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Abstract
Veterans Treatment Courts (VTCs) are a type of specialty treatment, problem-solving, criminal court. Though the number of
VTCs has increased over the past decade, few research studies have examined their effectiveness. This paper examines the data
collected concerning a particular VTC experience, the first 82 Veterans enrolled in the Veterans Treatment Review Calendar Pilot
Program conducted by the California Superior Court of the county of San Diego from February 2011 until July 2014 (SDVTRC.)
The evidence presented herein concerns the nature of this cohort’s population, the SDVTRC program structure in which these
Veterans participated, and the outcomes of participation. SDVTRC participants showed a significant decrease in symptoms on 11
of 12 clinical measures from baseline to 12 months. Particular outcomes of the SDVTRC program were related to factors of
military service, such as length of service, number of awards, and discharge status. There were also significant relationships
between symptom decrease and court process factors, such as length of time in program and sanctions imparted. This court has a
0% recidivism rate, which is believed to be related to its systematic data collection process that was used to inform individualized
treatment plans for participants. Implications for other VTCs are provided.
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With over a decade of war in Iraq (OIF) and Afghanistan
(OEF), there is a growing body of evidence to support the
provision of specialized services to Veterans who are involved
in the criminal justice system (Tsai, Flatley, Kasprow, Clark, &
Finlay, 2017; Baldwin, 2016; Slattery, Dugger, Lamb, &
Williams, 2013; Smee, et al., 2013; Hawkins, 2010;
McMichael, 2011; Russell, 2009). Among the growing conse-
quences of the recent conflicts is the manifestation of trauma-
related mental health issues as criminal behaviors (Slattery
et al., 2013; McMichael, 2011; Hawkins, 2010). Veterans
Treatment Courts (VTCs) are one method that has been gaining

popularity since 2004, to address this issue. Often, as is the case
with VTCs, specialty courts are initiated due to the perceived
need or gap in the system when addressing the complex behav-
ioral health needs of some justice-involved persons.

As of 2015, every state in the USA has at least one problem-
solving court including drug courts, mental health courts, and
more recently VTCs (NADCP.org). The popularity of problem-
solving courts in theUSA cannot be overstated. They have three
main common characteristics: a problem-solving orientation, in-
terdisciplinary collaboration, and a focus on accountability
(Porter & Rempel, 2010) with a general goal of diverting defen-
dants out of typical criminal justice processing and into
community-based treatment. Currently, there are nearly 400
adult mental health courts (Goodale, Callahan, & Steadman,
2013), 2500 adult drug courts (www.NADCP.org), and over
350 VTCs (Tsai et al., 2017).

These specialty courts often operate within the theoretical
framework of therapeutic jurisprudence, which attempts to
apply the law in a therapeutic way, while still respecting the
traditional values of law (Wexler, 2000; Perlin, 2013).
Therapeutic jurisprudence does not advocate for favoring ther-
apeutic outcomes over other goals of law. Rather, it encour-
ages integrating therapeutic responses into existing
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applications of the law. One of the interpretive applications of
therapeutic jurisprudence is to treat the underlying condi-
tion(s) that often contribute to criminal offending.
Therapeutic jurisprudence focuses on the law in action, con-
sidering the impact that the law has on an individual’s emo-
tional life and psychological well-being (Wexler, 2008).

This paper reports on preliminary data from the San Diego
Veterans Treatment Review Calendar (SDVTRC) Pilot Program
to serve as a case study examining the VTRC population, court
structure, and treatment outcomes among participants. This paper
will address two specific research questions that will contribute to
the existing limited literature exploring VTCs (Baldwin, 2015a,
b; Baldwin, 2016; Tsai et al., 2017; Vaughan, Holleran, &
Brooks, 2016). First, within the framework or therapeutic juris-
prudence, whereby one of the overarching goals of the court is
the treatment of the underlying condition(s) that contribute to
offending, do VTRC participants experience a decrease in be-
havioral health symptoms and substance use during their in-
volvement with the VTC? Second, which factors of the partici-
pants’ military service or the court process are associated with
changes in behavioral health symptoms and substance use?

Data thatwere analyzed in this studyare ideal for two reasons.
First, this discussion will focus attention on a cohort of recent
Veterans who served during OIF/OEF. It is highly plausible that
there will be an influx of OIF/OEF Veterans in the American
justicesysteminthe future(Baldwin,2016), thereforesupporting
the need to better understand this population. Further, data were
collected systematically from the establishment of the court.
Baldwin(2016)highlighted theneedtoexaminecourtoperations
and participant outcomes from the emergence of the court in
order to facilitate a comprehensive study of change. This study
will allow such an exploration.

In order to fully explore the research questions, a detailed
overview of the court is provided, including the imposition of
both incentives and sanctions. This overview of the court
structure will demonstrate how the court incorporates thera-
peutic jurisprudence into its operation. Preliminary outcomes,
specifically mental health and trauma-related behaviors, are
presented to explore changes in behavior among VTRC par-
ticipants. Finally, these changes are explored through the lens
of military service history and court process to see which
factors are related to behavior changes. The sum of all of these
components provides an overview of one VTC that has im-
plemented a systematic evaluation component, contributing
lessons learned for other courts throughout the country.

