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Appendix B

Summary of Literature Review Findings



Drug Author Comparison Follow-up Findings
Court Group Period
Location
Maricopa Turner, Random 12 months All groups equally likely to be rearrested.
County Susan assignment
36 months Drug court participants significantly less
likely to be rearrested.
Washington | Harrell, A. Random 1 year post- | Sanctions group significantly less likely to
D.C. assignment to sentence be arrested (19%). No difference in
standard, arrest rates for standard and treatment
treatment or groups (27%).
sanctions dockets
Santa Clara | Santa Clara | Other non- 2 years Drug court participants had lowest re-
County County participating but arrest rates (8%) compared to those
Drug eligible offenders, who did not participate (47%) and those
Treatment and those with deferred judgments (27%). Only
Court receiving deferred 1% of drug court group had multiple
judgments arrests, vs. 20% of non-participants and
9% of deferred judgements.

Delaware Wilhite, S.A. | Compared drug Re-arrest rates were lower for those who
and court completers did complete the program. Those who
O'Connell, to non-completers completed also had fewer felony arrests.
J.P

Delaware Delaware Drug court clients | 18 months Drug court clients more likely to
SAC vs. other clients post- complete treatment than were other

sentencing clients.

Florida Peters, R.H. | Matched 12 months Graduates significantly less likely to be
comparison group | following arrested during the 12-month program
of probationers program period.

entry.

Florida Peters, R.H. | Non-graduates 30 months Graduates significantly less likely to be
and a matched following arrested during the 30-month follow-up
comparison group | program period. Graduates had fewer felony

entry. arrests, fewer property crimes and
violent crimes, and had fewer probation
or parole violations.

Jefferson Vito, G.F. Non-graduates Graduates had lower recidivism rates

County, KY and a self-drop (13%) compared to non-graduates
comparison group (59.5%) and comparison group (55.4%).

Madison Godley, Those who 12 months Participants had significant reduction in

County, IL M.D. declined drug following arrests compared to those who declined.
court program

entry.

Monterey Roehl, J. Comparison 5-6 months | 6% of drug court graduates rec’d new

County group and non- drug —related felony conviction, vs. 27%
completers of comparison group and 50% of non-

completers.

Las Vegas Miethe, T.D. | Clark County Drug court offenders recidivated at a

Drug Court District Court higher rate, 26% vs. those processed in

another court at 16%.




Multnomah Finigan, M. Eligible 24 months Drug court participants averaged .59
County, OR defendents arrests, comparison groups averaged
who did not 1.53 arrests.
enter program
Multnomah Finigan, M. Participants Those who participated minimally had
County, OR completing twice as many arrests compared to those
less than one who completed at least a third of the
third of program.
program
Oakland CA | Tauber Historical 36 months Average arrests declined from 1.33 per
comparison defendant to .75 after establishment of
group drug court.
Riverside Sechrest, et Historical Up to 21 13.4% of drug court participants
County, CA al. comparison months for rearrested, 33.0% of comparison group.
group drug court
participants
and 27
months for
comparison
Denver, CO | Granfield & Historical 12 months 53.0% of drug court participants
Eby comparison rearrested, 58.0% of comparison group.
group
Dade Goldkamp & | Self-selected 18 months 33.2% of drug court participants
County, FL Weiland eligible rearrested, compared to 48.7% of
defendants, comparison group (averaged over the 3
ineligible comparison samples).
defendants
and a
historical
comparison
group
Baltimore Gottfredson, | Matched 6 months District drug court participants rearrested
MD et al. comparison 22.6% of cases, comparison 27.1%.
drawn from Circuit drug court participants rearrested
District and 26.5% of cases, comparison 30.4%.
Circuit Courts Historical comparison group rearrested
and historical. 30.2 percent of cases, while matched
sample of drug court clients rearrested
18.5% of cases.
Travis Kelly Matched 12 months 38.0% of drug court participants
County, TX Historical rearrested, 41.0% of comparison group.
comparison
group
Philadelphia, | Crime & Self selected 6 months 20.0% of drug court participants
PA Justice eligible and rearrested, compared to 24.0% of those
Research ineligible who declined program and 38.0% of
Institute offenders ineligible comparison group. Median

time to first arrest was much longer for
drug court group than for comparison
groups.




