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Executive Summary 
 In this report we will refer to the Court as the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court (DCHTC) to 

pay heed to its home, Dodge County, Minnesota; to the Minnesota Judicial Branch’s emphasis on 

treatment; and to recognize the two programs, The Adult Treatment Court Program (ATC) and the 

Family Dependency Treatment Court Program (FDTC). 

 Two sets of data with different variables and different record keeping protocols add some 

confusion until you understand when and how these data are used in this report.  The State of 

Minnesota mandated the use of a data collection process in July of 2007.  Since that time DCHTC has 

recorded data on the State Tracking Sheet for 138 participants..  Prior to that and continually since the 

beginning data was recorded in the Dodge County Drug Court Database for 1994 participants. Both 

sources of data have been used in this evaluation. 

Participants are referred to as “participants” and as “clients.”  The outdated reference of 

“offenders” is avoided but may be used to refer to participants.  Individuals who did not complete the 

program are referred to by “early discontinued,” “non-completers,” or “terminated.”  

Chapter 1. Preamble: “These are our people” Judge Jodi Williamson 
How treatment courts understand and respond to drug addiction and law violating behavior 

stands in stark contrast to the traditional beliefs that motivated interpretations under the “war on 

drugs.”  As of January 1, 2017, the Minnesota Judicial Branch gave credence to the movement away 

from “business as usual” by officially referring to "Drug Courts" as "Treatment Courts.” 

“Treatment courts represent a shift in the way courts are handling certain  

offenders and working with key stakeholders in the justice system.”1  

Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court Mission: 

“Reduce substance abuse and criminal behavior through Drug Court by providing strength-based 

intensive intervention and rehabilitation services…” 

“A strengths approach offers a genuine basis for… people taking control of their own lives in 

 meaningful and sustainable ways. 

• Focus on trusting and workable relationships  

• Empowering people to take a lead in their own care process  

• Working in collaborative ways on mutually agreed upon goals  

• Drawing upon the personal resources of motivation and hope  

• Creating sustainable change through learning and experiential growth  

                                                           
1 Minnesota Judicial Branch: Treatment Courts. http://www.mncourts.gov/Help-Topics/DrugCourts.aspx 

http://www.mncourts.gov/Help-Topics/DrugCourts.aspx
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Chapter 2.  Introduction 
This court distinguishes itself in a number of small things that are consistently done well and 

done with heart.  Observing so many small, mundane actions and considering the excellence the court 

has achieved  I am reminded of Daniel Chambliss’ research and his article “The Mundanity of 

Excellence.”2  Chambliss’ research documents that it is out of the small things done consistently well 

that excellence emerges and that in order to sustain this routine you have to love it.   It does not take 

long to observe in the DCHTC that these small things are not played up as grand gestures to highlight 

superior work; they are routine and mundane, done week after week with little fanfare.  There are so 

many. 

The Hybrid Model 

Dodge County Adult Treatment Court (ATC) is a hybrid treatment court that includes criminal 

offenders – Driving Under the Influence of Alcohol (gross misdemeanor and felony) – Gross 

Misdemeanors and Felony Offenders – Family Dependency Treatment Court (CHIPS files).   

The programs that make up DCHTC are discussed along with backgrounds, program overviews 

and goals.  The mission statements stand as keys to what these programs are about. 

The Dodge County Adult Treatment Program.  Mission: “Reduce substance abuse and criminal 

behavior through treatment court by providing strength-based intensive intervention and rehabilitation 

services while empowering participants and their families to build a pro-social, positive lifestyle.” 

The Dodge County Family Dependency Treatment Court (FDTC) Program. Mission: “Reduce 

substance abuse among participants and support positive lifestyles for the participants and their families 

by empowering them through the provision of strength-based intensive intervention through services 

tailored to their needs, all with the intent of permanency for children – ideally through reunification.” 

Program Assessment 

The implementation of direct observation, collection of data from drug court records, survey 

analysis, individual interviews with team members and with participants, comparing what is found with 

“business-as-usual” and their outcomes allows an understanding of how these teams are being effective 

                                                           
2 The Mundanity of Excellence: An Ethnographic Report on Stratification and Olympic Swimmers. Daniel F. 
Chambliss. Sociological Theory, Vol. 7, No. 1 (Spring, 1989), pp. 70-86. 
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and what may help to make them more effective.   The promise in these courts far exceeds any 

competing attempt to foster enhanced quality of life for the community, the teams, and the individuals 

suffering the effects of substance abuse.  

Chapter 3. Methodology 
The evaluation provides data, analysis and recommendations with the intent of enhancing 

effectiveness of the DCHTC program. (Key Component # 8) The process evaluation  emphasizes an 

assessment of the degree to which the court meets the spirit and letter of the 10 key components of 

drug courts, follows the recommendations in Vol. I and II of the Adult Drug Court Best Practice Standards 

and conforms to “Minnesota Offender Treatment Court Standards.” See process related evaluation 

questions below. 

 In addition, an outcome evaluation  determines the degree to which the court realizes its 

“primary goals:” 1: Enhance public safety; 2: Reduce substance abuse; 3: Reduce recidivism; 4: Reduce 

system costs; 5: Enhance functional status of participants. The evaluation plan is designed to conform to 

recommendations of The National Research Advisory Committee for Adult Drug Court Performance 

Measurement Systems, developed with BJA Technical Assistance. 

In assessing program operations, implementation and overall service delivery (process 

evaluation) the following evaluation questions mirror those found in MN Statewide Drug Court 

Evaluation.3 

Chapter 4.  Demographics 
The tables and figures in Chapter 4 describe the distribution of DCHTF participants  on a number 

of demographic variables including some that pertain more to substance abuse addiction (see summary 

table below).  Most of the data for these distributions come from the DCHTC State Tracking Sheet, some 

are drawn from the Dodge County Drug Court Database.  The population size for distributions that come 

from the DCHTC Tracking Sheet is 138.  These data include all participants entering the program since 

July 2007, the date the Minnesota Judicial Branch mandated using the State Tracking Sheet for collecting 

and reporting drug court (treatment court) activity.  Data used to describe demographic distributions 

available in the Dodge County Drug Court Database include all participants who have entered DCHTC 

with an N = 194. The “Record Count” (number of charges in criminal history)  distribution was pulled 

from the  MN Courts: Minnesota Public Access (MPA) system. 

                                                           
3 
http://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MN_Statewide_Drug_Court_Evaluatio
n_Report_-_Final_Public.pdf 
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Summary Table: Demographic Distributions for DCHTC Participants at Entry 

Number of 
Participants 

138 From 
1/1/2007 to 1/4/2018 

194 from first entry in 2002 

Age 18-25 = 36% 26 – 35 = 38% 36 – 45 = 15% 45+ = 11% 

Gender  Male = 70% Female = 30%   

Race/Ethnicity 
 

American Indian or Alaska 
Native  3% 

Black or African 
American  1% 

Hispanic or 
Latino  5% 

White  91% 

Marital Status DIVORCE 
16% 

LIVING AS 
MARRIED 2% 

MARRIED 
13% 

SEPARATED 
5% 

SINGLE 
2% 

WIDOWER 
1% 

Number with 
Children 

70 
with  0 

45 
with 1 

40 
with 2 

22 
with 3 

10 
with 4 

4 
with 5 

3 
with 6 

Educational 
Status 

4 year degree 1% 

Technical degree 7% 

Attended College 18% 

Diploma/GED 50% 

Completed 11th grade 10% 

Completed 10th grade 7% 

Completed 9th grade 5% 

8th grade or less 1% 

Employment 
Status 

Full-time  27% 
Part-time 

11% 
Unemployed 

59% 
Not Applicable 

3% 

 Housing 
Situation 

Facility 22% Own 20% Rent 29% 
Temporary 

28% 

Driver’s 
License Status 

Cancelled 
28% 

Limited 
1% 

Never acquired 
a driver's license 

4% 

Revoked 
25% 

Suspended 
11% 

Valid 32% 

Level Chemical 
Health  
Assessment  

Abusing 
4% 

Dependent 
94% 

Substance Use Disorder 
1% 

Risk 
Assessment 
Levels 

Very High 
9% 

High 
25% 

Medium/High 
10% 

Moderate 
41% 

Low/Moderate 
12% 

Low 
4% 

Risk Scores 13 or less = 4% 14 – 23 = 38% 24 – 33 = 52% 34 – 40 = 15% 41+=1% 

Admission 
Type 

Post Adjudicatory 52% 
Probation 

Violation 32% 
Probation Violation with a new 

offense  16% 

Re-admitted Post Adjudicatory 
1% 

Probation Violation 
4% 

Probation Violation with a new 
offense   5% 

Criminal 
Record Count 

1 – 5 
16% 

6 – 10 
24% 

11 – 15 
23% 

16 – 20 
18% 

21 – 25 
9% 

26 – 30 
5% 

31 or more 
4% 

Drug of Use Alcohol 
85% 

Cocaine/ 
Crack 30% 

Meth 
62% 

Heroin 
9% 

Marijuana 
77% 

Prescription 
Drugs  24% 

OTC  
2% 
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Chapter 5.  Participant Voices 
This Chapter includes “participant voices, ”and results from the Participant Survey.  Face-to-face 

interviews were conducted with six active participants, two males and four females.  The responses 

obtained are consistent with the tone and content of what was observed in sixteen court hearings 

during the spring of 2018.  In the interviews participants were asked why they were in the court. The 

responses included mention of the kind of charges and trouble that brought them to the court, but 

often emphasized “wanting something different.”  “I think we all come in to avoid prison…then… like 

drugs became a habit, they teach you these new habits.” “The trick, what drug court does, is it gets you 

to want all those good things more than the drugs… healthy relationships, a job, a house, a car, a 

license, good friends.”  Participants speak of getting help from the structure they never had and the 

relationships with members of the DCHTC staff.  Trust is a big thing for these individuals who never 

trusted anyone in the Criminal Justice System. “I do trust the Judge; I do.  (She) really does care about 

people, but she is a hard ass in the same breath, because I think that is important because this program 

wouldn’t be successful if you were like eeh.” Some concerns are raised about equal treatment and the 

amount of scheduling that is needed to meet criteria.  Participants are clear that if you use, you will get 

caught.  When comparing the treatment court to regular probation it’s the assistance, relationships, 

accountability and “Drug court keeps us thinking about a better life; probation keeps us thinking about 

not getting in trouble and there is a big difference.” 

Chapter 6.  Team Voices 
 Chapter six begins with an explanation of the source of recent tension resulting from the 

succession in the Prosecution Role in the Court.  Evidence of differing perspectives is discussed and 

explained as a natural outgrowth of succession in a cross functional team. 

 Team members had a lot to say about a large number of issues.  Before getting into specific 

issues we should note that every team member except for one indicated that they enjoy being on the 

team.   

 One team member was clear about one thing: “You know what bothers me ?  Attitudes!” 

▪ The trust level was discussed and 12 team members who rated it gave it between 7 and 

9 with 10 high.  Four rated it between 0 and 4. 

▪ Fifty percent of respondents felt no split in philosophical beliefs about dealing with 

substance abuse and criminal behavior.  Another 50 percent thought there is a split. 

▪ A clear majority spoke of the good job of communicating what is going on with 

participants during staffing meetings. 
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▪ About 2/3 expressed their belief that DCHTC decisions are “team” decisions.  The other 

third felt decisions were being made by “an individual or a small group.”  

▪ Almost all team members favor an effort at teambuilding. 

▪ The perception that the court’s response to participants is “just about right” is shared by 

half the team with the other half agreeing it is “not tough enough” when it comes to 

monitoring and random drug testing. 

▪ Team members say they feel free to speak-up in staffings, but they perceive that others 

don’t feel free to say what they really believe. 

▪ People on the team think they are taken seriously when they speak up; by the Judge for 

sure. 

▪ Fourteen team members that gave a number between 1 and 10 (with 10 high) to 

indicate their assessment of the court’s success rated it 8 or 9.  Other, less generous 

ratings were 7, 5, 4 and 2.  

▪  There was a general belief expressed that the agencies involved with the court were 

supportive, some more than others.  

▪ A number of creative ideas for enhancing the court came out of the interviews.  Here 

are a few: “Getting an alumni program more active.  Need more after programing.”   

▪ “Make FDTC a one year program. Most important to me assure Knock and Chats 

once a week, at least for all participants.”  

▪ “We don’t do an evaluation of what went wrong with the cases that were not 

successful.” 

▪ “ Team needs to be backed down to a smaller size.  We have a lot of people in 

there that are feeling a lot of different opinions that come down to just a small 

group.  There is a lot of push for increased supervision.  We are not doing 

searches and with a recent termination we probably could have addressed an 

important issue if we would have been doing that. Get the communication on 

the team sorted out and the supervision, those are the biggest things 

 

▪ The benefits of DCHTC to Dodge County brought a long list of positive impacts. 

▪ “It gives people their lives back, as trite as that is.” 

▪ “…these lives have been restored to the community that they grew up in, that 

they lived in, that… now they are positive influences in that community.“ 

▪ “…FDTC is the best way for people to keep their kids, get their kids back in their 

custody.”   

▪ “People come out of this program with full-time employment, have driver’s 

license, pay child support, increased education (even people who fail out)  and 

have lower recidivism than people who don’t do the program.” 

▪ “…it is in a real sense a vehicle for building a better community.”  

 

 



10 
 

Chapter 7 Process related questions. 
Question 1.  Are screening measures consistent with best practice recommendations and are they 
consistently utilized to determine eligibility?  The written policy for eligibility follows the standards 

found in The Adult Court Best Practice Standards, Volume I.  4 Accepted participants meet standards 

for age, residency, physically able, medium to high risk and  Rule 25 or Chemical Dependency 

Evaluation criteria. 

Question 2. How well does the treatment court population reflect the target population?  DCHTC has a 
population that reflects the target population as defined in the court’s two policy documents. 

Question 3. Is the Court serving an appropriate number of those in the target population for the court’s 

geographic area? Both the adult treatment program and the FDTC program are serving an appropriate 

number of participants given the projections made during the planning phase of program development.  

The Court is presently at 60% capacity. 

Question 4. Why do some applicants reject the treatment court? Reasons for declining participation in  
DCHTC  varied from absconding to following the advice of defense attorneys  to fight the charges.  
Anecdotal data provides reports that a few potential participants explained the program expected too 
much from participants.  

Question 5: How does the current treatment court population reflect the arrestee population in the 
county?  Eligibility criteria related to criminal offense shapes the treatment court population.  An 
analysis of racial/ethnic arrests may indicate a lower proportion of individuals of color being served by 
DCHTC  than is reflected in arrest distributions.    

Question 6: How long does it take the average DCHTC client to enter the court?  Question 7: How long 

does it take the average drug court client to enter treatment; days from arrest to first treatment and 

days from acceptance into the Court to first treatment? The amount of time it takes to get a participant 

into the court is attributable, in a large part, to the time between the arrest and the referral to the court 

(median of 105 days and mean of 222 days). The number of days from receiving a referral to processing 

the cases and making the decision to accept or deny takes an average of less than two weeks. Another 

two weeks, on average, is added for the time between accepting the participant and providing the first 

court services.  

The initial steps taken by DCHTC in moving cases from referral to acceptance and from 
acceptance to providing services are in keeping with best practice recommendations.  The average time 
to accomplish these tasks is well within acceptable time periods.  Some cases failed to meet desired 
time lines as is typical for drug courts.   

 
Court Interaction with Clients 

Question 8.  How many court appearances (i.e. judicial contacts) do participants make?  By the time 

participants graduate from the program they attend a minimum of 42 status hearings.  The 

average number of months in program for graduates is 21. Some participants exceed that number 

by up to 10 months which adds significantly to the number of status hearings. 

                                                           
4 From ADULT DRUG COURT BEST PRACTICE STANDARDS VOLUME I National Association of Drug Court 
Professionals, Alexandria, Virginia Copyright © 2013, page 6 
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DCHTC Staffings.  The content of judicial interaction is discussed and determined in the DCHTC staffing 

meetings.  Staffing meetings are consistently well attended and varies from 25 to 19 with an average of 

21.  Most of the individuals attending the staffing will attend the court hearing that follows. 

 Preparation for status hearings is taken seriously by DCHTC.  The central focus is on the case 

manager’s report. The evaluator has observed staff meetings in over twenty treatment courts in 

southern Minnesota and no other court exceeds the quality of DCHTC’s case manager’s report to the 

team. Leadership in staffing meetings is clearly demonstrated by the Judge.  She sets the tone of the 

staffing meetings that incorporates friendliness, humor, disciplined thought and practical wisdom.  

There is a serious focus on “getting it right” for participants.  The decision making process takes 

advantage of the expertise on the team.  In team interviews the Judge was defined as having a keen 

sense about what works with specific participants.  

Question 9.  What is the average length of time the judge spends interacting with participants?  The 

DCHTC Judge approaches “judicial interaction” somewhat differently than other judges.  Judge 

Williamson, in the effort to connect with participants, begins each court hearing with a general 

discussion of a topic of interest.  She will spend 5 to 10 minutes talking to participants…and the rest of 

us in the court room…about interesting topics.   The judicial interactions in DCHTC last longer than the 

best practice recommendation of an average of three minutes of interaction between the judge and the 

participant.   

Question 10.  Does the Judge exhibit a “positive judicial demeanor?  Assessments by team members, 

participants and this evaluator’s observation confirms the fact that Judge Williamson exhibits a positive 

judicial demeanor. In tone and content she demonstrates behavior that is respectful, fair, attentive,  

enthusiastic, consistent/predictable, caring, and knowledgeable. 

Question 11: Do participants move through the program, from stage to stage and to graduation as 

expected given the court’s guidelines?  Are there any holdups to client advancement?  Movement 

through the program takes an average of 630 days, 21 months.  The median of 574 tells us that half of 

these graduates spend about 19 months in the program.  For a program that is designed for 18 to 24 

months the 21 month average speaks to efficient program movement from phase to phase and to 

graduation. 

Question 12. How are sanctions and incentives  managed?  The use of incentives and sanctions follows 

the dirction set out in the DCHTC policy manuals.  The Doge County Hybrid Treatment Curt has put in 

place an innovative and effective incentive and sanction system.  It is a system that works, is predictable 

and fair, and is appreciated by participants because they can see something of value in it 

Question 13. How many drug tests were given and what schedule did they follow?  This issue if fully 

discussed in the Chapter on Drug Testing. 

 Question 14: What percent of individuals accepted as participants graduate from the program? What is 

the retention rate?  The average retention rate for Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court for all 

participants January 1, 2006 to  April 1, 2018 is 66%. This is a very strong retention rate that rivals the 

MN State average of  54% and tops National graduation rates that range from 40% to 65%.   
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  Since the opening of the court 110 individuals have successfully completed the program.  Thirty-one 

graduated prior to 7/1/2007 and 79 graduated after that date. Consideration is given to variables that 

might help explain factors that are associated with successful completion of DCHTC.   

Chapter 8 Drug Testing 
 
 There is good reason to positively evaluate the drug testing system employed in the Dodge 

County Court for making the best of resources and institutions that are and are not available.  Concern 

was raised about the lack of random drug testing.  A reminder of “Best Practice Standards” is taken onto 

account by DCHTC ; “The schedule of drug and alcohol testing is random and unpredictable. The 

probability of being tested on weekends and holidays is the same as on other days.”5  This is not the 

case for the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court.  Both the relationships and the frequency of testing 

in the first two phases for DCHTC offer defense for their testing process in the first two phases. Tests are 

conducted when participants come to the Courthouse (before Court) and at meetings with case managers.  

Participants are also tested at home or work and during Knock and Chats, home visits by case managers, 

or on suspicion.    In addition, chemical dependency treatment programs administer additional testing at 

their discretion.  A concern has been registered about the observation of UAs in some treatment 

programs.  Minimum testing for phase I is three times a week, phase II two times a week, phase III once 

a week, and two times a month for phase IV.  Estimates from seven testing sequences reveals about 1/3 

of the tests are PBTs and 2/3 are UAs. 

 Examples of six testing sequences are examined to inform assessment of drug testing. There are  

sound arguments for agreeing with the DCHTC coordinator in his assessment of whether or not a 

participant could “get by” with using.  It is “virtually impossible in the first phase and almost impossible 

in the second phase.  Where it could happen is in the last two phases, the third and particularly the 

fourth phases is where their contact with us has been lessened.  That’s why knock and chats are so 

important.”  It is more likely that any use would be with substances which are not targeted with the 

testing.   

  A more rigorous Knock and Chat program has been initiated to assure random visits with each 

participant twice a week by members of the Sheriff’s Department. The team is supportive of the Knock 

and Chat policy.  The team indicates the policy will significantly increase the level of supervision.  It also 

is seen as assisting in satisfying the demand for random drug testing 

                                                           
5 Adult Drug Court Best Practice Standards, Volume II, National Association of Drug Court Professionals, Alexandria, 
Virginia pp 26-27. 
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Chapter 9  FDTC Program 
At present there are three participants in the FDTC program that meet along with a cohort of 

adult treatment court participants.  While the mission of FDTC is clearly set on permanency for children 

– ideally through reunification, the struggles faced by FDTC clients are much like those adult treatment 

court participants confront.  The real power of the hybrid court comes in the perspectives and 

knowledge that is added to the competent insights of those who traditionally decide in CHIPS cases.  

There is also a real benefit in the weekly meetings with the Judge.  In the  research on FDTCs the 

“muscle of the court” is seen as a major factor in the success of CHIPS cases.  In the Dodge County 

Hybrid Treatment Court that “muscle” has a “care and concern” tone that is proving to be effective.  The 

Dodge County Hybrid Court does follow through on the key components for the FDTC program that are 

listed in the FTDC Policies and Procedure Manual. 

▪ More frequent court hearings with one judge.  
▪ FDTC clients appear in court once week during their first program phase, three times a month in 

phase II, twice a month for phase III and once a month in phase IV.  Comprehensive case 
management and monitoring.  The evidence for the high quality of the case management for 
FDTC clients can be seen in the detailed reports provided to the team each week the individual 
is required to appear in front of the Judge.   

▪ A team approach to helping participants work toward treatment and parenting goals. 
▪ Focus on quick access to chemical health assessment, treatment, and aftercare/continuing care. 
▪ The focus on assuring treatment to enhance chemical health. 
▪ Four program phases.The four phases are designed to focus on the process of moving through 

the early struggle of substance abuse and the lack of structure to sobriety, the enhancement of 
self-esteem, and improved family communication.   
 

Eleven individuals have been admitted to the FDTC program. The average age of this mostly female 

group is 25.  The distribution on education shows a broad range from the completion of the 9th grade to 

having an associate degree.  On average this is a fairly educated group with four of ten having some 

college or more.  Nine of ten FDTC participants are single and have a total  of twenty children.  Mental 

health issues have been diagnosed for three.   

Six of the eight discharged FTDT clients successfully completed the program.  One graduate was 

accepted into the FDTC Program and then transferred to the Adult Treatment Court Program.  Two 

individuals were the subject of “early release” (terminated) from the program.  
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 A total of 17 children have been provided permanency through the FDTC Program.  Ten of those 

children have enjoyed full reunification, one child was adopted by a relative, two had custody 

transferred to their father and four were adopted.  Five children have reunification pending while 

awaiting their parent’s progress through the FDTC Program. 

 Those successfully completing the program spent an average of 476 days (about 16 months)  in the 

program. The completion of substance abuse treatment programs nationally is about 45 percent.6  The 

completion rate for FDTC clients is close to perfect.  Only four of twenty-three treatment programs were 

not completed for a completion rate of 83 percent 

Chapter 10 Recidivism 
For graduates of the DCHTC, 78.3 percent have no criminal charge within three years of leaving the 

program for a recidivism rate of 21.7 percent.  Recidivism includes any criminal charge of felony drug, 

misdemeanor drug, felony non drug, misdemeanor non drug, or DWI.  The recidivism rate when 

considering drug or DWI charges is 18.3 percent with 81.7 percent with no such charges within three 

years of discharge.  Nationally, drug court research found a 27 percent recidivism rate after two years of 

leaving a drug court program.   Recidivism for DCHTC is about 5 percent lower at three years than was 

found at two years for a nationally representative study of drug court graduates.  The DCHTC data also 

“compares very favorably to recidivism rates on conventional probation.”   

 Criminal charges for 71 graduates and terminated participants who had at least five years since 

discharge were tracked.  At five years graduates had a 35.7 percent recidivism rate with 65.3 percent 

free of any criminal charge.  For drug or DWI charges 31 percent of graduates had at least one charge 

and 69 percent were without any drug or DWI charge after five years of graduation.  The number of 

terminated participants charged with a criminal offense within three years decreased from 35 to 15 for a 

percentage change of 57.1 percent.   

Reductions in the number of DCHTC graduates and early discharged participants speak to the decreased  

recidivism rates associated with the program.  The table below offers comparison of percentage change 

in the number of individuals charged with the given offenses, three-years before and three-years after, 

for DCHTC graduates and early discharges and three “matched” control groups.  

                                                           
6 Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS): 2012. 
Discharges from Substance Abuse Treatment Services. BHSIS Series S-81, HHS Publication No. (SMA) 16-4976. 
Rockville, MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2015. 
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Chapter 11.  Sobriety 
 Evidence for a reduction in substance abuse is abundant for the Dodge County Hybrid 

Treatment Court.  Data from the Dodge County Adult  Database were used in an analysis of 53 randomly 

selected participants from the total of 195 served by DCHTC.  Drug testing sequences for these 53 

individuals were reviewed for number of positive and negative drug tests. . Sixty percent of participants 

in the sample had no positive drug tests during their time in the program, and only nine percent had 6 or 

more.  The average number of drug tests for these 53 participants was 140 tests and the average 

number of positive tests is 2 with a median of 0.  For these 32 individuals there were 16,902 days of 

confirmed sobriety.  Extrapolating from the sample data to the population we can estimate a total of 61, 

776 days of sobriety for 117 DCHTC participants, 10, 878 days for 21 individuals with one positive test 

each. The number of “sober days” amounts to about 200 years of sobriety.  

It is important to remember when considering these records of sobriety that those who are 

amassing them have been assessed as seriously dependent on illegal substances.   

Another indication of the extent of sobriety fostered by DCHTC is the number of successful  

treatment completions.  Completing treatment is an indication of the success of a sobriety program. 

One hundred percent of DCHTC graduates were considered in compliance with their treatment 

programs.  For terminated participants the percent in compliance was 58 percent. The number of 

successful treatment episodes is impressive when considering that SAMHSA found that only 47 percent 

of those who start treatment complete their program.   

 Graduates 
DCHTC 

Terminated 
Participants 

DCHTC 

Control 1 Control 2 Control 3 

Felony Drug -66.7% -57.9% 50.0% -72.0% 25.0% 

Misdemeanor Drug -80.8% -83.3% -62.5% 40.0% -33.3% 

Non-Drug Felony -84.6% -16.7% 16.7% 0.0% -30.0% 

Non-Drug 
Misdemeanor 

-93.1% -65.8% 18.2% 11.1% -71.4% 

DWI/DUI -90.5% -74.1% 250.0% 0.0% -34.2% 

 N = 60 N = 35 N = 21 N = 23 N = 20 

t probability value t= 0.019 t= 0.028 t = 0.516 t = 0.423 t = 0.239 
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Chapter 12 Functional Status 
 Data supports DCHTC’s success in improving the functional status of participants.  These data 

tell us of the good work of this court and the effort that participants put in to build a solid foundation.  

Graduates show significant increases in the combined indicators of functional status: valid driver’s 

licenses, stable housing, employment, education,  caring for mental health issues, and overall risk 

scores.  The importance of these elements to one’s quality of life is obvious.   

Seventy-
nine 

Graduates 

At 
Entry 

At 
Discharge 

Percent 
Change 

Valid 
Driver’s 
License 

24 53 
120% 

increase 

Full-time 
Employment 

20 61 
205% 

increase 

Unemployed 50 3 
94% 

decrease 

Housing 
Status 
Facility 

16 0 
100 % 

decrease 

Rent 21 43 
104 % 

increase 

Child 
Support 

Compliance 
12 25 

108 % 
increase 

Average Risk 
Score 

25 12 
52% 

decrease 
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Compliance With Ten Key Components of Drug Court 
This evaluation report finds Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court in compliance with the Ten Key 

Components of Drug Court. Succession in a major role is being addressed with a look toward training 

and teambuilding. 

Key Component # 1. Drug courts integrate alcohol and other drug treatment services with justice 

system case processing. 

DCHTC promotes recovery through a coordinated response to participants assessed as severely 

impaired by substance abuse. The Court is complete with a team that includes the essential members of 

a traditional drug court and a FDTC. The planning process is on-going with the latest policy revision 

coming in the last month to enhance ‘Knock and Chat” requirements. Policy manuals for both programs 

are well done, clear and inclusive of necessary information.  Minutes from retreats document policy 

discussions by the team and consensus decisions.  The planning process for initiation of the FDTC 

Program was extensive and effective.  Goals are well defined with processes designed to see their 

attainment. Communication concerning participant behavior is consistently effective.  Staffing meetings 

foster professional interaction that leads to interdisciplinary understanding.  The team is actively 

engaged with very good attendance at staffings and court hearings. The present evaluation is targeted 

on enhancing buy-in, resolving conflicts and encouraging training of new members. 

Key Component #2. Using a non-adversarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel promote 

public safety while protecting participants’ due process rights. 

The use of a non-adversarial approach has been the history of this court.  A process of succession in the 

role of the Prosecutor has changed an aspect of the court that was stable for a long period of time.  The 

change from a prosecutor who was fully invested in the methods of the drug court model to an 

individual without the training or understanding cannot help but influence court dynamics.  To the 

courts credit there is a clear understanding of how succession can play out and be adapted to in cross 

functional teams.  The relationship between the prosecutor and the defense council is one of respect 

and understanding and the team is “training” the new prosecutor in what a non-adversarial approach 

involves. The prosecutor fulfills the responsibility to protect public’s safety by ensuring each candidate is 

appropriate for the program and complies with all drug court requirements. The prosecutor is learning 

to  focuses on the participant’s recovery and law-abiding behavior—not on the merits of the pending 

case.  The defense attorney is judicious in protecting participants’ due process rights while encouraging 

full participation. To guarantee  due process rights and public safety, prosecutors and defense counsel 

cooperated in overseeing screening, eligibility, and case-processing policies and procedures. Prosecuting 

attorneys assures participant  eligibility, files legal papers, and helps move strategy for responding to 

failed drug tests & noncompliance. Prosecutor assures that a positive drug test,  open court admission of 

drug possession or use will not result in additional drug charges.  The Defense counsel reviews, advises, 

explains all  rights, and  encourages truthfulness. 

Key Component #3. Eligible participants are identified early and promptly placed in the drug court 

program. 
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The Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court has a record of efficient processing from referral to 

acceptance into the courts and also from referral to the first services (first appearance) offered by the 

courts. The time-lapse from arrest to referral is longer than ideal and should be the focus of a planning 

process to allow more immediate referral. The collaboration with Probation that brings in probation 

violations and probation violations with new charges makes lowering the time from arrest to referral 

unrealistic. Eligibility criterion are written and followed. Participants are promptly advised about 

requirements and merits of participating.  Treatment is a priority and participants are assessed and  

enrolled in treatment in a timely manner. 

Key Component #4. Drug courts provide access to a continuum of alcohol, drug and other 

rehabilitation and related services. 

 Screening is consistently completed by team members who are qualified DOA assessment professionals.   

Participants are initially screened (base line data) and  periodically assessed to ensure treatment 

services and individuals are suitably matched for substance abuse treatment and mental health 

treatment. The effort is to monitor progress, change treatment plans if necessary and identify relapse 

cues. Treatment services are comprehensive as possible given limitations of a small rural county. The 

Court is focused on assisting participants in housing, educational and vocational training, legal matters, 

money management, and other social service needs . Other therapy and pro social programs are 

offered: cognitive behavioral therapy to address criminal thinking patterns; anger management; social 

and athletic activities.  DCHTC reflects the qualities of co-occurring courts with strong  linkages to mental 

health providers and a well respected mental health professional on the team. 

Key Component #5. Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other drug testing.  

DCHTC is meeting the expectations of intensive monitoring. The court had adapted its drug testing 

procedures to the reality of a rural county without a jail for random testing.  Drug testing sequences are 

set to make it virtually impossible for participants to use without detection in phase I and very difficult in 

phase II.  Testing is done three times a week in phase I and twice a week in phase ii with random night 

checks once or twice a month.  A newly initiated “Knock and Chat” policy will assure two random checks 

a week throughout the four phases of the program.  While analysis of testing sequences support the 

claims of sobriety, this new policy has provided further assurances of sobriety.  Some concern has been 

raised about drug testing protocols at one of the treatment programs. The seriousness given to testing 

makes participants active and involved in the treatment process. DCHTC has a coordinated strategy for 

prompt response for noncompliance; positive tests, missed tests, and fraudulent tests. Court responds 

in a timely fashion to noncompliance. Following best practice DCHTC requires a substantial period of 

abstinence for phase promotion and for graduation; 30 days to move to phase II, 60 days to move to 

phase III, 90 days to move to phase IV, and  180 days for graduation. 

 

Key Component #6 A coordinated strategy governs drug court responses to participants. 

 DCHTC follows the direction in their policy manual that sets out a list of sanctions and incentives 

that are tied to positive or negative behavior. The list includes graduated incentives and sanctions to 

allow consistent responses to behaviors that are engaged in once or are repeated.  The court is 

philosophically “incentive heavy.” Addiction is considered a chronic, relapsing condition. Therapeutic 
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strategies are employed aimed at preventing return to AOD use and to help participants learn to 

manage their ambivalence toward recovery, identify situations that stimulate AOD cravings, and develop 

recovery skills. The courts recognize incremental progress toward goals of sobriety and pro-social 

behavior and incorporates graduated, therapeutic sanctions and incentives. The aim is to provide a 

comprehensive therapeutic experience. DCHTC stands out for its innovative voucher system for 

incentives and sanctions.  The use of a “stayed weekend in jail” is a particularly powerful sanction that 

has a history of gaining compliance in serious matters with actually imposing the jail sanction.  

 

Key Component #7. Ongoing judicial interaction with each drug court participant is essential. 

This court conforms to the best practice standard of an average of 3 minutes of judicial interaction with 

each participant.  Developing a trusting relationship with participants goes far beyond a ritualistic 

adherence to “time in interaction.”  In a effort to assure a connection the Judge conducts a small 

“conversation” with participants at the beginning of each status hearing.  These informal presentations 

usually engage participants in responses to questions as the Judge “teaches” lessons on everything and 

anything from soup to nuts and ticks to “The Gift of Maybe.”  When time does not allow spending the 

full 3 minutes with each participant the team and the judge employ discourse deliberately set to convey 

care and concern for the participant. Most participants appear in the court together so the judge can 

educate the person at the bench while those watching benefit from response to compliance and 

noncompliance. Incentives and sanctions are used to move participants to achievable goal.  The team 

and the Judge work to maintain a positive judicial demeanor.  

Key Component #8 Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program goals and gauge 

effectiveness.. 

 DCHTC is using an outside evaluator who has consulted on the evaluation design to assess the degree to 

which program goals are met and to determine effectiveness.  The evaluator has experience with 20  

other drug courts and is working closely with the DCHTC coordinator. A training session will follow the  

evaluation report to discuss findings and discuss recommendations on enhancing the court.  The 

evaluator presents evaluation findings and the cost benefit analysis to the DCHTC steering committee 

and to the County Board of Commissioners. 

Key Component #9. Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court planning, 

implementation, and operations. 

The entire team was given the National Drug Court Training prior to the beginning of court operations, 

but 15 years has passed and many team members have retired from the court and new members have 

joined the team.  The use of national training for new Judges (there have been three) and for core team 

members has kept the court current.  Attendance at the NADCP training conference has been supported 

when funds are available and the team has participated in the Minnesota State Training Conference as a 

group. Each new team member is required to complete the 13 hour drug court webinar. Training could 

be enhanced with the development of a training curriculum and calendar.  

Key Component #10 Forging partnerships among drug courts,  public agencies, and community-based 

organizations generates local support and enhances drug court program effectiveness. 
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DCHTC team is made up of representative from a wide range of community agencies and institutions.  

The Steering Committee.  The Dodge County Adult Drug Court Steering Committee includes executive-

level personnel or policy makers from each of the agencies involved in either or both the Adult Drug 

Court and Family Dependency Treatment Court.  The Steering Committee fosters networking and 

partnerships around issues related to confronting substance abuse and community building. The 

Steering Committee is an important link between the court and the broader community. The DCHTC  

coordinator is involved in on-going community outreach efforts to gain community support and broad 

community engagement.  
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Chapter 1. Preamble: “These are our people.” Judge Jodi Williamson 

   
The most significant challenge of treatment courts is staying focused on the transformation of a 

major part of the criminal justice system. Individuals who makeup drug court teams feel the agonism 

that comes with social change the courts take on.  Michel Foucault explains that transformation asks for 

a rethinking of basic assumptions; “[A]s soon as people begin to no longer be able to think things the 

way they have been thinking them, transformation becomes at the same time very urgent, very difficult 

and entirely possible. (trans. mod)”7 

 Evaluations of treatment courts 

traditionally assess the degree to which courts 

conform to the Ten Key Components of drug 

courts and the level of success in reaching 

specific goals.  This evaluation takes on those 

tasks with the addition of determining the extent to which this team has embraced the transformational 

understandings that provide a foundation for successful treatment courts. It takes time and training for 

any of us to change our patterns of thinking and behavior; this evaluation is designed to assist in the 

urgent rethinking that is very difficult and entirely possible.  

Drug Courts emerged as an alternative to failing criminal justice approaches to amelioration of 

drug addiction and the harm associated with it.  The “war on drugs” fostered crime-fighting methods 

with disappointing outcomes; a significant increase in incarceration (predominantly for Black 

Americans), growth in number and strength of drug cartels, a cost in the U.S. over $1 trillion, and no 

significant reduction in drug addiction and the harm associated with it.  With the failure has come a 

rethinking of the problem.  Fear and application of punishment have been replaced with a sincere effort 

to assist individuals with the real-life struggles that foster their addiction and criminal behavior. 

How treatment courts understand and respond to drug addiction and law violating behavior 

stands in stark contrast to the traditional beliefs that motivated interpretations under the “war on 

drugs.”  As of January 1, 2017, the Minnesota Judicial Branch gave credence to the movement away 

from “business as usual” by officially referring to "Drug Courts" as "Treatment Courts.” 

“Treatment courts represent a shift in the way courts are handling certain  

                                                           
7 Michel Foucault. (2000) [1981]. "So is it important to think?" In J. Faubion (ed.). Tr. Robert Hurley and others. Power 

The Essential Works of Michel Foucault 1954-1984. Volume Three. New York: New Press, p. 456. 

The most significant challenge of 

treatment courts is staying focused on 

the transformation of a major part of 

the criminal justice system. 
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offenders and working with key stakeholders in the justice system.”8  

 

The drug court model is a proven commodity.   

“Drug courts work. Drug courts are the single most successful  

intervention in our nation’s history for leading people living with substance  

use and mental health disorders out of the justice system and into lives of  

recovery and stability. Instead of viewing addiction as a moral failing, they  

view it as a disease. Instead of punishment, they offer treatment. Instead of 

  indifference, they show compassion.”9 

 

The vision in treatment courts (drug courts) relies on a kind of ethical and intellectual integrity in 

seeking to produce a new ethical form of response to substance abuse and rule violating behavior that 

foregrounds imagination, lucidity, humor, disciplined thought and practical wisdom. 10 

In creating an alternative there is a reliance on the human capacity for “ethical and intellectual 

integrity.”  Ethical in the sense that these alternatives can claim basic concepts and fundamental 

principles of decent human conduct that can be defended as supporting what is good for individuals and 

society; decent human responses that are therapeutic and good in themselves.  The focus is on how 

courts care for program participants. 

This need for employing ethical methods is 

exemplified in a drug court participant’s assertion.  

A young woman suffering from substance abuse 

was asked, “What works for you in this drug court?”  

Her response; “What works for me is when they treat me like a decent human being.” 

                                                           
8 Minnesota Judicial Branch: Treatment Courts. http://www.mncourts.gov/Help-Topics/DrugCourts.aspx 
9 National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP)  http://www.nadcp.org/treatmentcourts/ 
10 In “What is Maturity?” Hubert Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow  deal with the questions of what society is and what it could be. 
How do we create a form of life that is defensible once the basic assumptions are laid bare and open to critique. “As Foucault 
showed us…there is a kind of ethical and intellectual integrity which seeks to produce a new ethical form of life which 
foregrounds imagination, lucidity, humor, disciplined thought, and practical wisdom. Hubert Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow , “What 
Is Maturity? Habermas and Foucault on ‘What is Enlightenment?’” in Foucault: A Critical Reader, Edited by David Couzens Hoy, 
Blackwell Publishers, Cambridge, MA. 1992. 

 

“What works for me is when they 

treat me like a decent human being.” 

http://www.mncourts.gov/Help-Topics/DrugCourts.aspx
http://www.nadcp.org/treatmentcourts/
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Treatment courts are a new ethical form of response that reflect imagination, lucidity, humor, 

disciplined thought and practical wisdom.  

 Imagination: Treatment courts foster imagination in the sense of being able to form new ideas; 

new ways of understanding and addressing situations and issues related to addiction, crime, mental 

health, and treatment. Reliance on “old ways” of thinking and acting leaves us in the fix of doing the 

same things but expecting different results.  

 Lucidity: Treatment courts demand transparency.  Without transparency there can be no trust 

and participants must trust to accept the relationships necessary for recovery and a changed life.  

Individuals in conflict with the law have had no reason to trust the indifferent and punitive criminal 

justice system. Secrecy was necessary to successful apprehension and punishment.  Treatment courts 

exemplify the antithesis of indifference and penalizing behavior. 

 Humor: Treatment courts are structured to allow enjoyment in the work. Many judges claim 

that the time they spend with the treatment court is the best part of their week.  Treatment team 

members almost always answer “yes” to the question, “Do you enjoy being on this team?” Participants, 

pretty consistently, indicate that they “like a judge” (most add, “for the first time”).   

Disciplined thought: In treatment courts decisions are made with the input of experts involved 

in an interdisciplinary process of forming an effective response to participant behavior.  Best practice 

(research based) recommendations create the scaffold upon which the cross functional team builds 

responses to unique behavioral situations with collaboration and teamwork. 

 Practical wisdom: The combination of extremely high levels of incarceration with high levels of 

recidivism begs for alternatives that work, for something practical. Spending over $1 trillion with little or 

no reduction in addiction and the harm associated with it is not practical.  Treatment courts do what 

works. Research guides best practice and constant formative evaluation keeps these courts performing 

well or seeking recommendations for more effective programing.  Research documents success.  

 Because treatment courts demand a significant shift in the understanding of drug addiction and 

the importance of a therapeutic response to behaviors associated with addiction, a number of 

“tensions” or agonisms characterize team decisions.  It should not be expected that everyone on a team 

grasps the mode of thinking behind treatment courts as readily or as completely as those who admit 

they “drank the Kool-Aid.” Given this reality the evaluation will consider, along with traditional analysis, 
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the degree to which common tensions are evident in the Dodge County Hybrid Court and identify them 

for the consideration of team training and/or team building. 

 For example, there are team members who hold that there are “clear and certain rules” that 

are either followed on not followed. Decisions on the proper responses to participants, for these team 

members, are a matter of “either they did or did not.” Other team members are more inclined to see 

rules as guidelines that may be differently applied depending on the context of behavior and the 

behavioral history of the participant. What a response will do to a participant or to the program must be 

negotiated. How these negotiations are handled is important.  

Another source of tension relates to the meaning of intensive intervention. For some drug court 

team members, the development of a trusting relationship with participants allows the intensive 

intervention.  Here knowing what is going on with a participant emerges from the expectation of 

truthful sharing of daily life with success and failures participants will relate to team members. For 

others the watch word is verification.  Working to an acceptable compromise here contributes much to 

the effectiveness of a drug court team. Can the team decide on a team member’s, “I can trust what this 

participant tells me” or will it take documentation that the participant is telling the truth? Is there some 

middle ground that can be agreed upon? 

A final example maybe found 

in tensions related to differences in 

the degree to which team members 

understand and support that part of 

the mission statement that defines 

the method used to “Reduce substance abuse and criminal behavior through Drug Court by providing 

strength-based intensive intervention and rehabilitation services….”11 

 “A strengths approach offers a genuine basis for… people taking control of their own lives in 

 meaningful and sustainable ways. 

• Focus on trusting and workable relationships  

• Empowering people to take a lead in their own care process  

• Working in collaborative ways on mutually agreed upon goals  

• Drawing upon the personal resources of motivation and hope  

                                                           
11 Dodge County Adult Drug Court Program, Policy & Procedures Manual, 4th edition October 2014, p.7. 

Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court Mission: 

“Reduce substance abuse and criminal behavior 

through Drug Court by providing strength-based 

intensive intervention and rehabilitation services…” 
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• Creating sustainable change through learning and experiential growth  

A strengths approach is a specific method of working with and resolving problems experienced 

by the presenting person. It does not attempt to ignore the problems and difficulties. Rather, it 

attempts to identify the positive basis of the person’s resources (or what may need to be added) 

and strengths that will lay the basis to address the challenges resulting from the problems.”  12 

 

 Among the best advice for Treatment courts is, “Have a strong team first.”  Resolving the 

tensions that haunt treatment courts is the key to building a strong team. The tensions in drug court 

teams can be heard during staffing meetings, in the hallways or in interviews with team members. While 

the list below includes “either-or” statements it is not necessary that a team must go one way or the 

other. There is room for negotiated ground that allows consensus without a total “religious” conversion 

but with understanding and respect.   

Tensions in drug court teams, evidenced by work in twenty different courts, are reflected in the 

table of juxtaposed comments made by drug court team members during staffing meetings, in the 

hallways, or during team interviews.  

Behavior is deliberate and freely chosen.  
 

OR Behavior is motivated by the disease of 
addiction and mental illness. 

We can’t do anything if they don’t want it. 
 

OR We have to find a way to motivate them even if 
they don’t want it. 

Understand that this could be your last 
chance. 

OR This is a last chance program. 

They should not be here just to avoid prison. OR If avoiding prison gets them here we can work 
with them. 

We are working harder than they are. OR What can we do to get them more engaged? 

Being convicted of a felony does not define 
the person. 

OR Remember, that person is a felon 

You just can’t depend of their honesty. OR They are trying to overcome years of living 
dishonestly. 

If they violate a rule give them the stated 
sanction. 

OR There is some discretion when rules are broken 
like when you get pulled over for speeding, 
sometimes you get a ticket, sometimes a 
warning, that’s discretion. 

There is nothing we can do with constant 
lies. 

OR Honesty will come when they trust us, so how 
do we make that happen? 

                                                           
12 “Principles of Strength-Based Practice,” By Wayne Hammond Ph.D. Resiliency Initiatives, Calgary Alberta Canada.   
http://www.ayscbc.org/Principles%20of%20Strength-2.pdf    
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Fairness: If you do this for one do it for all. OR Situations and participants are unique and 
should be treated accordingly while staying 
within the spirit of rule directed behavior. 
 

This court is too lenient and lets participants 
get by with violating the rules.  

OR The court makes participants anxious because 
they jump on every little thing. 

  

Each treatment court has its own culture or personality with variations in perspectives on the 

best decision for specific situations.  Singlemindedness is not characteristic of drug court teams. There is 

always a range of beliefs about what is best for a participant within the spirit of a therapeutic program.  

Disagreement does not hinder the strength of a team.  The team loses strength when team members 

forget the nature of what the team is about, when the characterization of treatment courts as defined 

by the Minnesota Judicial Branch is disregarded. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Treatment courts work. Treatment courts are the 

single most successful intervention in our nation’s 

history for leading people living with substance use 

and mental health disorders out of the justice system 

and into lives of recovery and stability. Instead of 

viewing addiction as a moral failing, they  

view it as a disease. Instead of punishment, they 

offer treatment. Instead of indifference, they show 

compassion.”1 
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Chapter 2:  Introduction 
 In my first interview with the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court Judge, The Honorable Jodi 

Williamson, I learned quickly just what this court means to the Judge, the team and the community of 

Dodge. I heard about the strong support that comes from The County Board and how they understand 

the importance of being on the side of the future in dealing with substance abuse.  I learned “you can’t  

spit in Dodge County without hitting someone who has been in the court or touched by the court.  

People in this County know about this court and are generally supportive.  I learned the history of 

successes, commitment and change. I heard stories of leadership  working to get through “stormy 

waters” to keep the program functioning. There were times when the program might have been  just 

above water because the Judge had the pumps on full. Her observation that, “This is the hardest thing I 

do as a Judge, hands down, the hardest.  I lose sleep over my participants and sometimes over my team.   

I want them to succeed, I want to give them the tools to live a great life, a healthy life and raise their 

kids, happy and healthy.” Why such commitment, such concern, so much hard work? “These are our 

people.” 

  

This court distinguishes itself in a number of small things that are consistently done well and 

done with heart.  Observing so many small, mundane actions and considering the excellence the court 

has achieved  I am reminded of Daniel Chambliss’ research and his article “The Mundanity of 

Excellence.”13  Chambliss’ research documents that it is out of the small things done consistently well 

that excellence emerges and that in order to sustain this routine you have to love it.   It does not take 

long to observe in the DCHTC that these small things are not played up as grand gestures to highlight 

superior work; they are routine and mundane, done week after week with little fanfare.  There are so 

many. 

                                                           
13 The Mundanity of Excellence: An Ethnographic Report on Stratification and Olympic Swimmers. Daniel F. 
Chambliss. Sociological Theory, Vol. 7, No. 1 (Spring, 1989), pp. 70-86. 

Why such commitment, such 

concern, so much hard work? 

“These are our people.” 
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 The case managers’ reports, week after week, documenting the success and failings of 

participants with more detail than I have found in 20 other courts that I know.  No team knows 

participants as well because of them, no Judge has so much direction to use in seeking advice from her 

team. 

 The Judge’s routine open discussion with participants, week in and week out.  No grand 

pronouncements just a short examination on mundane issues, sun screen, ticks, the International Space 

Craft and living longer.    

  The Judge’s calm suggestion to join her in using “The Gift of Maybe” a short little book with 

advice about keeping things in perspective, week in and week out, that fosters balance and reflection. 

 The singing of happy birthday and presenting a birthday card to a participant; not a big deal, 

rather mundane given the quality of the choir, but done with heart. 

 The sponsorship of Sober Fest that takes so many small steps to pull off while the State 

bureaucrats create policy that makes the celebration of sobriety more difficult. 

 And, there are the graduation poems the Judge selects and reads to reflect the person who is 

graduating.  It’s just a poem, but it comes from the care and concern demonstrated week in and week 

out through 18 to 24 months of working to tamp out the disease of addiction and slowly filling that void 

with new forms of life.  On a daily basis it is quite mundane.   

 The dedication of a diverse team of professionals showing up week in and week out to assist 

participants in building good lives for themselves and their children.  Just small pieces of insight and 

advice that contribute to moving the needle slightly but contributing to a gaining momentum that 

results in changed lives.  On a day to day basis looks pretty mundane. 

 The small acts of courage to advocate for a struggling participant when compassion is needed 

even though the letter of the law has been breached.  Not a large thing at all, but over time trust 

emerges where it looked impossible, and the court moves closer to the treatment court ideal and away 

from assuming a punitive response is a therapeutic response.  

 “A Place at the Table” and welcoming participants and graduates back into the community.  Just 

a hello and a modest meal.  Week in and week out, mundane acts done with heart. 
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 The reading and responding of participant journals.  Again, week in and week out, collecting, 

reading and responding in a time crunch to foster communication and trust between participants and 

the Judge.  No grand utopian scheme here, just reading and responding, a small act with little 

recognition, bur consistently done well and with heart. 