Veterans Treatment Courts (VTCs)

There is some variation in VTCs, but most share similar struc-
tures and procedures with other specialty courts, especially
with drug treatment courts. The overarching goals of VTCs
include diversion from incarceration for justice-involved

Veterans while utilizing a treatment-based approach to deal
with the underlying issues that are likely contributing to or
causing criminal behaviors (Baldwin, 2016). These courts
subscribe to a collaborative model in lieu of a traditional
adversarial model, and each court designates its own eligi-
bility criteria. Many VTCs require a mental health or sub-
stance abuse diagnosis in participants. Some courts limit
participation to combat Veterans (McMichael, 2011).
These markers of the court are consistent with other spe-
cialty courts operating within the framework of therapeutic
jurisprudence. Although the San Diego court reported on
within this paper does not limit participation to combat
Veterans, they do have eligibility criteria requiring the
crime to be connected to a trauma-related mental health
condition caused by military service, as determined by an
LCSW at the Veterans Affairs (VA) hospital; this is often,
though not always, combat.

One of the key components credited with the success of
VTCs is a strong collaborative partnership with the
Department of Veterans Administration (VA). The VA has
demonstrated a diligent initiative to improve mental health
services for service members suffering from Post-Traumatic
Stress Disorder (PTSD; Elbogen et al., 2012a, b) and has
taken on the responsibility of providing a great amount of
the treatment for service-related conditions, especially PTSD
(Smee et al. 2013). The partnership with the VA facilitates a
lesser burden on local and state monies, although most VTCs
accept Veterans who are ineligible for VA benefits due to
discharge status or length of service. The latter group com-
prises only about 14% of VTC participants (McGuire, Clark,
Blue-Howells, & Coe, 2013). For those VTC participants who
are VA-eligible, they are often assisted by a VA employee—
the Veterans Justice Outreach Specialist (VJO)—to navigate
the VA benefits and treatment system.

Another key element contributing to the widespread suc-
cess of VTCs is the incorporation of a court peer mentor sup-
port component with over half (55%) having a program and
more in the planning stages (McGuire et al., 2013). The prin-
ciple underlying these programs is that Veterans respond well
to other Veterans who can understand the unique challenges
that are commonly faced by the population (McMichael,
2011; Russell, 2009; Slattery et al., 2013).

Despite the recent upsurge in support for VTCs following
the return of over two million OIF/OEF service members,
most VTCs (96%) accept Veterans from all service eras
(McGuire et al., 2013). Few VTCs limit their eligibility
criteria to military-related mental health disorders (14%),
combat-related disorders (8%), or current wars and conflicts
(1%); however, approximately 15% prioritize admission for
OIF/OEF Veterans (McGuire et al., 2013). The majority
(61%) of VTCs accept both felony and misdemeanor cases.
The VA’s survey of VTCs reports a 69% graduation/
completion rate across all VTCs. Veterans can exit the
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program prior to graduation for a number of reasons ranging
from death to dismissal due to non-compliance.

In one published study of a VTC, Slattery et al. (2013)
report that in the Colorado Springs’ court, participants’mental
health improved during the program, whereas their housing
and employment did not. There were sustained improvements
in PTSD, depression, self-harm, substance abuse, and emo-
tional liability (Slattery et al., 2013). While it is not possible to
ascertain the mechanism for the improvements exhibited by
the VTC participants in Colorado, the authors propose that the
felony arrest that led them to participation in the VTC may
have been a Bwake up^ call for intervention. The Bwake up^
call combined with the support provided by the peers and the
militaristic structure of the court program might have strongly
contributed to participants’ success in the program.

In contrast to the findings of Slattery et al. (2013), Tsai et al.
found that Veterans whowere enrolled in the VAVJO program
and were participating in a VTC had better outcomes on inde-
pendent housing and employment than those participating in a
non-treatment court. The authors propose that the better out-
comes experienced by VTC participants are likely related to
the benefits of treatment court participation including reduc-
tion or dismissal of charges, peer mentor services, and trauma-
informed justice practitioners, thus reducing subsequent stig-
ma for housing and employment.

As the science and understanding of PTSD and other
combat-related disorders develops, coupled with a national
trend to divert persons with behavioral health disorders from
the criminal justice system, VTCs offer the country an oppor-
tunity to respond to the justice consequences of military ser-
vice in a more positive and supportive manner than was of-
fered to Vietnam Veterans. The key to diverting Veterans from
a path of homelessness and justice involvement is early inter-
vention, which is exactly what VTCs strive to offer
(McMichael, 2011).

Criminal Justice Involvement of Veterans

Some studies have observed a high incidence of justice in-
volvement among Veterans, although the proportion of in-
mates in the USA who are Veterans has been declining since
2004 (Noonan & Mumola, 2004). Between 2004 and 2012,
there was a 9% decrease in incarcerated Veterans (Bureau of
Justice Statistics, 2015). A number of studies suggest that a
relationship between combat trauma/PTSD and criminal be-
havior exists (Elbogen et al., 2012a, b; Noonan & Mumola,
2004; Sullivan & Elbogen, 2014; Wilson & Zigelbaum,
1983). Many researchers have linked PTSD with incarcera-
tion, aggression, alcohol misuse, and violence (Calhoun,
Malesky, Bosworth, et al., 2005; Elbogen et al., 2014;
Grafman et al., 1996; Greenberg & Rosenheck, 2009;
Pandiani, Rosenheck, & Banks, 2003; Saxon et al., 2001;

Shaw, Churchill, Noyes, & Loeffelholz, 1987). Whether diag-
nosed or un-diagnosed, those exhibiting symptoms of PTSD
are at an increased risk of being arrested and incarcerated
(Elbogen et al., 2012a, b).

