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Executive Summary

The study looks at the development, implementation, and impact of the Cook County

State Attorneyso6 Deferred Prosecution Program

methodological approach involving qualitative and quantitative methods including a quasi
experimental design to measure outcomes. Following we summarize the program model, key
findings and recommendations.

The DPP Model

The model is predicated on an ongoing operational collaboration 8ftha Ae 6 er ney 0 s

Office with the Cook County First Muaipal District Judicial Circuit Court, the Department of
Probation Prélrial Services Division, and TASC, all of which have key operational roles in the
DPP model . The Assistant Stateds Attorneys
identify potental candidates, first time nernolent felony offenders, before preliminary hearings
are conducted. If victims agree and DPP candidates accepttherntR program offer, the
preliminary hearing is waived and the caseasgferred to the DPP prograihelow demand
program requirements includes regular court appearances in a DPP branch court, assessment,
monthly meeting with prérial services officer, meeting of certain conditions, dependent on their
particular offense and their educational and employrsitus and not reoffending. Upon
successful completion of the program, the felony charge is dismissed by the SAO, exercising its
prosecutorial discretion and the participant can then have his or her record expunged.

Key Findings

Implementation process

1 DPP Incorporated and Supported within the Operatioisstofa Ae 6er ney 6 s Of f i

o0 Strong sponsorship from the SAO leadership.
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o Key role of Director of Treatment Services.
1 Strong collaboration witiCircuit Court of Cook County.
0 Strong support from th€hief Judge
o0 The participation of the judiciary and the Pneal Services of the Probation
Department have been critical.
o There has been a smooth running, innovative, working collaboration between the
branch court judges t a At®rdeys, Director of Treatment Services (when
needed) and P+Erial Services officers at the DPP Court Call.
T The Public Defenderdés Office has a positiyv
the Public Defenderods Ofikedce has been more
19 The program used coll aboratorsdé existing s
1 This was a low demand program with minimum programmatic requirements and support
services.
1 The defendants in the DPP process were strongly motivated by the opportanibyda
felony conviction.
o The most difficult aspect of the program was the payment of restitution (for those
for whom it was a requirement).
1 The expungement process has been difficult to navigate for many participants and many
are not completing the proge
Program participation patterns
1 On average, 35 individuals are admitted to DPP each month, although there is a great
deal of fluduation in monthly admissionblearly half of all DPP participants (48.9 %)
were referred from Chicago branch courtrooms.
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0 Most participants (85%) had not been arrested or convicted for any offense
before.

0 However, 13% had at least one prior arrest and two percent had at least one prior
criminal conviction.

1 By offense, nearly 30 % of DPP participants were charged with tie¢ti; overall, three
property offenses (retail theft, burglary, theft) accounted for nearly 60 % of all DPP
admissions

1 The kinds of offenses for which DPP participants were charged varied greatly across
referring courts. It is unclear why these vaoas exists.

1 The majority of the participants (76%) had additional program requirements (in some
cases more than one) beyond regular meetings witiiireServices and regular
appearances before DPP court:call

0 65 % of participants had an educatiopalgram requirement

0 48 % had an employment requirement

0 22 % were required to pay restitution; the average amount was $1,505, with a
range of $30 to $12,215.

0 19 % were required to complete community service, the average amount of which
was 85 hours, ith a range of 12 to 150 hours.

1 We found a program success rate of close to 69 percent. Of our s&@@&ptéhad their
cases dismissed (Nolle Pros), indicating a successful completion of the program; and
roughly31.4%of individuals completing the prograwere terminated from the program,

indicating an unsuccessful completion of the program.



o The individuals with restitution requirements took the longest time to complete
the program on average. Of those required to pay restitution, 35% were
successfully scharged from the program, 19% were unsuccessfully terminated,
and the remainder were still in the progranth@ end of the study period/e
could not find a relationship between successful completion and the amount of
restitution.

o There was some variah in success rates across offense types and by referral
court.

A Individuals charged with possession of a stolen vehicle had the highest
failure rates, with roughly 57 % of cases resulting in a termination from
DPP.

A In contrast, cases involving indduals charged with forgery had the
lowest failure rates of just 16 %.

A Individuals referred from the Chicago branch courts and Distiict 3
Maywood- had the highest failure rates, with roughly 32 % of cases
resulting in a termination from DPP.

A In contrast, cases referred from Distridt 3kokied had the lowest
failure rates of just 16 %.

Impact Evaluation

f There was little difference in f@rrest rates for a sample of DPP participaats a

comparison group of defendants found guiltytigh taditional adjudicationRoughly

! There wereslight demographic differences between P groupand comparison groups. DPP participants were
slightly more likely to bavomen(38.9% vs. 32.5%), white (46.%% vs. 41.1%), and younger (26.3 years old vs.
27.5 years old) than individuals in the comparison group. Defendants in the treatment and comparison groups were

7



31.4 % of DPP participants wereaerested within 18 months of admission to DPP
compared to roughly 33.5 % of defendants in the comparison group. This difference was
not statistically significant.

1 Several factors traditi@ily found to be associated with recidivism were associated with
re-arrest among the DPP sample and comparison grdefendants who were male,
younger, and had more prior misdemeanor and felony arrests were more likely-to be re

arrested within 18 months

o

Specifically, being male increased the likelihood eéreest by 47 %.
o Each additional year of age decreased the likelihood-affrest by 3 %.
o Each additional prior misdemeanor arrest and each additional prior felony arrest
increased the likelihoodf re-arrest by 13 % and 18 % respectively.
o Defendants charged with theft and forgery were less likely to-berested,
relative to defendants charged with retail theft.
1 While we could find no significant differences in theameest rates, there is andication
that some gender differences might be a factor influencing the impact of DPP on
participantsd subsequent behavior. We foun
reoffend than women in the comparison group; specifically, roughly 22 % of wofen D
participants were rarrested within 18 months compared to 28 % of women defendants

in the comparison groups (there was no difference between the men in the two groups).

fairly similar in terms of prior criminal history and chargeéth two notable exceptiorisDPP patrticipants were
more likely to be charged with retail theft and less likely to be charged with theft than individuals in the comparison

group.
2 However, all this should be read with caution. These factors expktii2 % of the variation in farrest rates.

Due to data limitations, there is not enough information about the individuals in DPP or the comparison group to
fully explain the dynamics at work.



o In particular, DPP had a significant effect orareest rates for women charged
with theft; in such cases, DPP reduced the likelihood-afnest by roughly @ %.
Recommendations
Our research findings yield several discussion points and recommendations focusing on the
effectiveness afhe DPP model, the impact of the program on pgréints and the limitation of
our findings due to the need to improve the quality of quantitative programmatic data.
Development and Operation of Program

1 Leadership and buiy from key stakeholders is important in the development of any
program and shoulde a clear consideration in other jurisdictions that this program is
replicated. In addition, the strong collaboration and-inuwyas instrumental to the low
cost of the program, with stakeholders identifying and allocating already existing staff
and resorces and integrating DPP intoisting operational structure$aking the time
and work to develop an operational collaboration with all the major stakeholders is
clearly also an important strategy in developing an effective program.

1 The Director of Treatmnt Resources brought a number of strengths to the program: His
background as a mental health professional brought a depth of knowledge and expertise
to the pogram development and desigis staffing of the collaboration facilitated its
development andave it structure. Such a coordinative role should be considered by
other jurisdictions as they develop and incorporate a deferred prosecution program into
their routine operations.

1 Our findings suggest the need to revisit a number of strategies in tlemergation of
the progr am, i ncludi ng: a more engaged ro

communication of DPP to other stakeholders, improving and standardizing the screening
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procedures for prospective participants, and increased assisigra@idipants on
expungement.

Impact of Program on Participants.

A Although DPP seems to have limited impact efireest rates overall, the program may
be revised to target certain types of defendants (e.g., older, women) or defendants
charged with certa types of offenses (e.qg., theft).

1 Since we were unable to find a significant effect camrest rates other than for certain
types of defendants, the c-consideradtThefpogrdmt t ou
could be augmented to include additibservices for participants; expanded services
targeted at education, employment, and talesnd substance abuse neddwese are
factors known to affect risk of future criminal involvement and as such could improve
DPP6s i papgiapant outcdmes agell. Thus, expansion in both the capacity and
scope of the program could improve the systemic and individual impact of the
program for Cook County.

1 However, another option is to acknowledge the possible limitations of theamest
goal of the pogram. The current soft touch program model is a cost effective way of
delivering one of the key outcomes to participants: a lack of criminal conviction; and to
the justice system, fewer individuals going through a costly adjudication. The impact of
this cannot be overstatédfelony criminal convictions can significantly hinder an
individual 6s ability to find empl oyment, s
although DPP may not reduce the likelihood e&reest, DPP significantly reduces the
future collateral consequences of a criminal conviction for all individuals who complete

the program.
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Weaknesses in Data Quality
1 Current data does not allow for analysis of risk factors and interventions, which could be
helpful to predict program outcoméSee Appendix G for suggested data collection
variables)
1 The development of a uniform screening/ assessment tool by the key collaborators should
be considered for both its programmatic operations and assessment utility.
olt would best capture participantodés nee
o In addition, such instruments might be a feasible way to also note which cases are
screened for DPP and which are offered the program to assess several factors
including prosecutorial discretion, the number cfesascreened for the program,

and to possibly compose a comparison group for future research.
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In 2013, the Offender Initiative Prograna, new lllinois state statute (SB334fpdeled
on an innovative program of the Cook County®&t e 6 s At t or nfelonpBefer@d f i ce (
Prosecution Program (DPP), went into effect in lllin@®&Pis al2-monthpre-indictment
diversion program for adult felony offenders without a pf@ony convictionor prior
misdemeanor convictiongho hawe beerarrested foallegedlycommittingcertain enumerated
nonviolent felony offensein Cook CountyDuring the 12 months of the program, participants
would agree to comply with restitution, employment, education, and drug assessment conditions,
and mortoring by PreTrial Services stafdf the Probation Departmer8uccessful completion
of all conditions results in the dismissal of the felony charge and eligibility to have the arrest
record expunged from t he pThisewvaluationpf®PPthéasdbeen r i mi n
funded by the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority with the goal of aiding in the
planning and development of future deferred prosecution pregnalttinois. The studyooks at
the process adevelopingand implemenihg DPP, and assessi® impact of the program on

program participants.

The study first looks at the developnt and implementation of DPBecondly, it
describegarticipation patterns in the prograRinally, it assessethe impact of th@rogramon
subsequent rarrest ratedt concludes with a discussion kéy strategies, successand
challenges of the program.