 When you look at the “Retention Rate” that significantly surpasses State averages for Drug and 

Hybrid Courts.  When data confirms DCHTC outcomes beat National expectations in low levels of 

criminal recidivism and reduction in substance abuse along with enhanced functional status you wonder 

where it comes from.  If Chambliss is right, and I think he is, it comes from the accumulation of these 

small things done well consistently with their hearts in the day-to-day work.  It’s amazing that everyone 

can’t see this.  It is amazing that a few working with this court focus on and magnify chinks in the armor 

rather than joining the effort to contribute to the mundane, day-to-day, tasks that add up to excellence.  

  

The Programs14  
The Hybrid Model 

Dodge County Adult Treatment Court (ATC) is a hybrid treatment court that includes criminal 

offenders – Driving Under the Influence of Alcohol (gross misdemeanor and felony) – Gross 

Misdemeanors and Felony Offenders – Family Dependency Treatment Court (CHIPS files).   

Best practice is to include all participants under the hybrid umbrella with supervision and day-

to-day case management by ADC.  The ADC Case Managers must work in cooperation with MN Prairie 

Social Workers, including open and continuous communication, attendance at Case Planning 

Conferences, and coordination of services.   

1. The Adult Treatment Court.   

 (MN Judicial Branch has changed the name of Adult Drug Courts to Adult Treatment Courts to 

emphasize that these courts are aimed at treatment.  Throughout this report this name change will be 

respected, but old habits are hard to break and ask when you see “Drug Court” read it as “Treatment 

Court.”) 

                                                           
14 This section describing background, history, mission, vision, values and guiding principles is taken from Dodge 
County Adult Drug Treatment Court Program Policies and Procedures Manual and from Dodge County Family 
Dependency Treatment Court Policies and Procedures Manual. 
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Background 

Treatment courts were first initiated in the late 1980’s in an effort to reduce the abuse of 

drugs/alcohol and related criminal activity.  Treatment courts offer an option for individuals whose 

criminal justice involvement is central to their alcohol and other drug (AOD) use.  In exchange for 

successful completion of a treatment program, the court may dismiss the original charge, reduce or set 

aside a sentence, offer some lesser penalty.  

Treatment courts represent a non-traditional approach for offenders who have a moderate to 

severe substance abuse disorder.  These courts are built upon a unique partnership between the 

criminal justice system and the drug treatment community, where specific treatment intervention is 

structured around frequent review hearings with a single Treatment court judge.  This allows for a 

relationship to form between the offender and judge, which helps reinforce the offender’s commitment 

to fight addiction.  Treatment courts are dependent upon the creation of a non-adversarial courtroom 

atmosphere where the judge and a dedicated team of court officers and staff work together toward a 

common goal of breaking the cycle of drug abuse and criminal behavior. 

Treatment courts transform the roles of both criminal justice practitioners and AOD treatment 

providers. The judge is the central figure in a team effort that focuses on sobriety and accountability as 

the primary goals.  Because the judge takes on the role of trying to keep participants engaged in 

treatment, providers can effectively focus on developing a therapeutic relationship with the participant.  

In turn, treatment providers keep the court informed of each participant's progress so that incentives 

and sanctions can be provided.  

Treatment courts create an environment with clear and certain rules. The rules are definite, 

easy to understand, and most important, compliance is within the individual's control. The rules are 

based on the participant's performance and are measurable.  For example, the participant appears in 

court or does not, attends treatment sessions or does not, or drug testing reveals use or abstinence.  

The participant's performance is immediately and directly communicated to the judge, who rewards 

progress or penalizes noncompliance. A treatment court establishes an environment that the participant 

can understand—a system in which clear choices are presented and individuals are encouraged to take 

control of their own recovery.  
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Program Overview  

The Adult Treatment Court in Dodge County, Minnesota is an eighteen to twenty-four month intensive 

program that utilizes a strength-based approach for participants and/or their families.  resources can be 

applied to building solutions to combat addiction and criminal conduct.  The Adult Treatment Court is 

post adjudication.  The initial “Phases”  of the treatment court intervention are intensive, gradually 

transitioning into less intensive intervention as the participant progresses.  Throughout the program, 

participants are linked with appropriate specialized and ancillary services.  The court may also impose 

additional requirements, as deemed appropriate. 

The Dodge County Adult Treatment Court is a program that has been specifically designed and 

staffed to supervise non-violent adult drug and alcohol defendants who have been referred to a 

comprehensive and judicially monitored program of drug treatment and rehabilitation services.  For 

those who qualify, the Dodge County Adult Treatment Court is an alternative strategy to incarceration or 

traditional probation. 

Because of the unique problems and opportunities that present themselves in working with 

drug/alcohol involved criminal defendants, intervention and rehabilitation strategies must be “reality-

based”.  The Dodge County Adult Treatment Court program must therefore recognize that: 

▪ Addicts/alcoholics are most vulnerable to successful intervention when they are in the crisis of 

initial arrest and incarceration, so intervention must be immediate. 

▪ Preventing gaps in communication and ensuring offender accountability are of critical 

importance, so court supervision must be coordinated and comprehensive. 

▪ Substance abuse seldom exists in isolation from other serious problems that undermine 

rehabilitation, so intervention must include other available services and resources such as 

educational assessments and job placement. 

▪ Relapse and intermittent progress are part of the recovery process, so graduated sanctions and 

incentives must be integral to the adult treatment court intervention strategy. 

The program will include a focus on family issues.  It is recognized that some families involved within 

the program are dysfunctional and, despite the program’s best efforts, will not change sufficiently to 

support the offender’s needs.  The Dodge County Adult Treatment Court must therefore equip 

participants with life and coping skills and, if necessary, strive to find alternative role models. 

The Team 
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 The team is made up of individuals representing the Courts (the Judge, Law Clerk, substitute 

Judge, and Court Administrator); the Treatment Court Staff (Coordinator, Case Manager); the County 

Attorney’s Office (two Asst. County Attorneys); The Public Defender’s Office (two Asst. Public 

Defenders); Treatment Programs (Owner/substance abuse treatment provider); Mental Health Therapy 

Providers (Owner/Mental Health Therapist); Law Enforcement (three Investigators from Sheriff’s Office); 

Victim Services (Victims’ Advocate); Women’s Shelter ( Abuse Counselor); Probation (two Probation 

Agents); Child Protective Services (three Child Protection Workers); Chemical Health Assessment (Rule 

25 Assessor); Guardian ad Litem Program (a Guardian ad Litem); and the Faith Community (two local 

Pastors).  

Mission 

Reduce substance abuse and criminal behavior through treatment court by providing strength-

based intensive intervention and rehabilitation services while empowering participants and their 

families to build a pro-social, positive lifestyle. 

Goals 

The Dodge County Adult Treatment Court has three primary goals: 

Goal 1:  Promote Public Safety 

Goal 2:  Reduce Systems Costs 

Goal 3:  Improve Offender and Family Functioning 

 

2. The Dodge County Family Dependency Treatment Court (FDTC) 

 

The Dodge County Family Dependency Treatment Court (FDTC) provides an alternative to the traditional 

juvenile court process in abuse, neglect, and dependency cases where identified parental substance 

abuse is a primary factor.   

 

The current juvenile court system, with the traditional prosecutor and defense functions, 

coupled with standard court procedures and infrequent hearings, often reinforces the participant’s 

denial of substance abuse issues. The FDTC model transforms the roles of those involved in the court 

process and establishes a coordinated systemic approach focusing on sobriety and accountability.  

 

Following are key components: 
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More frequent court hearings with one judge. 

▪ A team approach to helping participants work toward treatment and parenting goals. 
▪ Focus on quick access to chemical health assessment, treatment, and aftercare/continuing care. 
▪ Comprehensive case management and monitoring. 
▪ Incentives and sanctions used for progress or lack thereof in meeting chemical health and 

parenting goals. 
▪ Four program phases. 

 

Background 

Dodge County FDTC became operational on June 1, 2011.  The program has had one participant 

complete the program.  During the FDTC Retreat on July 18, 2014, the FDTC Team decided to continue 

the FDTC program and participation has continued to increase.  

 

Vision 

All Dodge County families are safe, healthy, and self-sufficient. 

Mission Statement 

The mission of the Dodge County FDTC is to reduce substance abuse among participants and support 

positive lifestyles for the participants and their families by empowering them through the provision of 

strength-based intensive intervention through services tailored to their needs, all with the intent of 

permanency for children – ideally through reunification. 

Core Values 

Dodge County’s FDTC values the following: 

▪ Safety and well-being for all family members. 
▪ Permanency for children. 
▪ Sobriety and abstinence. 
▪ Accountability. 
▪ Empowerment. 
▪ Respect.  
▪ Collaboration. 
▪ Efficacy. 

 
Guiding Principles 

Accordingly, Dodge County’s FDTC is guided by the following principles in establishing policies and 

procedures and in making decisions pertaining to individual participants and their families: 

▪ We will focus on assuring that children are safe and permanency is established.  
▪ We will support participants who seek recovery from substance abuse or addiction in order to 

prevent the reoccurrence of child maltreatment, neglect, and abuse. 
▪ We will provide the opportunity to participate in intensive interventions that build on 

participant and family strengths and support positive lifestyles.  
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▪ We will be clear about expectations for participants and will hold them accountable in an 
immediate and consistent manner. 

▪ We will collaborate in achieving the goals and objectives of this Court.   
 

Getting serious with effective evaluation 

 It is time that we get serious about confronting drug abuse issues and recognize that what we 

have been doing to protect our communities from the scourges of substance abuse is more ritualistic 

than productive.  On July 14, 2015 in an address to the NAACP in Philadelphia President Barack Obama 

called for a change in how our Criminal Justice System is working.  "The eyes of more Americans have 

been opened to this truth," Obama said. "The good news -- truly good news -- is that good people of all 

political persuasions are starting to think we need to do something about this.”15 “Getting serious” 

demands that we consider the research findings that tell us to move away from punitive approaches 

that cost too much and give our communities far too little benefit. To accept “business-as-usual” rather 

than to focus on an ever improving process of employing the best practices available to us is to ignore 

the evidence.   In the work with Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court we found voice for replacing 

processes that have become ritualized and ineffective with the promise and positive experience encased 

in the methods proposed by the drug court model.    

The discourse with which these courts are discussed gives credence to how they differ from 

“business-as-usual” in criminal justice and the drug and alcohol treatment industry.  At the NADCP 19th   

Annual Training Conference in Washington, DC, the pioneering effort of this work was emphasized.  

                                                           

15 Kevin Liptak, CNN White House Producer Wed July 15, 2015 

“Getting serious” demands that we 

consider the research findings that tell us 

to move away from punitive approaches 

that cost too much and give our 

communities far too little benefit. 



35 
 

“It’s an exploration of a new way of thinking.  It’s important to understand that pioneering is not only 

what you do.  It’s how you think.  It’s a state of mind more than action” (Bertrand Piccard)16.   

The argument presented in this evaluation is “pioneering” as well.  The sense of what the people 

in these courts accomplish cannot be fully understood by considering  the numbers that record 

activities, time-frames, change and completion. We analyze these numbers as a way of quantifying 

progress toward measurable goals. An added focus is assessment and explanation  of what is going on 

under these numbers.  

Alvin Gouldner17 In discussing his methodology speaks of the importance of “getting close” to 

the group you are trying to understand.  “Sociology may miss a great deal if it tries to be too quantitative 

too soon.  Data are not nobler because they are quantitative… Lord Nelson, greatest of all admirals, 

after explaining to his ship captains the plan of attack he intended to use at the battle of Trafalgar, went 

on to say, ‘No captain can go too far wrong by placing his ship alongside that of his enemy.’  In the same 

way, no one who studies a group will go far wrong if he (sic.) gets close to it and by whatever means are 

available observes all he (sic.) can.…”18 

Through close observation, interviews and talking in the halls the validity and reliability is 

increased and makes it possible to provide more helpful direction.  Looking under the numbers helps in 

forming recommendations for these teams in the hope that this work assists in meeting the milestones 

which fulfills the eighth key component of drug court; “Monitoring and evaluation measure the 

achievement of program goals and gauge effectiveness.”  The purpose is to direct: “Management and 

monitoring systems (to) provide timely and accurate information about program operations to the drug 

court’s managers, enabling them to keep the program on course, identify developing problems, and 

make appropriate procedural changes.”19 

Changing Lives While Changing Criminal Justice Practice 

 Put simply, this evaluation is designed to give guidance to Dodge County Hybrid Treatment 

Court; its purpose is to provide an objective assessment for those who strive to apply the drug court 

model in communities that may be split on a model which uses a combination of accountability and 

                                                           
16 Bertrand Piccard.  Change Attitude.  http://bertrandpiccard.com/exploration-in-brief?width=1366#1 
17 Alvin Gouldner, Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy, The Free Press of Glenco, New York, 1954. 
18 George Homans, The Human Group, Harcourt, Brace and Company, New York, 1950, p 22. 
19 Defining Drug Courts: The 10 Key Components,  National Association of Drug Court Professionals, Drug Court 

Standards committee.  Drug Courts Program Office, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, 1997 
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treatment to compel and support drug-using offenders to change their lives.  Being at the forefront of 

initiating treatment courts is difficult because not only are the people on these teams learning a “new 

way” themselves, but they have to constantly defend the approach to those in the community who do 

not “get it.”   

Treatment courts have rightly been seen as the shining example of what works in the justice 

system. According to NIJ, by June 30, 2015 over 3,142 drug courts were operating in the  U.S..  Patience, 

commitment and constant reflection on what is working and what is not working will contribute to the 

realization of effective drug court teams.  It is the wisdom in the eighth Key Component of the Drug 

Court model; “Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program goals and gauge 

effectiveness.”20  Probably the most important aspect of this evaluation is to assist and encourage these 

courts in focusing on revising and renewing processes to enhance their effectiveness. Evaluating the 

work of these teams has to take into account what they are trying to do and with what they are working.  

Graduation and retention rates are far too crude as measures of success or failure.  Judges talk 

convincingly of drug court models as the exemplars of the future in the criminal justice system and 

indicate concern for the various levels of commitment to these new models.  They speak of resistance to 

the change in philosophy within and outside the various systems that have to come together to make it 

work.  Drug treatment relies on enticing addicts to change; the justice system has used the threat and 

the imposition of punishment as a hammer for change.  We know that the imposition of power, the use 

of force, is immature and ineffective.   

To add complexity, these traditional systems have conducted their business under the 

assumption that mental health issues are confounding factors that make success more elusive, but can’t 

effectively be taken into account.   A treatment court judge put it bluntly, “…there are three kinds of 

people I deal with in drug court, people I can help, people who are criminals that this court can’t help 

and then there are people with mental health issues; I don’t have any idea what to do with them.”  

Emphasis on treatment and mental health issues in the Dodge County Court is opening up these issues 

and learning to deal with them.   

                                                           
20 Defining Drug Courts: U.S. Department of Justice Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance In 

collaboration with National Association of Drug Court Professionals 

 THE KEY COMPONENTS   https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/bja/205621.pdf 

 



37 
 

To determine whether or not the treatment court teams under consideration are accomplishing 

what these courts are designed to accomplish, and to provide guidance, it is necessary to first document 

that these teams are actually following the drug court model.  “Does the program follow the design and 

philosophy set out in the 10 Key Components?”21 

 These drug court teams have as their goal to reduce criminal behavior and the abuse of drugs 

and alcohol, but in a larger sense their mission is to transform individuals; to assist individuals who are 

drug or alcohol involved to gain a level of functional status shared by the majority of law-abiding 

citizens.  The drug court model asks us to not only assist the transformation of those who are seriously 

drug involved, it asks us to transform ourselves.  Michel Foucault explains that it is only when one can no 

longer think things as one formerly thought them that transformation is possible and when we loosen 

our grip on past practices and accept a new understanding then transformation becomes likely.   

Seeing is Believing  

After observation in the courts, in the staffings and in the hallways there are undeniable factors that 

emerge which say more than our numbers are capable of saying.  To reject or discount findings of this 

kind is a serious mistake for rural courts that will never have large enough numbers to satisfy the 

assumptions of statistical analysis.   We are sympathetic with the effort of individuals like Dr. Douglas 

Marlowe, Chief of Science, Law and Policy for the National Association of Drug Court Professionals, who 

has employed scientifically rigorous methods to document the effectiveness of the drug court model in 

an ever expanding number of applications including Adult Drug Courts, Family Dependency Treatment 

Courts, Veterans Courts, Mental Health Courts, and now, Reentry Courts.  The work he and other 

researchers have completed gives us confidence that the drug court model, when appropriately applied, 

is our best hope in dealing with the struggles drug-involved individuals face.  And the best hope for the 

struggle faced by criminal justice and substance abuse treatment systems in mitigating the harm drug 

abuse can cause in our communities. The benefits of engaging drug-involved individuals in these courts, 

according to Marlowe, are overwhelming and obvious.   

The implementation of direct observation, collection of data from drug court records, survey 

analysis, individual interviews with team members and with participants, comparing what is found with 

“business-as-usual” and their outcomes allows an understanding of how these teams are being effective 

and what may help to make them more effective.   The promise in these courts far exceeds any 

                                                           
21THE KEY COMPONENTS   https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/bja/205621.pdf 
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competing attempt to foster enhanced quality of life for the community, the teams, and the individuals 

suffering the effects of substance abuse.  
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Chapter 3.  Methodology 
The evaluation provides data, analysis and recommendations with the intent of enhancing 

effectiveness of the DCHTC program. (Key Component # 8) The process evaluation  emphasizes an 

assessment of the degree to which the court meets the spirit and letter of the 10 key components of 

drug courts, follows the recommendations in Vol. I and II of the Adult Drug Court Best Practice Standards 

and conforms to “Minnesota Offender Treatment Court Standards.” See process related evaluation 

questions below. 

 In addition, an outcome evaluation  determines the degree to which the court realizes its 

“primary goals:” 1: Enhance public safety; 2: Reduce substance abuse; 3: Reduce recidivism; 4: Reduce 

system costs; 5: Enhance functional status of participants. The evaluation plan is designed to conform to 

recommendations of The National Research Advisory Committee for Adult Drug Court Performance 

Measurement Systems, developed with BJA Technical Assistance. 

In assessing program operations, implementation and overall service delivery (process 
evaluation) the following evaluation questions mirror those found in MN Statewide Drug Court 
Evaluation.22 

 

Evaluation Questions 

 

PART I: PROCESS EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
I. Target Population and eligibility screening 

▪ Are screening measures consistent with best practice recommendations and consistently 

utilized to determine eligibility?   

▪ How well do participants reflect the target population? 

▪ Does the court serve the appropriate number in the target population for the geographic 

area? 

▪ Why do some applicants reject participation in the court? 

▪ Do program participants reflect the arrestee population in the county? 

 

II. Expediency (Key Component #3) 

▪ Length of time from arrest (charge) to referral to the court; from referral to acceptance ; from 

referral to first court services; from arrest to first treatment; etc.   

▪ Are expediency recommendations for drug court (referral, acceptance, DOA screening, 

referral to treatment, participation in treatment) realized by the court? 

                                                           
22 
http://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/assets/documents/reports/MN_Statewide_Drug_Court_Evaluatio
n_Report_-_Final_Public.pdf 
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III.  COURT PROCESSES (Key Component # 2, 4, 5, 6 & 7) 

A. Court Interaction with Participants 

▪ Are due process rights of participants protected and do the courts reflect a non-adversarial 

approach to resolving issues? 

▪ Number of court appearances and length of time the judge spends interacting with 

participants during status hearings? 

▪ Does the judge exhibit a “positive judicial demeanor?  (e.g., respectful, fair, attentive, 

enthusiastic, consistent/predictable, caring, and knowledgeable)? 

B. Incentives and Sanctions 

▪ Number and type types of incentives granted and sanctions imposed for participants?  

▪ How long after an incident (positive or negative) was there a court response?   

▪ Does the court impose graduated sanctions? 

C. Drug Testing 

▪ How many drug tests required; number positive/negative and schedule followed? 

▪ Reliability and validity of drug tests; comply with best practice recommendations?  

D. Phase Advancement 

▪ Do participants move from stage to stage and to graduation as expected in keeping with the 

court guidelines?  Can clients depend on the stated advancement process?   

E. Graduation 

▪ What percent of individuals accepted as participants graduate from the program, retention 

rate? 

▪ What variables differentiate graduates from terminations?  

▪ Are stated court graduation requirements necessary and sufficient for graduation? 

▪ Is the aftercare component (Relapse Prevention Program) developed and functioning 

effectively? Why or why not? 

 

IV.  TEAM APPROACH: STRENGTH OF THE TEAM (KEY COMPONENT #1) 

▪ Does the team work collaboratively for the betterment of participants and how do team 

members rate the level of team strength and effectiveness? 

▪ Does the team represent a broad spectrum of stakeholders in the community and are  

stakeholders given a voice in decision making (steering committee)? 

 

V.  PARTICIPANT PERCEPTIONS. 

▪ What are the participants’ experiences with the judge; case manager; coordinator?  

▪ What are the participants’ experiences with the court; what was most helpful?  

▪ What reasons do participants give for choosing to participate in the court instead of going 

through a more traditional criminal justice process?   

 

VI.  TRAINING (KEY COMPONENT 9) 
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▪ How much and what type of training did team members receive; what is needed, is it 

relevant, current and beneficial?  

 

VII. COMMUNITY SUPPORT (KEY COMPONENT #10) 

▪ What type of support does the community offer for the court? 

 

VIII. POLICY AND PROCEDURES.  (KEY COMPONENT #1) 

▪ Are all policies and procedures clearly defined in writing and are they followed? 

 

Part II:  PROGRAM OUTCOME Analysis   (Outcome Goals) 

Outcome Evaluation Questions 
I.  RETENTION (Goal: Program Completion) 

▪ What is the retention rate? 

▪ Do participants complete treatment? 

II.  SOBRIETY (Goal:  Reduce substance abuse) 

▪ Days sober at graduation, at phase promotion, after graduation? 

▪ Number of positive DOA tests? 

 

III. RECIDIVISM (Goals: Enhance public safety and Reduce Recidivism) 

▪ Are re-arrest and charged offense rates lower for graduates than for the comparison groups 

(with equal time periods) at graduation; at 3 and 5 years after graduation? 

▪ Are re-arrest and charged offense rates lower for graduates than would be expected 

(assuming expectation calculations) if the court were not in operation? 

▪ Are “risk and needs” (LS/CMI, RANT scores) levels and offense rates reduced for court 

participants? 

 

IV.  FUNCTIONAL STATUS OF PARTICIPANTS (Goal: Assist in participant wellbeing.) 

▪ Do participants indicate a more positive sense of wellbeing at graduation than at entry to the 

court? Are “risk and needs” levels reduced (LS/CMI scores)? Are measures of wellbeing 

increased? 

 

V. ACCESS TO SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND MENGAL HEALTH TREATMENT 

▪ Do participants receive appropriate substance abuse treatment? 

▪ Do participants receive appropriate auxiliary services (mental health)? 

▪ Do participants and team members feel the needs of participants are being met by treatment, 

counseling and auxiliary services?  
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PART III: COST EFFECTIVENESS AND BENEFIT ANALYSIS QUESTIONS. 
GOAL:  Reduce Systems Costs 

▪ Is the net investment per participant lower for DCHTC participants than would be the case if 

traditional process were used?  

▪ What is the cost benefit of the court to Dodge County? 

Methodology:  

Part I: Process Evaluation  

The process evaluation questions are addressed with data from:  

1. Tracking sheets, Dodge County Drug Court Database, Case Managers’ Weekly Progress for  

Participants Report, Adult Drug Court Initial Screening Forms and referral/processing forms. 

Demographic data allows analysis of how representative participants are of broader target population. 

Dates of referral, substance abuse screening, acceptance, referral to treatment and entry into treatment 

are recorded on the tracking sheets and can be up-loaded into Excel files and processed with Excel Pivot 

Table and statistical software for analysis.  

2. Interviews were conducted with of almost all team members and a representative sample of active 

participants along with graduates of the program.  Team interviews were 20 minute structured phone 

interviews.  Participants and graduates were interviewed face-to-face. These interviews were directed 

by a prepared interview schedule but included an invitation to initiate threads of discussion that may 

reveal emergent issues that may point to successes or problems that should be noted. Observational 

data was also collected in 16 weekly staffing meetings and status hearings employed to document the 

tone, and effectiveness of interactions in the status hearings and in the staffing meetings.  Data gleaned 

from informal “in the halls” conversations is also incorporated into the analysis. 

3. A team survey (in use nationally) was employed to assess the strength of the DCHTC team. A second 

survey that assesses the degree to which the milestones associated with the 10 key components are 

realized by DCHTC was used to speak to process.  Both surveys are online instruments that allowed team 

members to complete them at their computers.  A short, five item, paper and pencil survey was used to 

get team members’ reaction to a new ‘Knock and Chat” policy.  Participants completed a paper and 

pencil “Participant Survey”  to get data on perceptions of their wellbeing,  the fairness in the court, the 

level of respect from the team , and their assessment of the action and ‘judicial demeanor” of the Judge.  

Comparisons  

Referral process: compare to referral process policy, other MN Drug Courts and with 
best practice recommendations.  

Client demographics: compare to target population as defined in Policy Manual. 
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Expediency data: compare to best practice recommendations and with 2012 Minnesota 
Statewide Evaluation data  and 2017 MN State Tracking Sheet Report. 
 

“Judicial Demeanor” and 
Judge’s engagement with 
participants: 

compare to 3-minute average - best practice recommendation and 
with other MN Drug Courts. 

Drug testing: compare to best practice recommendations for frequency, protocol,  
and randomness.  

Phase advancement, 
 graduation and  
after care: 

compare to best practice recommendations, stated policy, and data 
from other MN drug courts. 

Team functioning: compare to other MN Drug Court data and best practice 
recommendations. 

Participant  
perceptions: 

compare survey results and interview data.  Show comparative data 
for survey data. 

 
 
   

Part II: Program Outcomes and Goals.  
 
CRIME REDUCTION 

 

• Recidivism is measured with data taken from Minnesota Public Access (MPA) Remote which 

offers access to case information via the internet for certain court records in the Minnesota 

Court Information System (MNCIS).  Criminal case numbers, date of charge, type of crime and 

disposition are listed under names of individuals living in Minnesota.  By counting the number 

and type of criminal charges in the three-year window from discharge date to three years after 

this date a record of number and type of charge was completed for each discharged participant.  

The same process was used with the three-year window prior to entry into the court.  Criminal 

charges for three-years before and three-years after were recorded in an Excel file.  For 

comparison group members the three-year windows were separated at the date of the criminal 

charge that would have likely resulted in a referral to the DCHTC if the time frame and residency 

was right. 

FUNCTIONAL STATUS OF PARTICIPANTS 

• Participant “wellbeing” is determined by risk/need scores, employment status, stability of 

housing, education level, driver’s license status, payment of child support, and care for mental 

health issues.  The level of attainment in these areas is measured at entry and again at discharge 

and compared for percent change.  A perception of “wellbeing” survey will be used to collect 
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self-report data on “wellbeing.” Qualitative data from face-to-face interviews for both 

participants and team members will provide deep description of any enhancement or lack of 

enhancement in this area.  

SOBRIETY 

• Sobriety will be measured by  the number and distribution of positive drug tests.  Drug testing 

sequences are examined to determine the length of time individuals are remaining “drug free” 

and the level of rigor in the drug testing process.  Phase advancement and graduation data 

reveal insights into sobriety levels.  The “retention” numbers are collected and recorded in 

tracking sheets. These data can be compared with drug courts throughout the state of 

Minnesota by accessing the Statewide Drug Court Evaluation, 2012.  

TREATMENT 

• Substance abuse treatment, counseling and axillary service availability and participation are 

assessed with Tracking Sheet and Dodge County Drug Court Database data.  Interviews with 

team members also provides information in this area. Data collected on the number, type and 

length of time in treatment will be analyzed and compared with best practice recommendations 

and with available data from other MN drug courts.  

Comparisons:  
 

 

Recidivism  
 

Before-after comparison of charged offenses  
for participants.   
Charged offenses for three comparison 
groups with “matched” individuals 
contrasted with the same kind of data for 
DCHTC participant groups.  

Functional Status Compare entry data to discharge data on 
driver’s license status, employment, 
education, housing, risk scores, payment of 
child support and care fro mental health. 

Sobriety Compare drug testing sequences for positive 
tests and gaps that might allow non-detected 
use.  Compare testing to stated DCHTC policy 
and best practice recommendations. 

Treatment Compare treatment availability to need as 
described by team members.  Compare 
treatment programs for strength of 
treatment offerings. 
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PART III: COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS  

The analysis of cost benefit relies on 1. research on federal, state and local budget spending on 

substance abuse and addiction and what lower recidivism and reduced substance means for cost 

savings; 2. the often-overlooked consideration of what it means for local cost savings when individuals 

go from abusing controlled substances to sobriety, and 3. cost data comparisons for drug court and 

“business-as-usual.” Examination of expenditures include incarceration (jail and/or prison), arrest, 

booking, employment, public assistance, crime victimization, and social services.  A comparison of costs 

to benefits is offered following a well-respected Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) model. 
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Chapter 4.  Demographics 
 The tables and figures in this section describe the distribution of DCHTF participants  on a 

number of demographic variables including some that pertain more to individuals suffering from 

substance abuse addiction.  Most of the data for these distributions come from the DCHTC State 

Tracking Sheet, some are drawn from the Dodge County Drug Court Database.  The population size for 

distributions that come from the DCHTC Tracking Sheet is 138.  These data include all participants 

entering the program since July 2007, the date the Minnesota Judicial Branch mandated using the State 

Tracking Sheet for collecting and reporting drug court (treatment court) activity.  Data used to describe 

demographic distributions available in the Dodge County Drug Court Database include all participants 

who have entered DCHTC with an N = 194. The “Record Count” (number of charges in criminal history)  

distribution was pulled from the  MN Courts: Minnesota Public Access (MPA) system. 

Distribution by Age. 

 The average age of all participants at the time of entry in the program is 31 (figure 4-1).  Active 

participants  averaged 27, graduates 32 and individuals discharged early averaged 30 years of age.    

Figure 4-2 presents the same data in percentages. 

 

 

18 - 20 21 - 25 26 - 30 31 - 35 36 - 40 41 - 45 46 - 50 51+

Active 2 5 1 2 1 1

Graduated 3 17 17 20 7 5 7 3

Discharged Early 8 15 6 7 3 3 3 2

Figure 4-1 Disrtibution of Active, Graduated and 
Early Discharged by Age at Entry
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Males made up 70 percent of all participants since 2007.   Active participants are divided 42 

percent female and 58 percent male.  For graduates  68 percent are male with 32 percent female and 74 

percent of early discharges are male with 26 percent female. 

 

 

18 - 20 21 - 25 26 - 30 31 - 35 36 - 40 41 - 45 46 - 50 51+

Active 17 42 8 17 8 8

Graduated 4 22 22 25 9 6 9 4

Discharged Early 17 32 13 15 6 6 6 4

Figure 4-2 Percent Distribution of Active, 
Graduated and Early Discharges by Age at Entry

Female Male

Active 5 7

Graduated 25 54

Terminated 12 35

Figure 4-3 Distribution of Active, Graduated 
and Early Discharges by Gender
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 The distribution by race/ethnicity for all participants reflects the population distribution of 

Dodge County.  Table 4-1 deserves some concern in that, while the numbers are very small, caution 

should be taken due to the higher percent of  Hispanic, Black and American Indian individuals discharged 

early.  

Table 4-1  Percent Distribution by Race/Ethnicity for Active, Graduated and Early Discharges 

Race/Ethnicity Active Graduated Discharged Early Total 

American Indian or Alaska Native 8% 1% 4% 3% 

Black or African American 0% 1% 2% 1% 

Hispanic or Latino 0% 1% 13% 5% 

White 92% 96% 81% 91% 

                                Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

 A majority of DCHTC participants reported they were single at the time of entry into the court.  

Only 13 percent were married and 16 percent were divorced.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4-3 Distribution of Participants by 
Number of Children 

Number of Children Number of Participants 

0 70 

1 45 

2 40 

3 22 

4 10 

5 4 

6 3 

           Total 194 

Table 4-2  Distribution, Number and Percent, by Marital Status at Entry 

Marital Status Number Percent 

DIVORCE 32 16% 

LIVING AS MARRIED 4 2% 

MARRIED 25 13% 

SEPARATED 10 5% 

SINGLE 120 62% 

WIDOWER 1 1% 

Grand Total 194  
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 Table 4-3 shows the number of children participants reported at the time of entry to the court.  

The table points out that there are 269 children that have been directly impacted by the efforts of 

DCHTC.   

 The majority of entering participants had an educational attainment of a diploma/GED or more.  

Individuals who came into the program with less than a diploma or GED were somewhat less likely to 

graduate from the program (see table 4-4) 

Table 4-4 Percent Distribution for Active, Graduated and 
Early Discharges by Educational Status at Entry. 

Educational Status at Entry Active Graduated 
Discharged 

Early 
Total 

4 year degree 0% 1% 0% 1% 

Technical degree 0% 6% 11% 7% 

Attended College 8% 23% 13% 18% 

Diploma/GED 58% 54% 40% 50% 

Completed 11th grade 17% 5% 17% 10% 

Completed 10th grade 8% 6% 9% 7% 

Completed 9th grade 8% 3% 9% 5% 

8th grade or less 0% 1% 2% 1% 

                         Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

  

Almost 60 percent of entering participants were accepted into the program unemployed.  When 

you consider that the average age of these entering participants is 31 you get the idea that the program 

is dealing with individuals who would be established in a career if not for the disease of addiction.   

Table 4-5  Percent Distribution for Active, Graduated and 

Early Discharged by Employment Status at Entry 

Employment Status 
 at Entry 

Active Graduated 
Early 
Discharged 

Grand 
Total 

Full-time 25% 25% 30% 27% 

Not Applicable 0% 3% 4% 3% 

Part-time 17% 9% 13% 11% 

Unemployed 58% 63% 53% 59% 

                    Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

 Half of entering participants reported no stable housing at entry, 22 percent claimed a “facility” 

and 28 percent indicated “temporary” as their housing situation (see table 4-6).  
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Table 4-6  Percent Distribution for Active, Graduated and 

Early Dischargers by Housing Situation at Entry 

 Housing Situation 
Active Graduated 

Early 
Discharged 

Total 

Facility  42% 20% 21% 22% 

Own 0% 27% 15% 20% 

Rent 33% 27% 32% 29% 

Temporary 25% 27% 32% 28% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

 Only 1/3 of entering participants possessed a valid driver’s license, the other 2/3 had a 

cancelled, revoked or suspended license.  In rural Minnesota the lack of a valid driver’s license is an 

invitation to a series of police encounters for driving without.  In a small county like Dodge it’s hard to 

drive illegally without notice. 

Table 4-7 Percent Distribution of Active, Graduates and Early Discharges by 

Status of Driver’s License at Entry 

Status of Driver’s License Active Graduated Early Discharges Total 

Cancelled 17% 32% 23% 28% 

Limited 0% 1% 0% 1% 

Never acquired a driver's license 0% 3% 6% 4% 

Revoked 42% 23% 26% 25% 

Suspended 0% 11% 13% 11% 

Valid 42% 30% 32% 32% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

  

 Ninety-four percent of entering participants were assessed as dependent for their substance 

abuse level.  These were people who were seriously suffering from the disease of addiction.  Over half of 

these individuals were addicted to methamphetamine  in addition to abusive use of alcohol.  

Table 4-8 Percent Distribution of Active, Graduates, and 

Early Discharged by Initial Chemical Health Assessment Level 

Initial Chemical Health  
Assessment Level 

Active Graduated 
Discharged 

Early 
Total 

Abusing 0% 5% 4% 4% 

Dependent 100% 94% 94% 94% 

Substance Use Disorder 0% 1% 2% 1% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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 Most of the participants accepted into the program (85%) had risk levels assessed as 

“moderate” to “very high.”  Currently active members have risk levels that are significantly higher on 

average than graduates or early discharged participants.   

Table 4-9  Percent Distribution for Active, Graduated and 

Early Discharged by Risk Assessment Levels 

Risk Assessment Levels Active Graduated Early Discharged Total 

Very High 25% 6% 9% 9% 

High 67% 23% 19% 25% 

Medium/High 0% 10% 13% 10% 

Moderate 8% 39% 51% 41% 

Low/Moderate 0% 16% 6% 12% 

Low 0% 5% 2% 4% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

The actual risk scores can be seen in table ???.  The average scores are included at the 

bottom of the table for active participants, graduates and those who were discharged early.  The 

scores associated with the various levels are: 

1) less than or equal to 13 are Low Risk,  

2) 14 through 23 are Low/Moderate Risk, 

3)  24 through 33 are Moderate Risk,  

4) 34 through 40 are High/Moderate Risk,  

5) 41 or greater are High Risk. 

 

Table 4-10 Distribution for Active, Graduates and Early 
Discharged by Risk Score at Entry 

Risk Score Active Graduated 
Early 

Discharged 

13 or less 0 5 1 

14 – 23 5 25 8 

24 – 33 6 38 28 

34 – 40 1 10 9 

41 or more 0 1 1 

 Average score 25 25 28 
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 The crosstab (table 4-11) presents the number of admission types and whether they were first 

time admissions or re-admitted.  The re-admitted participants were most often referred through the 

cooperation with probation.  Success sometimes comes with a second or third chance. 

 

 

Record count is the number of cases listed for an individual in the Minnesota Public Access 

(MPA) Remote system. This system “…offers access to case information via the internet for certain court 

records in the Minnesota Court Information System (MNCIS).”23  Table 4-12 shows that individuals who 

were discharged before graduation were admitted to the program with a somewhat higher record count 

than graduates . 

                                                           
23 Minnesota Judicial Branch: Access Case Records. http://www.mncourts.gov/Access-Case-Records.aspx 

Table 4-11 Percent Distribution of Admission Type by First Admission or Re-admission 

  First-time or Re-admission  

Admission Type First Time 
Admission 

Re-
admitted 

Grand 
Total 

Post Adjudicatory 56% 13% 52% 

Probation Violation 31% 40% 32% 

Probation Violation with a new 
offense 

12% 47% 16% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 

Table 4-12 Distribution of Active, Graduated and Early Discharged 
 by Criminal Record Count.  

Record Count Active Graduated Early Discharged Total 

1 to 5 2 16 4 22 

6 to 10 2 24 8 34 

11 to 15 6 16 10 32 

16 to 20 2 16 7 25 

21 to 25 0 3 10 13 

26 to 30 0 3 4 7 

31 to 35 0 0 2 2 

36+ 1 1 2 4 

Total 13 79 47 139 
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Table 4-13 Distribution of Graduates and Early Discharged 
Participants by Mental Health Diagnosis for 90 Participants 

Terminated Graduated  Total 

ADD  3 3 

ADD, Anxiety 1  1 

ADD/ADHD 1  1 

ADD/ADHD, OCD, PTSD, Bipolar II 1  1 

ADHD 4 3 7 

ADHD, Anxiety  1 1 

ADHD, Anxiety, Intermittent Explosive Disorder  1 1 

ANTI-SOCIAL PERSONALITY 1 1 2 

ANXIETY 3 6 9 

ANXIETY and Depression  2 2 

Anxiety and Depression possibly ADD?  1 1 

Anxiety, Depression 2 1 3 

Anxiety, Depression, ADD/ADHD  1 1 

ANXIETY, Depression, Bi-Polar, and ADHD 1  1 

Anxiety/Depression/ADHD 1  1 

BI-POLAR DISORDER 1 2 3 

BI-POLAR DISORDER, Depression, Learning Disability 1  1 

BI-POLAR DISORDER/ADD  1 1 

Bi-Polar II, Anxiety, ADHD, Personality Disorder 1  1 

Bipolar II, Depression, Anxiety  1 1 

Clinical Depression/Compulsive  1 1 

Depression, anxiety and PTSD  1 1 

DEPRESSION 6 13 19 

Depression and Anxiety 1 1 2 

DEPRESSION and Bipolar  1 1 

DEPRESSION and PTSD 1  1 

DEPRESSION, ADHD  2 2 

DEPRESSION, ANXIETY 1 3 4 

DEPRESSION, ANXIETY, ANGER 1  1 

DEPRESSION, ANXIETY, BORDERLINE 1  1 

DEPRESSION, ANXIETY, PTSD  2 2 

DEPRESSION, Anxiety, PTSD, ADD 1  1 

Depression, Anxiety, sleep disorder  1 1 

DEPRESSION/ADD/Anxiety 1 1 2 

DEPRESSION/ANXIETY 1 1 2 

DEPRESSION: Bipolar 1  1 

Grief Issues 1  1 

Major Depression, Anxiety and Bipolar  1 1 

OCD  1 1 

Post-Traumatic Stress  1 1 

Post-partum Depression, Depression, Anxiety 1  1 

Social Anxiety  1 1 
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Table 4-13 includes the combination of mental health diagnoses for 90  participants of DCHTC.  

Figure 4-4 shows the percent of avtive, graduated and early discharged participants by the drugs 

of use at entry into the court.  One-hundred percent of those entering indicated that they abused 

alcohol, meth, and marijuana.   

 

 

 

 

About 80 percent of graduates and 75 percent of early discharged participants did not report 

using any of the drugs or combination of drugs listed in table 4-14.  The remaining 20 to 25 percent 

consumed a myriad of controlled substances. 

 

 

 

Alcohol
Cocaine/

Crack
Meth Heroin  Marijuana

Prescription
drugs

OTC drugs

Active 100% 42% 100% 50% 100% 75% 8%

Graduates 82% 27% 59% 4% 70% 16% 3%

Terminated 85% 34% 55% 9% 83% 23% 0%

figure 4-4 Percent of Active, Graduated and Early Discharged 
Participants Reporting Given Drug Use at Entry into the Court
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Table 4-14  Other Drugs of Use  Active Graduated Early 
Discharged 

 

Bath Salts  1  1 

Ecstasy 1 2 3 6 

Ecstasy, LSD  1  1 

Ecstasy, LSD, Psilocybin  1  1 

Ecstasy, LSD, Psilocybin, PCP, Ketamine, 
Peyote 

 1  1 

Ecstasy, LSD, Psilocybin, Synthetic 
Cannabinoids 

 1  1 

Ecstasy, Psilocybin  1  1 

Ecstasy, Psilocybin, Synthetic Cannabinoids, 
Salvia 

 1  1 

Ecstasy, Synthetic Cannabinoids   2 2 

Hallucinogens  1  1 

LSD 1   1 

LSD, Psilocybin    1  1 

LSD, Psilocybin, Synthetic Stimulants (Plant 
Food/Bath Salts),Synthetic Cannabinoids   

 1  1 

LSD, Synthetic Cannabinoids, Psilocybin 1   1 

Psilocybin  1 2 3 

Psilocybin, Ecstasy, LSD, Ketamine  1  1 

Salvia   2 2 

Synthetic Cannabinoids 2  2 4 

Synthetic Cannabinoids, Psilocybin  1  1 

Synthetic Stimulants (Plant Food/Bath Salts)  1  1 

Vicodin, Ecstasy, Psilocybin   1 1 

None 7 63 35 105 

                                                   Grand Total 12 79 47 138 
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Chapter 5.  Participant Voices 
This Chapter includes “participant voices, ”and results from the Participant Survey.  Face-to-face 

interviews were conducted with six active participants, two males and four females.  Each volunteer was 

informed that their responses were confidential, but direct quotes would be used to present participant 

perspectives without using names, and some text maybe edited to disguise the respondent but not to 

change the content.  It was made clear that they did not have to participate and were welcome to refuse 

any question and stop the interview at any time.  The interviews were designed to last about 20 minutes 

and were directed by an interview schedule with open-ended items.  Respondents were encouraged to 

bring up issues of importance to them.    

The Participant Survey was distributed to individuals attending court prior to the beginning of 

the hearing.  Again, people were told it was voluntary and confidential.  One individual decided not to 

complete the survey.  Ten active members of the program completed all 42 multiple choice items and 

three open-ended questions.  

The responses obtained are consistent with the tone and content of what was observed in 

sixteen court hearings during the spring of 2018.  

Participant Voices 

You can hear the struggle and the optimism in the voices of the individuals who are active in the Dodge 

County Hybrid Treatment Court.  Each person is confronting different challenges to overcome the 

disease of addiction and to change the negative brand that has been placed on their lives.  Most have 

been shaped by a history of negative influences and come by their antisocial behavior as an outgrowth 

of these environmental forces.  Listening to these voices reminds me of the final paragraph of Howard 

Zinn’s autobiography.24   

What we choose to emphasize in this complex history will determine our lives. If we see 

only the worst, it destroys our capacity to do something. If we remember those times 

and places-and there are so many-where people have behaved magnificently, it 

energizes us to act, and raises at least the possibility of sending this spinning top of a 

world in a different direction. And if we do act, in however small a way, we don’t have 

to wait for some grand utopian future. The future is an infinite succession of presents, 

                                                           
24 Howard Zinn,  You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train: A Personal History of Our Times. Published by Beacon 
Press, 1994; 2002. 
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and to live now as we think human beings should live, in defiance of all that is bad 

around us, is itself a marvelous victory. 

Here is one of those marvelous victories. 

“A little while back I celebrated one year clean.  I never thought I would be ok with being clean that long, 

and I wake up in the mornings and I’m good, I don’t want to seek that out and I’ve been using since I was 

14 years old and I’m about 30. It’s really been amazing, and I’ve been in trouble and been on probation 

but I have never been taught such a different way of life that is actually ok.” 

Another person speaks of the marvelous victory in the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court giving 

hope.  

“It gives me hope because I want them to help me so I’m open to them to help me.  As long as you are 

honest and open with them you can make mistakes and they will pick you back up.  Not that I need to 

mess up, but I know they would not give up on me if I did.”  

Why are you in drug court? 

By way of introduction, there is not a better explanation for why people choose drug court than this 

quote from an active member of the court.  The question was, “Do you see much difference between 

regular probation and drug court?“ 

“The difference between drug court and probation? I was going to get 25 years’ probation, I didn’t have 

to get drug court and I still have 25 years’ probation. But probation is…you come and see them once a 

month or something and they put you on call ins right away and they don’t require anything of you 

really.  With drug court you have therapy and you are working on this hard stuff and… like our case 

managers we talk with them about our life and they give us advice and guide us along.  Probation is not 

as invasive, in drug court, phase one, it is very invasive, you are getting drug tested three days a week 

and then it lets up as you go through phases, but when you are first trying to get clean and give up that 

old life style it takes someone right there kind of holding your hand to keep you accountable, to keep you 

wanting to change and stay on the right path.  I never would have made it if I was just on probation . I 

would have been right out there and I probably would have been in prison by now.  If I relapse in drug 

court, they understand… if I am honest, and they work with me and help me grow from that instead of 

revoking me and sending me away.  Probation does not have the time that case managers have.  Drug 

court keeps us thinking about a better life, probation keeps us thinking about not getting in trouble and 

there is a big difference.” 

 In the interviews participants were asked why they were in the court. The responses included 

mention of the kind of charges and trouble that brought them to the court, but often emphasized 

“wanting something different.”  

“I got a sales charge, methamphetamine, I was using and getting in trouble, I went to jail, I got 

out kept doing the same thing.  I got arrested again and I sat in jail for a while and a couple of people… I 

got a phone call and they said I should really get into drug court.  My mom bailed me out of jail and I 

“I wanted something different” 
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called Jammie because I knew if I didn’t get into something I would probably keep living this life of 

madness and I didn’t want to anymore.  So I voluntarily got in and was later sentenced to drug court. I 

wanted something different.  They were hesitant to take me in because some of my charges, but they did 

take a chance on me, that was nice.” 

 “I don’t want to waste years of my life in prison.” 

 A follow up question asked, “Are you here to better your life or to avoid prison. Responses 

included some of both, but one reply seemed to hit the sweet spot of how individuals grow and  develop 

in the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court.  

“A better life or avoiding prison?  I think we all come in to 

avoid prison and they teach us how to enjoy life sober and help us 

form this big sober community with the people that are in drug court 

and in meetings. A lots of treatment says “fake it until you make it” 

and I think that is kind of what we do in drug court and then all of a 

sudden we think, “this isn’t so bad, so maybe this is ok and I’ll give it a try.”  Some may just be waiting it 

out, but it is an 18 month program so you are doing this for so long, like drugs became a habit, they 

teach you these new habits.” 

What is it about drug court that works for you? 

“The fact that it is here. Been using since I was 12, my family is filled with addicts or alcoholics, so I never 

knew anything different.  If I wouldn’t have been caught and put into drug court I honestly don’t think I 

could be sober today.”  

"The structure, the accountability… the curfews.  During my sobriety I have a hard time just sitting home 

and just being, so having that curfew, when I’m not attending a meeting or meeting with my sponsor…  

you can’t just drive around aimlessly, and it centers me back to a calmer state and it’s not so chaotic.” 

What works for you?  “When I trust them. My second time in the court, I know Eric from then, I got 

booted out because I was not ready to quit.” 

“… when I first got into drug court I thought I’ll just jump through the hoops so I’ll do what I have to do, 

but once you get use do doing something, you get used to it and you think, yes this is nice…Like I never 

had a job, I never had a house, I never had a car, I never 

had friends who were actually friends that weren’t there 

just for drugs or whatever, so seeing all the things you 

gained, forced or not, it becomes something that you 

want.  The trick, what drug court does, is gets you to 

want all those good things more than the drugs… 

healthy relationships, a job, a house, a car, a license, good friends.” 

What helps you the most in this court?  “The support and the accountability.” 

So what works for you?  “Accountability.” 

“I think we all come in to 
avoid prison…then… like 
drugs became a habit, they 
teach you these new habits.” 

“The trick, what drug court does, is it gets 
you to want all those good things more 
than the drugs… healthy relationships, a 
job, a house, a car, a license, good friends.” 
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“Accountability works for me and the structure works for me. I really like that.  And that the case 

managers really care about you, and they work with you.  You can call them at any time and they will do 

anything to help you to the best of their ability.” 

“I think it is if you are ready to make a change; not 

necessarily if you are ready to quit.  You have to be ready 

to make a change because they can bend over backwards 

for you.  But you have a much better shot here than jail, 

here you get some education about how to live, make decisions.  In jail you learn how to survive as a 

criminal.”   

“Connections with people.  Relationship with my case manager, other participants and people you meet 

at the meetings…people who graduated.” 

“It’s a nice feeling, even your case manager, they’re like your friend, that will tell you like it really is, that 

is something I would never have expected and even the Judge , I like her she is a real person.   She always 

keeps us informed of what is happening to people because we are like a little drug court family.” 

Where would you be without this court?  “ Jail, institution or 

death.  I mean I would be in prison and if I didn’t get in trouble I 

would be out using or, the road I was on, I would probably be 

dead by now.” 

“Without this court I would not be a strong in my recovery as I am now.  I wouldn’t be getting done the 

things I am doing right now.  I would have not paid my fines, getting my license, I would not have all this 

structure if I didn’t have drug court in my life.” 

What about the idea of the “last chance?” 

“Drug court is a last chance, but within the program participants can make mistakes, sometimes even big 

ones, they can relapse as is expected with the disease of addiction, termination is when we have reached 

the ‘last chance.’” 

Why do people get terminated?  “Basically for lying, honesty is the biggest part of this program and from 

what I noticed is being dishonest, that what gets you kicked out.” 

“People get terminated based on their own actions. And it honestly takes a lot for them to get 

terminated like they have to really be butting heads with drug court in order to be terminated because 

they give you a lot of chances.” 

“The Judge says she hates to send someone to  prison and I believe her.  The court does everything they 

can, they have exhausted every single thing they could before they kick someone out.  It is never an 

impulsive thought.” 

Who do you trust on this team? 

There is a high level of trust in the team by participants and we should remember that trust in 

any part of the system is not easy to come by for individuals who have been in conflict with the law.   

