comparison group, but the difference is not statistically significant (77 % Drug Court Cohort; 81%
Comparison Group) . Completers show a 23% reduction in incarceration rates over non -completers
during drug court, a reduction that is statistically significa  nt.

The Comparison Group has a higher rate of total incarceration than the Drug Court Cohort. Eight in ten
(81%) comparison group participants are incarcerated during drug court as compared to 77% of the Drug
Court Cohort.

Results of the logistic regresion show that the difference in the proportion of the Drug Court Cohort and
Comparison Group who are incarcerated is not statistically significant. Drug court is not a statistically
significant factor in predicting whether or not a participant is incar@rated during drug court. For a full
table of coefficients and significance see Tab&51 in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate completers are almost one and one half times less
likely to be imprisoned during drug coutt than non-completers (68% completers; 88% norcompleters).
The difference in the proportion of participants incarcerated in prison during drug court is statistically
significant.

Drug court participants spend almost three times fewer days incarcerated (46 days) than
comparison group participants (127) during drug court. These results are statistically significant.
Drug court completers (21 days) have a 73% reduction in incarceration days over non -completers
during drug court (77 days), a difference that is statistically significant.

Since most participants spend some time incarcerated during drug court, the extent to which the
participants are incarceaated is analyzed. Comparison group participants spend over two and one half
times as many days (127), on average, incarcerated during drug court, than the drug court participants
(46). Half of the drug court participants who spend time incarcerated dung drug court serve 30 days or
fewer as compared to onehird of comparison group participants who are incarcerated during drug court
(53% Drug Court Cohort; 32% Comparison Group). Additionally, 36% of Comparison Group participants
who are incarcerated duing drug court spend more than five months (150 days) incarcerated, as
compared to 15% of similar drug court participants.

50 This difference is also statistically significant.
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Results of the linear regression show that the difference in the number of days drug court participants
spend incarcerated duringdrug court, as compared to the Comparison Group, is statistically significant.
Therefore, drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting differences in the number days the
participants are incarcerated during drug court. For a full tablef coefficients and significance see Table
8.47in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate norcompleters spend over three and one half
times as many days incarcerated in jail and prison as the completers during drug coutl( days
completers, 77 days norcompleters). The difference in the proportion of participants incarcerated is
statistically significant.

Figure 8.9: % Incarceratedn Jail Within 1 Year After Discharge

Time After  Comparison  Cohort  (N) (N)
Discharge Group CG Cohort

Drug court participants have slightly
higher incarceration rates one year
after drug court discharge than the

6 months comparison group, but the difference is
not statistically significant (47 % Drug
Court Cohort; 41% Comparison Group) .
1 year Completers are five times less likely to
be incarceration in jail (17%) than non -
completers (83%) one year after drug

court discharge, a difference that is statistically significant.

The Drug Court Cohort has a higher proportion of participants who are incarcerated in jail as compared to
the Comparison Group within one yeaafter drug court discharge. At the end of oneear, almost half of the

Drug Court Cohort (47%) receives some incarceration time in jail as compared to 41% of the Comparison
Group. A table showing the incarceration rates, for jail only, fdroth six month intervals is shown above

Results of the regrasion show that drug court is a statistically significant factosix monthsafter drug

court discharge, demonstrating drug court participants are more likely to spend at least one day in jail after
drug court discharge. Results one year after drug court g not statistically significant. For a full table d
coefficients and significanceseeTable 8.59 in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate completers are five times less likely to be
incarcerated in jail one year afterdrug courtdischargethan non-completers (17% completers; 83% nor
completers). The difference in the proportion of participants incarcerated ifail one year after drug court
dischargeis statistically significant.

Drug court participants spend slightly more days incarcerated (23 days) than comparison group
participants (17) one year after drug court discharge. These results are statistically significant.
When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug courts, the  remaining drug
courts show similar days in jail (17) as the comparison group (18), a difference that is not

statistically significant. All drug court completers (1 day) spend signif  icantly fewer days in jail than
non-completers one year after drug court discharge (40 days), a difference that is statistically
significant.
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Figure8.10: Average Number of Days Incarcerated in Jail Within 1 Year After Discharge

Time After Comparison  Cohort  (N) (N)

Discharge Group (G{CaRR el Wil \\Vhile almost half of participants spend some
6 months 38 644 483 time in jail after discharge, the extent to which
the participants are incarcerated in jail is also
1 year 17 23 644 441 analyzed._ '_I'he average number of _da_y_s Qrug

court participants are incarcerated in jail is
higher than the averaye number of days for
the comparison group participants for both time intervals analyzedMost participants in both groups have
less than 30 days incarcerated in jail§4% Drug Court Cohort91% Comparison Group)within one year
following dischargedate. When isolating those who are incarceratedapproximately two-thirds spend 30
days in jail or less 61% Drug Court Cohort; 6% Comparison Grouy).

Results of the linear regression show that drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting
differences in the number days the participants are incarcerated through the first year aftelischarge from
drug court. Thus,drug court is a signifcant factor in predicting more jail time for drug court participants
than comparison group participantswithin one year after discharge For a full table of coefficients and
significance see Tabl8&.63 in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results show a 98% reduction in jail days for completers as
compared to the norcompleters one year after drug court discharge (1 day completers, 40 days non
completers). The difference in theaumber of dayspartici pants are incarcerated is statistically significant.

To better understand differences in jail time across drug courts after drug court discharge, Hennepin drug
court and comparison group participants are separated from participants from other counties. When
analyzing drug court participants, excluding Hennepin Countgirug and comparison group participants, the
drug court participants spend 17 days in jail as compared to 18 for the Comparison Groupeoyear after
drug court discharge. This differencén the number of days participants spend in jail is not, however,
statistically significant.

Conversely, Hennepin County drug court participants more days in jail (32), on average, than the Hennepin
County comparison group participants (15). This dference is statistically significant, demonstrating
DAOOEAEDAOGEIT ET (ATTAPET #1 01 0U80 AOOC AiI 60O EO
for drug court participants than the comparison group, one year after drug court.

Drug court participants have slightly higher prison incarceration rates one year after drug court
discharge than the comparison group, but the difference is not statistically  significant ( 25% Drug
Court Cohort; 22% Comparison Group) . Six in ten (60%) non -completers are incarcerated in
prison within one year after drug court discharge as compared to 0% of ¢ ompleters, a difference
that is statistically significant.

51 Hennepin County drug court participants comprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See #ygpendix for more
information regarding why separate analyses may be calucted for this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.

r Reducing Costs to Society Resulgs 1
L Incarceration Use & Costs 82 J




The Drug Court Cohort has higher proportion of participants incarcerated in prison, after discharge, as
compared to the Comparison Group.

Within one year after discharge, 25% of  rigyre 8.11: % Incarcerated in Prison Within 1 Year After Discharg

the Drug Court Cohort spends some time in Time After  Comparison  Cohort (N) (N)

prison as compared to 22% of the Discharge Group CG  Cohort
Comparison Group. A table showinthe

prison incarceration rates for both six 6 months 17%
month intervals is shown in Figure 8.11

Results of the logistic regression show that ALl 22% 25% 644 441
drug court is not a statistically significant
factor in predicting whether or not a
participant is incarcerated in prison oneyear after drug court. For a full table & coefficients and
significancesee Table8.71 in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, results indicate over half of noitompleters are imprisoned one
year after drug court discharge (0% completes; 60% noncompleters). The difference in the proportion of
participants incarcerated inprison one year after drug court discharge is not statistically significant.

Drug court participants spend more days incarcerated in prison (47 days) than comparison group
participants (37) one year after drug court discharge. These results are not statistically significant.
When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesot a drug courts, the remaining drug
courts show fewer days in prison (28) than the comparison group (37), but the difference is not
statistically significant. All drug court completers (0 day) spend virtually no time in prison one year
after drug court disc harge, as compared to non -completers (120 days), a difference that is
statistically significant.

Figure8.12: Average Number of Days Incarcerated in Prison Within 1 Year After Discharge

Time After Comparison Cohort ) (N)
Discharge Group Cohort

Drug court participants spend more days
in prison (47), on average, than
comparison group participants (37) one
6 months year after drug court discharge. In
analyzing only participants who serve
prison time after discharge, almost half
(45%) of drug court participants spend
more than 6 months in prison within the
first year after discharge, as compared to

1 year

38% of the Comparison Group.

Results of the linear regression show that the difference between the Drug Court Cohort and the
Comparison Group is not statigtally significant. Therefore, the difference is not statistically meaningful.
For a full table d coefficients and significancesee Table8.75 in the appendix.

When isolating drug court participants, resultsindicate completersspend, on average, 0 dayia prison as
compared to120 days fornon-completers one year after drug court discharge. The differendmtween the
groupsin the days spent in prisonis statistically significant.
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To better understand differences in prison time across drug courtsfeer drug court discharge, Hennepin
drug court and comparison group participants are separated from participants from other counties.

When analyzing drug court participants, excluding Hennepin County, to nédennepin County comparison
group participants, the drug court participants spend 28 days in prison as compared to 37 for the
Comparison Groupone year after drug court discharge. This difference in the number of days participants
spend in prison is not, however, statistically significant.

Conversely, Hennepin County drug court participants more days in prison (76), on average, than the

Hennepin County comparison group participants (39). This difference is statistically significant,

AAIT1 OOOAOET ¢ PAOOEAEDPAOGEIT ET (ATTAPET #1 01 0UBO AC
predicting more prison time for drug court participants oneyear after drug court.

Drug court and comparison group participants have similar incarceration rates one year after drug,
with a slight difference that is not statistically significant (50 % Drug Court Cohort; 51%
Comparison Group) . When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug courts, the
remaining drug courts shower a lower proportion of participants incarcerated (39%) than the
comparison group participants (52%), a difference that is statistically significant. All drug court
completers (17%) are over five times less likely to be incarcerated one year after drug court

discharge as compared to non -completers (91%), a difference that is stat istically significant.

The Drug Court Cohort has a similar proportion of participants (50%) who are incarcerated within one
year after discharge as the Comparison Group (51%). Also, within six months after discharge, 44% of the
Drug Court Cohort spends@me time in prison as compared to 40% of the Comparison Group. A table
showing the incarceration rates for both six month intervals can be seen below.

Figure 8.13: % Incarcerated in Jail and/or Prison Within 1 Year
After Discharge

Results of the logistic regression show that
drug court is not astatistically significant
factor in predicting whether or not a
participant is incarcerated within one year [ISRUSHUS 40%
after drug court. For a full table &
coefficients and significancesee Table8.83  JERVEETs 51% 50% 644 441
in the appendix.

Time After Comparison  Cohort (N) (N)
Discharge Group CG Cohort

When isolating drug court participants,
results indicate completers areover five times less likely to be incarcerated one year after drug court
discharge than noncompleters (17% completers;91% non-completers). The difference in the proportion
of participants incarcerated in jail one year after drugourt discharge is statistically significant.

To better understand differences in incarceration across drug courts after drug court, Hennepin drug court
and comparison group participants are separated from participants from other counties. When analyzig
drug court participants, excluding Hennepin County, to no#dennepin County comparison group

52 Hennepin County drug court participants comprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See #ygoendix for more
information regarding why separate analyses may be condted for this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.
53 Hennepin County drug court participants comprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See #ygpendix for more
information regarding why separate analyses may be conduetl for this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.
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participants, 39% of the drug court participants are incarcerated within one year after drug court
discharge, as compared to 52% of the Comparison Group. Thiffelience is statistically significant. This
demonstrates that for drug court participants, outside of Hennepin County, participation in drug court is a
statistically significant factor reducing the likelihood participants will be incarcerated one year afér drug
court discharge.

Conversely, Hennepin County drug court participants are more likely to be incarcerated within one year
after drug court discharge (66%) than the Hennepin County comparison group participants (46%). This

statistically significant factor in predicting participants will be incarcerated within one year after drug
court discharge.

Drug court participants spend more days incarcerated in prison (70 days) than comparison group
participants (54) one year after drug court discharge. These results are not statistically significant.
When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug courts, the  remaining drug
courts show fewer days incarcerated (44) than the comparison group (54), but the difference is not
statistically significant. All drug cou rt completers ( 1 day) spend little time incarcerated one year
after drug court discharge, as compared to non -completers ( 160 days), a difference that is
statistically significant.

Drug court participants spend more days inarcerated(70), on average, thartomparison group
participants (54) one year after drug court discharge. In analyzing only participants whare incarcerated
within one year after discharge,over half (54%) of drug court participants spend more than 6 months
incarceratedwithin the first year atter discharge, as compared to 3% of the Comparison Group.

Figure 8.14: Average Number of Days Incarcerated in Jail and/or Prison Within 1 Year After Discharge

Time After  Comparison Cohort ) )

Discharge Group GICENOLUUIE Results of the linear regression show that the
difference between the Drug Court Cohort
and the Comparison Group is statistically
significant. Ths demonstrates that drug court
1 year participants are more likely to spend more
time incarcerated than the comparison group
within one year of discharge.For a full table
of coefficients and significancesee Table8.91 in the appendix.