Brief Review of Research on Deferred Prosecution Programs

Deferred prosecution programs are a type of diversion program thateligérie
persons charged with certain criminal offes from traditional court proceedings. Deferred
prosecution programs usually monitor and trac
often with the aim of dismissing a pending charge upon suotessnpletion (Burke2010).
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Established and overseen by the chief prosecutor in a jurisdiction, deferred prosecution occurs

pre-adjudication, allowing defendants to avoid being prosecuted for an offense by agreeing to

participate in or abide by programquirements. Such programs are distinct from-post

adjudication diversion programs, which require defendants to plead guilty to a charge before they

are offered services and monitored in the community. As such, deferred prosecution programs

have been showto reduce the volume and cost of cases handled by the court systeeonly

cases deemed urgent for public safety, particularly those concerning violent crimes and repeat

offendersare pursuedSenkq 2009; Greenblup2 0 05) . Si nc e tpnosecutidh6 00 s ,

programs have been a popular alternative to rehabilitate drug offenders and have been used

widely in juvenile cases to avoid the stigma of a criminal prosecution and possible repercussions

that accompany a conviction (Senko 2009). Few publisheties have evaluated deferred

prosecution prograntiemselvesBut, veral studies have examined how successful

invol vement in a deferred prosecution program
One study tracked the recidivism of former particifs of a Pos@rrest Diversion

Program (PAD) for first time newmiolent misdemeanor juvenile offenders in MiaDade

County (Dembo, Walters, Wareham, Burgos, Schmeidler, ldogaderwood 2008). The

successful completion of PAD included the participatbgouth in a drug psychsocial

educational program and possible community hours. The study found that successful completion

of PAD significantl y r e-drmest@e 12gnorhd, cantrobingéor | i k e |

sociademographic variables, thbarge type at first arrest, and assessed recidivism risk level. A

study of the Correct Course Diversion Program in the Wayne County Juvenile Justice system of

Michigan found similar results, with just 7% of program participats adjudicated for a new

offense over a one year followp period. The evaluation also found that the costs of the program
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averaged just $1,500 per person, which was much lower than the average costs of proceeding
with prosecution and resulted in further savings through low reamikages (Hodges, Martin,
Smith& Cooper2011).

Another studyooked atthe Vanderburgh County Rilgial Diversion Program (PTD)
andexamined factors tated to program completion to accéssv program completion was
associated with reduced recidivismiXKiller, 1998). The PTD program required monthly
meetings with directors, participation in community service, and restitutdithout a
comparison grouphe study followed 378 individuals who participated in PTD and found that
50 % of offenders aged 1® 20 failed to complete the program, compared to %20t
offenders age 41 and older. Moreover, women were more likely to complete the progfain (72
compared to men (57%). Income seemed to impact program completion &% 84
participants with incomes under $20,000 did not complete the program compare®otofl.9
offenders with incomes above $20,000. Variables that predicted a reduction in recidivism were
age and marital status. Over &f individuals between the age B8 and 20 years had repeat
contact with the criminal justice system in comparison to pereentof individuals aged 41 and
older. Moreover, seventy percasitthose who recidivated were single (Kixmill&©98).

A more recent study evaluated the Phoémastitution Diversion PrograiRoe
Sepowitz, Hickle, Loubert & Ega011).This program required participants to plead guilty to
their charge with the opportunity to have their charge later dismissed upon successful program
completion. Although this pgram is different than traditional deferred prosecution programs
because those who do not complete the program successfully are left with a conviction, it is
included in this review because successful complelcmsr evoke a partici panto

chargeProgram requirements included an intake meeting; @86 class offered for the first
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week of every month, and a series ofst@p prostitution anonymous meetings and life skill
meetings. Of the 448 individuals in the study, there was a significanonslaip between
participantsd completion of al/|l program requi
sample, only 14.56 were rearrested for prostitution within the first 12 months. Variables that
increased the risk of +arrest for prostitutio included: prior arrests for prostitution, addiction to
drugs and/or alcohol, and childhood physical abBseSepowitzet. al 2011).

The majority of the published literature on deferred prosecution supports the notion that
these programs reduce tlaas of recidivism among nesiolent offenders and are cost
effective. Little evidence has found that deferred prosecution programs increase rates of
recidivism, but some research shows that some programs do not have a substantial effect on rates
of recidvism among offenders. In a study of a deferred prosecution program for DWI offenders
in Washington, researchers compared the recidivism rates of individuals accepted in the program
to the recidivism rates of individuals not accepted in the prog&aizbeg & Klingberg, 1983).
The study found that there was little to no reduction of-gestrral alcohelrelatedtraffic
violations for those who participated in the deferred prosecution program. However, the types of
drivers selected for the program werermtikely to be older, male, and hatbre seriouslcohol
related violation records aness seriouson-alcohol related violations records than those who
were not selected for the program (Salzberg & Klingberg, 1983).

In light of the mixed literature asell as the need to provide support to other jurisdictions
developing deferred prosecution programs, the current evaluation examines the development,
operationsand patterns and outcomes of the Cook County St

Prosecution ®pgram(DPP)
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Methodology

This evaluation consists of a mixed methodological approach involving qualitative and
guantitative methoddt looks at bothhe process and outcomesDi?P. Several sets of specific
research questiorsseaddressed. These quests are organized into three phases: formation of

DPP, operation and serviagelivery, and outcomes &fPP.

Phase I: Development of Deferred Prosecution Program Formation studied:
1 How DPPwas set up and developed.
1 How DPPModelwasdeveloped by the maistakeholders
1 How DPPModel wasmplemented.
1 Thegeneral awareness BPPamong the local community and wittime criminal
justice system.

Phase II: Operation and Service Delivery of Deferred Prosecution Program examined:

1 How recruitment and selection processes funetibn
1 Theparticipant supervision compents.

1 The serviceshatweredelivered byDPPpartners.

1 How defendants moved throu@Psystem.

1 How DPPIlearns from information collected.

Phase 1ll:Outcomes and Impacts of Deferred Prosecutionf@rogeviews hoveffective DPP

wasin:

1 Diverting the target population.

9 Offering appropriate services to program participants.

16



o0 Exploring the types afervices participantsereassessed to need at initial
screening.
o0 How participantswerereferred to the services thexereassessed to need.
1 Retaining participants through successful completion of the program.
o Documenting how manparticipants successfully compldtide program.
o Noting the most common types pfogram participantiolations.

1 Lastly, peventing future criminahvolvement of those participating in the program.

A major strength of our design is that wize multiple data sources, which allavg to
examine the development, operations, and service delivery of DR&vise, we are able to

examine the impact of DPP on both the criminal justice system and individual level.

Process Evaluation
We studiecseverac o mponent s of the Cook County Stat.
Prosecution Program (DPP). We spoke to theouaragencies involved with DPP; we
documented DPP goals, operations and service delivery, overall attitudes anhdtaff
stakeholders related to DPRiyw DPP fits within the landscape for alternative poogion
programs in Cook Countyhe development and implementation of DPP, along with key
features, milestones and clesjes in the development of DP. evaluate DPRve considered
the processes of charging, sentencing, and su
meetingits goals and addressing the needs of defendants. We also examined programmatic
barriers and solutions as the implementation and utilization of DPP increased over time. We
conducted interviews with a range of stakeholders from judges to attorneys t@aiEipants,

observedctourtroomprocedures and analyzed administrative documents and data.
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Interviews. In total, 28 respondesihelped inform this evaluatioB4 interviewswere
formal interviews (we had four brief background interviews). Interviewees sedected in two
ways: those involved witBPPand, secondly, participants in the program. First we identified
the individuals or organizations in the Cook Country criminal justice system that had an interest
or role in the development and/or implemeiotaif DPP. These in included: the Chief Deputy
of the Statebds Attorneyods Office; the Assista
Division 26th and California; ther&sidingdudge forDPPcourt call; the Director of Treatment
Services in the Stateds Attorneyos DBRcburtce; th
call at 28" and California; two DPP PsErial Services Officers and their supervisor.

We interviewed 18 staff membadrs/olved in some capacity withPPto help us
understandPRS sase referrals, DEPparticipant defense counsel, external programmatic
resources, and community input. Il ntervi ewees
surrounding Cook County @athouses who refer cases to Branch 9; a TASC supervisor and case
manager; four public defenders at suburban and city courthouses; two legal aid attorneys; and

two Cook County Government criminal justice community leaders

Secondly, we aimed to recruitnteurrent DPP participants and eight former DPP
participants. Prrial services staff distributed recruitment flyers to current participants and
graduating participants with researcher contact information to schedule an interview. In addition,
we distrituted flyers at the two weekYPP court calls we observed. Despite our DPP
participant recruitment efforts,esvhada lowerresponsehan we had hoped fddltimately, we

were successful in interviewing four current participants and three former participants

Interviewing defense attorneyaiVhile we were able to interview six public deflers

and legal aid attorneys amgere unable to recruit any private defense atywné\fter a number
18



of calls to various local bar associations, the lllinois Association of Criminal Defense Attorneys
(IACDA) was identified as a possible vehicle for accessing defense attorneys. In discussion with
their Executive Director we ascertaint@ association had no institutional knowledge about
DPP. The Executive Director forwarded an initial and follow query email to the IACDA
board members as to their familiarity with DPP, but we received no response.

Interview protocol. Most of the inteviews were conducted in person (three informal
interviews and two of the formal interviews were by phone). A-stracturedppenended
instrument was utilized faeach interview (See AppendixX AAll but four interviews were audio
recorded,wittpar t i ci pantsoé permission, and detail ed
participants received a $25 gift card to a local retail store and a one day CTAtpéssd
stakeholders did not receive compensatfundio recordings and written notesmeoded for
theme development through NVIVO, a qualitative analysis program.

DPP participant level data.Participant level administrative data were analyzed to
examine questions related to DPP program admissions, service delivery, and program
completonn.Ad mi ni strative data were provided by the
first two years of program implementation (February 28, 20Mhy 30, 2013). TASC provided
data for DPP participants who utilized TASC services during the same time pericil wels
merged with the Cook Coyeldirtgpdatsenof 1e265scasést This r n e y
analysis excludes cases in which critical identifying information was missing, such as current
status in the program, yielding an analytic dataset ofif@di¢iduals who participated in DPP

from February 28, 2011 through May 30, 2013.
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Impact Evaluation: Comparing DPP Clients to NonDPP Clients

Data. This study relies on administrative data maintained by DPP, case management data
maintained by PrdTrial Services, case management data maintained by TASC, case
management data maintained by the Cook County Clerk of Court, and criminal history data from
the lllinois State Police database, accessed through the lllinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority (ICJIA). Data obtained from the SAGnh DPP clientsverein anidentifiable format,
containing individuaAaparsa greup asconstructed hy¢C3lIA of b i
research staff from Cook County Circuit Court Clerk data, using the eligibility requirements for
DPP participation and other salient characteristics of the DPP sample as the match criteria.
Individuals in theTreatment Group anddtnparison Grougvere then matche lllinois
Criminal History Record Information (CHRihade available through ICJIAhe CHRI data
was used to track recidivism variables (i.e-areest) for all individuals in the Treatment Group
and Comparison Group.eRearchers provided ICJIA with the names and birth dates of all
individuals in the Treatment Group and Comparison Group; ICJIA then conducted a criminal
history search and returned recidivism data for all individuals. Once we merged criminal history
data wth the original data obtained from the SAQO, all identifiers were deleted from the original
dataset and from the requests made to IC3Bmbined, these sources enabled the tracking of
recidivism outcomes for individuals both Treatment and Control Graihis study and
provided all individualevel covariates noted below.