“…here you get some education about 
how to live, make decisions.  In jail you 
learn how to survive as a criminal.” 

Relationship with my case 
manager, other participants and 
people you meet at the 
meetings…people who graduated.” 
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Team members that most often interact directly with the participants are most often mentioned as 

being trusted.  The trust in these individuals has a carryover effect to the trust level in the team in 

general.  Some concern with trust is registered with the whole team because of the perception that 

there are “so many” on the team, and each with his/her particular take on decisions about a 

participant’s life.  

Who do you trust?  “I trust Jammie 100%, Erick, my probation officer, Pat 

Adamson.  I got on probation with Pat at 13 and have been on probation with 

her for 20 years.  So Pat has latterly watched me grow up, I used to not like 

her very much, but I respect her and I know she has done everything she can 

to better me…I was really rebellious and I gave her hell so I know she really 

does care about me, so I really do trust Pat.  A cop from Kasson, I don’t think 

he is still on the team, Laurie I like her and MJ, she has helped me and my 

mom a lot.  So those are a few of the really good ones.” 

 How about the judge?  Do you trust the judge?  “Yes I do, I absolutely do.  She is really good at writing 

little helpful things in our journals.  It’s hard for her because I am sure she gets attached to us.  It has to 

be hard to separate her empathy from doing what may be best for us.” 

“Me and the Judge were not on the best terms, I use to look at these authority figures in a completely 

different manner, I used to hate all of them and think they were against me.  But once I got into my 

sobriety and Drug Court I realized that all of these people are really here to help me.  Me and the Judge 

have gotten a better relationship now that I have turned my self around.  I was raised not to trust the 

criminal justice system and that did not benefit me in the long run, but now I can say I trust her (the 

Judge).” 

“Who do I trust on this team.  The Judge and Eric, almost all of them.  There are some new people I don’t 

know.  They don’t have anything to do with me.  I know Eric and the Judge, but she has treated me 

fairly… Rachel, she’s helped me out a lot in the past.” 

 “I trust Jammie, the judge and Jody  who works with CPS child protective services.” 

Who do you trust?  “Jammie but it… goes back and forth, sometimes we get into it and I don’t trust her, 

but I know she really cares.” 

Do you trust the Judge? “I don’t know, there is just something about her, maybe it is the way she looks at 

me…when I was in jail, she sent me back to jail several times and I had a lot of resentment against her 

and I was really mad at her…now being in drug court it is definitely different.  There is a relationship, she 

does care and she wants to help us along.  I got to go with her 

to a gala and she was not in her robe, and we got to talk with 

her like normal people.  It was really cool.  I don’t feel that she 

judges you or anything.  Judge Williamson really does care 

about people, but she is a hard ass in the same breath, 

because I think that is important because this program 

wouldn’t be successful if you were like eeh.”  

Who do you trust? 
Jammie 100% 
Eric 
Pat Adamson 
A cop from Kasson 
Laurie 
MJ 

“I do trust the Judge; I do.  (She) 

really does care about people, but 

she is a hard ass in the same breath, 

because I think that is important 

because this program wouldn’t be 

successful if you were like eeh.”  
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Do you trust the Judge?  “Oh yeah, I love Judge Williamson.  Now that I can skip one court hearing a 

month I particularly chose the third so I don’t miss Judge Williamson.  Not that I don’t like Judge King, but 

I have a bond with Judge Williamson with my journal and everything.” 

 

“Jammie, I trust her.  When I started I was working in a place that 

was not the best for my recovery, but Jammie let me figure it out 

and I got another job.  Rather than directing me to quit my job she 

helped me make the decision about my life with her guidance and 

that really helped me develop trust in her.  No one in the system 

had ever trusted me to make a good decision…Jammie did.  It may 

not sound like a big deal,  but it was huge for me.”  

“The Judge? I really like the Judge, I get along well with her. I feel I have a good relationship with the 

Judge, one that I never thought I would have.  I feel mutual trust.” 

Not everyone in the court trusts the team or everyone on the team. 

“Trust this team? Mostly.  I still look at them as cops, because they are and it is the system and I don’t 

necessarily trust the system.  I think they have corrupt ways of doing things and they are the system.  

They can hold us accountable, but we can’t always hold them accountable.  So that’s my biggest 

struggle.” 

“Trust should go both ways. I worry that some on the team or in Social Services are judgmental.  I 

struggle with the fact that there are so many minds up there in staffing and everybody has a different 

opinion.  Like a situation when an old boyfriend was pulled over and found with drugs.  The question 

came up about me using because he was.  That hurt, they knew I was done with him, but their thought 

that I was sneaking around using drugs with him… almost like being blamed for something that is not 

like me anymore. Instead of asking how am I doing , they think, we 

better test her.  That really does hurt me.  Do they change how they see 

us as we change who we are? Some do and some can’t see beyond our 

mistakes. There are so many minds up there and it can get a little messy 

sometimes. The lack of trust in me makes me not trust them because 

they don’t know who I am now.” 

Do you trust this team?  Yeah.  Do you think everybody trusts this team? No, there are still a lot of 

people with their criminal thinking they have problems with cops, they don’t want to be held 

accountable.  They would rather live in chaos and not have any consequences from it.” 

Who do you trust on this team? “ I definitely trust Eric more than Jammie”. Why? “ Well Jammie is a 

female, no matter how hard you try there is always drama when there are females. Jammie fishes for 

information. Eric doesn’t.  If you tell Eric something then he is going to pursue it. Where Jammie, digs and 

digs and digs until it is finally brought up.”  

Do you think this team is on your side?  “Most of them are.  I know some of them from my past and I 

don’t really see eye-to-eye with them. Sometimes I feel that their opinions try not to benefit me, but in 

the end it is a team effort and not a personal opinion matter, like their opinion does not really matter 

“No one in the system had 
ever trusted me to make a 
good decision…Jammie did.  It 
may not sound like a big deal, 
but it was huge for me.” 

“Trust should go both 

ways…. The lack of trust 

in me makes me not trust 

them because they don’t 

know who I am now.” 
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opposed to all the team’s.  So I am grateful that it is a whole team and not just one person deciding my 

fate pretty much.” 

Do the journals help? 

Do the journals help? “Yes definitely.”   

Do you think the judge knows you better because of the journals? “Definitely.” 

“From the journals, I know she wants the best for us.  She is very encouraging,  She writes little notes 

back to you about how great you are doing.  It is a great reminder that even though there is a bump in 

the road and you may be stresses out you are doing the best you can with what you have.  That message 

makes my week.”  

Do you like writing the journals? “Not really.” 

Does the judge’s response help.  “When my journal is 

dull, she doesn’t say much, but when there is an issue she speaks up and that helps.  It gives me a better 

shot at a relationship.  It lets her know where I’m at.”  

 Does it give you an idea where she is at? “…yeah and from just watching her. I know her values, I know 

what is expected, her values are clear.  She knows history, she is smart.”   

Journals, do they help? “Yes they help.  I can tell her anything in there and she gets what I’m going 

through and she doesn’t have to share that with anybody else, well she can’t unless I want her to.” 

Do you get a better idea of who she is through the journals?  “Yes she writes me at least every other 

entry and gives me positive feedback or constructive criticism to help me better myself.  I like it.” 

Do you have advocates on the team?  Is the team on your side?  

Do you feel like the team advocates for you?  “Jammie for sure, the first time I had an issue she said, 

“trust me,” I was like … skeptical, but she pulled through for me.  And there has been three major times 

when she asked me to trust her and she has always pulled 

through for me.  Eric is my advocate, when things were getting 

a little fishy with the foster family, there was misinformation 

given doctors, social workers and in turn that caused my visits 

to be taken from my daughter for no reason and that is when 

Eric stepped in and said this is not ok this is ridiculous . Jammie told me she will always go to bat for me, 

as long as I give her something to go to bat with. Another participant said, she is a cop, I said no Jammie 

wants to see us succeed, she’s here to help as long as we do our part.”  

Do you feel that this team is on your side?  “I feel that they are on my side if I am doing the right thing.  I 

feel that sometimes with things that happen they could be more understanding, empathetic.  

Are there some on the team who are better advocates for you? “ I don’t know, but I know Jammie 

advocates for me a lot. I think that if she hadn’t advocated for me I would be in prison right now, for 

sure.” 

Do you feel that this team is on your side?  “Oh yeah.”  

Journals, do they help? “Yes they help.  

I can tell her anything in there and she 

gets what I’m going through” 

Advocates? “Jammie for sure, …she 

said, “trust me,” I was … skeptical, 

but she has always pulled through 

for me…. Eric is my advocate…. 
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Are some more of an advocate than others?  “Not that I know of. I don’t think so.” 

“The more of the team I meet the better. I’m slowly meeting more.  With a too big a team there are 

maybe too many opinions.” 

 

Do you feel that this team is on your side?  “Some of them yes, some of them no. I question my social 

worker, I have done a lot of digging and soul searching and being understanding and look at my situation 

through her eyes but I am not sure… even my attorney asked “did you pick on her in high school?”  

Because she has been very, very rude, really hard on me, really supper hard on me.  From the day they 

called, I fessed up and have done everything they have asked, but as far as everybody else, as far as I 

know they are.” 

How fair is this court?  

“Fair?  They have been fair to me.  I’ve been in drug court a long time and I’ve messed up quite a few 

times and I’m still here so.…” 

“I don’t think they always treat everybody the same, like two people 

can do the same thing and one person gets a lesser consequences than 

the other person, but it isn’t fair to give them both the same thing, 

situations are different.  Sometimes people will say, that’s not what 

you did to… whoever, why do you do it to me.  But we get it.” 

 

How fair is this court?  “I think it is really fair.  They give you many chances before they send you to jail. 

They don’t just jump the gun.  They try to get you to turn yourself around before they go to that extent.  

You really have to be trying to go to jail.”  

How fair is this court?  “I think sometimes they are to fair.  They can be pretty lenient at times, and what 

do I want to say, oblivious to things, and then I think there is a system to their madness and they are just 

letting people get caught up.  And that only comes since I live my life now 150% honest and I told on 

myself a couple of times in court and I probably didn’t need to…so I get kind of resentful because I know 

better, these people are on bullshit but they are just letting them go….But overall I think it is a fair court. 

You do this and these are the sanctions.”  

What is the hardest part of drug court? 

“Hardest part? Remembering everything.  Like setting 

everything up for the whole week to get curfew extensions. 

They like to know everything you are going to do for the 

week when you meet with them.”  

“Following orders you know won’t make any difference.  

Jumping through hoops. I am learning, but it’s hard.  

Sometimes I look back, it did make sense…but not always.” 

“I don’t think they 

always treat everybody 

the same,  but it isn’t fair 

to give them both the 

same thing, situations 

are different…. we get 

it.” 

“Hardest part? Remembering 
everything.  Like setting everything 
up for the whole week to get curfew 
extensions. They like to know 
everything you are going to do for the 
week when you meet with them.” 
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“All the stuff you have to do, court, treatment, meetings, plus the regular stuff you always have to do.  

There isn’t enough time and if you miss something you can end up in jail…and that puts more pressure on 

you.” 

“ Transportation.  Getting places is the hardest thing.  Before I was in drug court I didn’t have to go 

places at a certain time so not having a license was not so bad.  With drug court it is a real hassle. 

 “The hardest thing for me is when they think I did something that I did not do, and they sanction me for 

it.  It is hard excepting that and not have them listen to the situation I was in.   

Is jail a good thing? 

Assumptions about the use of jail as a sanction varies “a slap 

upside the head, it’s so dumb, not a good motivator, it only 

works if you want another life.”  

Jail, a good thing?  “Yeah, it is kind of a wake-up call.  If you 

aren’t doing what you are supposed to it’s kind of a slap 

upside the head.” 

Does jail help?  “I don’t think so because you don’t progress 

in jail, but I feel it is a wakeup call.” 

“They are just so punitive about it.  If someone relapses, relapses and relapses…it’s part of the disease… 

if someone had low blood pressure you don’t go put them in jail for not taking their pills…you explain and 

teach.  For most criminals, at least for me when you put me in jail, when you walk through those doors 

it’s instantly back to criminal mind set. You’re in jail and you have to be a certain way in jail, and you 

have to have a certain attitude in jail, and then you are out and like f*** this and f*** that… cuz jail’s 

easy, kind of like camp cupcake, but while I’m in there I’m worried and I think I might just as well go to 

prison… this is so dumb.  For some people jail is not a good motivator.” 

Does a jail sanction help?  “You have to want to live a different life going to jail makes a difference, jail 

works for some people, but in our use when we go into jail it was like, ahh, I’m going to sleep for a couple 

of days and I am going to eat and I don’t have to worry about nothing, I’ve got somewhere to stay…so it 

was like a relief, but when you are sober and you have a job and you 

have all these priorities and family, and you go to jail it should affect 

you.  Sometimes a weekend might not be enough, but for some a 

weekend, shoot no big deal.” 

UA’s and monitoring.  Are there people who use without getting caught? 

“If you are using you will get caught.  You might get away with it a few times, but you will get caught.” 

“Even though I did get kicked out and was sent to prison, this program did me some good and kind of 

prepared me for this time. I know how to live without alcohol.  Testing takes away my sense that just one 

won’t hurt.  It is effective for me.” 

Do you think they should increase the number of UA’s? “ I don’t 

think so, we get a lot of UA’s as it is. Between them (team) and the 

For most criminals, at least for me 
when you put me in jail, when you 
walk through those doors it’s 
instantly back to criminal mind set. 
You’re in jail and you have to be a 
certain way in jail, and you have to 
have a certain attitude in jail, and 
then you are out and like f*** this 
and f*** that… 

“You have to want to live a 

different life before going to 

jail makes a difference….” 

“If you are using you will 

get caught.  You might get 

away with it a few times, 

but you will get caught.” 
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cops.  I have had three, maybe four, knock and chats. And you have a random one once a month or so.” 

How easy is it for someone to get away with using in this program?  “You are going to get caught.  You 

will fail a UA or they will come for a knock and chat and you’re not there.” 

“People may get by with using a little, but it will catch up with you.  As addicts, we self-sabotage by using 

and that does not go unnoticed for very long.  I don’t think it goes on very long at all.” 

How many knock and chats?  “I hear it is only once a month, but I am not sure.  They have come to my 

house twice, maybe three times since Dec. 16.  Does it help?  Yeah, but I haven’t done anything wrong. I 

have not been in trouble in drug court.  I’ve got money off for every week so far.” 

What would this team have to do to help you build the life you really want?  

Most of the responses to this query suggested “more of the same.” 

“I would not change a thing because everything they are doing is helping me.  So as I thought I was doing 

the right thing or as they say “driving the bus” it wasn’t helping me and I begin to realize that and that is 

when I started changing.” 

What would the team have to do to help?  “Nothing more than 

they are already doing, they’re already doing a really good job.  I 

don’t know what more I could ask for honestly, they support me 

more than my own family does.” 

What else should I know?  “Nothing really, they are really good people for me; I like them.” 

What would this team have to do to really help you.  “Just keep doing what they are doing.  I would not 

want to change anything.” 

To really help you?  “Continue what they are doing.  I think the program is 

great.” 

“Well…it’s not up to them to build the life I want.  It is up to me to build the 

life I want.” 

What would you change?  “This drug court is run pretty well, there are appropriate repercussions for 

mistakes that are made, not many sanctions that are not out of the ordinary.  I would change?  I don’t 

know how, but a little more assistance in folks getting their driver’s license.  I know that is a huge issue 

for a lot of people and we have a lot of expectations on us as far as meetings and therapy and meeting 

with a sponsor and making court…and when you don’t have a license and you are expected to be law 

abiding, I can’t even imagine how frustrating that would get…so maybe even offering gas vouchers for us 

fellow drug court participants that do give friends rides a lot.  I’m usually broke so maybe offering 

incentives for people that gives rides would make it more likely for me to say yes more often than I do, 

which is a lot already.” 

 “ I don’t know what more I could 

ask for honestly, they support me 

more than my own family does.” 

“Well…it’s not up to 

them to build the life I 

want.  It is up to me to 

build the life I want.” 
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“When I was in jail I thought I couldn’t get places because I did not 

have a license.  What really helped me is their willingness to work with 

me when I had no transportation.  This was huge for me.  I would put 

more emphasis on helping people get places, maybe gas money for 

people who would help. Transportation is a barrier, but I have been 

able to get places.  I can reach out to other participants and friends; my case worker has been helping 

me get to my appointments. If I can do it anybody can do it.” 

“Getting my license is a process, money is a factor right now, so I’m working on that and finding my own 

place on top of it so I’m planning of getting my own place before I get my license. I don’t know what else 

they can do, but they keep coming up with ideas.  Maybe one here?” 

 How could this team help you? “A big thing for me would be early release from probation after 

graduation and a few years maybe, but being able to see an end to the criminal part of my life.  To be 

out of the criminal justice system.  That would be an important thing for me. To be able to get an 

expungement and have my felony drop down to a gross misdemeanor.  Since having my daughter my 

heart is in nursing and with my record that would be very difficult, I would need many powerful character 

witness letters.  Tough but not impossible.” 

What would have helped? “ Patience and understanding.  They say the team decided… but I don’t know 

if any of them are in recovery so they can’t understand.  No book can tell you what it is like to have drug 

or alcohol problems.” 

Do participants help to support each other? 

“It goes both ways, there are the good people and then those who are struggling. We have to be there 

for each other, but some people are not at a good phase in their recovery.  I think of one person who has 

a lot of stuff to deal with and is just about giving up and I’ve 

tried to be there to help, but the message I get back is a 

negative, drug court doesn’t help me…so you have to pick and 

choose, but then there are some females who have graduated 

from this program and have been sponsors for participants 

and help with CHIPS issues.  They have been at that point 

where they hate Social Services and worked through that and they help us look at things differently than 

we do now and we know they have been there and that is supper beneficial. 

Do participants help each other? “ Yes they do as long as you reach out to people.  That can be the 

hardest part, reaching out, we are definitely there for one another.” 

Why do you do drug court rather than regular probation? 

“With probation you can get away with a lot. You can get high and you know when you are going to 

meet with your probation officer and you know how many days you have to get it out of your system.  

…everybody knows your probation officer doesn’t really search your house, they don’t come to your 

house. The only time they talk to you is when you get in trouble and cops contacted them.” 

“ I would put more emphasis 

on helping people get 

places, maybe gas money for 

people who would help.” 

“…some females who have 
graduated… help us look at things 
differently than we do now and 
we know they have been there 
and that is supper beneficial.” 
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“I see a difference between the drug court and regular 

probation; yeah…I do. I see it as more personal. And I see 

that they do truly care about us and want to help us. Like 

they build a relationship with us, like our case managers and 

they have to build that foundation of trust to get us to be 

honest with them.  If we don’t trust them why would we be 

honest with them?  So there is definitely a difference there.”  

“So people have a better chance at getting a life through drug court, they help you with applications, 

they push but are not too pushy.  Every time I meet with Eric he asks me about my goals; where are you 

at with car insurance, where are you at with getting your license back.  And if I have questions I can call 

him or I can call Jammie because she knows about the child protection paperwork and paternity or 

custody.” 

“The difference between drug court and probation? I was going to get 25 years’ probation, I didn’t have 

to get drug court and I still have 25 years’ probation. But probation is…you come and see them  once a 

month or something and they put you on call ins right away and they don’t require anything of you 

really.  With drug court you have therapy and you are working on this hard stuff and like our case 

managers we talk with them about our life and they give us advice and guide us along.  Probation is not 

as invasive, in drug court, phase one, it is very invasive, you are getting drug tested three days a week 

and then it lets up as you go through phases, but when you are first trying to get clean and give up that 

old life style it takes someone right there kind of holding your 

to keep you accountable, to keep you wanting to change and 

stay on the right path.  I never would have made it if I was 

just on probation . I would have been right out there and I 

probably would have been in prison by now.  If I relapse in 

drug court, they understand… if I am honest, and they work with me and help me grow from that instead 

of revoking me and sending me away.  Probation does not have the time that case managers have.  Drug 

court keeps us thinking about a better life; probation keeps us thinking about not getting in trouble and 

there is a big difference.” 

Is Law Enforcement Helpful? 

Individuals in conflict with the law have traditionally had a difficult time with law enforcement.  Trust 

between drug court participants and law enforcement is one of the hallmarks of successful drug courts.  

In the quoted below there is evidence of building trust and work that 

is yet to be completed.  

Does Law Enforcement help?  “Yes they do. I got some kind of 

upsetting news from my case managers before court today and one of 

the officers seen me kind of upset and he came up to me and asked 

me how I was doing and he actually talked with me and helped me out with understanding my situation 

better, he helped me out.  They generally care too.” 

“…they build a relationship with 

us… to build that foundation of 

trust to get us to be honest with 

them…. If we don’t trust them why 

would we be honest with them? 

“Drug court keeps us thinking about 

a better life; probation keeps us 

thinking about not getting in trouble 

and there is a big difference.” 

“…the officers seen me kind 

of upset… asked me how I 

was doing and he actually 

talked with me and helped 

me…he helped me…” out.” 
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How are the cops?  “The cops are pretty decent, I mean I don’t like cops, these are, yes, pretty decent, 

but a lot of cops are corrupt.”  

How about Law Enforcement?  “You know, I know a few of them and when you come in they’re  nice and 

ask how things are going. I’ve lived here my whole life and they have never gone out of their way to with 

anybody unless they knew you were up to no good.”  

Is Law Enforcement an essential part of this team?  “Supposedly they are; I have never had a cop come 

to my house.  I only see the cop when I come here at the metal detector and setting in on court.  Cops 

don’t work with the court like they are supposed to.  Social service people? I haven’t seen them.” 

“I don’t really know who is all on the team.  But the cops would be like the investigators and they are 

probably the ones who raided our houses or sat across the street from our houses ready to bust us.  So 

my interpretation of them is they are seeing what information they can get out of us, maybe, because my 

experience with them is… them trying to get me to tell on people, to bust other people so my charges are 

lessened or something.  So trust…well…” 

Do they put pressure on participants for information? “Not since I have been in drug court, but I don’t 

know about others.  It is hard to trust them. With both of my charges they tried to get me to tell on 

people or do buys. I said no, this I just my responsibility.   Dodge is a small county and people talk and tell 

on each other.” 

“You hear about cops getting information that’s crap and they believe it and hassle people that aren’t 

doing nothing.  It’s easy to start rumors that get people in real trouble.” 

Participant Survey 
A standard drug court participant survey was administered to participants in Dodge County 

Hybrid Court.  The paper and pencil survey was completed by 10 participants.  Respondents were asked 

to indicate their level of agreement with forty-two items by checking a box with five response options: 

5) strongly agree; 4) agree; 3) neither agree or disagree; 2) disagree; 1) strongly disagree.  The survey 

results (table 5-1) are presented along with those from five comparison courts in southern Minnesota.  

The overall average score on the survey for DCHTC is the highest among the six courts.  Items with 

shaded numbers are scored with 1 as high and 5 as low. The comparisons will be discussed along with 

the figures and table below (see figures 5-1 and 5-2 and table 5-2). 

 These survey results can be studied and discussed by the team at a team building session to help 

respond to participant concerns. Just going through such an exercise and informing participants about 

this effort would send a positive message about the team’s interest in listening to participant voices. 
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Table 5-1  Results for DCHTC Participant 
Survey;  With Five Comparison Courts 

Court 
1 

Court 
2 

Court 
3 

Court 
4 

Court 
5 

Dodge 
Court 

 Average rating for items with 5 high 3.9 3.9 4.1 4.1 4.4 4.4 

 Average rating for items with 1 high 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.7 2.2 1.9 

        

1 I can effectively deal with daily problems. 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.6 

2 I feel good about myself. 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.6 

3 I am able to control my life. 3.7 3.9 3.9 3.7 4.4 4.0 

4 I do well with my free time. 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.6 4.3 

5 I am satisfied with my housing situation. 3.9 4.0 3.8 4.1 3.9 4.1 

6 I am pretty independent 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.2 3.8 4.1 

7 Most of my close friends are drug users. 2.1 2.0 1.5 2.0 2.0 1.9 

8 Most of my friends engage in criminal 
behavior 

1.9 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 

9 I can effectively deal with people and 
situations that are problems for me. 

3.8 3.8 3.9 4.2 4.3 4.3 

10 I am satisfied with my employment 
situation. 

3.6 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.2 

11 I am satisfied with my financial situation. 2.7 3.4 3.2 3.1 3.3 3.4 

12 I am using drugs less than I was before I 
started this program 

4.6 3.0 4.9 5.0 4.8 4.9 

13 I am connected to help if I need it. 4.2 4.1 4.4 4.5 4.9 4.8 

14 My mental health is being effectively 
helped in this Drug Court. 

3.9 4.0 3.9 3.7 4.4 4.6 

About the Drug Court Team . . .  

15 The Drug Court Team is knowledgeable 

about your case. 
4.0 3.8 4.4 4.2 4.6 4.6 

16 The Drug Court Team knows you by name. 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.9 4.8 

17 The Drug Court Team helps you to 

succeed. 
4.1 3.6 4.1 4.3 4.8 4.5 

18 The Drug Court Team emphasizes the 

importance of drug and alcohol treatment. 
4.2 3.9 4.6 4.4 4.9 4.8 

19 The Drug Court Team gives you a chance 

to tell your side of your story. 
3.8 3.6 4.0 3.8 4.5 4.3 

20 The Drug Court Team can be trusted to 

treat you fairly. 
3.7 3.5 3.8 4.1 4.4 4.1 

21 The Drug Court Team treats you with 

respect. 
4.1 3.8 3.9 4.1 4.9 4.5 

About The judge . . .  

22 The judge is knowledgeable about your 

case. 
4.0 4.3 4.6 4.1 4.8 4.8 

23 The judge knows you by name. 4.1 4.4 4.7 4.4 4.9 4.8 

24 The judge helps you to succeed. 3.7 4.1 4.4 4.1 4.5 4.7 
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25 The judge gives incentives that make you 

want to do a better job following drug 

court requirements. 

3.3 3.5 4.3 4.0 4.0 4.7 

26 The judge is intimidating and 

unapproachable 
2.7 2.4 1.7 2.5 1.4 1.3 

27 The judge remembers your situations and 

needs from hearing to hearing. 
3.8 4.0 4.1 3.8 4.3 4.7 

28 The judge gives you a chance to tell your 

side of your story. 
3.9 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.4 4.5 

29 The judge can be trusted to treat you fairly. 3.8 4.3 4.3 3.9 4.1 4.5 

30 The judge treats you with respect. 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.1 4.8 4.7 

31 The judge gives sanctions that make you 

want to do a better job of following drug 

court requirements. 

4.0 3.9 3.7 4.1 4.1 3.8 

About your feelings…  

32 You feel you have the opportunity to 

express your views in the court. 
3.6 3.5 3.6 3.7 4.5 4.2 

33 You feel too intimidated or scared to say 

what you really feel in the court. 
2.8 2.9 2.7 3.3 3.5 2.6 

34 The court takes account of what you say in 

decisions of what should be done. 
3.3 3.8 3.6 3.4 4.3 4.0 

35 You understand what is going on in the 

court. 
4.1 4.1 4.3 3.9 4.8 4.4 

36 You understand what your rights are 

during the processing of the case. 
3.6 3.9 4.0 3.9 4.1 4.4 

37 You feel pushed around in the court case 

by people with more power than you. 3.0 2.9 2.6 3.7 2.3 2.2 

38 During the court you feel pushed into 

things you do not agree with. 
2.9 2.9 2.9 3.5 2.5 1.9 

39 You were treated unfairly. 2.7 2.4 2.5 2.7 1.6 2.1 

40 You feel that you were treated with respect 

in the court. 
3.7 3.9 4.1 4.2 4.8 4.5 

41 You feel the court respects your rights. 3.5 3.6 3.9 4.1 4.8 4.5 

42 You feel the court got the facts wrong. 2.1 2.6 2.7 2.5 2.4 1.7 

 

 Figure 5-1 shows the averages for the six courts.  The Dodge County Hybrid Court shares the top 

average with Court 5 at 4.4.  On a 5 point scale with 5 strongly agree and 1 strongly disagree an average 

of 4.4 is a very positive average.  Items 2, 10, 14,24, 25 and 36 (shaded items) stand out as items that 

were rated more positively than in the other five courts. 
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Figure 5-2 presents the comparison of the average rating on the items for which 1 is the most 

positive response.  Here the DCHTC out performs all the comparison drug courts.  These items focus on 

feelings of intimidation and being treated fairly.  Items 26,33, 37 and 42 (shaded items) stand out as 

more positive than obtained in the other courts. 

Table 5-2 includes the results of significance testing for the five comparison drug courts and the 

DCHTC.  Using the t test with an alpha level of .05 it is determined that the DCHTC obtained significantly 

more positive responses than was obtained in Courts 1, 2 and 3.  While DCHTC obtained a higher overall 

3.9 3.9

4.1 4.1

4.4 4.4

COURT 1 COURT 2 COURT 3 COURT 4 COURT 5 DODGE 
COURT

Figure 5-1  Average rating for items with 5.0 (Strongly Agree) as Positive 
for Active Members of Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court and 

Active Members of Five Comparison Drug Courts

2.5 2.4 2.3

2.7

2.2
1.9

COURT 1 COURT 2 COURT 3 COURT 4 COURT 5 DODGE 
COURT

Figure 5-2  Average rating for items with 1.0 (Strongly Disagree) as 
Positive for Active Members of Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court 

and Active Members of Five Comparison Drug Courts
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average, the difference in averages for Court 4, 5 and DCHTC is not large enough to claim there is a real 

difference in the level of positive responses. 

Table 5-2  “t” Probability Values for Paired Courts With Decision on Relative Positive Responses 

Paired Courts t probability values Decision 

Court 1 – Dodge Court t = 0.000254 p > .001. DCHTC Significantly more positive than Court 1 

Court 2 – Dodge Court t = 0.000335 p > .001. DCHTC Significantly more positive than Court 2 

Court 3 – Dodge Court t = 0.002465 p > .005 DCHTC Significantly more positive than Court 3 

Court 4 – Dodge Court t = 0.144502 p < .01 DCHTC Not significantly more positive than Court 4 

Court 5 – Dodge court t = 0.343141 p< .01 DCHTC Not significantly more positive than Court 5 

 Table 5-3 includes responses by ten active members of the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment  

Court to three open-ended items on the Participant Survey. 

 Table 5-3  Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court Active 
Participants’ Responses to Open Ended Items on Participant 

Survey. 

P
ar

ti
ci

p
an

t 

Why are you in this drug 
court program? 

 

Overall, what are the 
biggest problems in 
your life right now? 

 

Do you think the 
Drug Court is 

helping you with 
these problems? 

1. To Better My life Fines Yes 

2. Control Substance Crime 
I really don’t have many 

problems. 
Yes 

3. 
Criminal Charge and Structure 

& Accountability 
Getting License Back and 

finding apartment 
Yes 

4. 
To get a hold of my disease 

and better my life. 
Not being able to see my 

kids. 
Yes 

5. 
To learn a new way to live so I 

don’t have to go to prison. 
Money, Time, Defiance Yes 

6. Criminal Charges 
Money, License, not seeing 

my kids. 
No 

7. 
Extended relapse and Social 

Service Involvement. 
Family Health Issues 

Not anything they 
can do about it. 

8. Open CHIPS protection case ? Yes 

9. 
Drug charge & got into more 
trouble, volunteered for drug 

court from jail. 

I don’t really have problems 
these days, work is just 

stressful. 

Drug court has 
helped resolve my 

problems. 

10. Control Substance Crime 
Maintaining balance with 
everything: work, recovery 

events & treatment 
Yes 
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Chapter 6. Team Voices 
 

Part I  Succession in the Prosecutor Role: An understanding to Tamp Down the Kerfuffle 
 

 There is an entire sociology on issues related to succession and much of what we learn in this 

study is applicable to the succession in the prosecutor’s role in the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment  

Court. The most difficult pattern of succession involves a new person taking a position that was held by 

someone who was liked and kind of laid back; a person who has been part of system that most 

everybody accepts or at least does not openly oppose. The past prosecutor roughly fit that pattern. “The 

old prosecutor just kind of ran the show on who was going to get in and kicked out, he advised on who 

would come in and ran into some tension with law enforcement and probation, but had majority 

support.  Basically the team thought he was great.” The team knew how things were going to go, and 

while some had grievances the majority and, most importantly, the Judge held perspectives that melded 

with drug court philosophy: entice them with incentives and trusting relationships, avoid sanctions that 

will alienate them from prosocial relationships and push them to increase their anger and dislike for the 

representatives of the criminal justice system. Reliance on control, and threat of  punishment was 

perceived as ineffective or at least not “drug court.”  With the arrival of the new Assistant County 

Attorney the more conservative members of the team, law enforcement, probation and some in Child 

Protective Services saw an opening that would help get drug court on the right track.  With the County 

Attorney championing a more strict tone to the court the more lenient practices, they assumed, were 

letting participants get by with rule violations could be remedied.   Examples of these practices include  

the acceptance of a case of vehicular homicide, and 4th degree assault on a police officer.  The recent 

case of an individual using and selling artificial marijuana that, according to some, could have been 

stopped with a house search.  A constant call by a small group for more monitoring, increased random 

drug testing, and verification of what participants are claiming.  The backroom discussions have fostered 

the solidification of a split in the team and the “blaming” of team members as causing the rift.  You hear; 

“Getting to big for their britches.” “We can demonstrate that they are not as good as they think they 

are.”  “Suggest treatment for behavior that should clearly be punished.”  “Allows for agency norms to be 

disrespected.” “Counters professional practice with supposed drug court “best practice.” 
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 You can see it in the staffing meetings.  One example involved a $5.00 fee reduction for a person 

who was having a tough time, but sort of held it together for a whole week.  The case manager 

recommended the incentive without 100% compliance.  “But, we didn’t do that for another participant, 

if we do it for one, we should do it for all.”  There was agreement from another team member.  An 

explanation in support of the incentives included the through that this participant needed something 

positive.  Then a question about having a woman over to his house against the court’s advice was 

countered as not a serious violation given the person’s need for some support.  It felt like an argument 

that cast the strict rule of law against a compassionate response to the best this participant could do 

under the circumstances, but on a deeper level it seemed to be an attempt to define the case manager’s 

recommendation as inappropriate. There are rather regular questions about the appropriateness of  

recommendations based on strict adherence to past practice and/or set policy.   In these small 

skirmishes you can see the players on both sides of the split and the clear difference in philosophy 

concerning the appropriate responses to participant behavior.  It is the classical agonism between the 

competing occupational groups with their contrasting norms and culture.  What often happens is these 

understandable conflicts are brought down to a personal level and we attempt to define the “other 

side” as less than competent, not well intentioned, self-absorbed or playing favorites. It’s not about 

what is in the participant’s best interest, it’s about the rule, past practice,  case manager naiveté.  

You can’t resolve the motivating issues in the staffing room, but in the small meetings outside that room 

they can be given weight and an etiology. “I don’t know what the cause is, but there is a lot of talk 

outside that room and there didn’t use to be and it is unfortunate.”   

Now, you can’t see the Judge as the problem; everyone is crystal clear about trusting the Judge and also 

about her role as the ultimate decision maker.  The most “reasonable” answer is, “Eric is the problem 

here”, or “the real culprit is the New County Attorney.” 

Human beings can believe anything. Our beliefs are shaped by what we are handed and what we believe 

moves us to act in a specific manner. Not the good guys and the bad guys, just being born on Venus or 

Mars.  It takes training to reflect on our occupational socialization and develop a rationale for believing 

differently.   

One of the problems with work in substance abuse, criminal behavior or mental health is that everyone 

worked in their own silo for so long it is hard to meld what your profession tells you about these issues 

with the understandings from another silo.  We should expect issues to emerge when we move from 
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isolated problem solving methods to creating a united effort at dealing with problems that were 

previously defined and attacked with a variety of competing methodologies.  

The New County Attorney, as should be expected, brought his occupational understanding of the role of 

prosecutor with him, as we all would (sociology tells me what to think and do all the time).  Others saw 

the possibility of “straightening this court out” with more prosecution laden  conventions.  Given the 

philosophical bent of “Drug Court Jody,” the prospect of winning the day with a frontal attack using 

disciplined thought and practical wisdom was dim.  So, to plan B, the Kerfuffle.   

 With a new ally in the “core group” old resentments, slights or what may be taken for wrong 

headed decisions can be given their proper response.  The alliance comes together around the “new 

guy” and hope for straightening out this court emerges.  There is nothing nefarious about the intent, it’s 

the method that brings on the “kerfuffle.”  A gorilla strategy with backroom discussions and 

encouragement.  In staffings (as is discussed later) a chorus of issues with small matters when the 

problems that bring out these issues cannot be brought out at the time.  It can be seen in responses 

during the phone interviews.  Assessments about the trust level on the team vary from 0 to 9.9.  Four 

team members offer ratings between 0 and 4; 12 team members see trust at between 7 and 9.  Four 

team members indicate they are not free to speak up in staffings; the majority feel free to do so.  Almost 

all think the Judge takes what they say seriously.  There is a small number of team members who 

register negative beliefs about participants when it comes to discussing honesty or getting by with using 

without being caught.  Even when it comes to indicating how successful the DCHTC is there is a great 

divide between a small group and most team members.  I take these more negative assessments as an 

indication of team members being disgruntled rather than a measure of success, trust or fear of 

speaking up.  These are messages that we must take seriously.  Given the strong indications of success 

coming out of this evaluation it is hard to believe the more negative assessments reflect reality. 

To understand what is going on makes it possible to confront the kerfuffle and get rid of it. 

Consider your team a “cross-functional team.”   Cross-functional teams are similar to conventional work 

teams, but they differ in several important ways. First, they are usually composed of members who have 

competing loyalties and obligations to their primary subunit within the system. (Law enforcement and 

substance abuse therapists don’t usually work under the same flag.)  Second, in situations where CFTs 

are being used on a part-time basis as opposed to a permanent organizational structure, they are 

organized for one important purpose, which means group members are often under considerable 
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pressure to contribute to the team and do their regular work.  On these teams, the early development 

of stable and effective group interaction is imperative. Finally, CFTs are often held to higher 

performance standards than conventional teams. Not only are they expected to perform a task or 

produce outcomes, but they are also expected to do it better than is expected in other circles.   

What has been going on in the DCHTC is to be expected with succession in a cross functional team.  

Teambuilding with acknowledgement of the nature of this cross functional team will make team 

differences manageable and even enjoyable. 

For cross-functional teams to succeed, several factors have been identified that are imperative:  

▪ Team members must be open-minded and highly motivated.  
▪ Team members must come from the correct functional areas.  
▪ A strong team leader with excellent communication skills and a position of authority is needed.  
▪ The team must have both the authority and the accountability to accomplish the mission it has 

been given.  
▪ Management must provide adequate resources and support for the team, both moral and 

financial.  
▪ Adequate communications must exist.  
▪ Without any one of these elements, any cross-functional team will be fighting an uphill battle to 

succeed25 
 

Part II  Team Voices 
Clear line between FDTC and Drug Court 

A clear line?  “I don’t think so.  It is kind of confusing to participants and to team members.  When it 

started, social workers presented, like Eric and Jammie do, but then they left.  I don’t know why it 

changed. Started out different than what it has morphed into now.  Jammie and Eric do case 

management for FDTC cases. But I think the social workers have a hand in that now too, but that was 

kind of a tug-of-war for a while, but I don’t know whether that has been decided now.”   

This is one team that benefits both adult drug court and FDTC in that cases are discussed with an 

entire ensemble of professionals.  Many of the issues that confront Adult Drug Court Participants are 

shared by FDTC participants and vice versa.  To have the mental health professional active in both 

“tracks” at the same meeting brings efficient and competent mental health services to those who need 

it.  The care of children permeates both “tracks.”  Many adult drug court participants are receiving the 

                                                           
25 Cross-functional Teams;  http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/small/Co-Di/Cross-Functional-Teams.html 

Read more: http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/small/Co-Di/Cross-Functional-

Teams.html#ixzz3jbuENi8I 

http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/small/Co-Di/Cross-Functional-Teams.html#ixzz3jbuENi8I
http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/small/Co-Di/Cross-Functional-Teams.html#ixzz3jbuENi8I
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important input from experts in the care of children for their children and their parenting because the 

“tracks” sit together and broaden the reach of essential services.  The efficiency of having treatment 

providers, and individuals from victim service, women’s shelter, a guardian ad litem and the Rule 25 

Assessor enriches the discussion and enhances the decision making.   

Enjoyment on the team 

Before getting into the perceptions of team members it is good to realize how much members 

of this team enjoy being on this team.  You might not see the signs of enjoyment, but with the exception 

of one member, everyone else answered in the affirmative when asked, “Do you enjoy being on this 

team“?  A few hedged their commitment to joy with a “for the most part” or “on some days,” but most 

spoke like a fifth grader and the class trip to the zoo.  This is encouraging and it tells us something very 

important about the environment and the meaningfulness of this hard work.  “Humor,” the enjoyment 

in work, is a hallmark of effective and engaging teams.  As we go through issues in which there are 

disagreements remember to think of your enjoyment along with others and don’t let single issue 

problems ruin your day.  Listen to your enjoyment. 

Do you enjoy being on this team? 

“ Absolutely.  It has opened my eyes to the kind of things people in the criminal justice system 

go through. I don’t know exactly what my understanding was before I came into drug court, but I 

genuinely didn’t consider the impact that things like addiction had on peoples’ lives in toto. And it has 

given me quite the perspective.  Learning that a lot more goes into it than just bare criminality has been  

very eye opening.”  

Enjoy being on the team? “ I do enjoy it.  It is the best day out of the week for me.” 

“I really enjoy doing it.”  

“Enjoy?  Absolutely.” 

“Enjoy… I love it.” 

“I love the program, it is the favorite part of my job.” 

Enjoy? “Yes.” 

“Enjoy?  I love being on the team.” 
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Do you enjoy being on this team? “ Very much.  Thursdays are my favorite days.” 

Enjoy being on this team? “ Very much so.” 

“Enjoy, yes.” 

Enjoy?  “I do.” 

“Enjoy this very much so.” 

“Enjoy being on this team?  For the most part I do.” 

Enjoy? “Some days.” 

Enjoy?  I enjoy my job.  Sometimes I enjoy being part of the team. Favorable part of being on 

this team like working for the participants and working with the Judge. What frustrates me is that we 

hold participants to higher standards than we do for ourselves.” 

Enjoy? “ Enjoy …No…not with our dynamics.” 

1. Why are you a member of the Dodge County Hybrid Court Team? 

The  energy that moves a drug court team is often tied to the motivation that supports team 

membership.  When membership is funded with meaning beyond, “It’s part of my job,” a much higher 

level of intensity tends to characterize the work.  For members of Dodge County Hybrid Court reasons 

for being on the team, for many, reflect interest, commitment, altruism and higher values. 

 “It is fascinating being in the room with 20 -25 people talking about addicts in positive terms and 

attempting to help them.”  

 “The work and the workers are admirable.” 

  “It creates a structure and process  that makes restorative justice applicable for the criminal justice 

system.”  

“…because I appreciate what I have seen over the last few years.” 

 “…I went to school to be a probation officer and to change the world.  It allows me to do what I want to 

do…to reach a goal.” 

 “…because of my commitment to the restorative justice model.”  
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 “On the team because domestic violence and substance abuse go hand in hand and I think I am an asset 

to dealing with the combination.” 

 “ I have a history and want to be helpful in any way I can.”  

During the time the Dodge County Hybrid Court was observed, attendance at the staffing 

meetings and the court hearings indicated that strong commitment to the program. 

2.  What do you think about the trust level on the team? 

 The assessment of trust on the team should begin with an assertion that literally every team 

member interviewed (22 of 25) expressed trust in the Judge.  “Is the Judge trusted by this team?”  

“Trust the Judge? Yes she leads the team well.  The resolution of  open conflict solidified my trust in the 

judge and her leadership.” 

Is the Judge trusted?  “Absolutely.  There are some who do not like all of her decisions, but she is 

respected and even liked.”  

“Absolutely, the Judge is trusted.” 

Judge is trusted? “ Yes I do believe she is.”  

The Judge trusted… “ABSOLUTELY.” 

“The Judge?  Yes I think we trust the judge, but we think there are certain people on the team who’s 

word is always gospel per se, so I think the Judge will listen to us, but ultimately I know we are not going 

persuade her from what the other person has already said.” 

Do you think the Judge is trusted?  “YES I do.” 

The judge is trusted?  “Yeah.” 

Trust is a crucial aspect of drug courts.  Interviews and surveys provide evidence for fairly high level of 

participant trust in the team and specific team members, but the trust team members have for each 

other is more variable. Team members were asked to rate the level of trust on the team using a scale 

from 1 to 10 with 10 high.  Results of team ratings for twenty respondents who gave a numerical 

assessment are presented in figure 6-1.  A majority of team members felt positive about trust among 

team members, but a significant number indicated the trust level as problematic. One team member 

Is the Judge trusted?  “Absolutely.  There are 

some who do not like all of her decisions, but 

she is respected and even liked.” 
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indicated there was no trust at all, “zero.”.  The following thoughtful responses from team members give 

various interpretations of trust level assessment. 

 

 

 

 “Trust is caped around 7 with a floor of 5.5.  What helps 

this is that decisions are generally deferred to expertise, that is 

good and helps to make the court run smoothly, but when 

agencies don’t agree sometimes they take it as a personal attack as opposed to what it is, that’s 

deferring to expertise.  And that can, at times, bruise egos, but I don’t think it descends to the point 

where people don’t think they believe they are acting in the best interest of the participant.  Sometimes 

egos can get in the way of that trust, but the team functions well enough that it is not as big an 

impediment as maybe it would be elsewhere.” 

‘Trust I would give it about an 8.  Historically been a push and pull between the more liberal 

members and the more conservative people.  Agreement on incentives, the difference comes with the 

sanctions. And you have some team members that believe that even the smallest infraction should be 

dealt with severely.  And without regard to what the practical consequences to that would be.  We are 

pissed at them so they need to be sanctioned. Because the best 

practice calls for therapeutic responses and balancing relationships 

and incentives against sanctions, especially jail sanctions,  more 
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by different philosophies 

on crime and punishment.” 
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conservative team members assume that they are not being heard, that their opinions are not 

respected, and that translates into them  since most of the time their suggestions are not implemented. 

That translates  to their feeling they are not trusted or certainly not heard, but I think that can spill over 

into the trust realm.  I also think trust can be impacted by different philosophies on crime and 

punishment. If a person is seen as too lenient, in philosophy and action, they might not be trusted by a 

more hard liner and vice versa.”   

  “Level of trust  4. We are rebounding from losing our old prosecutor and a new person coming 

in and a clear split developed around him.  With his entry we became very divided.  Still rebounding 

from that. There were a lot of hard feelings that I didn’t know about, that no one said anything about to 

me.  So that is why I say trust is at 4, because there are things going on that I don’t know about, and that 

others don’t know about, but seem to be causing discord, and the issues don’t come out where you can 

deal with them.”   

“Prior to more recent stormy sailing it seemed as if there was a high level of trust and unity, but 

with the new prosecutor contentions that some were not being heard began to be expressed.  Not as 

much openly, but there was an underground buzz that involved some dissatisfaction with the core staff 

and how things were going.”  So you would say the trust issue is fairly new to this team?  “.”Yes, oh we 

had our dissatisfactions and tensions at times, but nothing that has 

become as solidified as what we are dealing with now…but it is getting 

better” 

How would you rate the trust level?  “An 8.. but I know there are a couple that feel they are not 

being heard.  I know probation and law enforcement feel like they are struggling against the main 

stream.” 

“Prosecutor is new so I don’t have a rapport like I did with the old one.”  

“Trust a 3.  Most people do not feel like they are heard and that kind of erodes that trust.  When 

there is criticism for someone doing their job it creates a negative environment.”  

“There is a lack of trust between other team members. I have heard that there are team 

members that feel that their opinion is not valued and the drug court coordinator, Eric and Jamie get to 

do what they want and they don’t listen to the input of the team.  I don’t feel that way but I have had a 

good working relationship with Eric and Jammie even before I was on drug court.  I personally feel that I 

can trust them, but I don’t know how others might feel.”  

“...probation and law 

enforcement feel like they 

are struggling against the 

main stream.” 
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  “Trust a few years ago 100%, but now many new members.”  

“Complete trust in the core members.” 

“Trust.  9 - high level” 

“We got a new assistant prosecutor and the team has been focused on a restorative approach 

and he was focused on more punitive.  But I think it is coming together.” 

“Trust… couple of new people.  New people, one the prosecutor, seems to be friction between 

he and the Judge.  Never have seen that before.” 

“My trust level…. There are team members I trust more than others, some I am more careful 

around.” 

“Some rebuilding that has been put in place 

and some conflict between some members, but 

pretty high level of trust among the group.” 

“Trust?  Level about a 6.  And the reason is that we are kind of diluted in there, there are so 

many on the team and so many are not trained. In the past I’ve made comments and I’m very much 

ignored.  Some fear if I say something I am going to get my head bitten off by the coordinator. Not good 

for trust.” 

“Trust?  Around 5.  There is a belief, and I don’t know if it is true, that there is only a small 

number of team members that have valuable input.  So a lot of the team members are silent and there 

is a level of mistrust there that their opinion doesn’t matter.  I hear people say, “I don’t know why I 

come to these meetings because my opinion doesn’t matter.” 

  Trust 7. “ Trust level seemed to go down after our new prosecutor came on, there was obvious 

stress and then a big confrontation, after that it got a lot better.  Things seemed to settle down.” 

“Level of trust, 7 to 10.  Trust some more than others. And that is occupationally driven rather 

than personality driven. There is an occupational disconnect. Have to understand these perspectives 

from many perspectives.” 

 “There is no trust. I would give it 0 or 1.”  

“Those who work with CHIP cases have trust issues.” 

“Some rebuilding that has been put 

in place and some conflict between 

some members, but pretty high 

level of trust among the group.” 
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“Level of trust.  Every one there for right reason.  8” 

 

3.  How united is this team in terms of sharing a common philosophy in its dealing with participants? 

There is an obvious unity of purpose for the Dodge Cunty Hybrid Treatment Court team;  it’s 

method and process that sets them apart.  Most team members see different philosophical foundations 

as compatible in discussions that seek to consider a range of responses before settling on the right fit. 

The mix of perspectives has not changed, but something is different in that recently these differences 

have been highlighted along with mistrust, behind the scene discussions along with some vilification of 

team members and finding fault in a program with strong positive record.  Listening to the assessment 

of unity by team members helps understand what is going on and how these insights can help calm the 

waters that have nourished this program for about twenty years.   There is a lot of wisdom in these 

responses.  When things get aired out the issue moves from crisis to an irritant that is not solved but 

understood and tolerated for the good of a healthy team, to create an approach to this hard work that 

rests on imagination, lucidity,  humor, disciplined thought and practical wisdom.   

  “There is a general belief that everyone is a member of the team for the right reasons.;  to   

participants and their families in building strong pro-social  lives in recovery.  I think we are all there for 

the same reason, even when we we’re struggling as a team, we just have different perspectives. But I 

feel we are all on the same page.” 

  “I believe we are (united in philosophy)…that would be on 

the higher end. We all have the best hope for these participants.”  

“Pretty much united. General agreement on the mission and goals of drug court.  The 

differences relate to how we get there.” 

“From a top down perspective I would agree that they are all kind of unified in the philosophy 

that we are here to help these people, but when it comes to making recommendations,… the 

recommendations tend to reflect their background and their agency.  So a probation response is going 

to be markedly different than a defense attorney response, but in the interplay of those perspectives we 

come out with a good outcome.  The conversation is healthy, but when it comes to having a united 

vision from a ground level perspective it usually reflects their background.   And that’s where a lot of 

“We all have the best hope 

for these participants.” 
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disagreements come from, but I think we do a good job of figuring 

out from an outcome based approach.”   