6 months

When isolating drug cout participants, results indicate completers show 99% reduction over the non
completers in the days incarcerated one year after drug court discharge (1 day completers; 160 days f©ion
completers). The difference between the groups in the days spent incarceedtis statistically significant.

To better understand differences in incarceration time across drug courts after drug court discharge,
Hennepin drug court and comparison group participants are separatééifrom participants from other
counties. When anbyzing drug court participants, excluding Hennepin Countgrug court andcomparison
group participants, the drug court participants spend 44 days incarcerated as compared to 54 for the

54 Hennepin County drug court participants comprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See #ygpendix for more
information regarding why separate analyses may be conductddr this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.
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Comparison Group one year after drug court discharge. This differenitethe number of days participants
spend in prison is not, however, statistically significant.

Conversely, Hennepin County drug court participants spend twice as many days incarcerated (108), on

average, than the Hennepin County comparison group partmants (53). This difference is statistically

OECT EEZEAAT Oh AAIT T 1 OOOAOGET ¢ PAOOEAEPAOEITT ET (AT1TADE
in predicting more days incarcerated for drug court participants one year after drug court.

The costs per participant vary by participant group.  Jail costs are higher ($772 per participant) for
the Drug Court Cohort than the Comparison Group. However, prison costs are much higher ($3,961
per participant) for the Comparison Group than the Drug Court Cohort . Overall, the incarceration
costs are lower for the Drug Court Cohort across all time intervals  analyzed. Over two and one half
years, an average of $3,189 less was spent on incarcerating drug court participants than on
incarcerating participants in the comparison group.

Most Participantsare Incarcerated to Some Extent

Most participants, across both groupsserve some incarceration time after their contact with he court
systems55 Over two and one half years, approximately 85% of participants incarcerated at least one day
(83% Cohort; 85% Comparison Group)Less than 10% of the Drug Court Cohort (9%) spends one year or
more incarcerated as compared to 19% of th€omparison Group. Of thdrug court participants who are
incarcerated at some point after their start date71% spend their incarceration time in jail only, with 2%
going to prison only and 26% incarcerated in both jail and prisonA higher proportion of the Comparison
Groupis incarcerated in both prison and jail (37%) and prison alone (6%), and less than twthirds (57%)
are incarcerated in jail only.

Cost Calculationg Marginal Per Diemfor Prison and Jail

For this analysis, all jail and prison time gent by all participants is collected. The incarceration time may,
or may not, be related to their sentence. It may be related to incarceration for new offenses. It may be
related to sanctions imposed by probation or the drug court. It may include inceeration for prior or
concurrent cases of the participants.

This analysis is not a cost benefit and does not include any costs other than the cost of clothing, feeding, and
housing offenders. The jail and prison costs used for this analysis are provided the Department of
Corrections. The DOC recommends using a marginal per diem for prison and gaists (average cost over

the years of the study is $57.213 A marginal per diemincludes only the costs associated with clothing,
feeding, and housing ofnders. In addition to marginal per diems, the DOC calculates two operational per
diems for the legislature, as required by statuteThe operational per diems arecalculated several different
ways, defined by statutet” The DOC recommends against usingé operational per diemsasthey include
staffing and construction cost$8 Absent a comprehensive analysis that would evaluate whetheait least

55 The same start dates are used for this analysis as the other Research Questipdrug court admission date for the
Drug Court Cohort and disposition date for the Comparison Group.

56 A table of all marginal andoperational per diems, by year, can be found in the appendix.

57 SeeMinn. Stat. §241.016 (2011).

58 The evaluators deferred to the expertise of the DOC in using the marginal per diem costs asltkst per diem for the
key measures included in Research Question 9, but also include the costs if the operational per diem were used to
provide a range and a reference only. The evaluators use the marginal per diem to answer the research question and
do not consider the costs using the operational per diem in answering the research question. The operational per
diem costs can be found in the appendix.
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1,000 prison beds are saved by drug courts, the DOC indicates the operational per diem should not be
used>®

In addition to the marginal per diem for prison, a per diem for jail is necessary to analyze the incarceratio
costs incurred by jail. Jailgre required, by statute, to provide the DOC with the operational per diems
annually for inclusion in the DOC reprt to the legislature. However, the DOC does not collect, and local
jails do not provide, a marginal per diem. As such, the DOC recommends using a jail per diem of0B5&s
the daily rate the DOC has paid county jails to house state prisonégs.

Prison costs are $2,936 per drug court participant and $ 6,948 per compariso n group participant. In
total $3,961 fewer dollars are spent on prison per drug court participant than per comparison
group participant.

Figure 8.15: Average Cost of Prison per Participdriam Start Date

Time from Comparison Cohort Difference
Start Date One-quarter (24%) of the Drug Court
6 months Cohort is incarcerated in prison
within two and one half years after
1 year drug court entry. One and one half
times as many of the comparison
1% years group participants (36%) are
incarcerated within the same time
2 years period following their disposition
date. As such, therare more
2 Y% years incarceration costs, per participant,

for the Comparison Group ($,948)

than the Drug Court Cohort ($2,986).
The difference between the incarceration costs is $3,961. The prison incarceration costs for the Drug Court
Cohort are $3,961 less, pegparticipant, than the Comparison Group. Prison costs are less for the Drug
Court Cohortfor all time intervals analyzedg!

Jail costs are $4,062 per drug court participantand $ 3,291 per comparison group participant. In
total, $772 more dollars are spent on jail per drug court participant than per comparison group
participant.

59 Duwe, G. et al. 2008kemoving a Nail From the Boot Camp CoffiAn Outcome Evaluation of Minnesota'€hallenge
Incarceration Program.Crime Delinquenc008; 54; 614.

60 Similar to the prison per diems, the operational per diems for jail are provided in the appendix, but were not
considered in answering Research Question 9.

61 As de<ribed in Research Question 8, drug court is a statistically significant factor in reducing the number of days
incarcerated in prison for all time intervals included in Research Question 9.
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Figure8.16: Average Cost of Jail per Participant from Start Date
Over three-fourths (81%) of the
Drug Court Cohort is incarcerated
in jail within two and one half

Time from Comparison Cohort Difference

Start Date Group (CGz Cohort)

years dter drug court entry as 6 months $(18)
comparedto 80% of the

Comparison Group. Since drug 1 year $1,867 $2,227 $(360)
court participants tend to spend

more time in jail, incarceration 1 % years $2,347 $2,947 $(600)
costs for jail are higher for the

Drug Court Cohort ($4,062), per AVCELS $2,826 $3,655 $(829)
participant, than the Comparison

Group ($3,291). The difference [EREAEES $3,291 $4,062 $(772)

between the jal incarceration .
costs is $772. The jail incarceration costs are $722 more, per participant, for the Drug Court Cohort as
compared to the Comparison Group. Jail costs are more for the Drug Court Cohort for all time intervals
analyzeds2

To better understand differences in jail time across drug courts, Hennepin drug court and comparison
group participants are

separated from participants Figure8.17: Average Cost of Jail per ParticipapExcluding Hennepin
from other counties. When

analyzing drug court

2 : . Time from Start Comparison Cohort Difference
participants, excluding _Hennepln Date Group (CGz Cohort)
County, to norHennepin County
comparison group participants, 6 months $ 1,125 $ 744 $382
the jail incarceration cog for
drug court participants is $2,333 1 year $ 1,800 $ 1,257 $544
per participant. This is$879 1Y years $ 2248 $ 1634 $614
lower, per participant, than the
non-Hennepin County 2 years $ 2,731 $ 2,095 $636
comparison group participant
costwhich is $3,212 per 2 Y5 years $ 3212 $ 2,333 $879
participant.

Incarceration costs are $7,049 per drug court participant and $10,238 per comparison group
participant. In total $3,189 fewer dollars are spent per drug court participant than per comparison
group participant.

62 As described in Research Questid®, drug court is a statisticaly significant factor in increasing the number of days
incarcerated in jail for time intervals 1 % years, 2 years, and 2 ¥ years included in Research Question 9.

63 Hennepin County drug court participants comprise 40% of the Drug Court Cohort. See endix for more
information regarding why separate analyses may be conducted for this segment of the Drug Court Cohort.
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Most participants spend some timancarcerated after their start date (83% Cohort; 85% Comparison
Group). In combining total costs for jail and prison for all participants, the Drug Court Cohort incarceration
costs are lower than the Comparison Group incarceration costs for all time inteals analyzed. In two and
one half years, the incarceration costs for the Drug Court Cohort are $7,049 per participant as compared to
$10,238 for the Comparison Group. The difference between the incarceration costs is $3,189 per
participant. Total incarceration costs are less for the Drug Court Cohort for all time intervals analyzéd.

Figure 8.18: Average Cost of All Incarceration per Participant from Start Date

Time from Comparison Cohort Difference
Start Date Group (CGz Cohort)

6 months
1 year

1 Y% years

2 years

2 %% years

64 As described in Research Questid®, drug court is a statistically significant factor in reducing the number of days
incarcerated for all time intervals included in Research QuestiohO.
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Chapter 9 Process Results z Statewide Drug Court Standards Key Measures

Key Measures Related to the Drug Court Standards ) 3 o A
This studyused O1 OEDPI A 1T AOET AO OI AOOAOGO Pi1 EAEAOh AAOEITTO
the best practices for drug courts. To assess these Kdgasures, several techniques and data sourcesea

used.

The first source of information for these Key Measus isTeam Member Surveys Team Member surveys
were administered in 2008, 2009, and 2010 All drug court team members were asked to complete the
survey each year. See endix for the surveysand full results for each year.

A second source of information is the Policies and Practices Survey that was administered in December of
2010. Drug Court Coordinators were asked to answer questions about the policies and practices of their
drug court. The policies and pratices chosen were selected because thaye identified as best practices by

NPC Research as part of thelExploring Key Conceptéstudyj O. 0 # ITReANBG Sludy referso

AT 60 OAOGET CcO &£01Ti1 OAOEI 00 DPOAAOEA Addtcom®dcosi)inclim@ds®@A i AT C
incurred due to criminal justice recidivism for both the drug court participants and comparison group

members after drug court entry (or an equivalent date calculated for the comparison group). Recidivism

costs include rearrests, new court cases, probation time served, and incarceration (jail and prison).

The final type of information for these Key Measures igndividual drug court participant data collected
from various sources during the study(e.g. court data) When analyziig policies and practices it is helpful
to assess how these policies or practices are implemented wigdmitted drug court participants. For
example, a drug court may have a policy that allows acceptance of participants witbn-drug charges (Key
Measure 5), but they may not actually have any participants who have been accepted with ndrug
charges. This information is provided where possible.

Research Questionl11: Do drug court teams work together collaboratively? (Standard | and
V)

Drug court team mem bers generally agree policies are developed collaboratively, courts include
proper stakeholders on their drug court teams, and most require core team members to attend
staffings and court hearings, and most drug court teams have formal community partnershi psin
their communities.

Policies and Procedures Developed Collaboratively

Over nine of ten (92%) drug court team members agreed or strongly agreed in 2010 that policies and
procedures are developed collaboratively Over the three years the Team Member Survey was conducted
this was the highest percentage of agreement among team members of drug courts in the Statewide
Evaluation (91% 2009, 89% 2008).

Treatment Representatives Attend Court Hearings

Slightly over half (56%) of the drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation require treatment representatives

to attend court hearings. According to the NPC study, these courts may see up to 9 times greater savings in
Outcome Costs than courts without treatmet providers at hearings. In the 2010 Team Member Survey,

65 Shannon Carey, et al. (2008Exploring the Key Components of Drug Courts: A Comparative Study ofli Brug
Courts on Practices, Outcomes and Cd3tstland, OR: NPC Research, available at
http://npcresearch. com/Files/NIJ_Crosssite_Final_Report 0308.pdf
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almost all (96%) drug court team membersagreed or strongly agreed that the Treatment Professional on

OEAEO AOOC AT 60O OAAI OEO AT AAOEOA PAOOEAEDPAT O EI
Including Law Enforcement as a Team Member

Almost all (94%) drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation include law enforcement as team members.

According to the NPC study, these courtaay see up to 4 times greater savings in Outcome Co#tian

courts without law enforcement as a team member.In the 2010 Team Member Survey, over eight in ten

(84%) drug court team members agreed or strongly agreed that the Law Enforcement representative on
OEAEO AOOC AT 60O OAAI OEO Al AAOEOA DPAOOEAEDPAT O EI

Core Drug Cou Team Member Attendance at Staffings

Three-fourths (75%) of drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation require coréeeam memberg¢ to attend
staffings. However, there are some differences regarding the requirement of prosecutors and defense
attorneys to attend staffings.