Sample We compared all individuals who participated in DftfweernFebruary 28,
2011 and December 5, 201696 intreatment groupdo a Comparison Group consisting of a
sampl e eolfi giiDlPIPe 0 i ndi viduals not referred to I

the same time perio®@91 in comparison grogipConstruction of the comparisomagip by ICJIA
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followed these criteria: 1) arrest charge comparability to the DPP sample, seethaist
serious arrest charges matched the distribution of eligible charges in the DPP participant sample
(felony charge oburglary, retail theft, PCS/cannabis, possessianstolen vehicle, forgery, ID
theft/unlawful use of a credit card/fictitious ID, criminal damage to government property,
counterfeit trademarks/deceptive practices, unlawful use of a recording device, disorderly
conduct, and false report to the po)ic€) prior criminal history which were selected to e
prior felony convictions and no prior arrests for a violent offense3andse dispositianwhich
wereselected to bguilty verdict with a nofincarcerative sentence. Defendants in the treatme
and comparison groups weaaksomatched on a limited set of demographic and case
characteristicancludingage sex,anddate of case filing

Recidivism outcomes for both treatment and comparison groups were tracked through
June 6, 2014 (see Measureslow). We limit the sample to include only those individuals in
each group with at least B8o n t h sithetcommmanity after either admission to DPP or final
case disposition; this procedure allows us to compute recidivism rates across subgroups
accounting for differences in tirret-risk. Individuals in the study samples experienced different
lengths ofexposure tdailure (@rresj. For example, defendants admitted to DPP on March 1,
2011 had the opportunity to recidivate for approximately 40 months (i.e., through June 6, 2014).
In contrast, defendants admittedd®Pon December 1, 2012 had the opportuto recidivate
from approximately 18 wnths.The calculation of recidivism rates needs to be sendiitiene
at-risk considerationsSpecifically, we computed success and failure for individuals exposed to
risk accoréhg to an 18months thresholdl his procedurdéurtherdecreased the size of study
samples because we only included individualss& for at least 18 monthBinally, we

restricted the study sample to include only individuals 18 years of age or older. Our final dataset
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for the impact evalation includes 695 individuals admittedd®Pand 991 ADPP el
individuals not admitted to DPP but adjudicated guilty through the traditional adjudication
process.

Measures.The main outcome measure is a categorical variable capturing whether an
individual was rearrested (=1) or was not-egrested (=0) during the 18 months of folloyy
after admission t®PP (treatment group) or final disposition date (comparison groupjarfest
outcomes in both the treatment and comparison groups were ttackedgh June 6, 2014 using
data from the lllinois State Police criminal history database. Individuals were counted as re
arrested if an arrest occurred or a warrant was issued within 18 months after admission to DPP
(treatment group) or final dispitien date (comparison grougyloreover, rearrest was not
tracked beyond 18 months; thus, any individual not arrested within 18 months of admission to
DPPor final disposition was considered a success for the analyses everaifresteoccued
beyond the 18nonth periodWe also measuretme to failure which reflects the length of time,
in days, until an individual was-a&restedr completed 18 months of tireg-risk without a re
arrestRe-arrest is used as the outcome measure because it is the benchmark used by policy
makers to assess most criminal justice interventions (Young, Fl&elBaienkg 2004).

Our key independent varialdeDPP admissiod identifies whether defendants were
admited toDPP(=1) or were adjudicated guilty through the traditional adjudication process
(=0). The latter category represents individuals in the comparison group.

We include a number of individuédvel covariates in our analyses:

1 Criminal historyi We employ two indicators of criminal history tracking the
number of misdemeanor arrests (continuous) and the number of felony arrests

(continuous) occurring prior to an i
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group) or judgment date (comparison group) (nointimg the arrest triggering
DPPadmission or judgment).

1 Current offensé Information on the current offense was included as a categorical
variable (1=retail theft, 2=burglary, 3=PCS/cannabis, 4=possession of a stolen
vehicle, 5=forgery, 6=ID theft/uaivful use of a credit card/fictitious ID,
7=criminal damage to government property, 8=counterfeit trademarks/deceptive
practices, 9=unlawful use of a recording device, 10=disorderly conduct, and

11=false report to the polica)sing retail theft as the reference category for

analyses.
1 Racei We i nclude a measure of the defendan
other).
Sexir We include a measure of the defendant
1 Agei We include a measure of thedefandt 6 s age i n years at

admission to DPP (treatment group) or judgment date (comparison group).

AnalysesThe impact of DPP on defendant outcomes was analyzed using two sets of
analyses. First, we use binary logistic regression to estimate the effect of DPP relative to
standard adjudication on-egrest atL8-monthfollow-up. These models predict the likelihood of
re-arrest controlling for defendatdvel predictors such as demographic characteristics and
criminal history. Second, we u§w®x proportional regression models to estimate the effect of
DPPrelative to standard adijlication on tine to rearrest within 18 monthfollow-up. These
models predict the time to-aarest controlling for defendatgvel predictors such as
demographic characteristics and criminal history.

Research Limitations We encountered several resgalimitations for both the process
and impact portions of this evaluation. We had difficulty recruiting private defense attorneys and

participants to inform the process portion of #wgluation. In addition, upon examination, we
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decided not to attempd recruit victims as study informants as contact information formsct

were not easily accessibMictim information is not maintained in a central location, but is in

the case notes and records of each ASA. In addition, there were logistical addrt@f

barriers to the ASA contacting victims to participate in the stAdystated above, we had a

limited response rate from DPP participants. We had frequent contact withid&@r8ervices to

ensure flyers were being distributed. In another atteémipicrease sample size of current and

former DPP participants, a native Spanish speaking research team member translated recruitment

flyers and interview instruments into Spanish as we learned frofriRdeServices that a large

number of DPP participaswere Spanish speakhogly clients. We asked the Spansgheaking

PreTrial Service Officer to distribute translated flyers to Spanish speaking clients. We also

started recruiting at the weekly court calls and added the option to schedule intenae® Bft

court call in thecourthouseFinally, we added the option of a phone interview in case travel time

deterred individualsrébm participating in the studyVhile these efforts led to a couple more

interviews, the findings from the interviews can obé/suggestive and in no way representative.
The evaluation also encountered several obstacles related to case management data

which limited our ability to exammprogram processes or impagithough the data provided

by the various agencies were helpful in examining admissions and exits to the program,

assessing time in the program, and describing the types of offenses with which participants were

charged, they, nonetheless, provided littfi®imation about program content, participation in

services, or participant demographic characteristics @lgeicity, racegemployment status,

educational achievement, income, substance use history, etc.) generally necessary for conducting

recidivism amlyses. As suchgur ability to describe program and service participation or to

examine the effects of individuédvel attributes such as substance abuse history, employment
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status, supervision levels, etc. on case outcomes was limited by the dataevallereover,
data limitations also prevented an examination of other outcomes (e.g., substancesaalpro
activities, etc.) that may be affected by participation in DPP. As such, the findings from the
impact evaluation are suggestibait remain Imited in their ability to fully explain the impact of
DPP on participant outcomes.
Background ofthe Statés At t oOffinedDgférred Prosecution Program (DPR
The Developmentof DPP
TheCook CountySt at e 6 s6 Aicetbeganmwwlyement with dernative
prosecution programisn t h e 1 90n@ &choolProgranByi thtetsme of the
development of DPP, an array of alternative prosecution programs were in place in Cook County
includingdrug courts and specialty courssich asbut not limited tov e t e coarhadd
prostitution courtAnita Alvarez, the current Cook CourByt a Aterdey,whowas first
elected in 2008 after22-yearcareer with the Stafe At t or ney 6s office, had
these programs as a senior attorney duringdmemre with the office. During her election
campaigndiscussionsvith the communitgrystalizedheradvancement cd deferment program
to address first time neviolent offenders.
In apressreleas€2011)Statés Attorney Alvarez identiéd the key goals of the
program: reducing the number of cases clogging the criminal justice system and providing a
second chance to offenders.
It is clear that there are far too many cases in the criminal justice system and | think that
prosecutors canlgy an important role in implementing new alternative sentencing
measures that not only bring just results, but also provideiatent offenders with a

second chance.
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The Cook County Statedbds Attor negmnencedref erred P
Felruary 28, 2Q1 following nine months of discussion and plannitigoined a number of other
diversion programoffered in Cook CountyDuring this periogdthe SAO drafted a program
outline and received the support and backing of the Chief of the Circurt & Cook County
A series of follow up meetings with key stakeholders included the presiding judges of the
Circuit Court, Department of Probation, ahdSC (Treatment Alternatives for Safe
Communities to refineDPPmodel. Discussiors were also helavith the Office of the Public
Defender, but their involvement in the developitn@gnd implementation of DPP seems toeéhav
beenlimited to their roleas defense advocatsisice in essence, thisrpgram waswithin the
prosecutorial charge tfie SAO.
The Program Model
The model is predicated on an ongoing operational collaboration with the Cook County
First Municipal District Judicial Circuit Court, the Department of ProbationTiPied Services
Division, and TASC, all of which have key@ational roles ilDPPmodel(See Logic Model,
AppendixB).
Program eligibility. To participate in DPP, there are certain criminal background
restrictions. Defendants who were a previous participant of the DPP program are ineligible.
Only individuals with no prior felony conviction are eligible to participate in the program.
Similarly , any mi sdemeanor conviction deemed by th
an individual from participating in DPP. Viol

harm was inflicted or where force was used against any person or threggjemeéda st any per

3 TASC, is a norprofit social service agency that is corted by the various components of the lllinois criminal
justice system to among other thingsvorks with men and women whose alcohol and drug problems have
contributed to their involvement in nonviolent criminal behavior.
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(DPP Agreement). Other offenses that preclude program eligibility include any charge for the
delivery of, the intent to deliver, or the manufacture of a controlled substance, including
Methamphetamine and Cannabis. The program screpniicgdure encompasses some
flexibility depending on the criminal history of participants, length since last conviction, and
severity of offense.

The selection pocess The typical program participant selection process is as follows:

1. The Assistant Stafe Attorneys(ASA) at various CoolCounty Branch Courtslentify
potential candidates before preliminary hearings are conducted

2. Victims, who have veto power in this process, are contacted first for their appedoed
DPPoption is offered to defendant

3. If a victim agrees to defer prosecution, an ASA then offers the program to the candidate
who is represented by a defense attorney (either private or public defender).

4. If DPPcandidate accepts the program offer, he/she waives right to a preliminary hearing
and signs a DPP Agreement accepting thelitioms of the 12month program(See
AppendixC)

5. The @seis transferred to special DPP branch cdBrianch 9)at the Cook County Court
Houseat 26" and California.

6. At this point, an ASA assigned to Branche®iews cases and those that do not qualify
are sent back to original courthouses.

Compliancerequirements Participants areaquired to appear #te Circuit Courtcall
dedicated to DPBBranch 9)at regularly scheduled intervdts:

9 Initial court date include orientationacopy of written program guidelines and conditions

andameeting with PPe-trial services officer
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1 Subsequent court appearanoesurevery three months, unlegarticipantsare asked to
report within a shorter time frame.
Participants are required to meet with a-Pri@al Services Officer for:
1 An Assessment, following their first court call at Branch 9.
1 If applicable, to be referred TASC for services.
1 Monthly meetings, at which submission of documesnisstantiated compliance with
various requirements are submitted.
Participants are required to meet certain conditidepending omheir particular offense and
their educational anédmployment status. This can include
Full restitution to the victim or property owner, if applicable
1 Enroliment and attendance in GED program, if applicable
1 Community service participation
Participants agree to not violate any criminal law of the drft¢ a,tthe State of lllinois, any
other state or any municipality and to adhere to the following conditions:
1 Participants cannot be jpossessioa firearm or deadly weapon;
1 Participants canngtossesany controlled substance (including cannabis) that is not
aut horized by a doctords prescription.
If a participante-offends duringtheir time in the progranie or she isikely to be expelled from
the program, although discretion is exercisedni®SAO. Each incident breaking this agreement
is evaluated on easeby-casebasis according to severity; for example, minor traffic violations

are typically not grounds for failure in the program.