“…does not have to be united. As long as the judge is there 

to mediate I see a healthy tension between the different interests that are in the room.  I think they 

understand each other and hope they are aware enough to know there are different perspectives.”  

“United philosophy in dealing with participants…this is where the difference of opinion is, the 

major difference. There is a group of people who are more sanctioned focused than the rest of us.  From 

my perspective, everyone comes from a different place in life, and I have come from a place in life 

where addiction touched me closely.  I was lucky and people in my life were lucky enough to have had 

some people in our quarter to help us and we knew how to be responsible adults; but what if you had 

none of that?  Some people had very few adulting life skills.  I worked with clients who did not have the 

ability to get through a situation where they had two people who wanted to meet at the same time and 

I had to walk them through that, just call one of them and see if you can move it to another time, and 

my client would be like, “What?” and I’d say yeah…what a great idea.  You have to look at where a 

person has come from.  A lot of our people need a lot of life 

skills help.  When you live in survival mode for so long, then 

functioning, like we would,  as a normal adult is not an option.  

Sometimes we have to check our privilege and be like yo, some 

of these people have had way different experiences than us,…  so for us to think the logical thing to do is  

x, y, and z and they should be able to do that without us holding their hand,… some people can do that 

but others can’t, so I think we have to figure out where people are at individually and meet them where 

they are if they are going to be successful and we are going to be successful.” 

Not a definite split, but in the last few months just a different direction a few team members are 

taking. 

“United in philosophy?  I think probation and law enforcement are struggling because we think 

it is or is supposed to be an intensive supervised program but we are not finding that.  And I think that is 

problematic.” 

“Is  it getting better, it seems to have.  They rely on these participants and take what they say as 

the truth, but as we all know everything needs to be verified and it’s rare that it is verified.  And that is 

“…the recommendations tend 

to reflect their background 

and their agency.” 

“Sometimes we have to check our 

privilege and be like yo, some of 

these people have had way 

different experiences than us…”   
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not an intensive supervised program if there is very little verification. And we are taking the word of 

these people.” 

“Unity or lack of it is occupationally driven.  Line is drawn, between law enforcement and 

probation and the rest of the team.” 

“Some different beliefs in the group about how to 

handle different situations because a number of the team has 

not been formerly trained. Myself included, so I’m not sure we 

understand the objectives and the process.” 

“How united in terms of philosophy?  Definite split.  Law Enforcement and Probation seem to 

understand participants as; human beings tend to do the wrong thing unless controlled,  we need to 

send some to prison, we need to force them to do things, we need to control them. …I am more, we 

need to give them tools and allow them to make their own decisions, 

we can’t force anybody to do anything.  I know some folks on the 

Human Services side are like that.  Treatment and the Mental Health 

members go even more on the liberal side than I do.” 

“Sharing a philosophy? That’s our biggest hurdle we have to get through.  There are some that 

are too into the punitive, worried that we are letting them get by with too much. …united on the 

philosophy… team kind of on board, but some much more on board than others.”  

 “United?  Hard to all agree when we all have different backgrounds and come from different 

professions with different understandings of our work.”  

“Some in favor of using jail more liberally where others would shy away from punishment and 

emphasize incentives and support.”  

“United? Not 100% A bit of strife has emerged. And some conflict between social service people 

and case managers.”  

“We can mess around and sanction them for being dishonest or whatever, but with all the 

expertise on this team it seems that we should figure out why they 

are doing this before we just sanction them because sanctions are 

not going to work for everyone.” 

“Some different beliefs… about 

how to handle different situations 

because a number of the team 

has not been formerly trained” 

“Sharing a philosophy? 

That’s our biggest hurdle 

we have to get through” 

“With all the expertise on this 

team… we should figure out 

why they are doing this before 

we just sanction them…” 
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How united is the team in philosophy?  “I don’t know exactly where the split lies, but most team 

members get the graduated sanctions and that incarceration is the last thing we go to. Jail to be used 

sparingly and for short stays, but the more conservative seem to favor more use of harsher and jail 

sanctions of longer duration.” 

“Majority…pretty much united.  Some members may be more judgmental .  Example:  We can 

be talking about budgeting and paying fines or whatever…and someone might say, “They’re smoking 

aren’t they?” We are not a tobacco court, I don’t think such a judgement has any place in our discussion.   

 “A split where law enforcement and probation are more “It’s not up to them, if you make them 

do the right thing long enough and they fear what will happen if they don’t do the right thing they will 

change their life.”   Law enforcement’s traditional goal is to keep people from committing crime by 

catching and arresting them (deterrence) and not concerned 

with changing them.  Drug court is different than that, about a 

50 – 50 split where half are more punitive and half are less so.” 

“Unity on philosophy was pretty much accepted for the 

almost 20 years we have been operating, but with a change in personnel this has become an issue.  We 

had the same public defender and prosecutor, with no turnover for a long time, with the latest turnover 

things have changed.” 

“There a split and blurred boundaries between case management and FDTC issues.  It gets a 

little muddy when we are all working together.  I feel that input from some team members is not always 

heard 

4.  Does the team and the Judge get a good idea where participants are at from the case managers?  

In the section on the staffing meetings the case managers are given credit for communicating detailed 

information on the various aspects of participants’ weekly activities along with their attitudinal 

response, mental health assessment and recommendation for incentives or 

sanctions.  

 “Do case managers give a good idea about what is going on with 

participants?”   

“Yes, There is no one 

better in the State 

than Eric Thompson 

at that stuff.” 

“Unity on philosophy was pretty 

much accepted for the almost 20 

years we have been operating, 

but with a change in personnel 

this has become an issue.”  
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“Yes, There is no one better in the State than Eric Thompson at that stuff.  He is a Ninja Warrior 

when it comes to what he does for the court. Jammie does ok.  She has good perceptions, good 

instincts, sometimes she may bring feelings into it too much, but she does a solid job” 

“I think so.  They both do a great job.  They take it seriously.” 

“I get a good idea about the ups and downs of participants from Eric and Jammie’s reports.  I 

know these people and the reports ring true to what I know about them.”   

“If there is a problem it is not that they don’t give us enough 

information.  Sometimes I wish we had more time to delve into what they are 

telling us. Great job of setting a scaffold for our team discussions.   I like the 

emphasis on the positive and the warnings about the negatives.  There is always mention of some things 

a participant did right and then, if necessary, the hammer will fall.  Their reports keep us from seeing 

only the worst in clients.” 

“I think sometimes we gloss over areas some people would like to delve into more. We get that 

report read to us week after week which is the same information week after week so I don’t know, I 

think they are working toward…Jammie is tending to take steps, and Erick… to stop and highlight the 

areas that are popping up.  So I do think we are getting the information.” 

“The Judge helps with her questions and her encouragement for others to speak up.  She surely 

opens the opportunity for clarity or other perspectives on the information that is given. If we need more 

information all we have to do is ask.”  

“Information about our clients comes from everywhere in this small 

county, sometimes from the rumor mill or as an attempt to get someone in 

trouble as a pay back or to keep us chasing our tails.  Sometimes it is important.  The weekly up-dates 

help us make good decisions, if there is something that gets by Eric or Jammie they open it up for 

additions in staffing and it is dealt with.” 

“They get too friendly with participants and then they don’t want to tell us the negative.  

And…they tell us stuff that they hear from participants and take it to be true without strong verification. 

A lot of time I feel that there is a need by case management to defend those participants.  We bring 

issues and instead of going deeper into the issues they defend the participants.”  

“Great job of setting 

a scaffold for our 

team discussions.“   

“…sometimes we gloss 

over areas some 

people would like to 

delve into more.” 
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“Sometimes advocacy, appropriate advocacy, is construed as bias in favor of a participant.  The 

case managers do provide a reality check against overly punitive responses; we are a treatment court 

after all, and most get that. We are not here to punish people, but to provide treatment.” 

“Jammie and Eric do a good job, would like to have more time to digest all the information… yes 

but have been a few problems when Jammie and Eric knew something and did not pass it on to the rest 

of the team.” 

5.  Do you consider the decisions made in the Dodge County Hybrid Court team decisions or do they 

represent the thinking of an individual or a small group. 

 Some concern is focused on the decision making process.  Not all team members feel that 

decisions are “team decisions,” but the province of individuals or a small group.  Some caution needs to 

be registered here because if is clear to all team members that the Judge is the “ultimate decision 

maker.”  Most members (about 2/3) see the decisions as the result of team input; a smaller proportion 

feel decisions arise out of recommendations from individuals or a small group. Those who feel they are 

being cut out of the decision making process are inclined to identify the case managers and more often 

the coordinator as having too much influence on the Judge’s decisions. 

“The Judge is the ultimate decider, and that’s definitely 

the understanding, but she is really thorough at taking the 

temperature of the room.  We defer to the judge in the 

role as ultimate decision maker, but she does a more than 

admirable job of getting cross agency perspectives.  For example if probation wants to send someone to 

jail and the defense attorney thinks there is a community based response, the Judge will do a good job 

of getting all the feedback and use it to make a decision.”  

“There is a small group that is taken into consideration more than before.” 

“Ultimately it comes down to the Judge and most of the time there is team consensus.  There 

are times when there is not general agreement and the Judge decides, but that is rare.   

“ Court decisions are “Team Decisions” 

“Core make recommendations and explains it to the team 

for their input, but ultimately it is up to the Judge.  Core staff recommendations are open for discussion 

and change at staffing meetings.  Most of the time there is no argument against recommendations.” 

“The Judge is the ultimate decider, and 

that’s definitely the understanding, but 

she is really thorough at taking the 

temperature of the room.” 

“Core staff recommendations 

are open for discussion and 

change at staffing meetings.” 
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“They are team decisions and that is where some of the descension comes in because as a team 

sometimes corrections (LE and Probation) has worries, sometime social services, we have a very diverse 

team, so there is always someone whose philosophy gets out voted.  And the Judge always calls for 

input, she wants to know what people are thinking.” 

“Majority of the time it is the team that makes the decision.” 

“Others, may feel that Eric  and Jammie are going to do what they want regardless of what their 

(other team members)input is.” 

“I believe it is a team decision…whatever the team decides that could be vetoed by the Judge.  

Not that everyone agrees, but the majority.”  

“Team decisions.” 

“Decisions are made by a small group.” 

 “Individual and small group… yes.” 

“Team decisions?  A mix sometimes team and other times case management and the judge.  A 

lot of times when there is disagreement comes down what case management thinks and ultimately the 

Judge.”  

“Decisions are made by a small group.  We all know the Judge has all the decision making power 

and she listens to the key members and the others kind of get pushed to the side.”   

“Decisions… kind of mixed, some cases team, in others it is a small group depending on what the 

case managers say.” 

“One decision maker, the judge.  She listens and filters what we say to come up with decisions.”   

“So what she hears in the team meetings is what comes back to you when she is speaking to the 

participants from the bench. So that’s very refreshing, she listens to what we say and incorporates it into 

her decisions.”  

“There are some that would say (when we were at 

our retreat) you listen to Eric and you listen to Dr. Lancing 

but you don’t listen to probation. Probation is kind of the 

“Yes, team decisions.” 

“Decisions are made by a small group.”  

 “Individual and small group… yes.” 

 

“When I look at it from being on 

other successful teams, this is one of 

the best teams I have ever functioned 

on.  If you haven’t been on other 

teams you might not know that.” 
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wounded duck here and united with law enforcement, and they feel they are not being heard.”  

“When I look at it from being on other successful teams, this is one of the best teams I have ever 

functioned on.  If you haven’t been on other teams you might not know that.” 

:Sometimes the decisions about what to do have been made before we go into staffing, some 

team and others individual and small group.” 

“Decisions… kind of mixed, some cases team, in others it is 

a small group depending on what the case managers say.”  

“I think team decisions..  In the end the judge has to make a decision.  If we don’t come to 

consensus, which we most often do, the judge makes the decision, but she does so with team input and 

it’s not just one person chiming in.”  

6.   Do you think it would be helpful for the team to bet involved in team building? 

The idea of team building is enthusiastically embraced by the majority of the team.  A few pointed to the 

importance of integrating the new prosecutor and newer team members into the team  A few team 

members indicated skepticism that it would do much, but were willing to try…”again.”  

“Team building.  Oh my gosh, I would love that.   But 

actual team building exercises, not just sitting in a restaurant 

talking about things that half of the team think don’t matter.  

Activities that get us to solve problems together.” 

“With the expansion of team… team building would be an excellent idea.” 

“If we had a conversation that includes, “I think I should be heard because of this that I’ve 

experienced in my life and sometimes that is helpful if people are comfortable sharing that and I think 

that helps build a level of trust.   Like it’s not that Jammie is a softy and wants to give everyone puppies, 

it’s that Jammie has experienced these things in her life or in her work experience that leads her to think 

this way as opposed to that way.” 

“Team building?  Absolutely.  The new prosecutor 

needs to be brought into the team better and some team 

building would help.  Most on the team do not really know 

him, many on the team do not really know some of their 

“Sometimes the decisions about 

what to do have been made 

before we go into staffing,…” 

I would love that.  But actual 

team building exercises, not just 

sitting in a restaurant talking…” 

“The new prosecutor needs to be 

brought into the team better and 

some team building would help.”   
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teammates. Scheduled to have an operational tune-up on Sept 20 – 21st and our new prosecutor and 

defense attorney will be part of that and I think that will help a lot, and that is just for the core team. “ 

“Team building, yes a little.  There was the blow up, so do 

enough team building to bring it back to where it was. Maybe a 3 hour 

retreat.  Some clearing of the air.  Beyond that I don’t know. Team 

building could be of benefit.” 

“Team building.. Absolutely. Good use of time to do team building.  Get to know each other.  

Personality tests and share what kind of personalities we are working with.” 

“Team building…. Yes because it is so large and diverse. Team building really good and is a 

reminder that we are part of a team.” 

“ I don’t know if it would help.  Maybe it would, we have a retreat every year and it’s the same 

thing we get to talk about our concerns and everything, like I am to you right now, and nothing ever 

happens.  It’s “Thank you for your concerns,” and we go back to the same-old-same-old.” 

“Team building YES.  All these ideas are brought up and we go right back to what we have 

always been doing.  If we could have some program in which we could all get on the same page and 

everyone feels that they are listened to and their perspectives are valued that would be wonderful.” 

“…. Humm.  If people came into it with a good attitude it would help.  I think team members 

should know where other members have come from because 

others may not know why I think the way I think or why Eric or 

Jammie think the way they think.  It may not be that people 

would be willing to share that personal stuff, but I think it would 

be helpful for others to understand this is why this person has this viewpoint while we are discussing 

things. (and it’s not because they like or dislike someone, or because of a relationship with the judge or 

whatever). 

“It might be helpful.  We have done retreats, but after them nothing has changed”. 

 

 

“…yes a little.  There was 

the blow up, so do enough 

team building to bring it 

back to where it was.” 

“I think it would be helpful for 

others to understand…why this 

person has this viewpoint while 

we are discussing things.” 
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7. Do you think the court’s response to participants is generally too tough, not tough enough or just 

about right? 

There is a 50 – 50 split in the team on whether the court is “not tough enough” or “just about right” in 

its response to participants.  Ten team members recorded their belief that responses were “just about 

right,” and ten felt the court was not tough enough.  The focus on expert advice from the team funded 

the assumption that responses are “just about right.”  The feeling that monitoring is lacking colors the 

perception that the court is “not tough enough.” 

  “Response… Judge usually gets it right, she is kind of intuitive 

and once she builds that relationship with them  she is pretty darn good at knowing what they are going 

to respond best to.  And she listens to her experts.”  

“Just about right… goes back to deferring to expertise.  

So if there is a question about needing a mental health 

response the team is perfectly willing to go to the mental 

health professional on the team for advice.  There has never 

been a situation in which I looked at the drug court’s response 

and thought that is a little bit unfair and that if a result of drug court being very good at explaining why 

it does what it does. So when a person gets a sanction or an incentive it’s always done with a rational in 

mind, and that rationale is most often articulated to the participant.”  

“There is a different philosophy in terms of monitoring.  Court not tough enough in that it needs 

more supervision. More monitoring.  Law enforcement and probation could enhance that.  Law 

Enforcement more knock and chats would shore up monitoring.” 

“Not tough enough and not consistent.  Find a lot of inconsistency 

with these folks. I think they are getting the wrong message… sometimes I 

think they don’t know what is expected of them, I’ll put it that way.”  

“Response…Just about right.  Williamson said there are two Judge Jodys, the Drug Court Judge 

Jody and the Regular Judge Jody and there is a big different.  Her metamorphoses as she moves from 

one court to the other is a metaphor for the difference in drug court.  Some, a few, can’t see the  

importance of the shift.  The new prosecutor ruffled some feathers… came in saying he didn’t believe in 

drug court and had a “hang’em high” attitude and he got told how inappropriate that is in drug court.  

“…she (the Judge) is pretty darn 

good at knowing what they are 

going to respond best to….” 

“Just about right…when a person 

gets a sanction or an incentive it’s 

always done with a rational in mind, 

and that rationale is most often 

articulated to the participant.”  

 

“Not tough enough 

and not consistent.” 
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He got told by the former prosecutor that he has to hang his prosecutor hat at the drug court door. He 

has been much better. It is a different kind of atmosphere and philosophy than in a regular court.”  

 “The responses are designed to be therapeutic not punishing.  Some seem to think that if you 

sanctioned one person with jail you have to punish others in the same way.  Jail may be therapeutic for 

some but not for others.  We respond just about right.” 

“Walk the line on not being Tough Enough.  Verges on not being tough enough.” 

“Response about right.”  

‘Court is not tough enough.  They get by with too much. 

“Just about right, yes. Frustrating We talk about getting participants tools and in staffings some 

don’t use those  same tools. Meet people where they are and build them up….No this person needs to 

be better.  We have to be in control. People hear the problems participants have, but they are not 

hearing the recommendations that arise out of our mission and stated philosophy.” 

“Just about RIGHT… Very thought out.”  

“Response to participants is just about RIGHT, we spend a lot of time with our discussions 

before a decision is made.  I do think it is just about right.” 

“It goes in cycles. Right now it seems we are going through one of those phases in which we are 

more lenient than might be expected, but that comes from one with a more conservative background.”   

“It depends on whether the case managers like the person.  If they have a more likeable 

understanding of that person they will recommend more lenient things, it they don’t like that person, 

they can’t get along with the person, they will recommend more harsh things.”  

“Response to participants…. Just about right.  Many not right in keeping with a belief in using 

punishment to ‘teach them a lesson,’ or ‘show them that we’re 

driving this bus’. There is a fine line and I think we are navigating that 

line well….just about right.” 

‘Response… mixed views.  Case by case gets confusing.  Some get a sanctions while others get a 

pass.  A little too lenient with some participants.” 

“Court is not tough 

enough.  They get 

by with too much.” 

“There is a fine line and I 

think we are navigating that 

line well….just about right.” 
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8. Do you feel free to say what you really believe in the Court’s staffing meetings, and do you think 

others on the team feel free to say what they really feel in the staffing meetings? 

Four team members indicated they did not feel free to say what they really believe in the court’s 

staffing meetings, but ten respondents feel that there are others who do not feel free to say what they 

really believe.  To claim that you and/or others are being stifled is a powerful charge against a Judge 

who is held up as the most trusted component on the team.  Such a charge is also difficult to understand 

given the quality of discussions and the number of team members that speak up during these 

discussions. There have been discussions in which fourteen team members have been involved and to 

have the Judge ask for advice from a number of the professionals around the table is a consistent part of 

the staffing meetings. There are indications that the issue of not feeling free to say what one really 

believes is a topic of “outside” conversations, but when asked the vast majority of team members 

indicate that they do feel free to speak what they believe.  One member of the team who said, “Free to 

speak my mind…I did up until a few months ago, I don’t anymore,” followed up with, “…but I don’t need 

to sensor the information I’m trying to get out, I just need to couch it in a different way.” 

“Free to speak your mind.  I did up until a few months ago, I 

don’t any more.  The difference is that if I need to defend my 

position, I need to find a better way to get my point across instead of 

being so blunt or offensive.  I have a great deal of pride in this 

program and sometimes it is hard, especially on some controversial issues, not to take things personally.  

So I need to be cognizant of that and at first I thought I needed to censor myself, but I don’t need to 

censor the information I’m trying to get out, I just need to couch it in a different way.”   

“From the people that I have talked to… they think with some of the issues that have come up 

they have come to the point,… people have gotten in trouble for voicing their opinions in there,… most 

people have decided it’s not worth the effort to put in, because they don’t feel they are heard.”  When 

you say “most” do you think there are more than 50% who feel they are not heard?  “Yes, I would think 

so.” 

“Others free?  Might be true, I would hedge it and couch it… if 

opinions are stifled it’s their own unwillingness to kind of speak up.  There 

might be some of those attitudes around, but I personally have not felt like I 

am unable to say something.” 

“…but I don’t need to censor 

the information I’m trying to 

get out, I just need to couch 

it in a different way.”   

“…if opinions are 

stifled it’s their own 

unwillingness to 

kind of speak up.”   
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Free to say what you believe?  “I believe so.”  

“Free to speak up?  Core members yes and she (the Judge) feels free, but people hold back.  As I 

spend more time I get more comfortable speaking up.  I come at it from more of a compassionate point 

of view, law enforcement is less so, probably, because of their role in law enforcement. 

“Free to say what I really believe? … sometimes.”  

“I’m free.” 

Feel free? “ No, I used to because that’s who I am, speak my mind and speak up, it’s gotten to 

the point that it is not even worth it.”  

“Not always.” 

“Yes, I feel free to say what I think needs to be said. I can’t imagine the professionals on this 

team remaining silent when they have a duty to speak up.  We are professionals and meet our 

obligations.” 

“This is a very large and very educated group and for us to sit 

there and feel that our opinions don’t matter, I don’t know what to do, we 

have talked about it at retreats, this is not anything new, nothing new, for 

a while our team dysfunction was being blamed on our new County 

Attorney,  and that’s completely not true; these problems are not new, they have been with us for a 

long time. And we have had small group meetings, we have gone around the room talking about what 

they are seeing and what they think is happening and I know one instance in which the coordinator 

slammed down his papers and stomped out like a two-year old. I like 

Eric and I like Jammie I have worked with them for a long time, but Eric 

is a lot of the problem.”  

“Yes I feel free…” 

“Team members are free and freely saying what they need to say. 

“I do think team members feel free to say what they really believe in staffings.  I do because even those 

who claim they don’t feel free, do speak up.  I see them stating their opinions. 

“This is a very large 

and very educated 

group and for us to 

sit there and feel 

that our opinions 

don’t matter,…” 

“…even those who claim 

they don’t feel free, do 

speak up.  I see them 

stating their opinions.” 
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“some have given up because they feel they were shut down in the past. And they had some 

grievance with that.” 

“Others are pretty open…some say more than 

they should.  People are open to say what they really believe and the Judge is responsive to that.” 

Do you think there are others who don’t feel free to give their honest opinion in staffings?          

“I know there are.” 

“But others don’t… but things getting better here.” 

 

9.  Do you feel that when you speak up in the staffing meetings that you are taken seriously, and do 

you feel that when others speak up in the staffing meetings they are taken seriously? 

In seventeen interviews the respondent indicated that he/she was taken seriously in staffing meetings.    

There was a little backing off when asked about the Judge taking comments seriously.  You can hear in 

the following remarks a belief that she listens, gives team members time, or acknowledges what is said, 

but “you may not win the day.” One of the most insightful comments on this issue explained  the puzzle 

in determining whether the feeling of not being taken seriously or listened to is related to the judge 

actively ignoring a person or the result of consistently holding a position that runs counter to the 

majority.  Law enforcement is often out of sink with drug 

court philosophy, not because of anything other than 

their occupational perspective.  A law enforcement 

officer from another court spoke of “being on an island 

out there” with his peers opposing drug court. 

“The issue about people being heard, it’s difficult to make that decision or really assess that 

because what comes across is if a person puts forth an opinion and that opinion is never picked up the 

assumption is he/she is not being heard or taken seriously. It may not be that, it may be that we’re 

deciding to go a different route, but that is always going to be difficult to deal with and there are going 

to be some personality clashes, it’s just going to happen and I just don’t have an answer.” 

“some have given up because they feel 

they were shut down in the past.” 

“…about being heard,… if a person puts 

forth an opinion and that opinion is 

never picked up the assumption is 

he/she is not being heard or taken 

seriously….it may be that we’re 

deciding to go a different route…” 
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Does the Judge take what you say seriously? “ I think she 

hears me, but I don’t know what her rationale is for making the 

decisions so I would hope so, but I don’t know for sure.” 

“Taken seriously? Most of the time. The Judge gives me 

time”.   

“Taken seriously… majority?  I do.  Judge takes what I say seriously, yes.” 

“ Taken seriously by the Judge? Absolutely” 

Feel you are taken seriously by the judge and the team?  “Yes 

when the judge needs insight into mental   health or substance abuse 

issues she will ask me and she listens.” 

“When they won’t get their way they don’t feel listened to”. 

Taken seriously?  “Not by a hand full, but by most.” 

Taken seriously by the Judge?  “I like Judge Williamson, I believe she listens to me, I believe she 

acknowledges what I have to say, but if she has made up her mind because of what the case managers 

say it’s not going to make a difference anyway.”  

When you do speak up are you taken seriously be the rest of the team?  “No, we are somewhat 

fractionalized we end up where probation and law enforcement support ideas that are more strict and 

the case manager, coordinator and the Judge agree more with things more in line with the graduated 

sanctions and stuff.”  

“The people who speak up are taken seriously.  They may not carry the day, but they are 

listened to.” 

Does the Judge take your comments seriously? “ I think she listens to Eric and what Eric wants to 

do.  She listens, but ultimately it is up to Eric.” 

Taken seriously? “Sometimes not always.” 

By judge? “ Sometimes…most of the time.” 

“Free to say what I need to say but maybe not taken seriously all the time.” 

“ I think she hears me, but I 

don’t know what her 

rationale is for making the 

decisions so I would hope so, 

but I don’t know for sure.” 

“ Taken seriously by 

the Judge? Absolutely” 

 

“The people who speak up 

are taken seriously.  They 

may not carry the day, but 

they are listened to.” 
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10.  Are the agencies represented on the drug court team supportive of the program? 

There is general consensus that the agencies involved with the court see its value.  It is difficult to 

determine whether the criticism about the court not changing is an agency concern or a concern by 

individuals from the agencies.  There is a sense that there has always been a tension between some 

agencies in how they understand substance abuse and criminal behavior see.  Some tension, but there is 

a belief that all the agencies involved see the value in working together with a drug court model.   

“Agencies … Yes they are.  When they come to staffings, generally the agencies seem to be 

engaged and want to be there”. 

Are the agencies supportive of drug court?  “We all 

understand the value of drug court. There are some people 

who would like to see things changed and done differently, 

but they all understand the value of it.” 

“Agencies support the court and both prosecutors office and law enforcement provide good 

support to drug court.” 

“Seems like law enforcement and probation are more supportive of punishment and less so of 

incentives. You hear from them, ‘It’s about time he goes to jail.’” 

“Agency support is good and have a healthy mix of perspectives”.   

Agencies supportive?  “I believe generally they are.  I am concerned about the commitment of 

law enforcement because we are not getting the number of knock and chats we should be getting and 

that impacts the number of random UAs we are getting.  Commitment of corrections seems problematic 

because we are not getting the number of probation violations I 

think we should be getting.  We hear about their case loads are 

exploding, but their referrals are not exploding along with it. The 

County Attorney’s Office was an issue with our new prosecutor, 

but he has done a really great job of educating himself and is 

taking advice from other team members.  Unfortunately there isn’t a national training he can be sent to 

right now, a role specific one, but that will happen as soon as NDCI offers one.  Under the circumstances, 

it started off rough, but I think he is buying in and certainly is not a hindrance any more.  He is getting on 

board and eager to learn. At least that is my perception.  So my biggest beef is with law enforcement 

“We all understand the value of 

drug court. There are some people 

who would like to see things 

changed and done differently, but 

they all understand the value of it.” 

 

“…beef is with law enforcement 

with the lack of knock and 

chats… should be getting more 

referrals from (probation) for 

probation violations.” 
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with the lack of knock and chats and somewhat with corrections they have always been on our team, 

they don’t case manage our people, but we certainly get referrals from them and we should be getting 

more referrals from them for probation violations.”  

 “The agencies involved in this court are supportive of the 

program.  They know success of drug courts in Minnesota is moving 

more resources into dealing with substance abuse and the crime 

related to it… in a way that works.  The days of using punishment to 

change behavior is on the decline and it costs too much for no bang 

for the bucks.  Agencies see we have to join these coalitions to be effective.”  

Agencies supportive.  “Mostly… concept of drug court is awesome but I think people don’t think 

it is run very well.” 

Agencies support? ” I think so, and it seems to be getting better.  Maybe probation doesn’t think 

we are tough enough. I love law enforcement, and they might not think we are tough enough, but that is 

just a function of what they do.” 

Agencies supportive? “Some are some are not.  Corrections, law enforcement part of the County 

Attorney’s office, they believe drug court is more like social work than holding participants accountable, 

that has been an on-going concern since I’ve been a part of it.” 

  ‘Agencies are, not all cops like drug court,  probation two of the three are on the team and 

supportive, but agencies choose people who are more supportive.  Don’t always feel that they are 

heard, but they are supportive.” 

“Prosecutor’s office is coming along. Mental Health very supportive. Social Services not as 

supportive.” 

“Be nice to go through a review with agencies to set policies, some concern that all agencies 

may not understand the policies.” 

 

11.  On a scale from one to ten, how successful is the Dodge county Hybrid Court? 

The majority (15 of 18) of the team rate the success level at seven or above.  The mean rating is 7.7 and 

the median is 8.  There is a strong element of pride in the program by most of the team.  One team 

“The agencies involved in 

this court are supportive of 

the program…. Agencies see 

we have to join these 

coalitions to be effective.” 
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member with significant experiences working with successful teams said it should be given a 9.9  (gave it 

a 9).  This person holds that team members have no idea how good this team is because they have no 

comparison.  On the other end there is some critique of team members maintaining this is the best drug 

court in the state.  Individuals with lower levels of trust are more inclined to rate the court’s success at a 

lower level as well.  The figure below, with one outlier, provides a visual of the high rating distribution.  

 

The success level…“Probably a 9.   I am incredibly impressed.  I have had  some but very limited 

experience with other courts, and this courts “blows them out of the water.”  

“Success 7 or 8 .  When they come in they hate 

judges and the entire Criminal Justice System, but through 

the relationships developed with our Judge and case 

managers participants are turned around.  Tend to be inclined to value relationship with the Judge and 

case managers and through that value a new way of living”. 

“About 8.  I have been in other drug courts and this one, it appears to me, really considers the 

participants and treats them fairly; if they need to be sanctioned, they are sanctioned.  Participants 

know what is expected of them and they are treated fairly.”  

“Strong 8.” 

“At least a 9… I am biased, best part of being on this team.  I find it really rewarding.  I watch 

them when they first come in and the facial expressions tell a lot; they roll their eyes and are not 
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“…some but very limited experience 

with other courts, and this courts 

blows them out of the water.” 
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engaged, but when they graduate…it’s a whole different story, they really have the told they need to be 

successful and it’s really rewarding to watch.  

“Give success a 7 or 8.  Judging by people who come to “A Place at the Table”  they keep coming 

and bringing their families and seems like they are holding their own in terms of their lives and their 

jobs.” 

“Rate the success?  Probably at an 8.  We have room for improvement, but compared with other 

courts I think we have it figured out.” 

 

“8 always room for improvement.”  

“Success, 9.9, I’ll make it a 9 for your statistics.  Eric has run the 

numbers.  You go back to the people who have graduated and 75% is a 

State average and we do better than that.”   

“Success 8.  Looking at results of where people are at now speaks volumes.”  

“…success?  We don’t do an evaluation of what went wrong with the cases that were not 

successful. It is interesting that we are doing an evaluation, because we don’t want to address anything 

that is not in line with what we have decided is the path we are going to take ; we are not open to 

criticism.  We have obviously had some graduations, there are some really good success stories, we have 

had some failures and it is hard to know because we did not address 

what happened in those cases or what we could do differently, we just 

keep marching on, but overall it seems successful.” 

“Success 7.  After graduation they come back to probation and 

they are back to their old ways pretty quickly.” 

“I had a participant who graduated told me.  I only had one night check in the time I was in the 

program and participants collude and sign each other’s meeting cards more than case management is 

aware of.” 

“Success, currently 2. The way we have it now, the people who are succeeding would have 

succeeded without drug court.  The have the drive and 

motivation themselves to succeed, yes drug court is an added 

“…people who have 

graduated and 75% is a 

State average and we 

do better than that.”   

“Success 7.  After 

graduation they come 

back to probation and 

they are back to their old 

ways pretty quickly.” 

 

“Success, recently hasn’t been the 

success I would hope for, 4 or 5.” 
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bonus, but they would have done it on their own with the support of child protection or of a family 

member.  I think the people in the high risk, high need that we are supposed to steer in that track have 

relapsed in a short amount of time after graduation and said that they used while they were in drug 

court.”  

“Success, recently hasn’t been the success I would hope for, level a 4 or 5.” 

“About a 5. Following best practices.”  

 “Success?  Short term success, long term questions.” 

12.  What would you suggest to make it more successful?  

After respondents ratted the level of success and explained why they gave it the rating, they were asked 

for suggestions that would make the court better.  There is an entire retreat in team members working 

together to consider and develop procedures to give some of these suggestions a try. 

“Change to make it more successful?  Work on closing the gap of trust between law 

enforcement and the drug court because they, law enforcement is trying to get them off the street and 

the drug court is trying to keep them on the street and 

going about restoration in a different sort of way.  And I 

have heard people working to bridge that gap.” 

Change one thing?  “Cohesion on the team.” 

Make it more successful. “Getting an alumni program more active.  Have a follow up with those who 

have graduated.  Just have a scheduled time to call them, maybe once a month, and report to team.”  

“Need an alumni program.  We need a follow up program.  Need more after programing more 

like the dinner we set up and got weathered out.   Also, get legislatures to allocate more money for drug 

courts." 

Change for improvement.  “Make FDTC a one year program. Most important to me assure Knock 

and Chats once a week, at least for all participants.”  

“Reinitiate knock and chats. Yes” 

“Getting an alumni program more 

active.  Need more after programing” 
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Change?  “Speak of morality, how you feel about things, as important, sexual norms are dealt 

with as trivial.  Can we suggest moral behavior?” 

“We don’t do an evaluation of what went wrong with 

the cases that were not successful.” 

“Change… training for me and the team to get a better hold on domestic violence.  Would like to 

see training, or sharing of the role of team members.  I would like the team to better understand 

domestic violence in all its forms.  I would like to know more about what probation agents actually do. 

Small  training by each of us for the rest of the team on a general sense of what we all do and our 

expertise.” 

“Maybe make case managers’ reports more accessible.  They do a wonderful job, but I might 

change the format of the weekly paper; organizing their report might make it easier to focus on various 

aspects of the report for me.  The whole block of text is hard to read and it is hard to pick out what is 

most important.  That is a small procedural point.” 

“Make it (the court) available to a broader group.  Been an observer and see the successes.   

Maybe a women only track.  Also a special track for DUI offenders. Would hope that they would open it 

to as many as possible.” 

“Opening us to new ideas and actually using them and trying them.” 

“Tighten up freedoms for especially Phase one.  We have 

curfews but no one abides by them, definitely do a search of the house 

within the first few weeks of entering, to make sure they have all paraphernalia they shouldn’t have out 

of their homes, step up the knock and chats.  Law enforcement has been frustrates with them because if 

they find something nothing happens. If someone is missing their curfew nothing happens to the 

participant so I get frustrated with that.” 

“More monitoring: knock & chats.” 

Keep in mind.  “The problems are not with the people who sit on the outside of the table, but 

from the “higher-ups” so if the case managers don’t like someone they are more likely to get kicked out 

or sit in jail, and I have seen that a lot. Listens to participants.  Judge and team listens YES.” 

“We don’t do an evaluation of 

what went wrong with the 

cases that were not successful.” 

 

“Tighten up freedoms for 

especially Phase One.”   
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To make it better?  Big barrier is housing.  Have landlords that are drug court friendly.  Not enough 

affordable housing. 

Change.  “Drug testing more random and evening testing.” 

“ Team needs to be backed down to a smaller size.  We 

have a lot of people in there that are feeling a lot of different 

opinions that come down to just a small group.  There is a lot of 

push for increased supervision.  We are not doing searches and with a recent termination we probably 

could have addressed an important issue if we would have been doing that. Get the communication on 

the team sorted out and the supervision, those are the biggest things.” 

“Set policies and don’t deviate from those.” 

“Change how we look at the sanctions. Our expectations are way too high for what our 

participants are capable of, like getting full time employment, getting stable housing, attending all those 

meetings within the first few weeks. Instead of focusing on coming in and drug testing.” 

13. How does the Dodge County Hybrid Court serve Dodge County? 

The multiple ways in which the Dodge County Hybrid Court serves Dodge County includes 

lowering recidivism, decreasing substance abuse, increasing cross cooperation between County 

agencies, lowering the cost of dealing with drug related crime, assisting in fostering stable lives for 

children, and taking care of Dodge County citizens. All most every team member indicates a strong sense 

that the court is of real value to Dodge County.  Only one respondent was not sure how the court serves 

the County, another sees the value in the court but thinks it needs improvement. 

“Serves the County... It gives people their lives back, as trite as 

that is.  When people come to the court, they don’t have a driver’s 

license, they might have child support arrears, they don’t have a job,  they don’t have a whole lot of 

community support left.  They come back, we reintegrate them, we figure what their needs are and we 

address them.  What it does for Dodge County is it gives it its residence back.  Be it for, one reason or 

another, trauma based or from the disease of addiction, they have left the community and the court 

gives them an opportunity to come back.” 

“Team…smaller size…. 

Increased supervision….  

….communication sorted out.” 

“It gives people their lives 

back, as trite as that is.” 
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In discussing how the County is served by the Hybrid 

Court on  team member spoke of the restorative power of the 

court.  “These are people who are our neighbors, their children 

play with our children, the healthier they can get the healthier our 

community gets. These are people who are members of our 

community, and if you understand restorative justice and drug court is the definition of restorative 

justice. The long term effect… it has had on the people that live in this community the participants that 

have graduated, their children, their parents, their neighbors.  The long term effect on the restorative 

power of this program; these lives have been restored to the community that they grew up in, that they 

lived in, that… they terrorized and the community that feared them; now they are positive influences in 

that community.“ 

“The County is better off with this court.  The people that we take are people in our community 

and if we sent them to prison they are going to come back and prison is not a great place to address 

addiction issues.  Most of our people have addiction issues and mental health issues and prison is not 

going to help you.”  

“From the FDTC side, I don’t want to take people’s 

children away, I want to help people get the services they need 

so they can be successful parents. So FDTC is the best way for 

people to keep their kids, get their kids back in their custody.  Helps us keep a closer eye on them, much 

more than a standard CHIPS case, drug court helps people.  So many people with addiction have no 

community support, it helps people build sober support networks. One 

person we have been trying to get into FDTC has absolutely no sober 

community support at all, so if we run her through a standard CHIPS 

process that’s not going to help her build the sober network she needs to stay sober and be a good 

parent to her kids. So building a strong sober network is a great service to this County.” 

“A graduate is active in my church and the community sees that, seeing graduates and active 

members being good parents, the community sees that.” 

“…these lives have been 

restored to the community that 

they grew up in, that they lived 

in, that… now they are positive 

influences in that community.“ 

“…FDTC is the best way for 

people to keep their kids, get 

their kids back in their custody.”   

“So building a strong 

sober network is a great 

service to this County.” 
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County served?  “It increases peoples functioning.  

People come out of this program with full-time employment, 

have driver’s license, pay child support, increased education 

(even people who fail out)  and have lower recidivism than 

people who don’t do the program. And that is what we do for 

the county, and whenever there is something good in the local 

news about Dodge County, Rochester Post Bulletin or in the local newspaper, it invariably involves the 

Dodge County Drug Court.   We are probably the most popular agency in Dodge County Government. “ 

“The County is better off with the Court, it is an invaluable service tool, its one that if people are 

willing to make those changes, it gives them their best shot at a fulfilling life In Dodge County.  We can 

never do without it, we should just periodically reassess the way we are going about it.” 

“A good alternative, Once they have gone through, and some have gone through more than 

once, the purposes are served, fewer legal expenses, better parenting, less treatment admissions, less 

jail days, it is a good alternative to the road those people were on.” 

“Serves this County really well.  Dodge is a fairly small county, a place where people know each other.  

Participants are people from the community who return after periods of incarceration and may get 

caught in a cycle of spending time in prison, then back to the 

community, back to prison and so on.  The long-term success of the 

Dodge County Drug Court has assisted in breading that cycle.  There are 

a certain number of community members who without drug court would 

continue to commit crimes, maybe not serious crimes, or can’t figure out 

how to care for their children, these are people who are draining resources of a small county with 

limited resources.  From that standpoint if has been very helpful over a long period of time.”   

“The way the drug court serves the county is...the participants are held accountable, not 

running the streets any more, they are becoming citizens that are responsible, they have jobs, and work 

for our businesses.  It’s just the kind of behavior change that the court does.”  

“Treatment court is a credit to the community and that is reflected in the support throughout 

county government and up to the County Board, they are incredibly supportive.” 

“the participants are held 

accountable, not running 

the streets any more, they 

are becoming citizens that 

are responsible….” 

“People come out of this program 

with full-time employment, have 

driver’s license, pay child support, 

increased education (even people 

who fail out)  and have lower 

recidivism than people who don’t 

do the program.” 
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“Because the drug court has been in existence for so long many 

have been involved in the court, whether as team members or participants, 

and have become good role models and leaders in the community.  These 

are people who are truly invested in the health of the community.  So the drug court is not just about 

assisting drug addicts, it is in a real sense a vehicle for building a better community.”  

“It serves the County well.  I know a landlord who rents to drug court participants and speaks of 

how responsibly they pay rent on time and they have been more or less model citizens for him.  From 

his perspective I see it as a benefit to the County.  I also see buy-in from the county represented by the 

businesses. They donate a sheet cake for graduations and give gift certificates and they want to hire 

participants and want to work with the drug court and I see that as buy-in.”  

“At the beginning I did not want it at first but through training have become an advocate for the 

approach.  I think the drug court gets the best possible outcomes for my clients.  Good outcomes for my 

clients is a bonus for County.” 

“Another set of insights has broadened my view of how different sectors in the criminal justice 

system,  social services, the treatment industry, mental health professionals, and, for us here, even the 

clergy define and react to addiction. Watching the interaction is mind boggling.  All these perspectives 

coming to the discussion with different definitions of the problem.  And 

mixed with my own that is forming and reforming.  Reflecting on it keeps 

me up at night. To have this program is good for everyone in the 

County.” 

 “Any impact on breaking the stereotype of a drug addict is a benefit.  In the community and in 

the court; with law enforcement you see it going both ways with the knock and chat (stereotypes of 

addicts are changed and stereotypes of law enforcement are changed); it happens with the children; 

“Mom look at who is here,” and the cops play with the kids and get to know them.  When they did more 

knock and chats, law enforcement had a different view of our participants and participants started to 

have a different view of law enforcement.”   

 “The team, for me makes better relationships and connections so we work better together.  

Many of us are in the same building, but we might not have been connected.  The team brings us into 

working relationships that make my regular job more effective.” 

“…it is in a real sense 

a vehicle for building 

a better community.”  

 

“Any impact on breaking 

the stereotype of a drug 

addict is a benefit.” 
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“Yes. Serves the County well, gives county engaged citizens from problems. Now the ‘problems’ 

are successes doing well…integrated into community and contributing.” 

Serves the County?  “To be honest I don’t know how much service it is doing.”  

“Makes the County feel really good, but I don’t know it they really understand.  I do think it 

serves an important purpose for the County, but I feel it has a lot of room for improvement as well.” 

“County is better off?  Serves the County, it is a huge benefit.” 

14.  Do you think you could use more training, and do you think other members of the team could use 

more training? 

“Yes can always use training.  Get new ideas, 

solidifies why we do what we do and that’s important 

because some self-criticism about how we do things 

come from not knowing why we do it this way.  Our 

success supports what we do, some new members on the team need to hear the ”experts” say we are 

following best practice.  Training would do that. 

“New people need training.  They need to know why we do it like we do.  They need to know the 

foundational thought upon which drug court is based.” 

No. I have no formal training,  I have been given reading, but I would like more formal training.  

Seemed to be confused about the 10 Key Components. It would be nice to discuss and know these 

things.”  

“Like to get more training.”  

“I could use more training” 

“Yes need training, but before  need resources for training.” 

“Team members need more training. Absolutely.” 

“A lot of the team has not been trained.  With the training we learn something that we are doing 

differently than is suggested but Eric and the Judge think we are doing it right while all others are doing 

it like the training suggests, but we don’t change.  I forget what it was, but if we don’t follow the training 

“Our success supports what we do, some 

new members on the team need to hear 

the ”experts” say we are following best 

practice.  Training would do that.” 
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what good is it?  One issue was with the journals, training said no, the Judge and Eric said yes.  So we do 

journals.” 

“Team needs training.” “… new prosecutor needs 

training.” “… happy prosecutor and new defense attorney will 

get training.” 

“The fact that they are not trained is not a fault of the team, they are just not offering training 

like they used to.  Would it help? Yes I do think it would. Drug court asks us to think differently.” 

15.  Do you feel that the judge and the team really listens to the participants?  

In many drug courts and FDTCs participants indicate they feel like the judge and the team does 

not really listen to them.  Many feel they do not have an opportunity to express their views in the court 

and they are not taken into account in decisions about their lives.  The participant survey revealed that 

participants in the DCHTC “agree,” on average, that this is not the case in their court.  The comments 

below confirm what participants feel on this issue. 

“Team listen to participants.  Yes… The Judge listens and 

she takes seriously the reading of the journals.  Eric and Jammie do 

an awesome job of listening.  I try to listen to those in my CHIP 

cases, watch for their frustration in court and talk with them and 

encourage them.” 

“…team and judge really listen. We are told we shouldn’t have journals, but we continue to 

listen trough journals.” 

“Participants absolutely… listened to.” 

“Listens… yes Judge, Jammie and Eric.  Always listening.  Pat and Lori… Social Services all listen.  

Dr. Lancing always ready to listen…and Billy may be the best listener.” 

“Knows the Judge listens and that is the best part. No doubt.” 

“Listens to participants?  The Judge for sure.  Some on the team will hear those they like.” 

“Team needs training.” “… new 

prosecutor needs training.” “… 

happy prosecutor and new defense 

attorney will get training.” 

 

“The Judge listens and she 

takes seriously the reading 

of the journals.  Eric and 

Jammie do an awesome job 

of listening.  I try to listen to 

those in my CHIP cases,…” 
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Really listen? “ I know the Judge does.  Most team 

members do listen empathetically, some seem to make the 

assumption that a certain participant, due to past negative 

interaction, will not make it and does not deserve care and 

concern.  I believe we should assume the best of all the clients.  Maybe the real rebel needs the listening 

more than any other.” 

16.  Do you think there have been people accepted into the Dodge County Hybrid Court that should 

have not been accepted? 

With the various perspectives that live in drug courts there is often disagreements about who gets into 

the program and who does not fit.  There is a distinction made in this court between an addict who 

commits crime because of substance abuse and the criminal who also uses drugs and may be addicted.  

There is a fine line and in many cases it is a “chicken and egg” argument.  One participant interviewed 

for this evaluation was the object of such a team discussion with the decision falling on the side of 

acceptance.  It easily could have gone the other way.  Two cases that challenged team members 

involved a vehicular homicide and a 4th degree assault of a police officer.  These two cases remain a sore 

point for some on the team.  The majority saw those accepted as appropriate.  There is mention of 

participants being accepted to increase the number in the court. 

“I have seen the hand wringing  over deciding whether to accept a participant.  A ton of gray 

area for any participant we accept.  I have seen Eric or Jammie at a graduation saying to a participant, ‘ I 

could not imagine seeing you here at your graduation, I had given up on you, and here you are.  And 

there were others on the team that did not give up on you and we see why they didn’t.’ “ 

“…there have been some great metamorphoses that have taken place when we accept people 

that might not fit the bill at the beginning, so there is kind of leap of faith.  There is a large area of grace 

when selecting.  We have been successful with some 

that most thought would never make it.” 

“Participants right fit, definitely.  We have a 

pretty good checks and balances.  I would let more in, 

but that might not be realistic, so that is tempered by others.  But the people in the court all have a 

fighting chance of success and that makes them the right fit.” 

“…the Judge does.  Most team 

members do listen empathetically 

…. Maybe the real rebel needs the 

listening more than any other.” 

 

“Participants right fit, definitely.  We 

have a pretty good checks and balances.  

I would let more in, but that might not be 

realistic, so that is tempered by others.”  



111 
 

“We don’t bring in people without careful 

consideration.  They follow the eligibility guidelines 

and so they do bring in those who are appropriate.” 

“Maybe a few…questionable… did not know 

how to be honest.  Criminal or addict?  Most part pretty good job of screening.” 

“The people in the court are appropriate for one reason, what was being done was not 

working.” 

“I have seen some that I have my doubts about, but that is true 

for a lot of individuals that turn out to be great successes.  So no, I 

don’t think any of them should not have been accepted.  Everybody 

who has been accepted can be worked with.” 

“Not taking in participants that I mentally flagged as ‘Not 

appropriate’ to being here.” 

“Participants who should not have been allowed in the program?  Definitely. They were allowed 

in because of numbers. Needed the numbers.” 

“Yeah. We have had a participant that had a sex offence, a couple who do not live in the County.  

The violence criteria has just kind of morphed into something that nobody knows what it is any more.  

We used to not takt violent offenders but then the definition of violent offenders changed so much that 

I don’t even know what they would be anymore…those we would not take because they are too 

violent.” 

“Eligibility criteria should be revisited, we have done that, but sometimes they just want people 

in there, good, bad or indifferent.” 

“Should not have been allowed?  I really don’t think so.”   

“Appropriate, all of them.” 

“There is a definite opinion that some have gotten in that were not appropriate.  There was a 

big backlash on a criminal vehicular homicide that really upset law enforcement, and a case of a 4th 

degree assault on law enforcement officers.  The sheriff’s office is not happy with that one. Some push 

back on accepting people not on expected committal sentences, emphasizing the “last chance” focus.  

“We don’t bring in people without 

careful consideration.  They follow the 

eligibility guidelines and so they do 

bring in those who are appropriate.” 

 

“So no, I don’t think any of 

them should not have been 

accepted.  Everybody who 

has been accepted can be 

worked with.” 
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But case management does not want to deal with only those people who are in the court to avoid 

prison. So the “last chance” element hangs in there and that is going to ruffle some feathers on all sides.  

So case management does not to work with people just avoiding prison and law enforcement wants to 

put people in prison, so you will always have that back and forth.” 

“None that are not appropriate.” 

17.  How honest do you think the participants are with the court? 

Honesty is fundamental to this court.  Participants are told to ‘Show up and be honest.’ The assessment 

of honesty on the part of participants  goes from” 90% honest” to “Not – they’re addicts, not honest at 

all.”  The question, ‘How honest are the participants’ is probably the wrong one to ask.  We can learn 

from team responses that it would be better to ask about the development of honesty as participants 

move through the phases because that is the majority 

experience. 

  “Honest.. most are more than less.  Honesty grows.” 

Honesty? You would not expect those who come 

into the program to be honest with anyone in the justice 

system, but as participants move through the program the 

degree of honesty increases.”  

“The communication between the participants and the Judge through the journals has been 

very helpful is developing the relationship and in building honesty.  They practice honesty in a safe 

place, the journals; they develop a pattern of honesty that was not there before.”  