In June, 2008, A 3 OAO0A 1T &£ -ETTAOT OA "TAOA T &£ 00AI EA $AEAT O,
$Al EOAOUS ET OAODPITOA OiF OEA AAATETEIC AAITiTiuUu ATA
"TAOA 1 AT AAOAdGSt-ACERORERMOERTT 60 OPAAEAT OU AT 60060 11 111
¢ T Tt (peRappendix for the resolution). Allbutonel £ - ET 1T AOT OA8 O A Galjgdic&kionOO0 OO E /
track for entry.s” This mandate directly impacted how the role of defense counsel was represented on drug

court teams. If drug courts could not obtain pro bono services or pay for the services of defense counsel,

this vital role was no longer included on the team.

The absence of defense consel on the drug court team has ripple effect on the rest of theaeam as well.
The absence posean ethical dilemma for a number of drug court prosecutors and judgetue to the
potential of ex parte communication occurring during stafings and hearings (whichmay be off the record)
Due to these concernssome prosecutorsnow refuse attendance at staffings t@avoid any perceived or
actual unfairness.

The distinct roles of the prosecutor and defense counsel are one of the 10 Key Compdsemd included in
the MinnesotaDrug CourtStandards In order to maintain compliance with these guidelines, many courts
have explored ways to ensure both roles are preserveduch as providing pro bono private defense
attorneys at staffings However, as funding and resources vary throughout the state, not all teams are able
to secure the services of prosecutors and/or defense attorneys, unless the paitiant is being given a
sanction andwhen civil liberties are at stake.

Formal Community Partnerships

Three-fourths of drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation have formalized partnerships with community
organizations or have individual community members who are active in the drug court proces&tandard |,
recommended practie 4 states drug court teams@hould engage in community outreach activities to build
partnerships that will improve outcomes and support selsustainability.6 Il AAEOET T AT T Uh OEA
Court Institute has encouraged courts to engage community partnghips for some of the following

reasons:

Community partnerships provide necessary resources and create the network of
community and political support needed to maintain the drug court effort in the long term.

66 Team members required to attend include Judge, Coordinator, Prosecutor, Defense Counsel, Probation/Case
Manager, Law Enforcement Representative, Chemical Dependency Expert, Tribal Representative (when appate).
67 Dakota County Adult Drug Court does not have a peatijudication track.
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Community partners link with drug courts becawse they have an overlapping mission and
see the drug court partnership as a means to enhance their results. Drug courts, working
closely with community-based providers, create the leverage that is one of the foundations
of the sucess of the drug court moement.68

Blue Earth CountyHybrid Drug Court has partnered wthOEA AT I PAT U POT AGAET ¢ O! 1 Cl
4EA AIPITUAOO AO 'TCEA8O DPOT OEAA OOAAI A ET AO & O Oi
achieve the required goal of having stable employmen). T OAOOOT h ' 1T CEA6O0 EAO OEA
group of individuals seeking employmentwhile engaging in other services through drug court to maintain

their sobriety and encourage them to engage in lawful behavioWhile many employers may view hiring

from this groupas ariskOEA Al D1 T UAOO A O hirelr@reayoup of fidodleseekingtd U A A
prove themselves andvho are closely monitored to ensure they arrive for work, are sober and perform on

the job. Established community partnerships such as thiare the type promoted by the drug court

standards.

68 Reilly, Dennis A. and Pierrd.awson, Atoundra. Ensuring Sustainability for Drug Courts: An Overview of Funding
Strategies. National Drug Court Institute (2008).
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Research Question12: Are the distinct roles of the prosecutor and defense counsel maintained
in drug court? (Standard II)

Most prosecutor and defense counsel team members attend staffings, however, fewer defense
counsel attend staffings due in large part to the 2008 Minnesota State B oard of Public Defense
resolution barring participation of defense counsel in post  -adjudication drug courts.

Prosecutor Role and Participation

Most (81%) drug courts in the Statewide Evaluatiomequire prosecutors to attend drug court staffings, in

addition to regular drug court hearings. According to the NPC Study, these couray see up to 3 times

greater savings in Outcome Costhan courts in which the prosecutor does not attend staffingsln the

2010 Team Member Surveythree-fourths (74%) of the drug court team members ageed or strongly

agreed that the Prosecutoi T OEAEO AOOC Ai 60O OAAI OEO Al AAOGEOA

Defense Counsel Role and Participation

Less drug courts (63%) require defense counsel to attend drug court staffings than require prosecutors to
attend (81%). Asdescribedin Research Question 8the MnnesotaState Board of Public Defenspassed a
resolution in 2008 barring participation of defense counsel in postadjudication drug courts. Thislikely
impacted individual drug court team policies regarding the requirement of prosecution and defense
counsel at drug court staffings. Due to the resolution, tretaffings are considered outside the normal
course of traditional court practiceand the resolution prohibits attendance unless compensated.

According to the NPC study, theourts requiring defense counsel to attend staffingsnay see up t® times

greater savings in Outcome Costhian courts in which defense counsel does not attend staffingén the

2010 Team Member Survey, thredourths (76%) of drug court team members agreed or strongly agreed

thatthe$ A EAT OA #1 O1 OA1 11 OEABBOAODEOAEADDADAAET OBEBAAR
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Research Question13: Are drug court team members assigned to the team for at least one
year? (Standard II)

Most courts (88%) require the drug court judge to stay on the drug court team at least 2 years. In
addition, in a 2008 survey 76% of team members indicated they were with their team for at least 2
years.

Drug courts have differing policies orthe length of time drug court team members should commit to
participate. Theactual or preferred requirements for team members tocommit to remain on the drug
court team for a specified number of yearsaries in formality and strict compliance For examplemost
drug courts (88%) in this evaluation require the judge to stay on the drug court team for at least 2 ges.
Over two-thirds of drug court team members completing the team member surveys in 2008, 2009, and
2010 indicated their years of involvement with the courtwas at leasttwo or more years. In 2008,76% of
the team memberscompleting the survey were wih their team at least two years 29% for at least four
years). In 2009, that number decreasedlightly to 73% ofteam membersinvolved with their team at least
two years (35% for at least four years), but increased in 2010 t86% of the responding drug cart team
membersindicating involvement for at least two years 42% for at least four years).
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Participants are almost exclusively chemically dependent, but  some participants are accepted into

drug court without a diagnosis or asse ssment of chemical dependence. The Drug Court Standards

Al 110 AAEET A OEECE OEOE® xEOE AT 1 OCE OPAAHEEEAEOU C
the definiion. 7 EQOET OO0 AOOOEAO AAOAOI ET AOEIT 1T &£ xEAO OEECE
assessmenttools being used, as well as other eligibility criteria, it is not possible to determine

xEAOEAO ET AEOEAOAI O ET oG DA CobtGand&d3A OEECE OEOED®S
Standard Il of the Minnesota Drug Court Standard AN OE OA O A 1pablisfed eliGibility B OA O
termination criteria that have been collaboratively developed, reviewed, and agreed upon by méers of

the drug court team, including the following element8 6 4EA OOAT AAOA OANOEOAO PA
and high need.

Participants are almost exclusiv ely chemically dependent, but some participants are accepted into
drug court without a diagnosis or assessment of chemical dependence. The non -chemically
dependent participants are accepted in two of the sixteen courts included in this evaluation.

High need is defined by the standards as having a high need for treatment, further specified in Standard 3.1

A GndiGiduals with a finding of substance dependence consistent with the most current DSM (Diagnostic

and Statistical Manual) diagnostic criteri@ Bhe standard states individuals with DSM criteria less serious

than dependenceareh O OADDOI POEAOAS &£ O A0OOC Ai 6008 &O000OEAO
30AT AAOA o OOAOAO OEAO ET AEOGEAOAT O OOET Olydntiel O AA A
AAGEO T &£ A 201 A ¢cu AOOAOGOI Al 0856

Rule 25 is aMinnesota administrative rule promulgated by the Department of Human Services that sets

forth the placement criteria for individuals with alcohol and other drug problems. The goal and purposeof

the ruleis to align a comprehensive assessmentahET AEOEAOAIT 6 O VlidvdiZedpackdgdd AT E
services,as well as to provide access to public funding for treatmentthrough the Consolidated Cherital

Dependency Treatment Fundgoverned byDHS AdministrativeRule 24)59 Once an individual is placed in

a treatment setting, a comprehensive diagnostic evaluation is conducted to provide a chemical health

diagnosis and a treatment plan.The Drug Court Standardsstate a Rule 25 should not be the sole source for
determining high needand acceptance into drug courtthe assessment is a valid instrument in the

placement of individuals into treatment. This enables drug courts to provide prompt treatment services.

However, drug courts must rely on a diagnosis to ensure the high need threshold is met and drug court

services are appropriate.

In addition to being assessed as having high recidivism potential, the Standards require that participants
have a high need for treament z or chemically dependent. Anost all (98%) of discharged drug court
participants had an initial chemical health assessment of Chemically Dependént Ten of the discharged
drug court participants had assessments less than chemically dependent, whithe Drug Court Standards
identify as having a high need for treatment. Most of the nedependent participants (80%) were assessed
as Chemically Abusive, with only two individuals assessed as having no identifiable problemat risk.

69 Minnesota Supreme Court Chemical Dependency Task Force. Report on Adult and Juvenile Alcohol and Other Drug
Offenders (2006).
17T AOOAOGOI AT O AO #EAITEAATT U $APAT AAT O ET Al OAAO AT AOOAO
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Fourteen (88%) of the sixteen courts included in this evaluation accept only participants who are

chemically dependent or have a substance use disorder. The remaining two coyiluth and Dodge)

admit participants with an assessment of lesthan chemical dependence, including in two circumstances
DAOOEAEDAT OO OAO OEOES 1 O xEOE O11 EAAT OEZEEAAT A DPOI
and Rule 25 assessments.

The Drug Court Standards AT 177 6 AAZET A OEECE OEOEG6 xEOE ATl C
drug court participants meet the definition. ~ Without furthe O AAOAOI ET AGET T 1T A&

means in relation to the assessment tools being used, as well as other eligibility criteria, it is not

Dl OOEAT A O AAOAOIET A xEAOEAO EIT AfdEtAe@Ay urET AOOC A
Standards. For descri ptive purposes, indicators of risk are summarized.

| O
X
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m
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While it is unclear whether courts use risk assessments a s part of the screening process or as part
of a case plan after drug court entry, 98% of discharged participants receive some type of risk
assessmernt (59% LSI-R™, 39% RANT, and 5% Wisconsin) . Three -quarters (77%) of the participant
assessed with an LSFR™ are moderate or high risk (32% medium/high or high), 100% of those
assessed with the RANT are high risk, and 91% of participants assessed with th e Wisconsin tool are
high risk. Two -thirds of discharged participants have a prior conviction (67%) and half (49%) have

a prior felony conviction at entry. Half (52%) of participants have a criminal history score of 1 or

more.

High risk individuals are A ZET AA AU OEA OOAT AAOAO AO OET AEOGEAOAI O
bl OAT OEAI 6 AU O O3dfukieOsfatess 8 0 8 30OAT AAOA
All drug courts must use validated risk tools to assess the risk of the potential drug court

candidate. Those individualswvho are assessed to be lowisk or medium-risk are not
appropriate for drug court and shall not be admitted.

Being high risk to reoffend can be defined many different ways, both quantifiably and anecdotally. Risk
can be defined by past criminal activity, unstable community functioning characteristics, or a combination
of factors. While the Standards call for he use of validated risk tools, there is no further definition of what

Oi1T1 6 OEI O1 A AA OOAA 10 xEAO OEECE OAA&apE&ienéiip D1 OAIT
toAl ET AEOEAODAI Goéothérﬁqi fgcﬁdrsAThq SE}:E]@(M vietéstablished in considerationof
drug court research identifyingthel POEI A1 DAOOEAEDPAT 0O AAOGAA 11 DAOOEA

courts. In particular, the work of Dr. Douglas Marlowe was used to focus eligibility requirement®. To
further determine the definition of high risk, Dr. Marlowe identifies the following criteria as associated with
high risk:

e Younger age

Male

Early onset of substance abuse or delinquency
Prior felony convictions

Previous unsuccessful attempts at treatrant
Diagnosis of antisocial personality disorder

71 Marlowe, Douglas B. EvideneBased Sentencing for Drug Offenders: An Analysis of Prognostic Risk and
Criminogenic Needs.Chapman Journal of Criminal Justidel (2009).
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e Preponderance of antisocial peers/affiliations2

While some of these factors can be used to determine whether a participant has a high recidivism potential,
others are inappropriate to determine eligibility for drug court. For example, while younger age and male
gender may be risk factors, drug courts would not exclude female participants or older participants if they
comply with the eligibility criteria. The number of prior felony convictions, however, mayeigh heavily in

the decision of a drug court team of whether or not to accept a potential participant.