* The PreTrial Services act astermediary between victims and offender in this process.
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Program completion. Upon successful completion of the progrdhed e f endant 0 s
felony charge is dismissed by the SAO, exercising its prosecutorial discretion.

T The SAO al so agrees to not objecthistoo t he
her casdarrest and decision by the prosecutor not to prosecute).

1 The mrticipants are given an expungement packet with general information about how to
begin the expungement process. No assistance with this process is offered.

1 If the defendant does not complete the program, the felony charge proceeds to a felony
courtroomfor traditional prosecution.

Program infrastructure . The administrative, programmatic development and
coordinative functions of DPP are staffed and overseen bygagm director.The program
deliverycomponent is centered DPPcourt call that occurs every Wednesday afternoon in
Branch 9 at the 26and Californa courthouse

Administration and coordination The Director of Treatment Servicémsexperience in
the direct treatment of behavioral health problems as well as ithi@iatfation of programs
designed to intervene with people who have behavioral health problems. This provided useful
understanding of the trajectory of behavioral health issues, interventions, and program
administration necessary for such a rdlee Director of Treatment Servicemordinates all the
alternative prosecution programs in the Siafdtorneys Office. He reports to the Chief
Deputy Statés Attorney He staffs the development and implementation of programs, provides
training and consultations to the ASAs regarding teeiployment oDPPoption. He also
coordinaes the collaborative DPP team.addition, he maintains tracking data on the program

andmaintains all programmatic records.
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Program delivery Although participantsare selected froroountycourts throghout
Chicago and Cook County, participation in the program is centralized. There is oy Bne
courtcall scheduled once each week (currgiiednesday afternooahd it isheard in a branch
court at 28 and CaliforniaOn-going meetings witlPre Trial Serviceof the Cook County
Probation Departmemire conducted & central Chicago offic&.he team from the judiciary, the
SAO andPre-trial Services were all intentionally selected and permdpeassignedo DPR. One
judge presides over DPP eguvhich is staffed by two AS&assigned tDPPcourt call. Two
PreTrial Servicesofficers also attend each court call to conduct assessments withPe
participants after court and to meetwlRPj udge and A S ATéhse bjeufdogree,
andPretrial Services officers meet prior to each court call and review particiganoigress and
it is at that time that a response is developed to addihe progress, or lack mfogressof the
participants appesug at these court call®etween court calls, participants have regyla
assigned meetings with the Praal officers and ge required to bring documentation of their
compliance with their individual requirements.

Findings

The findings are organized three distinct sections: tiper 0 g rdevehldmsent and

CAOSUAT

impl ementation; the progt ambper impactamsdbsguueenti on pa

behavior of the pactipants.
Findings: DPP Development and Implementation Process
DPP Incorporated and Supported within the Operations of St a tAttoheyd ©ffice.
Buy-in. Fromour discussiosiwith staffwithin theSAQ it clear that there is a strong buy
in by all levelswithin the SatesAt t o r n e ya®te thevalde iofeche program. The

leadership of th&AO displayed strong ownership and sponsorship of the program in our
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discussions with thenThe Chief Deputy Stafe Attorney had an instrumental role in the
drafting of thelegislation that resulted in the lllinois Offender Initiative Prograire Assistant
St at e 6 s prajectedstromgesupmdr of t he pr oofredacmgtheuknleeryof go al s
cases going through the system and giving individuals a set@amteAs si st ant St ateo
Attorneys interviewed from various Cook County courthousess c r i bed DdPWPt ,ae a
Acompassionated and Agne feldny offendlgrspmarvcida orimingl 6 f o r
felony conviction. In describing their rolesy DPPcourtroom(Branch 9, the two ASAs
described how their role is very different from their usual role in a traditional court setting. Their
role, theysaid is notto seek to convince a judge the defendant is guilty; rather their goal is to
ensurecom!| i ance with the program and, Ahopefull yc

Internal dissemination of pogram process and goalsAt first, the mission oDPP was
communicated through iperson meetings, telephone conversations, and memorandum
correspondenceo all staff involved. Memos from t he F
Deputy, and Chief of Staff of the Stateds Attt
as a diversion program, while differentiating this program from treatment chlamsos also set
in place a process for transferring cases that begin at another county branch courthouse to the
George N. Leighton Criminal Court Building located at 26th and California to ensure cases
consistently remained at one central location.

Added to theroutine assessments afases byan ASA prior to preliminary hearing.
All ASAs interviewed had a clear understandindg®fPcriteria There isno uniform risk
assessmemstrumentutilized, and the assessment is based on the understanding of tee ASA
ASAs report considering DPP as an option along with other possible defermsibilipes as

they review cases they receive. There sderbe variation intheassessment process at various
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branch courts dependent on size. For example, iBdlberban Courts all DPP decisions were
often described as being made withdgpthconsultatiorwith supervising ASAs. In the smaller
neighborhood branches in Chicago, the supervising ASA ofteducted the screening. Some
ASAs interviewedreport contactig the Director of Treatment Services for consultation.

Key role of Director of Treatment Services In interviews and observatipthe key
proactive role played by the Directof Treatment Services became very appaiéfitile outside
of anoperational bain of commanavi t hi n t he St at,lubwsthtiAetsttoogr ney 6 s (
support of his immediate supervistive Chief Deputy Stafe Attorney(Director of Treatment
Services?)s an authoritative voice maintaining the quality adgmnamming he isa source of
problemsolvingexpertisefor the ASAs as they implement the prograRar example, he is
proactive in identifying possible implementation issues such as decreases in recruitment in the
branch courts and reports providing ad hoc training andhieshassistance and advice in those
instancesHe has a key role in coordinating DPP collaboraamig nformation systems
maintained bYDPP. His clinical expertise as a MSWought with him perspective and
knowledge of social work and the experiencekeatling therapeutic programs.

Feedback and consultation between levels withthe SAO.As si st ant St ateods
at various courthouses expressed feeling comfortable in reaching out to colleagifesnat 26
California to discuss program eligibility on a cdgecase basis. Prosecutors said they felt
supported by staff at 26th and California and similarly felt encouraged to talk to the Director of
Treatment Services when a question surfaced about theaprpgarticularly about eligibility.

Support from Stakeholdersin the Cook County Justice §stem.

Circuit Court of CookCounty. From all reports,ite Chief Judge of the Circuit Court

supporéedthe conceptad development of the projedthe participatiorof the judiciary and the
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PreTrial Services of the Probation Departmbatebeen criticabccording to all stakeholders.
Two of the collaboratorsiiDPPteam ardDPPjudgeand thePre Trial Serviceofficers from the
CookCounty Probationary Departmgit TASC staff also has a role wibPPteam. TASC has
a contractual role to provide social services to the Circuit Court and the Probation Department.)
Both entities incorporad DPP processsinto their orgoing operations. The leadership from
both the Qicuit Court and the Department of Probation exhibited strong support and
involvement inDPP process.

Public Defeners OfficeThe i nvol vement of the Public De
more nuancedWhile the role of a public defender in representing tierests of thelefendants
without private representation DPPprocess is essential, the fact tBd&Pprocedure isin fact,
internaltothe Stae At t orneyds Of f i ce bariereteatmetsal pr of essi o
collaborationThereislittlet nst i t ut i onal memory within the Pu
role of the office in the early development of the progeaa how such considerations might
have limited their involvement(There is new leadershiptine office.)The administrators and
supervisors for the Public DefendeOffice, even when they had little knowledge of diag-to-
dayworkings of the programexpressed support for its existendssistant public defenders
involvedin the implementation of the prograether atDPPcourtcall or those currently
involved during the prgreliminary hearing recruitment phasxpreseda great deal of support
for the concept of DPP and the option it affords defendbioaever several reported becoming
disillusioned because the office o&tRublic Defender did not have significant amounts of active
participation in implementation of DPMnitially, the Public Defendess office did seem to
incorporate DPP in operational decisiovith two seniorassistant public defenders being

permanenthyassigned t®PPcourt call These individuals andPPteamreported having a
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good working relationshipHowever with changsin staffing andassigning attorneys to cases

within the Public Defendés Office, a specialized relationship wiiiPP Court Calldoes not

seem to be a priorityAssistant public defenders are now assigned on ao@end rotating

basis to the court callThis lack of a permanerntommitted public defendeassigned to DPP is

seen as problematic IB3PPteam. They report that in sne instances thagublic defenders

rotated inareunfamiliar with DPP processgand at times this creates confusion affecting the

flow of the court callln addition, some informants, including ranging frpoblic defenderand

a legal aid attorney tojadge suggested they would like the SAOandfhe b | i ¢ Def ender
Office to work to better utilize public defenders as a resource at all phaB&Ppirocess.

Other stakeholdersWe were not able to fully gauge the level of understanding and
support fran other stakeholderVe contacted the major associations of defense attorneys and
they reported harg no recollection of DPP or receiving any communication about the program.
Assistant Stat® Attorneys and Assistant Public Defenders report that prattimeys knew
about the program from the informal information netkvthat exists at the courthass We
interviewed twastaff from Cook County government with some responsibility regarding the
justice system. They reported that madexplicit role inthe construction of the program, though
theydescribe themselves as havirggbasic working knowledge about the prograimey felt the
need for more transparent and assessable information/data. For exaeypeegrte unsure of the
efficacy of the program and felt uncertain ablooiv participation ratein the program compared
to the number of individualsligible for the program
Defense Attorneysn DPP process

In DPPprocessdefense attorneys are involviedtwo areas. First, they provide

representation to a potential DPP participant prior to the preliminary hearing, primarily
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communicating an offer of the program to the defendant and providing advimedefendant as
to whether to participate or n@econd, a defense attorney may be needed to assist participants
on various matters (documents to travel, expelled from program, etc.) during the course of their
participation in DPP.