“They try to be honest… they really make an effort to be 

honest with the court”. 

“Probably much more honest than they have been in the 

past.”  

“Honesty; it’s not a yes or no issue; I find that participants grow into honesty.” 

“Honest 70% of the time.  Pretty honest.” 

“Honest, 90% of the time.” 

“The communication between the 

participants and the Judge through 

the journals has been very helpful is 

developing the relationship and in 

building honesty.  They practice 

honesty in a safe place, the 

journals; they develop a pattern of 

honesty that was not there before.” 

“Fairly honest. I don’t think anybody is 

rigorously honest, but they are more 

honest in drug court than they have ever 

been, the ones who make it. Those who 

make it have really gotten honest.” 
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“… pretty honest with us.  It gets better as they move through the program.” 

“Fairly honest. I don’t think anybody is rigorously honest, but they are more honest in drug court 

than they have ever been, the ones who make it. Those who make it have really gotten honest.” 

 “No, not entirely honest, probably more honest than 

before, but we can’t verify, that’s what gets frustrating, we can’t 

verify some of the stuff that we are being told.” 

“As much as they can be.  We impose punishment for 

dishonesty.  Come in and they grow in honesty.” 

“Depends on participants. When there is a breach of honesty it is appropriately dealt with and 

there is an effective rearticulating of the drug court’s expectations.”  

How honest are participants.  Not – they’re addicts, not honest at all.  Well they might grow as 

they get sober.  I’ve had clients who have been sober for a year and they lie to me and might come in a 

week later and say, “I don’t know why I lied to you about this.” Lying is like second nature to them.” 

“Some are and some just play the game and are not honest at all.” 

 

18. How often do you think participants get by using without getting caught? 

Some concern has been registered with the extent of monitoring participants and the lack of rigorous 

random drug testing. There is an assumption that if a person gets by with using it wont last long.  They 

will be caught. 

“Virtually impossible in the first phase and almost impossible 

in the second phase.  

Where it could happen is in the last two phases, the third and 

particularly the fourth phases is where their contact with us 

has been lessened.  That’s why knock and chats are so 

important.” 

Use substances without detection? “Not that often.  I would say we have pretty good nose for 

when people are going south.” 

“…probably more honest 

than before, but we can’t 

verify, that’s what gets 

frustrating, we can’t verify…” 

“Virtually impossible in the 

first phase and almost 

impossible in the second 

phase.”   
“…the third and…fourth phases is 

where their contact with us has been 

lessened.  That’s why knock and 

chats are so important.” 
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  “A lot less in drug court than it does in treatment or on 

probation, but it happens.  Not a big problem because they will get 

found out.  The testing is too rigorous to allow much. They are 

always trying new stuff and we keep adjusting.” 

“Usually we have a pretty good idea when people are in trouble, we may miss a relapse or two, 

but we don’t often miss serious use tied to a downward spiral.  We had a user of a synthetic that we did 

discover, but all the regular testing in the world would not catch that.” 

“Recent termination, using synthetic marijuana and selling it, another got picked up immediately 

after the program and ended up executing his sentence and admitted to probation that he was using 

throughout the program.  Two people we suspect of huffing and have no ability to test for that.  So with 

the knock and chat system’s demise and the predictability of when participants were to be tested we 

were open to people who did not want to be sober.”  

Use substances without being caught.  “More than we would like.  We check pretty regularly.  

Knock and chat, but not often enough.  Pretty good coverage.  No one gets by for long.” 

“Assumption is that they are going to get caught, 

and I think they are, but they need more contact , more 

surprise visits from law enforcement, probation and case 

managers.” 

“How often do you get a positive test.  Rarely.  Testing done at inpatient treatment.” 

“The substances that are not detectable makes me more skeptical.”  

“Occasionally get by with using… they will get caught. Drug testing is effective.” 

“No way of knowing.  In phase I it would be very difficult to use anything; the monitoring is 

intense. Phase II also includes fairly rigorous testing schedule.”  

In the long run they do get caught.  It happens, but it is not a big deal.  It happens, but not 

often.” 

“The size and the closeness of the community 

helps with the monitoring.  In this community you can’t 

“A lot less in drug court than 

it does in treatment or on 

probation, but it happens.” 

“Assumption is that they are going 

to get caught, and I think they are, 

but they need more contact , more 

surprise visits from law enforcement, 

probation and case managers.” 

 

“The size and the closeness of the 

community helps with the monitoring.  

In this community you can’t go outside 

without someone knowing about it.” 
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go outside without someone knowing about it.  I think it (use without detection)  happens infrequently.” 

How often do they use without being caught?  “A lot, because I don’t think they are tested 

frequently enough.  And they know when they are going to be tested, they are smart.” 

“Use without being caught, happens pretty often.  I’m suspicious, pretty frequently.” 

19.  How important is mental health to the behavior of Dodge County Hybrid Court’s participants ? 

The comments below document the seriousness with which this court deals with mental health issues.  

Virtually every team member understands how important it is to ameliorate the mental health problems 

before recovery is viable.    

“Mental Health in a huge deal.  Most have a mental health issue.  Both men and women, but 

almost all of our women have a co-occurring disorder.  We do a very good job.  Every entering 

participant gets an assessment, we use one of the best mental health providers in the area, we have an 

engaged mental health professional on our team who provides therapy for our people and guidance for 

team decisions on effective responses to participant behavior.  Our program provides access to mental 

health treatment and we monitor attendance at therapy 

sessions.  We take it seriously.” 

“Mental health drives everything.  Trauma and 

childhood stuff is the foundation of the behavior we deal with, and I really like the fact that we require 

everybody that comes in to have a mental health assessment.  …because dealing with mental health will 

keep them in recovery after they get out of here.” 

 “Mental health?  Quite a bit. Lucky to have Dr. Lancing…. By the time a person gets to drug 

court you can’t say they are just an alcoholic or a meth addict, there is always a mental health issue that 

they are masking… that is “driving the bus.” Might not be a diagnosed issue, but all of them have some 

mental health issue, anxiety, SAD, or some degree of an issue with mental health.”  

“A big focus.  I am happy to see a focus on it. One of the strongest parts of the DCHTC. The court 

is taking seriously the importance of tending to mental health 

issues.”  

“… treating mental health is as important as treating addiction.” 

“Mental health drives 

everything.  Trauma and 

childhood stuff is the foundation 

of the behavior we deal with…” 

“… treating mental health is as 

important as treating addiction.” 

 



116 
 

“Mental Health has more to do with it than anything else. Have seen treatment programs and many deal 

with chemical dependency without dealing with mental health issue. Glad to see the emphasis here.” 

“Mental Health responsible for 85 to 90 percent of participant behavior. 

“Mental health.  Has a great deal to do with participant behavior.  We have had participants 

who had real difficulty and continued using based on not facing their own trauma issues.  So mental 

health is a really big part of what’s going on here.”  

“Mental Health more than 50 percent.” 

 “Mental health a huge part issues being addressed, yes, 

but  I think trauma is not being addressed well by us. Should 

have more than one mental health professional on team.” 

 “Program doing as good a job as we can.  Getting them that assessment and then treatment 

and making sure they get appointments and keep them.  Need more resources.” 

‘I am sure it (behavior) has very strong ties to that.  We focus on that during staffings while 

discussing accepting a person who seemingly needs extensive mental health treatment.  Some 

discussion of whether we want to accept someone with those needs, but it seems those are the people 

who need the drug court intensive supervision that can monitor meds compliance along with sobriety.”  

  Court dealing with Mental health effectively? “Yes I do.  Screening for MH issues and get them 

going in therapy with a program.  Dr. Lansing does so well.  Can’t make them go, but Judge encourages 

in an effective way to help participants with the structure of their therapy, appointments and 

monitoring what participants say about their mental health”. 

“Mental Health plays a big part in their behavior.  Goes hand in hand with drug use.” 

20.  What else should I know to make a valid assessment of the Dodge County Hybrid Court program?  

What am I missing? 

Responses to this open-ended  invitation to bring up issues important to some team members brought 

focus on the succession in the County Attorney’s role.  I will let respondents speak for themselves.  My 

assessment of the issue is included elsewhere.   Suggestions for ironing out…maybe smoothing out…the 

tensions are offered.  A reminder of the strong history of this program and the on-going support it 

receives is offered.  A statement about how good this team is compared with others is meant foster a 

“Mental health a huge part… 

issues being addressed, yes, 

but  I think trauma is not being 

addressed well by us.” 
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reconsideration of criticism that lacks context.  A statement about the quality of the “substitute judge” 

speaks of her contribution to this effort.  More praise for Judge Williamson is included, can’t miss that.  

There is a warning that my work may be wasted “because people are stuck in their ways.”  And what is 

really bothersome are the “attitudes.” 

“The proof is in the pudding.  If we didn’t have a successful 

program we wouldn’t have the broad community support that we do. 

We have had wonderful articles about our Drug Court, we have never 

had a negative one, our County Commissioners believe in it 100%, and after the mid 2000’s after our 

Federal grant dollars ran out and the State was missing in action our County has always stepped up and 

because we are a small County you can’t walk down the street without walking into someone who has 

been in drug court or has a family member in drug court with positive results and everybody knows 

that.” 

“Get everyone to understand all the roles.  What it’s like to be 

Williamson,  What it is like to be Eric or Jammie. I have been in 

different courts and people here don’t understand what they 

have.  Eric has been here since the beginning, stable and 

steering the ship with confidence and competence.  Sure Eric is 

assertive, but he is more committed to this court and the philosophy that funds it than any one I have 

seen.”  

“The team opened themselves to different perspectives.  Unique in that they have brought in 

clergy.  Willing to advocate… overly impressed with the overall handling of the drug court… Judge 

flourished as DC Judge. Does a good job with the meetings.  She 

thinks things over, makes decisions that take other opinions 

into account.” 

“Williamson best judge ever.” 

“The backup Judge, taking the court when necessary, is doing an admirable job.  Her 

style is somewhat different than Judge Williamson, but her way is effective and sends the 

message of interest and concern.  Having a consistent replacement is good for participants and 

our team.  

“…after our Federal grant 

dollars ran out and the 

State was missing in 

action our County has 

always stepped up…” 

“People on this team have no idea 

how good this team is compared 

with others.  People who are 

critical have maybe never seen 

what happens in other courts.”   

“… Judge flourishes as DC Judge. 

Does a good job with the 

meetings.  She thinks things 

over, makes decisions that take 

other opinions into account.” 
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 “Passing of the torch might be relevant. The  former prosecutor was a large supporter of drug 

court and its effort and whatever buy in the current prosecutor might have might be relevant 

“Gary our past prosecutor, operated in a very 

amenable way to drug court, law enforcement and probation 

did not like how he operated, but it worked for drug court.  

With the new prosecutor we hear that he stated he enjoyed 

sending people to prison, he is far more punitive and those with more punitive tendencies were drawn 

together with him and out of that came this obvious split in the team.  I want it dealt with.  All of a 

sudden the more punitive oriented team members had a voice. It seems like things are better, but I 

don’t know if things are better because the prosecutor got in trouble.  And probation is lining up to do 

things like drug court does them… like an intensive supervision model. And it is being said that the new 

model is more intensive and the reason is because they do more searches.” 

“I hope what we had is not going away.  The old prosecutor really took the drug court training to 

heart, you can’t punish bad behavior away, for every punishment there needs to be seven rewards, and 

so the old prosecutor was on board with drug court training and it you are going to be successful you 

have to use “best practices” and the new prosecutor is young and he is trying to make a name for 

himself and he didn’t understand the phrase “best practices.” And that was a phrase he heard from a 

number of us and the Judge.  He would ask “why would we do that?” and we would respond “it follows 

‘best practice.’ This is what we learned at out trainings, this is what we see is actually working.  And 

would see these people you wouldn’t give a nickel for gradating and becoming a solid member in your 

community you realize he had to take a second look at best practices. I’m hoping he is coming around. I 

don’t know if it is going underground or what.  I can say that his behavior in the staffings is not what it 

used to be.  I can say that much.” 

“Been in the program for a very long time, one of the things is that it has grown, it’s forward 

thinking.  I see very good changes that have happened.  Our prior County Attorney was very active, had 

very good rapport with participants, you know, chatted with them like humans…I don’t see that with the 

County Attorney that is there now.  He rarely comes to review hearings and that’s how he is going to 

build  rapport, that’s how he is going to make speeches at graduations because he knows what is going 

on and not just reading the weekly drug court inquirer.  That is not how you pull in everything that 

happened. For participants, there was a time when all law enforcement were a*&%$* and so were 

“The backup Judge…her way is 

effective and sends the message 

of interest and concern. “  
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prosecutors and they were all after them, if you can switch that thinking, be human with them you have 

a better chance.” 

“I am afraid all your work going into this report will be wasted 

and nothing will be done, we are all very excited to have this done, 

because we know our drug court is not working and not functioning the 

way it should, but we’ve talked about this, and talked about it, but it’s like beating a dead horse.  People 

come up with great ideas, but nothing is ever done because people are stuck in their ways.”  

“You know what bothers me ?  Attitudes!” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“You know what bothers 

me ?  Attitudes!” 
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Chapter 7:  Process Evaluation 
 

DCHTC is designed to conform to the 10 Key Components of Drug Courts.  The research questions in this 

section seek to document the degree to which the court is reaching the benchmarks associated with 

these components.  To put it simply we want to know if there are things that could be done to assure 

that the drug court model is being applied most effectively.  Before we can determine whether the 

program is achieving its stated goals we must be assured that the program is actually being applied; we 

want to know about the process. 

Target Population and Eligibility Screening 
Question 1.  Are screening measures consistent with best practice recommendations and are they 

consistently utilized to determine eligibility? 

Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court has been judicious in conforming to best practice standards in 

defining their target population.  The written policy for eligibility follows the standards found in The 

Adult Court Best Practice Standards, Volume I.  26 

General Eligibility Criteria for the adult treatment court. 

▪ 18 or over (male or female) 
▪ Residency in area & Significant contact with Dodge County 
▪ Meets Rule 25 or Chemical Dependency Evaluation criteria for treatment with DSM V –diagnosis 

of moderate to severe substance related disorder. 
▪ Physically able to complete program (within guidelines of the Americans with Disabilities Act) 
▪ Voluntary participation in the program 
▪ Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI) or other approved and validated 

risk/needs assessment (i.e. RANT) identifying the individual as medium-to-high risk. 
 

Qualifying Factors for FDTC program 

▪ Residency in area and significant contact with Dodge County, including financial responsibility in 
Dodge County. 

▪ At least 18 years of age (male or female). 
▪ Priority will be cases where one or more of the candidate’s children are the subjects of a Child in 

Need of Protection or Services (CHIPS) petition and the child(ren) are removed from the home.  
The candidate has entered an unconditional admission (not conditioned on acceptance into 
FDTC) to the basis of the CHIPS petition. 

▪ Meets Rule 25 or Chemical Dependency Evaluation criteria for treatment with DSM-V diagnosis 
of moderate to severe substance related disorder. 

                                                           
26 From ADULT DRUG COURT BEST PRACTICE STANDARDS VOLUME I National Association of Drug Court 
Professionals, Alexandria, Virginia Copyright © 2013, page 6 
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▪ Voluntarily chooses to participate in FDTC.* 
▪ Prior termination from FDTC or prior unwillingness to participate will not disqualify an individual 

from future participation. 
▪ Candidates with an active criminal file must be screened for Adult Drug Court participation 

before they will be considered for FDTC. 
▪ Physically able to complete program (within guidelines of the Americans with Disabilities Act). 

 

*The Dodge County FDTC is a voluntary program.  Therefore, families may elect not to 
participate or to discontinue participation, at which time their cases revert to existing 
traditional court programs and procedures. 

 

Screening Process 
A screening interview is conducted within five business days of receiving a referral (excluding 

weekends and holidays).  The Adult Drug Court Case Manager will conduct the interview to explain the 

program and determine motivation/willingness to participate.   

The eligible candidate must enter the DCHTC voluntarily, demonstrate full understanding and 

acceptance of program rules, expectations, obligations, and the consequences of not meeting them.  

The incentives for “meeting criteria” must also be explained and accepted.  There must be a 

determination that the candidate is suitable for intensive supervision, as evaluated by the willingness  

and motivation to enter the program, history of chemical dependency, history of mental illness, 

treatment history, probation history, amenability to treatment in a program setting.  Determining 

eligibility also includes a recommendation of the candidate’s fit for the treatment court as indicated by 

the referral by an attorney, probation agent, or other qualified professional.  The support of friends, 

family, employers, service providers, or other pro-social relationships is also considered.  Participation in 

the DCHTC is limited to U.S. citizens  or individuals otherwise residing in the United States lawfully and 

not subject to removal proceedings as a result of the conviction that would otherwise qualify the 

individual for entry into the program.  

There is an understanding that all referrals may not meet every eligibility criterion.  Most cases  

have been decided easily as acceptable or not, but there have been a few cases about which there has 

been significant disagreement.  In these cases after the team discussion the judge rules on acceptance.   

The majority of the work on preparing an argument for or against acceptance falls on the 

coordinator of the program.  There has been some concern registered about the team being presented 

with a candidate for acceptance without any prior knowledge of the referral.  A team member spoke of 

being left out in the dark about a candidate.  “Today (the day the person was being considered for 

acceptance) is the first time we have seen that name come up.” 
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Key aspects discussed during the screening interview include: program duration, the need for 

immediate detoxification, the possibility of involvement in residential treatment, treatment frequency 

and duration, drug testing, and the consequences of nonparticipation and unsuccessful termination.  

The process of determining eligibility for the Dodge County Court is shaped by the formal 

criteria, but in most cases in the small county individuals being referred are known to team members.  

Knowledge of family history, past run-ins with law enforcement or school officials or the lack there of 

can influence an eligibility decision.  While there may be disagreement about a decision, there is good 

reason to use these forms of data to assist in determining who fits the programing.  To use the court as a 

diversion program when nothing else is available is not a bad thing. 

The participants accepted into the program fit the eligibility criterion that specifies, “Meets Rule 

25 or Chemical Dependency Evaluation criteria for treatment with DSM V –diagnosis of moderate to 

severe substance related disorder.”  Table 7-1 shows the level of chemical health assessed for entering 

clients.  Ninety-four percent were assessed as “dependent” with four percent determined “abusing.” 

Just one graduate and one person who was terminated fit the criterion for “substance use disorder.”  

Table 7-1  Initial Chemical Health Assessment of Entering Participants 

Level Active Graduated Terminated Grand Total 

Abusing 0% 5% 4% 4% 

Dependent 100% 94% 94% 94% 

Substance Use Disorder 0% 1% 2% 1% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

The eligibility criteria identifies individual with medium-to-high risk as appropriate for entry into the 

program.  Table 7-2 gives the percent of accepted referrals with the various risk levels.  Eighty-five 

percent of entering participants were assessed at “moderate” risk level or higher.  Active members of 

the court were all rated as “high” or “very high” risk level on the RANT.  The assessed levels are in 

keeping wit eligibility criteria.  Some definitional change in risk level with a shift to using the RANT 

makes analysis somewhat confusing.  Tracking sheet data includes “Risk Level” with a distribution set 

out in table ???. The “Risk Assessment Score” is recorded and produces average scores for active (25), 

graduated (25) and terminated (28) participants that are hard to square with the distribution on “Risk 
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Level.”  Eligibility criteria are met whether the “Risk Level” data or the “Risk Assessment Score” data are 

used.  Only four percent of those accepted fell below the “moderate” level. 

 

 

In the previous section the listing of referrals that were denied provides evidence for the 

application of disqualifying criteria.  Three referrals were denied because they “did not meet eligibility,” 

five had disqualifying crimes in their criminal histories, another five were rejected because of “violent 

crime.”  The requirement of Dodge County residency illuminated 6 candidates.  Eight prospective clients 

declined entry.   

The screening process, set out in the policy manual, is for the most part faithfully followed in 

determining the eligibility of individuals and bringing participants into the program.  In cases where 

criteria are not followed there is a full vetting of the case with an open discussion.  The rationale for 

acceptance is well developed and defensible even without team consensus.      

The screening process for the FDTC Program is well articulated with specific steps that fosters  

acceptance of appropriate participants.  Some reflection should be given to a recent case in which a 

participant was given the understanding that acceptance was forthcoming or had already been decided 

only to find out that acceptance was withdrawn.  This is not an example of how individuals are typically 

screened and accepted into the program, but this case was mentioned in a team interview as a serious 

breach of trust in the program. 

Table 7-2  Percent of Entering Participants With  

Given Assessed Risk Levels. 

Assessed Risk Level  
Active Graduated Terminated 

Grand 

Total 

Very High 25% 6% 9% 9% 

High 67% 23% 19% 25% 

Medium/High 0% 10% 13% 10% 

Moderate 8% 39% 51% 41% 

Low/Moderate 0% 16% 6% 12% 

Low 0% 5% 2% 4% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

                            N 12 79 47 138 



124 
 

Question 2. How well does the treatment court population reflect the target population? 

As is documented above, DCHTC has a population that reflects the target population as defined in the 

court’s two policy documents.  Participants reside in the defined geographic area.  Participants have 

been assessed with moderate to severe substance use disorder and are rated moderate to high on a 

risk/needs assessment measure with very few, well-argued exceptions.  

The participants who are active or have been discharges from the FDTC Program do reflect the target 

population as defined in policy documents. Families who are under the jurisdiction of the Dodge County 

District Court because their children are at risk due to parental substance abuse issues are eligible for 

participation in the FDTC.  These families may be identified by the criminal activity of one or both 

parents, or by the removal or the likelihood for removal of the children from the home due to child 

abuse or neglect.  These families are normally referred to the FDTC by MN Prairie or substance abuse 

treatment providers. 

 

Question 3. Is the Court serving an appropriate number of those in the target population for the 

court’s geographic area? 

 Both the adult treatment program and the FDTC program are serving an appropriate number of 

participants given the projections made during the planning phase of program development.  At present 

both programs have room for more participants. As a means of expanding the court’s service to a larger 

group of participants, the FDTC program was added to the adult program in 2011.  There is a sense that 

more referrals from probation would increase the numbers in the adult treatment program and would 

help lower the burden of large caseloads for probation officers.  It is reported that the number of FDTC 

participants is limited by an unwillingness of individuals to commit to the program.  Since there is room 

for more participants in both programs and there are individuals who would be eligible if referred a joint 

effort between the court, probation and child protection could clarify the referral process and allow 

joint action plans to maximize the use of present resources in each agency. 

Question 4. Why do some applicants reject the treatment court?  

While the hope is that every eligible individual will agree to take on the work demanded in the DCHTC 

programs, it is understandable why some would refuse given the reality of the impairment that comes 

with addiction.  Some refusal is indicative of truly voluntary programs, but the reason most often given 

for  non-acceptance is the decision by prospective clients to decline participation. These are individuals 
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who were referred and determined eligible for admittance into the program.  Other reasons for 

rejecting DCHTC  participation varied from absconding to following the advice of defense attorneys  to 

fight the charges.  Anecdotal data provides reports that a few potential participants explained the 

program expected too much from participants. The rules around curfew, and drug testing, court 

monitoring seemed too demanding. A few would rather just “sit his time than have to follow all those 

rules.  

Question 5: How does the current treatment court population reflect the arrestee population in the 

county? 

 It is obvious that DCHTC court population includes a higher proportion of individuals with 

substance abuse offenses than is found in the in the general population of arrestees. Eligibility criteria 

related to criminal offense shapes this distribution so that 1st degree controlled substance charges are 

underrepresented in the treatment court population. Low level drug possession arrests are also absent 

from the DCHTC participant population as are violent crime arrests and arrests for sex crimes. These are 

designed variances from the overall arrestee population dictated by the characteristics of the target 

population and the eligibility standards.   

If it is reasonable to assume that the list of outstanding warrants reflects the arrests in Dodge 

County, then there should be some concern about the racial/ethnic composition of the treatment court 

population.  A count of the outstanding warrants listed on the Dodge County Sheriff’s Office web site on 

6/25/2018 yields 84 names with outstanding warrants.  Thirty-six of those names are Hispanic or Arabic, 

43 percent.   Data on race/ethnic distribution reveals Dodge County has about 95.% White and about 4% 

Hispanic. The outstanding warrants list may be partially shaped by a migrant population moving to 

follow work, never the less each warrant does have an arrest in its history.  The determination of race or 

ethnicity was made on the basis of surnames of individuals with outstanding warrants from the present 

back to 2007.  While this methodology may be flawed, it provides a perspective to allow an estimate of 

how well the population of DCHTC reflects the arrestee population in the county. While the court’s 

distribution by race/ethnicity does reflect the population distribution in Dodge County, if using the 

outstanding warrants as an estimate of the race/ethnic distribution of arrests in the County, the number 

of individuals of Hispanic heritage is seriously under served by the court (see table 7-3). 

Table 7-3 Demographic Data on Race/Ethnicity for DCHTC and Dodge County, Percent 
Outstanding Warrants of Individuals with Hispanic or Arabic Surnames 
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DCHTC Dodge County 
Outstanding Warrants 

in Dodge County 

American Indian or Alaska Native 3% .04% ? 

Black or African American 1% .06% ? 

Hispanic or Latino 5% 5.1% 43%* 

White 91% 92% 57%** 

• * Hispanic and Arabic Surnames  ** Non-Hispanic of Arabic Surnames 

The issue of race and ethnic bias in drug courts is also a critical issue for all specialty courts.  In 

“Race, Bias, and Problem-Solving Courts,” Robert V. Wolf speaks of the importance of not allowing bias 

to determine participation in providing a higher level of procedural justice.  It is critical that drug courts 

include people of color in proportion to the number arrested. 27  Wolf writes:  “Wright is not alone in 

believing that drug courts have the potential to change the attitudes of minority populations toward the 

justice system. Burke, the district judge in Hennepin County, Minnesota, thinks drug courts offer the 

“potential to positively impact communities of color and their distrust of the justice system. This is a 

population that has no confidence in the justice system’s fairness. The potential here is to show that 

courts are a place where people are treated with respect and in a positive manner.”28 

 

Expediency 
Drug Court key component #3 focuses of the timeliness of the process that moves cases from arrest and 

referral to acceptance in the court as important to the success of drug courts. Speed at which 

participants are moved from arrest to drug court participation and then on to involvement in treatment 

has been identified as a significant factor in successful outcomes.  Given the slow pace of the criminal 

justice processes, reaching best practice goals in this area has been problematic for many Minnesota 

Treatment Courts. Four other courts in southern Minnesota average more days between arrest and 

entry than is found for “post adjudication” cases or “probation violation with new offense” cases in the 

Dodge County Court.  It’s hard to move these cases when, our criminal court system is overburdened 

and thus processes cases slowly. 

Question 6: How long does it take the average DCHTC client to enter the court?   

Arrest to Referral  

                                                           
27 “RACE, BIAS, AND PROBLEM-SOLVING COURTS” Robert V. Wolf* NATIONAL BLACK LAW JOURNAL Seq: 2 30-APR-
09 10:47 28 
28 Aubrey Fox, Ctr. For Ct. Innovation, Bridging the Gap: Researchers, Practitioners, and the Future of Drug Courts 
14 ( 2004).  
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 The average  days between arrest (charge date) and referral for 70 cases brought in as Post 

Adjudicatory is 206 days with a median of 119 days. The average for probation violations with a new 

offense  is 211 days with a median of 65 days.  This is longer than desirable, but it is typical of drug  

courts in southern Minnesota.  Figure 7-1 shows the curves for days from arrest to referral for post 

adjudicatory cases and those that were referred as probation violations with a new offense.  Five 

outliers were not included in the graph for post adjudicatory cases and two were not included for 

probation violation with new offense cases. Cases that are referred as probation violations have arrest 

dates that make this kind of analysis meaningless.   

 
 The length of time from arrest to entry to DCHTC ranges from  2 to 1250 days.  The median is 

101 days and the mean is 209 days. Figure 7-2  shows the distribution of days from arrest to acceptance 

or entry with four outliers removed from the graph to better display the data curve.  Cases that entered 

the court as probation violations with new charges had an average of 167 days from charge to entry 

with a median of 99 days and a range of  778 days  (13-791).   
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These data confirm a process of referral that calls for some discussion about making referral to 

DCHTC  happen much closer to arrest. The time between arrest and referral is frequently longer than 

best practice recommendation.  Working to shorten this time span is considered important since the 

shock of arrest has been found to be an important motivator in getting individuals to accept 

participation in drug courts. An analysis of the variables that might explain differences between cases 

with fast turnaround and those that take much longer would be helpful. The reader  should be aware 

that this issue is endemic to drug courts and there has not been an easy fix. With new courts law 

enforcement, prosecutors, and defense attorneys are all learning new processes while relying on those 

familiar to them.  The urgency of getting individuals into the Dodge County Treatment Programs is not 

an easy sale. 

 

Referral to Accept or Deny Decision   
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 Once the DCHTC received a referral the speed at which the process of moving cases along 

increased dramatically.  The date of referral and the date of acceptance is recorded on the tracking 

sheet as the same date for 108 of the 137 cases for which there is data.  On the State Treatment Court 

Tracking Sheet Data Report the average days for referral to acceptance is four days with a median of 

zero.  Figure 7-3 graphs the days between referral and acceptance for the 29 non-zero cases.  This graph 

is typical of a well-run referral, screening, and acceptance process.  If 108 cases are referred and 

accepted on the same day there should be some concern with the screening process.  Most probably the 

referral date recorded on the tracking sheet is the day the case is presented to the team for their input 

and recommendation to the Judge for acceptance or denial.  In that case we are talking about book 

keeping which is most likely the case here.  As is mentioned earlier, some consideration should be given 

to spelling out the steps in the process of determining eligibility and accepting participants in the adult 

program. 

Acceptance to First Court Appearance  

It is important that court status hearings follow quickly after admittance.  Figure 7-4 displays the 

time between participants being admitted and appearing for the first time before the judge.  As can be 

seen in the chart below, participants see the judge quickly after being admitted. Over half (71) of new 

participants stand before the judge within one week, and about 87 percent do so in less than a month’s 

time.  The participants making up the eleven in the “60+” category had an average of 116 days between  

being admitted and their first appearance in front of the judge because they were in residential 

treatment programs.  This level of getting people started with the program speaks well for the process. 
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Question 7: How long does it take the average drug court client to enter treatment; days from arrest 

to first treatment and days from acceptance into the Court to first treatment?  

 

From Arrest to First Chemical Abuse Treatment 

Figure 7-5 reveals the number of days between arrest (charge data) and the first chemical abuse 

treatment appointment for 57 participants who entered as post adjudication cases. The mean number 

 

of days between arrest and beginning substance abuse treatment is 222 days, with a median of 133 

days.  It becomes clear that the largest block of time from arrest through screening and acceptance and 

then to treatment is with the lag between arrest and referral. 
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From acceptance to initial chemical abuse assessment  

Figure 7-6 provides a visual of the number of days between acceptance and the initial chemical 

abuse assessment.  The “S” curve tells us that some of the assessment, quite a bit, takes place before a 

participant is accepted into the treatment court.  This is not a rare finding.  The average days between 

acceptance and substance abuse assessment is -50 days.  The average for all MN State courts April – 

June 2017 was -8 days.  

 

 

Acceptance to First Treatment Appointment  

Another measure of an efficient process in drug courts is the time it takes to get referred individuals 

assessed for chemical dependency and into treatment.  Figure 7-6 above sets out data on when 

participants were assessed for chemical health.  A large proportion of individuals were assessed before 

they were accepted into the program.  The same is true for substance abuse treatment.  Once 

individuals have been accepted into DCHTC an average of 47 days pass before those entering substance 

abuse treatment receive their first treatment episode, 50 percent do so within 26 days (median = 26).  

Figure 7-7 lays out the time from admittance to the first substance abuse treatment for those who were 

not referred to treatment prior to being admitted into the court. The number of days from admittance 

to the first treatment episode ranged from 3 to 156 days, ignoring  one outlier of 510 days.  
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.   

Of those who had not already begun treatment, about 40 percent attended their first treatment 

appointment within three weeks of being accepted in DCHTC.  Within two months 70 percent of those 

needing treatment were attending drug therapy sessions. 

The initial steps taken by DCHTC in moving cases from referral to acceptance and from 

acceptance to providing services are in keeping with best practice recommendations.  The average time 

to accomplish these tasks is well within acceptable time periods.  Some cases failed to meet desired 

time lines as is typical for drug courts.  There is no expectation that everything will go smoothly with the 

unique challenges that participants and team members face in working to build stable lives after the 

disabling impact of addiction.  

By considering the data in the charts above we see the amount of time it takes to get a 

participant into the court is attributable, in a large part, to the time between the arrest and the referral 

to the court (median of 105 days and mean of 222 days). The number of days from receiving a referral to 

processing the cases and making the decision to accept or deny takes an average of less than two weeks. 

Another two weeks, on average, is added for the time between accepting the participant and providing 

the first court services.  

 These data suggest that DCHTC is processing cases in a timely manner and getting individuals 

into appropriate treatment settings , but they are dealing with a referral process that ties up cases far 

longer than is recommended for the most efficient use of treatment court programs.  Drug Court Key 

Component #3 asks that eligible participants are identified early and promptly placed in the treatment 
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court program.  Work should be done on assuring early identification and referral of possible 

participants.   

 

Referrals and Admittance  
 The data presented in the following section include 182 referrals made to the Dodge Cunty 

Treatment Hybrid Court from 3/31/2005 to 1/31/2018.   One hundred thirty-eight (76%) referrals were 

accepted, and forty-four (24%) were denied.  A seventy-six percent acceptance rate is a surprisingly high 

acceptance  level for referrals. High ratios of acceptance to denied referrals is taken as an indication of 

clear messaging to potential referring agencies concerning a drug court’s eligibility criteria.  Given the 

level of engagement by a broad range of County agencies with the Dodge County Hybrid Court this is 

most likely what is going on.  Agencies know who will fit because many of them have representatives on 

the DCHTC team.  Figure 7-8 sets out the number of referrals accepted and denied for the years 2006 – 

2017. 

The number of discharged participants, graduated and terminated, has been balanced out by 

the consistent number of accepted individuals entering the program to maintain a yearly average of 28  

clients served over the last 12 years.  Figure 7-9 shows the number of participants served each year 

remaining fairly stable between 27 and 30.  While I see no reason the number would fall below 25 

served, some consideration should be given to staying on the positive side of 25 to assure the State 

resources that come with meeting that requirement.  Accepting willing participants with marginal 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Denied 0 2 5 2 1 3 2 3 7 5 10 2

Accepted 6 14 10 21 11 12 15 7 11 9 15 6

Figure 7-8. Number of DCHTC Referrals 
Accepted and Denied by Year '06 - '17
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eligibility is a strategy that is justified to keep the numbers up. Some criticism was leveled against the 

idea that some participants were accepted to “keep the numbers up.”  Whether this is a valid critique or 

not, the court should not avoid accepting participants that meet the spirit of eligibility while not meeting 

the exact letter of the eligibility requirements.  Better to accept a few  on the edges of eligibility than to 

lose the resources that funds a successful program.  The Dodge County Court has years of successful 

experience and is protected by a checks and balance process that militates against any abuse in this 

area. There are successful courts that accept individuals with moderate risk/need scores on a regular 

basis. Drug Court Standards:  

“High-Risk and High-Need Participants”:    A substantial body of research indicates which 

 types of offenders are most in need of the full range of interventions embodied in the  

Ten Key Components of Drug Courts (NADCP, 1997). These are the offenders who are  

(1) addicted to or dependent on illicit drugs or alcohol and   

(2) at high risk for criminal recidivism or failure in less intensive rehabilitative 

dispositions”29 

 

The recommendations go further to suggest the practicality of reasonable modifications: 

“…some Drug Courts may not have statutory authorization or adequate resources to  

treat high-risk or high-need offenders. Under such circumstances, research indicates the 

 programs should modify their services to provide a lower intensity of supervision,  

substance abuse treatment, or both. Otherwise, the programs risk wasting resources or  

making outcomes worse for some of their participants (Lowenkamp & Latessa, 2004).”30 

                                                           
29 From ADULT DRUG COURT BEST PRACTICE STANDARDS VOLUME I National Association of Drug Court 
Professionals, Alexandria, Virginia Copyright © 2013, page 6 
30Ibid. page 7. 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Accepted 6 14 10 21 11 12 15 7 11 9 15 6

Discharged 0 1 13 13 15 15 11 9 13 12 9 12

Number Served 6 21 30 38 36 33 33 29 31 27 30 27

Figure 7-9  Number or DCHTC Participants Accepted, Discharged and 
Served for Years 2006 Through 2017
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In programs that operate in small rural counties rigidity is harmful to on-going success.  

Members of the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment  Court team know prospective participants, their 

families, the struggles they have faced and many times know the circumstances (trauma) that provided 

the foundation for addiction and related criminal behavior.  In large urban courts sticking, strictly to well 

spelled out eligibility criteria makes sense because there is, in most cases, no comprehensive knowledge 

of the lives of those referred to a court.  There is an archetype of the “kind” of person that is statistically  

most successful in drug courts and with no deeper knowledge the screening that allows acceptance of 

only that type is worth fighting for.  In courts such as the Dodge County Hybrid Court being guided by 

“best practice” eligibility criteria makes sense, but not using the deeper knowledge of prospective 

clients to modify acceptance decisions moves against the spirit of drug courts.   

The 182 referrals made between 2006 and 2017 have come from a wide range of individuals and 

agencies.  The majority have been referred by Probation, and the Public Defender. Forty-five of the 139 

accepted referrals had “Probation Violation” listed as the point of entry to the court and twenty-two 

were “Probation Violations After a New Offense.” Referrals have come from the county attorney’s 

office, the public defender’s office, defense attorneys, probation agents, law enforcement, substance 

abuse counselors, mental health professionals,  family members, and  individuals seeking to get 

themselves into DCHTC.  The volume and diversity of individuals referring cases speaks well for the 

process and is an important factor in keeping client levels acceptably high in the court.  

Once a referral is made, the screening process is efficient.  Data from the State Tracking Sheet 

Analysis shows that the Dodge County Hybrid Court out performs the average State timelines in the time 

to process a referral and get participants accepted. (see table 7-4)   

Table 7-4  Court Processing Timelines Court Processing Timelines 

Active April - June 2017 Participants All Discharged Participants 

 
State (All 

Models) 

Dodge County 

Hybrid Court 
 

State (All 

Models) 

Dodge County 

Hybrid Court 

Days from Treatment Court Referral to Acceptance 

Average 38 3 Average 34 4 

Median 21 0 Median 16 0 

 

The reasons referrals are denied gives an understanding of the extent to which the court 

adheres to best practice in determining eligibility.  The table below includes the major factors that drove 

the denial of participation.  Almost 20 percent resulted from potential participants declining the offer to 
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join the drug court.  This is typical for these courts given the energy and commitment it takes to 

complete the 18-month program.  It is not rare to hear participants speaking of jail or prison as taking 

the easy way out.  Another group were denied due to disqualifying criminal charges in their past.  Sexual  

and violent criminal histories were cited as important factors leading to denial.  Drug court is not suited 

for some and the Dodge County Hybrid Court does a good job of screening for those most likely to 

benefit from drug court programing. 

As is typical for drug courts in small rural counties, there are concerns with drug court 

acceptance of well-known individuals with significant criminal histories and on-going conflict with law 

enforcement.  There is understandable frustration when the arrest of an individual who has used up law 

enforcement time and resources in avoiding the necessity of facing punishment for crimes is granted  

drug court.  Perspectives on this issue are set out in the section on team interviews. Two cases that 

challenged some team members involved a vehicular homicide and a 4th degree assault of a police 

officer.  These two cases remain a sore point for some on the team, law enforcement for sure.  These 

cases would not be referred to many drug courts and if referred they would be denied. But, this is 

Reasons Denied Entry to 

DCDC

Number 

Denied
Declined 8

Did not meet eligibility 3

 1st Degree Controlled Sub 1

Crim Sex 1

Drug Court Grad 1

Wepons Charge - Drive by 1

Failed Tx 1

Felony Charge 1

Drug Court Grad-Probation Violation 1

Low Risk/Need 1

New Charges after Referral 1

No Drug Charge 1

Drug Sales 1

Serious Criminal 2

Violent Crime 5

Executed Sentence 2

Incarcerated 1

LE Rejected 1

No Follow Through 2

Not Chemically Dependent 1

Residency 6

Significant Mental Illness 1

Withdrawn by Attorney 1

                                       Grand Total 44
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Dodge County where knowledge of the person and the circumstances play along with the seriousness of 

the criminal act in the process of determining who might benefit from drug court programing.  

In the figure below (figure 7-10) reveals the outcomes for the 6-month cohorts of accepted 

participants.  For example the cohort accepted in the first half of 2006 all graduated from the program, 

the cohort of nine participants accepted in the second half of 2012 resulted in two terminations and 

seven graduations.  In all but four, six-month cohorts, more of those accepted graduated than were 

terminated.  These retention rates will be discussed later, but here they speak to the appropriate 

selection of participants.   

 

The practice of admitting probation violations is a regular and successful strategy for the Dodge 

County Court. Almost half of the discharged participants since 2006 have entered on a probation 

violation, 18 involved a probation violation with a new offense and 44 involved a probation violation 

without a new offense.  The partnership between the probation department and the drug court speaks 

well for the efficiency and responsiveness of the probation department.  By referring cases that fit drug 

court eligibility the probation department assures sophisticated wrap-around programing to their 
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clients. And, this is accomplished  without probation agents having to arrange for substance abuse 

treatment and the follow up on client attendance,  the assuring of mental health screening and 

subsequent therapy, and in addition there is the weekly “flexing” of the muscle of the court.  To be able 

to join a team of professionals focusing their expertise on your client must be of significant help to 

probation with their staggering caseloads.  Participants that enter through probation have a good record 

of success with 78 percent of those with probation violations with a new offense graduating from the 

program and with 52 percent of individuals entering on a probation violations (see figure 7-11). 

 

 

 Table 7-2 takes data from the State Tracking Sheet Data Report, 2017 to show the reduction in 

the percent of participants who entered the treatment court as a result of a probation violation or a 

probation violation with a new offense.  The percent of all participants since July of 2007 in these 

categories is 33 percent for probation violation and 15 percent for probation violation with a new 

offense.  The percent for participants active April – June 2017 is 5 percent for probation violation and 26 

percent for probation violation with a new offense.  The DCHTC has had 48 percent of participants 

coming from probation.  More recently, April – June 2017 that percent has dropped to 31 percent.  

These numbers reflect a concern with fewer referrals coming from probation than has been the case in 

the past.  Some discussion between the court and the probation department might be warranted to 

determine the cause and  a remedy. 
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Table 7-5                                            Point of Entry Into Treatment Court 

                                    Participants Active April - June 2017                All Participants Since July 2007 

 State 

Adult 

Drug 

State 

Hybrid 

State 

DWI 

Dodge 

County 

Hybrid 

Court 

State 

Adult 

Drug 

State 

Hybrid 

State 

DWI 

Dodge 

County 

Hybrid 

Court  

Diversion 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Pre-plea 21% 1% 10% 0% 24% 11% 3% 0% 

Post-

Adjudicatory 

54% 71% 88% 68% 59% 52% 92% 52% 

Probation 

Violation 

20% 23% 1% 5% 15% 31% 3% 33% 

Probation 

Violation w/ 

New Off. 

4% 4% 1% 26% 2% 7% 2% 15% 

 

Court Process 
Program activities essential to treatment courts are analyzed for consistency and fairness to 

ensure that processes are taking place as specified and in accordance drug court best practices.  The Ten 

Key Components of Drug Court, along with the research around these components, direct best practices 

for court processes and procedures that are associated with successful outcomes.  In this section the 

evaluation assesses the degree to which court activities are in keeping with several of these 

components.   

➢ Key Component #4, “Drug courts provide access to a continuum of alcohol, drug, and 

other related treatment and rehabilitation services.”   

➢ Component #5, “Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other drug testing.”   
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➢ Component #6, “A coordinated strategy governs drug court responses to participants’ 

compliance.”   

➢  Component #7, “Ongoing judicial interaction with each drug court participant is 

essential.” 

 

Court Interaction with Clients 

Question 8. How many court appearances (i.e. judicial contacts) do participants make? 

 By the time participants graduate from the program they attend a minimum of 42 status 

hearings.  The average number of months in program for graduates is 21. Some participants exceed 

that number by up to 10 months.  Increased time in the program is due to serious slippage in 

maintaining criteria. The program will move a participant who is seriously struggling to an earlier 

phase protocol which will add to the number of status hearings he/she receives.  It is important to 

include in the consideration of the significant number of status hearings that an equal number of 

staff meetings where a team of professionals engage in discussion in which advice and decision on 

measured responses to participants are deliberated.  The variability in the number of status 

hearings is due to the court’s response to participants’ level of phase goal completion. There is an 

intentional focus on not defining the program as “doing time,” but on achieving goals and gaining  

tools.  The interactions, between the judge and participants, foster the trusting relationships that 

support recovery and law-abiding behavior.  The DCHTC has seen consistent attendance by 

participants at status hearings (judicial contacts).  Attending these hearings is a priority that is no t 

ignored.  In 16 observed hearings no participant has been absent without a serious impediment to 

attendance. 

 Number of Status Hearings/Judicial Contact 
 for Graduates of the  DCHTC program  

 

Phase 

One 

 4-6 

Months 

Phase 

Two 4 – 

6 

Months 

Phase 

Three 4 – 

6 Months 

Phase 

Four 

6 

Months 

Total 

Graduates 16-24 12-18 8-12 6 42 
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Staffing Meeting  
 Staffing meetings are consistently well attended.  A count of attendance varies from 25 to 19 

with an average of 21.  Most of the individuals attending the staffing will attend the court hearing that 

follows. 

 Preparation for status hearings is taken seriously by DCHTC.  The central focus is on the case 

manager’s report. The evaluator has observed staff meetings in over twenty treatment courts in 

southern Minnesota and no other court exceeds the quality of DCHTC’s case manager’s report to the 

team.  The reports were discussed in the Chapter on the FDTC Program and will be reiterated here.  The 

evidence for the high quality of the case management for DCHTC clients can be seen in the detailed 

reports provided to the team each week a participant is required to appear in front of the Judge.  These 

reports include the dates and results of drug testing, record of attending AA/NA meetings along with 

interaction with a sponsor, an update on mental health issues and medication compliance, a report on 

treatment/therapy progress while detailing appointments and attendance. This information comes with 

insight into how the client is responding to these elements of programing.  Beyond these reports, the 

case manager explains how the person is doing; what he/she is struggling with and how assistance is 

being provided.  The detail is impressive and speaks well of the quality inherent in the “monitoring” 

meetings.  These meetings, with the care and understanding, provide the basis for the trust clients have 

in their case managers.  Again, participant interviews and surveys document the high trust level given to 

case managers.  The team interviews and online surveys also provide support for the effectiveness of 

the case management and program coordination. 

The report ends with a recommendation for incentives or sanctions that is set out for acceptance or 

critique by the team.  In the majority of cases the recommendation is accepted by the team and guides 

the Judge’s decision. 

Leadership in staffing meetings is clearly demonstrated by the Judge.  It is said that management is 

about process, but leadership is about relationships; the Judge is about relationships that have  

engendered the trust of team members and participants alike.  She sets the tone of the staffing 

meetings that incorporates friendliness, humor, disciplined thought and practical wisdom.  Team 

members almost universally report enjoyment in their membership on the DCHTC team.  The Judge is a 

catalyst for that enjoyment. Beyond the tone of the meetings there is a serious focus on “getting it 

right” for participants.  In team interviews the Judge was defined as having a keen sense about what 

works with specific participants.  She broadcasts her care for participants and for the DCHTC.   
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Management of the staffing meetings is shared by the Judge and the case managers.  Process is 

important and respected.   While the case managers make recommendations for the response to a 

participant’s week, the recommendation is set out for critique by the Judge and the team.  In most cases 

the case manager’s recommendation is accepted, but not without the Judge asking for comment. Most 

team members see decisions as “team” decisions, some feel there is an individual or small group that 

makes the decisions.  There is no doubt that the Judge values the recommendations of the case 

managers who are closest to the lives of participants and have spent the most time preparing the 

staffing report and seriously considering the proper response.  There are times when a case manager 

will set out two recommendations, one for an incentive and one for a sanction, and lay them out with 

rational for the team to consider.  As much as the Judge cares about this program and “getting it right,” 

so too does the coordinator/case manager who’s dedication to the program is evident in the staffing 

reports and the work with participants reflected in those reports.   

The quality of the decision making process takes advantage of the expertise on the team.  In 

most cases recommendations are pretty straight forward, but it is not rare to observe a full blown panel 

discussion on how to respond to a participant.  The discussion and advice from the team rises as more 

complex and difficult issues emerge.  For example, nineteen team members contributed to a discussion 

involving the complexity of substance abuse, mental health, criminal behavior, lack of family support, 

relationships, the threat of prison, the cost to the County, and the philosophical foundation of the 

DCHTC.  The final recommendation was not the most important outcome of that discussion.  Every team 

member learned of other’s perceptions and many of these conflicting perceptions bounced off each 

other, were altered, defended, or most importantly listened to.  This kind of dynamic waits for its 

opportunity to open up; it’s always there waiting to be called upon. 

Question 9.  What is the average length of time the judge spends interacting with participants? 

 The relationship between participants and the Judge is mentioned as one of the most important 

aspects of Drug Court programs.  Best practice recommendations call for judicial interaction with 

participants to be at least 3 minutes for every status hearing.  This standard has been documented as one 

of the 10 most important practices for drug courts. Research has found that judicial interactions of three 

minutes or more are associated with better drug court outcomes. The DCHTC  Judge and the substitute 

judge follow best practice standards by interacting with participants for more than an average of the 

three-minute recommended time.  Both judges see the importance of engaging participants and they 

take it seriously. 
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 The DCHTC Judge approaches “judicial interaction” somewhat differently than other judges.  

Judge Williamson, in the effort to connect with participants, begins each court hearing with a general 

discussion of a topic of interest.  She will spend 5 to 10 minutes talking to participants…and the rest of 

us in the court room…about interesting topics.  Participants speak fondly of these little talks, “She sure 

knows a lot of history;” “Don’t forget sunscreen. Oh boy;” “…the first time I learned anything interesting 

in court;” “…you know she cares when she is teaching us.”  The topics range from health tips to Carpe 

Diem; and from reading poems to the bombing of Hiroshima and on to keeping oneself happy. The 

Judge makes a direct connection with her participants through this practice.  

 The judicial interactions in DCHTC last longer than the best practice recommendation of an 

average of three minutes of interaction between the judge and participants.  For five status hearings the 

average time spent in these interactions was 3’58” well beyond the three minute standard (see figure 

??? below).  These conversations reflect respect and concern.  In each conversation there is praise by 

the judge for something well done during the week, or since the last hearing.  Encouragement, support 

and direction are offered and accepted.  A birthday will add time to the status hearing because of the 

singing of happy birthday led by the Judge.  There is a therapeutic tone to the hearings.  As has been 

mentioned, the Judge seems to know what will work with participants.  It is hard to miss the sincerity of 

the Judge in announcing incentives or sanctions and putting them into a therapeutic message.  The 
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Judge does, on average, spend more time with participants who are struggling, but she often spends 

extended time to allow a participant who is excelling to tell the story of their success and receive well 

deserved specific kudos.   The figure below present data on the length of judicial interactions for five 

status hearings.  The chart includes the length of these interactions in seconds.  Data collected during 

the hearings on 3/8/18, 4/5/18, 4/12/18, 4/26/18, and 5/2/18 are typical. Five outliers were eliminated 

from the chart to allow clearer picture of the general trend (30, 594, 740, 848 seconds).  

Question 10.  Does the Judge exhibit a “positive judicial demeanor?  (e.g., respectful, fair, attentive,  

enthusiastic, consistent/predictable, caring, and knowledgeable)? 