$08 -AOI T xA Al O AEAOAAOAOEUAO A OEECE OEOE EECE 1A

This individual suffers from drug or alcohol dependence, severe mental illss and/or

deficiencies in adaptive functioning. In addition, he or she has a poor prognosis for success

in standard treatment or rehabilitation, because of such negative risk factors as an early

onset of delinquency or substance abuse, antisocial persortgliraits, previous failures in

rehabilitation, or a preponderance of antisocial peergs3
7EEIA $08 -AOI T xA80 OAOAAOAE EAI PO EAAT OEEU AEAOAAC
OOA1T EAAOCAA OEOE Oi 11 066 OI Adlyideqified byAd Drdg@ud@t Standa® OOh A
as factors b consider when determining high recidivism potential Additionally, the assessed risk level is
not defined. For exampleis a risk level oflow on the LSIR™ comparable to a risk level of low on the
RANT?AIso, t is possible that one indicator, such as the L&™ tool, may indicate a participant is low risk,
ABO AOA O OEA PAOOEAEDAI] 08 Ocrimiralbéer shppdit the individuaintap 01 O U R
EAOA OEECE OAAEAEOEOI bi OA1 OEAI 86
7EQEI 60 A£OOOGEAO AAOAOI ET AGEIT 1T &£ xEAO OEECE OEOE6 |
OEA AT O0OOO EO EO 110 pi OOEAIT A OI AAOGAOI ETA xEAOEAO
use of the term in the Drug Court StandardsThus, this research question cannot be answered by this
evaluation. Rather, the various factors that impact recidivism, such as criminal history, risk assessment
results,andotthA O Z£AAOI OO0 AOAEI AAT A xEI 1T AA OOAA O AAOAOI E
OEOEO6 11 OEI OA EAAOI OOh xEOET OO0 AT 1T Al OAETI ¢ OEAO AOoC
by the Drug Court Standards.

Risk as Determined by Risk #gsessment Tools

All drug courts userisk assessments However, drug courts use risk assessmengither to identify whether

a participant qualifies for drug court or to identify what servicesa participant needs once acceptednto

drug court. Not all drugAT QOO0 OOA OEA AOOAOGOI AT OO ET AAOAOI ETET «
OEOEG6 A& O AOOC hiiethedats usé shrickditated risK tdolUthree separate tools are

used by the different courts in Minnesotathe Level of Servicénventory z Revised (LSIR™), a Modified

Wisconsin Risk Assessment, and the Risk and Needs Triage Assessment (RANIT}hree tools have

different scales, factors, and weights for scoring an offenders likelihood to reoffefcand no analysis of the

commi T AEAOAAOAOEOOEAO AOEOEI ¢ OEA OFECE OAAEAEOEOI

721d.
731d.
74 The scales, factors, and weights are proprietary information of the organizatigrthat develop the tool and are not

available for free to the public (see, e.g. L®™ information: http://www.mhs.com/product.aspx?gr=saf&prod=lsi -
r&id=overview).

5The Minned OA $ADPAOOI AT O 1T &£ #1 OOAAGEI 10 00BPDI 000 Al O/ ££FAT AA
statewide network of Minnesota corrections practitioners, supervisors, and trainers supporting the use of evidence
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Ninety-eight (98%) of discharged drug court participants received some type of risk assessment before or
close to drug court entry® (participants can be assessed at entry ahat dischargez both dates are

recorded by the drug courts in theOffender Courts Tracking She¢t Of tle participants assessed by a risk
assessment, over half (59%) of participants aressessed by thd. SFR™, 39% are assessed withthe RANT,
and 5% with the modified Wisconsin Risk Assessment Tool.

'TATUOEO 1T £ PAOOEAEDAT OO xEI OAT OAA O(ECES6 1 O O(ECE
courts shows wide variation in other risk factors such as criminal history score and past convictions.
Participants scoring High on theLSFR™tool havea range of priorfelony convictions from 0 to 16 and
criminal history scores that range from 0 to 12. The average criminal history score for these patrticipants is
3, with an average of 3.4 prior convictions, which indicate higher risk, but individuals wh no prior
convictions and criminal history scores of 0 are also assessed as High risk on tg&R™tool. Twenty
percent (20%) of participants scoring high on theLSFR™tool have a criminal history score of 0. Similarly,
for individuals scoring Highon the Wisconsin risk assessment, 55% have criminal history scores of 0, with
criminal history scores ranging from 0 to 4 and prior felony convictions ranging from 0 to 5. Individuals
assessed as High Risk (paired with either low need or high need) havetween 0 and 16 felony convictions
and 0 and 12 criminal history scores. Almost onhird (31%) of participants assessed as High Risk on the
RANT have criminal history scores of 0. On average, individuals scoring High Risk on the RANT have
criminal history scores of 3 and 2.7 prior

felony convictions.

LSFER™ Risk AssessmefResults Figure9.1: LSt 2EOE , AOAI

The LSFR™tool is used to assess

participants in all drug and hybrid m Comparison Group Discharged Drug Court Participants
court counties except Crow Wing, 100%
Aitkin, and Hennepin CountiesFor

the discharged drug court 75%
participants assessed with the_S}

R™tool, almost onethird (32%) are ~ 90%
assessed as Medium/High or High
risk on the LSFR™scale (see .
Appendix for information on the LSk 0% - m— . —
R™scale used). Amdditional 45% <& @
were assessed as Moderate Risk on ¥ &@ &b@
the LSFR™scale. The average score \@0 KN
for discharged drug court &

participants is 29, which is ¢

characterized as Moderate risk. The

median score for discharged drug court participants is 30, which is also ctaterized as Moderate risk.
Completers (28 mean; 28 median) tend to have lower scores than n@ompleters (32 mean; 32 median),

but both mean and median scores for the groups of discharged participants are characterized as Moderate
risk by the LSFR™ scale.Both groups of participants have fairly similar proportions of participants
characterized as Moderate (47% Completers, 42% Ne@Gompleters).

25%

based practices for assessment of offender kdevels and criminogenic needs, and for effective case management.
-T OA ET & Oi AGET T AAT AA pEbs@fordmsiddc.stéde.usgsitefebpOraniddfaud asgxdA A O
76 The date of the risk assessment is not collected in the Offender Tracking Sheet, so this information is not available.
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LSFR™scores were also collected for the comparison group participants. Howevégss than twathirds

(61%) are assessed with thd. SFR™assessmentool.”” Of the comparison group participants assessed, the
distribution of scores by level ofrisk is similar to the discharged drug court participants’® Almost half

(47%) of comparison goup participants AOA AOOAOOAA A0 ASHRAdssedsdnivol, @€ OE
compared to 45% of drug court participants. The proportions of Medium/High and High risk assessments

are similar across the groups, with 32% of drug court participants swing at least Medium/High as

compared to 29% of comparison group participants.

Figure9.2:LSR1 2EOE , AGAT AU #1711 bl AOGETT 30A000

m Low ® Low/Moderate Moderate Medium/High High

Non-Completer

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Wisconsin Risk Assessment Scores

The Wisconsin risk assessment was developed and originally validated in 198 2009, the Council of
State Governments examined the tool and validated it based upon modificatiorSimilar to the LSIR, the
Wisconsin tool assesses factors associated with criminal risk to reoffenéHowever, the Wisconsin
assessment is far less comprehensivenly examining 11 risk factors.

Twenty-two drug court participants are assessed by the Wisconsin risk assessment. Of those, all
participants were assessed as Medium/High or High risk. Almost all participants (91%) are assessed as

High risk. All participants assessed by the Wisconsin tool are discharged, with 82% completely successfully
and 18% completing drug court unsuccessfully. Of those competing unsuccessfully, all are assessed as High
risk according to the Wisconsin risk assessment.

RANT Risk Assement Scores

The RANT assessment is used only in Hennepin County. The drug court in Hennepin County uses the RANT
as a screening tool to determine eligibility in drug court. The RANT was designggecifically for use in

drug court as a screening tool foidentifying high risk and high need participants’™ All (100%) discharged
Hennepin County drug court participants are assessed with the RANT before acceptance to drug court. All

77 An additional 6% are assessed with the RANT tool (see tRANT sectionfor informatio n about the comparison
group participants assessed with the RANT). Wisconsin Risk assessment scores were not gathered as part of this
evaluation.

78 Please note the LSR™ scores of participants are not used in the propensity score creation process (forare
information see themethodology sectior).

79 For more information on the RANT, visitttp://www.trirant.org/
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Approximately half (56%) of the comparison group participants in Hennepin County are assessed with the
RANT. Of those assessedo P AOA AOOAOOAA AMOh & (EEEE 2AIOEAA A ETHEI 1. AIA
O(EQE 2EOERh , 1 x AAAQ’Q[A OEA OAI AET AAO AOGOAOOAA AC

#1 I DPAOEOIT CcOl 6P DPAOOEAEDPAT 6O OAT OET ¢ O(ECE 2EOEhR (
refused to participate, or were ineligible due to other criteria (e.g. not a Hennepin County resident).

Risk Related to Criminal History

)T AAAEOET1T OI OOET ¢ OAIl EAAOAA OEOE AOOAOGOI AT 0O Ol
criminogenic factorssAE A0 AOEI ET Al EEOOI OU |1 Au AA OOAA O EAA
courts. Drug court participants have varying levels of criminal history. In analyzing criminal history for

this evaluation, prior convictions, as well as criminal historyscores, are used!

Two-thirds (67%) of drug court participants have at least one conviction (or juvenile adjudication for
participants 24 and younger) for a targeted misdemeanor, gross misdemeanor, or felony offense. Half
(49%) of drug court participants have at least one felony conviction

Risk Related to Other Factors

Yyl AAAEOEIT T OI OEOE AOOAOOI AT O OAT OAOG AT A AOEI ET AI
summarized for the Drug Court Cohort and Comparison Group the profile results above. Specifically,
information regarding age, mental health diagnosis, and gendegrall risk factors according to Dr. Marlowez

are summarized.

80 Please note the RANT scores of participants are not used in the propensity score creation process (for more
information see themethodology sectior).

81 Criminal history scores include prior convictions (and juvenile adjudications for individuals 24 years of age or
younger) as well as custody status (e.g. whether they were supervised at the time of the offense). For more
information about criminal history scores and their creation, visihttp://www.msgc.state.mn.us/ . For more
information about the creation of criminal history scores for purposes of this evaluation, see theethodology section
For more analysis of criminal history, see th€riminal History Profile of the Drug Court Cohort and Comparison
Group.
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Research Question15: Are participant eligibility criteria  flexible? (Standard Il1)

Most (69%) drug courts have eligibility criteria allowing non -drug offenders in their drug court,
and all those courts have non -drug offenders in their courts. Most drug court participants are
felony drug offenders (80%), but 17% are other and property felony offenders.

Over two-thirds (69%) of drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation have policies that allow nedrug
offenders into drug court. According to the NPC study, these courtsay see up to 2 times greater savings
in Outcome Costghan courts that do not allow participants with non-drug offenses in their drug courts.

In addition to having policies allowing for admission for nordrug offenders, those court§69%) also
actually have participants admitted for nondrug offenses Eight in ten (80%) discharged drug court
participants are referred to drug court from felony drug case8 The second largest type of case that refers
drug court participants is felony property (14%), followed by Other felonies (3%) and Person felonies
(2%), with less than 1% that are gross misdemeanor or misdemeanor cases.

have additional charges such as a DWI or theft charge, the most serious charge is a felony drug charge and the case is
characterized as such.
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Most drug courts in Mi nnesota do not use a single coordinated treatment agency for participants.
However, many treatment providers across the state are not able to provide all treatment options
necessary for drug court participants.

Nineteen percent(19%) of drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation utilizea single coordinated treatment
agency.According to the NPC study, these courteay see up to 12 times greater savings in Outcome Costs

than courts who use multiple treatment agenciesMinnesotad O BT POl AOCET 1T nmagru@aD OAAA O
cities and towns andonly a small number of larger cities located outside the Twin Cities Metro Aredhus,

many of the drug courts in Minnesota are located in smaller communitiggpproximately half of

participants are from non-metro countiesz see theProfile for more information) . By way of comparison,

the entire continuum oftreatment services is notabundantin the rural areas of greater Minnesota as it is in

the Twin Cities Metro Area or lager cities in greater Minnesota.This results in fewer treatment

professionals and treatment beds being available to the greater Minnesota drug courts in or close to their
communities. Therefore, drug court teams generally utilize a cache of treatment Gipns to meet the

treatment needs of the participant as well as gender and culturally specific treatment option3.his

practice may have a diret impact on the ability for some drug courts to use a single coordinated treatment
agencyWhHetheNPCstud;EEC;EI EC;EOO 00I E(;EOI U AAOOAO COAAOQAOQEITI
costs6 AT OOOO xEIT OOEI EUA 11T OA OEAT 11T A ACAdsBsUalsOOEIT I ¢

Over two-thirds (69%) of drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation include a phase in their process that
focuses on relapse prevention for participants. According to the NPC study, these couray see up to 1.3
times greater savings in Outcome Costhan caurts that do not include a phase for relapse prevention.