Considering findings from previous studies regarding
Veterans and justice involvement, we might expect an uptick
in the number of justice-involved Veterans, as more OIF and
OEF Veterans return with combat exposure and begin or
continue to experience PTSD. In fact, there is ample support
to estimate future justice involvement among recent Veterans.
Maguen, Madden, Cohen, Bertenthal, and Seal (2012) found
that there was median 5.5 year lag between the time that a
service member or Veteran was diagnosed with a behavioral
health condition and the time when he or she engaged in
minimally adequate services to address that behavioral
health condition. A lag of this amount of time directly
increases risk of a variety of adverse life events, including
justice involvement. Galea et al. (2014) propose that our so-
ciety might not see the peak of service-connected mental dis-
abilities, including PTSD, in recent service members until
2040. Further, Smee et al. (2013) argue that there is reason
to believe that the future incarcerated OIF and OEF Veterans
will share characteristics with other incarcerated conflict-era
Veterans including high rates of violent offenses and prior use
of drugs and alcohol. There is already support of this theory
through the increased number of Veterans who are seeking
mental health and substance abuse services at the VA in recent
years. These findings bolster the need to examine and under-
stand existing VTCs in order to create a legal and service
system that is equipped to meet the needs of future justice-
involved Veterans.

Research Setting

The Veterans Treatment Review Calendar (VTRC) Pilot
Program is a specialized docket within the San Diego
Superior Court that was created in February 2011, after
approximately 4 years of preparation to implement a
Veteran treatment model within the courts. There are
two major military bases, over 50,000 active duty military
members, just under 20,000 Reservists training at Camp
Pendleton (Commander, Navy Installations Command ,
n.d.; Marines, , n.d.), and approximately 235,000
Veteran residents in San Diego County (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2014), making San Diego a prime location for a
VTC. The mission of the VTRC is to provide judicially
supervised mental health treatment to justice involved
Veterans whose criminal conduct likely resulted from a
military-connected mental health condition. Judge Roger
W. Krauel, Col. USAR (Ret.), presided over the VTRC
from its development in February 2011 until the end of
the pilot program in 2014. While the judge is a Veteran
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himself, he did not present as a Bbattle buddy^ to the
defendant, favoring a proper commanding officer to sub-
ordinate relationship structure.

Observations of treatment courts such as the VTRC reveal
that judges have considerable leeway in deciding to impose
sanctions or set aside possible sanctions, in favor of allowing
participants the opportunity to be accountable, or truthful
about their violations (Callahan, Steadman, Tillman, &
Vesselinov, 2013). In the San Diego VTRC, the judge made
decisions after considering the law, the evidence, the facts, and
the arguments of the attorneys and treatment providers. The
statutory basis for the SDVTRC Pilot Program was the CA
Penal Code §1170.9 (Appendix 1).

One of the common characteristics of all specialty or
problem-solving treatment courts is the use of incentives
and sanctions to encourage program compliance. In this
court, legal incentives, such as a reduction in fines or pro-
bation, are proposed by the prosecutor to be approved by
the court. Sanctions are relevant to treatment rather than
traditional sanctions such as re-incarceration or public
work service, unless the Veteran commits a severe viola-
tion or is believed to be a danger to him/herself or others.
In such a case, probation may be revoked and the partici-
pant placed in custody until either they are removed from
the VTRC program or an alternate, more appropriate treat-
ment plan is developed. Sanctions could be implemented
by the court for a variety of reasons including non-
compliance with treatment (missing appointments, not en-
gaging, being removed from a treatment program, etc.),
positive toxicology screens, missed appointments with
probation, and other VTRC program violations.

These dynamics are consistent with the therapeutic juris-
prudence framework. Initially, the court attempts to integrate
therapeutic responses to problem behavior, activating the law
as a therapeutic agent. However, in the event that the thera-
peutic sanctions are not successful or appropriate in propor-
tion to the violation, traditional punitive sanctions will be ap-
plied. The legitimacy of the court and the criminal proceed-
ings are not sacrificed in favor of therapeutic goals.

The San Diego VTRC utilized peer mentors, believing that
mentors are a necessary aspect and contribute greatly to the
success of the participants. This belief was further strength-
ened by letters written to the judge by SDVTRC participants
during advancement from one phase to another or at gradua-
tion that praised court mentors and cited their role as key to a
participant’s success.