Representationin initial r ecruitment process It seems to vary from cothouse to
courthouse whether a private attorney or a public defender represents a defendant during the
recruitment process. The ASAs interviewed, especially from the suburban area, reported that
they have experienced both private attorneys and PublenDefs representing defendants
during this process. Of the seven defendants interviewed, six were represented by public
defenders. Public defenders report that, given established court processes, they have little prior
contact with defendants until justfore the preliminary hearirend thereforglimited client
information and | ittle opportunity to fAinegotd.i
the ASAs report that this is not necessarily the case with private attorneys who may be contacted
as soon as a client is arrested and often could take a more proactive role, attempting to have their

client selected for DPP

Victim Input in DPP

Admission to DPP is dependent upon victim approval. &®fort that a key part of the
process of offeringraoffenderthe opportunity to participate in DPP is contacting the victim for
their approval. While no data is available, ASAs regubittat most victims agree. In cases that
the approval does not occur, it is usually because of unique particular daooes ASA

report that a selling point fanany victims is the requirement that the offender pay full

® Prosecutors (AS#) reported thatwhile ecr ui t ment efforts for participation
At t or n e ytilasagh® exisierceof DP&rewin familiarity, defense counséisboth private and publie
began to askhe SAO if their client was eligible for DRP
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restitution for property damage or loss. They note that this restitution is not necessarily
guaranteed if the offender goes to triékctims also hae the right to attend DPP court call
Upon victim inquiries, a Pré&rial Servicesof f i cer i s abl e to advise
upcoming court dates=rom all reports, this is an infrequent occurrence.
Strong Collaboration and Team Work

DPP team rambers and key stakeholders reporteddbatmunication and collaboration
amongDPPteamwas a key component of successful operations of the prograese
respondents describélue care usenh selectinghe DPPteam-from DPPjudge to thePre Trial
officers- to ensure a complimentary set of expertise and experience that would facilitate
successful operation of the prograithis collaborations, perhapsmost visible in the operation
of DPPcourt call in Branch 9. All respondents describe thetamll as an example of their
working collaboration, especially their practice of meeting prior to court to discuss the progress
of participants. The practice of meetings prior to court was said to be common in treatment
court settings, where a teamwajproach is also evidemtlso, in the researchameetings
with the interagency DPP team at Branch 9, the strong working relationship and sense of
teamwork was very evident

DPP court call. While the operation of the court call is outwardly similaaty branch
court, the decisiomakingin fact is nortraditional. There is no independent adjudication by the
judge and the decisiemaking authority ultimately lies with the ASA84uch of the content of
the process has been scriptedd®BPin their precall meeting in which they review the status of
the cases scheduled for an appearance thatiayng court, an ASA publicly report® the
judge on DPP parti ci p.arhetceud calsdesignedebgheDPPteamt h e

to have ainstrudive impact on participants. Individuals who are hawifficulty with the
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program might be required to appear more frequen®Pd&tcall. Individuals at their first court

call are called after individuals already in the program have been calledtt seyal after

individuals who have completed their participation have had their cases formally dismissed and
participate in a quagjraduation ceremony public defender is present at each court call if
representation is needed.

A strategic role ofpresiding DPP judgeThe ASAGOs DPBcpurtgaied t o
suggestedhathaving a permanent presiding judge with a strong sense of mission was both
unique and positive aspect of DPPhe udge reported being consistent with both reprimanding
and encouwaging participants, while exercising understanding regarding personal challenges of
participants, #Aflexibilityo in her words,
program requirementShes uggest ed adding a sm®dPR nAgradu
participantso6 | ast day Iotferideoview, it was deardhatithe b r a
judge had a strong sense of identificatrgth the mission oDPP, expressingupport in giving
participants second chances and diverting them jednrand a criminal recorcbeveral
respondents interviewed sdidPPjudgewas strict but her personality was encouraging.

Data Infrastructure

A data infrastructure was put together for Didhg the existing resourcesDPP
partners. Eacbrganizatiormodified theirMIS systems as needed amréatednter-agency
tracking and communication systems. However, all the modifications were within the limitation
of each respective organizat@srdata gathering system. For examglee to current SAO
limitationsin record keeping, it is unclear how many people are offered the program and how
many accept or refuse. It is also unclear how many defendants are eligible for the program but

are not asked to participate.
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Flexibility of Program Design
Changes iDPPcourt call design are examples of the flexibility of the design of the
program. For exampl@&itially judges were assigned BPPcourt callon a rotating bas.
Several staff and stakeholders stated the shift from rotating judges to one consistewmtrjudge f
DPPcourt call made theourtroomr un mor e fismoot hl ydo and created
The Treatment Directpm discussions with the researcheasntinuallyemphasized the
importance of flexibilityand learmg from the processAs anexample hedescribedllowing
extensios beyond a year for individuals who have been paying restitution regularhabet
been able to meeteh a mount wi t hConversaly, nwdivauald who haveme .
successfly mettheirentirer e qui r ement dbhavedbeénoimnede progr ¢
months.
Based onExisting Resources
A key point made by kepPPadministrates from all organizations was thelatively
low cost of he program. Wordandphrases uc h as fAef fo caiiendbett , 0 fAef f ec:
avail abl everewsadindescribirg the prograio new staff members wehired,
nor wereany monies needed to create new offices or supplieey emphasized thanhty
minimal trainingwas needed)f already employed Cook County staff. Beyoobk-
modifications, they assertethe dayto-day praedures of DPP staff members waot foreign
to preexisting job descriptiongsiven that direct treatment servicG@®not being offered
through DPP, there have been no costs related to offering drug treatment or mental health
services.
There has been one area of possible strain to the existing resource allocdtionarits

pointed to the high calsmd for the two Prdrial Services ofters. While the average caseload
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within PreTrial Services is approximately 95, the two DPP-Pral Services officers split at
least 300 cases. In addition, contrary to othefTRia@ Services officerd)PPdedicated officers
serve both as case offrseand court liaisons (his traditionally handled byeparate office).
While informants who were managers felt that the incr@éaaseloadfiavebeen successfully
addressed by efficiencies in time management, they continue to monitor the situatinsitier
when and if in the future another officer is to be assigned to DPP.
Minimum Programmatic Requirements andSupport Services

The Treatment Director and others interviewed emphasize®Rfatequirementsvere
designed to be veridoableo with few outcomes other than participation and adherence to the
rules requiredlt was felt meeting the minimum requirements along the process of participation
itselfi e.g.,the longer duration of the program as compared to other deferred protframs,
appearancand interactions with the judge and prosecutors in court, the monthly meetings with
the PreTrial Services officer$ would be a sufficient learning experience to positively impact
t he program par t iscindyiduals veho doiat have@ED ake eefjured too r
attend GED class, but they do not have to obtain a {BEder to complete the program
Individuals who are identifieds having a mental health issareare identified as possibly having
a substance abuse issre required to attermheassessment with TASC, but they are not
required to enter treatment (nor is there any programmatic money for treatment available.)
Individuals who were unemployed were required to participate in community services but
required to or assisted in obtaigia job or training.

Comments from a limited number of interviews with former and cuparticipants
seem to reflect ampact of the programagmn a r t i a@ttitpdasn One despondeagserted

fAiThe strength of this program is that it really motigas®emebody to stay off the streets, stay out
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of trouble and just be a betterpersofm wo r espondents said this pro;
chance. 0 One respondent s ahindhettotbea ppoductiger am r e q u
member of society and to refleat poor choices in the past. Several respondents said they were
more selective about who they chose to spend
troubledo with the | aw while in the program.
In cases in which DPP participam®ixpress the needrfassistance finding a GED
program or support for a drug, alcohol or mental health conditioAT fakServices refers
clients to TASC case managers for further assistance. AlthBugfrial Services reported they
are usually able to direct DPP partiipts to a GED program themselves when participants are
unable to find an educational site on their oWrte found that most clientsaeived assistance
from PreTrial Services and fe\{11%) werereferred to TASC.An informant from TASC
described that this is different from the experience with Drug Court, where there is a
individualized meetingvith TASC by each participanilotably,the severaDPP participants
that we interviewedaid they had never hebof TASC before and asserted thleycould have
benefiedf r om T A S C 6Tsvo parécipants specHfically asked if TASC could help them
find work.
Experiences of Defendants ilDPP process
Motivation for participating. The most common factor for agreeing to participate in the
program reported by the former and current participants interviewed was to avoid a felony
conviction. In the following quote a participant expressed his rational for participating in DPP:
They [prosecutor] told me that | could either walk away and have a felony on my record
for the rest of my life or | could get into this program and you know try to get it
expunged, so of course | say | wanna get i

my reord.

Recruitment process.Participants reported (and interviews with ASAs concurred) that
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the time allotted for participants to agree t
short duration to established court procedures. Three current aret feanticipants said they
felt Arushedd into the program and did not ha
locations when they signed the agreement. They were later advised of all the requirements at
their first court date at 6and CaliforniaOn e sl ¢hinkdmore finformation should be given
from the beginning, not just hey hertwedgs a way
mont hs, it wasnd®dt Oneallegplbomdlean dewwowrted bein
restitutionthat was required. The respondent stated that if that information had been
forthcoming he/she might not have agreed to participate.

Difficulties with paying restitution. One participant also described that while in the
program he was having a difficylin acquiring employment because of an arrest record and a
pending charge. This lack of employment was limiting his ability to pay restitution in order to
graduate DPP.
Expungement Process

From all respondentSperspectiveghere are difficulties with thexpungement process.
While no clear figures are available, the understanding by all respondents was that the system is
difficult and that many participants upon successful completion of the program do npétom
the expungement proces3uring our obsevation ofDPPcourt call the presiding judge
emphasized the expungement option and a pawletling instructions for the expungement
process is given to every fAgraduate. 0

Although all participants we interviewed mentioned knowing they were eligiliiave
their arrest record expunged, they were unsure about the probegsiescribed thdhey

received a packet with information about expungement but were confused on whereToetart
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difficulties ranged from the design and clarity of the packet to lackspiondent funds to pay
for the procesRespondents saw this as algeon that needed to be solvénl reviewing the
packet the researchers found the packet difficult toreaghat because of the quality of the
printingi and the instructiaswere found to beonfusingby the respondents. A review of the
packet by researchers found mauoghdifficulties with the packet and the proceSee
AppendixD).

Different solutiors wereput forward, fromanexpungement court catteated exclusivgl
for DPP graduates to adopting the approach at the Drug Sevtuere TASC staffecuires all
successful graduates of Dr@gurt tocall TASC soon after exiting the program to have an
orientation regarding the process of expungen@neé solution put forward byespondentsor
DPP to create a referral list of possible legal assistance was felt to be problematic by the SAO.
Professional et hi cal st r iretetringrnoespgecific betemsé pr osecu
attorneysor agencies were seas limiting this option.

Findings: Program Participation Patterns

DPP Recruitment Rates

On averagge35 individuals are admitted to DPP each month, although there is a great
deal of fluctuationin monthly admissions (Figure MNearly half of all DPP participants (484)
were referred from Chicago branch courtrooms (Figur&t®.variation in the referral rates may
simply indicate underlying differences in crime and arrest rates and prosezagelaadsDPP
administrator also reported that some of the fluctuatigtisn a particular branch are often an

indication of the assignmentofanédws si st ant Stateds Attorney.
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Figure 1. Number of DPP Admissions, by Month
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Figure 2. Number of DPP Admissions, by Referral Court
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Types of Offenses.

By offense, nearly 3@ of DPP participants were charged with retail theft; overall, three
property offenses (retail theft, burglary, theft) accounted for neatlyd@ll DPP admissions
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(Figure 3). This does necessarily mean that these figures reflect the distributiors aff thypst
time offenses arrests in Cook County. For example, the low number of possession cases might

reflect the existence of Drug court, another deferment option available.

There was a great deal of variation across referral courts in the most frefjeeses
with which DPP partigants were charged (Figure #he differences in the percentage of
admissions by offense type were dramatic in some instances, particularly for possession of a

controlled substance. i unclear why these variations exist

Figure 3. Number of DPP Admissions, by Offense
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Figure 4. Number of DPP Admissions, by Offense
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B Retail Theft ®PSC/Cannabis ™ Burglary

Previous Criminal History
Most participants (85%) had not been arrested or convicted for any offense before.
However, thirteempercenthad at least one prionisdemeanoarrest and twgercenthad at least
one prior criminal convictiofor a nonviolent misdemeanor (presumably)
Par t i cPreggam Regirements ldentified at Initial Screening
The majority of the Participants (76%) were required to meet program requirements (in
somecases more than one) beyond regular meetings withftakeServices and regular
appearanceseforeDPP court cal(SeeTable 1.
0 65% of participants had an educational program requirement
0 48% had an employment requirement
0 22% were required to pay restitution; the average amount was $1,505, with a
range of $30 to $12,215.
o0 1%% were required to complete community service, the average amount of which

was 85 hours, with a range of 12 to 150 hours.
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Table 1. Requirement Identified by Pre-Trial Services

Requirement N %
Education Program 581 65%
Employment 424 48%
Drug Program 1 0%
Drug Tests 3 0%
Pay Restitution 196 22%
Community Service 168 19%
Missing 65
Total 889

Individuals with Substance Abuse Issues More Likely to be &erred to TASC

Roughly 326 of individuals who went to TASC were charged with possession of a
controlled substance or a cannabis offense compared to roughlgfigeneral DPP
participants; simildy, just 3% of individuals referred to TASC were charged with theft
compared to over 24 of general DPP patrticipants.
Restitution Requirements andProgram Completion

Assistant Statebs Attorneys and Assistant
payments as one barrier to DPP program completion, leadingduodis to take a longer time to
complete the program. Of those required to pay restitution, 35% were successfully discharged
from the program, 19% were unsuccessfully terminated4éfewere still in the program at the
end of the study period. We could fiod a relationship between successful completion and the
amount of restitution.