Over three-fourths (81%) of drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation have written rules for the drug court
team responses for sanctions and incentives. These are frequently recorded in Policy anddecdure
manuals.

83 Shannon Carey, teal. (2008). Exploring the Key Components of Drug Courts: A Comparative Study of 18 Adult Drug
Courts on Practices, Outcomes and Costs
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Research Question17: Are drug court participants assessed promptly? (Standard V)
Three quarters (77%) of discharged participants are assessed prior to drug court entry, and 96%
are assessed within one month of acceptance to drug court.

Most (77%) drug court participants have chemical health assessments prior to drug court acceptance.
Almost all participants (96%) are assessed within one month of acceptaadnto drug court. Taking both
participants assessed prior to and after drug court acceptance, the average number of days between

acceptance into drug court and chemical
health assessment is32, or approximately

Figure9.3: Days Between Drug Courtéeptanceand Chemica

one month before acceptance into drug cotir Health Assessment

For participants assessed before drug court
acceptance, the average number of days priol
to acceptance is 49, or seven weeks prior to
acceptance. The median number of days is
15 days, or approximately two weeks.
Approximately 4% of the participants
assessed before drug court acceptare ae
assessed at least 6 months prior to drug
court acceptance, which heavily impacts the
average number of days.

For participants assessed after drug court
acceptance, the average number of days is
26, or approximatelythree weeks. e
median number of days is 10with several
participants (3%) beingassessed more than
6 months after drug court acceptance.

22-28 days 29 days or
2% more

14-21 days \ 4%
3%

7-14 day
4%

0-7 day
10%

Prior to
Acceptance
T7%
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Almost half (49%) of discharged participants enter treatment within one week of acceptance to
drug court and 23% start treatment prior to drug court acceptance, but 26% do not start treatment
for at least one month after drug court acceptance.

Within one week of acceptancén drug court half (49%) of dischargedparticipants start treatment.
However, one quarter (26%) of participants start treatment at least one month after drug court acceptance.

Almost one quarter of discharged drugourt participants who attend treatment start treatment prior to
drug court (seeKey Measure8 for information about drug court participants receiving and completing
treatment). Some of these participants also complete treatment before entering drug court. Within one
week of drug court acceptane, an additional one quarter (26%) enter treatment. The remaining half of
drug court participants who receive treatment start the month following acceptance (26%) and beyond
(26%).

The range of days between drug court acceptance and treatment starwigde z from almost three years

prior to drug court acceptance (1070 days) to over two years (860) after drug court acceptancé&aking

both participants who start treatment prior to and after drug court acceptance, the average number of days
between accepance into drug court and treatment is 46, or approximately six weeks after acceptance into
drug court. The median number of days between acceptance and treatment start is 19.

For individuals who start treatment before drug court acceptancethe participants starttreatment, on
average, 143 days before acceptangeor approximately five months before drug court acceptance.
However, the median number of days is 82, or less than 3 months before drug court acceptance.

Individuals starting treatment after drug court acceptance starin average of 62 days after acceptance, or
approximately two months. Almost onen ten participants (8%) starting treatment after drug court
acceptance start treatment at least six months after acceptance. The median numbedayfs participants
start treatment after drug court acceptances 22, or approximately three weeks.
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Research Question19: Are drug court participants appearing in front of the drug court judge
promptly? (Standard VI)

Most (77%) participants appear bef ore a drug court judge within 2 weeks after drug court
acceptance. However, most participants (81 -91%) are not enrolled in drug court within 20 days of
filing.

Key Measure 19a) Proportion of drug court participants appearing before a drug court judge
withi n 2 weeks after drug court acceptance

Most (77%) participants appear before a drug court judge within 2 weeks after drug court
acceptance. On average, participants appear before a drug court judge in 13 days.

Three-fourths (77%) of drug court
participants appear in front of the drug
court judge within 14 days after acceptance
in drug court. On average, drug court _
participants see a judge 13 days after Mean = Median
acceptance into drug court (median 67). State '
Thereis variation by court, due in large

part to procedural and policy Clay-Becker
requirements not prescribed by the Drug ltasca

Court Standards |
Hennepin

Figure9.4:Mean &Median Days to FirsDrug Court Appearanc

For example, all participants in Blue
Earth, ClayBecker, and Ramsey Counties
have Odays from drug court acceptance to Range
their first appearance in drug court. In ]
Ramsey County, most participants are
asked to observe a drug court hearing Crow Wing
prior to entry into drug court as part of ]
their conditional release. Additionally, Blue Earth |
when the drug courtteam has information Dodge |
with which to make a determination of 1

Far.-Mar.-Jack. |

Br.-Nic.-Wat.

acceptance into drug court (meaning the Ramsey |

drug court team has approved the Stearns

DAOOEAEDPAT 060 AAAAD -

they will ask the potential participant to Duluth I

attend the next drug court hearing, nting 0 10 20 20 40

this may be their first appearance as an

accepted drug court participant. The drug court team staffing takes place on the same day as the hearing.
If the team accepts the individual, the first appearance will be on the same day as the acceptan@mndry
County has structured the quick appearance after team acceptance, resulting in all participants promptly
appearing in front of the drug court judge the same day the team accepts them into the drug court program.

Key Measure 19b) Proportion of drug court participants enrolled in drug court within 20 days
of filing

Most participants are not enrolled in drug court within 20 days of filing. Two in ten (19%) drug

court participants entering drug court pre  -plea are enrolled within 20 days of filing.  Half that (9%)
of the participants entering drug court post -adjudication are enrolled within 20 days of filing.
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According to the NPC study, courts with 20 days or less

between arrest and drug court entry 29% improved outcome

costs over businessas-usual. For purposes of this evaluation,

arrest dates are notavailable, so date of filing is used as a proxy

Median = Mean for date of arrest. For this analysis, participants entering drug
court pre-plea are analyzed separately from participants

Figure 9.4: Mean & Median Days from Fili
to Drug Court Entryz Pre-plea

entering drug court postadjudication 84
State g g P )
Clay-Becker Two in ten (19%) drug court participants entering drug court
pre-plea are accepgd into drug court within 20 days of filing.
ltasca The average number of days from filing to acceptance for
Br-Nic.-Wat participants
B ' entering . _ . .
Blue Earth drug court Figure 9.5: Mean & l\_/Iecﬁan_ Days from Filing to Drug
Court Entry- Post Adjudication
Ramsey pre-plea is _
96 days, with Median = Mean
Steamns a median of |
Duluth 68. State %
100 200 300 400 One in ten C|ay_Becker
(9%) drug _
court participants entering drug court post ltasca |y
adjudication are enrolled in drug court within 20 days i
of filing. The average number of days from filing to Hennepin
acceptance for participant entering drug court post *
adjudication is 205 days, with a median of 117days. Far.-Mar.-Jack.
Range pim
Br.-Nic.-wat. ——
Crow Wing —
Blue Earth —
Dodge
Ramsey
Stearns *
DUt - o ———

100 200 300 400

84 Participants entering on probation violations are exalded from this analysis as no proxy is available for arrest or
filing date.
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Three quarters (77%) of discharged participants have at least twice monthly occurred drug court
hearings with a judge within 90 days of drug court acceptance. According to the 2009 Minnesota
Judicial Workload Assessment, hearings for drug court participants were 3.5 minutes per
participant, on average.

All drug courts in the Statewide Evaluatiorrequire participants to appear in front of the drugcourt judge at
least twice monthly in the first phase. According to the NPC study, these countgy see up to 2 times
greater savings inOutcome Costshan courts who do not require twice monthly appearances with the
judge.

Almost all (98%) discharged dug court participants have at least one held hearing recorded in MNCIS
within the 90 days after drug court acceptance. Threquarters (77%) of discharged drug court
participants have at least twice monthly drug court hearings with a judge within the 90 des after
acceptance. Drug court participants have, on average, 8 hearings with the judge within the first three
months of drug court(approximately one hearing every 11 dayén the first three months).

According to the 2010 Policies and Practices surveglmost all (88%) drug courts in the Statewide
Evaluation have a judge that stayed with the team at least two years. According to the NPC study, these
courts may see up to 3 times greater savings in Outcome Co#tan courts in which the judge does not sta
with the court for at least two years. Additionally, over two-thirds of drug court judges completing the

team member surveys in 2008, 2009, and 2010 indicated their years involvement with the court astwo

or more years. In 2008, 87% of the judges copleting the survey were with their team at least two years
(33% for at least four years). In 2009, that number decreased to 70% of judges involved with their team at
least two years (40% for at least four years), but increased again in 2010 to 90% of thesponding drug
court judges indicating involvement for at least two years (60% for at least four years).

Finally, all courts indicated in the 2010 Policies and Practices survey that all participants spend at least 3
minutes with the judge during drug cout hearings. In May 2009, all judges in the state participated in a
time study as part of the Minnesota Judicial Workload Assessment. The duration of each hearing was
recorded by court staff and included in the final assessment of judicial need. Hearinigr drug courts were
included in this assessmer®. Regular fearingssé for drug court participants lasted, on average, 3.5

minutes during the time study during the month of May. The median hearing length was 3, with a range of
1 (the minimum amount allowed during the study) to 3 minutes.

85 Hearing duration was recorded for each individual case rather than a block or calendar of cases, which made this
analysis possible.

86 Sentencing, disposition, and probation violaon hearings were excluded from this analysis. Only hearings and
review hearings occurring while the participant was active in drug court were included.
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Over half (56%) of drug courts receive results within 48 hours. Almost all courts (94 %) require

completers to have 90 days of sobriety at discharge, and 100% of completers in the Drug Court

Cohort have at least 90 days of sobriety.

All drug courts in the Statewide Evaluation requirgarticipants to be drug tested at least twice per week
during Phase 1.According to the NPC studynot using this practice will actually increase costs, instead of
decrease

Over half(56%) of drug courts in the Statewide Evaluatiorreceive drug test results within 48 hours.
According to the NPC study, these courtaay see upo 3 times greater savings in Outcome Costsan
courts receiving results in more than 48 hours.

As part of the Team Member Surveys conducted 20810, drug ourt team members were asked

xEAOEAO OEAU ACOAAA xEOE OEA OOAOAI AT OO 04 0AAOI AT O
DAOOEAEDPAT 060 DPOI COAOGO6 AT A O4EA AT OOO EO Eiil AAEAOA
tosubmitateODh 1T O Z£Al OEAEAA OAOGO OAODHI 6086 | OAO yub T £
with both statements all three years of the survey. Agreement that treatment agencies provide the court

timely information on treatment progress was highest in 209 (92%), but showed little change across the

three years(90% 2008, and 88% 2010). Agreement that the court immediately received notification of

positive tests was highest in 2010 (93%), which increased over the three years of the survey (88% 2008,

89% 2009).

Almost all (94%) drug courts in the Statewide Evaluatiorhave policiesrequiring 90 days of sobriety at
graduation. According to the NPC study, these countsay seeup to 3 times greater savings in Outcome
Coststhan courts not requiring 90 days ofsobriety. Not only do courts have these policies, but they are
also implemented, as shown by the individual participant data. IIKCompleters had at least 90 days of
sobriety at discharge, withone third (32%) of non-completers havingat least90 days ofsobriety at
discharge. In total, 70% of all discharged participants have at least 90 days of sobriety at dischargear F
more information on sobriety at discharge, se&ey Measure 7
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Research Question22: Are the services provided respectful of cultural diversity? (Standard
IX)

Discharged participants receiving treatment indicate their treatment was provided in a language
they could understand and 99.7% stated the treatment services were respectful of their culture.

Treatment providers in Minnesota thatare required to provide information to the Department of Human
Services through the DAANES system are also required to survey treatment participants on several
guestions related to language and cultural respect. Treatment participants are asked whetheethervices
they received were 1) offered in a language they could understand and 2) whether the services were
respectful of their culture.
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Research Question23: Do drug court team members receive continuing interdisciplinary
education? (Standard XI)

Most (67-71%) team members indicate opportunities for ongoing training are available. Most also
believe all drug court team members receive the needed education and training (64 -72%).

At least two-thirds of drug court team members agree or strongly agree that opportunities exist for them to
receive ongoing training as needed. In 2008, 67% of team members agreed or strongly agreed with that
statement, 71% in 2009, and 67% in 2010.

In 2009 and 2010 drug court team members were also surveyed on whether or not they agreed that all
drug court team members receive needed education and training. In 2009, 72% of team members agreed
or strongly agread with this statement and 64% agreed or strongly agreed in 2010.