Oklahoma | Oklahoma Matched 24 months | 14% of drug court participants
Criminal comparison group rearrested, 22% of comparison group.
Justice of probationers
Resource
Center

Polk lowa Division | Offenders Up to 762 New convictions occurred for:

County, of Criminal screened but days,

1A and Juvenile rejected from drug | Averaging | 33.3% of drug court successes
Justice court and historical | 655 days 61.5% of drug court failures
Planning comparison group 54.6% of ineligible group

74.8% of pre-drug court group
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Appendix D

Comparison Of
1995 Drug Court Cases
To
1996 Drug Court Cases



COMPARISON OF 1995 DRUG COURT CASES TO 1996 DRUG
COURT CASES

CASE Std. Significance
YEAR N Mean Deviation Level
CRIMINAL HISTORY 95 285 1.4551 2.3804 | N.S.
SCORE 96 234 1.4965 2.2109
AGE AT 1ST ARREST 95 270 22.63 7.10 | N.S.
96 225 22.69 8.10
LAST GRADE 95 266 11.60 2.79 | N.S.
COMPLETED 96 229 11.59 2.45
OFFENDER MH NEEDS 95 260 .38 .82 | N.S.
96 205 49 .99
OFFENDER ALCOHOL 95 265 1.88 1.00 | N.S.
NEEDS 96 213 1.94 1.05
OFFENDER DRUG 95 269 2.72 69 | N.S.
NEEDS 96 214 2.73 .69
BEHAVIOR SEVERITY 95 285 1.01 19 | N.S.
SCORE 96 234 1.00 .00
LSI SCORE 95 228 23.58 9.08 | N.S.
96 148 23.60 8.93
DAST SCORE 95 180 5.77 4.44 | N.S.
96 5 5.80 2.68
ADS SCORE 95 180 2.18 5.07 | N.S.
96 5 1.40 1.34
DISRUPT SUBSCALE 95 221 13.74 15.80 | N.S.
SCORE 96 138 11.64 14.91
DEFENSE SUBSCALE 95 220 8.70 422 | N.S.
SCORE 96 137 8.44 3.84
AGE AT ARREST 95 285 31.32 8.51 | N.S.
96 234 31.19 9.93
CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
SEX  MALE Count 223 177 400
% within YEAR 78.2% 75.6% 77.1%
FEMALE Count 62 57 119
% within YEAR 21.8% 24.4% 22.9%
Total Count 285 234 519
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*No significant difference between groups



CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
ETHNICITY  ANGLO Count 84 63 147
% within YEAR 29.8% 27.3% 28.7%
BLACK Count 107 91 198
% within YEAR 37.9% 39.4% 38.6%
HISPANIC Count 91 75 166
% within YEAR 32.3% 32.5% 32.4%
OTHER Count 1 1
% within YEAR 4% 2%
Total Count 282 231 513
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups
YEAR
95 96 Total
MARITAL SINGLE Count 140 110 250
STATUS % within YEAR 51.3% 48.9% 50.2%
MARRIED Count 40 44 84
% within YEAR 14.7% 19.6% 16.9%
SEP/ DIVORCED Count 66 54 120
% within YEAR 24.2% 24.0% 24.1%
WIDOWED Count 4 4
% within YEAR 1.5% .8%
COMMON LAW  Count 22 17 39
% within YEAR 8.1% 7.6% 7.8%
Total Count 273 225 498
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups
YEAR
95 96 Total
EMPLOYMENT FULL TIME Count 72 86 158
AT ARREST % within YEAR 25.9% 37.2% 31.0%
PART TIME Count 28 16 44
% within YEAR 10.1% 6.9% 8.6%
UNEMPLOYED Count 157 112 269
% within YEAR 56.5% 48.5% 52.8%
SPORADIC Count 21 17 38
% within YEAR 7.6% 7.4% 7.5%
Total Count 278 231 509
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Significant at P < .05



*,

CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
RESIDENT  CONTINUOUSLY Count 77 76 153
STABILITY  RESIDED AT SAME % within YEAR

ADDRESS 35.5% 40.0% 37.6%

MOVED 1,2,3, TIMES Count 87 79 166

% within YEAR 40.1% 41.6% 40.8%

MOVED 4 OR MORE Count 53 35 88

TIMES % within YEAR 24.5% 18.5% 21.6%

Total Count 217 190 407

% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*No significant difference between groups
CASE YEAR

95 96 Total
OFFENDER  NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 204 160 364
MH NEEDS % within YEAR 78.5% 78.0% 78.3%
NO INTERFERENCE Count 25 10 35
W/FUNCTIONING % within YEAR 9.6% 4.9% —
SOME DISRUPTION OF  Count 18 15 33
FUNCTIONING % within YEAR 6.9% 7.3% 7.1%
SERIOUS DISRUPTION  Count 13 20 33
OF FUNCTIONING % within YEAR 5.0% 9.8% 7.1%
Total Count 260 205 465
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

No significant difference between groups
CASE YEAR

95 96 Total
OFFENDER  NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 24 21 45
ALCOHOL % within YEAR 9.1% 9.9% 9.4%
NEEDS NO INTERFERENCE Count 77 61 138
WIFUNCTIONING % within YEAR 29.1% 28.6% 28.9%
SOME DISRUPTION OF  Count 70 40 110
FUNCTIONING % within YEAR 26.4% 18.8% 23.0%
SERIOUS DISRUPTION  Count 94 91 185
OF FUNCTIONING % within YEAR 35.5% 42.7% 38.7%
Total Count 265 213 478
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*No significant difference between groups




CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
OFFENDER NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 9 5 14
DRUG % within YEAR 3.3% 2.3% 2.9%
NEEDS NO INTERFERENCE Count 9 15 24
W/FUNCTIONING % within YEAR 3.3% 2 0% 5 0%
SOME DISRUPTION OF Count 31 13 44
FUNCTIONING % within YEAR 11.5% 6.1% 9.1%
SERIOUS DISRUPTION Count 220 181 401
OF FUNCTIONING % within YEAR 81.8% 84.6% 83.0%
Total Count 269 214 483
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups
CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
RECORD OF ABUSE NO Count 162 110 272
AS A CHILD % within YEAR 93.6% 94.8% 94.1%
YES Count 11 6 17
% within YEAR 6.4% 5.2% 5.9%
Total Count 173 116 289
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups
CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
FORMER GANG NO Count 244 209 453
INVOLVEMENT % within YEAR 96.4% 96.8% 96.6%
YES Count 9 7 16
% within YEAR 3.6% 3.2% 3.4%
Total Count 253 216 469
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups
YEAR
95 96 Total
CURRENT GANG NO Count 244 211 455
INVOLVEMENT % within YEAR 96.8% 97.7% 97.2%
YES Count 8 5 13
% within YEAR 3.2% 2.3% 2.8%
Total Count 252 216 468
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*No significant difference between groups




*,

CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
ELECTRONIC NO Count 263 202 465
MONITORING % within YEAR 92.3% 86.3% 89.6%
YES Count 22 32 54
% within YEAR 7.7% 13.7% 10.4%
Total Count 285 234 519
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Significant at P < .05
CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
UPS NO Count 77 49 126
% within YEAR 27.0% 20.9% 24.3%
YES Count 208 185.00 393
% within YEAR 73.0% 79.10 75.7%
Total Count 285 234 519
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
No significant difference between groups
CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
Instrument 1 No Treatment Count 8 4 12
Derived % within YEAR 4.5% 2.8% 3.7%
Igii:mem 2 UA's, Drug and Count 35 29 64
Alcohol Education % within YEAR 10.6% 20.0% 10.8%
3 Weekly Outpatient Count 50 37 87
% within YEAR 27.9% 25.5% 26.9%
4 Intensive Outpatient Count 50 50 100
% within YEAR 27.9% 34.5% 30.9%
5 Intensive Residential Count 28 15 43
% within YEAR 15.6% 10.3% 13.3%
6 Therapeutic Count 6 9 15
Community % within YEAR 3.4% 6.2% 4.6%
7 Assess for Count 2 1 3
Psychopathy % within YEAR 1.1% % 9%
Total Count 179 145 324
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*No significant difference between groups




CASE YEAR
95 96 Total
Drug Cocaine* Count 185 177 362
Type % within YEAR 64.9% 75.6% 69.7%
Charged “pj; Count 13 17 30
% within YEAR 4.6% 7.3% 5.8%
Heroin** Count 48 16 64
% within YEAR 16.8% 6.8% 12.3%
Stimulants Count 18 11 29
% within YEAR 6.3% 4.7% 5.6%
Other Count 21 13 34
% within YEAR 7.4% 5.6% 6.6%
Total Count 285 234 519
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Significantly different on cocaine at P <.01
**Significantly different on heroin at P <.001
YEAR
95 96 Total
Recoded 0-18 (LOW) Count 66 42 108
LSI Scores % within YEAR 28.9% 28.4% 28.7%
19-28 (MED) Count 86 59 145
% within YEAR 37.7% 39.9% 38.6%
29-54 (HIGH) Count 76 47 123
% within YEAR 33.3% 31.8% 32.7%
Total Count 228 148 376
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups
YEAR
95 96 Total
Recoded age  18-25 Years Old Count 78 69 147
at time of this % within YEAR 28.3% 30.8% 29.4%
arrest 26-35 Years Old  Count 107 67 174
% within YEAR 38.8% 29.9% 34.8%
>35 Years Old Count 91 88 179
% within YEAR 33.0% 39.3% 35.8%
Total Count 276 224 500
% within YEAR 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

*No significant difference between groups



*No significant difference between groups

YEAR
95 96 Total
Recoded < High School Count 115 102 217
Education % within YEAR 43.2% 44.7% 43.9%
GED Count 32 22 54
% within YEAR 12.0% 9.6% 10.9%
High School Graduate Count 49 55 104
% within YEAR 18.4% 24.1% 21.1%
> High School Count 70 49 119
% within YEAR 26.3% 21.5% 24.1%
Total Count 266 228 494
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups
YEAR
95 96 Total
PRIOR ADULT NO Count 153 135 288
CONVICTION OR % within YEAR 53.7% 57.7% 55.5%
JUVENILE YES  Count 132 99 231
ADJUDICATION o
% within YEAR 46.3% 42.3% 44.5%
Total Count 285 234 519
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups
YEAR
95 96 Total
PRIOR DRUG NO Count 200 163 363
OFFENSE % within YEAR 70.2% 69.7% 69.9%
YES Count 85 71 156
% within YEAR 29.8% 30.3% 30.1%
Total Count 285 234 519
% within YEAR 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Appendix E

