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Highlights of Findings

The St. Louis Adult Felony Drug Court in the City of St. Louis is a pre-plea drug

court that began in April 1997 and accepts individuals charged with drug crimes shortly
after arrest. The program is voluntary. Participants must submit to reguldr testatg

for alcohol and urinalysis for drugs, make regular court appearances, find and maintain
employment, and participate in prescribed drug and alcohol treatment. If they
successfully complete the program, which averages nearly a year and a half in length,
their original charges are dismissed.

(0]

The study was a cost-benefit analysis that compared the first 219 drug court
graduates, who had completed drug court before 2001, with a carefully matched
control group of 219 individuals charged with a drug crime who had pleaded guilty,
had entered probation during the same period, were not offered drug court, and had
successfully completed probation.

The control group contained no individuals who were sentenced to prison. For this
reason, the estimates of this study are conservative since drug court gradtmte

class A and class B felonies and those who are prior and persistent offeadlets

most likely have been sentenced to prison terms had they not been accepted into Drug
Court.

The study collected consistent data on costs and benefits from a wide \eyi of

data sources at the state and local levelThese included: wages, welfare, Medicaid,
drug and alcohol treatment, mental health treatment, criminal arresisadri
convictions, time in jail, prison sentences, court hearings and other courtestiviti
administration and supervision in drug court and probation programs, and births of
drug-exposed infants.

The overall costs of drug court exceeded those of probatiolAdding together

costs of administration, supervision, drug and alcohol treatment, court hearings,
urinalysis, and pretrial detention, it cost an average of $7,793 for a drug court
graduate to successfully complete drug court compared to an average of $6,344 for an
individual to successfully complete probation. The excess costs of drug court
averaged $1,449 per person.

Various benefits (cost savings) were found for drug court graduates coraped to
probationers during and after drug court and probation.

Costs ofjail time were less overall for drug court graduates
Costs of pretrial detentiowere dramatically less for drug court graduates.

Wagesof drug court graduates were higher during and after drug court.
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Drug court graduates also averaged significantly more months working than
probationers. This led to:

Higher taxes and FICA paid by graduates of drug court.
Lower TANF and food stamps utilized by drug court graduates.

Health care costs and mental health servieese significantly lower for drug
court graduates after drug court.

Drug court graduates who were incarcerated \wea& cerated for shorter
periodsafter graduation with reduced incarceration costs.

Costs to the criminal justice system and costs to victims of evarelower for
drug court graduates compared to probation completers.

The number oinfants who were born drug-exposaad the consequent costs
were greater for probation completers than for drug court graduates.

o Comparing the excess costs of drug court with the benefits after drug court:

A net savings of $2,615 per graduate was found during the first 24 months
after drug court compared to probation completers.

A total of $2.80 in outcome savings was realized for Missouri citizens for
every $1.00 in additional costs of drug court during the first 24 months after
drug court or probation.

Overall Costs and Benefits.By projecting all follow-up costs and benefits for an
additional 24-month period, calculations of costs and benefits were possible over a four-
year period.

Net savings over four years after drug court or probatioramounted to
$7,707 per drug court participant. This represents the expenses that would
have been incurred by the taxpayer had these drug court clients attended
regular probation.

For every dollar in additional costs for drug court for the 219 drug court
graduates, taxpayers realized a savings of $6.32 over the four-year period.

Gross Savings over Four yearsThe total cost of drug court for the 219 graduates was
$1,706,775 or $7,793 per graduate. The benefits during the four-year period after drug
court amounted $2,005,274 for all 219 graduates or $9,156 per graduate:

After four years the benefits exceeded the total drug court costssociated
with graduating 219 individuals by $298,399 or $1,362 per drug court
graduate.

Vi
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Executive Summary

The St. Louis Adult Felony Drug Court in the City of St. Louis is a pre-plea drug
court that accepts individuals charged with drug crimes shortly after arresprogram
is voluntary. Participants must submit to regular breath testing for alcohol anlgsisina
for drugs, make regular court appearances, find and maintain employment, and
participate in prescribed drug and alcohol treatment. If they successfully cothplete
program, which averages nearly a year and a half in length, their original charges are
dismissed.

The St. Louis Adult Felony Drug Court began operating on April 7, 1997 in the
City of St. Louis (22 Judicial Circuit). The graduates selected for this study were the
first 219 to successfully complete the program. A number of reforms, including a special
program for youthful defendants, have been introduced since that time that are designed
to enhance drug court outcomes. This group of graduates predates most of those reforms.

Research indicating the benefits of drug courts has accumulated during the
previous decade. However, there have beerctawrolledstudies designed to
demonstrate whether the value of those benefits to the community offset the costs of
operating the programs. The primary goal of the present study was a cost-benefit
analysis of the St. Louis Adult Felony Drug Court that compared the first 219 drug court
graduates, who had completed drug court before 2001, with a carefully matched group of
other individuals charged with drug crimes who were not offered drug court but
completed probation.

Selecting the Control Group. The study employed an experimental design. The
control group was composed of individuals selected from probation records that had
pleaded guilty to drug crimes, had entered probation during the same period and had
successfully completed probation. A probation completer was identified that wasthe be
match to each drug court graduate on criminal charge (primarily drug offenses), prior
criminal convictions, age, race, gender and residential zip code, and had entered
probation at approximately the same time the graduate had entered drug court. Like drug
court participants, none had criminal charges indicating violence. All probation
completers were assessed to have drug or alcohol problems, although none had been
offered to participate in drug court.

The control group contained no individuals who were sentenced to prison. For
this reason, the estimates of this study are conservative since drug court gradibates w
class A and class B felonies and those who are prior and persistent ofieadlersnost
likely have been sentenced to prison terms had they not been accepted into Drug Court.

The Approach to Costs and Benefits: The Taxpayers Perspectivdhe
primary perspective or viewpoint assumed in this study is that of the ordinary citizen, the
Missouri “taxpayer.” Under this perspective any relative increase in government
expenditures, such as for welfare or publicly supported treatment, or decreass in taxe

Vil
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paid by drug court defendants would be considered a cost while a corresponding decrease
in expenditures or an increase in taxes paid by defendants would be considered a benefit.
Similarly, relative reduction in costs to taxpayers directly (such as a i@autiictim

costs of crime) would be considered a benefit.

Improved Methods. The present study improved on previous drug court studies
in several ways:

1. Limiting the control group to “probation completers” was a conservative measure
designed t@void comparing success in drug court with failure in other criminal
justice settings In this way the highest possible standard was set for the cost-benefit
study.

2. Although control group members would have been eligible for drug court, none
had applied for drug court and, consequently, none had been rejected from drug court.

3. Data on costs and benefits were collected for the two-year peaoddingdrug
court or probationthe period of participation, and the two-year peaftér
completion. This approach permitted the performance of individuals in the study to
be adjusted based on their past history. By collecting data during drug court and
probation, costs and benefits could be assessed from the day participants entered.
Data from the two years after drug court or probation permitted an assessment of
longer-term cost and benefit outcomes.

4, The study collected consistent data on costs and benefits from a wide variety of
objective data sources at the state and local level. These included: watge, wel
Medicaid, drug and alcohol treatment, mental health treatment, criminabarrest
criminal convictions, time in jail, prison sentences, court hearings and othér cour
activities, administration and supervision in drug court and probation programs, and
births of drug-exposed infants.

