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The Plural of Anecdote
1s notr data

1.

“Drug Courts discriminate against racial minorities
and the poot”

“Drug Courts do not allow sufficient time for
evidentiary discovery’”

“Drug Courts impede input from defense counsel”
Drug Courts ‘cherry-pick’ and ‘net-widen

“Drug Courts sentence terminated defendants
more harshly than if they had never entered the
program in the first place.”

“Drug Court is expensive and often not etfective”




Drug Courts Have Withstood
Rigorous Scientific Scrutiny




Effectiveness of Drug Courts

More research has been published on the effects
of adult Drug Courts than all other C.J.

programs combined

The scientific community has put drug courts
under 1ts microscope and concluded that drug

courts work better than jail or prison, better
than probation, and better than treatment
alone.




Multi-Site Adult Drug Court
Evaluation “MADCE” (NIJ, 2009)

m Drug Court vs. Comparison Sites

> Drug Court: 23 sites in 7 clusters (z = 1,1506)

> Comparison: 6 sites in 4 clusters (7 = 625)

m Repeated Measures
» Interviews at baseline, 6 months & 18 months
> Oral fluids drug test at 18 months

> Oftfticial recidivism records up to 24 months




“Drug Courts Reduce Crime”




“Drug Courts Reduce
S_1_1b__stance Abuse”




“Drug Courts Increase
Employment and School Enrollment”




“Drug Courts Improve
Family Relatlonshlps”




The Scientific Community Agrees

Campbell Collaborative

Center for Court Innovation

National Center on Addiction & Substance Abuse (CASA) at Columbia University
National Center for State Courts

National Institute of Justice (USDOY))

NPC Research

RAND

Research Triangle Institute

Treatment Research Institute at the Univ. of Pennsylvania

The Sentencing Project

The Urban Institute

University of Nevada

University of Cincinnati

U. S. Government Accountability Office

Washington State Institute for Public Policy




The Verdict Is In

Drug courts reduce crime by up to 45%
Drug courts reduce drug use by more than 35%

Drug courts return an average of $2.21 to the
justice system for every one dollar invested and up
to $12 in community impacts for every dollar
invested

Drug courts improve family cohesion and reduce
family conflict




Effectiveness of Drug Courts

By 2000, five meta-analyses, conducted by highly
respected and independent research organizations
revealed superior effects for Drug Courts over

randomized or matched comparison samples.




Number of
Drug Courts

Wilson et al. [2004)
Latimer et al. (2004)
Shaffer (2004

Lowenkamp et al. (2005)

Aos et al. (2004)

Washington State Inst.

Campbell Collaborative

Canada Dept. of Justice 66
University of Nevada 76
University of Cincinnati 22

for Public Policy 2K

Crime Reduced

on Average by...
1.4% to 26%
14%
9%
8%

8%

1. The best Drug Courts were found to reduce crime by as much

as 45 percent.

2. Across all five meta-analyses, Drug Courts show approximately
a 12 percent greater reduction in criminal recidivism over
the alternatives.
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2,459 Drug Courts

1,317 Adult Drug Courts
476 Juvenile Drug Courts
522 Family Treatment Courts

172 DWI Courts

89 Tribal Healing to Wellness Courts

38 Veterans Treatment Court

30 Reentry Drug Courts
29 Federal Drug Courts
5 Campus Drug Coutts




Setting the Record Straight

m Over 99,900 currently being served (2/3 reporting)

1.2 million in need
m Over 22,500 graduates per year (2/3 reporting)
m 53% retention rate (nat. avg.)

m Cost per participant is $7,119 (nat. avg.)




Racial Disparities ?

On average, African-Americans represent 21% of the
Drug Court population.

On average, Spanish, Hispanic or Latino/ILatina persons
represent 10% of the Drug Court population.

African American representation is similar in Drug
Courts (21%0) to that in probation and parole settings
(29%).

Spanish, Hispanic or Latino/ILatina representation is
similar in Drug Courts (10%0) to that in probation and
parole settings (13%o).
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Drug Courts Have Not Come Close
to Being Fully Implemented

» 56% of U.S. Counties do not have an adult drug
court, 84% do not have a juvenile drug court and
87%0 do not have a family drug court.

m 96% of states/territories reported that Drug Court
capacity could be expanded.

m The primary factor limiting program expansion 1s
funding, and not a lack of judicial interest.




Who Responds Best to Drug Court?

m High-Risk/High Need Offender

Has a high prognostic risk of failure without
treatment

Early onset of substance abuse and delinquency
Prior felony convictions/prison-bound
Previously unsuccesstul attempts at treatment

Co-existing diagnosis of antisocial personality
disorder (APD) or a preponderance of antisocial
peers or assoclates

Long history of drug dependence

(Lowenkamp et al., 2005; Marlowe et al., 2006, 2007)







Ongoing Judicial Involvement to
Ensure Completion of Treatment




Drugs of Choice Among Participants

m Cocaine/crack (27%) and alcohol (27%), cannabis (22%) and
methamphetamine (16%o) are the top substances abused among
participants in Urban Drug Courts.

m Alcohol (33%), cannabis (20%) and cocaine/crack (18%) and
methamphetamine (18%) are the top substances abused among
participants in Suburban Drug Coutts.

Methamphetamine (30%) and alcohol (30%), cannabis (14%) and
heroin (12%) are the top substances abused among participants in
Rural Drug Courts.

® NADCP

National Association of
g Drug Court Professionals

-




State Appropriations

m Twenty-six states reported an increase in
funding for Drug Courts between 2007 and
2009 budget cycles; ten states reported decreases
in funding and three states reported no change

m Combined state appropriations totaled
$242,960,480.00 for Drug Court in 2009

m State appropriations increased for Drug Courts
by over $62 million (35%) tfrom 2007 to 2009




DO NOT TAKE THIS DRUG e
IF ¥OU BECOME 5

PREGNANT °

Any Treatment Can Cause e
38 Unwanted Side-Effects@Ea ¢

" specially if the Tx 1s not administered propetly or if its

prescribed to the wrong patient
*Some Drug Courts are serving the wrong population

"Some Drug Courts do not follow (water-down) the model

to the detriment of some of their participants




More than three quarters of the Drug Courts (78%)
were found to have significantly reduced crime
(Shaffer, 2006

6%

16%
B Decrease crime /8%
B No effect on crime 16%

Increase crime 6%

78%
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Fidelity to the Model

m  The closer Drug Courts follow the 70 Key
Components (DOJ 1997), the larger the effects.

Failure to do the following cuts effectiveness by as much

as one halfl (NPC Research, 2008)

Regular attendance by the judge, defense counsel,
prosecutor, treatment and law enforcement

Judicial status hearings optimally bi-weekly
Drug Testing at least twice-weekly
Graduated responses

Substance abuse treatment




Recommendations

Ensure Drug Courts target high risk/high

need, prison-bound offenders;

Require risk-needs assessments performed and
considered (referenced) in sentencing decisions
to ensure the right type of offender is
sentenced to the right disposition/services.

Develop operational standards to guide the
actions of Drug Court protessionals using

NPC Research, MADCE (NIJ), and CJ-DATS
(NIDA).




Recommendations

m Close the service gap by directing the large
population of drug-addicted offenders into Drug
Coutts

m Fulfill the goal of a Drug Court in every county
in the U.S.

m Set a research agenda to assess (and where

necessary correct) foreseeable side-effects of
Drug Court practices.
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