Overall DPP successfuprogram completion patterns. We found a program success
rate of close t6%. Of the695individuals exiting the progran®8.6% (n=477)had their cases

dismissed (Nolle Pros), indicating a successful completion of the prograr81aPa(n=218)of
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individuals were terminated from the program, indicating an unsuccessful completien of
program®

There was some variation in success rates across offense types (Figure 5) and referral
court (Figure 6).Individuals charged with possession of a stolen vehicle had the highest failure
rates, with roughly 5% of cases resulting in a termination from DPP. In contrast, cases
involving individuals charged with forgery had the lowest failure ratgssbfl8%. Individuals
referred from the Chicago branch courts and DistrichM&aywoodi had the highest failure
rates, with roughly 3% of cases resulting in a termination from DRPcontrast, cases referred

from District 21 Skokiei had the lowest failure rates of just 16%

Figure 5. Percent of Closed DPP Cases Nolle Pros and
Terminated, by Offense
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® As noted above, 954 individuals were included in our total sample of DPP participants. Of these, 32.9% were still
in the program at the time the study was concludéte success rate calculated here includes only those individuals
who had completed the program at the end by the end of the study period.

47



Figure 6 Percent of Closed DPP Cases Nolle Pros and
Terminated, by Court
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Findings: Impact Evaluation’

The descriptive statistics presented above dessatreegeneral participant outcomes,
including successful completion and early dismissal from DPP. Such analyses, while valuable
for understandi ng p rionestarmipation taies; ang semide sidivery o mp |
rates, do not provide evidentteat DPP participants perform differently than other individuals
not inDPP. To fully understand the impact of DPP on participants, it is important to compare
DPP participant outcomes to the outcomes of individuals prosecuted through traditional
adjudicaton processesThe analyses examine outcomes for 695 DPP participants and 991
defendants in a comparison group of comparable defendants found guoiltghthiaditional
adjudication Evaluationstudiesof criminal justice programs generally usearrestas the
measure of program outcome because it is the benchmark used by most policy makers to assess

the longterm impact of iterventions (Young, Fluellen &elenkq 2004).

Although rearrest is an imperfect measiiras it does not capture all potential measures
of deviance (e.g., substance abuseraported criminal activity, technical violations of

supervision, etc.) and, in turn, is highly dependent on law enforcensenetoni it likely

" For a more detailed technicdiscussion and favutcome tablesee Appendix E
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provides the best measure by which to compare DPP participants to individuals prosecuted
through traditional adjudication processes.
Difference in Re-Arrest Rates
There was little difference in tarrest rates for sample of DPP pécipant$ and a
comparisorgroup of defendants found guilty thugh traditional adjudicatio®Roughly,31.8%
of DPP participants were-arested within 18 months of admission to DPP compared to roughly
33.%% of defendants in the comparisgroup This difference was not statistically significant.
Factors Associatd with Recidivism
Several factors traditionally found to be associated with recidivism were associated with
re-arrest amon@®PPsampleand comparison groupdefendants who were male, youngerd
had more prior misdemeanor and felony arrests were more likely teaoeested within 18
months
Sex Specifically, being male increased the likelihood eareest by 4%.
Age. Each additional year of age decreased the likelihood-afrest by 3.
Prior arrests. Each additional prior misdemeanor arrest and each additional prior
felony arrest increased the likelihood ofaest by 13 and 186 respectively.
Type of charges Defendants charged with theft and forgery weess likely to be re

arrested, relative to defendants charged with retail. theft

® There wereslight demographic diérences betweeBPP groupand comparison groups. DPP participants were
slightly more likely to be female (38®vs. 32.8%6), white (46.96 vs. 41.24), and younger (26.3 years old vs. 27.5
years old) than indiduals in the comparison groupefendants inte treatment and comparison groups were fairly
similar in terms of prior criminal history and charges, with two notable exceptiDfd® participants were more
likely to be charged with retail theft and less likely to be charged with theft than individdaéscomparison

group.
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However, all this should be read with caution. These factors explain jsbfitbe
variation in rearrest rates. Due to data limitations, there is not enough inforngdtar the
individuals in DPP or the comparison group to fully explain the dynamics at work.

Differences between men and @men While we could find neignificantdifferences in
the rearrest rates, there is ardication that some gender differences mighta factor
influencing the impact of DPP on participaigsibsequent behavidiVe found that wmen in
DPP were less likelio reoffend than women in the comparison gragecifically, roughly 2%
of female DPP participants wereagested within 18 mahs compared to 28 of female
defendants in the comparison grou@n the other hanthere was no difference between the
men in the two groups.drighly, 38% of male DPP participants and®&f male defendants in
the comparison group were-agrested witm 18 monthsHowever there are some significant
differences between women and men in terms of some demographic factors and type of offenses
aswell as some differences between the criminal histories of individuals in the comparison group
andDPPgroup. Wbmen in both DPP and comparison groups were slightly more likely than men
to be norwhite, older, and charged with retail theft, theft, or forgery.

Onesignificant difference. DPP had a significant effect on-agrest rates for women
charged with theftin such cases, DPP reduced the likelihood @frrest by roughly /. Thus,
although DPP seems to have limited impact ednrest rates overall, the program may be revised
to target certain types of defendants (e.g., older, women) or defendants chitingesitain
types of offenses (e.g., theft).

Discussion
Our research findings yield several discussion p@ntsrecommendatiomegarding the

Statebds Attorneyos Of fi (®ORP) This tliscussiododuseBorthes e c ut i 0
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effectiveness oDPPmodel, the impact of the program on participantd thdimitation of our

findings due to th@eed to improvehe quality of quantitative programmatic data.

Operations of Program Model

Importance of leadership, huy-in, and collaboration. Strong leadeship, buyin at all
levels, and collaboration are all important aspects of DPP. The strong leadership-anttdmy
the Statebs Attorneyodés office and the Chief J
program. The program is well integratedoitihe operations of tfet a At®rdey Office
(SAO). The Stateds Attorneyodos Office Director
professional who manages diversion programs, including DPP. With the support of the top
leadership of the SAO, DPP was wiallegrated into the operations of the SAO. The Assistant
St a Ateroeys( A S Awesnderviewed in the various courts across Cook County
demonstrated a clear understanding and support of the goals of the program and described its
routine intergradatio into their review of cases. They demonstrated a respectful and collegial
relationship with the Director of Treatment Services, and reportagbimgy interactions and

communication around the operations of the program.

This buyin and integration was $o very evident with the departments under the Chief
Judge. The Judge assignedt®P Court Call strongly identifié with the program and had a
strong collaborative relationship within the Director of Treatment programs, thés/A$fhe
CourtCallandte PreTr i al Of fi cer s. The top | eadership
Department Prdrial Services, as well as the direct service staffdalear understanding and

werevery supportive of the program.

The strong collaboration between 8A0 and theOffice of theChief Judge,

demonstrated both in the development of and routine operations &&wburt call at Branch
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9, is a strong component to the efficiency of the program. The working collaboration facilitated
flexibility in the developnent of DPP,on the ground operation of the prograand also in a

seamless presentation of the program to the program participant.

It is evidentthis leadership and bty is important in the development of any program
and shouldea clear consideratian other jurisdictions that this program is replicated. Taking
the time and work to develop an operational collaboration with all the major stakeholders is

clearly also an important strategy in developing an effective program,

A strong coordinator/director. The Director of Treatment Services brought a number of
strengths to the program. His background as a mental health professional brought a depth of
knowledge and expertise to the program development and design. His staffing of the
collaboration faciliated its development and gave it structure. Finally higaing consultation
with and training of ASAO6s provides a consi st
implementation. Such a coordinative role is also important for other jurisdiction leadersh
develop and support for an effective incorporation of the program into the routine operations of a

jurisdiction.

Low cost ofprogram. A key aspect of the prograemphasized by key stakeholders was
the relatively low cost of the program. Rathemtli@veloping new positions and bringing in
new servicesstakeholders were able to develop and implement the program within current
budget allocation. The strong collaboration and-imwyas instrumental in this aspect, with
stakeholders identifying a@rallocating already existing staff and resources and integrating DPP

into existing operational structures.
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This aspect should be helpful in helping new jurisdiction imagine the development of
such a new program in this era of budget constraints. Howesheyuld benotedthat the
previousexistence of other alternative treatment infrastrustur€ ook Countyincluding the
position of a Director of TreatmeBervicesareresourcethat could be utilizetb keepprogram

costs low.

Operational challenges Our findings suggest the need to revasitumber obtrategies
in the implementation of the program, including: working with the Publecf e n@ffiee; 6 s
communication of DPP to other stakeholders, improving and standardizing the screening

procedures for prospective participants, and increased assistance on expungement.

Coordination with Public Defenders OfficdPublic Defendersve interviewed expressed
a strong support for the goals@PP. Yet, it is clear there are challenges to the paréitgn of
the PublicD e f e n@ffece idteeprogram Some of these are clearly due to the nature of the
program. It is within the jurisdiction and operation of §7¢ a A & © e r Offieey dhere are
clearlimits to the collaboration iDPPprocess due to the different obligations and
responsibilities of a prosecutor and a defense attorney. At the same time, a closer discussion
betweenth&t a A e © e rQffieeyaddshd® u b | i ¢ De f ealbodtpassbke Of f i c e

improvements to the program @doth their parts.

Two areas for possible discussion include the assignment of Public DefenDé&¥3 to
court call and the communication at the initial screening level in the branch courts. Initially, the
Public Defender assigned two defenderBRPcoutt call on a permanent basis. This allowed
for continuity and availability in representation when needed and also a clearer understanding of
DPPprocess. Currently, the assignment seems to be rotating and not consistent in staffing.

Secondly, due to thate of review and initial assignment procedures during the initial screening
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and offering of DPP in the various branch cou

depth of understanding by the participants in the process can be limited.

Dissemination of nformation about DPP

To defenseattorneys It may be useful to disseminate information about @R®ng all
defense attorneyslt would be useful to explore tlevelopnent ofa standardizegrocesof
sharing program specifics with rotating Assistant Public Defenders and licensed criminal defense
attorneys throughout Codkounty. This might also include more written materidalge lack of
knowledge about DPP among all defense counsel, both publipravate, limits their ability to

properly advocate for potential and active program participants.

In addition, any written material about the program and the procedures would be useful to

inform other stakeholders in the criminal justice program atb@uprogram.