Administrative, Supervision and Treatment Costs of Drug Court versus
Probation. While offenders were in the drug court and probation programs, the costs of
drug court overall were somewhat higher than the costs of maintaining offenders in
probation.

o] Administrative costaveraged $429 per drug court graduate compared to an
estimated $195 per probation completer.

o] Supervisiorwas primarily the responsibility of regular probation officers for
members of the control group, while probation officers specially assigned to the drug
court (called diversion mangers) supervised drug court graduates. Supervision
averaged $81 per completer and $62 per graduate primarily because probation
completers spent about three months more in probation than graduates spent in drug
court.

viii
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The average cost ofinalysisfor graduates was $651 compared to $40 for

probation completers.

All drug court graduates participated in alcohol and drug treatment, the costs of

which averaged $147 per graduate. Only a minority of probation completers was
assigned to such treatment averaging $41 per completer. The costs of court hearings
were calculated to be $504 per drug court graduate compared to $237 per probation
completer.

Other Costs and Benefits.Certain benefits, including increased taxes paid and

reduced costs of public programs of drug court graduates, began to accrue during the
program. These continued to increase during the follow-up period after graduation. By
the end of the entire follow-up period of four years (two years of collected data and two
years of projected data), the relative benefits of drug court substantiallyighi#dehose

of probation.

o Costs ofjail time were greater for drug court participants while they were in drug

court because jail-time was a sanction individually applied by the drug court
judge. During the period of drug court and probation participation, costs of jall
time averaged $795 per drug court graduate and $359 per probation completer.
The situation was reversed during the two years after completion: $264 per
graduate and $497 per completer. Pretrial detention (prior to the original drug
charge) was essentially zero for drug court graduates since they were placed on
personal recognizance (rather than remaining in jail or paying bail) and were
immediately diverted to drug court. Some probation completers, however had
jail time prior to bond or recognizance release. These costs were $0 for drug
court graduates but averaged $2,737 per probation completer.

Average monthlyagesof drug court graduates were higher during drug court
($639) than probationers during probation ($614). This trend continued after drug
court and probation: a 24-month average of $18,251 for drug court graduates
compared to $16,822 for probation completers. These differences were in part
attributable to longer periods of employment for graduates.

Federal, state and lodaixes and FICAvere about equivalent during the drug

court probation period: the monthly average for drug court graduates was $106
and for probation completers was $107. However after completion of drug court
or probation the 24-month average was greater for graduates ($5,234) than for
completers ($4,782).

Reception of welfareAFDC/TANF and food stampeeflected the difference in
wages and time working. Monthly combined averages during drug
court/probation were $56 per graduate compared to $59 per completer. The 24-
month averages after graduation or completion were $1,291 per graduate and
$1,468 per completer.
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o Health care costs and mental health servisese significantly different for the

two groups. Other research has shown that a substantial benefit of drug and
alcohol treatment is reduced health care costs. This was the finding afitlyis s

as well, since only a minority of probationers received alcohol and drug treatment
services. While monthly Medicaid costs were about the same for graduates and
completers ($75 versus $84, respectively), 24-month costs after the program were
substantially lower for graduates ($1,062) compared to completers ($1,520).
Mental health service costs averaged $3 per month for graduates and $7 per
month for completers while they were in drug court or probation. But afterward

the 24-month averages were $12 for drug court graduates versus $71 for probation
completers.

Other variables tracked included the costs of subsequesstsand
incarcerations Graduates were incarcerated for shorter periods after graduation
with costs averaging $104 per graduate compared to $214 per completer.

Costs to victimand otherosts to the criminal justice syst@&later crimes were
estimated based on the type of crime and costing methods used in other studies.
Later crimes of probation completers more often involved crimes against persons,
such as assault and robbery, while the later crimes of graduates were almost
exclusively drug crimes. Consequently, 24-month averages were $104 in tangible
costs per graduate versus $212 per completer and $376 in intangible costs per
graduates versus $1,572 per completer.

Finally, the costs associated wittiants who were born drug-exposedre

greater for completers than graduates. Among babies born to probation
completers in the control group, six were identified as drug exposed leading to an
average 24-month cost of $789 per completer. One drug-exposed infant was
found among graduates for an average 24-month cost of $132.

Costs and Benefits during Drug Court and Probation and during the 24

Months afterward. These were calculated directly based on data collected for each
study participant over two years.

o

Program Costs: Costs computed for the two programs consisted of

administration, supervision, urinalysis, pretrial detention, jail sanctions (and new
arrests), court activities, court fees, drug and alcohol treatment semiteteatal

health services. The costs of drug court for the 219 graduates totaled $1,706,775
while the costs of probation for the 219 probation completers were $1,389,460. The
average costs per participant, therefore, were:

Average per drug court graduate: $7,793
Average per probation completer: $6,344
Difference (excess cost of drug court): $1,449
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Benefits associated with OutcomesAdding costs of participation in later
programs and subtracting savings from payment of taxes and FICA, the total dollars
associated with outcomes were calculated for the first 24 months after drugrcourt
probation For drug court these were a positive $172,053 while for probation the total
was negative $717,908. These resulted when costs of public programs, cost of
probation supervision for later offenses, jail for later offenses, TANF, food stamps
Medicaid expenses, psychiatric payments by the state, later drug and alcohol
treatment services, prison terms for later offenses, costs to victimsef and costs
of drug-exposed infants born to graduates and completers) were subtracted from taxes
and FICA paid. The averages per participant were:

Average benefits (cost offsets — costs) per drug court grad: $3,278
Average benefits (cost offsets — costs) per probation completer:  $( 786)
Difference (in favor drug court): $4,064

Net Savings over Two yearsThe net savings for the first 24 months after drug
court or probationmay be calculated by subtracting the differences in program costs
from the difference in benefits ($889,961 - $317,315). The savings attributable to
drug court totaled $572,646 for the entire group of 219 graduates.

There was an average saving of $2,615 per graduate for the first 24
months after drug court. This represents the expenses that would have
been incurred by the taxpayer over the first two years after drug court or
probation had the drug court clients attended regular probation.

Ratio of Costs to Benefits over Two yearsThe cost-benefit ratio is obtained by
dividing differences in benefits by differences in program costs ($889,961 /
$317,315): This amounted to:

A total of $2.80 in outcome savings was realized for Missouri citizens for
every $1.00 in additional costs of drug court during the first 24 months
after drug court or probation.

Overall Costs and Benefits.Follow-up costs and benefits were projected for an

additional 24 months primarily through trend analyses. Projections were validated by
comparing results to extended data (beyond 24 months) that was available for individuals
who had entered drug court or probation during its earliest days. By adding two years of
projected values to measured values for the first two years after drug court dioproba
four-year costs and benefits were calculated.

o

Net Savings over Four YearsThe net savings attributable to drug court totaled
$1,687,859 for the entire group of 219 graduates.

Net savings of over four years after drug court or probatioramounted to
$7,707 per drug court participant. This represents the expenses that

Xi
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would have been incurred by the taxpayer over a four year period had
the drug court clients attended regular probation.

o] Ratio of Costs to Benefits over Four yearsit costs about $317,315 more to put
these 219 individuals through drug court than sending them through probation.
However, the relative savings associated with better outcomes of drug court
compared to probation was $2,005,174 over four yeansis:

For every dollar in added costs for drug court for the 219 drug court
graduates, taxpayers realized a savings of $6.32 over four years.

o] Gross Savings over Four yearsThe total cost of drug court for the 219
graduates was $1,706,775 or $7,793 per graduate. The benefits during the four-year
period after drug court amounted $2,005,274 for all 219 graduates or $9,156 per
graduate:

After four years the benefits exceeded the total drug court cosissociated
with graduating 219 individuals by $298,399 or $1,362 per drug court
graduate.

xii
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1. Introduction

This is the final report of the cost-benefit analysis of the St. Louis Adult Felony
Drug Court in the City of St. Louis. The drug court is a voluntary program designed to
provide drug treatment and other services to individuals charged with felony drug or
drug-related offenses within a program that involves close supervision and monitoring by
drug court officials. The primary focus of the report is a comparison in monetary terms
of the costs of such services with the benefits to participants who sucgessfopllete
the program and to the community as a whole.