Some team members indicated a desire for more training or education in areas traditionally unfamiliar to

OEAI 8 &1 0 AgAi b1 AR TTA OAAI a$péckldlkexo inde@tBrlith®) OT AAOC
AOEI ET Al OEAA 1 Sone bdratdditheylhbdirissed dodebAsz&d@iningd) EAOA 1T AOAC
AT U $00C #1 000 1 O gotxhatrésdurceswdeiditedy@®A OIAET €4 ¢ AT 11 A0O /
0O) A lantBAigtEaiding requests because of the serious funding issues we are experiencing at this
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Research Question24: Do drug courts evaluate their effectiveness and use data to make
modifications? (Standard XIlI)

Three quarters (75%) of drug courts indicate they have conducted a process or outcome evaluation,
but less than half (44%) report they have implemented changes based on evaluations.

Three quarters of Minnesota Drug Courts have conducted aguess or outcome evaluation. According to
the NPC study, these courtsiay see up to 4 times greater savings in Outcome Cositiein courts who have

not completed an evaluation.

Less than half of the Minnesota Drug Courts implemented changes in their coub@sed on descriptive
participant data or evaluation recommendations. According to the NPC study, these courtiay see up to 4
times greatersavings in Outcome Costthan courts who have implemented changes based on participant
data or evaluation recommemations.
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Chapter 10 Conclusions and Recommendations for Next Steps

Conclusion 1: Drug court has a significant impact on reducing recidivism  z both new charges
and new convictions z for 2 % years after acceptance in drug court.

Drug courts are a statisticallysignificant factor in reducing recidivism virtually any way analyzed. Fewer
drug court participants commit new crimes while in drug court for a 2 %2 year period of followup after

drug court acceptance. Fewer drug court participants commit crimes duringrdg court, but the proportion
of drug court participant committing new offenses during drug court (15% new charges) is higher than the
offenses within one year of discharge, indicating fewer participants commit crimes after drug court
discharge.

Recommendation 1: Continue tracking recidivism outcomes to determine if effects last

over time.

Recidivismfrom start of drug court should be tracked for longer followup periods to ensurereductions in
charge and convictiornrecidivism rates last over time. Furthe study should be done to identify the
populations most likely to re-offend and whether additional programs or interventions may decrease
likelihood to reoffend.

Conclusion 2: Drug court participants make modest improvements in community

functioning chara cteristics like improved education, employment, and housing.

Many drug court participants make progress on community functioning variables such as education,

employment and housing.Some community functioning measures show substantial improvement bunly

one-third (31%) of discharged participants leave drug court withalliT £ OEA &I 111 xET Cd OAI E
diploma/GED, renting/owning their residence, and paying child support, if applicable. While half (51%) of
completers leave with all of these caracteristics, there is significant opportunity for improvement across

all types of participants (7% for noncompleters).

Recommendation 2: State and local drug court stakeholders should determine whether
additional or different strategies should be used to support increased community

functioning among participants.

Successful programs, initiatives, or approaches to engaging drug court participants in services aimed at
increasing their social capital should be discussed and shared across drug courts arithvgtate policy
makers. Populations that are not as successful in increasing their community functioning characteristics
should be identified (e.g. younger participants, abusive participants) and drug court teams and policy
makers should make efforts taensure programs are equally accedsie across diverse populations.

Conclusion 3: Most participants are incarcerated to some extent. Drug court participants

are generally incarcerated for less time in prison, but results are mixed for jail time. Drug

courts use jail as a sanction to varying degrees across the state.

Drug court is a statistically significant factor in predicting fewer days incarcerated for two and one half
years after drug court acceptance. Drug court participation also significantly dezaises the likelihood
participants go to prisonz for up to 1 ¥ years. Completers spend virtually no time in prison through 2 %2
years after drug court acceptance (2% of completers; 1 average day). Minnesota drug courts incarcerate
participants in jail more than comparison group participants. Removing Hennepin County from the
statewide analysis shows the use of jail by other courts, collectively, to be less than the comparison group,
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but individual courts should assess their use of jail to determine whethgheir court incarcerates
participants more than necessary.There is wide variation in the average number of days in jail during drug
court across drug courts(average of 9 to 80 days)

Figure 10.1: Average Number of Days in Jail During Drug Catog Drug Court
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Recommendation 3: Policy makers and drug court teams should review policies and

practices to ensure incarceration, especially jail time, is used only when necessary to

achieve drug court goals.

Incarceration included in the evaluation may be impacted by prior sentences, sentencing orders from non
drug court judges, local culture and many other factors unrelated to drug court. However, policy makers
and drug court teams should determine the polies and practices they can influence, and take action to
improve those policies and practices. Use of incarceration as a sanction during drug court should also be
reviewed both statewide and locally as a practiceSince jail days vary widely by court drg courts should
discuss practices used across locations to find successful sanctions that may replace use of jail, or decrease
the incarceration duration that participants serve as a sanctionFurther recommendations about the

proper uses, and extent of se appropriate should be discussed and policies should be implemented, if
appropriate.

Conclusion 4: Incarceration costs are $3,189 lower, per participant, for drug court

participants than comparison group participants. Statewide prison costs are higher for
comparison group participants, but jail costs are slightly higher, when including Hennepin
County. Also, most non-completers are sent to prison upon unsuccessful completion of

drug court.

Incarceration costs are less for drug court participants, buttatewide jail costs are higher for drug court
participants. While separating Hennepin County participants from the other Minnesota drug courts shows
lower costs for the remaining drug courts, the overall statewide results indicate costs for jail are hightr
the Drug Court Cohort than the Comparison Group over two and one half years after start. The average
costs saved for each drug court participant in the study is $3,18%owever, most norcompleters (60%)
spend some time in prison within one year dér drug court discharge.
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Recommendation 4: To reduce incarceration costs, policies and practices regarding the use

of jail and prison both during and after drug court (e.g. executed sentences) should be

reviewed and modified, if appropriate.  Policy mak ers should also discuss how to balance

drug court goals regarding public safety and cost reduction.

Drug court policy makers and teams regularly balance the goals of drug courts; enhancing public safety and
reducing costs to society in particular. Policynakers and drug court teams should discuss the balance of
these goals in furthering the effectiveness of drug courts in Minnesot&pecifically, policy makers should
discuss the benefits of using jail and prison for public safety purposes and how this shd balance with the
goal of reducing financial and social costs to the participants and the publi€onsideration should be given

to conducting a full costbenefit analysis for either a sample or the population of drug courts in Minnesota.

Conclusion 5: Drug court completers perform better than non -completers on virtually all
measures.

Completers are less likely to commit new criminal offenses, more likely to improve community functioning
characteristics, and less likely to be incarcerated during andtef drug court. Completers show significant
and substantial improvements over noacompleters and, when combined with norcompleters, show
improvements over comparison group participants as well.

Recommendation 5 : Identify the most effective methods for i ncreasing graduation rates

and implement policies to encourage their use.

Further study by evaluators and local drug court teamshould identify and understand what methods
increaselikelihood for graduating from drug court. Additionally, populations thatare not as successfét in
drug court should be identified (e.g. younger participants, abusive participants) and drug court teams and
policy makers should make efforts to ensure programs are equally accessible across diverse populations.

Conclusion 6: Most drug courts only admit individuals with a high need for treatment 7
identified by a diagnosis of chemical dependence z but two courts accept non-dependent
participants on occasion.

Fourteen of the sixteen courts in this evaluation exclusively accepagicipants diagnosed or assessed as
chemically dependent. Two courts do, on occasion accept participant who are not chemically dependent.
National research shows drug court show improvements in outcomes and outcome costs for individuals
assessed as cheirally dependent over those assessed as chemically abusive or without any identified
problem.88 For more information, seeResearch Question 4a.

Recommendation 6 : The two courts accepting non -chemically dependent participants

should review their eligibilit y criteria in conjunction with the Drug Court Standards and
consider revising their eligibility criteria and admission decisions.

The drug courts accepting norchemically dependent participants should review their written pdicies to
identify whether they allow the team toadmit participants who are not chemically dependent to their drug

87 Data are not collected statewide on the participants screened out by local drug court screening pesses. Data are
also not collected statewide on the populations who are offered drug court. Thus it is unknown if certain populations
are being rejected from drug court discriminately who may be likely to succeed in drug court.

88 Marlowe, Douglas B. Héence-Based Sentencing for Drug Offenders: An Analysis of Prognostic Risk and
Criminogenic Needs.Chapman Journal of Criminal Justidel (2009).
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courts. If their policies allow for these admissions, the court should considaligning their policies and
procedures with the Drug CourtSandards. Also, hese courts should reconsider the policieasbest
practice researchlargely indicateschemically dependent individuals are the proper individuals to admit to
drug court.

Additionally, if the policiesand procedures of these courts do not provide the team with the ability to
accept norrchemically dependent participants, these drug courts are in violation of their own policies. The
teams should have a discussion about these decisions and consider chaggheir procedures and

practices to conform to their written criteria.

#1 1 A1 OOET 1 xisinotetifically déXiEed  the Drug Court Standards. It is also
unclear if all drug courts assessrisk of participants before the participants are accep ted
into drug court .
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assessments in the drug court screening process or only after drug court acceptance for case planning.

Further, there are no requirements for prior criminal activity or other factors that may impact the potential

risk for a participant to reoffend. It is unclear whether criminal history is reviewed by courts in

AAOAOI ETET ¢ xEAOEAO A PAOOEAEDPAT O EO Al ECEAIdAg £ O A
court participants have no prior felony convictions.

Recommendation 7: Statewide policy makers should refine the Drug Court Standards to
OPAAEEZEAAI T U AAEET A OEECE OEOES6 AT A POl OEAA COE
that should be used t o0 assess risk. Drug court teams should ensure assessments of risk are

Al I p1 AOAA POET O 01 A DPAOOEAEDPAT 060 AT OOU EIT AO0OC
The risk factors to be considered, or assessments to be used, in assessing risk should be clearly defined in

the Drug Court Standrds. Further study, if necessary, should be done to determine the risk factors present

for the appropriate drug court participants. Where discretion should be included for individual drug court

teams, factors or guidelines for assessing risk should beqvided in the Standards. If risk assessment tools

are proscribed, the appropriate levels should be clearly stated (e.g. medium and high risk on the-E3Y).

Also, drug courts that do not assess risk systematically as part of the screening process stiagavise their

procedures to ensure high risk participants are enrolled in their drug courts.

Conclusion 8: Most drug courts are generally in compliance with the Drug Court Standards,

10 Key Components, and utilize many of the cost -effective practices for drug courts.

However, there are opportunities for improvements for all courts.

Most courts are meeting mat Drug Court Standards, which are based on the 10 Key Components. In

assessing the number of courts usingractices identified as cost effective in a recent NPC Study, most of
-ETTAOT OABO AOOC AT OOOO OOA DPOAAOEAARev&Fdn progiainx E | E
characteristics show areas of opportunity. For example, most drug courts could improve timelines for

getting participants enrolled in drug court quicker (Key Measure 19b) and focus on getting all participants

in treatment more quickly (Research Question 18) Also, the lack of consistent defense counsel presence in
staffings and drug court hearings in some locations presents concerns for the potential imbalance on the

teams as decisions are made for participants specifically, or gemally.
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Recommendation 8 : Drug court teams should review their policies and practices to

determine if improvements can be made, specifically in promptly enrolling drug court
participants and getting all participants into treatment quickly.

Since many of tle practices analyzed in this study can have a substantial impact on outcome costs, these
practices should be reviewed by drug court teams and policy makers. The Standards may need to be
revised to promote the use of coseffective practices by local coud. Additionally, drug court teams should
meet and discuss their practices collaboratively so that teams can learn from each other what how eost
effective practices have been successfully implemented in other locations. Drug court teams should focus
on what can be done, locallyand at a state level, to improve timelines for getting participants enrolled in
drug court and into treatment. Since stakeholders across the criminal justice system are collaborating
locally (e.g.drug court steering committees andeams) and statewide €.9.DCI), opportunities exist to
facilitate these discussions and for changes to be implemented based on those discussions.
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Chapter 12 Appendix

Goal 1: Enhancing Public Safety Findings

Research Questionl: Are rates of recidivism lower for drug court participants?

Drug court is a statistically significant factor in reducing new charges and convictonsfor
participants in all time intervals analyzed (through 2% years) afterapAOOEAEDAI O0AD OOAOO
the end of 2 % years the Drug Court Cohort shows a 37% reduction in new charges and 47%

reduction in new convictions as compared to the Comparison Group.

Key Measure 1a)Charge recidivism rates for participants 2 %2 years from start date
One quarter (26%) of the Drug Court Cohort receives a new charge within 2 ¥z years after
start date compared to 41% of the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court is a
statistically significant factor in predicting smaller proportions of participants reoffending.

Key Measure 1b)Average number of new charges for participants 2 %2 years from start
date

Drug court participants are charged with an average of 1.5 new offenses within 2 ¥z years

after start date compared to 1.9 offenses for the Comparison Group. Participation in drug
court is a statistically significant factor in predicting  fewer new charges per participant .