Study Design and Methods

The VTRC screened 444 potential participants from February
2011 to July 11, 2014. Eighty two Veterans were accepted to
the VTRC Pilot Program. Reasons for not being admitted into

VTRC after submitting an application included, for example,
that the defendant withdrew their application, was deemed to
have a mental health condition requiring treatment beyond the
scope of VTRC such as severe psychosis, or did not demon-
strate the required causality nexus—the defendant suffered
from a mental health conditions related to their military ser-
vice that contributed to the commission of their crime. Other
reasons were that defense counsel and the prosecutor, who
were appointed by the local District Attorney and City
Attorney offices to represent their respective offices on the
team, were unable to reach a plea agreement that included
VTRC; defendant pleaded guilty as part of a plea agreement
that did not include treatment; defendant was sentenced tradi-
tionally without being evaluated for VTRC; or defendant’s
counsel did not follow up after the initial screening.

VTRC Participants

The eligibility criteria for the VTRC included a history of
service in the US military, the presence of a mental health
condition resulting from military service, and a connection
between the current charge and a military-related mental
health condition. In addition, the Veteran had to be eligible
for probation, and there had to be an appropriate 12–18-month
treatment plan available.

Most of the participants were male (90%) and white (49%).
This cohort represents a highly formally educated group of
offenders with only 3% having less than a high school
diploma/GED; over half had some college (39%) or a college
degree (13%). At the time of court participation, 44% were
married, 43% were employed, and 51% lived in a private
home. These demographics are consistent with Baldwin’s
(2015a, b) review of incarcerated Veterans and how they are
vastly different than persons typically entering the criminal
justice system. While this study was unable to compare this
cohort to a general incarcerated population, Baldwin (2015a,
b) states that incarcerated Veterans are more likely to be white,
more highly educated, and employed fulltime compared to
their non-Veteran counterparts. This might suggest that the
cohort represented here has more social assets and resources
to support recovery and re-entry into the community.

Of the 82 participants, 35 (43%) had graduated by the time
data collection ended on July 25, 2014. As of that date, 33
(40%) of the original 82 were still in the program, 3 (4%) of
the participants had voluntarily withdrawn, and 11 partici-
pants were involuntarily terminated fromVTRC.With 49 par-
ticipants having an Boutcome,^ meaning that they either grad-
uated from the program, voluntarily terminated, or were in-
voluntarily terminated, the successful completion rate was
71%. Follow-up on the 35 graduates revealed no reported
criminal recidivism with the follow-up period varying by par-
ticipant. VTRC followed graduates for a period of 5 years
after graduation to identify any new criminal convictions.
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Marines (42%) comprised the largest proportion of partici-
pants, likely due to the close proximity of Camp Pendleton, the
major west coast Marine base. Navy (29%) and Army (27%)
comprised most of the remainder of the participants’military af-
filiations,withAir Force only representing2%ofparticipants.On
average, the participants spent 7.6 years in the military, and the
majority(82%)wereeligibleforVAbenefits.Nearlyall (93%)had
at least one deployment. Many (43%) had two or more deploy-
ments, with the majority being deployed to Iraq (76%),
Afghanistan (30%), other theaters (15%), Desert Storm/Shield
(5%), and Bosnia/Serbia/Kosovo (4%) (see Table 1). Other the-
aters included classified (e.g., SEAL missions), Africa, Somalia,
and the Persian Gulf. While many had multiple deployments,
fewerthanhalfofparticipants(43%)reportedcompletingmultiple
combat deployments.

Most of theVeterans in this samplepresentedwith ahistoryof
mental health conditions andor substance use, as expected given
thenexusqualificationof the court (Table 2).Theirmental health
histories appear complex with many having prior experience

with treatment andone thirdhaving ahistoryof suicidal ideation.
It is important to note that while nearly three quarters admit to
having a prescription for a mental health condition, none report
having a prescription for anti-psychotic medications, likely due
to theeligibilitycriteriaof thecourt.Similarly,manyreport a long
history of frequent, including daily for many, substance use.
There is evidence of many combining drugs, alcohol, and pre-
scriptionmedication on a regular basis.

Some of the sample presents with a history of violent be-
haviors, including violence with a weapon and homicidal ide-
ation. Only about a quarter of the sample report ever being on
parole or probation prior to involvement with the VTRC.

Measures

In addition to the demographic information, military service,
and history of behavioral health (mental health and substance
use) disorders collected on all VTRC participants, the court
staff maintained data on the participants’ progress through the
program such as the amount of time spent in each phase and
the number and type of sanctions and/or incentives received.

As part of the program intake, all participants agreed to com-
pleteanumberofmeasuresatbaseline,6months,and12monthsas
an indicator of the impact of the treatment and other program
interventions on their symptoms. This process was important to
the court so that it could measure changes in underlying mental
health and substance use disorders that contributed to the partici-
pant’s criminal activity. After all, the goal of the court was to ad-
dress the underlying conditions that related tomilitary service and
criminal behaviors. If the symptomswere reduced, it was hypoth-
esized that the substance use would diminish and the criminal
behavior end. We conducted internal validity analyses for all
scales,andthealphasareincludedinthefollowinglistofmeasures:

1. PTSD Checklist (PCL) is a 17-item Likert-type checklist
that measures post-traumatic stress disorder symptoms
(Weathers, Litz, Herman, Huska, & Keane, 1993). In ad-
dition to a total trauma and stress measure (Cronbach’s
α = .954), subscales include re-experiencing (α = .919),
avoidance (α = .898), and hyperarousal (α = .881).