Since the mid-1970's, many state and local criminal justice systems have been
inundated with felony drug cases. Court dockets have become overloaded with drug
cases and drug-involved offenders, leaving fewer resources available to adjudicat
serious, violent felonies. During this same period, it has become increasinglhatear
incarceration in and of itself does little to break the cycle of illegal drug useiarel c
and offenders sentenced to incarceration for substance-related offensesagxibitate
of recidivism once they are released. It has also been demonstrated tits-baged
drug abuse treatment is demonstrably effective in reducing both drug addiction, drug-
related crime, and a variety of other tax supported human services while irgreasin
employment and taxes paid.

Beginning in the late 1980's, a few jurisdictions reconsidered their approach to
handling defendants charged with drug and drug-related offenses and have developed
"drug courts” for nonviolent offenders whose involvement with the criminal justice
system is due, primarily, to their drug abuse and addiction. Defendants eligible for the
drug court program are identified as soon as possible after arrest and, iédéoapthe
program, are referred immediately to a multiphase drug court with out-patiénteérda
entailing multiple weekly (often daily) contacts with the treatment provider for
counseling, therapy and education; frequent urinalysis (usually at least weekly)nfreque
status hearings before the drug court judge (bi-weekly and more often at fidst); a
rehabilitation program entailing vocational, educational, family, medical, and othe
support services.

Research indicating the benefits of drug courts has accumulated during the
previous decade (see Belenko, 1998, 2001). However, there have been few controlled
studies designed to demonstrate whether the value of those benefits to the community
offset the costs of operating the programs or that these programs are mordidubesss
probation.

The St. Louis City Drug Court

The St. Louis Adult Felony Drug Court began operating on April 7, 1997 in the
City of St. Louis (22" Judicial Circuit) initially through awards of funds from the City of
St. Louis' Local Law Enforcement Block Grant and from the United States tDegpdrof
Justice through its discretionary grant program. Since 1997, the 22nd Judicial Circuit has
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added a Juvenile and a Family Drug Court. Current funding is provided from City of St.
Louis General Funds through the Circuit’s annual budget request, Local Law
Enforcement Block Grant through the city, the Missouri Division of Youth Services, and
the Missouri Office of the State Courts Administrator. The drug court maintains a

active caseload of approximately 350 defendants charged with drug related crimes in the
adult felony drug court.

There are currently 35 adult drug courts operating in Missouri, with many others
in the planning stages. Over half of these involve pre-plea diversion of defendants from
regular court to drug court. The St. Louis Adult Felony Drug Court follows this model.
Individuals are diverted from the normal criminal court process shoréy aftest on
drug charges in most cases. They must voluntarily waive their rights to a preliminary
hearing and certain other legal rights and must agree to the terms and conditions of
participation in drug court. They are promised that upon successful completion of the
drug court program the charges against them will be dismissed. If they drop out of the
drug court program they must return to the normal court process.

A drug court team, under the direction of the Drug Court Commissioner,
administers the St. Louis Drug Court. This team consists of the prosecutor, defense
attorney, diversion managers, a treatment specialist, the administrator, thelexéuand
the deputy sheriffs. All candidates are chosen by the Circuit Attorney, based @f a set
guidelines, and approved by the drug court team. Individuals who choose to participate in
this program are required to sign a contract stating that they will comply with program
requirements and rules. These include: regular court appearances, drug testingsmeeti
with diversion managers, counseling (individual and group) and attendance at self-help
meetings. Other services such as assistance with education, vocatioraj tjami
placement and mental health assessments, may also be offered.

A treatment team assesses each drug court participant and develops atreatme
plan based on the individual’s needs. Substance abuse treatment and counseling are
provided through either a residential treatment program or an outpatient program. The
participant must complete drug tests on randomly assigned days throughout the week, at
least once per week. In addition, every participant must attend self-help meeiings (
Alcoholics Anonymous) at least twice per week throughout the entire program. Through
these programs, each participant identifies a sponsor who assists hintiireshwety,
personal and other issues. A final requirement for graduation is the payment of a $250
drug court fee, by each participant.

A diversion manager (from the Office of Probation and Parole) is assigned to each
participant to monitor his/her treatment in drug court. This individual meets regularly
with the participant and makes home visits, checks in with a participant’s work place
school, physician, counselors and other persons involved in the drug court treatment. The
diversion manager and treatment program representatives also provide continuous
updates on the participant’s progress to the team, and to the drug court commissioner—
during the participant’s scheduled court appearances. These court appearances are
mandatory, and failure to appear is considered a crime, which can result inrat warra
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being issued for the participant’s arrest. During these appearances, thessiomeni
discusses the reports with the client and provides either incentives ,(praige tickets,
credits towards court fees, etc) or sanctions (community service, jajljoornaling,
increased treatment, termination, etc).

There are three Paths in the drug court program, which must all be completed
before a participant can graduate. Path | is the “Pre-treatment” programg¢in whi
participants are oriented to the rules and requirements of the program and tg primar
treatment. This Path lasts a minimum of three weeks. Path Il is the priestmeént
path and lasts a minimum of four months. After completing these two paths a participant
enters Path Ill, which is an aftercare path. This final Path is designed to abldress t
participant’s ongoing recovery needs, including maintaining total abstinence from all
drugs and returning to the community as a productive, responsible person. This Path lasts
a minimum of 6 months, of which at least the last 12 weeks must be free of drug use and
without major sanctions. The entire program length varies from one individual to another,
but is at least 11 months and is mainly determined by the participant’s progress. Upon
graduation from the drug court program, the Circuit Attorney dismisses the charges
against the successful “graduate.”

Previous Research

Two studies are directly comparable to the present research. Michael Finigan
(1998) conducted an outcome evaluation of the drug court program in Multhomah
County, Oregon that included a cost and cost-avoidance analysis. Finigan’s study was
and has remained a benchmark for outcome and cost-benefit studies of drug court
because of the care taken in selecting a comparison (control) group within an
experimental design. The basic design of Finigan’s study was emulated and hopefully
improved in the present research.

Finigan’s study sample consisted of 150 individuals who were enrolled in drug
court and successfully graduated from the program. For comparison purposes, 150
individuals were selected from among arrestees for drug offenses in theaanethat,
as a group, closely matched the drug court graduates on gender, age, race/ethnicity and
prior criminal history. A comparison group of similar individuals who were not exposed
to drug court and had never applied for drug court is an advance over designs that use
individuals who were rejected for drug court participation, were offered drug court but
declined to enter or entered but did not complete drug court. A critical difference,
however, between Finigan’s study and the present research was that bench warrants had
been issued for most members of the comparison group, since this was the primary
reason drug crime arrestees failed to enter drug court in Multnomah County. This may
have introduced a bias into the control group. In the present research no control group
members had absconded and all had successfully completed probation during one
continuous supervision episode.