Comparison Of
1993
Historical Comparison Group
To
1995/1996
Drug Court Group



COMPARISON OF 1993
HISTORICAL COMPARISON CASES
TO 1995/96 DRUG COURT CASES

Experimental Std. Significance
Group N Mean Deviation Level
CRIMINAL HISTORY 1993 105 .89 1.17 | .002
SCORE 1995 & 1996 519 1.29 1.48
AGE AT 1ST ARREST 1993 89 25.45 7.23 | .001
1995 & 1996 495 22.66 7.56
LAST GRADE 1993 98 11.68 2.62 | N.S.
COMPLETED 1995 & 1996 495 11.59 2.63
OFFENDER MH 1993 94 41 .96 | N.S.
NEEDS 1995 & 1996 465 43 .90
OFFENDER ALC 1993 94 1.52 1.39 | .011
NEEDS 1995 & 1996 478 1.91 1.02
OFFENDER DRUG 1993 102 2.61 .95 | N.S.
NEEDS 1995 & 1996 483 2.72 .69
BEHAVIOR SEVERITY 1993 105 1.03 .32 | N.S.
SCORE 1995 & 1996 519 1.00 14
AGE AT CURRENT 1993 105 32.06 8.35 | N.S.
ARREST 1995 & 1996 519 31.26 9.17
Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
SEX MALE Count 85 400 485
o i
é)x\;;\lgrri]rlrz]ental Group 81.0% 71.1% 71.7%
FEMALE Count 20 119 139
(I]E/Ox\pl)vétr?é’?ental Group 19.0% 22.9% 22.3%
Total Count 105 519 624
o i
é’x‘é"gr?r':emal Group 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

*No significant difference between groups.




Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
ETHNICITY  ANGLO Count 26 147 173
O i
Yo within 27.7% 28.7% 28.5%
Experimental Group
BLACK Count 35 198 233
% within
o 37.2% 38.6% 38.4%
Experimental Group
HISPANIC Count 33 166 199
% within
- 35.1% 32.4% 32.8%
Experimental Group
OTHER Count 2 2
% within oy 4%
Experimental Group 70 70
Total Count 94 513 607
O rrithn
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%
Experimental Group
*No significant difference between groups.
Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
MARITAL SINGLE Count 52 250 302
STATUS %6 within 52.0% 50.2% 50.5%
Experimental Group
MARRIED Count 26 84 110
% within
o 26.0% 16.9% 18.4%
Experimental Group
SEP/DIV Count 22 120 142
% within
o 22.0% 24.1% 23.7%
Experimental Group
WIDOWED Count 4 4
% within 0 0
Experimental Group 8% 1%
COMMON LAW Count 39 39
% Within 7 8% 6.5%
Experimental Group ) )
Total Count 100 497 597
O ritp
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%
Experimental Group

*Significant at P<.001




Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
EMPLOYMENT FULL TIME Count 38 158 196
AT ARREST o4 withi
Yo within 39.6% 31.0% 32.4%
Experimental Group
PART TIME Count 4 44 48
% within
. 4.2% 8.6% 7.9%
Experimental Group
UNEMPLOYED Count 50 269 319
% within
. 52.1% 52.8% 52.7%
Experimental Group
SPORADIC Count 4 38 42
% within 0 0 0
Experimental Group 4.2% 7.5% 6.9%
Total Count 96 509 605
O it
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Experimental Group
*No significant difference between groups.
Experimental Group
2 1995 &
1 1993 data 1996 data Total
RESIDENTIAL CONTINUOUSLY Count 39 153 192
STABILITY RESIDED AT SAME % within . . .
ADDRESS Experimental Group 41.1% 37.6% 38.2%
MOVED 1,2,3, TIMES Count 47 166 213
% within
. 49.5% 40.8% 42.4%
Experimental Group
MOVED 4 OR MORE Count 9 88 97
TIMES % within . . .
Experimental Group 9.5% 21.6% 19.4%
Total Count 95 407 502
O riap
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%
Experimental Group

**Significant at P<.001




Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
OFFENDER NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 78 364 442
MH NEEDS % within 83.0% 78.3% 79.1%
Experimental Group
NO INTERFERENCE Count 1 35 36
W/FUNCTIONING % within 119 2 504 6.4%
Experimental Group = =7 S
SOME DISRUPTION OF Count 7 33 40
FUNCTIONING % within - o 100 oo
Experimental Group R i e
SERIOUS DISRUPTION Count 8 33 41
OF FUNCTIONING % within . . .
Experimental Group 8.5% 7.1% 7.:3%
Total Count 94 465 559
% withi
o within 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%
Experimental Group
*No significant difference between groups.
Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
OFFENDER NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 43 183 226
ALC NEEDS %6 within 45.7% 38.3% 39.5%
Experimental Group
SOME DISRUPTION OF Count 13 110 123
FUNCTIONING % within
. 13.8% 23.0% 21.5%
Experimental Group
SERIOUS DISRUPTION Count 38 185 223
OF FUNCTIONING % within . . .
Experimental Group 40.4% 38.7% 39.0%
Total Count 94 478 572
O ritpi
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%
Experimental Group

*No significant difference between groups.




Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
OFFENDER NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 11 14 25
DRUG % within GROUPS1
NEEDS grouped by 1993 & 10.8% 2.9% 4.3%
1995-96 Combined
NO INTERFERENCE Count 24 24
W/FUNCTIONING % within GROUPS1
grouped by 1993 & 5.0% 4.1%
1995-96 Combined
SOME DISRUPTION OF Count 7 44 51
FUNCTIONING % within GROUPS1
grouped by 1993 & 6.9% 9.1% 8.7%
1995-96 Combined
SERIOUS DISRUPTION Count 84 401 485
OF FUNCTIONING % within GROUPS1
grouped by 1993 & 82.4% 83.0% 82.9%
1995-96 Combined
Total Count 102 483 585
% within GROUPS1
grouped by 1993 & 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
1995-96 Combined
* Significant at P<.001.
Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 data 1996 data Total
RECORD OF ABUSE NO Count 92 272 364
AS A CHILD % within 100.0% 94.1% 95.5%
Experimental Group
YES Count 17 17
% within
Experimental Group 5.9% 4.5%
Total Count 92 289 381
% within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Experimental Group

* Significant at P<.05




Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
FORMER GANG NO Count 99 453 552
INVOLVEMENT % within
Experimental Group 99.0% 96.6% 97.0%
YES Count 1 16 17
% within
Experimental Group 1.0% 3.4% 3.0%
Total Count 100 469 569
% within
Experimental Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups.
Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 data 1996 data Total
CURRENT GANG NO Count 98 455 553
INVOLVEMENT % within
Experimental Group 98.0% 97.2% 97.4%
YES Count 2 13 15
% within
Experimental Group 2.0% 2.8% 2.6%
Total Count 100 468 568
% within
Experimental Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups.
Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
ELECTRONIC NO Count 104 465 569
MONITORING % within
Experimental Group 99.0% 89.6% 91.2%
YES Count 1 54 55
% within
Experimental Group 1.0% 10.4% 8.8%
Total Count 105 519 624
% within
Experimental Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

* Significant at P<.01.




Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
DRUG Cocaine* Count 83 362 445
TYPE % withi
CHARGED éx\g:rri]::ental Group 79.0% 69.7% 71.3%
MJ Count 5 30 35
% within
Experimental Group 4.8% 5.8% 5.6%
Heroin** Count 3 64 67
% within
Experimental Group 2.9% 12.3% 10.7%
Stimulants Count 3 29 32
% within
Experimental Group 2.9% 5.6% 5.1%
Other Count 11 34 45
% within
Experimental Group 10.5% 6.6% 7.2%
Total Count 105 519 624
?x\;)vgmemal Group 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%

* Significant at P<.05

** Significant at P<.01.

Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
Recoded age  18-25 Years Old Count 24.8% 147 172
at time of this % within
0, 0, 0,
arrest Experimental Group 24.8% 29.4% 28.6%
26-35 Years Old Count 37 174 211
% within
. 36.6% 34.8% 35.1%
Experimental Group
>35 Years Old Count 39 179 218
% within 0 0 0
Experimental Group 38.6% 35.8% 36.3%
Total Count 101 500 601
% within
. 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Experimental Group

*No significant difference between groups.




*No significant difference between groups.

Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
SUPERVISION INCL NO Count 85 409 494
INCARC/ PRISON % within
Experimental Group 81.0% 78.8% 79.2%
YES Count 20 110 130
% within
Experimental Group 19.0% 21.2% 20.8%
Total Count 105 519 624
% within
Experimental Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*No significant difference between groups.
Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
PRIOR ADULT CONV OR NO Count 69 288 357
JUVENILE ADJUD % within
Experimental Group 65.7% 55.5% 57.2%
YES Count 36 231 267
% within
Experimental Group 34.3% 44.5% 42.8%
Total Count 105 519 624
% within
Experimental Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Significant at P<.05
Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
PRIOR DRUG NO Count 83 363 446
OFFENSE % within
Experimental Group 79.0% 69.9% 71.5%
YES Count 22 156 178
% within
Experimental Group 21.0% 30.1% 28.5%
Total Count 105 519 624
% within
Experimental Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Experimental Group
1995 &
1993 1996 Total
Recoded < High School Count 38 217 255
Education o% withi
Yo within 38.8% 43.9% 43.1%
Experimental Group
High School Graduate Count 47 158 205
% within
. 48.0% 32.0% 34.6%
Experimental Group
> High School Count 13 119 132
% within 0 0 0
Experimental Group 13.3% 24.1% 22.3%
Total Count 98 494 592
O rip
6 within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Experimental Group
* Significant at P<.01
Experimental Group
1 1993 2 1995 &
data 1996 data Total
PROBATION regular Count 97 417 514
PLACEMENT probation o within
0, 0, 0,
Experimental Group 97.0% 82.9% 85.2%
intensive Count 3 86 89
supervisi - o4 within
0, 0, 0,
on Experimental Group 3.0% 17.1% 14.8%
Total Count 100 503 603
% within
0, 0, 0,
Experimental Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