Key Measure 1c)Conviction recidivism rates for participants 2 %2 years from start date
Less than two in ten (17%) drug court participants receive a new conviction within 2 %2
years after start date compared to one-third (32%) of the Compari son Group. Participation
in drug court stat istically significantly predicts less likelihood to reoffend

Key Measure 1d) Average number of new convictions for participants 2 %2 years from
start date

Drug court participants are convicted of an average of 0.2 new offenses within 2 ¥z years
after start date compared to 0.3 offenses for the Comparison Group. Participation in drug
court is a statistically significant factor in predicting  fewer new convictions per participant

Research Question 2:Are rates of recidivism lower for drug court participants  during drug
court ?

Drug court participants are less likely to receive a new charge or conviction during drug court than
the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court stat istically significantly predicts les s likelihood
to reoffend during drug court

Key Measure 2a) Charge recidivism rates for participants during drug court (within 18
months for the Comparison Group)

Two in ten (19%) drug court participants receive a new charge during drug court compared
to 29% of the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court stat istically significantly
predicts less likelihood to reoffend
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Key Measure 2b) Average number of new charges for participants during drug court
(within 18 months for the Comparison Group)

Drug court participants are convicted of an average of 0.2 new offenses during drug court
compared to 0.5 offenses for the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court is a
statistically significant factor in predicting  fewer new charges per participant .

Key Measure 2c) Conviction recidivism rates for participants during drug court (within
18 months for the Comparison Group)

Drug court participants are less likely to receive a new conviction during drug court (14%)
than the Comparison Group (24%) . Participation in drug court stat istically significantly
predicts less likelihood to reoffend

Key Measure 2d) Average number of new convictions for participants during drug
court (within 18 months for the Comparison Group)

Drug court participants are convicted of an average of 0.2 new offenses during drug court
compared to 0.3 offenses for the Comparison Group. Participation in drug court is a
statistically significant factor in predicting  fewer new convictions per participant

Research Question 3 Are rates of recidivism lower for drug court participants  within one
year after drug court discharge ?

Recidivism rates for all time from drug court start and within one year after drug court discharge
show a 30% reduction in new charges, and 32% reduction in new convictions,  for the Drug Court
Cohort. Recidivism rates isolating new offenses after drug court discharge, but within one year, are
not statistically significant. Further follow -up should examine recidivism rates beyond one year
after drug court discharge.

Key Measue 3a) Charge recidivism rates for participants within 1 year after drug

court discharge

Less than one-third (28%) of the Drug Court Cohort is charged with a new offense between
start date and one year after drug court as compared to 40% of the Comparison  Group. Drug
court participants who do commit new offenses within one year after drug court discharge

split fairly evenly between during program recidivism (53%) and post -program recidivism
(47%). Most comparison group participants (68%) committing new o ffenses do so within
the first 18 months after their disposition date.

Key Measure 3b) Conviction recidivism rates for participants within 1 year after drug

court discharge

Two in ten (21%) drug court participants are convicted of a new offense betwee  n start date
and one year after drug court as compared to almost one -third (31%) of comparison group
DAOOEAEDAT 008 $00C Al 6000 b A acbua Avaliadon IGage simE@il |
or higher (12 -30%) re -conviction rates as Minnesota (11%) with in one year. In addition,
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evaluation rates (4 -12%).
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Goal 2: Ensuring Participant Accountability Findings
Research Question 4 Are drug court participants complying with  treatment requirements?

Key Measure 4a) Proportion of drug court participants in compliance with treatment
requirements

Almost two -thirds of discharged participants are compliant with their treatment
requirements at discharge, with 99.6% of Completers com pleting their treatment
requirements at discharge.

Research Question5: Do drug court participants show improvement in community
functioning?

Improvements in community functioning are mixed - with varying results for completers and non -
completers as well as by the type of community functioning measure.  Overall, discharged
participants show improvement in most areas. C ompleters generally show improvement during
drug court in most community functioning measures.

One-third (31%) of discharged participants, at discharge, are employed, have a diploma/GED, are
renting/owning their residence, have a valid license, and are paying child support, if applicable.

Key Measure 5a) Proportion of drug court participants who w ere unemployed at entry
and are employed at discharge

Half (49%) of discharged participants unemployed at entry are employed at discharge.
Unemployment dropped from 62% at entry to 37% for all discharged participants.

Completers are more likely to be employed or enrolled full -time as students at entry (44%)
and at discharge (81%) than the non -completers (21% at entry, 27% at discharge).

Key Measure 5c)Proportion of drug court participants who were homeless at entry
and have a place to live at discharge

Almost half (46%) of discharged participants without a permanent home at entry rent or
own their residence at discharge. For discharged participants homeless at entry, 78% have
some other type of housing at discharge (e.g. facility, temporary), but 46% ren t or own.
Two-thirds (66%) of discharged participants rent or own their residence at discharge.

Key Measure 5d) Proportion of drug court participants who did not have a valid
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enrolled in drug court without a valid license are more likely to leave drug court with a valid
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Key Measure 5e)Proportion of drug court participants who were out of compliance
with child support obligations at entry who are in compliance with obligations to pay
child support at discharge

Over one-third (36%) of discharged participants who entered drug court out of compliance
with required child support payments were paying child support at discharge. Half (52%) of
discharged participants required to pay child support are making payments at discharge. A
higher proportion of discharged males (42%) start paying child support by drug court
discharge as compared to discharged females (33%).
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Research Question 68 How many drug court participants successfully complete the program?
- ET 1 A Odra@uatio®rate is 54 % for all drug court participants in the Drug Court Cohort, which
is comparable to other rates seen nationally (40 -65%) . For those unsuccessfully completing drug
court, the most frequent reason (57%) for discharge i s participant non -compliance resulting from
repeated substance use, failure to make progress, unresolved mental health issues or failure to
comply with drug co urt contracts.

Key Measure 6a) Proportion of drug court participants who complete drug court (i.e.
graduation rate)

The Minnesota graduation rate is 54%, indicating slightly over half of participants
successfully complete requirements of drug courts. When isolating Hennepin County (40%
of the Drug Court Cohort, 39% graduation rate) from the remaining courts, the Minnesota
graduation rate increases to 63%.

Key Measure 6b) Primary reason for unsuccessful drug court completion

The most frequent reason (57%) for unsuccessful drug court discharge i s participant non -
compliance resulting from repeated substance use, failure to make progress, unresolved
mental health issues or failure to comply with drug court contracts. A higher proportion of
Hennepin County part icipants are terminated due to criminal activity (29%) than in other
Minnesota drug courts (18%).

Research Question7: How many days are drug court participants sober before discharge?

Key Measure 7a)Average number of days since last known use prior to di scharge for
drug court participants

Discharged drug court participants have, on average, over 10 months of sobriety at
discharge. Completers, on average, have over 16 months of sobriety at discharge and all
completers have at least 90 days of sobriety. O ne in ten (13%) non -completers has no
sobriety at discharge, but over one -third of non -completers have at least 6 months of
sobriety at discharge.

Research Question8: Do drug court participants succeed in treatment?

Almost all (94%) drug court participan ts receive treatment during drug court. More than three -
guarters (80%) of discharged participants complete at least one treatment episode during drug
court. Discharged participants participant in treatment one  -third (35%) of their days enrolled in
drug court. Discharged participants show the highest treatment episode completion rates for
participants whose primary dependence is Methamphetamines (76%) and Cocaine powder (68%).

Drug court participants receive more treatment than the Comparison Group. Drug  court
participants have a 34% increase in treatment received over the comparison group, and drug court
participants are over one and one half times as likely to complete a treatment episode as the
comparison group (80% Drug Court Cohort; 49% Comparison Gr oup). Treatment completion rates,
per episode, however, are similar for the two groups (61% Drug Court Cohort; 63% Comparison
Group). Drug court participants receive over two times as much treatment as comparison group
participants (2.3 episodes Drug Cou rt Cohort; 1.1 episodes Comparison Group).

Key Measure 8a) Proportion of drug court participants who receive treatment  during
drug court

Almost (94%) all drug court participants receive some type of treatment during drug court.
Seven in ten (70%) comparison group participants receive treatment within 18 months of
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their disposition date. Drug court participants participate in 2.3 average tr  eatment episodes
during drug court compared to 1.1 for the Comparison Group.

Key Measure 8b) Proportion of drug court participa nts who successfully complete a
treatment episode during drug court

Eight in ten (80%) discharged drug court participants complete at least one treatment
episode during drug court. Half (49%) of the Comparison Group complete a treatment
episode within 18 months of their disposition date. Completion rates, per episode, are
similar for the groups (61% Drug Court Cohort; 63% C omparison Group).

Key Measure 8c)Treatment completion rates by primary substance of
dependence/abuse

Treatment completion rates are highest for participants when Methamphetamine (76%

Drug Court Cohort; 70% Comparison Group) and Cocaine powder (68% Drug Co urt Cohort;
65% Comparison Group) are the primary substances.

Key Measure 8d) Proportion of drug court days participants participate in treatment
Discharged participants participate in treatment one  -third (35%) of their days in drug court.
Non-completers generally spend a higher proportion of their treatment days in treatment

with room and board (41%) than completers (26%)

Research Question Q Are drug court participants spending less time in jail and prison?
Incarceration rates for drug court and compari  son group participants are similar. A higher
proportion of comparison group participants spend time in prison, but a slightly higher proportion
of drug court participants spend time in jail.

Drug court participants spend less time in prison than the com parison group participants after
their respective start dates. However, drug court participants spend more time in jail than
comparison group participants in a similar time frame . If Hennepin County, which comprises 40%
of the Drug Court Cohort, is analy zed separately, other Minnesota drug court participants spend less
time in jail than non -Hennepin comparison group participants, a difference that is statistically
significant. In analyzing all incarceration time, drug court participants spend, on average , fewer
days incarcerated, than the compari son group participants.

When isolating time incarcerated after drug court, drug court participants are more likely to spend
time in prison, and for more days, than the comparison group.

Key Measure 9a) Proportion of participants incarcerated in jail from 2 %2 years after
admission/disposition date for participants

Drug court and comparison group participants have similar jail incarceration rates, meaning
similar proportions of participants receive at least 1 day in  jail 2 ¥z years after drug court
acceptance (81% Drug Court Cohort; 80% Comparison Group). Results are not statistically
significant. Completers show a 22% reduction in incarceration rates over non  -completers in
2 Y5 years, a reduction that is statisticall 'y significant.

Key Measure 9b) Average number of days in jail for participants from 2 Y% years after
admission/disposition date for participants

Drug court participants spend more days, on average, in jail than comparison group
participants 2 ¥z years after drug court acceptance. These results are not statistically
significant. When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug courts, the
remaining drug courts show statistically significant fewer days incarcerated  in jail than the

r Appendix - 123 1

L




comparison gro up participants outside Hennepin County. Drug court completers (23 days)
show 80% reduction in jail days served over the non -completers (127 days).

Key Measure 9c)Proportion of participants incarcerated in prison from 2 %2 years

after admission/dispositio n date for participants

Drug court participants have lower prison incarceration rates 2 % years after drug court
acceptance (30% Drug Court Cohort; 38% Comparison Group). Results are statistically
significant. Completers show 51% reduction in incarcerati on rates over non -completers in 2
Y years, a reduction that is statistically significant.

Key Measure 9d) Average number of days in prison for participants from 2 ¥z years
after admission/disposition date for participants

Drug court participants spend fewer days in prison than comparison group participants 2 ¥
years after drug court acceptance. These results are statistically significant.  Drug court
completers spend virtually no time in prison (1 day) within 2 % years as compared to non -
completers (93 ).

Key Measure 9e)Proportion of participants incarcerated (jail and prison) from 2 %2
years after admission/disposition date for participants

Drug court and comparison group participants have similar incarceration rates 2 % years

after drug court acceptanc e (83% Drug Court Cohort; 8 5% Comparison Group). Results are
not statistically significant. Completers show a 25% reduction in incarceration rates over
non-completers in 2 ¥z years, a reduction that is statistically significant.

Key Measure 9f) Average number of days incarcerated (jail and prison) for
participants from 2 %2 years after admission/disposition date for participants

Drug court participants spend almost one and one half times fewer days incarcerated than
comparison group participants 2 ¥z years a fter drug court acceptance (126 Drug Court
Cohort; 181 Comparison Group) . These results are statistically significant. Drug court
completers (25 days) spend almost 10 times fewer days incarcerated than non -completers
(245).

Key Measure 9g) Proportion of participants incarcerated in jail during drug court

Drug court and comparison group participants have similar  jail incarceration rates during
drug court (77 % Drug Court Cohort; 75% Comparison Group). Results are not statistically
significant. Completers show a 24% reduction in incarceration rates over non -completers
during drug court, a reduction that is statistically significant.