Finigan collected data on arrests, probation supervision, alcohol and drug
treatment entry and exit characteristics and public assistance friendata systems.
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There were significantly fewer subsequent arrests of various kinds, convictians, par
violations of drug court graduates and they had better adjustment to the community while
under supervision. In the present research a wider variety of state and local seueces
available and were utilized to collect cost and outcome data on program participants

Finigan compared criminal justice system costs, victim losses, theds|dssalth
care service utilization and public assistance costs for drug court parti@paris the
comparison group. From the viewpoint of the non-substance abusing citizens, $5,629 in
costs were avoided per drug court program participant. Assuming 440 clients were
admitted during a program year, the total savings for Multnomah County was $2,476,795.

The Washington D.C. Superior Court Drug Intervention Programs Evaluation
(Harrell, Cavanaugh and Roman, 1999 and 2000) compared defendants arrested for drug-
related crimes assigned to two experimental tracks in drug court with defeaddhés
standard docket. The experimental programs were 1) a treatment docket consisting of
testing and participation in day treatment and 2) a sanctions docket, which offered a
program of graduated sanctions along with testing, treatment referrals anal judici
monitoring of drug use. A primary strength of the evaluation lay in the prospective
experimental method of random assignment of defendants to the three conditions.
Participation in the two experimental groups was voluntary, however, with 40 percent of
those assigned to treatment program and 66 percent of those assigned to the sanctions
program actually participating. Defendants who chose not to participate weee trieat
individuals in the standard docket. Comparisons were made with the standard docket
using the entire assigned memberships of each experimental group as well asahe por
of each that actually chose to participate. Significant positive outcomesextoudil
four sets of comparisons. The cost analysis compared a variety of categoriesitd benef
of drug court, including reductions in costs to victims, reduced costs of arrests,
prosecution and incarceration. When the additional costs of the drug program were
deducted the analysis showed a return of nearly $2 for every $1 spent.

A very helpful product of this project was a detailed manual describing a
methodology for measuring costs and benefits in drug court programs in which
experimental and quasi-experimental designs are used (Roman, et al., 1998).

The Design

The St. Louis, Missouri cost-benefit study employed an experimental design. The
experimental group was composed of drug court participants who had successfully
completed the program during the period from April 1997, the month the St. Louis City
Drug Court began operation, through November 2000. The cutoff date of November
2000 was chosen to permit collection of follow-up data on each study subject for 24
months after graduation. These individuals will be called) court graduatesr simply
graduates (Under this approach, the graduates selected were the first 219 to successfully
complete the program. A number of reforms, including a special program for youthful
defendants, have been introduced since that time designed to enhance the drug court.
This group of graduates predates most of those reforms.)
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As indicated, the St. Louis Drug Court is technically a diversion program.
Graduates were assigned to drug court shortly after arrest and first court appe#a
control group was selected of individuals on regular probation with similar chasacser
who had not been considered for or participated in the drug court. All control group
members were assigned to probation during the same period and had successfully
completed probation. They will be referred tqasbation completersr simply
completergn the remainder of this report. Analogous to the graduates, individuals
eligible for inclusion in the control group had all been assigned to probation prior to trial,
that is, through a guilty plea.

Relevant data on costs and benefits were selected for the 24-month period
preceding participation in probation or drug court, for the period of participation itself,
and the 24-month period following completion. The before and after periods were
specific to each study subject, that is, the particular 24-month period prior to each
individual’'s entry to probation or drug court and the similar period after completion or
graduation. The starting and ending points varied in each case. The length of the period
during drug court or probation also varied for each subject. While the study design did
not involve random assignment of subjects to experimental and control conditions, the
inclusion of data collection from a before period for each subject permitted further
equalization of the two groups through the use of statistical controls in many analyses.

A third group was also selected in the study consisting of drug court participants
who hadnot successfully completed nor graduated from the drug court program. These
are referred to asarly Terminators A non-experimental analysis was conducted of this
group (see Appendix C).

Control Group Assignment. Pair matching was used to select the control group.
A large pool of individuals assigned to probation was obtained along with relevant
demographic and criminal data from the Missouri Department of Corrections QYIDO
as indicated above. Pair matching was used as a method to anhiehied groupsThe
object of matching was not to conduct matched-pair analyses but to create comparable
groups. With a sufficiently large control selection pool, this technique can result in a
control group that is nearly identical to the experimental on the variables utdized f
matching as well as on other related variables. It does not, however, insure exiaérime
control group similarity on other variables unrelated or weakly related to the ngatchi
variables. This weakness of the design points to the need for statistical controls

There were 219 drug court graduates during the target period. The control
assignment task consisted of selecting the most similar set of 219 individualthé&
pool of probation completers. To make the cost-benefit analysis as convincing as
possible, the strictest and most conservative criteria possible weredaippielecting
matching cases.

The initial pool of probation completers included 4,373 individuals who were on
probation in St. Louis City or St. Louis County at some time during the period from
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January 1997 through December 2000 and who pleaded guilty and who were placed on
probation with suspended imposition of sentence. No individuals were matched who
were assigned to probation after a criminal trial. This may havetbeestricta

criterion, however: while drug court graduates were diverted to drug court very quickly
after the initial arrest, some might not have pled guilty had there been no drug court.
None of the control group members went to prison in response to the drug charges for
which they were initially arrested. Yet, some drug court graduates might have been
found guilty in a subsequent proceeding and been sentenced to prison had they not been
selected for drug court.

Needs assessments are conducted at or near the beginning of entry to probation, at
which time probationers must undergo a urine test for drug use. Individuals who were
retained in the pool had 1) received a needs assessment during this four-year period with
substance abuse indicat@ad 2) had a drug or DWI charge. An additional pool of
individuals with substance abuse indicated but with a burglary or stealing chargsavas al
created to permit selection of matches for the handful of drug court graduates sath the
as their major charge.

Individuals who had any charge (usually a major charge) indicating violence were
also eliminated from the pool. Such charges ranged from homicide to first-degree
burglary (Missouri charge codes: 10021 to 14010). This left a small set of individuals
with a secondary charge df 8legree assault, but because at least one drug court graduate
also had such a charge, these individuals were retained in the control selection pool.
However, the matching process controlled for similarity in charge.

Because the experimental group was composed of graduates of drug court, that is,
individuals who had successfully completed drug court, successful completion of
probation was considered a necessary characteristic of individuals in the control group
pool. Only individuals with a code indicating “discharge upon successful completion” of
probation were retained in the control group selection pool. As indicated, this was a
major difference between the present analysis and that of Finigan (1998). By limiting the
control group pool to “probation completers” the stastpided comparing success in
drug court with failure in other criminal justice settings

These steps resulted in a final pool of 1,469 individuals, 33.6 percent of the
original group of 4,373. This provided an average of 6.7 potential-matches among
probation completers for each of the 219 drug court graduates.

A customized matching program was employed to select from this pool. For each
drug court graduate, a@hdividuals in the pool, who were not yet matched, were
examined to determine the person that matched most closely on the following variables:

Gender

Race

Date of birth (plus or minus three years of the graduate’s date of birth)
Prior convictions (no prior convictions versus any prior convictions)

PwpNPRE
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5. Same major charge, or if no one with the same major charge, any match
within the following categories:
Any drug charge or DWI (Charge codes: 32320 to 32999, 47410 to 47460)
Burglary second degree (14020)
Stealing (15010 to 15999)
6. Same zip code, if any, within the control pool

Matching on the final two variables involved the application of temporary weights
to each potential match with the highest weighted individual selected as theditohl m

Comparisons the graduate and completer groups were made (see Appendix A for
tables). No statistically significant differences were found for meawmgeportion
individuals with prior convictions—two of the matching variables. In addition, no
significant difference was found for the mean number of dependents—a variable not used
in matching. The average household incomes of zip codes areas in St. Louis City and
County vary significantly. For this reason, it was thought to be important to select
matching cases from the same or similar zip code areas. This processoessfsl as
well (Appendix A). An exact match was achieved for gender and a nearly exact match
for race. Regarding major charge, slightly more graduates were charged wibspmss
of a controlled substance. Slightly more completers were charged with distribfit
drugs. The precise charge, however, depends on the circumstances of the arrest and
evidence available. Many subijects in this study who were charged with possession were,
in fact, selling drugs.