* Significant at P<.001




Appendix F

Comparison of
Drug Court Cases
by Completion Status



Std.

Mean Deviation Sig. Level
RECODED Drug Court Graduates 143 69 1.18
(H:ng'lMCI)NéA\I(_ Probation Completers 114 1.01 1.31 | P<.001
SCORE Non- Completers 262 1.75 1.56
AGE AT 1ST Drug Court Graduates 136 25.00 8.06
ARREST Probation Completers 110 23.48 8.86 | P<.001
Non- Completers 249 21.02 6.17
LAST GRADE Drug Court Graduates 135 12.14 2.48
COMPLETED Probation Completers 110 11.67 217 | P<.01
Non- Completers 250 11.26 285
OFFENDER Drug Court Graduates 132 .37 .86
MH NEEDS Probation Completers 101 52 .95 | N.S.
Non- Completers 232 42 .90
OFFENDER Drug Court Graduates 135 1.86 1.04
ALC NEEDS Probation Completers 108 1.93 1.04 | N.S.
Non- Completers 235 1.93 1.01
OFFENDER Drug Court Graduates 136 2.68 .76
DRUG NEEDS  probation Completers 110 2.65 79 | N.S.
Non- Completers 237 2.78 .59
BEHAVIOR Drug Court Graduates 143 1.00 .00
SEVERITY Probation Completers 114 1.00 .00 | N.S.
SCORE Non- Completers 262 1.01 20
LSI SCORE Drug Court Graduates 122 19.39 7.70
Probation Completers 88 22.03 8.66 | P<.001
Non- Completers 166 27.50 8.47
DAST SCORE Drug Court Graduates 61 4.36 3.79
Probation Completers 36 6.17 395 [ P<.01
Non- Completers 88 6.59 4.76
ADS SCORE Drug Court Graduates 61 1.62 3.46
Probation Completers 36 .94 1.90 | N.S.
Non- Completers 88 3.02 6.46
DISRUPT Drug Court Graduates 117 9.67 13.52
SUBSCALE Probation Completers 85 12.64 13.04 | P<.01
SCORE Non- Completers 157 15.53 17.53
DEFENSE Drug Court Graduates 116 8.98 4.13
SUBSCALE Probation Completers 85 8.54 3.80 | N.S.
SCORE Non- Completers 156 8.35 4.17
AGE AT Drug Court Graduates 143 32.31 9.56
ARREST Probation Completers 113 32.92 8.80 | P<.05
Non- Completers 262 30.22 8.06




Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
SEX MALE Count 102 81 217 400
% within 0 0 2 89 0
Completion Status 71.3% 71.1% 82.8% 77.1%
FEMALE Count 41 33 45 119
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 28.7% 28.9% 17.2% 22.9%
Total Count 143 114 262 519
O ripi
Y6 within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% |  100.0%
Completion Status

*Significant at P < .01

Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
ETHNICITY ANGLO Count 62 41 44 147
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 44.3% 36.9% 16.8% 28.7%
BLACK Count 26 37 135 198
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 18.6% 33.3% 51.5% 38.6%
HISPANIC  Count 52 33 81 166
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 37.1% 29.7% 30.9% 32.4%
OTHER Count 2 2
% within
0, 0,
Completion Status 8% 4%
Total Count 140 111 262 513
O rii
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status

*Significant at P < .001




Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
MARITAL  SINGLE Count 62 46 142 250
STATUS % within
Completion Status 45.6% 43.0% 55.9% 50.3%
MARRIED Count 31 21 32 84
z’om:)r;'e"tion Status 22.8% 19.6% 12.6% 16.9%
SEP/DIV Count 36 31 53 120
% within
Completion Status 26.5% 29.0% 20.9% 24.1%
WIDOWED Count 1 3 4
% within
Completion Status 9% 1.2% 8%
COMMON LAW  Count 7 8 24 39
% within
Completion Status 5.1% 7.5% 9.4% 7.8%
Total Count 136 107 254 497
((’é"o"r‘l’q'g;g;ion Status 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