Given the central role of the judge in the effectiveness of drug court programs, it is important to assess 

the degree to which a “positive judicial demeanor” is exhibited by the Judge.  Observation of the staffing 

meetings and the status hearings gives evidence to the “positive judicial demeanor” exhibited by the 

DCHTC Judge and the substitute Judge.  Not much has been said about effectiveness of the substitute 

judge, but her tone and demeanor reflect the same care and concern that has been demonstrated by 

Judge Williamson.    

Assessment here is more subjective and rests on observation, reported perceptions of team 

members and participants.  The online “Team Survey” asked team members to indicate their level of 

agreement or disagreement with statements about the treatment court team. Items pertaining to the 

judges received strong marks from the team.  The ratings in the table below are on a scale from 1 to 5, 

with 5 the highest rating.  

Table7-6   Average Team Ratings of the Level of “Positive Judicial Demeanor  

4.8 The judge seems genuinely interested in the participants. 

4.8 The judge is knowledgeable about participants progress in the program. 

4.7  The Judge exhibits a “positive judicial demeanor.”. (e.g., respectful, fair, 

attentive, enthusiastic, consistent/predictable, caring, and knowledgeable). 

4.8 The Judge responds to each participant’s positive efforts as well as to 

noncompliant behavior 

 Observation of status hearings provides documentation of supportive and respectful 

interactions between the Judge and participants as is discussed above.  There is an obvious effort o the 

part of the Judge to provide transparency regarding  the reason behind sanctions and incentives.  This 

practice further demonstrates a “positive judicial demeanor.” 
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Question 11: Do participants move through the program, from stage to stage and to graduation as 

expected given the court’s guidelines?  Are there any holdups to client advancement? 

Are Participants moving through the Program without blocks? 

 Phase promotion is one of the major incentives in the DCHTC program.  The DCHTC Policy 

Manual is explicit about the behavioral requirements for accomplishing each phase and what it takes to 

move from one phase to the next. Movement from phase to phase is a measure of success in 

negotiating the struggles associated with a life of recovery. Each of the four phases has its own set of 

goals that are designed to move an individual step by step from addiction to commitment to a life of 

recovery. While the program provides target time frames for each phase, promotion rests on 

accomplishing the goals associated with the phases. Application for phase promotion requires reflection 

on what recommends one for promotion and success in the next phase.  The average time it takes to 

graduate is close to the targets, but there is a measure of variability in the time it takes some to 

graduate  Individuals who are held longer in a phase are easily identified as having issues that need 

more time and programing.  A missed test or dishonesty over a positive test  often signals a need for 

more programing.   

 

Figure 7-13 shows the number of days to graduation for 79 participants who graduated after 

July 2007.  The average days in the program for graduates is 630 days, 21 months.  The median of 574 

tells us that half of these graduates spent about 19 months in the program.  The program is designed to 

be 18 to 24 months long and 74 percent of graduates complete the program within that time frame.  Six 

participants completed in slightly less than 18 months and 15 were kept in the program for longer than 

two years.  The variability in “time in program” results from the uniqueness in meeting phase goals. 
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Figure 7-14 lays out the number of participants by months in the program.  The chart makes it easy to 

see the majority of graduates fall between 18 and 24 months.  These data suggest a smooth running 

program in which expectations are met and the structure that participants seek can be found in the 

mechanism of the court.  It is interesting to see the results of a structured program in a chart that 

suggests predictability in a program that confronts so much chaos in the lives of participants. 
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 The length of time terminated participants spent in the program ranges from 21 to 812 days 

with an average of 338 days, a little over 11 months (see Figure 7-15).  The reasons for termination are 

shown in figure 7-16 below.  “Participant non-compliant” is the most frequent reason recorded.  The 

amount of time receiving services from the team and the Judge and the number of goals reached within 

the structured program should not be disregarded because of termination.  Recidivism data supports 

the notion that the program had a positive impact on non-completers as well as on completers.  The 

individual who lasted 812 days, 27 months, and was terminated for non-compliance mush have had 

days, weeks and months in which “meeting criteria” was the case manager’s recommendation.   
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  Considering the length of time terminated participants were given services we cannot but 

assume some positive impact.  While there is an inclination to think in terms of success or failure it is 

wholly inadequate when taking into account the amount of programing devoted to terminated 

participants.  The experience with sobriety alone is positive.  For an average of 11 months the Judge 

worked to create a supportive relationship.  Case managers met with participants listening, advising and 

supporting them.  How much did the team learn by working to devise responses to behaviors that 

ultimately ended in termination.  In the database for the program prior to July of 2007 court status was 

defined as “active,” “graduated,” and “early discharge.”  Early discharge is a more apt concept than is 

terminated.    

 

12. How are sanctions and incentives  managed? 

 The program uses incentives and sanctions to enhance participant strengths and seeks to use 

positive reinforcement to affect behavioral change. During staffings there is a consistent attempt to 

bring out a participant’s positive behavior to allow the Judge to incentivse that behavior.   Both 

compliant and noncompliant behaviors are addressed with incentives and sanctions to reinforce the 

participants’ choices and behaviors. The Judge consistently engage in verbal praise for compliant 

behavior.  DCHTC  strives to be an incentive heavy court.  The philosophy is consistent with the belief 

that incentives work better than samctions.  Consistent use of encouragement, praise, approval and 

compliments characterize the interaction between the Judge and participants.  Participants also receive 

positive strokes from the drug court staff members during meetings or house visits.  Sanctions involve 
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an incremental process of increasing the servity of the sanction when expectations are not realized after 

lower level sanctions have failed to encourage compliance.   Jail sanctions are used sparingly and never 

beyond the 6-day maximum recommended by best practice.  The major incentives are tied to promotion 

to the next phase in the program, reaching benchmarks in days sober, completing treatment, getting a 

job, completing a GED, enrolling in school and the like.   Promotion involves a participant’s public 

statement about achievements and goals to be sought in the next phase.  Promotion comes with many 

incentives;  a more liberal crufew, lowering the number of status hearings one is expected to attend and 

decreasing the required number of hours in meetings or other recovery activity.   

The Doge County Hybrid Treatment Curt has put in place an innovative and effective incentive 

and sanction system.  It is a system that works, is predictable and fair, and is appreciated by participants 

because they can see something of value in it. Each participant is required to cover the cost of 

supervision, but each week during phase one participants can get a voucher for $5.00  off supervision 

costs for “meeting criteria.”  In phase II a $10.00 voucher is the incentive for “meeting criteria.”  The 

third phase brings a $20.00 voucher as incentive, and in phase IV the voucher increases to $50.00.  

Vouchers for $5.00, $10.00 and $20.00 are given for any of a myriad of positive behaviors; completing a 

treatment program, chairing a AA/NA meeting, providing transportation for another participant, making 

good decisions, etc.  For sanctions the “no money off supervision costs” is a consistent low level sanction 

that sends the message about fulfilling all requirements.  Miss one thing and “no money off…for not 

meeting criteria.”  Other more standard sanctions are combined with “no money off…” in a graduated 

fashion.  The genius in the system is that it is set up to almost eradicate the cost of supervision if a 

participant  consistently “meets criteria.”  

DCHTC uses “a stayed weekend in jail” as a sanction reported to be a powerful inducement to 

assure compliance with an important aspect of the program.  The “stayed weekend in jail” sends a 

strong message about the importance of meeting a requirement.  Most often the jail time does not have 

to be imposed.  

Use of graduated sanctions is facilitated by recording sanctions (and incentives) on the weekly 

case manager’s report.  Case managers usually get consensus on recommendations, but with the record 

of incentives and sanctions available to the entire team it is not rare fo r a team member to bring up 

what was done for another participant who was involved in like behavior.  “That’s not what we did 

for…..” or “We already imposed that sanction for…. Aren’t we doing graduated sanctions?”  In this way 

the system fosters fairness.  
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Question 13: How many drug tests and what schedule did they follow? (See Chapter on Drug 

Testing. 

Question 14: What percent of individuals accepted as participants graduate from the program? 

What is the retention rate?  

 The average retention rate for Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court for all participants January 

1, 2006 to  April 1, 2018 is 66% (see table 7-7).  The Dodge County Court has a much higher retention 

rate than is average for the state of Minnesota and is on the top end of the national graduation rate 

range.  When graduation rates are quoted for drug courts the measure is for retention rates. 

“Adult drug courts in Minnesota have a 54% graduation rate, indicating over half of participants 
entering drug court successfully complete program requirements. 

Nationally, graduation rates range from 40% to 65%. For those unsuccessful in drug court, the 
most frequent termination reason (57%) is participant non-compliance resulting from repeated 
substance use, failure to make progress, unresolved mental health issues or failure to comply 
with drug court contracts.” 31 

The retention rate (graduation rate) is determined by the algorithm: “take number of individuals 

accepted during a six-month period and determine how many in this cohort were terminated plus the 

number still active divided by the number accepted, minus the number active.” 

     Retention/Graduation Rate =    #accepted – (terminated + active) / # accepted – active.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
31 Minnesota Statewide Adult Drug Court Evaluation, State Court Administrator’s Office Minnesota Judicial Branch, 
June 2012. 
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Figure 7-18 presents these data in a bar graph.  The longer the blue section of a bar is in relation 

to the orange section the higher is the retention rate. 

Table 7-7   Determination of Retention Rate (Graduation) for Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court’s 
Six Month Cohorts 1/1/2006 – 4/1/2018 

Six Month Cohorts Accepted Graduated Terminated Active 
Retention 

Rate 

1st half '06 2 2 0 0 100% 

2nd half '06 3 3 0 0 100% 

1st half '07 7 4 3 0 57% 

2nd half '07 7 3 4 0 43% 

1st half '08 4 1 3 0 25% 

2nd half '08 6 4 2 0 67% 

1st half '09 10 6 4 0 60% 

2nd half '09 11 6 5 0 54% 

1st half '10 4 3 1 0 75% 

2nd half '10 6 4 2 0 67% 

1st half '11 8 6 2 0 75% 

2nd half '11 5 2 3 0 40% 

1st half '12 6 4 2 0 67% 

2nd half '12 9 7 2 0 78% 

1st half '13 1 1 0 0 100% 

2nd half '13 6 4 2 0 67% 

1st half '14 6 3 3 0 50% 

2nd half '14 5 3 2 0 60% 

1st half '15 6 4 2 0 67% 

2nd half '15 3 3 0 0 100% 

1st half '16 7 3 1 3 75% 

2nd half '16 8 2 4 2 30% 

1st half '17 3 0 0 3 NA 

2nd half '17 3 0 0 3 NA 

1st half '18 2 0 0 2 NA 

Average DCHTC Retention Rate 66% 
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Retention rate is considered the best practice measure of “graduation rate.” Table 7-8 presents 

the percent of discharged participants who have been terminated (early release) and graduated in the 

history of the court.  Since the opening of the court 110 individuals have successfully completed the 

program.  Thirty-one graduated prior to 7/1/2007 and 79 graduated after that date.   
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Table 7-8  Number and Percent of Discharged Participants by 

Drug Court Status for Periods Prior to and After 7/1/2007  

Drug Court Status Prior to 7/1/2007 After 7/1/2007 Total Percent 

Graduated 31 79 110 62% 

Terminated 20 47 67 38% 

                Total 51 126 177  

 

 

 In the following section we look at variables that might help explain factors that are more 

associated with successful completion of DCHTC.  Data for these charts are taken from cases that were 

initiated after 1/7/2007. 

 Risk level does not appear to significantly impact the likelihood of graduation.  While individuals 

with low and low/moderate risk scores are somewhat more successful than those with higher levels 

there is not enough of a difference to use risk level as an explanatory variable.  These data indicate the 

program finds success with individuals at all risk levels. 
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 Data in figure 7-20 sets out the percent of graduates and early discharges that came into the 

program as a post adjudication case, a probation violation, and a probation violation with a new charge.  

Point of entry does not seem to predict success.  A significantly higher proportion on those referred as a 

probation violation with a new offense graduates, but the confidence in taking that as an explanatory 

variable is hindered by the relative small numbers in that category (15).  Again, these data support a 

referral process that includes participants from all three points of entry. 

 

 

 The next variable considered is re-admittance to the program.  Some concern was raised about 

the effectiveness of re-admitting participants who did not complete the program.  “If this is a last chance 

program allowing someone to go through again after failing sounds like a chance beyond the last.”  The 

defense for the practice came in this kind of rationale; “Some are not ready when we are. We see a lot 

of addicts failing until the rime is right for them.  Another time can work.”  Figure 7-21 shows the 

percent of first time admissions and re-admits that compete the program.  Again the numbers are small 

for the re-admitted participants (15).  These data do not support illuminating re-admits on the basis of 
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their record of completion.  Seven graduations out of 13 discharges (2 re-admits are active) is not 

significantly out of line with the percent of completions for the court generally. 

 

 

  

Another issue relates to whether individuals with violent crimes are appropriate for treatment 

court programing.  The argument against admitting people who have been involved in a violent crime 
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emerges out of the myth that one violent crime indicates a propensity toward violence that makes their 

participation in the court a threat to the team and other participants.   Research “…results suggest that  

 

violent offenders should not be systematically excluded from the opportunity to participate in the 

unique combination of treatment and supervision offered in drug court programs.”32 

Table 7-9 shows the graduation and early discharge percent for individuals with given initiating 

crimes.  Here again, the numbers are small for admitting individuals who’s recorded crime is defined as a 

violent crime. 

Table 7-9 Number of Participants with Given Charge Leading 
 to Participation in DCHTC 

 Graduated Terminated Total 

1 Drug Possession 13 6 19 

2 Drug Possession/Sale 12 9 21 

3 DWI/DUI 25 14 39 

4 Property Crime 5 5 10 

5 Violent Crime 4  4 

6 Other  1 1 

 

 The high “Retention Rate” is a good sign of ongoing success for the Dodge County Hybrid 

Treatment Court.  The rate produced by this court puts it on the high end of comparative courts in the 

state of Minnesota and in the nation. 

 In looking for variables that would predict graduation or early discharge nothing was found that 

suggests a need to modify eligibility criteria.  If anything, data suggests that the court may benefit from 

not shying away from re-admits or individuals with violent crimes. It looks as though the probation 

department cannot make a mistake by referring its clients, especially those with new charges.  

 

 

 

                                                           
32 Should Violent Offenders Be Excluded From Drug Court Participation? An Examination of the 
Recidivism of Violent and Nonviolent Drug Court Participants. Christine A. Saum, Matthew L. 
Hiller, Christine A. Saum, ... Criminal Justice Review First Published September 1, 2008 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0734016808322267
http://journals.sagepub.com/author/Saum%2C+Christine+A
http://journals.sagepub.com/author/Hiller%2C+Matthew+L
http://journals.sagepub.com/author/Hiller%2C+Matthew+L
http://journals.sagepub.com/author/Saum%2C+Christine+A
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Chapter 8. Drug Testing 
 A discussion of drug testing In the Chapter on the FDTC Program dealt with the sequence of 

testing with the number of days between tests and what that meant for intensive monitoring.  It is clear 

that the National Association of Drug Court Professionals is unequivocal about the necessity of tests 

being random and unpredictable (a little redundancy, but…).  “The schedule of drug and alcohol testing 

is random and unpredictable. The probability of being tested on weekends and holidays is the same as 

on other days.”33  This is not the case for the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court.  Both the 

relationships and the frequency of testing in the first two phases for DCHTC offer defense for their 

testing process.  The notion that if you use you will be caught was a consistent belief expressed in 

participant interviews.  If drug testing functions as a motivator to stay sober and as an indicator of 

progress or of the kind of help a participant needs it seems the present system is adequate to those 

tasks.  In team interviews there were reports that graduates of the program confessed that they used 

while in the program without detection.  The reports from at least three team members sounded like all 

three were speaking to the same graduate.  While there is no serious doubt that these reports are valid, 

it seems as if generalizing the experience of this graduate to a wider group is unwarranted when 

considering the testing sequences examined for this evaluation.  While a perfectly random system is 

obviously the most desirable practice there are other considerations when determining appropriate 

testing frequency. “Determining the appropriate drug testing frequency for any drug court program will 

depend upon the resources available, the testing methodology being used, and the characteristics of the 

drugs being tested for. Most drug courts develop a standard policy regarding drug testing frequency 

(e.g., twice weekly during the first phase, weekly during the second phase) but also increase the 

required frequency on a case-by-case basis for individuals who need more frequent testing.”  The advice 

is, “Random Testing Unless drug testing is conducted frequently….”34  The testing in DCHTC is frequent 

especially during the first two phases as is demonstrated in the section on the number of days between 

testing.  The emphasis in this court is not on drug testing.  It is important, but the success achieved in 

this court arises out of the tools employed for relationship building, mental health, honesty and 

finding/maintaining recovery.  Dodge County has a court very different from the large urban models out 

of which best practice recommendations emerge.  One would be a fool to ignore these 

recommendations, but it is important to consider the context in their application. There has been a  

                                                           
33 Adult Drug Court Best Practice Standards, Volume II, National Association of Drug Court Professionals, 
Alexandria, Virginia pp 26-27. 
34 OJP Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project, American University, Issues Paper Series 
Drug Testing in a Drug Court Environment: Common Issues to Address. Jerome J. Robinson, M.F.S., T.C., S.C., M.T. 
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consistent and strong push to bring all drug courts into line with a specific set of guidelines that “define” 

what a drug court is.  ”Best practice” provides good rationale for a court’s process, but context often 

asks a court to innovate when the prescribed practice is impractical.  This is the case for the Dodge 

County Hybrid Treatment Court.  Most courts use jail testing facilities, Dodge County does not have a jail 

to make that possible.  “Color wheel” testing is too expensive for the court, and transportation is a 

serious impediment to participants’ ability to show up for testing on a random basis.  The 

acknowledgement of possible issues in the last two phases of the DCHTC program and the action taken 

to respond to these threats with a beefed up policy on knock and chats will go a long way in responding 

to the critiques of the testing process.  More will be said about the knock and chat policy below.  With 

that being said it is good to reflect on what the “Best Practice Standards” include concerning drug 

testing. 

If a court does not have accurate and timely information about whether 
participants are maintaining abstinence from alcohol and other drugs, the team has no 
way to apply incentives or sanctions correctly or to adjust treatment and supervision 
services accordingly. Drug and alcohol testing also serves other important therapeutic 
aims, such as helping to confirm clinicians’ diagnostic impressions, providing objective 
feedback to participants about their progress or lack thereof in treatment, and assisting 
clinicians to challenge and resolve participant denial about the severity of their 
problems (American Society of Addiction Medicine (ASAM), 2010, 2013; DuPont & 
Selavka, 2008; DuPont et al., 2014; Srebnik et al., 2014). Participants cannot be relied 
upon to self-disclose substance use accurately (Hunt et al., 2015). Studies consistently 
find that between 25% and 75% of participants in substance abuse treatment deny 
recent substance use when biological testing reveals a positive result (Auerbach, 2007; 
Harris et al., 2008; Hindin et al., 1994; Magura & Kang, 1997; Morral et al., 2000; Peters 
et al., 2015; Tassiopoulos et al., 2004). The accuracy of self-reporting is particularly low 
among individuals involved in the criminal justice system, presumably because they are 
likely to receive sanctions for substance use (Harrison, 1997; Peters et al., 2015). 
Although some clinicians may assume that the accuracy of self-report increases during 
the course of treatment, contrary evidence suggests participants may be less likely to 
acknowledge substance use after they have been enrolled in treatment for a period of 
time or have completed treatment (Wish et al., 1997). The longer participants are in 
treatment, the more staff come to expect and insist upon abstinence. For this reason, 
participants find it increasingly difficult to admit to substance abuse after they have 
been enrolled in treatment for several months (Davis et al., 2014; Nirenberg et al., 
2013).35 

 

Tests are conducted when participants come to the Courthouse (before Court) and at meetings 

with case managers.  Participants are also tested at home or work and during Knock and Chats, home 

                                                           
35 Adult Drug Court Best Practice Standards, Volume II, National Association of Drug Court Professionals, 
Alexandria, Virginia pp 26-27. 
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visits by case managers, or on suspicion.    In addition, chemical dependency treatment programs 

administer additional testing at their discretion.  A concern has been registered about the observation 

of UAs in some treatment programs.  Minimum testing for phase I is three times a week, phase II two 

times a week, phase III once a week, and two times a month for phase IV.  Estimates from seven testing 

sequences reveals about 1/3 of the tests are PBTs and 2/3 are UAs.  

 

 

 The following is taken from the Chapter on the FDTC Program; it is relevant here as well. 

 In drug courts there is always support for testing that is perfectly random with no chance for 

participants to anticipate the day or the hour.  No system is perfect.  There are programs that contract 

with organizations for “color wheel” sequencing and fail to follow the best practice recommendations 

around observed tests.  With the Dodge County Court some slippage is possible and maybe even 

probable, but consistent drug use that is associated with serious addiction is almost inconceivable given 

the testing regimen.  There is good reason to agree with the DCHTC coordinator in his assessment of 

whether or not a participant could “get by” with using.  It is “virtually impossible in the first phase and 

almost impossible in the second phase.  Where it could happen is in the last two phases, the third and 

particularly the fourth phases is where their contact with us has been lessened.  That’s why knock and 

chats are so important.”  It is more likely that any use would be with substances which are not targeted 

with the testing.  A random system will not pick up these instances of use any better than the scheduled 

system with a few random tests employed by the Dodge County Treatment Court.  Critique of the 

testing system is always warranted and should contribute to the best system possible.  It’s always good 
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Figure 8-1  Distribution of DOA Tests by Type: 
PBT or UA for Seven Typical Testing Sequences 

for DCHTC Graduates
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to patch the chinks in the armor.  The drug testing system is far more rigorous than what would be 

found in probation or it the typical CHIPS case.   

 There is good reason to positively evaluate the drug testing system employed in the Dodge 

County Court for making the best of resources and institutions that are and are not available.  Drug 

testing with a very low no detection rate is most importantly used as a motivator to avoid drug use, it is 

not designed to catch dishonest participants.  In interviews with participants, questions about “getting 

by” with drug use without detection are routinely answered with statements like, “you will get caught.”  

The trick is to create a treatment court environment in which participants will be honest about their use. 

If the testing regimen leads participants to know they will be caught, as they claim about the Dodge 

County Court, one might just as well be honest about a relapse.  Testing will not always stop a relapse, 

but it will encourage honesty about the use and allow the court to provide the response that will make 

use  less likely going forward.  

The tables in this section provide examples of drug testing schedules for active members in the 

adult treatment court.  “Attendance” column signals the context of the test.  CM indicates a test given 

by the case manager at a monitoring meeting.  These tests are most often completed at the treatment 

court office, but tests at a place of employment is a regular occurrence for some participants.  “Court” 

indicates a drug test that is given prior to court hearings and NC is short for night check.   

 The schedule of drug tests follows a predictable pattern of three-day a week tests.  The way 

these tests are enhanced is through the monitoring meeting at which the case managers get a complete 

explanation of a participant’s week and the plan for what is going to happen over the next few days.  

The night check throws in a “surprise” visit with a drug test.  Night checks  usually take place on the 

weekends. The date of night checks for a number of active members reveals that these checks seem to 

be done on the same night for a number of participants.  In other courts there is evidence of phone 

trees that operate to alert participants that they are likely to have a visit because, “ I just got a visit and 

a drug test.”  Such a warning will not do anything for making recent drug use undetectable, but when all 

night checks are done on the same night the surprise has to be suspect after the first visit.  

 Table 8-1 and 8-2 shows the drug testing sequence for a phase I participants.  With this 

sequence “getting by” with most drugs would be very difficult and probably impossible in the long run.  

Alcohol on the weekends would be a possibility with just the one night check on a Sunday night. 
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In table 8-3 the same pattern of drug testing is 

evident for this Phase II participant as was seen for 

Phase I.  Even the night check coincides with that 

seen in table 8-1.  The fourth example, a schedule for 

a Phase III participant  includes a positive test for 

BENZO on January 2, 2018.  The test on the day after 

New Year’s was a night check and obviously designed 

to determine the resolve to stay sober at a time of  

cultural “over imbibing.” For this participant January 

2 was a single slip in a long string of negative tests.  

 The fifth example shown in table 8-5 represents a five month period of testing for a participant 

in Phase IV.  Here there are fewer tests and a higher proportion of them are night checks.  There are five  

Table 8-2 

Drug Testing Schedule: Example 2. 

Phase I 

ATTENDANCE TOX DATE 
Day 
Wk. 

 
RESULT 

Court 3/15/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 3/12/2018 Mon NEG 

CM 3/9/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 3/8/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 3/6/2018 Tues NEG 

CM 3/2/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 3/1/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 2/26/2018 Mon NEG 

CM 2/23/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 2/22/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 2/21/2018 Wed NEG 

Table 8-1 

Drug Testing Schedule: Example 1. 

Phase I 

ATTENDANCE TOX DATE 
Day 
Wk. 

 
RESULT 

    

CM 3/16/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 3/15/2018 Thru NEG 

CM 3/13/2018 Tues NEG 

CM 3/9/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 3/8/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 3/5/2018 Mon NEG 

Court 3/1/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 2/26/2018 Mon NEG 

CM 2/23/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 2/22/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 2/20/2018 Tues NEG 

NC 2/18/2018 Sun NEG 

CM 2/16/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 2/15/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 2/12/2018 Mon NEG 

CM 2/9/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 2/8/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 2/7/2018 Wed NEG 

Table 8-3 

Drug Testing Schedule: Example 3. 

Phase II 

ATTENDANCE TOX DATE 
Day 
Wk. 

 
RESULT 

CM 03/16/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 03/15/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 03/12/2018 Mon .000 

CM 03/09/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 03/08/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 03/05/2018 Mon .000 

CM 03/02/2018 Fri NEG 

Court 03/01/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 02/26/2018 Mon NEG 

CM 02/23/2018 Fri .000 

Court 02/22/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 02/20/2018 Tues NEG 

NC 02/18/2018 Sun .000 

CM 02/16/2018 Fri NEG 
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night checks,  about one a month for this 

participant.  There is a test given at the court each 

time the client is required to attend the court 

hearing.  Tests given during the one or two case 

manager’s meetings per month fill out the extend of 

drug testing.   

Table 8-5 

Drug Testing Schedule: Example 5. 

Phase IV 

ATTENDANCE TOX DATE 
Day 
Wk. 

 
RESULT 

CM 3/13/2018 Tues NEG 

Court 2/22/2018 Thur NEG 

NC 2/18/2018 Sun .000 

CM 2/15/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 2/13/2018 Tues NEG 

CM 1/29/2018 Mon NEG 

Court 1/25/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 1/18/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 1/8/2018 Mon NEG 

NC 1/2/2018 Tues NEG 

Court 12/28/2017 Thur NEG 

CM 12/20/2017 Wed NEG 

Court 11/30/2017 Thur NEG 

NC 11/25/2017 Sat NEG 

CM 11/20/2017 Mon NEG 

NC 11/16/2017 Thur NEG 

Court 10/26/2017 Thur NEG 

NC 10/22/2017 Sun NEG 

The sixth example, table 8-6, includes a series of drug test with results that show the leadup to sending a 

participant who was meeting criteria week after week to the point that the  Team was planning for a 

graduation.  No positive tests were noted since May 2016, about 14 months.  This is an example of the 

possibility of being able to anticipate tests with wide gaps between testing allowing undetected use.  

The drug testing regimen (assuming UAs) leaves gaps that would allow the use of alcohol with a 24 hour 

detection window or even meth with a three to five day detoxification time line to fit between the 

anticipated testing schedule.  Getting by with alcohol, or any substance can lower the motivation to stay 

sober.  Could a more rigorous testing system stopped this breakdown?  It’s a discussion the team should 

have. 

Table 8-4 

Drug Testing Schedule: Example 4. 

Phase III 

ATTENDANCE TOX DATE 
Day 
Wk. 

 
RESUL
T 

CM 01/24/2018 Wed NEG 

CM 01/17/2018 Wed NEG 

Court 01/11/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 01/08/2018 Mon NEG 

Court 01/04/2018 Thur NEG 

CM 01/03/2018 Wed .000 

NC 01/02/2018 Tues 
POS* 

BZ 

Court 12/28/2017 Thru NEG 

CM 12/26/2017 Tues NEG 

Court 12/21/2017 Thur NEG 

CM 12/18/2017 Mon NEG 

Court 12/14/2017 Thur NEG 

CM 12/12/2017 Tues NEG 

CM 12/09/2017 Sat NEG 

CM 12/04/2017 Mon NEG 

Court 11/30/2017 Thur NEG 

CM 11/27/2017 Mon .000 

NC 11/25/2017 Sat NEG 
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Knock and Chat Policy 
 In the last month a new Knock and Chat policy has been initiated for the DCHTC.  The policy was 

shaped by Judge Williamson and the Dodge County Sheriff.   “A minimum of twice a week, at random 

times, an officer will stop at the participant’s home and ‘Knock and Chat’.”  The random nature of the 

stops is important, but equally important is the latitude given to officers to respond to what they feel 

and see when visiting with participants.  In the past officers felt that their hands were tied when it came 

to reacting to serious violations, this policy allows a reasonable protocol for response to violations.  

The stated purpose of this initiative is: “It not only holds participants accountable but allows participants 

to interact with law enforcement in a positive manner.  When a participant is doing well and maintaining 

sobriety, positive reinforcement from law enforcement is very empowering.” 

A  short survey on how the policy may help the program was responded to by 18 team members. 

1. Some concern has been registered about the level of supervision of drug court and FDTC 

participants.  Do you feel this policy will significantly increase the level of supervision? 

Response Number Choosing Response 

Yes, it will fill the gap in monitoring participants.  8 

Yes, it will help, but more must be done. 6 

No, monitoring was just fine before, but it can’t hurt. 3 

No, the policy is not needed. 1 

Table 8-6 

Drug Testing Schedule: Example 6. Phase IV to II  
ATTENDANCE TOX DATE Day Wk.  RESULT Drug 

CM 9/3/2017 Sun POS mushrooms 

Court 8/31/2017 Thur NEG  
CM 8/28/2017 Mon NEG  
Court 8/24/2017 Thur POS Meth 

CM 8/22/2017 Tues POS METH 

NC 8/20/2017 Sun POS Meth 

CM 8/18/2017 Fri NEG  
Court 8/10/2017 Thur NEG  
CM 8/9/2017 Wed NEG  
Court 8/3/2017 Thur NEG  
CM 7/31/2017 Mon POS Alcohol 

CM 7/24/2017 Mon NEG  
NC 7/15/2017 Sat .000  
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Other Law enforcement needs to be allowed 
to act if there are issues.. 
More stuff to do with limited time. 

 

2.  Will the policy satisfy the demand for random drug testing? 

Responses Number Choosing Response 

Yes, it will assure the inability of participants to 
anticipate drug/alcohol testing. 

11 

No, not any more than was the case before the policy. 4 

Yes, it will help, but more must be done. 3 

Other Random is key. 
Random so important.  Currently 
doesn’t feel very random.  

 

3. Do you think the policy will:  

a. Decrease substance use by participants?  

Yes.  13  No. 4 

b. Increase participant adherence to curfews?  

Yes.  17  No. 1 

c. Help create better relations between law enforcement and participants? 

Yes. 14  No. 3 

d. Allow law enforcement to provide more information concerning participants” 

Yes. 17  No. 0 

e. Other  Children see law enforcement in different light. 
 Help create better relations… Especially NO—further alienate.  
 Law enforcement needs to be listen to by the team.  Their information is 
relevant. 
 

4. Have you received any feedback from participants about the policy? 

Yes both positive and negative 
17 responded no 

The team is supportive of the Knock and Chat policy.  As can be seen above the team feels the 

policy will significantly increase the level of supervision.  It also is seen as assisting in satisfying the 

demand for random drug testing.  The expectation is that it will decrease substance abuse, increase 

adherence to curfews, help create better relations between participants and law enforcement, and 

allow law enforcement to provide more information for the team. 
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Chapter 9 FDTC Program 
The Dodge County Family Dependency Treatment Court (FDTC) policies and procedures manual 

2nd edition, November 2016 includes a rationale for developing the FDTC program in the well-

established Dodge County Drug Court.  As with the adult  court’s handling of drug related criminal 

matters the FTDC program offers an alternative to traditional processes in CHIPS cases.   

At present there are three participants in the FDTC program that meet along with a cohort of adult 

treatment court participants.  While the mission of FDTC is clearly set on permanency for children – 

ideally through reunification, the struggles faced by FDTC clients are much like those adult treatment 

court participants confront.  When observing court hearings one would be pressed to pick out the three 

FTDC clients from the thirteen adult treatment court participants.  In the staffing meetings the 

distinction is more pronounced with more emphasis placed on how the children are doing and the 

quality of parenting they are receiving.  The professionals who provide the most feedback on the case 

manager’s report are those in Child Protection and in the Guardian ad litem program.  The real power of 

the hybrid court comes in the perspectives and knowledge that is added to the competent insights of 

those who traditionally decide in CHIPS cases.  Observation of staffings reveals the importance of the 

diversity of input from the  team: the mental health and treatment professionals, a County  Attorney, 

law enforcement, the clergy.  It is helpful to have information that is picked up by law enforcement or a 

report about a client’s interaction with others at church or how things went with the children at “a place 

at the table.” 

There is also a real benefit in the weekly meetings with the Judge.  In an interview with a FDTC 

participant the role of the Judge was praised as helpful.  There was a strong statement about how much 

this person used to “hate” the Judge, but through the court interaction and the sharing that goes on 

through the journals the attitude has flipped to, “I love the Judge.”  The trust level in the Judge and the 

team as indicated in participant interviews and surveys should be taken as a good recommendation for 

the positive impact of the program.  In the  research on FDTCs the “muscle of the court” is seen as a 

major factor in the success of CHIPS cases.  In the Dodge County Hybrid Court that “muscle” has a “care 

and concern” tone that is proving to be effective.  In a case in which a FDTC client was canceling mental 

health therapy appointments for the kids, the Judge, with the input from the guardian ad litem, the 

Child Protection professionals and the team, imposed a sanction of a stayed weekend in jail to 

emphasize the importance of the children receiving the help they need.  This is an example of how the 

Hybrid Court applies the drug court model to assist in CHIPS cases. 
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The advantages of FDTC programing is obvious in the number and diversity of experts focused 

on each case.  While FDTC cases do not involve a criminal charge there is a tacit understanding that for 

most the illegal behavior is there regardless of a formal charge involving substance abuse. The FDTC 

programing is designed to be effective in preventing serious criminal charges. The success here is 

indicated by the recidivism analysis included in the chapter on crime reduction. 

The Dodge County Hybrid Court does follow through on the key components for the FDTC 

program that are listed in the FTDC Policies and Procedure Manual. 

1. More frequent court hearings with one judge.  

FDTC clients appear in court once week during their first program phase, three times a month in 

phase II, twice a month for phase III and once a month in phase IV.  Attending these court hearings is 

rigidly adhered to.  There is virtually no instances in which a client misses a required hearing that is not 

duly excused for very good reason.  The consistent focus on the wellbeing of children and the behavior 

changes necessary to support their safety and healthy development feeds into the success of the 

program.  The Judge is guided by the detailed (see below) case manager’s report and the teams input.  

Her interaction during the court hearing is rich with the deep description provided during the staffing. 

The program does employ a substitute judge when Judge Williamson is called to perform leadership 

duties for the Minnesota Judicial Branch.  The substitute judge is a good fit in that she carries the tone 

and concern reflected in the work of Judge Williamson.  

2. Comprehensive case management and monitoring. 

The evidence for the high quality of the case management for FDTC clients can be seen in the 

detailed reports provided to the team each week the individual is required to appear in front of the 

Judge.  These reports include the dates and results of drug testing, record of attending AA/NA meetings 

along with interaction with a sponsor, an update on mental health issues and medication compliance, a 

report on treatment/therapy progress while detailing appointments and attendance, and apprises the 

team of what is going on with the CHIPS court case.  This information comes with insight into how the 

client is responding to these elements of programing.  Beyond these reports, the case manager explains 

how the person is doing; what he/she is struggling with and how assistance is being provided.  The detail 

is impressive and speaks well of the quality inherent in the “monitoring” meetings.  These meetings with 

the care and understanding provide the basis for the trust clients have in their case managers.  Again, 

participant interviews and surveys document the high trust level given to case managers.  The team 

interviews and online surveys also provide support for the effectiveness of the case management and 

program coordination. 
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The report ends with a recommendation for incentives or sanctions that is set out for acceptance or 

critique by the team.  In the majority of cases the recommendation is accepted by the team and guides 

the Judge’s decision. 

Some concern has been registered about the extent of supervision for clients.  More is said about 

this issue in other parts of this evaluation, however, a review of the number and timing of drug testing 

supports the contention that “getting by with using” in the first two phases would be very difficult. (see 

the section on drug testing.)  The recent emphasis placed on knock and chats with a “new” policy on this 

tool has been well received by the team as a positive improvement to the supervision function of the 

court.  

3. A team approach to helping participants work toward treatment and parenting goals. 

Much has already been said about the extent to which the entire team, 25 professionals, assist in 

providing assistance and direction for clients.  In cases that involve difficult struggles the team is 

particularly helpful. It is not rare to hear a discussion by 10 to 14 professionals offering their expertise 

during a staffing meeting  (a count of 19 voices were the most heard in one discussion). The complexity 

of issues confronting FDTC clients are laid out and discussed in the attempt to formulate a thoughtful 

response the Judge can use to assist the client and educate other FDTC clients. 

Some concern has been registered about the team being too large and that it is divided between the 

“insiders” (those who actually sit at the table) and the “outsiders” (those who sit against the wall behind 

the “insiders”).  (Maybe a recommendation for a bigger table, bigger room, or “musical chairs” rotation 

of seating arrangements?) 

4. Focus on quick access to chemical health assessment, treatment, and aftercare/continuing care. 

The focus on assuring treatment to enhance chemical health is supported by the data from the MN 

Courts “Treatment Court Tracking Sheet Data Report” on the average number of days from treatment 

court referral to chemical health assessment. For active participants, April through June  2107 the State 

average is -8 days while Dodge County Hybrid Court’s average is -70 with a median of -71 days.  It is 

typical to find that chemical health assessment occurs prior to referral.  For all discharged participants, 

graduated or terminated, the average for Dodge County is -46 days with a median of -4.  These data 

compare with a 0 day average and a 6 day median for the State. 

In the section that sets out the extent of treatment provided to FDTC participants support is 

given to the seriousness with which this component taken by the Hybrid Court.  

Some concern has been registered with the level of aftercare/continuing care offered by the program.  

This is an issue for the adult treatment court program as well.    
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5. Incentives and sanctions used for progress or lack thereof in meeting chemical health and 

parenting goals. 

As discussed in the section on Incentives and Sanctions participants in the Dodge County Hybrid 

Court and by inclusion those in the FDTC program are well served with a thoughtful, effective and 

innovative approach.  Adherence to “best practice” recommendations for graduated sanctions is 

practiced with sanctions spelled out in the Policies and Procedures Manual.  This is an incentive heavy 

program that relies on positive encouragement and support to draw participants out of the struggles 

that confront them and into a more structured, positive life with an assurance that their children will be 

given the support, care and security that leads to healthy development.  As is discussed in the section on 

incentives and sanctions this court uses a very clever approach to offering the “money off supervision 

costs” as a way to meaningfully incentivize positive behavior.  There is also the application of an 

innovative means of sanctioning.  The distinction between the adult treatment court program  and the 

FDTC program that is most often mentioned is the inability to use jail as a sanction when the seriousness 

of violations call for it. This limits a powerful sanction the Dodge County treatment court uses with great 

success, “the stayed weekend in jail.” The use of the sanction is not completely lost to the FDTC program 

because of the possible use of a ”contempt of court” ruling to impose jail if necessary.  The threat of a 

weekend in jail has been used sparingly with FTDC program members, and when imposed has 

consistently brought results.  This strategy should never be employed without the consultation of the 

Public Defender’s input. 

6. Four program phases. 

The four phases are designed to focus on the process of moving through the early struggle of 

substance abuse and the lack of structure to sobriety, the enhancement of self-esteem, and improved 

family communication.  The third phase is focused on building a foundation for sustained future success 

in providing the fostering environment children need for their health, security and success.  The final 

phase seeks to solidify the gains made during the program and to provide guidance while the participant 

develops the habits of good parenting and engaged community citizens.  The first three phases are 

designed to last about four months with the final phase set up for about six months.  It is clear that 

phase advancement is not tied to “time served.”  Participants are allowed to advance when they 

complete the goals of a given phase.  The possibility of returning to the protocols of an early phase make 

it possible to focus on behaviors that were not totally extinguished in the early phase.  The practice of 

not moving participants back to an earlier phase, but to keep them in the higher phase with a lower 

phase protocol makes it possible for FDTC clients to correct behavior and then move back to the higher 
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phase.  In other courts movement back to an earlier phase is associated with giving up and voluntarily 

leaving the program.  The Dodge County approach is a more effective approach.  

  

Eleven individuals have been admitted to the FDTC program. Table 9-1 shows the demographic data 

that characterizes  ten FDTC Program participants.  The eleventh person is a recent admit with no data 

available for inclusion in this analysis.   

 

Table 9-1 Demographic Distributions for Ten FDTC Program Participants 

AGE 
EDUCATION 

LEVEL 
MARITAL 
STATUS 

NO OF 
CHILDREN 

MH DIAGNOSIS Gender FDTC Status 

28 9TH GRADE SINGLE 1  FEMALE Graduated 

31 
ASSOCIATE 

DEGREE 
SINGLE 3 ANXIETY FEMALE Graduated 

22  MARRIED 1  FEMALE Graduated 

27 
ASSOCIATE 

DEGREE 
SINGLE 1 ANXIETY FEMALE Graduated 

26 GED SINGLE 3  FEMALE Graduated 

20 11TH GRADE SINGLE 1  MALE Phase IV 

25 12TH GRADE SINGLE 2  FEMALE Phase II 

29 SOME COLLEGE SINGLE 2 
ADHD, Anxiety, 

Intermittent Explosive 
Disorder 

FEMALE Graduated 

21 12TH GRADE SINGLE 4  FEMALE Early Discharge 

25 SOME COLLEGE SINGLE 2  FEMALE Early Discharge 

 
The average age of this mostly female group is 25.  The distribution on education shows a broad 

range from the completion of the 9th grade to having an associate degree.  On average this is a fairly 

educated group with four of ten having some college or more.  Nine of ten FDTC participants are single 

and have a total  of twenty children.  Mental health issues have been diagnosed for three.   

Six of the eight discharged FTDT clients successfully completed the program for a graduation rate of 

75%.  One graduate was accepted into the FDTC Program and then transferred to the Adult Treatment 

Court Program.  Two individuals were the subject of “early release” (terminated) from the program.  

The summary table 9-2 reveals the record of success for the FDTC Program.  A 75 percent graduation 

rate is impressive for what it has done for the participants, their children and for the community.  Six of 

the eleven individuals accepted into the FDTC Program have graduated and three active members are 
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doing well.  The individual in Phase IV is scheduled to graduate on July 12, 2018. A total of 17 children 

have been provided permanency through the FDTC Program.  Ten of those children have enjoyed full 

reunification, one child was adopted by a relative, two had custody transferred to their father and four 

were adopted.  Five children have reunification pending while awaiting their parent’s progress through 

the FDTC Program. 

The summary table shows that the first participant was accepted in November of 2012 followed by 

one in December of 2014.  A third client was added a month later in January 2015. Five clients became 

participants in 2016, two in 2017 and one, so far, in 2018.  Those successfully completing the program  

spent an average of 476 days (about 16 months)  in the program (the days in program for the person 

transferred to the Adult Program were not considered for this average).  Days in the program had a 

range of 197 days (563 – 366).   Some discussion about the length of the FDTC Program might be 

informative with the range of 197 days (about 6.5 months) for graduates.  The two “early releases” 

traveled a very different path to termination.  One spent almost a year in the program with many 

successes and a number of problems.  In the end the children were turned over to the father for total 

custody.  The second termination came after about two months of consistent positive drug tests and the 

decision for the children to be adopted for their wellbeing. 

 

 Table 9-2.  Month and Year of Entry to FDTC Program With Number 
of Days in Program and Currant FDTC Status  for  FDTC Participants. 

Month and 
Yr. Enter 

Nov. 
2012 

Dec. 
2014 

Jan. 
2015 

Jan. 
2016 

Feb. 
2016 

Mar. 
2016 

May. 
2016 

Aug. 2 
2016 

Jan. 
2017 

Sept. 
2017 

May. 
2018 

Days in 
Program 

553 58 657 513 395 563 366 357 555 265 40 

Current 
Status 

Grad 
Early 

Release 
Grad* Grad Grad Grad Grad 

Early 
Release* 

Phase 
IV 

Phase 
II 

Phase 
I 

Number of 
Children 

1 4 1 3 1 1 3 2 1 2 3 

Full 
Reunification Yes Adopt Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Custody 
to 

Father 

Vol 
Adopt 

NA NA 

 
The three active participants are doing well.  The individual in Phase IV will graduate on 7/12/18, the 

person in Phase II is consistently incentivized because of meeting and surpassing program requirements.  

The newest participant is still in the initiation phase with the program determining the appropriate 

responses to assist in her development.  There is a strong parent training emphasis for this client.  She 

has been incentivized weekly for meeting criteria.  
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 The FDTC does a competent job of assuring participants get the appropriate therapy.  The 

completion of substance abuse treatment programs nationally is about 45 percent.36  As can be seen in 

table 9-3 the completion rate for FDTC clients is close to perfect.  Only four of twenty-three treatment 

programs were not completed for a completion rate of 83 percent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• * Client was transferred to Adult Treatment Court and graduated with full reunification. 

• NA -  Data not available 
 

 Completion of treatment is a hallmark of success for chemical abuse clients.  FDTC participants 

attended a total of 335 days of residential treatment, spent 180 days in halfway house programs, 749 

days in outpatient treatment and 334 in aftercare programs. The “muscle” of the court has been found 

to dramatically increase the rate of completion for substance abuse treatment and the relationship with 

                                                           
36 Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS): 2012. 
Discharges from Substance Abuse Treatment Services. BHSIS Series S-81, HHS Publication No. (SMA) 16-4976. 
Rockville, MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2015. 

Table 9-3 Type of Treatment Programs Attended by FDTC Clients  
Completed or Not With Length of Stay in Days  

FDTC 
Participant 

Current FDTC Status Treatment Type COMPLETED 
Length of 

Stay 

1 Grad. Full Reunification Residential Yes NA 

2. Grad. Full Reunification 

Residential Yes 30 days 

Halfway Yes 90 days 

Outpatient Yes 106 days 

Aftercare Yes 107 days 

3. Grad. Full Reunification 
Outpatient Yes 92 days 

Aftercare Yes 83 days 

4. Grad. Full Reunification 
Residential Yes 30 days 

Outpatient Yes DNA 

5. Grad. Full Reunification 
Outpatient Yes 181 days 

Aftercare Yes 42 days 

6.* Grad. Full Reunification 

Outpatient No 132 days 

Residential Yes 138 days 

Outpatient Yes 28 days 

7. 
Phase IV  

(Grad. 7/12/18) 
Outpatient Yes 76 days 

Aftercare Yes 48 days 

8. Early Release 
Aftercare No 6 days 

Aftercare No NA 

9. Early Release 

Residential Yes 98 days 

Outpatient Yes 134 days 

Aftercare No 48 days 

Residential Yes 39 days 

Halfway Yes 90 days 
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the judge is noted by participants to be one of the most important motivators in keeping on track in the 

process of rebuilding a healthy, subst0ance free life. 

Some concern has been registered about the level of supervision as it relates to drug testing 

because of the lack of a truly random drug testing regime.  An analysis of the dates four FTDC 

participants were drug tested sheds light on this concern.  Complete lists of drug tests for each of four  

clients, with test dates and test results, were downloaded from the Dodge County Drug Court Database.  

The first set included 150 tests taken by a FDTC graduate first tested on 11/29/2012 and given a final 

test 6/5/2014.  This person had registered tests on the same day or two days in a row for 35 tests with 0 

days between the tests.  Twenty-five tests have a one-day time period between testing.  Seventy 

percent of testing allowed no more than a three-day gap making the possibility of using drugs or alcohol 

without detection very difficult. The larger gaps came during the final phase for this client (see table 9-

4). The pattern is consistent for all four participants; not more that 30 percent of the tests allowed a gap 

of more than three days.  It is hard to imagine the structured approach it would take to defeat these 

Table 9-4.  Number and  Percent of Given Number of Days Between Drug 
Tests for Two Graduates and Two Active Participants of the Dodge County 

FDTC Program 
Days 

Between 
Drug 
Tests 

Grad 1: 
Test Between 

11/29/12 – 
6/5/14 

Grad 2: 
Tests Between 

1/19/16 – 
6/15/17 

Phase IV 
Tests Between 

1/4/17 – 3/8/18 

Phase II 
Tests Between 

9/27/17 – 
3/18/18 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

0 35 23% 26 22% 21 19% 21 36% 

1 25 17% 14 12% 15 13% 9 15% 

2 23 15% 25 22% 31 27% 6 10% 

3 22 15% 15 13% 18 16% 10 17% 

4 13 9% 20 17% 8 7% 7 12% 

5 13 9% 3 3% 3 3% 4 7% 

6 8 5% 0 0% 3 3% 1 2% 

7 3 2% 3 3% 3 3% 1 2% 

8 2 1% 4 3% 8 7% 0 0% 

9 3 2% 0 0% 2 2% 0 0% 

10 1 1% 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 

11+ 2 2% 4 4% 1 1% 0 0% 

Grand 
Total 

150 100% 116 100% 113 100% 59 100% 
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drug testing schedules.  Another important aspect of the drug testing schedules is that they change as 

participants move from one phase to another.  Consider the two figures below. Figure 9-1 sets out the 

testing schedule for these FDTC clients during their first month in the program.  Figure 9-2 reveals the 

drug testing sequences for the last month of program participation.  It is obvious that the testing is more 

rigorous in the beginning of participation (Phase I) than it is in the final phase.  In drug courts there is 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Grad 1 3 1 1 1 5 1 4 2 1 2 0 1 2 2 1

Grad 2 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 3 3 2 0 2 0 2 1

Phase IV 0 1 0 2 2 0 2 3 1 1 2 1 3 0 0

Phase II 3 0 2 0 1 0 1 4 3 3 0 1 3 0 0

0
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Figure 9-1.  Number of Days Between Drug Tests for the
First Month of Participation in FDTC for 
Two Graduates and Two Active Clients

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Grad 1 3 9 1 3 2 6 5 5

Grad 2 2 0 7 10 8

Phase IV 8 9 9 7

Phase II 2 5 5 3 4 0 1 3
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Figure 9-2.  Number of Days Between Drug Tests for the
Last Month of Participation in FDTC for 
Two Graduates and Two Active Clients
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always support for testing that is perfectly random with no chance for participants to anticipate the day 

or the hour.  No system is perfect.  There are programs that contract with organizations for “color 

wheel” sequencing and fail to follow the best practice recommendations around observed tests.  With 

the Dodge County Court some slippage is possible and maybe even probable, but consistent drug use 

that is associated with serious addiction is almost inconceivable given the testing regimen.  There is 

good reason to agree with the DCDC coordinator in his assessment of whether or not a participant could 

“get by” with using.  It is “virtually impossible in the first phase and almost impossible in the second 

phase.  Where it could happen is in the last two phases, the third and particularly the fourth phases is 

where their contact with us has been lessened.  That’s why knock and chats are so important.”  It is 

more likely that any use would be with substances which are not targeted with the testing.  A random 

system will not pick up these instances of use any better than the scheduled system with a few random 

tests employed by the Dodge County Treatment Court.  Critique of the testing system is always 

warranted and should contribute to the best system possible.  It’s always good to patch the chinks in the 

armor.  The drug testing system is far more rigorous than what would be found in probation or it the 

typical CHIPS case.   