2. Modified Overt Aggression Scale (MOAS) is a 16-item
Likert-type scale (Cicerone & Kalmar, 1995). In addition
toa total angerandaggressionmeasure (α = .935), subscales
include verbal aggression (α = .842), physical aggression
towardobjects (α = .898),physicalaggressiontowardothers
(α = .951), and physical aggression toward self (α = .833).

3. Drug Abuse Screening Test (DAST-10) is a 10-item yes/
no inventory to measure illegal drug use over the prior
4 weeks (α = .864).

4. Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT-C)
consists of three questions to measure frequency and vol-
ume of alcohol consumption over the prior 4 weeks.

Table 1 Military
experiences of San
Diego. Pilot VTRC
participants

(n = 82)

% Enlisted 99%

Branch

Army 27%

Navy 29%

Marines 42%

Air Force 2%

Total average time in service 7.6 years

Type of discharge

Honorable 69%

General 13%

Other than honorable 8%

Active duty 11%

Total deployments

0 2%

1 40%

2 31%

3 or more 26%

Total combat deployments

0 7%

1 50%

2 29%

3 or more 14%

Deployments

Afghanistan 30%

Iraq 76%

Desert Shield/Storm 5%

Bosnia/Serbia/Kosovo 4%

Non-combat 6%

Other theater 15%
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5. Patient Health Questionnaire-9 (PHQ-9) is a 10-item
Likert-type scale to measure symptoms of depressed
mood over the prior 2 weeks (α = .913) (http://www.
ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11556941).

Thefirst relationshipof interestwaswhether symptomswere
reduced for SDVTRC participants over time. Changes in clin-
ical measures were calculated by examining the difference be-
tweenmeans fromadmission to12months.Toestablishwheth-
er the change score was significant, a dependent sample t test
was performed.

The next relationships of interest were the factors associat-
ed with the changes in symptoms. To this end, there were two
types of factors selected for consideration: military service
factors and court process factors. To explore relationships,

correlations between the change scores from admission to
12 months on the scale measures and the service factors or
court process were performed.

Findings

Prior todiscussing clinical outcomes forVTRCparticipants, an
overview of the court process is provided, focusing on imposi-
tionofrewardsandsanctions.Thisoverviewismeant toprovide
a context for this court setting since there is much variation
between VTCs and demonstrate the therapeutic application of
the law that was employed by this court. Following the discus-
sion of the court process, findings regarding changes in symp-
toms for VTRC participants and military factors or court pro-
cess associated with symptom change are presented.

VTRC Court Process

In this program, a majority of participants (73%) received no
program sanctions during their program participation (see
Table 3) and were mostly compliant with judicial orders. Minor
mistakes such as missing a treatment appointment or urine test
were dealtwith by our teamprobation officer or SDVTRC judge
throughmotivationaldiscussionmore thanformalprogramsanc-
tions. These instances of imperfect compliance were generally
understood in terms of themyriad requirements each participant
had, understanding relapse as a learning opportunity. The court
generally accepted Bless harm^ approaches rather than demands
for absolutes, and most participants corrected the deficiency
without needing a formal sanction.

Among the 27% of participants who ever received a sanc-
tion while participating in the court, there was a statistically
significant reduction in verbal aggression (p < .01), physical
aggression toward objects (p < .01), and total anger and ag-
gression (p < .01) after imposition of the sanction.

Progressing through program phases is an indication that
participants are meeting the requirements of their programs.
The average time spent in phase 1 was 6 months; phase 2 was
6.3 months; and phase 3 was 4.3 months. On average, partic-
ipants spent 15.3 months in the VTRC program.

Fifty-one Veterans were moved from phase 1 to phase 2, the
first milestone accomplishment available to the Veterans. Phase
goals, responsibilities during each phase, and requirements for
advancing to the next phase as presented to participants in the
SDVTRC Participant’s Handbook can be found in Appendix 2.
During phases 1 and 2, the most common incentives offered to
Veterans were either to have their fines and fees forgiven or to
receive a 6-month reduction in their probation sentence. The
behaviors thatwerebeing incentivizedat thisphasearedescribed
inAppendix 2.Nearly 60%ofVeterans had the financial respon-
sibilities (e.g., fees and fines) associated with their crime forgiv-
en, alleviating the financial burdens associated with their justice

Table 2 Behavioral health and criminal justice. Factors of San Diego
pilot VTRC participants

(n = 82)

Acknowledges having MH dx 87%

- Suicidal ideation 33%

Using any illegal drug 94%

Type of substances—overall

- Alcohol 88%

- Marijuana 22%

- Meth/amphetamines 18%

- Heroin 11%

- Cocaine 10%

- Prescription opiates 7%

- Ecstasy 2%

- Anti-anxiety medications 2%

Frequency of use

- Rarely 3%

- Monthly 5%

- Weekly 20%

- Semi-weekly 11%

- Daily 62%

Treatment history

- Ever in hospital for MH tx 68%

- Ever in residential treatment program 33%

Has at least one prescription medication 71%

- Sleep 21%

- Depression/anxiety 57%

- Pain 21%

- Other 21%

History of violent behavior

- History of violence 20%

- History of violence with weapons 13%

- Homicidal ideation 13%

Ever been on parole or probation 26%
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involvement. Approximately 43%were granted 6months off of
their probation term.

