





Since CASA’s report, Young (2003) implemented a
retrospective cross-site evaluation of one other jurisdic-
tion reviewed by Pima County before designing their
program—San Diego County, California.2 Young's study
compares family drug court cases with comparison cases
from the five counties: Jackson County, Missouri; Washoe
County, Nevada; San Diego County, California; Santa Clara
County, California; and Suffolk County, New York. The
results of this study showed: (1) the family drug court
was more effective than the standard approach to serv-
ices in engaging parents in treatment; (2) family drug
court parents participated in more intensive levels of
treatment; (3) family drug court parents stayed in treat-
ment longer; (4) family drug court parents successfully
completed more treatment than comparison group par-
ents; (5) family drug court parents reunified faster than
comparison group parents; and (6) family drug court
cases reached permanency sooner than the comparison
group cases (Young, 2003).

Pima County Family Drug Court

This Pima County study looks at some of the same
outcomes and research questions contained in the cross-
site evaluation of family drug courts (Young, 2003).
However, the drug court in Pima County differs struc-
turally from all of the previously studied drug courts. In
Pima County, the family drug court limits its jurisdiction
to the handling of parental substance abuse problems.
Namely, Pima County’s family drug court judge does not
review and provide judicial oversight for the dependen-
cy process. This court provides only judicial oversight,
supervision, and coordination of services for parental
substance abuse treatment. Parents are offered support
in this court that would not be available to them in the
traditional dependency court process. The family court
approach in Pima County differs from family drug court
approaches described by Judge Leonard Edwards (2003),
because the court does not have jurisdiction over
dependency issues. However, like other drug courts
described above, Pima County assumes that compliance
with court orders for treatment will increase when par-
ents must appear weekly before a court to review the
progress of their case (Edwards, 2003).

For this study, the Pima County Juvenile Court estab-
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lished the Court Assisted Treatment Services (CATS)

program as a pilot approach for providing enhanced
substance abuse treatment options to parents living in a
specified zip code area who were referred to the court
with an identificd substance abuse problem in their
dependency petition. The CATS program has two funda-
mental components: (1) a family drug court; and (2)
intensive case management services provided by court
case specialists.

Participation in the family drug court is voluntary,
but the parents need to obtain their attorney’s signature
on a special consent form before being admitted to the
program. Pima County’s drug court was designed as a
post-adjudication program, but some parents were
admitted prior to adjudication with the consent of their
attorney. When parents did not volunteer for the pilot
program, they were provided intensive case-manage-
ment services by the CATS program, but were not
required to attend the drug court sessions. In the CATS
program, the court case manager is expected to have
face-to-face contacts every week for the first month of
the program, once-a-week contacts rotating personal
with phone contacts for the second month, and on an
as-needed basis for the remaining months.This schedule
of contacts by the court case specialist is provided for
parents refusing treatment and for the parents who vol-
unteered for the family drug court. In addition, the court
case specialists are expected to make two home visits
each month for the first two months of the program, to
be available daily by pager and telephone and to
respond to emergency situations as they arise.

The CATS program established the following proce-
dures to recruit parents for the drug court intervention:
(1) Special case plans were devised in cooperation with
Child Protective Services (CPS) that require parents to
meet with the program’s court case specialist after the
Preliminary Protective Hearing (PPH); (2) the case plan
developed by CPS requires that parents must observe a
family drug court session; and (3) the court case spe-
cialist cannot offer the drug court program to the par-
ents before they have had an opportunity to observe the
family drug court process.

When parents meet with the court case specialist
after observing the family drug court, they are adminis-

2 In addition, Pima County visited and reviewed the design of Miami, Florida’s family drug court.
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tered evaluation instruments and offered a description
of the family drug court and its requirements. Court case
specialists administer the Addiction Severity Index (ASI)
to the parents and use the results of this instrument to
discuss appropriate treatment options. In addition, the
court case specialists are responsible for assisting par-
ents in finding and evaluating appropriate substance
abuse treatment options, including the family drug
court. After parents agree to participate in the drug
court component of the program, the court case spe-
cialist is responsible for providing the family drug court
judge with reports on the parent’s progress in treat-
ment.The court case specialist also helps arrange trans-
portation for parents to attend the drug court sessions
and participates in the multi-disciplinary case confer-
ences that are held before each family drug court ses-
sion. Case specialists also provide treatment assistance
and other support services to any parent from the pilot
zip code area who did not volunteer for the family drug
court component of the program (the study’s treatment-
refusal group).

Drug court participants are expected to attend
court reviews every week until they have demonstrated
sufficient progress in the program and meet the expec-
tations for being moved to level two. The program has
three levels with differing court attendance responsibil-
ities, e.g., biweekly attendance on level one and month-
ly attendance on level three. The court has an estab-
lished calendar that meets every Wednesday including a
case staffing that takes place before each court session.

Parents who enter the drug court program are
expected to: (1) appear in court on all scheduled dates;
(2) maintain contact with CPS and the court case spe-
cialist as directed by the court; (3) submit to drug and
alcohol testing; (4) attend, participate in, and complete
treatment and education programs required by the
court; (5) sign a release of information form pertaining
to treatment; (6) successfully complete three levels of
the program; and (7) adhere to sanctions imposed for
program noncompliance.

Sanctions are a central element in most drug court
programs (Burdon, Roll, Prendergast, & Rawson, 2001).
Some of the sanctions employed in this court interven-
tion were: (1) restrictions on associations and travel; (2)
community service; (3) written essays; (4) increased
treatment sessions; (5) increased court appearances; (6)
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increased 12-step meetings; (7) increased drug testing;
(8) up to 48 hours in jail; (9) residential treatment; (10)
delay in graduation to the next level or from the pro-
gram; and (11) dismissal or suspension from the family
drug court. This list of sanctions is not ranked in order
of severity or considered a graduated approach to
addressing program non-compliance. Instead, the judge
uses an individualized approach to sanctioning parents
for not complying with program requirements.

In this study, we examined whether Pima County’s
CATS program is an effective intervention for engaging
and retaining parents in substance abuse treatment. In
addition, we examined how the family drug court par-
ticipants performed in Pima County on traditional child

welfare outcomes in the dependency court process.

Methods

This study employed a blended quasi-experimental
design with single-post program comparisons between
two enhanced-treatment groups and a treatment-as-
usual group in examining the overall efficacy of the
CATS program. Parents who live in the specified zip
code area in Pima County with an identified substance
abuse problem in their dependency petition were tar-
geted for participation in the CATS program. The zip
code area was chosen because it had a high percentage
of drug-involved CPS referrals.The petitions for program
participants from this area allege that, due to the par-
ents’ use or abuse of alcohol or other drugs, parents are
unable to provide appropriate care and supervision for
their children. Summary statistics describing outcomes
for these program participants were compared with
summary statistics for: (1) a treatment-as-usual group
that was created by matching the geographical specified
area with two other zip code areas that had similar
demographics and CPS referral patterns; and (2) the
treatment-refusal group from the study’s specified
zip code area.

Participants

Traditional child protective services data captured
in the court and child welfare information systems
were gathered to describe the study’s participants.
Table 1 displays the characteristics of the treatment
group (Family Drug Court) and the two comparison
groups. These data show gender differences between

