To participants Interviewswith current and former participants suggeest possible need
for amore detailed overview of the program requirements before program participants agree to
participate. This includesiore detailednformationin i or informational addedum to- DPP
Contract about eeting locations beyondPP Court Call, frequencyiime commitments and
alsoindividualizedmonthlyand totalrestitution amount required to remain in good standing in
the program. Participants should tiooe to be advised that if they are unsuccessful in the
program, participantds case wil/ be sent dire
Hearing. While this information is not lacking, thinking of ways to make it more explicit and

clear to the individuals would be useful.
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GeographicConsiderationsRegarding Reporting

A key part of the program design is the participatioBRP Court Call and the regular
in-person appointments witre-Trial ServicesOfficers. Both of these atuatedn the central
city. In addition, the centralized locations allow for cost effective and time effective staffing. At
the same tim@owever many of the program participants do not reside or work in the central
city. Some participantsre residets ofoutlying areas of Cook Coungsinterviewed

participantdescribe travel and reporting challenges.

Currently exceptions are made for eot-state DPP participants to send verification of
employment and or schodt might be considered how aspeof these exceptionsould be
expanded to othersThis modification could have two fold outcomes. It could decrease meeting
caseloads of Pr€&rial Service Officers and will remedy some of the travel and time constraints

of participants, particularly thesvho reside outside of the City of Chicago.

Standardizing the Screening Review Procedures

From our analysis of the findisgwe do know that participation varies by court location
and by type of offense. And from reports of Dieector of TreatmeniServices participation
can also vary from one time period to anothemeof which he attributes to neASA staffing
assignments. Currently the impactlo¢ program on take up rates due to changes in ASA
assignment and differing location is addresse@m ad hoc nature by the Director of Treatment
Services. He does a carefrdcking of DPP case referrals by each Cook County courthiouse
identify any differences and changes and disc
he provides some atfidn on the site training and as mentioned above is available for
consultation. There are other possible strategies that might augment this approach. First, an

introduction to DPP and other alternative programs eligibility procedures might a routiné part
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orientation provided to all new A8 Moreover, the use of a uniform screening tool as a guide
for program eligibility could evenly assist in the screening process. This guide could incorporate
the use of prosecutorial discretion among State Atteraeg would provide a systematic way to

review cases for entry into DPP, streamlining the case refgoetss.

Expungement Process

Respondents discussed expungement as an important part of fulfilling the vision of DPP
as second chance for program ggpants. However, both DPP staff and participants recognized
the challenges participants faced to expunge their arrest records. All the participants interviewed
have yet to complete their expungement packets due to court filingacaksitsany had
difficulties reading their expungement packetpungement packets should be revised to
provide updated information in a simplified manner and possibly referring clients to TASC for

assistance on expungement.

Perhaps the packets could also include a list of tarmdgdefinitions pertaining to
expungement to better understand the process.
expungement court call specifically for DPP and coordinating expungement assistance for

graduates of DPP would be a benefit togheduates.

Some legal assistance programs do exist to assist individuals with expungement. In
addition, private defense attorneys can assist in the process, but for a cost. Itis not currently in
the scope of the Publ2 e f e n@ffee t@assistvith thisactivity. At the same time, the SAO,
as the prosecutor, sees itself as ethically limited in referring participants for legal assistance in
this process. Perhaps other referaalaccess to legal assistance can be explored. Some
respondents gigested the Circuit Court could facilitate this accé&3therssuggestedunds

could be allocated to T.A.S.C in orderrecommendnd refer participantsn the Appendix, we
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are attaching a sampl easdeaimganight beqlessnegansugisgme nt 0

option for graduates (See Appendix

Impact of Program on Participants

First, we were unable to find a significant effecDéfPon rearrest rates. Results
indicate that DPP participants were no more or less likely to recidivate theioluads
adjudicated through traditional mean of dismissal or a finding ofygtkther, rearrest appears
to be driven by many factors traditionally associated with recidivisex, age, and prior

criminal history.

As will be discussed below, the lackquality data impeded our ability conduct a robust
analysis of the impact on-garest rates and we will offer some suggestions as to possible ways
to address this data issue. However, let us proceed for the moment with what we have. If in fact
the rearrest ratearedriven by the issues of sex, age and personal hjgtogyfinding point to a
reconsi deration of the current fAsoft toucho of
the program to include additional services for participanisaeded services targeted at
education, employment, and mental and substance abuse needs. These are factors known to
affect risk of future criminainvolvementands such coul d i mprove DPPOGSs
outcomes as well. Thus, expansion in db#hcapacity and scope of the program could improve

the systemic and individudével impact of the program for Cook County.

However, the current soft touch program model is a cost effective way of delivering one
of the key outcomes to participants: eldaf criminal conviction; and to the justice system, less
individuals going through a costly adjudication. An average of 35 individuals per month are
admitted to DPP each month since the inception of the program. Examining a sample of those

(695) in theimpact evaluation68.68% (477) successfully completed the program and, in turn,
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avoided a criminal conviction. Thus, although thamest rates for DPP participants and

comparable defendants adjudicated through traditional prosecution were théhesme,

successful DPP participants avoided the stigmafelibay conviction. The impact of this cannot

be overstatedf el ony cri mi nal convictions can signifi
find employment, stable housirgnd advancedducation.Thus, although DPP may not reduce

the likelihood of rearrest, DPP significantly reduces the future collateral consequences of a

criminal conviction for all individuals who complettee program.

Limitation of Administrative Data Collection

Thecurrentdt a col |l ected by t he-T&Sarvieedand TASC or ney
is limited and misses several factors needed in an effective measure of success in the program.
Current data does not allow for analysis of risk factors and interventions, whichbeohelpful
to predict program outcomes. Data on eligible participants who were not offered the program,
those who chose to deny participating in the program, or those who were not offered the program
because of -campliance with tarins wodllme ielpful to assess prosecutorial
discretion, to track the demand or need for the program, and to create possible comparison
groups to compare neparticipants outcomes with those of DPP patrticipants. Consistency in the
collecting and storing of dataxiables on program participants and screened cases are vital for
understanding DPP6s i mpact on recidivism and
are more predictive with program outcomes. Moreover, inconsistencies in data collected from
pari ci pant 6s needs-TrakSereicesanmkeTASCsinditate thenne&drfoe
collaboration among staff to develop an assessment tool or process that best captures

participantds needs.
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To improve both the functioning and evaluation of deferred pudg® programs, case
management systems should be deslgnadentify several factor3.o fully understand
demand/need for the program and trends in programs admissions, program administrators should
collect information that can determine: the numbetdedéndants eligible for deferred
prosecution; the number of defendants offered deferred prosecution; the reasons for why
defendants were not offered the program; the number of defendants refusing deferred
prosecution; and t he |ofdefersed presectitionr. Thisevbukl requaent s 0
that data collection begin at the branch courts, capturing information on all eligible defendants
when the initial decision to offer or not offer deferred prosecution occurs. Program
administrators should alseek to collect more detailed information that can assess the need/use
of services for deferred prosecution particip
education, and treatment programs; the number of referrals to TASC; the outcomes of TASC
needs assessments; the number and type of TASC referrals to services; and the number of
completions of programs following TASC referrals. Finally, to gain a better understanding of
the factors associated with program outcomes and futwoEaeding, prgram administrators
should seek to collect more detailed information about defendants, particularly factors associated
with risks/needs: defendant marital, employment, and education status; defendant housing status;
and defadant prior criminal historyThese are general categories of information that could assist
in program design and evaluation. Appendix G contains a detailed list of data elements that a

basic case management system should contain to enable this.

Conclusion
This final report presentdfdi ndi ngs from t he Evalwuation of
At t o rQffieefrélany Deferred Prosecution Program (DPP), amalestment diversion
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program for adult felony offenders. The aim of this evaluation was to fill a gap in research on
diversion progams and to provide an overview of program specifics for possible replication.
Throughout this evaluation, we |ITeahSenmiees, theé hat t
Judiciary, TASC, ando alesserextert,h e Publ i ¢ Def ereadpatins Of fi ce
implementing DPP, a program that fits within already established infrastraidtilowever,

power and discretion regarding admission and termination of participants rests solely within the
Statebs Attorneyos Of f i ceeshipléadsonginlyatapnogram c al |y,
strengths; but also presents some drawbacks. Centralized leadership allows for decision making
clarity and accountability. However, other interested parties maintain a limited role in designing,
implementing and tracking progm outcomes. We found little indication that those beyond

program administrators, participants, and collaborators were knowledgeable about program

details.

The State At t orPresidingJadgeitetl theevariows bemefits dne
successessiec t he pr o,ghilanespansettoentothdr stakeholderanged from
positiveto-mixed. DPP participants mentioned verification processes as a burden to their daily
lives; but, overall they expressed that the benefits of the program outweighevéhedsts and
time spent to remain in good standing in the program. Criminal justice community leaders in
Cook County had limited awareness of the program and did not receive any formal introduction
to DPPOs i mplementati on TBhasdcommunity leadérs lengegforogr am

program specifications along with an external

DPPstaff and stakeholders we interviewed stated DPP was aestined program with
supportive leadership that instilled a cultofecollaboration. Program administrators appreciated

their nontraditional role in implementing DPP and the general consensus among stakeholders
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we interviewed suggested DPP provides first time;wiolent felony offenders with a second
chance for futursuccess. The majority of our interviewees stated DPP had many benefits to the
community and several hoped for the possibility of expansion both within Cook County and the

State of lllinois.

Based on the generally positive feedback from stakeholders, opportunities for the
expansion of DPP are clearly available. These may include expddBPignodel to branch
courts and expanding the capacity of DPP to include additional participants. Hogregprthe
lack of impact of DPP on +arrest rates, there also exists an opportunity to improve the content
of the program to include additional services for participants. Tmcrgasingoth the capacity
and scope of the program could improve théesygc and individualevel impact of the program

for Cook County.
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Appendix A. Data Instruments

KEY STAFF AND STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEW
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT
Opening Question
To start off can you state your position at your agency and your primarily roles and
responsibilities as they relate to the Deferred Prosecution Program?

Development and formation of the Deferred Prosecution Program
To begin, we are interested in how theferred Prosecution Program wasggtand developed.
0 Who were the main stakeholders and motivatoiSrP?
o How did the main stakeholders and motivators collaborate on the development of
DPP?
How was the need f@PPidentified by key stakeholders?
How were program resources identified and obtained?
What is the jurisdiction cbPP?
What is the landscape of alternative prosecution/sentencing programs currently
operating in Cook County?

A How doesDPPcompare to these other existing alternative
prosecutiofsentencing programs operating in Cook County? (e.g.
eligibility criteria, population, primary focus of program)

o What were the key stages and milestones in the developmiBRiFaf

© O OO

Next, we have further questions which pertain to original desi@P&fwhich was
conceptualized and developed by the main stakeholders?
o What was the mission @PP?
o What was the primary focus BIPP? (e.g. target population, goals, etc.
o What were the protocols, formalized cooperative agreements or administrative
orders the governed the implementatioméf?
A Who began this process?
o How didDPPpartners, stakeholders, and staff interact?
A What were their respective roles?
o0 What was thestructure and operations of the program?