*Significant at P < .05

Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
EMPLOYMENT  FULL TIME Count 57 46 55 158
AT ARREST % within
Completion Status 40.4% 40.7% 21.6% 31.0%
PART TIME Count 16 8 20 44
% within
Completion Status 11.3% 7.1% 7.8% 8.6%
UNEMPLOYED Count 62 53 154 269
% within
Completion Status 44.0% 46.9% 60.4% 52.8%
SPORADIC Count 6 6 26 38
Z]ovr\:tpr:lerlion Status 4.3% 5:3% 10.2% 7:5%
Total Count 141 113 255 509
Z{/"O"x:g:g;ion Status 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

*Significant at P < .001




Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
RESIDENTIAL CONTINUOUSLY Count 54 38 61 153
STABILITY RESIDED AT % within
SAME ADDRESS  Completion Status 48.6% 41.3% 29.9% 37.6%
MOVED 1,2,3, Count 44 44 78 166
TIMES % within . . . .
Completion Status 39.6% 47.8% 38.2% 40.8%
MOVED 4 OR Count 13 10 65 88
MORE TIMES % withi
Yo within 11.7% 10.9% 31.9% 21.6%
Completion Status
Total Count 111 92 204 407
O rii
6 within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status
*Significant at P < .001
Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
OFFENDER NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 108 73 183 36
MH NEEDS % within
0, 0, 0, 0
Completion Status 81.8% 72.3% 78.9% 78.3¢
NO INTERFERENCE Count 7 11 17 3
W/FUNCTIONING % within
Completion Status 5.3% 10.9% 7.3% 7.59
SOME DISRUPTION OF Count 9 9 15 3
FUNCTIONING % within
0, 0, 0, Q0
Completion Status 6.8% 8.9% 6.5% 7.1°
SERIOUS DISRUPTION Count 8 8 17 3
OF FUNCTIONING o% withi
Y within 6.1% 7.9% 7.3% 7.19
Completion Status
Total Count 132 101 232 46
O ritp
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0¢
Completion Status

*Significant at P < .01



Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
OFFENDER NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 14 11 20 4
ALCOHOL % within
0, 0, 0, Q
NEEDS Completion Status 10.4% 10.2% 8.5% 9.49
NO INTERFERENCE Count 42 29 67 13
W/FUNCTIONING % within
0, 0, 0, 0
Completion Status 31.1% 26.9% 28.5% 28.9¢9
SOME DISRUPTIONOF  Count 28 25 57 11
FUNCTIONING % within
0, 0, 0, Q
Completion Status 20.7% 23.1% 24.3% 23.0¢
SERIOUS DISRUPTION Count 51 43 91 18
OF FUNCTIONING o4 withi
Yo within 37.8% 39.8% 38.7% 38.79
Completion Status
Total Count 135 108 235 47
O ripi
Y within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% |  100.0¢
Completion Status
* No Significant Difference
Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
OFFENDER NONE/NOT SERIOUS Count 6 4 4 1
pRYe % within 4.4% 3.6% 1.7% 2.99
NEEDS Completion Status A7 o7 70 v
NO INTERFERENCE Count 6 9 9 2
W/FUNCTIONING % within
0, 0, 0, 0
Completion Status 4.4% 8.2% 3.8% 5.09
SOME DISRUPTIONOF  Count 14 9 21 4
FUNCTIONING % within
0, 0, 0, Q
Completion Status 10.3% 8.2% 8.9% 9.19
SERIOUS DISRUPTION Count 110 88 203 40
OF FUNCTIONING % withi
Yo within 80.9% 80.0% 85.7% 83.0
Completion Status
Total Count 136 110 237 48
O rithi
Y6 within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% |  100.0¢
Completion Status

* No Significant Difference



Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
RECORD OF ABUSE  NO Count 75 59 138 272
AS A CHILD % within
0, 0, 0, 0,
Completion Status 92.6% 95.2% 94.5% 94.1%
YES Count 6 3 8 17
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 7.4% 4.8% 5.5% 5.9%
Total Count 81 62 146 289
O ripi
Y within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status
* No Significant Difference
Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
FORMER GANG  NO Count 134 103 216 453
INVOLVEMENT % within
0, 0, 0, 0,
Completion Status 98.5% 98.1% 94.7% 96.6%
YES Count 2 2 12 16
% within 1.5% 1.9% 5.3% 3.4%
Completion Status 270 70 "o70 70
Total Count 136 105 228 469
O nithi
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status
* No Significant Difference
Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
CURRENT GANG NO Count 132 104 219 455
INVOLVEMENT % within
Completion Status 97.1% 99.0% 96.5% 97.2%
YES Count 4 1 8 13
% within 2 99 09 3.50 2 89
Completion Status 9% 1.0% 5% 8%
Total Count 136 105 227 468
O it
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status