Key Measure h) Average number of days in jail for participants during drug court
Drug court and comparison group participants spend similar days in jail during drug court
(45 Drug Court Cohort; 43 Comparison Group) . These results are not statistically significant.
When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug courts, the  remaining
drug courts show s tatistically significant fewer days incarcerated in jail (23) than the
comparison group participants outside Hennepin County  (41) . All drug court completers
(21 days) spend three and one half times fewer days incarcerated than all non -completers
(74), a statistically significant difference.

Key Measure 9) Proportion of participants incarcerated in prison during drug court
Drug court participants have significantly lower prison incarceration rates during drug
court ( 2% Drug Court Cohort; 29% Comparison Group). Results are statistically significant.
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Completers (1%) are less likely to spend time in prison than non  -completers (4%) , but the
difference is not statistically significant.

Key Measure9j) Average number of days in prison for partic ipants during drug court
Drug court participants spend significantly fewer daysin prison (1 day) than comparison
group participants (84) during drug court. These results are statistically significant.  Most
drug court participants do not spend time in pr  ison during drug court and differences in the
average days for completers (0 day) and non -completers (3 days) are not statistically
significant.

Key Measure9k) Proportion of participants incarcerated (jail and prison) during drug
court

Drug court particip ants have slightly lower incarceration rates during drug court than the
comparison group, but the difference is not statistically significant (77 % Drug Court Cohort;
81% Comparison Group) . Completers show a 23% reduction in incarceration rates over
non-completers during drug court, a reduction that is statistically significant.

Key Measure 9) Average number of days incar cerated (jail and prison) for
participants during drug court

Drug court participants spend almost three times fewer days incarcerated (4 6 days) than
comparison group participants (127) during drug court. These results are statistically
significant. Drug court completers (21 days) have a 73% reduction in incarceration days

over non -completers during drug court (77 days), a difference that s statistically significant.

Key Measure 9n) Proportion of participants incarcerated in jail 1 year after drug

court

Drug court participants have slightly higher incarceration rates one year after drug court
discharge than the comparison group, but the d ifference is not statistically significant (47 %
Drug Court Cohort; 41% Comparison Group) . Completers are five times less likely to be
incarceration in jail (17%) than non -completers (83%) one year after drug court discharge,

a difference that is statisti cally significant.

Key Measure d) Average number of days in jail for participants 1 year after drug
court

Drug court participants spend slightly more days incarcerated (23 days) than comparison
group participants (17) one year after drug court discharge. These results are statistically
significant. When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug courts, the
remaining drug courts show similar days in jail (17) as the comparison group (18), a
difference that is not statistically significant.  All drug court completers (1 day) spend
significantly fewer days in jail than non -completers one year after drug court discharge (40
days), a difference that is statistically significant.

Key Measure90) Proportion of participants incarcerated in prison 1  year after drug
court

Drug court participants have slightly higher prison incarceration rates one year after drug
court discharge than the comparison group, but the difference is not statistically significant
(25% Drug Court Cohort; 22% Comparison Group) . Six in ten (60%) non -completers are
incarcerated in prison within one year after drug court discharge as compared to 0% of
completers, a difference that is statistically significant.

Appendix - 125

r
—J



Key Measure Q) Average number of days in prison for participants 1 yea r after drug
court

Drug court participants spend more days incarcerated in prison (47 days) than comparison
group participants (37) one year after drug court discharge. These results are not
statistically significant. When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug
courts, the remaining drug courts show fewer days in prison (28) than the comparison group
(37), but the difference is not statistically significant. All drug court completers (0 day)

spend virtually no time in prison one year aft er drug court discharge, as compared to non -
completers (120 days), a difference that is statistically significant.

Key Measure 9q) Proportion of participants incarcerated (jail and prison) 1 year after
drug court

Drug court and comparison group participant s have similar incarceration rates one year
after drug, with a slight difference that is not statistically significant (50 % Drug Court
Cohort; 51% Comparison Group) . When separating Hennepin County from the other
Minnesota drug courts, the remaining drug courts shower a lower proportion of participants
incarcerated (39%) than the comparison group participants (52%), a difference that is
statistically significant. All drug court completers (17%) are over five times less likely to be
incarcerated one year after drug court discharge as compared to non -completers (91%), a
difference that is statistically significant.

Key Measure @) Average number of days incar cerated (jail and prison) for

participants 1 year after drug court

Drug court participants spend more days incarcerated in prison (70 days) than comparison
group participants (54) one year after drug court discharge. These results are not
statistically significant. When separating Hennepin County from the other Minnesota drug
courts, the remaining drug courts show fewer days incarcerated (44) than the comparison
group (54), but the difference is not statistically significant. All drug court completers (1

day) spend little time incarcerated one year after drug court discharge, as compared to non -
complet ers (160 days), a difference that is statistically significant.

Research Question 1Q Are incarceration costs lower for drug court participants  ?

The costs per participant vary by participant group.  Jail costs are higher ($772 per participant)  for
the Drug Court Cohort than the Comparison Group. However, prison costs are much higher ($3,961
per participant) for the Comparison Group than the Drug Court Cohort . Overall, the incarceration
costs are lower for the Drug Court Cohort across all time intervals  analyzed. Over two and one half
years, an average of $3,189 less was spent on incarcerating drug court participants than on
incarcerating participants in the comparison group.

Key Measure 10a) Total dollars spent on prison costs for participants from 2 %2 years
after admission/disposition date for participants

Prison costs are $2,936 per drug court participant and $ 6,948 per compariso n group
participant. In total $3,961 fewer dollars are spent on prison per drug court participant
than per comparison group participant.

Key Measure 10b) Total dollars spent on prison costs for participants from 2 ¥z years
after admission/disposition date for participants

Jail costs are $4,062 per drug court participantand $ 3,291 per comparison group
participant. In total, $ 772 more dollars are spent on jail per drug court participant than per
comparison group participant.
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Key Measure 10c)Total dollars spent on incarceration costs (jail and prison) for
participants from 2 %2 years after admission/disposition date for particip  ants
Incarceration costs are $7,049 per drug court participant and $10,238 per comparison
group participant. In total $3,189 fewer dollars are spent per drug court participant than
per comparison group participant.

Research Question1l: Do drug court teams work together collaboratively? (Standard | and
V)

Drug court team members generally agree policies are developed collaboratively, courts include
proper stakeholders on their drug court teams, and most require core team members to attend
staffings and court hearings, and most drug court teams have formal community partnerships in
their communities.

Research Question12: Are the distinct roles of the prosecutor and defense counsel maintained
in drug court? (Standard I1)

Most prosecutor and defense counsel team members attend staffings, however, fewer defense
counsel attend staffings due in large part to the 2008 Minnesota State Board of Public Defense
resolution barring participation of defense counsel in post  -adjudication drug courts.

Research Question13: Are drug court team members assigned to the team for at least one
year? (Standard II)

Most courts (88%) require the drug court judge to stay on the drug court team at least 2 years. In
addition, in a 2008 survey 76% of team members indicated they were w ith their team for at least 2
years.

Research Questionl14: Are drug courts participants assessed as high risk, high need?

(Standard IIl)

Participants are almost exclusively chemically dependent, but some participants are accepted into

drug court without a diagnosis or assessment of chemical dependence. The Drug Court Standards

Al 1106 AAZET A OEECE OEOE® xEOE ATi1 OCE OPAAEAEAEOU C
the definition. Without further determinationof xEAO OEECE OEOES6 [ AAT O ET OA]
assessmenttools being used, as well as other eligibility criteria, it is not possible to determine

xEAOEAO ET AEOEAOATI O ET #onGhe Dilid CodtSand&d3A OEECE OEOES®G

Research Questionl4a) Are drug courts participants assessed as high need? (Standard
1)

Participants are almost exclusively chemically dependent, but some participants are

accepted into drug court without a diagnosis or assessment of chemical dependence. The
non-chemically dependent participants are accepted in two of the sixteen courts included in
this evaluation.

Research Question14b) Are drug courts participants assessed as high risk? (Standard

)
The Drug Court Standards AT T 1 & A A /E iwhh eblgh §pEcifichEtOdet@rmine
whether drug court participants meet the definition. Without further determination of what

OEECE OEOEG6 1 AAT O ET Otdols Aeing liséd, adlvell &3bBthAer dligibdivh OO1 AT O
criteria, itis not possibleto AAOAOI ET A xEAOEAO ET AEOEAOAI O ET AC
from the Drug Court Standards. For descriptive purposes, indicators of risk are

summarized.
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While it is unclear whether courts use risk assessments as part of the screening process or
as part of a case plan after drug court entry, 98%of discharged participants receive some
type of risk assessment (59% LSI -R™, 39% RANT, and 5% Wisconsin). Three -quarters
(77%) of the participant assessed with an LSI -R™ are moderate or high risk
(32%medium/hig h or high), 100% of those assessed with the RANT are high risk, and 91%
of participants assessed with the Wisconsin tool are high risk. Two -thirds of discharged
participants have a prior conviction (67%) and half (49%) have a prior felony conviction at
entry. Half (52%) of participants have a criminal history score of 1 or more.

Research Question15: Are participant eligibility criteria flexible? (Standard IIl)

Most (69%) drug courts have eligibility criteria allowing non -drug offenders in their drug cour t,
and all those courts have non -drug offenders in their courts. Most drug court participants are
felony drug offenders (80%), but 17% are other and property felony offenders.

Research Questionl6: Is there a coordinated strategy governing responses of th e drug court
OAAI O AAAE DPAOOEAEDAT 060 DPAOA&EI O AT AA AT A
Most drug courts in Minnesota do not use a single coordinated treatment agency for participants.
However, many treatment providers across the state are not able to provide all  treatment options

necessary for drug court participants.

Research Question17: Are drug court participants assessed promptly? (Standard V)
Three quarters (77%) of discharged participants are assessed prior to drug court entry, and 96%
are assessed within one month of acceptance to drug court.

Research Question18: Are drug court participants attending treatment promptly? (Standard
V)

Almost half (49%) of discharged participants enter treatment within one week of acceptance to
drug court and 23% start trea tment prior to drug court acceptance, but 26% do not start treatment
for at least one month after drug court acceptance.

Research Question19: Are drug court participants appearing in front of the drug court judge
promptly? (Standard VI)

Most (77%) participants appear before a drug court judge within 2 weeks after drug court
acceptance. However, most participants (81 -91%) are not enrolled in drug court within 20 days of
filing.

Key Measure 19a) Proportion of drug court participants appeari ng before a drug court
judge within 2 weeks after drug court acceptance

Most (77%) participants appear before a drug court judge within 2 weeks after drug court
acceptance. On average, participants appear before a drug court judge in 13 days.

Key Measure 19b) Proportion of drug court participants enrolled in drug court within
20 days of filing

Most participants are not enrolled in drug court within 20 days of filing. Two in ten (19%)
drug court participants entering drug court pre  -plea are enrolled withi n 20 days of filing.
Half that (9%) of the participants entering drug court post  -adjudication are enrolled within
20 days of filing.
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Research Question 20 Do drug courts require participants to appear in front of a judge at
least twice monthly for the fi rst four months? (Standard VI)

Three quarters (77%) of discharged participants have at least twice monthly occurred drug court
hearings with a judge within 90 days of drug court acceptance.  According to the 2009 Minnesota
Judicial Workload Assessment, hea rings for drug court participants were 3.5 minutes per
participant, on average.

Research Question 21 Is abstinence monitored by frequent alcohol and drug testing?

(Standard VII)

All (100%) drug courts require at least twice weekly drug testing duringthei O AT 60086 O AEO0OO
Over half (56%) of drug courts receive results within 48 hours. Almost all courts (94%) require

completers to have 90 days of sobriety at discharge, and 100% of completers in the Drug Court

Cohort have at least 90 days of sobriety.

Research Question 22 Are the services provided respectful of cultural diversity? (Standard
IX)

Discharged participants receiving treatment indicate their treatment was provided in a language
they could understand and 99.7% stated the treatment services  were respectful of their culture.

Research Question23: Do drug court team members receive continuing interdisciplinary
education? (Standard XI)

Most (67 -71%) team members indicate opportunities for ongoing training are available. Most also
believe all drug court team members receive the needed education and training (64 -72%).

Research Question24: Do drug courts evaluate their effectiveness and use data to make
modifications? (Standard XII)

Three quarters (75%) of drug courts indicate they have conduct ed a process or outcome evaluation,
but less than half (44%) report they have implemented changes based on evaluations.
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Program History Resources
The Chemical Dependency Task Force Reports can be founade.

The Minnesota Judicial Branch 2012013 Strategic Plan can be fountere.

Map of Operational Drug Courts - 2008
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http://www.mncourts.gov/?page=631
http://www.mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Judicial_Council/2012-13_Strategic_Plan.pdf












































