We are also interested in the implementation of the Deferred Prosecution Program model in
Cook County.
o First, what were some implementation barriers encountered with the development of
DPP?
A How were these implementation barriers resolved?
A What were the most effective strategies to overcome implementation barriers?
o What modifications and changes were made to the oriGiR&ldesign?
o Were program operations implemented in a fasharsistent with the planned
design?
o How was the programbés mission communic
A What were the successes and challenges of communiGRiflys goal s
mission to staff and partners?
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0 HowdidDPRG's mi ssi on or ponimplamentation @fche preagtam™m g e u
o What level of staffing and other resources are required for the implementation of
DPP?
o0 What type of training practices were provided to staff?
o0 How were the roles of program staff, stakeholders, and partners matiified
implementation?
o How did the level of administrative commitment and involvement affect
implementation?
0 Looking back at barriers, what are key lessons you would want to implement in a like
program?

Operation and Service Delivery of Deferred Prosecubn Program
The next set of questions pertains to the operations and service delivery of the Deferred
Prosecution Program. Weél|l start off with som
selection
1 How areDPPparticipants selected?

o What are theligibility criteria for inclusion inDPP?

A How was this criteria developed?
o How is the eligibility screening applied?
o0 How is the eligibility screening monitored for equitable and consistent application
aiming to identify and divert the target population?

o What is the role of the Assistant Stateods
referral process?
I n addition to the Assistant Stateds Atto
making the various decisions regarding participatioDm?
What isthe role of defense counsel in the recruitment and selectioD 8
How does program information flow between DPP collaborators?
How are the victims engaged and consulted at B&iPstage?
How are the propertgwners engaged and consulted at daeRstage?

o

O O OO0

We next have guestions related to the supervision of participaDfRn
o First, how are defendants participatingdRPsupervised?
o What are the condition®PPf defendantsd pa
0 How are risk or needs assessment instruments uttlivddtermine individualized
levels of supervision or service requirements for defendants?

0 How is accountability of defendants enforced?

A How is program compliance monitored?

A What are the levels of sanctions in response tecoompliance?

Next, we have qutions which pertain to service delivery in the Deferred Prosecution Program.
0 How are defendants selectediPPas opposed to the CCSAO6b6s
sentencing/prosecution programs?
o What is the role of the defendant in accepting or decliningcgaation inDPP?
o What are the different patterns of movement throughout the system?
A How do different patterns vary by types of program participants?
o0 How do participants experience the serviceBBP?
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0 How does defendant input inform the developmemnmnadividualized plans?

This last set of questions pertatn quality improvement mechanisms and monitoring of the
Deferred Prosecution Program.
1 How is feedback from staff, stakeholders, and participants utilized to identify how the
program works?
1 What arethe information systems maintained by the program?
A How are these systems used and what types of data are collected?
A How are data shared and communicated to team members?
A What are the privacy or confidentiality protections that are in place?
How well arethe overall operations carried out consistently?
How well are protocols and procedures adhered to over time?
What are the process and program improvement mechanidbiPaf
o0 How are these process and program improvement mechanisms monitored?
o How isinformation obtained from these mechanisms utilized for program
improvement?

= =4 =

66



CASE MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT

Opening Question
To start off can you state your position at your agency and your primarily roles and
responsibilities as they relate to the Deferred Prosecution Program?

Service Delivery
Next we would like to discuss service deliver\DRP.
1 To begin, please describewr primary interactions with DPP participants.
0 What are the primary services you provide for participants?
o0 What types of screening procedures, assessments and service plans do you utilize?
A Do you share/or receive this information with any other partmexshied
with DPP?
A What is the process of sharing/receiving assessment and service plans
from project partners?
1 How timely is this informatiorsharing process?
o How does participants6é input inform the
o Do you refer partigants to services at other agencies?
A What type of agencies do you refer participants?
A How does this referral process occur?
A What type of followup activities do you perform after the referral?
o Over the course of the approximate one year that participants are involved with
DPP, how many times do you meet with participants?
o Wedd |i ke to understand the different p
the system. Please describe the differattigons in terms of those with different
service needs, those charged with particular types of offenses or different level of
involvement with victims (e.g. restitution), those with different levels of
compliance with DPP requirements, etonly ask to Ire-Trial Services staff)

Given that staff members from various agencies are involvediAf we are interested
in your interactions with individuals outs

1 You mentioned when we started that your primary tasks as theyteelaRPare
[restate what was mentioned at start of interview and ask for clarification as
necessary]Are there any additional tasks you perform relateid Ré*?

1 In order to complete these tasks, can you describe to me, from what other
agencies or staff &dm your own agency do you receive information about DPP
participants?

1 What processes does your agency utilize to receive/share information with other

agencies?

How timely or efficient are these informati@haring processes?

What aspects of these infornmat-sharing processes work well?

What aspects of the informati@iaring processes could be improved or present
challenges?

= =4 =
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1 What suggestions can you provide about improving these inforrrstiemng
processes?

Supervision
Webdbd next | i ke to understand how supervision
Program occurgOnly ask supervision questions to FAneal Services representatives)
1 Through your work with DPP participants, are you involved with monitoring faatits
to ensure they comply with program requirements?
o If yes, how do you monitor program compliance?
o What types of infractions occur?
0 What types of sanctions are applied in response tecampliance?
o0 What is the process of documenting fammpliance?

Meeting Needs of DPP Participants
Next, in thinking about the service needs that participants of DDP experience, how well does

DPPfill a gap in services?
1 Primary service needs whichDBPa r t i @xpgriancef? s 6
1 Participant needs whidbPPeffectively meet?
1 Any challenges with meeting particular needs?
1 What suggestions for improvement pertaining to meeting participant service
needs?

Other

1 What is the best/worst part of your job as it pertains to DPP?
1 What else would you like to share about your involeathwithDPP?
1 Is there someone you recommend we interview regaiRigy
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CURRENT DPP PARTICIPANT INTERVIEWS
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT

1. Role of defendant in accepting or declining participation irDPP

We are interested in your involvement in deciding to participate in the Deferred Prosecution

Program.

1 First, how were you made aware of the program? Who talked to you about the program?

1 What were you told about the program?

o What were you told about @gram requirements?
A Attending court dates
A Involvement with PréTrial Services? Involvement with TASC
A Employment? Community service? GED? Drug/alcohol treatment?
A No violent arrests during program
o0 What were you told about length of time of program?

1 Wedlike to understand how various criminal justice representatives affect decisions to
participate. How did the prosecutor affect your decision to participate? How did your
attorney affect your decision? Any other factors/representative affect youpd@cis

1 Did you have concerns about participating?

1 Anything else you would like to mention about the process of deciding to participate?

2. Different patterns of movement throughout the system

Next, we want to learn from you about your experiences and itimraavith the various

representatives from the criminal justice system, programs and agencies involved with the

Deferred Prosecution Program.

- Walk us through your experience with various representatives and agencies you were
involved with.

A Attend court dtesi How often/How many times? What occurred at these
court dates?

A Involvement with PreTrial Services Who did you meet with? What
occurred at these meetings? How often did you meet?

A Involvement with TASQ Who did you meet with? What services did
theyprovide?

A Employmenti Were you required by the program to obtain a job?
If yes, who did you work with from DPP about finding a job? Were you
able to find a job while in the program?
If no, were you already employed?

A Community servicé Were you required by the program to complete
community service hours?
If yes, required number of hours? Who did you work with from DPP about
community service? What type of community service did you perform?

A GED’ Were you required tobtain a GED?
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If yes, did you participate in a GED preparatory course? Who did you
work with from DPP about your GED course/preparations?
If no, did you already have a high school diploma?
A Drug/alcohol treatmerit Were you required to participate irug or
alcohol treatment?
If yes, who did you work with from DPP about this treatment? Did you
complete the treatment before finishib§P?
Restitutioni Were you required to pay restitution before complebRi?
Any other services involved with throu§PP?
How long were you iDPP? 12 months? 9 months?
How were you involved?

v v > >

Next, we would like to talk to you about your involvement with developing your individual
Aservice plano fdPPyou involvement with

o Did you discuss with the PiErial Services @icer your service needs and experiences
related to employment, education, and substance use?
0 Were you able to access the services you needed thiRigh

3. Experiences with the services dDPP
Webd | i ke to get a senseprogdm.your overal/l expe

0 What are the strengths of the prografpPobe from list below)
o What are some of the challenges you experienced with the prouesh@ from

list below)
o0 What are some ideas that you have to improve the progrotie from list
below)
A Probes: Experiences withéeé
o Court dates/interactions with
office, etc.

o Pre-Trial Services
o TASC
o Employment requirement
o Community service requirement
o GED requirement
o Drug/alcohol treatment requireméntVere you required to

participate in drug or alcohol treatment?
Any other services involved with throuDPP?
o0 Length oDPP program?

o

What else would you like to share about yexperiences iDPP?
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Appendix B. DPP Logic Model
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—

JUSSU0D S,WoIA ulelie pue Ayjiqibije wuiyuod o} S8jepIpuUBD UaIls SYSY

parties

Y

If no substance use or mental health concern?

Maintain
Employment or

If H.S. Diploma/GED AND employed?

productive activity

>

0

4]

m

[4)]

o

=

m

b

_‘

@

e

¢

o

2 » Most

Q L.

] participants

3

o find

=} employment Mental health
2 and school treatment or
a2 opportunities therapy referral
& on their own

&

Q0

@

3 * Select Substance use
@ participants treatment/ drug
%- are referred education

g to TASC and referral

o are required

; to meet at

= least once

o with TASC

9‘,_’, staff

2

2

o

=

96 hrs of community
service if not employed
or in school

.

Deferred

DPP participants avoid felony
conviction, potential incarceration, and
increased barriers to employment.
Participants are required to participate
in work, educational, or volunteer
activities with possible long-term
effects. DPP reduces jail population
and overloading of Cook County
criminal justice system.
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Appendix C. DPP Agreement and Victim Consent

OFFICE OF THE STATE'S ATTORNEY
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS

ANITA ALVAREZ CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS BUREAU
STATE'S ATTORNEY 2650 §. CALIFORNIA AVE
CHICAGO, IL 60608

Cook County State’s Attorneys Office
Deferred Prosecution Program

The State’s Attorneys Office Deferred Prosecution Program is a diversion program for
adult felony offenders without a prior felony conviction that have been arrested for committing a
specified non-violent felony offense. The State’s Attorneys Office has set the guidelines for this
diversion program, and the Assistant State’s Attorneys assigned to the Felony Preliminary
Hearing courtrooms will determine whether a defendant will be offered the opportunity to
participate in this program. This Deferred Prosecution Program will divert selected non-violent
felony defendants without a prior felony conviction into an intensive twelve (12) month pre-
indictment program and offer services to the defendants with the goal of these defendants
avoiding future criminal behavior. When a defendant successfully completes this intensive year-
long program, the State’s Attorneys Ofﬁce will exercise its prosecutorial discretion and dismiss
the felony charge. Should a defendant fail, the felony case will proceed to a felony courtroom,

where prosecution of the defendant will continue.

Included Offenses

1. Only probationable offenses of Theft, Retail Theft, Forgery, Possession of a Stolen Motor
Vehicle, Burglary, Possession of Burglary Tools, Possession of Cannabis, Possession of a
Controlled Substance, and Possession of Methamphetamine.

2. A defendant is not eligible for this Program if he or she has been arrested for Delivery of

a Controlled Substance, Delivery of Methamphetamine, or Delivery of Cannabis, or if the
defendant’s case includes evidence of an intent to deliver or manufacture. A defendant is
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