* No Significant Difference




Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
ELECTRONIC NO Count 131 101 233 465
MONITORING % within
0, 0, 0, 0,
Completion Status 91.6% 88.6% 88.9% 89.6%
YES Count 12 13 29 54
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 8.4% 11.4% 11.1% 10.4%
Total Count 143 114 262 519
O ripi
Y6 within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status
* No Significant Difference
Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
UPS NO Count 24 25 77 126
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 16.8% 21.9% 29.4% 24.3%
YES Count 119 89 185 393
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 83.2% 78.1% 70.6% 75.7%
Total Count 143 114 262 519
O rihi
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status

* Significant at P < .05




Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
Instrument No Treatment Count 7 5 12
Derived % within
0, 0, 0,
Treatmeant Completion Status 6.6% 6.3% 3.7%
level UA's, Drug and Alcohol Count 31 19 14 64
Education % withi
6 within 29.2% 23.8% 10.1% 19.8%
Completion Status
Weekly Outpatient Count 37 21 29 87
O ripi
¥ within 34.9% 26.3% 21.0% 26.9%
Completion Status
Intensive Outpatient Count 25 22 53 100
% within
. 23.6% 27.5% 38.4% 30.9%
Completion Status
Intensive Residential Count 5 10 28 43
% within 4.7% 12.5% 20.3% 13.3%
Completion Status 170 =7 27 27
Therapeutic Community  Count 3 12 15
% within 0 0 0
Completion Status 3.8% 8.7% 4.6%
Assess for Psychopathy Count 1 2 3
% within % 1.4% %
Completion Status 9% A0 9%
Total Count 106 80 138 324
o i
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status

* Significant at P < .001



Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
DRUG Cocaine Count 89 80 193 362
TYPE % within
CHARGED Completion Status 62.2% 70.2% 73.7% 69.7%
MJ* Count 14 7 9 30
O nrt
C/:oovr\:;)r:g;ion Status 9.8% 6.1% 3.4% 5.8%
Heroin** Count 7 13 44 64
% within
Completion Status 4.9% 11.4% 16.8% 12.3%
Stimulants  Count 11 9 9 29
% within
Completion Status 7.7% 7.9% 3.4% 5.6%
Other Count 22 5 7 34
% within
Completion Status 15.4% 4.4% 2.7% 6.6%
Total Count 143 114 262 519
O nrt
é°o"rvr:g:g:ion Status 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
* Marijuana Significant at P < .05
** Heroin Significant at P < .001
Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
Recoded 0-18 (LOW) Count 52 35 21 108
LS| Scores 9% within
Completion Status 42.6% 39.8% 12.7% 28.7%
19-28 (MED)  Count 51 31 63 145
% within
Completion Status 41.8% 35.2% 38.0% 38.6%
29-54 (HIGH)  Count 19 22 82 123
O ripi
é)o"r‘l’j'g}g;ion Status 15.6% 25.0% 49.4% 32.7%
Total Count 122 88 166 376
o i
é’o"r‘l’q'g;g;ion Status 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

* Significant at P < .001




Drug Court/Probation Completion Status

Completion Status

95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
Recoded age 18-25 Years Old  Count 40 23 84 147
at time of this % within
arrest Completion Status 29.0% 21.7% 32.8% 29.4%
26-35 Years Old  Count 41 38 95 174
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 29.7% 35.8% 37.1% 34.8%
>35 Years Old Count 57 45 77 179
O rrithe:
Yo within 41.3% 42.5% 30.1% 35.8%
Completion Status
Total Count 138 106 256 500
O i
V6 within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status
* Significant at P < .05
Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
Recoded < High School Count 43 40 134 217
Education % within
0, 0, 0, 0,
Completion Status 31.9% 36.4% 53.8% 43.9%
GED Count 15 7 32 54
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 11.1% 6.4% 12.9% 10.9%
High School Graduate  Count 28 34 42 104
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 20.7% 30.9% 16.9% 21.1%
> High School Count 49 29 41 119
O rrithd
Yo within 36.3% 26.4% 16.5% 24.1%
Completion Status
Total Count 135 110 249 494
O rii
Y6 within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

* Significant at P < .001




Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
PRIOR ADULT NO Count 106 69 113 288
CONVICTIONS % within
ADJUDICATIONS YES Count 37 45 149 231
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 25.9% 39.5% 56.9% 44.5%
Total Count 143 114 262 519
O rihi
Y6 within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status
* Significant at P < .001
Drug Court/Probation Completion Status
95-96 95-96
Drug Court Probation Non-Com
Graduates Completers pleters Total
PRIOR DRUG NO Count 117 85 161 363
OFFENSE % within
Completion Status 81.8% 74.6% 61.5% 69.9%
YES Count 26 29 101 156
% within 0 0 0 0
Completion Status 18.2% 25.4% 38.5% 30.1%
Total Count 143 114 262 519
O nithi
Yo within 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Completion Status
* Significant at P < .001
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