Thirty-five Veterans (43%) were accepted into phase 3 of
the program (see Appendix 2 for advancement requirements).
The most common incentives applied during the third phase
again centered on a reduction in the length of their probation
sentence. At this phase of the program, there are three oppor-
tunities for probation reduction. Thirty-seven percent of
Veterans who reached phase 3 received 6 months off the term
of their probation, while 26% received a 12-month reduction.
The other probation-focused incentive, which was much less
common, was a reduction to summary probation. This usually
occurred when the prosecutor requested the court to reduce the
participant’s felony charge. Summary probation (supervision
by the court instead of a probation officer) was also awarded
to accommodate a participant’s job or out-of-county treatment
where traditional probation supervision was not possible.
Only about 15% of Veterans were granted this incentive.

The highest accomplishment in the SDVTRC is the recom-
mendation for graduation, and 35 Veterans were recommended
for graduation by the SDVTRC team and recognized as a grad-
uate by the SDVTRC judge. At the final phase of the program, it
washighlyunlikelytoreceiveareductionofeither6or12months
in the termsofprobation.However, themajority ofVeteranswho
made it this far,nearly60%,weregrantedareduction tosummary
probation. Including thosewho had been reduced to summary at
phase 3 and those who were on summary probation during the
entirety of the program, all Veterans who graduated the VTRC
Pilot Program were then monitored only by the court and not a
probation officer.

Outcomes

It is critical to remember that this court program was designed
with a focus on clinical goals for VTRC participants, including
symptomreduction.Theprogramfounderbelieved that focusing
on clinical goals to treat underlying conditions would lead to

reduced criminality and recidivism. The outcomes discussed be-
lowwill relate to the clinical progress of VTRC participants.

Of the 82 VTRC participants included in this study, there
are 52 for whom we have both baseline and 12-month mea-
sures. The following difference between means analysis is
based on those 52 Veterans. As shown in Table 4, program
participants, as a group, showed improvements on all mea-
sures with significant decrease in symptoms in 11 of 12 scales
during their program participation. Overall, participants re-
ported a decline in drug use (p < .01); depressed mood
(p < .001); total trauma and stress and all three subscales
(p < .001); total anger and aggression (p < .001); physical ag-
gression toward objects (p < .05); and physical aggression to-
ward self (p = .052). There was no statistically significant re-
duction in physical aggression toward others.

Military-related factors were associated with differences in
VTRC outcomes among participants (see Table 5). Length of
military service affects trauma and stress symptoms in that the
longer someone served, theworse their outcomes on total trauma
andstress (p < .05)aswellasavoidance(p < .01).Therewasalsoa
relationship approaching significance for re-experiencing
(p = .08). Another military factor demonstrated to be significant
waswhether the servicemember orVeteranhad receivedmilitary
awards. Those who had received military awards were signifi-
cantlymore likely to experience hyperarousal (p < .05) andphys-
ical aggression toward objects (p = .05) than those who had not
received military awards. The relationship between military
awards and verbal aggression was approaching significance
(p = .08).Veteranswhohadreceivedanhonorabledischargewere
significantly more likely to experience a reduction in drug use
(p < .05) than those who had received an other-than-honorable
discharge. Interestingly, this analysis did not reveal any

Table 3 San Diego Pilot VTRC Program descriptions

(n = 82)

Participant ever received a sanction 27%

Number of sanctions received

0 73%

1 21%

2 5%

3 1%

Average time in program phases

Phase 1 6 months

Phase 2 6.3 months

Phase 3 4.3 months

Total time in program 15.4 months

Table 4 Reduction in symptoms over 1 year (n = 52)

Mean (SD) Significance

Drug scale − 0.51 (1.3) .009

Depressed mood − 2.9 (5.3) < .001

Trauma and stress subscales

Re-experiencing − 2.2 (4.1) < .001

Avoidance − 3.4 (6.9) < .001

Hyper-arousal − 2.7 (5.0) < .001

Total trauma and stress scale − 8.3 (14.2) < .001

Anger and aggression subscales

Verbal aggression − 1.5 (2.7) < .001

Physical aggression toward objects − 0.5 (1.6) .015

Physical aggression toward others − 0.2 (1.1) .161

Physical aggression toward self − 0.5 (1.9) .052

Total anger and aggression scale − 2.8 (5.5) .001

Data were available for 52 of 82 participants at both baseline and
12 months
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statistically significant relationships between number of deploy-
ments andmeasuresof traumaand stressor anger andaggression.

Finally, the time in program phases are also related to
changes in symptoms (see Table 5). The average amount of
time spent on phase 3 was 4.3 months. Data indicate that the
more time a Veteran spent on phase 3 was significantly related
to reduction in two components of anger and aggression:
physical aggression toward objects (p < .01) and total aggres-
sion and anger (p < .05). These data cannot determine if this
result is due to the treatment intervention during phase 3 or
simply being in the phase for longer. The relationship between
amount of time spent in phases 1 (p = .06) and 3 (p = .056) and
reduction in verbal aggression was approaching significance.