It was logistically impossible to request before and after data for the potiref
probation completers. Otherwise it might have been possible to refine the matching
process utilizing data gorior wages, drug treatment, welfare participation, arrests and
other relevant variables that were also to be utilized for outcome meafares
probation/drug court completion. Notwithstanding the similarities that were adhoeve
variables used in matching, after all data were collected and assemitiéed c
differences were found between the previous history of graduates and completers. This
had been anticipated and was the primary reason for the before-after design in which
variables from each individual's previous history could be introduced as statistical
controls.

Variables, Data Sources, and the Nature of Data CollectedThe preferred
method in cost-benefit studies is to measure outcomes and costs directly for study
subjects. This was possible for a number of the cost measures utilized in this study. F
example, wage and welfare data were collected for each graduate and conguete
other measures were derived. For instance, it turned out to be prohibitively expensive to
obtain aggregated tax data from the Missouri Department of Revenue on taxes paid, and
in any event, 438 specific court orders would have been necessary under Missouri law—
one for each study subject—in order to link identifying information to tax records. The
fallback position was to estimate taxes and FICA based on wages received addahdi
characteristics. Similarly, victim costs were estimated ratharrtteasured directly. All
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monetary values for the following variables, whether directly measured or derived, we
adjusted for inflation to 2002 dollars.

The data sources included a variety of state and local agencies. Conftgential
was assured in all cases, and in most cases, formal agreements wedebetafeen the
agency, the evaluators and the St. Louis Adult Felony Drug Court. In addition, a
confidentiality agreement, including provisions for protection of identifying information
and later destruction of identifying information, was established between thateval
(IAR) and the drug court.

Drug Court Database The drug court has maintained data in its own
management information system since its inception. In addition, the individual who was
the Drug Court Commissioner at the beginning of this study had maintained information
in a separate database that supplemented the MIS and permitted bettécatdentif
drug court clients in state databases.

Probation and CorrectionsThe Missouri Department of Corrections (MDOC)
provided extractions for individuals assigned to probation in St. Louis City and County
during the target period along with probation and corrections data for these individuals
during the period from January 1995 through December 2002. This included
demographic data, episodes of probation supervision, periodic needs assessments,
warrants issued, and convictions and incarcerations under the Department of Corrections

Arrests. The Missouri Highway Patrol (MHP) provided statewide arrest data.
This included Missouri state criminal identifiers, arrest date, and cade for the
period 1995 through 2002.

Days in Jail. Jail data were available through the resources of the City of St.
Louis Criminal Justice Center. Statistics were provided for the period widilviduals
were participating in drug court or probation and for the two-year period afterward. Jail
data were not available for the period prior to drug court/probation.

Quarterly Wages.Under the Unemployment Insurance system, employers submit
wage reports for each of their employees to the Division of Employment Security of the
Missouri Department of Labor and Industrial Relations. With the exception of a small
proportion of employers, chiefly nonprofit agencies that are exempt from reporting, most
formal wages and salaries are reported. Quarterly wage reports do not, of colude, i
unreported cash payments, unreported earnings from self-employment or illegajarnin
The assumption made in this study was that such unreported earnings werellgssentia
equivalent for drug court and control subjects. Wage records include wages paid during
the previous calendar quarter, the social security number of the employee and
identification of the employer. Only the quarterly amounts and social security numbers
were requested. All quarterly wage records were obtained for all participantthe
1995 through 2002. As noted, the before, during and after periods varied for each person
within this seven-year period and only those records were utilized.
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AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps and Medicaiflhe Division of Family Services
(DFS) of the Missouri Department of Social Services (MDSS) operatéottestamps
and TANF (formerly AFDC) programs. The department maintains records of all
individuals enrolled in these programs throughout the state. Monthly records of
participation in AFDC and TANF, as well as the food stamp program, were obtained for
both study groups for the period 1995 through 2002, through the Research and Evaluation
Unit of the department. Similarly, the Medicaid program is operated under theoDivisi
of Medical Services within the same department. Medicaid payments fontlkeepsaiod
were also obtained from the R&E Unit. Finally, data from the Children Servigesdn
of DFS on removal and placement of children were obtained.

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Treatment and Psychiatric Servigdg Division of
Alcohol and Drug Abuse of the Missouri Department of Mental Health (MDMH) is
responsible for alcohol and drug treatment, through state and federally funded programs.
The division maintains contracts with local providers and operates its own local psogram
throughout the state. Similarly, the Division of Comprehensive Psychiatric Seo¥ices
MDMH provides various mental health and psychiatric services throughout the state.
Client-specific payment records are maintained at the state level. paendent
provided records for the 1995-2002 period for study participants.

Court Appearancesinformation on court appearances of drug court participants
was available in the drug court database. Comparable information was not available
completers. Permission was obtained to review certain information fromshdilea of
completer group members—but only for a sample of cases. Information obtained from
sample case reviews was used to develop estimates of measureseabssaitiaourt
appearances.

Analytic Approach. The problem in a study utilizing outcomes at various points
in time before and after program participation is how to utilize the before dates, tha
previous history of outcomes, to inform comparisons of outcomes after participation is
concluded. This design, called a “two group pre and post,” admits of several different
analytic approaches. The simplest approach would be to calculate a gain scere (post
outcome minus pre-outcomes) and to compare the means or proportions. The weakness
of this approach is the assumption that each unit of difference in pre-outcomes will
produce a constant difference in post-outcome (McNeil, Newman and Kelly, 1996). If a
person earned $100 before and $1,000 after his or her gain score would be treated as
equivalent to a person who earned $50,100 before and $51,000 after. A better approach
is to use the pre-outcomes as covariates and estimate marginal meangg@rnsons.
The emphasis in a cost-benefit analysis utilizing this method is not so much on whether
the differences were statistically significant but whether the cost andtimrtebme
measures take into account the previous performance or history of subjects in each group.
This is the analytic approach taken in this study for all variables in which pre-outcome
measures were available. In addition, age is directly related to many of theesgaria
considered. Many drug court graduates and probation completers were quite young
during the 24 months preceding participation, and while the groups were closely matched
by age, it was believed wise to control for age as well in these analyses.
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The same method was applied for outcomes during drug court or probation. The
complicating factor in these analyses was variation in length of time thetnals were
involved. Drug court graduates spent an average of 16.4 months participating in drug
court while probation completers spent an average of 19.7 months on probation.
Analyses were conducted using monthly averages, but for cost comparisons the monthly
averages were expanded to costs of participation. The operation deflated values for
graduates and inflated values for completers. The method is a two-edged sword. For
example, the mean earnings and taxes of graduates were higher during drug court, but
because they spent fewer months participating, their total earnings while in drug court
were less. However, in some other cases, such as welfare reception, a figon de
values played to the advantage of graduates. The primary reason for integrating program
time in the study, however, was that the shorter length of drug court was regarded as a
programmatic outcome, that is, drug court reduced the length of time that graduates wer
involved in the court system in comparison to standard probation. It was assumed that
graduates would have spent as long time under supervision as completers had no drug
court program been available.