 There is good reason to positively evaluate the drug testing system employed in the Dodge 

County Court for making the best of resources and institutions that are and are not available.  Drug 

testing with a very low no detection rate is most importantly used as a motivator to avoid drug use, it is 

not designed to catch dishonest participants.  In interviews with participants, questions about “getting 

by” with drug use without detection are routinely answered with statements like, “you will get caught.”  

The trick is to create a treatment court environment in which participants will be honest about their use. 

If the testing regimen leads participants to know they will be caught, as they claim about the Dodge 

County Court, one might just as well be honest about a relapse.  Testing will not always stop a relapse, 

but it will encourage honesty about the use and allow the court to provide the response that will make 

use  less likely going forward.  

 As a last reflection on the drug testing system it is interesting to consider what the data on drug 

tests looks like for a drug using FDTC client.  Table 9-5 includes the number of days between drug tests 

and the result of the tests for a participant who was an “early discharge.”  The charge that being able to 

anticipate when tests were going to be given would allow undetected serious use is tamped down with 

this example.  Granted this may be a rare case but it is reflective of other testing sequences for 

participants suffering a relapse.  You can see positive tests in a series of five or more testing situations 
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after a relapse before returning to sobriety and negative tests. Observation of the test results for these 

movements from sobriety through a relapse and back to sobriety lends credence to the effectiveness of 

the drug testing regimen.  These examples reminds us that we are dealing with a disease that moves 

participants rather than the simple power of the will to stay sober.  Thus the need of tools that the 

Dodge County FDTC Program provides.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table  9-5. Days Between Testing With 
Testing Results for a Participant Given an 

“Early Discharge”  from FDTC 
 

 Tests Given  
12/11/2014 - 2/5/2015 

Days Between 
Tests 

Test Results 

0 METH 

0 DILUTE 

0 NEGATIVE 

0 NEGATIVE 

0 NEGATIVE 

1 DILUTE 

2 NO SHOW 

2 DILUTE 

2 NEGATIVE 

2 REFUSED 

2 NEGATIVE 

3 METH 

3 DILUTE 

3 Alcohol 

4 NEGATIVE 

5 NO SHOW 

5 REFUSED 

6 Alcohol 

3 REFUSED 
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Chapter 10 Recidivism 
 

The Dodge County Adult Treatment Court has three primary goals: 

Goal 1:  Promote Public Safety 
 
Goal 2:  Reduce Systems Costs 
 
Goal 3:  Improve Offender and Family Functioning 
Recidivism measured by charges recorded in record count case number found in   MPA Remote 

Minnesota Public Access (MPA) Remote offers access to case information via the internet for certain 

court records in the Minnesota Court Information System (MNCIS). 

Goal 1:  Promote Public  

 The Dodge County Hybrid Court promotes public safety by lowering recidivism, reducing 

substance abuse and linking community services to better coordinate crime prevention efforts.  

Lowering Recidivism 

Data supports the effectiveness of the Dodge County Hybrid Court in lowering recidivism.  This claim is 

documented by: 

1. An analysis of criminal behavior for discharged participants within five years of graduation or 

termination  

2. Comparing before-after crime data for graduates and terminated participants for three years 

before entering the court with that for three years after graduation or termination..   

3. Comparing crime data for DCHTC graduates and terminated participants with that from three 

comparison groups of individuals from Minnesota other counties “matched” on drug court 

eligibility criteria. 

4. Comparing DCHTC crime data with national drug court crime reduction research. 

In this section, of the crime reduction analysis, all 140 participants accepted into the program from 

April 2007 to the present are considered.  Ninety-five of these participants have been out of the 

program, graduated (60) or terminated (35), for at least three years which allows a three-year recidivism 

assessment.  

The analysis below includes “post-program” recidivism.   Recidivism is measured with data taken 

from Minnesota Public Access (MPA) Remote which offers access to case information via the internet for 

certain court records in the Minnesota Court Information System (MNCIS).  Criminal case numbers, date 
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of charge, type of crime and disposition are listed under names of individuals living in Minnesota.  By 

counting the number and type of criminal charges in the three-year window from discharge date to 

three years after this date a record of number and type of charge was completed for each discharged 

participant.  The same process was used with the three-year window prior to entry into the court.  

Criminal charges for three-years before and three-years after were recorded in an Excel file.  For 

comparison group members the three-year windows were separated at the date of the criminal charge 

that would have likely resulted in a referral to the DCHTC if the time frame and residency was right. 

For graduates of the DCHTC, 78.3 percent have no criminal charge within three years of leaving the 

program for a recidivism rate of 21.7 percent.  Here recidivism includes any criminal charge of felony 

drug, misdemeanor drug, felony non drug, misdemeanor non drug, or DWI.  The recidivism rate when 

considering drug or DWI charges is 18.3 percent with 81.7 percent with no such charges within three 

years.  To put these recidivism rates into perspective consider data used to support the success of drug 

courts nationally which found a 27 percent recidivism rate after two years of leaving a drug court 

program.   Recidivism for DCHTC is about 5 percent lower at three years than was found at two years for 

a nationally representative study of drug court graduates.  The DCHTC data also “compares very 

favorably to recidivism rates on conventional probation.”  The drug or DWI recidivism rate for both 

graduates and terminates participants is only 24.2 percent within three years (see tables 10-2, 10-2) The 

National Association of Drug court Professionals explains the impact of drug courts  on crime nationwide 

in “The Facts on Drugs and Crime in America.”37 

“In a nationally representative study of more than 2,000 graduates from over 90 Drug 
Courts, the average recidivism rate was only 16 percent in the first year after leaving the 
program, and 27 percent after the second year.38 This compares very favorably to 
recidivism rates on conventional probation, in which 46 percent commit a new offense 
and over 60 percent commit a probation violation.39”  

Recidivism rates for DCHTC are lower than those reported for the Minnesota Statewide Adult 

Drug Court Evaluation 201240 and Minnesota Statewide Adult Drug Court Evaluation – Follow- Up 

                                                           
37 National Association of Drug Court Professionals, “The Facts on Drugs and Crime in America,“ 
https://www.nadcp.org/sites/default/files/nadcp/Facts%20on%20Drug%20Courts%20.pdf 
38 Roman et al. (2003). Recidivism rates for drug court graduates: Nationally based estimate - Final report. 
Washington DC: The Urban Institute and Caliber. 
39 Langan & Cunniff. (1992). Recidivism of felons on probation. Washington DC: Bureau of Justice Statistics. 
40 Minnesota Statewide Adult Drug Court Evaluation, State Court Administrator’s Office, Minnesota Judicial Branch 
June 2012, 
http://www.mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Drug_Court/2012%20Statewide%20Evaluation/MN_Statewide_Dr
ug_Court_Evaluation_Report_-_Final_Public.pdf 

http://www.mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Drug_Court/2012%20Statewide%20Evaluation/MN_Statewide_Drug_Court_Evaluation_Report_-_Final_Public.pdf
http://www.mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Drug_Court/2012%20Statewide%20Evaluation/MN_Statewide_Drug_Court_Evaluation_Report_-_Final_Public.pdf
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2014.41   In the  2012 evaluation the reported statewide recidivism rate for 415 graduates 2 ½ years after 

the start of the program was 26 percent and in the 2014 follow-up evaluation the rate for 280 graduates 

after three years form start was 24  percent.   The DCHTC post-program three-year recidivism rate of 

21.7 percent implies a significantly lower rate than average for Minnesota State’s drug courts.     

 

Table 10-1.  Number and Percent of Graduates and Terminated 
Participants with a Criminal Charge within Three Years of Discharge 

 

Criminal Charge Within 3 
years 

Graduated Terminated Grand Total 

No 47  78.3% 15   42.9% 62   65.3% 

Yes 13   21.7% 20   57.1% 33   34.7% 

Grand Total 60 35 95 

 

 

Table 10-2.  Number of Graduates and Terminated Participants with 
a Criminal Drug or DWI Charge within Three Years of Discharge 

 

Criminal Drug or DWI 
Charge Within 3 Years 

Graduated Terminated Grand Total 

No 49  81.7% 22  62.9% 71  74.7% 

Yes 11  18.3% 13  37.1% 24  25.3% 

Grand Total 60 35 95 

 

 
 Criminal charges for 71 graduates and terminated participants who had at least five years since 

discharge were tracked.  At five years graduates had a 35.7 percent recidivism rate with 65.3 percent 

free of any criminal charge.  For drug or DWI charges 31 percent of graduates had at least one charge 

and 69 percent were without any drug or DWI charge.  

 

Table 10-3. Number of Graduates and Terminated Participants with a 
Criminal Charge within Five Years of Discharge 

                                                           
41 Minnesota Statewide Adult Drug Court Evaluation – Follow- Up: Recidivism, State Court Administrator’s Office 
Court Services Division, Research and Evaluation Grant Hoheisel, Lead Researcher, October 2014. 
http://mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Drug_Court/2014_MN_Statewide_Drug_Court_Follow-
Up_FINAL_20150220.pdf 
 

http://mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Drug_Court/2014_MN_Statewide_Drug_Court_Follow-Up_FINAL_20150220.pdf
http://mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Drug_Court/2014_MN_Statewide_Drug_Court_Follow-Up_FINAL_20150220.pdf
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Criminal Charge 
Within 5 years 

Graduated Terminated Grand Total 

No 27  64.3% 11  37.9% 38   53.5% 

Yes 15  35.7% 18  62.1% 33  46.5% 

Grand Total 42 29 71 

 

Table 10-4.  Number of Graduates and Terminated Participants with 
a Criminal Drug or DWI Charge within Five Years of Discharge 

 

 Graduated Terminated Grand Total 

No 29  69.0% 14  48.3% 43  60.6% 

Yes 13  31.0% 15  51.7% 28  39.4% 

Grand Total 42 29 71 

 
While the data presented in figure 10-1 represents recidivism rates for various time frames, 2, 3 

and 5 years post program, and 2 ½, 3, and 4 years from program start, each sample has been rigorously 

selected and allows a defensible comparison with DCHTC recidivism.  The percent of recidivists 3 years 

post-program for DCHTC (21.7%) is lower than the percent for Roman, et.al’s 2000 graduates after 2 

years post-program (27%).   Recidivism for MN State samples from start of  program to 2 ½ and 3 years 

is again higher than that found for 3-year post-program DCHTC. Given that drug court programs typically 

run for 18 months, it would take 4 to 4 ½ years from start to be more equivalent to 3 years post-

program comparison.  The 5-year DCHTC rate includes 2 ½ more years than the 4-year MN Statewide 

rates.  Still DCHTC makes a good showing against MN statewide rates. 
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Before-After Comparison   

Comparisons of the number of graduates and non-completers charged with criminal offenses in the 

three-years prior to entering DCHTC and in the three years following discharge.  

 For the 60 DCHTC participants for whom a three-year before-after comparison is possible, there 

is  a 78.3 percent reduction (60 to 13) in the number of individuals with a charged offense.  For each 

crime category analyzed, a significant decrease for graduates charged with the offense was found when 

comparing the three years before with the three years after.   Individuals with felony drug charges went 

from 14 to 3 for a decrease of 78.6 percent.  Misdemeanor drug charges were leveled against 18 

graduates in the three years prior to entering DCHTC while only 5 were so charged in the three years 

after graduation (decrease of 72.2%).  The number of individuals with a non-drug felony charge fell from 

10 to 2 for a 80.0 percent reduction.   For non-drug misdemeanor charges a decrease of 85.7 percent 

was found (14 to 2).  Thirty of the 60 graduates had been charged with DWI/DUI in the three years prior 

to beginning the DCHTC program and only four were charged with the offense in the three years 

following their graduation (86.7% reduction).   A t test confirms the obvious, that these differences are 

significant beyond the .05 alpha level, t= 0.011 (See table 10-5). 

 

 

21.70%

27% 26%
24%

35.70%
31%

3 Yrs. Post-
Program
60 DCDC

2 Yrs. Post-
Program

National 2000

2 ½ Yrs. From
Start  MN 2012
Statewide 415

3 Yrs From Start
MN 2014

Statewide 280

5 Yrs Post-
Program
42 DCDC

4 Yrs From Start
MN 2014

Statewide 266

Figure 10-1. Comparison of Recidivism Data for 
DCHTC With Roughly Comparable Samples 
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 A reduction in the number of terminated participants charged with a criminal offense in the 

three years after their termination supports the notion that even terminated participants may have 

benefited from DCHTC programing.  The number of terminated participants charged with a criminal 

offense decreased from 35 to 15 for a percentage change of 57.1 percent.  Each of the crime categories 

in table 10-6 show a decrease when comparing the number of terminated participants charged within 

the criminal category for the three years before and following their discharge.  The percent change is 

more modest than that found for graduates with the smallest change revealed for non-drug felonies (8  

to 7 for a 12.5% reduction) and the largest for the number of non-completers charged with 

misdemeanor drug offenses (9 down to 2 for percentage change of -77.8%).   The t test produces a 

probability value of 0.014 indicating the before-after differences are significant past the .05 level.  

 The discussion above speaks of reduction in the number of individuals charged with an offense 

when comparing the three-year period prior to their entering DCHTC and the three years following their 

discharge.  The next analysis focuses on comparing before-after data for the number of crimes charged 

to graduates and those terminated.  

 

 

Table 10-5.      Number and Percent Change for 60 Graduates  With Charged 
Offenses During Three Years Prior to Entering and During Three Years After 

Graduating Dodge County Hybrid Court. 

Criminal offense 
Category 

Three Years 
Prior to Entering 

Three Years 
After 

Graduating 
Percent Change 

Felony Drug 14 3 -78.6 

Misdemeanor Drug 18 5 -72.2% 

Non-Drug Felony 10 2 -80.0% 

Non-Drug Misdemeanor 14 2 -85.7% 

DWI/DUI 30 4 -86.7% 

t= 0.011 
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Table 10-6.       Number and Percent Change for 35 Terminated Participants  
With Charged Offenses During Three Years Prior to Entering and During Three 

Years After Termination from Dodge County Hybrid Court. 

Criminal Offense 
Category 

Three Years Prior 
to Entering 

Three Years 
After 

Termination 

Percent Change 

Felony Drug 17 6 -64.7% 

Misdemeanor Drug 9 2 -77.8% 

Non-Drug Felony 8 7 -12.5% 

Non-Drug Misdemeanor 20 9 -55% 

DWI/DUI 16 7 -56.2% 

t=0.014 

 
   

 

 Table 10-7 shows that graduates were charged with a total of 125  criminal offenses in the three 

years prior to entering DCHTC and that number was reduced to 18 in the three years after their 

graduation.   This shift in the number of crimes charged represents a 85.6 percent reduction.  For the 

group of 60 graduates the number of drug felonies fell from 15 to 5 (-66.7%).  Twenty-six misdemeanor 

drug charges before entry were lowered to 5 (-80.8% change) for the three years after.  Non-drug 

felonies showed a 84.6 percent reduction by going from 13 to 2.  The largest difference is seen for non-

drug misdemeanors that moved from 29 charges to just 2 (-93.1%).  Forty-two DWI/DUI charges were 

brought against the 60 DCHTC graduates in their three years before entering the program and only four 

charges were made against this group in the three-year period after graduating from DCHTC, a 90.5 

percent drop.   The difference in the number of charged crimes is shown to be, as should be obvious, 

significant.  The t test tells us the odds of obtaining these shifts by chance is 0.019.  This result supports 

the claim of program impact on crime reduction.  
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Table 10-7     Number and Percent Change for Given  Charged Offenses for 
60 Graduates During the Three Years Prior to Entering and Three Years After 

Graduating Dodge County Hybrid Court. 

Criminal Offense 
Category 

Three Years Prior to 
Entering 

Three Years After 
Graduation 

Percent  Change 

Felony Drug 15 5 -66.7% 

Misdemeanor Drug 26 5 -80.8% 

Non-Drug Felony 13 2 -84.6% 

Non-Drug Misdemeanor 29 2 -93.1% 

DWI/DUI 42 4 -90.5% 

t= 0.019    

 

 The following discussion with the accompanied table 10-8 mirrors the above analysis for the 35 

terminated participants with at least three years of time since their discharge to allow the three-year 

before-after comparison.  Over all non-completers were charged with 108 crimes in the three years 

prior to starting the program and 40 in the three years following discharge for a -63 percent change.  

Each crime category shows a reduction in criminal charges before to after.  The smallest change came 

for charges of non-drug felonies that went from 12 to 10 (-16.7% change).  Moderate to high percentage 

change for the remaining crime categories supports the drug courts probable impact on crime reduction 

for those who received partial programing from the court but were not able to complete the program.  

A reduction for DWI/DUI from 27 to 7 is a positive result.  The t test reveals a probability value for the 

differences recorded on table ??? of 0.028 which indicates that the differences may very well be due to 

the drug court intervention. 
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Table 10-8.     Number and Percent Change for Given  Charged Offenses for  
35 Terminated Participants During the Three Years Prior to Entering and 

Three Years After Discharge from Dodge County Hybrid Court. 

Criminal Offense Category 
Three Years Prior 

to Entering 
Three Years After 

Termination 
Percent Change 

Felony Drug 19 8 -57.9% 

Misdemeanor Drug 12 2 -83.3% 

Non-Drug Felony 12 10 -16.7% 

Non-Drug Misdemeanor 38 13 -65.8% 

DWI/DUI 27 7 -74.1% 

t= 0.027974 
   

 

 It is clear DCHTC data reflect crime reduction when considering three-year and five-year 

recidivism rates.  Three-year, before-after comparisons for graduates and terminated participants add 

support to the argument DCHTC is significantly reducing criminal behavior.  The last test of DCHTC’s 

effectiveness in crime reduction comes with an analysis of the extent to which DCHTC out preforms the 

alternative is crime reduction.   In “The Facts on Drugs and Crime in America,” the National Association 

of Drug Court Professionals claim drug courts are more effective than alternatives in reducing crime.42  

Drug Courts reduce crime more than any other program. The most rigorous and 

conservative scientific estimates from “meta-analyses” have all concluded that 

drug courts significantly reduce crime as much as 35 percent compared to the 

alternatives.43  

                                                           
42 National Association of Drug Court Professionals, “The Facts on Drugs and Crime in America,“ 
https://www.nadcp.org/sites/default/files/nadcp/Facts%20on%20Drug%20Courts%20.pdf 

43 Aos et al. (2006). Evidence-based public policy options to reduce future prison construction, 
criminal justice costs, and crime rates. Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy; Lattimer 
(2006). A meta-analytic examination of drug treatment courts: Do they reduce recidivism? Canada Dept. 
of Justice; Lowenkamp et al. (2005). Are drug courts effective: A meta-analytic review. Journal of 
Community Corrections, Fall, 5-28; Shaffer (2006). Reconsidering drug court effectiveness: A meta-
analytic review. Las Vegas, NV: Dept. of Criminal Justice, University NADCP Facts on Drug Courts 5 of 7 of 
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After an extensive 2005 review of the scientific literature, the Government 

Accountability Office (GAO) concluded drug courts significantly reduce crime 

compared to the alternatives.44 

Crime Reduction for DCHTC and Three control Groups 

  In the next section three control groups will be used to determine whether DCHTC “significantly 

reduce crime compared to the alternatives.”  The analysis relies on comparing the before-after 

percentage change for DCHTC with that for three control groups.  The number and type of criminal 

charges for each control group’s before-after data was determined in the same fashion as that used for 

DCHTC participants.  While “before-after” for DCHTC participants constituted the three years before the 

date of program entry and the three years following the date of discharge; the control groups used the 

“eligible offense” as the before-after dividing line.  Each control group member had a charged offense 

which  would have alerted referral to a drug court; this is the “eligible offense.”  The before period 

involved tracking back three years from the date of the eligible offense and counting the number and 

type of criminal charges during that period.  The number and type of charges for each control group 

member during this period (including the eligible offense) constituted the “before” data.  In like manner, 

the three-year period following the date of the “eligible offense” set the boundaries for the three-year 

“after” data.  

Control group 1 is made up of 21 individuals from a nearby rural county with a population 

somewhat larger than that in  Dodge County.  Fifteen of the controls were selected as probable drug 

court clients during the year prior to the control county beginning its drug court. The search for 

probable clients was part of the planning process for its drug court.  Six of the controls were referred to 

the drug court after it was initiated but the referrals were rejected because they lacked residence in the 

county.  All other eligibility requirements were satisfied.   

 Table 10-9 reveals no significant difference between the number of control group members 

being charges with given types of offenses in the before and after periods.  Unlike the significant change 

for DCHTC graduates, Control Group 1 members did not show a change in the numbers for the two 

periods that was large enough, consistent enough or in the right direction to support anything other 

                                                           
Nevada; Wilson,et al. (2006). A systematic review of drug court effects on recidivism. Journal of 
Experimental Criminology, 2, 459-487.  
44 U.S. Government Accountability Office. (2005). Adult drug courts: Evidence indicates recidivism reductions and 
mixed results for other outcomes [No. GAO-05-219]. Washington, DC: Author. 
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than “no significant change.”  The t value confirms that decision; t = 0.516.  Data for DCHTC graduates 

are consistent in the size of decrease in percentage change for the three-year periods  before entry and 

after graduation.  The findings for members of Control Group 1 are a result of “the alternative” i.e., 

traditional criminal justice processes.  These data support the claim Dodge County Drug Court 

“significantly reduces crime compared to the alternatives.” 

 

Control group 2 is made up of 23 individuals from another county in southern Minnesota who 

were referred and screened by a drug court, but did not follow up on entering the court. Had they 

followed up with the drug court they would very likely have been accepted into the program.  These 

individuals were in a “no action taken” file with no indication that the prospective participant rejected 

an offer to join the program.  

The findings for the comparison of DCHTC graduates and members of Control Group 2 mirror 

those for Control Group 1.  As can be seen in table 10-10 there is no significant decrease in the number 

of Control Group 2 member’s charged offenses when comparing before-after time periods (t=o.423). 

While the number of felony drug crimes for this group did reflect a large decrease the pattern of change 

for charges does not indicate a meaningful (significant) change.  Data for Control Group 2 sets out the 

Table 10-9.  Number of Control Group 1 Members With Given 
Charged Offenses in Before and After Periods With Percent 

Change for Control Group 1 and DCHTC Graduates 

Criminal Offense 
Category 

Three Year 
Period Before 

Three Year 
Period After  

Percentage 
Change Control 

Group 1 

Percent Change  
DCHTC Graduates 

Felony Drug 6 9 50.0% -66.7% 

Misdemeanor 
Drug 

8 3 -62.5% -80.8% 

Non-Drug 
Felony 

6 7 16.7% -84.6% 

Non-Drug 
Misdemeanor 

11 13 18.2% -93.1% 

DWI/DUI 2 7 250.0% -90.5% 

N = 21     

t = 0.516 
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expectation for the impact of “business as usual” on crime reduction; the Dodge County Drug Court 

produces results that confirms it significantly reduces crime compared to the alternative.   

 

The third control group was drawn from criminal probation files for individuals residing in 

southern Minnesota.  Individuals were chosen on the basis of a drug or DWI offense. A proportional 

number of files were selected for the various levels of drug offenses and DWI/DUI.  This group was made 

up of probationers who had been charged with a drug or DWI offense and with files similar to those 

likely to be accepted into a drug court.  

The third control group had decreases in the number of crimes from “before” to “after” for four 

of the five crime categories, but the level of decrease did not support a claim of significance (t=0.239). 

The percentage change is consistently lower than what is found for DCHTC graduates.  Data in table    

10-11 adds to the claim that Dodge County Drug Court significantly outperforms traditional approaches.  

 

 

Table 10-10. Number of Control Group 2 Members With Given 
Charged Offenses in Before and After Periods With Percent Change 

for Control Group 2 and DCHTC Graduates  

Three Year 
Period Before 

Three Year 
Period After 

Percent Change 
Control Group 

2 

Percent Change  
DCHTC Graduates 

Felony Drug 18 5 -72.0% -66.7% 

Misdemeanor 
Drug 

5 7 40.0% -80.8% 

Non-Drug Felony 2 2 0.0% -84.6% 

Non-Drug 
Misdemeanor 

9 8 11.1% -93.1% 

DWI/DUI 5 5 0.0% -90.5% 

N = 23     

t=0.423 
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Table 10-12 is a summary table for percentage change for criminal charges from “before” to 

“after” for DCHTC graduates, terminated participants and members of the three control groups.  

The pattern of percentage changes in the table is easy to see with the largest change values in the 

Graduates DCHTC column and the second highest in the Terminated Participants DCHTC column.  The t 

probability values for graduates (2/100) and those terminated (3/100) show significance past the .05 

level.   Differences for the three control groups show probability values of 52/100, 42/100, and 24/100.  

Table 10-11.  Number of Control Group 3 Members With Given 
Charged Offenses in Before and After Periods With Percent Change 

for Control Group 3 and DCHTC Graduates  

Three Year 
Period Before 

Three Year 
Period After  

Percent Change 
Control Group 

3 

Percent Change 
DCHTC Graduates 

Felony Drug 8 10 25.0% -66.7% 

Misdemeanor 
Drug 

6 4 -33.3% -80.8% 

Non-Drug Felony 10 7 -30.0% -84.6% 

Non-Drug 
Misdemeanor 

14 4 -71.4% -93.1% 

DWI/DUI 38 25 -34.2% -90.5% 

N = 20     

t = 0.239     

Table 10-12.  Percent Change for DCHTC Discharged Participants  
and Three Control Groups  

 Graduates 
DCHTC 

Terminated 
Participants 

DCHTC 

Control 1 Control 2 Control 3 

Felony Drug -66.7% -57.9% 50.0% -72.0% 25.0% 

Misdemeanor 
Drug 

-80.8% -83.3% -62.5% 40.0% -33.3% 

Non-Drug Felony -84.6% -16.7% 16.7% 0.0% -30.0% 

Non-Drug 
Misdemeanor 

-93.1% -65.8% 18.2% 11.1% -71.4% 

DWI/DUI -90.5% -74.1% 250.0% 0.0% -34.2% 

 N = 60 N = 35 N = 21 N = 23 N = 20 

t probability value t= 0.019 t= 0.028 t = 0.516 t = 0.423 t = 0.239 
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 Figure 10-2 graphs the percent change for the five groups.  In this graph any bar to the right of 

the center line indicates an increase in the number of individuals with criminal charges from “before” to 

“after.”  Bars that run to the left of the center line signifies a decrease in the number of group members 

with criminal charges.  The length of the bars denotes the size of the percentage change.  The pattern of 

bars for DCHTC graduates provides visual evidence of consistently large percentage changes for this 

group. 

Figure 10-2 

 

 

-150% -100% -50% 0% 50% 100% 150% 200% 250%

Control 3 Control 2 Control 1
Terminated
Participants

DCDC

Graduates
DCDC

Felony Drug 25% -72% 50% -58% -67%

Misdemeanor Drug -33% 40% -63% -83% -81%

Non-Drug Felony -30% 0% 17% -17% -85%

Non-Drug Misdemeanor -71% 11% 18% -66% -93%

DWI/DUI -34% 0% 250% -74% -91%

Percent Change for "before-after" Three-Year Periods for DCHTC 
Graduates, Non-Completers and Three Control Groups

DCHTC Terminated 
Participants

DCHTC Graduates 

Control 1 

Control 2 

Control 3 
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 To make the case about reduction in criminal behavior even stronger, remember that the 

analysis above considered three and five year blocks of time after graduation.  However, the DCHTC also 

reduced criminal behavior during the program as well.  Finding a criminal charge by any participant 

during the time they were active in the program is a rare find.  The following tables document the 

number of recorded drug crimes, DUI/DWI charges, and recorded criminal acts of any kind.  The number 

of recorded offenses is very low in all categories, and as should be expected, graduates had no recorded 

drug charges and two DUI/DWI during the program.  In essence this adds almost two years (21 months) 

to the length of time the above analysis documents a reduction in criminal behavior.  Three years 

becomes almost five years and five years becomes seven years since entry in the court. 

Table 10-13. Number of Active, Graduated, and Early 

Discharged Participants With a Recorded Drug Charge 

During Participation in DCHTC Program 

Treatment 
Court Status 

Recorded Drug 
Charge 

No Recorded 
Drug Charge 

Total 

Active 1 12 13 

Graduated 0 79 79 

 Early 
Discharged 

2 45 47 

     Total 3 136 139 

 

 

Table 10.14. Number of Active, Graduated, and Early Discharged 

Participants With a Recorded DUI/DWI Charge During 

Participation in DCHTC Program 

Treatment 
Court Status 

Recorded 
DUI/DWI Charge 

No Recorded 
DUI/DWI 
Charge  

Total 

Active 2 11 13 

Graduated 2 77 79 

Early Discharged 4 43 47 

 Total 8 131 139 
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Table 10-15.  Number of Active, Graduated, and Early Discharged 

Participants With a Recorded Criminal Charge During 

Participation in DCHTC Program 

Treatment 
Court Status 

Recorded 
Criminal Charge 

No Recorded 
Criminal 
Charge 

Total 

Active 2 11 13 

Graduated 2 77 79 

Terminated 7 40 47 

Grand Total 11 128 139 
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Chapter 11 Sobriety 
 Evidence for a reduction in substance abuse is abundant for the Dodge County Hybrid 

Treatment Court.  The incentive for “meeting criteria’ since the last hearing is money off supervision 

charges.  Recommendations at the end of a case manager’s report consistently includes this incentive 

which includes sobriety since the last hearing.  For example a hearing in June involved 15 participants 

and all but one “meet criteria.”  The person not receiving the incentive maintained sobriety, but missed 

a required meeting.  This hearing is typical of status hearings for the court. 

 A second approach to determining the level of success in reducing substance abuse focuses on 

the number of negative drug tests compared to the number of positive tests.  Fifty-three participants 

were randomly selected out of the total of 195 active, terminated and graduated participants. Data from 

the Dodge County Adult  Database were used for this analysis.  Drug Court  An arbitrary starting point 

was selected from the alphabetical listing of the 195 names of participants served by the Dodge County 

Hybrid Treatment Court and every 4th name was selected for inclusion in the sample of 53 to form a 

reprehensive group for all participants.  

  

 Sixty percent of all participants in the sample had no positive drug tests during their time in the 

program, and only nine percent had 6 or more( see table 11-1). The average number of drug tests for 

these 53 participants was 140 tests and the average number of positive tests is 2 with a median of 0.  
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Figure 11-1. Number of Positive Drug Tests for Sample of 53 
Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court Patticipants.
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The 5 individuals who had six or more positive tests had, 9, 9, 11, 12, and 18.  The sample of 53 test 

sequences represents 7428 tests and only 105 were positive with 98.6 percent of tests negative for any 

drug use.   Two different types of tests were used, the majority were UAs and smaller number were PBT 

tests.  Figure 11-2 shown this distribution for seven typical graduates.   

 

 

Table 11-1.   Number and Percent of 
Participants in Sample  With Given 

Number of Positive Drug Tests  

Number of Positive 
Tests 

Number of 
Participants 

Percent 

0 32 60% 

1 6 11% 

2 1 2% 

3 2 4% 

4 3 6% 

5 4 7% 

6+ 5 9% 
Total 53 99% 

 

 The database available for this evaluation allows a more stringent measure of the level of 

sobriety than is usually available.  While most treatment courts will report the number of days since the 

last known use of an illegal substance only those days that come after a relapse are counted.  In some 

56
35 32 42 52 59
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Figure 11-2.  Distribution of DOA Tests by Type: PBT or UA 
for Seven Typical Testing Sequences for DCHTC Graduates

PBT UA
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cases this can seriously underestimate the impact of the program on sobriety.  For example, in one drug 

testing sequence included in this analysis a participant went almost three months with a solid record of 

negative tests and “meeting criteria.”  A night check immediately after New Years resulted in a positive 

test for benzodiazepine.  Five months following that test no other positive test was recorded.   

 

 Figure 11-4 shows the number of days between the first and last drug test for the 53 

participants that are a part of this analysis.  The figure represents a total of 28,405 days with an average 

of 536 days. 
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Table 11-2. Summary Table for Number of Participants with Given Number of 
Positive Tests, Total and Average Number of Days Under Testing 

Number of 
Participants 

32 6 1 2 3 4 2 1 1 1 53 

Percent of Sample 60% 11% 2% 4% 6% 7% 4% 2% 2% 2% 100% 

Number of Positive 
Tests 

0 1 2 3 4 5 9 11 12 18 Total 

Total Number of Days 
Under Testing 

16,902 3,105 566 785 1,919 2,242 1,312 559 319 696 28,405 

Average Number of 
Days Under Testing 

528 518 566 392 640 560 656 559 319 696 535 

 

 It is important to remember when considering these records of sobriety that those who are 

amassing them have been assessed as seriously dependent on illegal substances.  What table 11-2 tells 

us is that for 32 (60%) of the sample there are 16,902 days of confirmed sobriety, an average of 528 days 

for individuals with serious addiction.   For another 11% are 3,105 days of sobriety with a total of six 

positive tests.  

 The larger takeaway from this analysis allows us to assert with a high degree of confidence         

(> 95%) that the Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court is , indeed, significantly reducing substance 

abuse among its participants.  Extrapolating from the sample data the expected values are: a combined 

117 (60%) individuals with 61,776 days of sobriety with no positive drug tests; a  combined 21  (11%) 

individuals with 10, 878 days under testing with 21 positive tests; a combined four participants (2%) with 

2,264 days under testing and eight positive tests; a combined 8 ( 4%) individuals with 3,136 days under 

testing with 24 positive tests; a combined 12 (6%) participants with 7,680 days undertesting with 48 

positive tests; a combined 14 (7%)  individuals with  7,840 days under testing with 56 positive tests; and 

a combination of 20 individuals (10%) with 11,160 days under testing and 240 positive tests.  

Table 11-3 Summary Table of Extrapolation from Sample Statistics to  Population  Parameters 

Number of Positive Tests 0 21 8 24 48 70 240  

Number of Participants 
117 

(60%) 
21 

(11 %) 
4 

(2%) 
8 

(4%) 
12 

(6%) 
14 

(&%) 
20 

(10%) 
 

Total Days Under Testing 61,776 10,878 2,264 3,136 7,680 7,840 11,160  

Positive Tests/ Days Under 
Testing 

0.0000 0.0019 0.0035 0.0076 0.0062 0.0089 0.0215  
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A third source for documentation of Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court’s effectiveness in 

countering substance abuse is the record of graduations that require the participant to remain AOD-

free continuously for a minimum of 6 months.  With a total of 107 graduations the amount of sober time 

adds up to the equivalent of 52½ years of sobriety.  Considering the requirement for consecutive days 

without a positive UA necessary for phase promotion, (30 days to move to Phase II, 60 days for 

promotion to Phase III and 90 days before moving to Phase IV) by the time a participant reaches 

graduation they have had an extended period of abstinence from DOA.  

 The recidivism data also provides support for DCHTC’s success in fostering sobriety.  There is a  

66.7 percent decrease in the number of felony drug charges from the three years prior to entering the 

court to the three years after graduation.  An 80.8 percent decrease in misdemeanor drug crime was 

found for the comparison of the three year periods.  The decrease in DWI/DUI charges was most 

dramatic going from 42 (three years before) to 4 (three years after) for a -90.5 percent change. In 

addition, 69% of graduates with enough time since graduation to complete a five-year recidivism study 

were free of any drug or DWI/DUI charge.  

 DCHTC believes in treatment and requires participants to attend treatment programs.  An 

alumnus of the program spoke of the importance of treatment; “Going to treatment to start out was the 

key for me.  I have been through treatments and through incarceration, but nothing worked until they 

put drug court and treatment together.”  Participants spent a total of 3223 days in treatment with room 

and board.  Graduates spent 1978 days  (average 26) in this type of treatment and terminated 

individuals accumulated 1645 days (average 36). 

    

0 20-60 61 - 120 121 - 140 141+

Graduates 51 12 7 5 1

Tereminated 25 10 7 0 4

Figure 11-5 Number of Graduates and Terminated Participants With 
Given Days in Treatment With Room and Board
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Figure 11-6 provides data on the number of days participants were in treatment without room 

and board.  Participants attended treatment with no room and board for a total of 17,168 days. 

Graduates had 11,166 days and terminated individuals a total of 6,002 days. The average number of 

days in this outpatient treatment for graduates was 145 days and for terminated participants it was 130 

days. 

Completing treatment is an indication of the success of a program.  What percent of participants 

complied with treatment programs while is the DCHTC?  Table 4-11 reveals that for graduates of DCHTC 

100% were considered in compliance with their treatment programs.  For terminated participants the 

percent in compliance was 58 percent. The number of successful treatment episodes is impressive when 

considering that SAMHSA found that only 47 percent of those who start treatment complete the 

program (see figure below).  Here, again, we can see the importance of the “muscle” of the court in 

assuring that participants attend and complete treatment.  Missing treatment is taken seriously with 

incentives and graduated sanctions.   In DCHTC a person can spend a weekend in jail for missing 

treatment sessions. 

Table 11-4  Percent of Graduated and Terminated Participants 
Judged in compliance With Treatment Programs 

In Compliance Graduated Terminated Total 

No 0% 42% 15% 

Yes 100% 58% 85% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

0 7 --  30 31 -- 90 91 -- 180 181 --270 271 +

Graduates 11 0 11 29 18 8

Tereminated 6 5 8 16 5 6

Figure ??? Number of Graduates and Terminated Participants With Given 
Days in Treatment Without Room and Board
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Drug And Alcohol Treatment Completion Rates published by SAMHSA.45 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
45 Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS): 2012. 
Discharges from Substance Abuse Treatment Services. BHSIS Series S-81, HHS Publication No. (SMA) 16-4976. 
Rockville, MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2015. 
https://pathwaysrecovery.com/blog/completion-rates-drug-and-alcohol-treatment/ 
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Chapter 12.   Functional Status of Participants and Families  
   

 Data supports DCHTC’s success in improving the functional status of participants.  These data 

tell us of the good work of this court and the effort that participants put in to build a solid foundation.  

Graduates show significant increases in the combined indicators of functional status: valid driver’s 

licenses, stable housing, employment, education,  caring for mental health issues, and overall risk 

scores.  The importance of these elements to one’s quality of life is obvious.  What is achieved in the 

Adult Court Program is rivaled in the FDTC Program (see Chapter on FDTC). 

Table 12-1.  Number of DCHTC Graduates since 2007 With Given 
Driver’s License Status at Entry and Discharge. 

Driver’s License Status At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

Cancelled 25 11 60% decrease 

Limited 1 10 900% increase 

Never acquired a driver's license 2 1 50% decrease 

Revoked 18 1 94% decrease 

Suspended 9 2 77% decrease 

Valid 24 53 120% increase 

Total  79 79  

 Increases in valid and limited licenses is dramatic (see table 12-1).  Limited licenses allow 

graduates to get to work, take their children to school and use their cars for necessary transport.   Some 

of these licenses are made possible through the ignition interlock program.   The inability to drive legally 

went from 66 percent to 18 percent.  For individuals discharged before graduation the positive change is 

not large (see table 12-2). 

Table 12-2.  Number of DCHTC Early Discharges since 2007 With Given 
Driver’s License Status at Entry and Discharge. 

Driver’s License Status   At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

Cancelled 11 9 18% decrease 

Limited 0 1 NA 

Never acquired a driver's license 3 3 0% increase 

Revoked 12 9 25% decrease 

Suspended 6 4 33% decrease 

Valid 15 21 40% increase 

Total  47 47  

  

 Going from unemployed to employed is foundational to day-to-day living. The financial 

situations participants face are grim.  In case manager’s reports you can hear the change in finances 
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from early phases to phase IV.  “The participant says she is ‘broke’” offends your ears week after week.  

Fines are due, restitution has to be paid and the truck broke down. In the later phases, because of 

employment, the tone is more up-beat.  “He is making payments for his treatment, his rent is up-to-date 

and he is saving for a new truck.”  The tables below (12-3, 12-4) show the increase in employment for 

graduates and those discharged early.   Data for graduates is impressive.  

  

Table 12-3 Number of DCHTC Graduates since 2007 With Given 
Employment Status at Entry and Discharge. 

Employment Status At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

Full-time 20 61 205% increase 

Part-time 7 9 28% increase 

Full-time Student 0 2 NA 

Unemployed 50 3 94% decrease 

Not Applicable 2 4 NA 

Grand Total 79 79  

 

Table 12-4. Number of DCHTC Early Discharges since 2007 With Given  
Employment Status  at Entry and Discharge. 

Employment Status At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

Full-time 14 15 7%  increase 

Part-time 6 10 66% increase 

Full-time Student 0 0 NA 

Unemployed 25 20 20% decrease 

Not Applicable 2 2 NA 

Grand Total 47 47  

 

 

 Housing stability allows a sense of place; secure housing is essential to begin addressing the 

problems DCHTC participants face.  The change in stable housing is a catalyst for solid functional status 

for participants who have struggled for a “place of their own.”  The voice of the Judge still court with, 

“You have to get a place of your own where you can have peace and quiet.”  The increase in stable 

housing speaks well for the DCHTC program and the effort of its participants (see table 12-5). 
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Table 12-5. Number of DCHTC Graduates since 2007 With Given  
Housing Status at Entry and Discharge. 

Housing Status At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

Facility  16 0 100 % decrease 

Own 21 27 29 % increase 

Rent 21 43 104 % increase 

Temporary 21 9 57 % decrease 

Is Transient 0 0 NA 

Grand Total 126 126  

 

The housing situation for early discharges shows the increase in “facility housing”  which is a result of 

incarceration or  placement in residential treatment.  The loss of stable housing and employment are 

both a blow against a positive functional status that results from incarceration.    

 

Table 12-6.  Number of DCHTC Early Discharges since 2007 With 
Given Housing Status at Entry and Discharge. 

Housing Status At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

Facility  10 18 80 % increase 

Own 7 5 29 % decrease 

Rent 15 12 20 % decrease 

Temporary 15 11 26 % decrease 

Transient 0 1 NA 

Grand Total 47 47  

 Motivating individuals to continue with an education that may have been cut short because of 

the chaos of addiction is a difficult task.  In an interview with a participant who has had significant 

struggle since early childhood indicated that she has enrolled in college.  She is not there yet, but taking 

the steps to learn the process of enrolling and completing the applications and getting ready for fall is a 

strong indication of an improved functional status.  She talked about the better job she could get with 

more education.  Table 12-7 shows the percent change in education for graduates and table 12-8.  

includes these data for early discharges.  

Table 12-7. Number of DCHTC Graduates since 2007 With Given  
Educational Status at Entry and Discharge. 

Educational Status At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

4 year degree 1 1 0% increase 

Technical degree 5 5 0% increase 



202 
 

Attended College 18 22 22% increase 

Diploma/GED 43 45 5% increase 

Completed 11th grade 4 2 50% decrease 

Completed 10th grade 5 2 60% decrease 

Completed 9th grade 2 1 50% decrease 

8th grade or less 1 1 0% increase 

Grand Total 79 79  

 

Table 12-8. Number of DCHTC Early Discharges since 2007 

With Given Educational Status at Entry and Discharge 

Educational Status At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

4 year degree 0 0 0% increase 

Technical degree 5 5 0% increase 

Attended College 6 9 50% increase 

Diploma/GED 19 20 5% increase 

Completed 11th grade 8 4 50% decrease 

Completed 10th grade 4 4 0% increase 

Completed 9th grade 4 4 0% increase 

8th grade or less 1 1 0% increase 

Grand Total 47 47  

 

 Meeting responsibilities is taken as an indicator of good citizenship.  One of the most important 

responsibilities of parents is providing for their children.  Child support is providing for your children.  

The percent increase in individuals making good on this responsibility increased by 108 percent from 

entry to discharge for graduates of DCHTC. At entry 15 individuals who are required to pay child support 

were not meeting this responsibility; at graduation only 3 were delinquent in this area (see table 12-9) 

Table 12-9.  Number of DCHTC Graduates since 2007 With Given 
Child Support Compliance at Entry and Discharge. 

Child Support 
Compliance 

At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

Yes 12 25 108 % increase 

No 15 3 80% decrease 

Not Applicable 52 50 NA 

     Total 78 78  

 Child support compliance also increased for those discharged early from the program.  The 

number individuals coming into compliance is small, but it is in the right direction. 
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Table 12-10.  Number of DCHTC Early Discharges since 2007 With Given 
Child Support Compliance at Entry and Discharge. 

Child Support 
Compliance 

At Entry At Discharge Percent Change 

Yes 3 6 100% increase 

No 9 7 22% decrease 

Not Applicable 35 34 NA 

Total 47 47  

 

Taking care of mental health issues is a bottom line issue for gaining control of one’s life.  Participants in 

the DCHTC, like so many who are afflicted with the disease of addiction, have suffered major trauma, 

stress and anxiety in the lives they have been handed. Having a grip on the mental health concerns that 

emerge out of these lives is crucial to sound functioning in the community.  Knowing what is going on, 

having the correct diagnosis of mental health issues, is a necessary first step.  The DCHTC facilitates this 

with their routine mental health screening of all participants.  Table 12-11 presents the data on the 

number of mental health diagnoses for all clients. 

Table 12-11.  Percent DCHTC Graduates and Early Discharges 
 With Mental Health Diagnoses 

Mental Health Diagnosis Graduated Terminated Total 

No 18% 15% 17% 

Yes 82% 85% 83% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 

 

Risk scores can be taken as an indication of functional status. Low scores on the RANT@, the LS/CMI, or 

the older LIS-R can be taken to suggest that an individual has a grip on a pro-social life.  High scores are 

associated with struggle and probably losing a good grip on being pro-social.  While these measures 

were developed to predict the likelihood that an individua would recidivate, some of the dimensions 

relate to how well one functions in the community. 

RANT risk/need domains measured include:  

• Age of onset of criminal activity and substance use; 

 • Deviant peer affiliations;  

• Prior failure in drug/alcohol rehabilitation and diversion programs; 

 • Prior felony or serious misdemeanors: 

 • Unstable living arrangements; 
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 • Unemployment; 

 • Physical addiction to drugs/alcohol; 

 • Chronic medical and mental health conditions 
 
Finding new friends that can provide a sober network and giving up deviant peer affiliations is an 

important emphasis in the DCHTC program.  Seeking and maintaining stable living arrangements are 

another serious focus.  Getting an apartment and living on your own is a consistent message in the 

status hearings.  “Get a job;” the importance of having a job is central to a stable live in this culture.  For 

the participants of DCHTC, to be unemployed is to be under constant threat to their wellbeing.  Case 

managers struggle against this threat for their clients on a weekly basis with significant success.  

Achieving sobriety is the constant battle being won by most with the assistance of the DCHTC team.  The 

mental health screening that is a routine practice in the court identifies mental health conditions  that 

lead to therapy that often goes on far beyond program discharge. 

 Success in the program is tied to success in all these areas that the RANT@ assesses.  A 

comparison of the percent of change in risk scores for graduates and early discharges is surprising in the 

level of difference in the two groups.  It makes sense, when the program assists, encourages and, yes, 

pushes their people to “meet criteria” week after week and achieve phase goals  the risk of being 

anything other than an upstanding citizen goes down.  What do we expect to happen to a risk score 

when we send someone to prison or jail? 

 

Table 12-12.  Percent 

Change in Risk Scores 

Average Risk Score 

At Entry 

Average Risk Score 

At Discharge 

Percent Change 

Graduates 25 12 52% decrease 

Early Discharged 28 29 3.6% increase 

 

 The table 12-12 presents the significant decrease in risk scores for DCHTC graduates.. The two 

scattergrams below, figures ??? and ???, give a visual of the change in risk scores.  The row scores are 

the scores at entry and the column scores are the scores at discharge. For example, in the far left corner 

of figure ??? the “1” represents one graduate that had a risk score of 9 at entry and 2 at discharge.  The 

closer to the red line the less dramatic the change. 



205 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12-1.  Scattergram of Graduates by Risk Scores At Entry and Discharge. 
Values on the Right of Red Line Indicate Increase in Risk Score From Entry to Discharge. 

Values on the Left of Red Line Indicate Decrease in Risk Score 
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Figure 12-2.  Scatter gram of Early Discharges by Risk Scores At Entry and Discharge.  
 Values on the Right of Red Line Indicate Increase in Risk Score From Entry to Discharge.  

 Values on the Left of Red Line Indicate Decrease in Risk Score 
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Chapter 13. Cost Benefit Analysis 

 
Disciplined Thought and Practical Wisdom 
 

Interviews with the DCHTC Judge, coordinator and team members has made it clear that the Dodge 

County Board and Administrators are serious about using resources to support programs and 

approaches that have real promise.  Those who hold the purse strings in Dodge County have joined the 

national move to use the empirical to move communities to an understanding that “accountability” in 

the guise of incarceration is a failed approach and a tremendous waste of limited tax money when there 

are more effective alternatives available.  They have demonstrated by their support for the Dodge 

County Hybrid Treatment Court  that the move away from “business as usual” when it comes to drug 

involved individuals is prudent, ethical, based on disciplined thought and supported by empirical 

research.  This evaluation adds to that empirical documentation. 

The assumption that provides a foundation for cost benefit analysis in drug courts is a belief that 

it is possible to quantify the costs and benefits of keeping crime and substance abuse from happening 

and use those costs in an equitation to determine whether you are in the “red” or the “black.”  Would 

that it was so simple.   The very question of cost benefit moves us from a consideration of the real 

promise of drug courts (enhancing the quality of life for participants and the community) to a question 

about whether or not we save money.   

Anyone with any knowledge about the tremendous waste of resources (our tax money) poured 

into our overly punitive and acknowledged unsuccessful war on drugs can not seriously question an 

approach that has the documented success revealed in a mountain of research on drug courts.  Even 

those courts that are not performing as well as possible have a promise that can and probably will be 

realized as the courts grow and develop. It is generally accepted by drug policy researchers that the 

“War on Drugs” along with the methods it employed has failed at an extraordinary cost. Elliott Currie 

speaks of these costs in the introduction to his book, Reckoning.46 

     “Twenty years of the ‘war” on drugs have jammed our jails and prisons, 
immobilized the criminal justice system in many cities, swollen the ranks of the 
criminalized and unemployable minority poor, and diverted desperately needed 
resources from other social needs.” 
 

                                                           
46 Currie, Elliott.  Reckoning: Drugs, the Cities, and the American Future, Hill and Wang, New York, 1994.  
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The National Institute of Justice found that 68 percent of individuals released from prison were 

rearrested within three years and 52% of those released were re-incarcerated within three years.47  Is 

there a county or city government that would not close down a program with a 68% failure rate and 

welcome an alternative with better success and a much brighter future?  This is the offer of drug courts; 

based on disciplined thought and practical wisdom they are our best option in dealing with criminal 

substance abuse. 

Taxpayers save money and receive real results from drug courts. In both the short and long 

term, drug courts are less expensive than traditional approaches. For every $1 invested in drug courts, 

taxpayers save as much as $3.36 in criminal justice costs alone in reduce police overtime for court 

appearances, lawyers’ fees for defendants who cannot pay for their own attorneys, cost for prosecutors 

can be devoted to other cases (which helps reduce the court’s docket), and costly jail beds can be used 

for other more dangerous offenders. 

Why not just send drug users to jail? Drug courts reduce crime as much as 45 percent more than 

other sentencing options. Without drug treatment, more than 70 percent of drug addicts will commit 

new crimes, but 75 percent of drug court graduates nationwide remain arrest-free for at least two years 

after leaving the program. The benefits of assuring treatment, while not quantifiable, is crucial for 

addicted individuals. For DCHTC every participant is required to complete drug treatment before 

graduation. Overall, in 2012, 46.25 percent of whites, 45.6 percent of Latinos, and 37.5 percent of 

African-Americans completed substance abuse treatment programs in the   U. S. For DCHTC 100% of 

graduates complete treatment. 