Discussion

ManySDVTRCparticipants initially presented to the court with
sordidmental health and substance use histories,marked by pre-
vious attempts at treatment. This study found statistically signif-
icant reduction in clinical measures, including measures of de-
pression, drug use, and PTSD among participants. Further, there
was a statistically significant reduction in aggressive behaviors
among this justice involved population. This analysis suggests
that there were successful components of the VTRC to address
the underlying needs of the Veterans. Additionally, there were

differences in treatment outcomes based on factors of military
service, underscoring the importance of considering an individ-
ual’s servicehistorywhendeveloping their treatmentplan, in lieu
of a one size fits all approach for participants. This court has
effectively achieved a 0% recidivism rate among its participants.

TheSDVTRCengaged in apre-sentencingassessment1pro-
cess whereby the Veteran received an application, thorough
clinical assessment with an individualized treatment plan, and
recommendationsprovidedby theVTRCteam, including treat-
ment of the trauma-related condition(s) connected to the
Veteran’s criminal behavior. This process combined with the
systematic data collectionprocedure implemented by this court
iscreditedwith the successof thecourt to effectivelyaddress the
mental health needs of its participants, resulting in significant
symptom reduction. The treatment plans that were developed
by the court were flexible and could be adjusted as necessary to
achieve maximum symptom reduction based on the informa-
tionprovided to the court bybothproviders and the participants
themselves. Further, this court useda careful calculation,which
was largely informed by the systematic data collection process,
todetermine theappropriateamountof timeaVeteranspentona
phase based on his or her ability to demonstrate significant
improvement of behavioral factors. The ability of this program
to be successful at reducing measures of trauma and stress,
anger and aggression, drug use, and depression suggests that
this approach to treating Veterans in VTCs was successful.
Other courts should consider engaging in sucha calculatedpro-
cess in lieu of a Bone size fits all^ approach.

ThiscohortofVeteranswasmostlycompliantwiththejudicial
conditionsof thecourt, evidencedbythe fact thatonlya littleover

Table 5 Factors associated with changes in symptoms

r Significance

Length of military service on

Avoidance (trauma and stress) .297 .03

Total trauma and stress scale .291 .04

Re-experiencing (trauma and stress) .245 .08

Receiving military awards on

Hyper-arousal (trauma and stress) .313 .03

Physical aggression toward object
(anger and aggression)

.270 .05

Verbal aggression (anger and aggression) .247 .08

Honorable discharge on

Improvement in drug use 5.38 .02

Number of sanctions on

Verbal aggression (anger and aggression) − .374 .006

Physical aggression toward objects
(anger and Aggression)

− .402 .003

Total anger and aggression scale − .353 .01

Length of time in phase 1 on

Verbal aggression (anger and aggression) − .267 .056

Length of time in phase 3 on

Physical aggression toward objects
(anger and aggression)

− .470 .004

Total anger and aggression scale − .391 .02

Verbal aggression (anger and aggression) − .326 .056

1 Usually, the defense counsel (a designated Public Defender) or the SDVTRC
Team Coordinator were contacted by either defense counsel or sometimes a
pro per defendant inquiring about SDVTRC participation. They were sent the
application and told to complete it and return it to the Coordinator. Once
received, the Coordinator reviewed it according to the eligibility criteria
established by the SDVTRC team and judge. If qualified, the application
was sent to the VJO who contacted the Veteran to do the assessment. If
ineligible, the Coordinator notified the defense counsel of the reason the client
was ineligible. For eligible defendants, the VJO provided their defense counsel
with the assessment and recommended treatment plan and notified the defense
counsel that the SDVTRC team would hold staffing of the matter if desired.
The SDVTRC team thenmet with the defense counsel to ascertain whether the
defendant should be recommended for admission. If recommended, a report of
recommendation was prepared for the sentencing judge and sent by the
Coordinator. The defense counsel then used that documentation to negotiate
with the sentencing court and prosecutor on the matter to have the defendant
plead guilty and then be referred to the SDVTRC. If the sentencing judge
agreed to accept the plea and send the offender to SDVTRC as part of their
probation, the SDVTRC Coordinator prepared a written team recommenda-
tion for the SDVTRC judge and set the matter on a calendar after the sentenc-
ing occurred. The defendant was ordered to attend the admissions hearing at
SDVTRC, and the recommendation was presented at that hearing. The final
admission was up to the SDVTRC judge who heard from the defendant and
his/her counsel and the SDVTRC prosecutor (if the team recommendationwas
not unanimous) before deciding whether or not the defendant should be ad-
mitted. If admitted, the defense counsel was given an option of attending all
review hearings with their client or being relieved and the SDVTRC defense
counsel was appointed to represent the participant henceforth.
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a quarter of participants received any sanctions during their par-
ticipation in court. Further, the sanctions that were applied were
therapeutic in nature such as writing a letter to the court and
volunteering with a Veteran service agency. The evidence sug-
gests that tailoringsanctions tooffera therapeuticrecourse, in lieu
of a punitive recourse, for problem behaviors may be a good
strategy for symptom reduction.However, it is important to note
that this court did apply punitive sanctions when therapeutic
sanctions either failed or were deemed inappropriate. The statis-
tically significant clinical improvements made by this cohort of
Veterans suggest that there might be value and efficacy in inte-
grating such an approach into the court process. While it was
beyond the scope of this analysis to compare clinical outcomes
among this group to a control group, this does not diminish the
finding that this process showed great promise for the Veterans
and service members who participated in this program.