The length of the follow-up period (24 months) was dictated by the need to have a
sufficiently large sample of cases for the study. Lengthening this period would have
required a corresponding reduction in the number of graduates that could be included in
the study. The major program costs of drug court (and probation) are time limited, that
is, expenditures cease after graduation or completion. If benefits accruaadtar
breakeven poingxists in which benefits are equivalent to costs. That point, if it exists,
cannot be predicted in advance but must be learned through empirical study. To
compensate for this, cost-benefit analyses often utilize trend data to detéeniefits
and costs beyond the end of data collection. The data for several of the variables in this
study, which consisted of quarterly or monthly values over a two-year period for each of
the 438 study subjects, lent themselves well to this kind of analysis. Two-year
projections were possible for some variables to obtain a full four years pbcative
figures. When trend data were not available, a flat line or status quo assumption wa
made that performance for the first 24 months after graduation or completion would be
duplicated during the second 24 months. In addition, this method was crosschecked and
validated using third-year data, which were available for over half the study subjects.

Cost-Benefit Perspective.Costs and benefits are relative. One group’s cost may
be another’s benefit. Like most cost studies of drug courts, the primary perspective or
viewpoint assumed in this study is that of the ordinary citizen, the Missouri “taxpayer.”
Under this perspective any relative increase in government expenditures, such as for
welfare or publicly supported treatment, or decrease in taxes would be considesed a c
while a corresponding decrease in expenditures or an increase in taxes would be
considered a benefit. Similarly, relative reduction in costs to taxpayectiydiich as
the victim costs of crime) would be considered a benefit.
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2. Costs and Benefits of Drug Court

In this chapter each category of costs and benefits is outlined and discussed for
the two primary groups. More detailed discussions and certain technical issaesdn
in calculations are contained in Appendix Balues are expressed as means per person
per monthfor the variable drug court/probation periods. They are expressed simply as
means per person for the entire 24-month follow-up period and for the subsequent
projection period. At the conclusion of the chapter summed values are used to provide an
understanding of the magnitude of the costs and benefits for a group of 219 individuals.
Net and gross savings are shown as well as the ratio of benefits to costs.

Individuals who attend drug court incur certain costs. The diversion managers
and other personnel of the drug court must be paid. There are administrative costs. The
drug and alcohol treatment services and other services provided to participants all cos
money. Expenses accrue from regular attendance at drug court hearings. At the same
time, keeping people on probation is not free. They too must be supervised. Probationers
have court hearings and other appearances. Many individuals who plead guilty and
receive probation for drug crimes participate in treatment programs aikeretieer
kinds of servicesThe critical thing to understand in this is that if the drug court did not
exist all of the drug court participants would have, at best, been placed on probation and
that some might have ended up in pris@onsequently, the focus in a study of costs and
benefits must be based not simply on costs bulifterences in costDid drug court cost
more or less than regular probation? A similar approach must be taken to outcomes that
may have resulted from drug court participation. Some defendants are employed. Others
receive welfare. Because most are low income they may receiveadiedr publicly
supported mental health services. These and other outcomes occur for members of both
groupsduring and afterdrug court or probation. Again, the focus is not simply on two
separate sets of outcomes but on the differences between them. Is the finareial val
such outcomes greater or less for drug court graduates or for probation completers?
These are the questions that are addressed in the remainder of this chapter.

Administrative Costs of Drug Court

The primary danger in assessing costs in studies that focus on program evaluation
is that a great deal more is generally known about program participants than about
comparison or control groups, particularly when data collection is retrospective in nature
as is the case in this evaluation. In the present study, it was known that all graduates
entered the drug court and participated in the process on a regular basis as they passed
through the program. Comparable activities by probation completers are known only
indirectly and for that reason incompletely. As will be evident in the next section, many
participated in drug treatment programs as a condition of their probation. Any
rehabilitation or treatment program expenses that were over and above recaasizble
of services for completers were not known and had to be estimated. It was known, for
example, that MDOC had contracts with various treatment providers—many of the same
providers in St. Louis City and County utilized by the drug court—and that these
contracts were primarily for administrative costs associated with ssriadandividuals
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on probation. In addition, administrative costs were incurred in other programs partially
funded by MDOC (e.g., special offender programs to assist offenders in finding and
maintaining employment).

Drug court administrative costs were calculated as daily costs perbassd on
daily administrative costs and average daily drug court caseloads. Using these methods
the mean administrative cost per drug court graduate was calculated as $429 (see
Appendix B). The most reasonable index for calculating comparable administrative
costs on the probation side was the total psychiatric and drug/alcohol treatmeet servi
costs during probation. The proportion of these costs to comparable costs for graduates
was utilized to calculate the administrative cost of $195 for probation completers

Drug and Alcohol Treatment

Drug courts require an intensive drug and alcohol treatment regimen for each
participant. In the St. Louis City drug court, both outpatient and inpatient treatment was
available. The bulk of the treatment was handled through programs funded by the
Division of Alcohol and Drug Abuse of the Missouri Department of Mental Health.
Treatment programs for individuals charged with crimes, particularly drug and alcohol
crimes, are not confined to individuals in drug court. Participation in alcohol and drug
treatment is sometimes required under the terms of probation. The primamgndiéfer
are that treatment in drug court is a requiremenalfgoarticipants and that treatment is
more closely supervised and monitored than treatment on probation.

The rates and amounts of drug and alcohol treatment before and after participation
were relatively low for both groups. The average monthly cost of alcohol and drug
treatment was three and half times higher for drug court graduates than probation
completers while they were participating in drug court or probation (monthly mean of
$147 per drug court graduate and $41 per probation completers). This difference was
mitigated somewhat by the comparatively shorter span of time that graduateis spent
program, as will be evident below. Not surprisingly, this difference was statistic
significant (p <.001). Graduates continued to have slightly higher participation in drug
treatment after drug court, although the difference was not statisticallyicaghif (Mean
per drug court graduate for 24 months amounted to $210 compared to $157 per probation
completer).

The relative low amounts of treatment provided on average after program
participation made a trend analysis unwisest#us quassumption was made that
assumed that drug court costs during years three and four would be the same as those
during the first two years of follow-up. To determine whether this assumption was
reasonable, a speciaird-year analysisvas conducted. Because data were obtained on
all study participants through the end of the 2002, three years of follow-up data were
available for over half of each group who graduated or completed by December 1999
(120 graduates and 133 completers). That analysis showed that the status quo
assumptions were indeed conservative, since later treatment costsgherdor this
subset of completers than for drug court graduates. This type of analysis was used, where
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possible to confirm projections from trends or status quo assumptions and is discusse
the following sections.

Finally, aftercare costs were calculated. This came to an aver&fe8a@8 per
drug court graduate compared to $854 for probation completers.

Supervision of Drug Court and Probation

Missouri Department of Corrections (MDOC) has developed standard estimat
based on time studies of the average hours per month that probation officers must spend
in supervising cases of varying intensity. Diversion managers in the St. Louis City Drug
Court are MDOC probation officers that have been assigned to the program by the state.
An Office of Probation supervisor manages them, and all are paid employees ofdéhe Sta
of Missouri. The average cost to supervise a drug court graduate during drug court was
$1,253 per graduate while the average cost to supervise a probation completer while on
probation was $1,072 per probation completer. Supervision of drug court graduates,
while more intense than probation completers, was only slightly more expensive for two
reasons: 1) these completers were in the enhanced or intensive status fonabptre
time they were on probation and 2) the period of probation (19.7 months on average) was
longer than the period in drug court (16.4 months on average). By inference this would
be true of probationers generally because this group of probation completers was
composed of the most “successful” individuals on probation. The implication is that drug
court supervision generally in St. Louis is only slightly more expensive than regular
probation supervision.