What are the cost benefits of long-term improvement in functional status?  Taxpayers   realize 

long-term savings because rehabilitated offenders can: hold jobs, pay taxes, participate in the 

community, care for their children rather than neglecting them or leaving them to the care of the 

county, and a rehabilitated offender’s children are much less likely to become offenders, effectively 

ending the cycle of crime and addiction for many people.  These functional status gains are found in the 

graduates of DCHTC. 

                                                           
47   National Institute of Justices: National Statistics on Recidivism 

http://www.nij.gov/topics/corrections/recidivism/Pages/welcome.aspx 

 

http://www.nij.gov/topics/corrections/recidivism/Pages/welcome.aspx
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The National Association of Drug Court Professionals reference national research to assert: “Drug Courts 

save money.”  

FACT: Nationwide, for every $1.00 invested in Drug Court, taxpayers save as much as $3.36 in 

avoided criminal justice costs alone. 

FACT: When considering other cost offsets such as savings from reduced victimization and 

healthcare service utilization, studies have shown benefits range up to $27 for every $1 

invested. 

FACT: Drug Courts produce cost savings ranging from $3,000 to $13,000 per client. These cost 

savings reflect reduced prison costs, reduced revolving-door arrests and trials, and reduced 

victimization. 

FACT: In 2007, for every Federal dollar invested in Drug Court, $9.00 was leveraged in state 

funding. 

Typical benefits of drug courts save resources and add to the productivity of a community. 

➢ New Income; Real income may be generated by drug court programs due to increased 

productivity and employment of participants.  Unemployment for graduates dropped from 50at 

discharge at entry to 3.     

Cost Savings  

Another benefit of Drug Courts and their substance abuse treatment is cost savings to society and 

taxpayers. These cost savings include but are not limited to-  

➢ Funds that otherwise would have been spent in the illicit economy for drugs.  

➢ Criminal justice services not required.  

➢ Social and health services no longer required. 

 

Profound reductions in a number of costly events after treatment, including the following decreases:  

➢  Involvement in driving while intoxicated/driving under the influence arrests decreased.  

➢  Involvement in accidents decreased. 

➢ Families seeking counseling decreased. 

➢ Participants’ children who missed school decreased. 

➢ Participants' spouses who missed work decreased. 

Crime-Related Cost Savings  

➢ Numerous cost savings that result from drug courts and the drug abuse treatment. 
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Employment- Related Cost Savings  

➢ Drug courts improved the employment and earning potential of drug abusers.  

➢ The legality of employment and income also can be positively affected by Drug Courts. 

Health Service- Related Cost Savings  

Cost savings if health problems are avoided:  

➢ Emergency room visits 

➢ Routine illness untreated 

➢ Severe venereal disease  

➢ Severe hypertension  

➢ Severe tuberculosis  

➢ Case of AIDS 

 

Calculating the exact dollar cost and benefit of these factors for Dodge County is far beyond the 

intention here, but the message sent by this research must be heard. The National Center on Addiction 

and Substance Abuse at Columbia University prepared a report based on extensive research into the 

economic impact of substance abuse on federal, state and local budgets. The study is the first to 

calculate drug abuse-related spending by all three levels of government.48 

“It’s past time for this fiscal and human waste to end.”  Mr. Califano, speaking about the lack of 

funding for preventative and effective intervention says, “This is such a stunning misallocation of 

resources…. It’s a commentary on the stigma attached to addictions and the failure of 

governments to make investments in the short run that would pay enormous dividends to 

taxpayers over time.”49   

Looking at the Numbers 2015 - 2017 
 Dodge County has given strong financial support to the DCHTC  These resources have made it 

possible to build a program with a strong team and real promise.  DCHTC has been responsible for 

bringing in $ 218,000.00 of state resources to the county since July of 2015 in the form of Minnesota 

State Judicial Branch’s State Grants to Treatment Courts. 2018 this grant has increased from $44,000 to 

$88,000.  For  The Minnesota Judicial Branch has made significant investments in supporting and 

developing treatment court availability for every county in Minnesota. All indications are that this 

                                                           
48 “The estimates presented in this report do have recognized limitations.  The calculations for this study yield 
apparently very precise values. However, they should be treated as approximations, just as should be done  
for virtually any quantitative analysis.” 
 
49 National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse as Columbia University, “Shoveling Up II: The Impact of 
Substance Abuse and Addiction on Federal, State and Local Budgets.” 
http://www.casacolumbia.org/articlefiles/380-ShovelingUpII.pdf 
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support will continue and grow.  In Dodge County, the investment of time, effort, resources, and 

passion, made by a strong collaboration of community organizations and state and county stakeholders, 

has created a vehicle for effectively countering the dangers of criminal substance abuse.  This evaluation 

is part of the continuing effort to help the program become more effective for more participants, 

enhance public safety, and save tax payers money.  

The DCHTC long-term marginal cost avoidance for prison terms will not be calculated here.  

However, the savings to the State of Minnesota are substantial.  With the presumptive commits DCHTC 

participants would serve without the court it is easy to imagine the boost to cost benefit even while 

using the long-term marginal cost of $38.05 per prison incarceration day and assuming 2/3 time served.   

A single year-and-a-day sentence would cost $ 9,166.24.  Multiply that by 24 participants ($ 219,989.88) 

and the cost benefit scales quickly fall in the program’s favor.  The numbers get really large when you 

consider the significant sentences held by DCHTC participants.  If the 29 graduates from the years 2014 – 

2017 received just  a one year jail sentence the cost to Dodge County would be $582,175.00 ($55.00 per 

day). 

 The per participant cost of programing for DCHTC is determined by simply taking the yearly 

budget and dividing by the number of participants served during that year.  The cost per participant is 

computed using the expenditures for each year.  The cost to Dodge County  per participant is computed 

using only the Dodge County funding to DCHTC.   

Table 13-1.  Estimated Per Participant Cost for Dodge County Hybrid Treatment Court  

Year Participants 
Served 

Total 
Expenditures 

Cost per 
Participant 

Dodge County 
Expenditures 

Dodge County 
Cost Per 

Participant 

Dodge 
County Cost 

Per Day 

2014 31 $165,653 $5,343 $123,153 $3,972 $10.88 

2015 27 $160,296 $5,936 $116,296 $4,307 $11.80 

2016 30 $167,511 $5,584 $123,511 $4,117 $11.28 

2017 27 $172.550 $6,390 $130,550 $4,835 $13.25 

 

Additional costs are incurred when a participant has to sit jail as a sanction.  A weekend in jail costs 

$110.00 plus transport which is estimated to cost about $85.00.  Treatment costs add to the overall 

expense of treatment courts, but these costs are not paid by counties. 
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Cost benefit assessment will center on Criminal Justice costs, arrest/booking and jail incarceration. 

These are far from all the costs that figure into cost benefit, but they are quantifiable costs that allow 

important information to decision makers. 

On average graduates have 54 fewer recorded jail days after acceptance in DCHTC than before 

being accepted.  Given the low criminal recidivism rate for graduates it is reasonable to assume a 

significant reduction in the cost of jail for graduates.  The best estimate we have is the difference 

between jail days before and after.  For the 29 graduates this would amount to 1,566 days.  At $55.00 

per day this contributes a cost avoidance of $86,130.00   

Cost Avoidance for Jail Days $86,130 

 

 The cost of processing an arrest in southern Minnesota is estimated at $234.00.  For Dodge 

County a transport charge of an estimated $85.00 is added to the normal processing cost. 

 

Cost of Crime Victimization 

 
 Reduction in crime has a dramatic impact on the cost benefits of a program.  

Victimization50costs are difficult to determine with any specify, and researchers consistently preface 

their work with the warnings that come with attempting to monetize social costs, pain, loss, fear and 

increased security. DCHTC graduates in the three years before they entered the program were convicted 

of 145 criminal offenses  (including 42 DWIs) along with other dismissed charges.  In the three years 

after discharge these graduates were charged with just 18 criminal offenses.  Assessment of 

victimization costs for the 42 DWI offenses vary from $113,400 to $756,000 depending on whether or 

not there is injury.  For the 29, 2014-2017, graduates there were 54 criminal offenses (16 DWIs) before 

and 7 after.  Researchers  take different approaches to determining the cost of crime.51  In this analysis 

                                                           
50 National Institute of Justice, “Victim Costs and Consequences: A New Look” Ted R. Miller, Mark A. Cohen, Brian 
Wiersema,  
51 Published in final edited form as: Drug Alcohol Depend. 2010 Apr 1; 108(1-2): 98–109. 

Table 13.2. Cost of Arrest, Booking Operations, Support Services,  Overhead  and Transport 
for Arrests of Participants Before and After Entry into DCHTC 

 Before After Difference (Before – After) 

Graduates 54 arrests = $ 17,226.00 7 arrests = $2,233.00 $  15,033.00 
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$4,000 is taken as a very conservative estimate of victimization costs for each of the avoidance of 47 

criminal victimizations. 

Nicola Singleton, former Director of Policy & Research at the UK Drug Policy Commission points 

to data on the economic burden of untreated substance abuse. 

"Any addicted person not in treatment commits crime costing on average $39,000 a year. 
Effective response to addiction prevents 4.9 million crimes annually in Great Britain.  In her 
explanation of the costs associated with substance abuse, Ms. Singleton moves from fiscal costs 
to the incalculable loss of life of sons and daughters to drug addiction.”52   

 

 

Cost Avoidance for 47 criminal victimizations @ $4000.00 =  $188,000 

 

Child Neglect is discussed by some researchers as having long-term costs ($300,000) while others set a 

cost ($9,700) based on more immediate issues.   

Cost Avoidance for Child Neglect 9 @ $9,700 = $87,300.00 

 

 

Assume 1 year jail sentence X 29    @ $20,075 =  $582,175.00 

 

 

For the 29 graduates, there is a difference of $86,130.00  cost when comparing jail days 

prior to entering and jail days after being admitted into DCHTC.  This difference represents cost 

avoidance.  The assumption is that these graduates, without DCHTC would continue the pattern 

of behavior that characterized their lives prior to being subject to the intervention of DCHTC.  . 

The cost avoidance of arrest and booking shows a difference of $15,033.00. The assumption of, 

at minimum a 1 year jail term adds $582,175.00. Criminal victimization costs are computed very 

                                                           
Published online 2010 Jan 13. doi:  10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2009.12.002 PMCID: PMC2835847 NIHMSID: 
NIHMS170575 “The Cost of Crime to Society: New Crime-Specific Estimates for Policy and Program Evaluation,” 
Kathryn E. McCollister,corresponding authors Michael T. French, and Hai Fangc. 
52 Time To Get Serious About Treatment Of Drug Dependence. 
http://drugandalcoholrehabilitation.beststrategies.info/uncategorized/time-to-get-serious-about-treatment-of-
drug-dependence/ 
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conservatively at $4,000,00 per victimization on average for $188,000.00.  Child neglect 

avoided by the FDTC Program sums, conservatively, to $87,300.00 

Costs and Benefits for 29 graduates of DCHTC  

 Cost Avoidance  Program Costs 

Jail Days $86,130.00 Daily Program 

Cost Per 

Participant 

$11.80 

Cots of Arrest 

Processing 

$  15,033.00 Yearly Cost Per 

Participant 

$4,307.00 

I year jail term $582,175.00 2 Year Program $8,614.00 

Child Neglect $87,300.00   

Criminal 

Victimization 

$188,000.00   X 29 Graduates  

Cost Avoidance 

Total 

$958,638.00 
 

Total Program 

Cost 

$251,174.8 

    

For every 1 dollar spent by Dodge County there is a $3.81 return 

    

 

Substance Abuse Treatment Costs 
 “The Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) reports that: For 

every $1 invested in treatment, taxpayers save at least $7.46 in costs to society. After individuals receive 

treatment for their substance use disorder, total medical costs per patient per month are cut in half- 

from $431 to $200.53 “A study54comparing the direct cost of treatment to monetary benefits to society 

determined that on average, costs were $1,583 compared to a benefit of $11,487 (a benefit-cost ratio of 

7:1).”  

                                                           
53 Results from the 2009 National Survey on Drug Use and Health: Volume I, Summary of National Findings, 

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, September 2010 
54 Ettner, S.L., D. Huang, et al. (2006). sw“Benefit-cost in the California treatment outcome project: does substance 

abuse treatment ‘pay for itself’?”  Health Services Research, 41(1): 192-213.  
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Health Care Costs 

 Much more should be said about health care cost savings of drug courts.55 “For every dollar 

spent on substance abuse treatment there is a significant return in health care dollars.” 

 
Mental Health Treatment 

 In discussing the importance of mental health treatment for individuals involved in substance 

abuse the World Health Organization’s research found: “New projections suggest that countries which 

invest more could see those funds come back several times over. According to a study published in The 

Lancet Psychiatry, for every $1 spent on mental health for treatment such as counseling and medication, 

governments could receive a $4 return on their investment.”56 

 

Probation 
 

Total days in DCHTC program for 29 graduates, 18,732 @ $12.00, the National average cost of intensive 

supervision for probationers. Cost $224,784.00.  

We have grown accustomed to considering cost analysis as a mathematical problem.  

However, a limitation on the data reflecting dollar amounts for so many of the obvious costs 

leads to a less than satisfactory assessment of the cost benefit of the DCHTC.  An addict or an 

alcoholic with even 30 days of sobriety has enhanced his or her functional status. With that 

enhancement bad things are avoided and good things happen in all areas of life including 

adding to the cost benefit of DCHTC. 

Are the economic investments this county and the state are making to maintain Dodge 

County Treatment Court giving back more than the traditional approach?   Are the investments 

worth the gains realized by this court?   This evaluation supports an affirmative response to 

both questions.  There is evidence that in all likelihood  DCHTC will continue to contribute more 

to Dodge County as it grows to scale and builds on experience gained in the constant struggle 

to assist in the enhancement of lives and the community.   

 

 

                                                           
55 Trends & Statistics, NIH, National Institute on Drug Abuse, https://www.drugabuse.gov/ 
56 World Health Organization,  Ignoring Mental Health Causes Countries to Lose Money, Kimberly Leonard, Staff 
Writer | April 12, 2016 
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Chapter 14.  Online Surveys for Team Members 
 Dodge County Hybrid Court team members responded to two online surveys to register 

their perceptions of team functioning and the court’s progress in meeting benchmarks 

associated with the ten key components of drug courts.  The level of cooperation in completing 

these surveys is indicative of importance these team members place on this court.  All twenty-

five team members completed the Team Survey and twenty-two members responded to the 

Benchmark Survey.  Email requests to complete surveys along with the hyperlink to the survey 

forms were sent to all team members.  Reminders were given at weekly staffing meetings.  

 The survey results provide a powerful mechanism to point to strengths and weakness in 

the team and the court’s processes.  There is plenty to celebrate in the findings, but the real 

value to a team is careful consideration of perceptions and an ability to focus on a priority list of 

concerns.  Four approaches to considering the findings has been laid out below. 

1. The average, team survey and benchmark survey score for each respondent is 

presented in line graphs( 14-1, 14-2, 14-3, 14-4)These graphs, along with 

explanation, provide a sense of the distribution of overall perceptions by team 

members.   The range of average scores reveals the various levels of positive and 

negative assessment by team members.  Not everyone is on the same page. 

2. Pie charts for each item in the two surveys are presented for the purpose of 

assessing the distribution of team members perception on items.  There are no right 

or wrong answers, but there is a great deal of difference between a perception 

distribution where there is general consensus and where there is substantial 

disagreement about an item.  In the example below team members reveal divers 

perceptions in the first pie chart and general consensus in the second one.  A team 

would want to know, for the first item,  why there is such a divergent set of 

perceptions.  In the second example there is good reason for celebration and more 

of the same.  A red frame (see example below) has been put around pie charts that 

look to this evaluator as worthy of consideration for further work on the issue.  
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3. The table of items below include the average score for each item from 5.0 (high) and 

1.0 (low).  The five responses to items allowed team members to indicate whether 

they “strongly agree” (5); “agree” (4); are “neutral” (3); ‘disagree” (2) or “strongly 

disagree” (1) with the statements about each item. The levels of agreement were 

converted into numbers (5 – 1) and averaged to provide an item rating.  For the two 

items above the average scores are 3.1 and 4.8 respectively.   

4. A ranking (by average score) of items from the highest to lowest is included for each 

survey.  This ranking provides the possibility of prioritizing which issues might most 

importantly be addressed by training, discussion or altering processes.  In some 

instances difference in perception can be resolved with a better understanding of 

what is actually going on. 

Benchmark Survey 
The online “Benchmark Survey” is made up of 52 items that ask team members their 

perception of whether or not the court has reached benchmarks associated with the “Ten Key 

Components” of Drug Courts.  The items are shaped into statements to which team members 

can respond with their level of agreement: 1. Strongly Disagree; 2. Disagree; 3. Neutral; 4. 

Agree; 5. Strongly Agree.   Team members were emailed an invitation to complete the survey 

by clicking a link that took them to the online form.   Twenty-two responded to this online 

survey.  

The “Benchmark Tune-up.”  

These data should not be taken as a measure of success or failure, but as a source of 

information about areas and issues that might require adjustments to enhance the 

effectiveness of the court.  Each item is accompanied by a pie chart with the response 

distribution.  Items with distributions indicating strong disagreement should be the subject of a 
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team discussion.  Discussion of differences can help bring positive change to the court and can 

help build a stronger team.  Not everyone on this team has the same perspective on the various 

aspects of the court.  Some diversity of perception is expected.  A discussion about the diversity 

and building an intentional  process to remedy possible disagreement is always helpful.   

 

Mean 3.6    Median  3.6     High 4.7      Low 2.5     Range 2.2 

Figure 14-1 shows how team members were distributed on the benchmark survey by 

overall average on all 52 items.  The highest rating is 4.7 and the lowest is 2.5.  The stories told 

by the two team members at the extremes needs to be set out and discussed.  Some of these 

differences are revealed in dealing with the input from phone interviews.  The mean and the 

median score is 3.6   Half to the team is, overall, in the “strongly agree/agree” range and the 

other half would be considered in the “agree/neutral/disagree” range.  No one falls in the 

“disagree/strongly disagree” range.  

Figure 14-2. presents the number of team members in rating categories.  The majority 

of team members obtained scores between 4 (agree) and 3 (neutral). It would be important to 

have training time devoted to a discussion of these data. 
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Performance Benchmarks Results                                  Dodge County Hybrid Court 

Directions and introduction  

     This survey is designed to help suggest possible recommendations that might assist in making 

your court more effective.  The items relate to performance bench marks set out for the 10 key 

components of the drug court model.  

 No one will know how you responded to this survey.  The responses will be combined and 

reported as "average ratings" or the number selecting a response for each item.  

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements using a 

five point scale with: 5= Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=Neutral, 2=Disagree, 1=Strongly Agree 

     Simply click on the response that best describes your level of agreement or disagreement 

with each statement.  The last item on the survey will ask you if you want to submit the survey.  

This is the only mandatory item.  It is included so that your responses are not submitted until 

you are sure they reflect your perceptions. You will not be able to submit your responses until 

you make some response to this (the last) item.  

     I appreciate your willingness to take the time to complete this survey. (54 items)  Your input 

will be taken seriously and will be considered in recommendations to make your contribution to 

this court more effective and more enjoyable.  

                                         Thank you 
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Averages and Ranking for Benchmark Items 

 Table 14-1. provides the average of team ratings for each of the 52 items in the 

benchmark survey and the ranking of these items by their averages from high to low.  The 

ranking table is a powerful instrument for prioritizing the issues which might best enhance the 

effectiveness of the court.  It would probably be helpful to begin with the lower ranked items 

and move to those that suggest higher and less diverse assessment. 
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BENCHMARKS SURVEY RESULTS BY RANK AND RATE  

Rank Rate # Table 14-1 

1 4.5 7. 
The judge responds to each participant’s positive efforts as well as to 
noncompliant behavior.  

2 4.5 36. 
Regular status hearings are used to monitor participant performance: to reinforce 
the drug court’s policies, and to give the participant a sense of how he/she is 
doing.   

3 4.3 33. 
Participants must be abstinent for a substantial period of time prior to program 
graduation. 

4 4.2 4. 
Abstinence and law-abiding behavior are the major goals of this court and 
progress is marked with specific and measurable criteria concerning these goals. 

5 4.2 5. 
The court and treatment providers maintain ongoing communication, including 
frequent exchanges of timely and accurate information about the individual 
participant’s overall program performance. 

6 4.2 6. 
The judge plays an active role in the treatment process, including frequently 
reviewing of treatment progress.  

7 4.2 16. The court requires that eligible participants enroll in AOD treatment services. 

8 4.2 35. 
The responses for compliance (incentives) vary in intensity as do the responses 
(sanctions) for noncompliance.   

9 4.1 18. 
Treatment services are comprehensive including group counseling; individual and 
family counseling; relapse prevention; 12-step self-help groups; and referral to 
primary medical care. 

10 4.1 13. 
Eligible participants for drug court are promptly advised about program 
requirements and the relative merits of participating. 

11 4.0 2. 
The planning for this drug court is carried out by a broad-based community 
group. 

12 4.0 34. 
Responses to compliance and noncompliance are explained verbally and provided 
in writing to drug court participants before they are accepted. 

13 4.0 44. 
A qualified independent evaluator has been selected and given responsibility for 
developing and conducting an evaluation design and for preparing interim and 
final reports. 

14 4.0 49. 

Representatives from the court, community organizations, law enforcement, 
corrections, prosecution, defense counsel, supervisory agencies, treatment and 
rehabilitation providers, educators, health and social service agencies, and the 
faith community meet regularly to provide guidance and direction to the drug 
court program.  

15 3.9 14. 
Trained professionals screen drug court-eligible individuals for AOD problems and 
suitability for treatment. 

16 3.9 20. Treatment services are accessible.  

17 3.8 50. 
The drug court plays a pivotal role in forming linkages between community 
groups and the criminal justice system.  

18 3.8 37. 
The court applies appropriate incentives and sanctions to match the participant's 
treatment progress.  
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19 3.8 19. 
Specialized services are available for participants with co-occurring AOD problems 
and mental health disorders. 

20 3.7 17. 
Individuals are initially screened and periodically assessed to ensure that 
treatment services are suitably matched to participant. 

21 3.7 24. 
Treatment agencies give the court accurate and timely information about a 
participant’s progress.  

22 3.7 25. 
Treatment designs and delivery systems are sensitive and relevant to issues of 
race, culture, religion, gender, age, ethnicity, and sexual orientation. 

23 3.7 31. 
The court is immediately notified when a participant has tested positive, has 
failed to submit to AOD testing, has submitted the sample of another, or has 
adulterated a sample. 

24 3.6 3. 
The documents defining the drug court's mission, goals, eligibility criteria, 
operating procedures, and performance measures are collaboratively developed, 
reviewed, and agreed upon. 

25 3.6 28. 
The scope of testing is sufficiently broad to detect the participant’s primary drug 
of choice as well as other potential drugs of abuse, including alcohol. 

26 3.5 21. Funding for treatment is adequate, stable, and dedicated to the drug court.  

27 3.5 26. 
AOD testing policies and procedures are based on established and tested 
guidelines.  

28 3.5 11. 
The defense counsel explains all of the rights that the defendant will temporarily 
or permanently relinquish if he/she joins the drug court.  

29 3.5 12. Eligibility screening is based on established written criteria. 

30 3.5 45 
Key personnel have attained a specific level of basic education, as defined in staff 
training requirements and in the written operating procedures.  

31 3.5 39. 
Drug court leaders and senior managers have establish specific and measurable 
goals that define the parameters of data collection and information management.  

32 3.5 52. 
Participation of public and private agencies, as well as community-based 
organizations, is formalized through a steering committee.  

33 3.4 27. 
Testing is administered randomly, but occurs no less than twice a week during the 
first several months of an individual’s enrollment.   

34 3.4 29. 

The drug-testing procedure include;  direct observation of urine sample 
collection; verification of temperature and measurement of creatinine levels; 
specific, detailed, written procedures regarding all aspects of urine sample 
collection, sample analysis, and result reporting; a documented chain of custody 
for each sample collected.  

35 3.4 40. 
Data needed for program monitoring and management can be obtained from 
records maintained for day-to-day program operations.   

36 3.4 32. 
The court has a well-defined, written strategy for responding to positive tests, 
missed tests, and fraudulent tests. 

37 3.4 38. Payment of fees, fines and/or restitution is part of the participant's treatment.  

38 3.4 53. 
The drug court hires a professional staff that reflects the population served, and 
provides ongoing cultural competence training to the team.  

39 3.4 41. 
Monitoring and management data are assembled in useful formats for regular 
review by program leaders and team members.  

40 3.4 51. 
The drug court provides a conduit of information to the public about the drug 
court.  
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41 3.3 30. 
Drug test results are available and communicated to the court and the participant 
within one day 

42 3.2 42. 
Monitoring reports are used to analyze program operations, gauge effectiveness, 
modify procedures when necessary, and refine goals. 

43 3.2 23. Fee schedules are commensurate with an individual's ability to pay. 

44 3.1 43. 
Process evaluation activities are undertaken throughout the course of the drug 
court program.  

45 3.0 9. 
Prosecutors and defense counsel participate in the design of screening, eligibility, 
and case-processing policies and procedures. 

46 3.0 22. Payment of fees, fines, and restitution is part of treatment. 

47 2.9 46. 
The operating procedures define requirements for the continuing education of 
each drug court staff member.  

48 2.8 10. 
The prosecuting attorney makes decisions about participants based on 
performance in treatment rather than on legal aspects of the case. 

49 2.7 8. 
This court has well defined mechanisms for sharing decision making and resolving 
conflicts among drug court team members. 

50 2.5 48. 
  An education syllabus and curriculum are included in the policies and procedures 
manual describing the necessary learning goals to develop the competencies 
essential to drug court practice. 

51 2.4 15. 
Initial appearance before the drug court judge occurs immediately after arrest or 
apprehension to ensure program participation. 

52 2.3 47. 
All drug court personnel have attended education and training sessions on drug 
court operation, philosophy and values. 

 

 

The Team Online Survey 
Team members were asked to complete another online surveys that included 

statements concerning the functioning of the teams.  The “Team Survey” includes items to 

assess perceptions of how  the team and positions on the team are performing.  As was done 

with the benchmark survey, team members were emailed an invitation to complete the survey 

by clicking a link that took them to the online form.   Twenty-five (the complete team) 

responded to this online survey by indicating their level of agreement with 84 statements by 

selecting the response category that best portrayed their feelings about each issue:  5. Strongly 

Agree; 4. Agree; 3. Neutral; 2. Disagree.; 1. Strongly Disagree.  The results of team responses 

are set out below in a series of pie charts, one for each of the 84 items. The interpretation of 

these data follows the same pattern as that used for the benchmark survey results. The same 

four approaches to considering these data mirror what was presented above. 
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The “Team Survey Tune-up.”  

A “tune-up” would involve considering the four methods of looking at the data; 1. 

distribution of the overall average ratings for team members; 2. distribution of team responses 

for individual items (pie charts); 3. average ratings for each survey item and 4.  the relative rank 

of items from high to low.  These data should not be taken as a measure of success or failure, 

but as a source of information about areas and issues that might require adjustments to 

enhance the effectiveness of the court.  Discussion can help bring positive change to the court 

and can help build a stronger team.  Not everyone on these teams has the same perspective on 

the various aspects of courts.  A discussion about these perspectives and some way to remedy 

the disagreement is always helpful.   

 

 

mean median  high Low Range 
3.8 4.1  4.5 2.6 1.9 

Figure 14-3 charts the overall average of each team member on the 80 item team 

survey.  While some caution should be taken when totaling the scores on the various 

dimensions of the team survey, the variables that might explain the rather sharp contrast 

between team members who produced higher total scores and those who provided lower 
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ratings should be investigated.  Half of the team responded, on average, with “agree” (4.1) or 

higher.  Seven team members provided significantly lower averages.  Some insight into possible 

factors to explain higher or lower assessments can be gained with the consideration of 

responses to the phone interviews.  More than anything,  it is important that the team 

understands the rating variations.  These data can help adjust those variables that may cause 

conflict or less than complete engagement in the program.  

 

 Figure 14-4 presents the number of team members in rating categories.  The majority 

obtained scores between 4.5 and 4.0 (Agree).  It would be important to have training time 

devoted to a discussion of these data. 

 The “Team Survey Results” are presented in pie charts with a red boarder around charts 

for items that reflect low assessment levels and/or considerable disagreement on the item 

rating.  The method for considering these data should follow that used for the benchmark 

survey. 
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Team Survey Results                                                           Dodge County Hybrid Court 

 
Instructions and Introduction       
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements concerning your 
drug court, the team and the various members of your team.  This survey has been used in a number of 
evaluations to help form recommendations that can be helpful in making drug courts more effective.  We 
are asking for your perceptions.   
 No one will know how you responded to this survey.  The responses will  be combined  and reported as 
"average ratings" for each item.   
   Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements using a five 
point scale with:  5 Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=Neutral, 2=Disagree, 1=Strongly Agree 
     Simply click on the response that best describes your level of agreement or disagreement with each 
statement. 
     The last item on the survey will ask you if you want to submit the survey.  This is the only mandatory 
item.  It is included so that your responses are not submitted until you are sure they reflect your 
perceptions. You will not be able to submit your responses until you make some response to this (the last) 
item.  
     I appreciate your willingness to take the time to complete this survey.  Your input will be taken 
seriously and will be considered in making recommendations to make your contribution to this court 
more effective and more enjoyable.  
                                         Thank you, 
 

Primary Focus of your participation. 
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Part I The following statements pertain to participants’ rights and knowledge of the program. 
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‘Part II The following statements pertain to how the program operates                                       .  
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Part III The following statements pertain to mental health treatment service                     

 



256 
 

 

 

 

Part IV The following statements pertain to the supervising agent (Case Manager). 
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Part V: The following statements pertain to the prosecutor 
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Part VI: The following statements pertain to the defense attorney
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Part VII: The following statements pertain to treatment services.  
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Part VIII: The following statements pertain to how the team functions as a group. 
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Part IX: The following statements pertain to the law enforcement office 
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Part X: The following statements pertain to training. 
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Part XI: The following statements pertain to the judge(s)  
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Part XII: The following statements pertain to the coordinator.  
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Averages and Ranking for Team Survey Items 

 Table 14=2 provides the average of team ratings for each of the 80 items in the team 

survey along with the ranking of these items by their averages from high to low.  The ranking 

table is a powerful instrument for prioritizing the issues which might best enhance the 

effectiveness of the court.  It would probably be helpful to begin with the lower ranked items 

and move to those that suggest higher and less diverse assessment. 
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TEAM SURVEY RESULTS BY RANK AND RATE 

Rank Rate #   Table 14-2 

1 4.8 76 The judge seems genuinely interested in the participants. 

2 4.8 72 The judge is knowledgeable about participants progress in the program. 

3 4.7 74 
 The Judge exhibits a “positive judicial demeanor.”. (e.g., respectful, fair, 
attentive, enthusiastic, consistent/predictable, caring, and knowledgeable). 

4 4.7 75 
 The Judges spends an average of 3 or more minutes per participant in each court 
hearing.   

5 4.6 33 
 The mental health treatment providers work well with the Drug Court team (e.g. 
sharing information, coordinating services.) 

6 4.6 73 Participant's relationships with the judge promote motivation and accountability. 

7 4.6 5 
Representatives from the court, community, treatment, health, and criminal 
justice agencies meet regularly to provide guidance and direction to the drug 
court program. 

8 4.5 11 
Case management services are used to assess participant progress and needs and 
to coordinate referrals. 

9 4.5 64 My supervisor supports the continuance of Drug Court. 

10 4.5 79 The coordinator has  good rapport with the program participants. 

11 4.4 35 The supervising agent understands the participant's needs.   

12 4.4 12 
Case management services are used to assess participant progress and needs and 
to coordinate referrals. 

13 4.4 44 
The defense attorney works well with the team (e.g., sharing information, 
contributing perspectives). 

14 4.4 2 Participant's due process rights are protected in the Drug Court Process. 

15 4.4 38 The supervising agent has a good rapport with program participants. 

16 4.4 3 
Eligible participants are promptly advised about program requirements and 
relative merits of participating. 

17 4.4 34 
The mental health treatment providers have a good rapport with program 
participants. 

18 4.4 36 The supervising agent gives participants appropriate service referrals.   

19 4.3 42 The defense attorney is a full partner in the drug court process. 

20 4.2 4 
Consequences for program compliance/non-compliance are clearly explained to 
participants. 

21 4.2 43 The defense attorney has a good rapport with the program participants. 

22 4.2 32 
The Drug Court supports mental health treatment for participants in a timely 
manner. 

23 4.2 61 I am proud that I work as a member of this drug court. 

24 4.1 30 Drug Court is having a positive impact on its participants. 

25 4.1 65 This team presents a united front before participants. 

26 4.1 19 
The court is immediately notified when a participant has tested positive, failed to 
submit a test or falsified test results. 

27 4.1 31 
 Procedures are used to protect confidentiality and prevent unauthorized 
disclosure of personal information. 

28 4.0 10  A wide range of supportive services are available to meet participant's needs. 
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29 4.0 37 
The supervising agent works well with the team (e.g. sharing information, 
coordinating services).  

30 4.0 81 The coordinator is an effective manager of the program. 

31 4.0 59 I see myself being a member of the Drug Court team one year from now. 

32 4.0 27 The "Phase System"• of Drug Court works well. 

33 3.9 7 
Drug court services are sensitive to issues of race, culture, religion, gender, age, 
ethnicity, and sexual orientation. 

34 3.9 54 Appropriate information about every client is presented as the staffings. 

35 3.9 8 
Treatment services are sensitive to issues of race, culture, religion, gender, age, 
ethnicity, and sexual orientation. 

36 3.9 67 
The law enforcement officer works well with the team (e.g. sharing information, 
coordinating services).  

37 3.8 46 Treatment providers deliver quality services to participants. 

38 3.8 78 
The coordinator works well with the team (e.g., sharing information, coordinating 
services.) 

39 3.8 16 
Participants are periodically assessed to ensure proper participant/treatment 
matching. 

40 3.8 17 
The court requires systematic, comprehensive and formalized relapse prevention 
plans. 

41 3.8 68 The law enforcement officer  has a good rapport with program participants. 

42 3.8 13 Service accommodations are made for persons with physical disabilities.  

43 3.8 45 
Treatment agencies give the court accurate and timely information about a 
participant's progress. 

44 3.7 18 
AOD testing policies and procedures are based on established and tested 
guidelines (best practices) 

45 3.7 21 The drug court is in compliance with the Drug Court Standards. 

46 3.7 25 
Needs of public safety are being served through the Drug Court processes of 
screening, case management and procedures. 

47 3.7 9 
Services are designed to address the particular issues of women and other special 
populations. 

48 3.7 29 The procedures of the Drug Court sessions work well. 

49 3.6 50 There is frequent communication across drug court team members. 

50 3.6 77 The coordinator assures effective communication between team members. 

51 3.6 66 The law enforcement officer understands the participant's needs.   

52 3.6 80 The coordinator has  good rapport with the members of the team. 

53 3.5 56 Time is used wisely at the staffings. 

54 3.5 6 Drug Court Policies and procedures are developed collaboratively..   

55 3.5 20 
The court applies appropriate sanctions and incentives to match participant 
progress. 

56 3.5 28 Appropriate participants are being admitted to Drug Court. 

57 3.5 41 
The prosecuting attorney works well with the team (e.g., sharing information, 
contributing perspectives). 

58 3.5 58 Appropriate case management plans are agreed upon at staffings. 

59 3.5 70 The training I received was beneficial. 

60 3.4 55 Everyone participates at staffings. 
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61 3.4 47 Funding for treatment is adequate and stable. 

62 3.4 49 Appropriate treatment services are available for all participants. 

63 3.3 26 Drug Court has a good screening process. 

64 3.3 48 A wide range of treatment services are available to meet participant's needs. 

65 3.3 14 
Service accommodations are made for persons with limited literacy and/or not 
fluent in English.  

66 3.3 22 The team members are aware of the 10 key components of  Drug Courts. 

67 3.3 23 
The coordinator reviews monitoring and outcome data periodically to analyze 
program effectiveness and shares the analysis with the team.  

68 3.3 60 Everyone on the Drug Court team is doing their job. 

69 3.3 62 This team has good morale. 

70 3.3 69 I have received training relevant to drug court within the past year. 

71 3.2 63 My participation in the Drug Court is essential. 

72 3.2 15 Service accommodations are made for persons who need child care. 

73 3.2 39 The prosecuting attorney is a full partner in the drug court process. 

74 3.2 57 Conflicts during the staffings are handled well. 

75 3.1 24 Evaluation data and analysis is used to confirm or modify aspects of the program. 

76 3.1 52 Conflicts among drug court team members are addressed and resolved. 

77 3.0 71 
The training information I received has been incorporated into Drug Court policy 
manual or operating procedures. 

78 3.0 51 Members of this team trust each other. 

79 2.8 53 Everyone on the team has an equal voice in making decisions in this drug court. 

80 2.8 40 The prosecuting attorney has a good rapport with the program participants. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



276 
 

 

Recommendations. 
1. Thank prople and agencies.  Remind others to thank others. 

2. Have an award ceremony or dinner to recognize the contributions made to DCHTC.  I was at a 

dinner, just set it up with the restaurant and everybody paid for their own meal.  Significant 

others encouraged to join in.  Nothing formal, but at the end of the meal the Judge gave out 

lame and funny awards that said something about the person and their work for the court.  I 

received a letter scale that did not really work, but I still have it on my bedside table and 

remember the award was for a sense of justice…the scales of justice award.  Someone got a hair 

net for keeping “stuff that did not belong” out of the decision making process.  There was a 

packet of sugar for an individual that was a little harsh and some 

3. Thank each other for the work you all do. “The Let Them Eat Cake” Award for assistance above 

and beyond in helping folks to graduation.  You might add this to graduation and let the 

graduate select and present the award.  Don’t limit it to team members and no fair awarding the 

Judge.   

4.  Properly celebrate the findings in this report.  You should be proud of the accomplishments 

revealed in this…TOO LONG… report.  Emphasize the positive.  Don’t forget Howard Zinn and 

those marvelous victories. What we choose to emphasize in this complex history will determine 

our lives.  

5. Keep your focus on your mission.  Retreat on the mission and what it means for day-to-day 

actions in the court.  Memorize it and be able to defend your behavior and decisions by what 

the mission directs you to do.  Revisit mission and “strength-based programming.  

6.  Reduce the size of your team.  It’s nice to have so many anxious to be a part of this successful 

program, but the size is making it hard to have everyone feel like they are being heard. You 

could start with people who have “given up” at trying.  One representative from each agency 

would help.  Emphasize communication in the agency and bring that to the staffings.  Your heart 

has to be in this work to make it successful and there are a lot on the team that are doing it 

“with heart.” 

7.  Consider an evaluation of the treatment programs you use.  A small “treatment evaluation” 

committee could perform this function.  Are treatment programs following a syllabus, assigning 

and reacting to “homework”?  Talk about not observing drug tests should raise a red flag.   

8.  Consider suggestions for change that came out of the team interviews.  D  o a analysis…or 

discussion about what went wrong when someone is discharged early.  Push to determine what 

you will do differently to keep individuals from being terminated. 

9. Gallows humor is part of these teams, but be aware and respond when participants are being 

ridiculed and laughed at.  Be careful when speaking of another’s sexuality.   

10.  Make an effort to get to know the participants and do things that will enhance their trust of you 

and the team.  Look for opportunities to be a role model. 
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11. Maybe team members could take turns introducing themselves to the participants in the court 

room and briefly explain how they can help them.  Participants don’t know many of the team 

members. 

12. Figure out a way to make drug testing more random.   

13.  Is there a way to use the time between the staffing and court hearing?  Some of the informal 

conversations between team members and between team members and participants in good, 

but I wonder about treatment court “committee work.”  Might have team members planning 

events (team building) or discussing possible policy changes, or have a “concerns” committee, or 

“communication” committee….  

14. Make clear what is meant by “your last chance.” 

15. Do a round table on Treatment Court Philosophy. 

16. Training.  What do the 10 Key Components tell us to do.  

17. Have individuals from different agencies pair up for a discussion on what you can and cannot 

buy in for.  Get team members from agonistic agencies to have a talk about differences and 

present an informal “training” for the team.   Maybe 10 minutes. 

18.  Construct a training curriculum and include it in your policy and procedures manual.   

19.  Do cross training on your area of expertise. 

20.  Consider making FDTC Program a 12 month program. 

21.  Of course do team building.  Might have a team building committee that would suggest and 

facilitate team building activities or events. 

22.  Have a look at referral, screening and acceptance process. The majority of the work on 

preparing an argument for or against acceptance falls on the coordinator of the program.  There 

has been some concern registered about the team being presented with a candidate for 

acceptance without any prior knowledge of the referral.  A team member spoke of being left out 

in the dark about a candidate.  “Today (the day the person was being considered for 

acceptance) is the first time we have seen that name come up.” 

23.  Work with law enforcement to see if referrals could be made more quickly after arrests. 

24.  Boast about your team mates.  Brag about DCHTC.  Be intentional about telling folks about the 

court and its success. 

25. What about setting up a “concerns committee” of participants that would meet with the 

“communication committee” of team members to enhance communication.  Maybe not 

necessary with constant communication with case managers, but it would give participants 

another voice. 

26.  Joint agreement on when and who to refer from probation and Social Services.  Formalize the 

criteria for referring probation violations and FDTC cases.  There is a sense that people do not 

know exactly what the process is. 

27.  Watch the inside and the outside distinction at the staffing table.  Move to a bigger table with 

room for everyone.  Not easy…unless the team gets smaller. 

28.  Make a recruiting video, brochure, Use quotes from this evaluation.   

29. Get everyone on the team involved in recruiting for referrals.  Build a plan. 

30. Have lunch with someone who is having trouble buying in to Treatment Court. 

31. Talk about  what do we do to get them to trust us? 
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32. Consider your team a “cross-functional team.”   Cross-functional teams are similar to 

conventional work teams, but they differ in several important ways. First, they are usually 

composed of members who have competing loyalties and obligations to their primary subunit 

within the system. (Law enforcement and substance abuse therapists don’t usually work 

together).  Second, in situations where CFTs are being used on a part-time basis as opposed to a 

permanent organizational structure, they are organized for one important purpose, which 

means group members are often under considerable pressure to contribute to the team and do 

their regular work.  On these teams, the early development of stable and effective group 

interaction is imperative. Finally, CFTs are often held to higher performance standards than 

conventional teams. Not only are they expected to perform a task or produce outcomes, but 

they are also expected to do it better than is expected in other circles. 

For cross-functional teams to succeed, several factors have been identified that are 

imperative:  

▪ Team members must be open-minded and highly motivated.  

▪  Team members must come from the correct functional areas.  

▪ A strong team leader with excellent communication skills and a position of 

authority is needed.  

▪ The team must have both the authority and the accountability to accomplish 

the mission it has been given.  

▪ Management must provide adequate resources and support for the team, both 

moral and financial.  

▪ Adequate communications must exist.  

▪ Without any one of these elements, any cross-functional team will be fighting 

an uphill battle to succeed57 

33. Build a strong team.  Work on team building constantly.  Strong teams don’t just happen.  

Strong teams make this hard work more enjoyable and more effective.   

34. Create a committee of team members to develop ideas about therapeutic sanctions and 

incentives. Take the time to brainstorm.  

35. Create a training packet for new team members. Bring new team members in with a welcoming 

“party.” 

36. Have the judge ask participants what phase goal they are working on and how is that going. 

37. Set up process for informal meetings between participants and team members to enhance 

prosocial interaction and to develop positive relationships.  This recommendation came from a 

team member who would like to “mentor” participants. 

38. The “Benchmark Tune-up.”  As a team go through the Performance Benchmark Survey and 

discuss the level of adherence and what might be done to make things better.  Could do 2 or 3 

items a week at staffings.  This practice would educate the team on the Key Components and 

what they ask of a court. 

                                                           
57 Cross-functional Teams;  http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/small/Co-Di/Cross-Functional-Teams.html 

Read more: http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/small/Co-Di/Cross-Functional-

Teams.html#ixzz3jbuENi8I 

http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/small/Co-Di/Cross-Functional-Teams.html#ixzz3jbuENi8I
http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/small/Co-Di/Cross-Functional-Teams.html#ixzz3jbuENi8I
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39. The “Team Survey Tune-up.”  As a team go through the Team survey and discuss the level of 

agreement with the items and what might be done to make things better.   

40. Think about having a quarterly report on how well you are doing in reaching your goals. 

41. Training.  Previous analysis along with these data suggests that the Court could benefit by 

developing an education syllabus and curriculum, included in the policies and procedures 

manual, describing the necessary learning goals to develop the competencies essential to drug 

court practice especially on drug court operation, philosophy and values.  What do team 

members need to know? 

42. Think about making the discussion of what a participant is doing for his/her recovery a routine 

part of status hearings with team members joining in the conversation.  These conversations are 

educational for all participants in the court. 

43. Develop a Drug Court Speakers Bureau and publicize it.  Send speakers to community 

organizations, churches, schools, etc. 

44. When there is a jail sanction: Sending you to jail because… and we want you to….therapeutic 

assignment with a report back to the Court. Let them use the time to work on recovery. 

45. Answer the question for each participant at staffing; “What does this person need 

therapeutically?  A positive stroke, encouragement to focus on recovery, a therapeutic 

sanction… or…  It is too easy to say “He/she is doing well.”  They all need a therapeutic response 

from the Court.  

46. A team member suggested that it would be nice to have a law enforcement team member who 

actually does the checks so clients can see that officer in court and would probably build a 

better relationship with him or her. 

47. Alumni groups need a budget. 

48. Might think of developing a nonprofit that could raise funds to provide resources for recovery 

activities or for incentives. 

49. Read and discuss Adult Drug Court Best Practice Standards Volume I 

http://www.allrise.org/sites/default/files/nadcp/AdultDrugCourtBestPracticeStandards.pdf   

50. And Volume II 

http://www.ndcrc.org/sites/default/files/adult_drug_court_best_practice_standards_volume_ii

.pdf 

51. Talk to everyone you meet about the successes in Drug Court.  Create a pitch about how much 

everyone gains out of Drug Court.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.allrise.org/sites/default/files/nadcp/AdultDrugCourtBestPracticeStandards.pdf
http://www.ndcrc.org/sites/default/files/adult_drug_court_best_practice_standards_volume_ii.pdf
http://www.ndcrc.org/sites/default/files/adult_drug_court_best_practice_standards_volume_ii.pdf
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Appendix A  The Role of Prosecutors in Drug Treatment Courts 
 see https://ndcrc.org/resource/role-prosecutors-drug-treatment-courts-2/ 

  

The Role of Prosecutors in Drug  

Treatment Courts  
By: Anna Koozmin, Program Assistant  
 

  
The Justice Programs Office, a center within the School of Public Affairs at American University (JPO at AU) is the 

home of the resource center for the BJA Adult Drug Court Program. This fact sheet is part of a series created to 

respond to significant issues facing the field. For more information about JPO at AU, go to 

www.american.edu/justice.  

 

  

P rosecutors in drug courts take on different roles and responsibilities than of those found in 

criminal courts. In a traditional court of law, the prosecutor is obligated to seek justice by convicting 

those who have vio-lated the law.1 In drug courts, prosecutors are expected to use a therapeutic 

approach, with a willingness to work with others on the drug court team, and support the mission and 

goals of problem-solving courts.2 Prosecu-tors in drug courts also work proactively through the 

creation of policies, procedures, and eligibility criteria, as well as in identifying areas that the drug 

court team can continue to improve on. A prosecutor can lead proactively within his or her team by 

consulting the core competencies, a few of which are expanded upon in this fact sheet.  

 

  

Drug Court Prosecutor Core Competencies  

The National Drug Court Institute’s (NDCI) Adult Drug Court Planning Initiative outlined 

core competencies in their Core Competencies Guide that prosecutors can consult for 

guidance when working in a drug court.  

1. Participates fully as a drug court team member, committing him or herself to the program 

mission and goals and works as a full partner to ensure their success.  

2. The prosecutor, while in drug court, participates as a team member, operating in a non-

adversarial manner, promoting a sense of a unified team member.  

3. As part of the drug court team, in appropriate non-court settings (i.e. staffing), the 

prosecutor advocates for effective incentives and sanctions for program compliance or lack 

thereof.  

4. Ensures community safety concerns by maintaining eligibility standards while 

participating in a non-adversarial environment which focuses on the benefits of therapeutic 

program outcomes.  

5. Monitors offender progress to define parameters of behavior that allow continued program 

participation and suggest effective incentives and sanctions for program compliance.  
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6. Is knowledgeable about addiction, alcoholism and pharmacology generally and applies 

that knowledge to respond to compliance in a therapeutically appropriate manner.  

7. Is knowledgeable of gender, age and cultural issues that may impact the offender’s 

success.  

8. Contributes to the team’s efforts in community education and local resource acquisition. 
no longer meet eligibility criteria.8  

Commitment and Teamwork  
Another way that prosecutors are proactive within the drug court team is by being fully committed to 

the program’s mission and goals, as suggested by Core Competency 1 in the Core Competencies 

Guide by NDCI. This assists with finding a sense of camarade-rie when working with defense 

counsel to ensure posi-tive outcomes for participants. Additionally, a prose-cutor can initiate a legal 

screen for cases referred to the program and notify the judge or other attorneys that a potential 

participant may not be an ideal candi-date, solely through identifying a legal disqualifier, which 

should be outlined in the eligibility criteria. They can also maintain updated records of participant 

performance and ensure participants have completed necessary waivers and contracts.9  

It is important that the prosecutor approaches the drug court by working in a non-adversarial manner, 

out-lined by Core Competency 2 in NDCI’s Core Compe-tency Guide. A prosecutor can fulfill this 

competency by being present at all drug court team meetings, also known as staffings, in addition to 

all drug court hear-ings. This provides an opportunity for prosecutors to share and obtain information 

regarding participant compliance and progress in treatment with other team members, without 

anyone committing ex parte commu-nication. It also provides the prosecutor with an oppor-tunity to 

advocate for effec-tive sanctions and incentives when non-compliance needs to be addressed.  

A study by NPC Research, Exploring the Key Compo-nents of Drug Courts: A Comparative Study of 

18 Adult Drug Courts on Prac-tices, Outcomes, and Costs, examines the Key Components that have 

guided the formation of drug courts since 1997. This study pro-vides evidence that certain strategies 

can provide courts with cost-saving outcomes, such as increased graduation and reduced recidivism 

rates.10 Drug courts where the prosecutor attended staffings saw more than two times greater savings 

in outcome costs.11 Drug courts where prosecutors were expected to attend all hearings had 34% 

greater cost savings, compared to courts that did not require regular attend-ance by prosecutors, 

which only had 11% in cost sav-ings. Average graduation rates for courts that required prosecutor 

attendance were found to increase by 15% when compared to those where attendance occurred 

occasionally or not at all.12  

 

A single person is incapable of predicting how a participant will progress through 

a drug court program, so to ensure due process, it is vital for prosecutors to 

develop eligibility criteria and use an evidence-based assessment tool.  
Prosecutors working in drug courts must work to find the unique balance between protecting public 

safety and building consistent eligibility criteria that maximize cost-saving outcomes. Although they 

are often seen as the gatekeeper, prosecutors can use their leadership and commitment to the drug 

court program to encourage teamwork from other members of the drug court team. NDCI’s Core 

Competencies Guide and Ethical Considerations for Judges and Attorneys in Drug Courts are 

excellent resources that can assist prosecutors with upholding their responsibilities,  

 

Prosecutors working in drug courts must work to find the unique balance between 

protecting public safety and building consistent eligibility criteria that maximize 

cost-saving outcomes.  
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maintaining ethical standards, and overcoming poten-tial challenges that they may encounter while 

working with a drug court program.24 25  
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