ONt nal Tre tm nt
Court Resource Cen ter

Dafta Digest

Statewide
Coordinator Data







Introduction

In 2022, the National Treatment Court Resource Center (NTCRC) conducted the Painting the Current
Picture: A National Report on Treatment Courts in the United States biennial survey, which examined the
structure and operation of treatment courts, the outcomes produced, challenges experienced, resources
needed, etc. Additionally, treatment court statewide and territory coordinators were asked to report on
critical aspects of treatment court operations, including management information system (MIS) capabilities,
treatment court legislation, training initiatives, certification processes for treatment courts, etc. The survey
was disseminated to statewide coordinators in all 50 states, as well as to coordinators in the District of
Columbia and territories of Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Northern Mariana Islands. A total of 48 states/
territories responded to the survey, resulting in an overall response rate of 88.9%.

The insights gathered from this survey provided a valuable overview of the current treatment court
landscape and support ongoing efforts to enhance and expand these programs nationwide.

Survey Findings

Respondents were asked to indicate whether their state/territory had a unified court system (see Figure 1).
Overall, 64.6% (n=31) of respondents reported having a unified court system as of 2022. While there is not
one definition of a unified court system, the Bureau of Justice Assistance’ (1988, p. 1) offers four guiding
components: “1) simplified state trial court structure, 2) judicial system rule-making authority covering
practice, procedure, and administration, vested in the supreme court or judicial council, 3) judicial system
governance authority and responsibility vested in the chief justice or supreme court, aided by a professional
administrator and staff; and 4) state funding of all or a substantial portion of the judicial system, with a
unified judicial system budget prepared by the administrative office of the courts.”

According to the Bureau of Justice Assistance (1988), a unified court system offers several key advantages.
For example, having a unified court system can simplify judicial operations by reducing overlapping
jurisdictions and inconsistent local rules in favor of uniform, streamlined judicial processes. Under a unified
court system, resources and funding are used more efficiently, and hiring and retaining qualified personnel
becomes easier. Additionally, standardized procedures and centralized information systems improve case
management processes, reduce operational costs, and support more informed decision-making across all
levels of the judiciary.

1 https:/www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/Digitization/116320NCJIRS.pdf
2 Benefits noted for a unified court system include reduction overlapping jurisdictions, efficient allocation of resources and funding as well as
standardized procedures and centralized information systems (BJA, 1988).



Figure 1: Percentage of States/Territories with a Unified Court System (n=48) (2022)
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Survey respondents were asked if their state/territory currently has a statewide management information
system (MIS) for collecting data from treatment courts. More than two-thirds (70.8%, n=34) of states/
territories that completed the survey reported having a MIS as of 2022, while 29.2% (n=14) did not have a
statewide system in place (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Percentage of States/Territories with a MIS (n=48) (2022)
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The 34 states/territories with a reported MIS were asked to indicate the name of the statewide MIS utilized.
Slightly less than one-fifth (17.6%, n=6) of respondents specified using the Drug Court Case Management
(DCCM) system, while AutoMon Involvement Management System (AIMS) and Caseworx were each reported
by 8.8% (n=3) of respondents. Fewer states/territories reported using systems such as DIMS (n=2) and
Odyssey (n=2). The majority (52.9%, n=18) of states/territories reported using a MIS other than those listed
above, most of which were homegrown and specific to the state/territory (see Figure 3).



Figure 3: Type of System Used among States/Territories with a MIS (n=34) (2022)
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Among the 34 state/territory respondents with a reported MIS, 52.9% (n=18) reported that all programs
are required to enter treatment court data into the system. Additionally, 20.6% (n=7) reported that entering
data into the MIS is only mandatory for programs receiving state funding, while 17.6% (n=6) of those with
a MIS specified other data entry requirements, such as only mandating a specific type of treatment court
in the state/territory to utilize the system. Finally, 8.8% (n=3) of states/territories with a MIS report that
entering data into the system is not mandatory (see Figure 4).

Figure 4: States/Territories with MIS Data Entry Requirements (n=34) (2022)
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Figure 5 shows the year a MIS was implemented among the 34 states/territories with a MIS as of 2022. The
earliest MIS was implemented in 1994, while the most recent systems were implemented in 2021. Thus,
states/territories have been utilizing these systems for almost three decades.



Figure 5: Year of State/Territory MIS Implementation (n=34) (2022)
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According to the Center for Justice Innovation (2023),% state/territory-specific treatment court certification
programs are implemented to monitor whether programs have “the components, policies, and practices
in place” (p. 1) that demonstrate adherence to the All Rise Adult Drug Court Best Practice Standards.*

Among the 48 states/territories that completed the
survey, 25.0% (n=12) reported having a certification
process in place as of 2022 and 22.9% (n=11) were
developing a process. Over one-half of these states/
territories (52.1%, n=25) did not have a treatment
court certification process in place nor was one
in development (see Figure 6). Among the twelve
states/territories with a certification process, the
earliest was implemented in 2003, with the most
recent certification process being implemented
in 2022. One-half (50.0%, n=6) of these states/
territories implemented their treatment court
certification processes between 2016 and 2022.

Among the 12 states/territories
with a certification process:

« Earliest implemented: 2003
« Most recent implemented: 2022
« 50% implemented between: 2016-2022

3 https:/www.innovatingjustice.org/resources/statewide-drug-court-certification-toolkit-a-practical-guide-to-establishing-a-statewide-

drug-court-certification-program/
4 https://allrise.org/publications/standards/



Figure 6: Percentage of States/Territories with a Treatment Court Certification Process (n=48) (2022)
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Figure 7 shows whether states/territories indicated hosting a training conference for treatment court
team members. Among the 48 survey respondents, the majority (83.3%, n=40) indicated hosting a training
conference, while the remaining 16.7% (n=8) do not host a training conference.

Figure 7: Percentage of States/Territories with a Training Conference for Treatment Court Staff (n=48)
(2022)
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The status of state legislation authorizing treatment
courts was reported by 47 states/territories.
Three-quarters (76.6%, n=36) of respondents
reported having current legislation authorizing the
development and implementation of treatment
courts (see Figure 8). The legislation varied across
states/territories, with some authorizing treatment
courts in general and others having legislation
for specific treatment court types. The status of
appropriations, or funding, legislation was reported

34 states/territories have both
authorizing and appropriations
legislation

by 45 states/territories. Among these respondents, 62.2% (n=28) reported that their state/territory had
this type of legislation (see Figure 8). It is worth noting that 51.1% (n=23) states/territories reported having
both authorizing legislation and appropriations legislation.

Figure 8: Percentage of States/Territories with Authorization and/or Appropriations Legislation for

Treatment Courts (n=47; n=45) (2022)
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