Only 9.1 percent of drug court graduates and 11.4 percent of probation completers
had supervision episodes afterwards, and while the total number of days of probation
completers was greater, the difference in mean cost of supervisieamalisan average
of $81 for completers and $62 for graduates. Projections were based on the status quo
assumptions (that days on probation would continue at the same level), since the number
of probation entries was too small to determine trends.

Urinalysis and Breath Testing Regular urinalysis testing for drugs and breath
testing for alcohol use are essential features of the drug court program. However,
urinalyses are also ordered from time to time, as part of the regular needsnasgs of
individuals on probation. The graduates averaged 67 tests during their tenure in drug
court resulting in an average cost for urinalysis of $651 per graduate through drug court
tenure. Probation completers in drug cases averageadvintests each during the time
they were in active probation cases. Probation completers averaged $40 for urinalysis
testing during their probation tenures.

Court Activity
Court activity for drug court clients refers to time that clients spend invaived i

regular drug court hearings. Court activity for probation completers refers to the time
associated with all the court activities associated with their ¢eselee initial complaint
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is filed, such as arraignment, grand jury hearings, preliminary hearings, filings by the

court and by defense attorneys, guilty pleas, and pre-sentence investigations. Costs of
court activities were calculated basedneimimumtimes required as reported by
knowledgeable participants and on mid-range 2002 salaries of officials who ays alwa
present at such hearings. Drug court graduates attended a mean of 23.6 hearings each
costing a mean $504 per graduate. Probation completers had varying combinations of the
other court activities that together averaged to $237 per completer.

Court Costs. Probation completers were required to pay court costs in many
cases but all drug court graduates were required to pay up to $250 to defray court costs
during their tenure in drug court. The average estimated value of court payments for
probation completers was $109 compared to $209 for drug court. This is a cost offset or
a benefit in program cost calculations.

Jail Time

Information was available on days in jafter assignmernb drug court or
probation. According to city records drug court graduates were in jail for longer periods
than probation completers after they began participating in drug court or were assigned to
probation supervision. Drug court graduates were in jail for an average 6.7 days during
drug court and probation completers for an average of 3.0 days during probation. Part of
this difference can be explained through sanctions applied to graduates by the drug court
judge. Based upon a sample record review of drug court cases, such sanctions averaged
3.4 days per graduate. The remainder may be attributed to arrests for other charges. Jalil
time for probation completers is presumably attributable to later aroesither charges.
The estimated cost per completer during probation was $359, and per graduate during
drug court, was $795. The pattern was reversed for individuals during the two-year
follow-up period. Drug court graduates were in jail for an average 2.2 days at a cost per
graduate of $264 and completers for an average of 4.2 days at a cost per completer of
$497. No trend analysis was possible because only counts of days in jail during the two
periods were provided for this data set. Jail costs for the two years following drug court
or probation were based on the assumption of the same rates of incarceration in jail

Pretrial Detention. Pretrial detention for drug court participants prior to entering
drug court is minimal since they are placed on personal recognizance (rather than
remaining in jail or paying bail) and are immediately diverted to drug court. Pretrial
detention for probation completers varied significantly. Approximately half of
completers paid bond or were released on recognizance at the time the complaint wa
filed with the court. The other half of completers had jail time prior to bond or
recognizance release. The estimated mean pretrial detention of all 219gprobati
completers (including those with zero or minimal detention) was 23.1 days. This
represents a significant time in jail for probation completers that was avioiddrug
court graduates, who as indicated were released on personal recognizance @¢oy clos
the time of arrest and application to drug court. The cost of pretrial detention per
completer was $2,737.
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Wages and Taxes

Drug court graduates showed a relative increase in average monthly wages while
participating in drug court and in average wages after completing drug court compared to
earnings before drug court/probation. The differences were consistent but modest in si
and for this reason, were not statistically significant. Mean monthly wagdsuip court
graduates during drug court were $639 compared to $614 for probation completers while
they were on probation. Average wages for the two years after drug court amounted to
$18,251 for graduates compared to $16,822 for probation completers during the
comparable period.

Wages for months 24 through 48 were calculated through projections of quarterly
wage values during the two-year period after graduation or completion. Both groups
showed increasing wages during the period and both groups experienced wage gains
when compared to the period before drug court or probation (drug court graduates:
$22,045; probation completers: $20,056) This was expected and reflects the normal
increase in wages associated with maturation of individuals in both groups, some of
whom were teens before and during drug court or probation. Linear regression was used
to measure trends in wages. This projection was found to be conservative when
compared to actual wages data during the third year after drug court/probation (for
details, see Appendix B).

Extent of Employment. The observed differences in quarterly wages were in the
predicted direction but were not statistically significant. However, diffeemcthe
amountof employment were significant. Drug court graduates earned slightly less befor
drug court than probation completers earned before probation, yet they worked slightly
more (graduates: mean of 4.1 quarters; completers mean of 3.8 quarters). Neither of
these differences was statistically significant. Graduates worked duduggalirt an
average of 3.8 quarters. Completers also worked an average of 3.8 quarters during
probation, but because drug court graduates were in the program for fewer months than
completers, they were employed significantly longer (mean of 63.3 percent of quarters
participating in drug court) than completers (mean of 51.9 percent of quarters assigned to
probation) (p = .001). After drug court and probation the difference continued. Of the
eight quarters following probation, completers were employed for a mean of 4.4 quarters
while graduates were employed a mean 5.1 quarters after drug court (p = .016). The
latter values represent means derived from an analysis of covariance analogdus to tha
conducted for wages above.

Taxes and FICA. Taxes were estimated for each person in the study for each
year before, during and after participation in drug court or probation. All the individuals
in the study were residents of St. Louis City, which has a one percent local income tax.
State and federal taxes were calculated utilizing tax tables and ¢alatiah formulas
for each of the years 1995 through 2002. Marital status and the number of dependents
were derived from Missouri Department of Corrections records. Projecesiveere
estimated based on the percent increase in projected wages. FICA wkderhigs a
standard percent of gross wages including the worker and employer contributions within
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the upper income limit set for social security. The results generally follow tteerpaf
earnings.

AFDC/TANF and Food Stamps

Welfare data for this study includes cash payments under AFDC/TANF and Food
Stamps and administrative costs. The mean total welfare payments during-ffeatwo
period before participation were virtually identical for the two groups (graduates: $866;
completers: $857). The values were small (about $36 per month on average) because
women (the usual recipients of AFDC/TANF) were in the minority in both groups and
many participants were in their teens.

Reception of welfare increased for both groups during participation and the
average monthly values remained similar (graduate: $56; completers: $59). Monthly
receptions (primarily food stamps) remained at about the same level during the tsvo yea
following participation. Arelative reduction in reception was observed for graduates,
although the difference was not statistically significant. Welfarepteeedeclined
slightly for both groups during the two years after participation (graduates: $1,291;
completers: $1,468). The mean values during the months 25 to 48 reflect this pattern
(graduates: $1,218; completers: $1,325). No significant difference was found in the
months of food stamp reception, the program most frequently utilized by both groups.
During the after period approximately 34 percent of each group participated in the food
stamp program for at least one month.

Health Care and Psychiatric/Mental Health Services

Medicaid and Psychiatric/Mental Health records were availabldl faremts in
the study. An abundant literature exists showing substantial reductions in health car
costs after drug and alcohol treatment. To cite a few of many example studiely, @ stu
Federal Employees (National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 1985) showed
that total health care costs of alcoholics dropped significantly after they gad be
treatment and declined after treatment reaching a monthly average 2% to 3 ged#natiat
was 58 percent lower than pretreatment costs. Holder and Blose (1992) demonstrated in
a 14-year longitudinal study that the costs of health care services for treatealies
were 24 percent lower after treatment than costs for untreated alcoholitaewide
California assessment found that hospitalizations for over 1,800 individuals who deceive
substance abuse treatment were reduced by approximately one-third (Gerstein, et al
1994). The National Treatment Improvement Evaluation Study of over 6,000 clients
(SAMHSA, 1999) showed that after substance abuse treatment alcohol- and drug-relate
medical visits declined by 53 percent, inpatient mental health visits declined by 28
percent, and the percent with reported (“bothered by”) mental health problenmedecli
by 35 percent. In a study in Washington state that looked at patients discharged from a
residential chemical dependency program, Maynard et al. (2000) found a 29 percent
reduction in medical and psychiatric costs when costs before and after admisse
compared. Partasarthey et al. (2003) in randomized trials showed that @ttegrat
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substance abuse treatment and primary care reduced subsequent health Gar®ngsts
patients with substance abuse-related medical conditions.

Similar findings occurred in this study. Greater Medicaid and psychiatric costs
were found for completers both during (monthly mean per drug court graduate: $75; per
probation completer: $84) and after participation (two-year means per graduate: $1,062;
per completer: $1,520).

The costs of Medicaid declined steadily for drug court graduates after graduation.
However, costs spiked during the second year after probation for completers and
remained about twice as high as those for graduates through the end of data. Third-year
analysis of this data showed that third-year Medicaid costs were 113 peszet for
probation completers than for drug court graduates, confirming the continuing increase in
health care costs suggested by the trends during the first two years. Based on thes
findings projected two-year means were $406 per graduate and $2,509 per completer.

Similarly, mental health costs recorded by the DMH Division of Comprehensive
Psychiatric Services were higher for probation completers than drug court graduates.
Average monthly costs of psychiatric services during the program were $3 for gsaduate
versus $7 for completers. After-graduation/completion two-year mean cost$ ¥eier
completers and $12 for graduates. Projected costs were the same, althougtripsychiat
costs for completers for who third-year data were available were 244 pegiest thian
graduates during the third year.

Arrests

Arrest data were available from records of the Missouri Highway PaitdP].
The St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department (SLMPD) does not routinely estihe
average cost of arrests. The approach taken in the study was to calculate arcest of
based on an estimate of hours involved in conducting an arrest and processing paperwork
by police officers (see Appendix B).

Completers averaged 2.1 felony arrests prior to probation compared to 1.7 for
drug court graduates. Subsequent arrest averages were adjusted based on each person’s
arrest history during the two years preceding drug court or probation. After adjustment,
there were .175 felony arrests per graduate during the program and .373 felony arrests per
probation completer during probation. Similarly, there were .062 misdemeanor arrests
per drug court graduate compared to .184 misdemeanor arrests per probation completer.
The differences for both types of arrests during participation were stdlfyssigaificant.
Average monthly mean costs of arrests (misdemeanors and felonies) for e auesst
$2 and $4; for completers they were $4 and $8

Without focusing on types of crimes, counts of arrests after drug court and
probation were only slightly lower for drug court graduates. The differences were not
statistically significant for either type of charge. Average two-yeanngests of arrests
(misdemeanors and felonies) for graduates were $128 and $181; for completers they were
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$132 and $189. As will be evident under convictions, however, completers were
convicted more often for crimes against persons. Trends in arrests weredssim
status quo because there were too few later arrests to permit rekabl@analysis.
Third-year analysis confirmed the conservative nature of this assumption by showing
slightly higher continuing arrests for completers than graduates.

Subsequent Incarceration

Neither group had extensive or consistent prison experience prior to participation
in drug court or probation. The cost of prison before drug court/probation was
considered to be zero, and the methodology for this variable involved after-comparison
only. Incarceration costs were calculated using 2001 estimates provided by the Missouri
Department of Corrections (MDOC, 2002). Only one drug court graduate entered prison
during the two years following graduation compared to four probation completers. Two-
year incarceration costs per graduate were $104 while similar cost$2ideréor
completers.

Costs to Victims and Criminal Justice System Costs

Costs for victims of crime and the criminal justice system of crime wer
considered by focusing on convicticaféer drug court graduation or probation
completion only Dates of later convictions were included in MDOC file extractions
provided for this study. It was, of course, impossible to follow up on each conviction to
determine directly costs to victims and to the criminal justice system. Eneative
was to use costs estimates developed by others for this purpose. The primangeefer
utilized was the work of Rajkumar and French (1997), which focused on crime costs as
related to drug abuse and drug treatment (see Appendix B for details).

One drug court graduate was later convicted of robb8fydéjree) while two
probation completers were convicted of robbefydégree). One drug court graduate
was convicted of assault compared to five probation completers. Because asbault i
most costly of all crimes to victims both in costs of illness and in pain and sufférng, t
total costs of crime were higher for the completer group. Later convictions in asest ¢
were for drug possession or trafficking crimes. Mean tangible costs per pertiom for
24-month period following drug court/probation were $104 for drug court graduates
versus $212 probation completers. Mean intangible costs were, respectively, $376 for
graduates and $1,572 for completers.

Prenatal Drug Exposure of Infants

Although some drug court programs have cited the percentage of drug free babies
born to drug court participants as a positive gain for drug court programs, a better
measure of gain and consequent financial savings is possible through an experimental
study. The approach of the present study was not to count the number of drug free
infants and to assume that they would have been born drug exposed in the absence of the
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drug court but to count the number of actual drug-exposed infants born to drug court
graduates and probation completers.

The Missouri Division of Family Services (DFS) receives reports viaevatie
hotline system from hospitals concerning newborn children that have been determined to
be drug- or alcohol-exposed. Over one-fifth of the individuals in this study were female
closely matched on age. Seven drug-exposed infants were identified. Six were born to
women in the control group, and all of these children were born at least one year after the
mother had entered probation.

Cocaine is the likely drug that babies are exposed to in St. Louis City (Loman and
Sherburne, 2000). Studies in other jurisdictions have shown the costs of cocaine
exposure to be significant. Studies by Phibbs (1991, citing a GAO study: GAO, 1990),
Phibbs, Bateman and Schwartz (1991), Budden (1996), Kalotra (2002) show added
hospital costs that averaged about $9,600 when adjusted for inflation to 2002 values.
Based on costs of low birth-weight babies in Missouri, this average was regarded as
reasonable (see Appendix B for details).

Later costs may equal or exceed this cost during the first year of life and in
subsequent years. Not all drug-exposed infants are removed and placed immediately.
Those that are not symptomatic may remain with their families but usually underman ope
child protection case involving home visitation and monitoring. For example, Sagatun-
Edwards et al. (1995) found that while about two-thirds of children of these types of
reports were removed only 42 percent were actually placed in foster care. However, if
such infants are followed for several years those that were not initially renana/or(
their siblings) are sometimes later removed for other types of child abuse agxt.négl
another study of chronic neglect of children in St. Louis City that included drug-exposed
infants (Loman, 2002), over 56 percent of families with initial drug/alcohol-exposed
infant reports were reported again one or more times over a six-year period, most often
for lack of supervision or failure to provid