Thisstudyfoundthatcharacteristicsofservicecanbeimportant
predictors ofmental health consequences and therefore should be
considered when developing treatment plans for court partici-
pants. Service members and Veterans who spent longer in the
service were at increased risk for negative measures of trauma
and stress. This is likely due tomore exposure to high-stress situ-
ations through deployment or training. Those who receivedmili-
tary awards were more likely to experience symptoms of trauma
andstressaswellasangerandaggression.While itwasbeyondthe
scopeofthisanalysis toexaminethenatureofawardsreceived, it is
important to consider that military awards are often, though not
always,awardedforexemplarybehaviorsinhigh-stresssituations.
Veterans who had received an honorable discharge were more
likely todemonstrate improvement on thedruguse scale through-
out participation in the treatment court. One possible explanation
for this difference is that Veterans who received an other-than-
honorable (OTH)dischargewerealreadyexperiencingsymptoms
of mental health or substance use that contributed to their dis-
charge.Thesimplefact is thathonorablydischargedVeteranshave
access to the full rangeofhealthcareat theVAwhileVeteranswith
an OTH discharge do not. Knowing that Veterans with OTH dis-
charge did worse in this court could suggest that they need to be
referred to treatment upon discharge, especially when behavioral
health-related behaviors underlie the severance. The strong rever-
encetowardandunderstandingofmilitarycultureandexperiences
within this court allowed for custom treatment plans that consid-
ered factors of military service. Other courts should consider the
implication of service factors on aspects of behavioral health and
tailor responses to the differing experiences thatmightmanifest in
dissimilar ways amongVeterans.

Conclusion

Future researchonVTCs isneeded todeterminewhatworksbest
for whom, in addition to the overall effectiveness of VTCs on
symptomreductionand recidivismprevention.Asstated, there is

much variation across VTCs throughout the country and little is
knownabout their effectiveness thus far. It is imperative to estab-
lish the best practices for VTCs by examining a wide array of
practices, services, and outcomes. This particular court was tai-
lored to meet the needs of combat Veterans who demonstrated a
nexus between their service, mental health, and crime. It also
mainly catered to OIF/OEF Veterans. As a result, the findings
might have limited application for courts serving non-combat
Veterans, older Veterans from previous conflicts, and Veterans
without a requisite nexus.

Another limitation of these data is that this study examined a
small sampleofparticipants.This limits theability toperformand
interpret statistical testing. Therefore, relationships approaching
significance were also presented in this paper, and caution was
applied to interpreting the findings. While this study should be
replicated with a larger sample to increase statistical power, it is
noteworthy that at the time of submission, there was a 0% recid-
ivism rate for all 82 Veterans represented here. The fact that this
pilot programproduced 0% recidivism suggests effectiveness of
the structure of this court program to rehabilitate offenders.
Therefore, other programs should consider the lessons learned
from this court and its components of the court structure when
designing their own program.

Finally, the examination of the participants, structure and
outcomes of this court adds to a growing body of literature
examining VTCs throughout the country. Further, the discus-
sion of findings and lessons learned by this court might prove
beneficial to other VTCs in existence or in planning phases.
There are components of this court that other courts might
want to consider integrating into their own court programs.
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Appendix 1 CA Penal Code §1170.9

CA Penal Code §1170.9 was the statutory basis for the
SDVTRC Pilot Program. That law allows a judge to sentence
an eligible veteran to court monitored treatment in lieu of
incarceration if certain findings are made. To admit a veteran
to SDVTRC, the Judge had to find:

1. the defendant was, or currently is, a member of the United
States military; and

2. the defendant is suffering from sexual trauma, traumatic
brain injury, post-traumatic stress disorder, substance abuse,
or mental health problems as a result of that service; and

3. the criminal conduct is related to that mental health
condition.

The statute allows that the court may request, through
existing resources, an assessment to aid in that determination.
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The process was that the defendant presented evidence that he/
she was eligible for admission. The SDVTRC Team evaluated
the evidence and made a collective recommendation to the
judge regarding eligibility and the proposed treatment plan
for the defendant. No team member possessed veto power
over any admission.
Appendix 2 SDVTRC Participant’s Handbook

Phase I – Goal: Demonstrating Accountability

Lasts minimum of 4 months and maximum of 8 months

During Phase I, you will sign all entry documents and begin
the most intensive part of your treatment plan therapy. You
will make contact with your mentor and begin to share about
your life and recovery. You will get to know the SDVTRC
Team and Judge while they also get to know you. You will
develop a dedication to taking care of the things you are
assigned to do. You will learn how to approach any problems
that arise while using the resources of the treatment program
and SDVTRC program available to help you with them. You
will be required to make all treatment appointments and court
appearances and be on time and prepared for them.

Phase I will usually include these components:
1.Satisfactory progress in your designated treatment pro-

gram including a minimum of two hours of individual or
group therapy sessions weekly that directly address your
assessed condition.

2.Chemical testing on a random basis and/or alcohol mon-
itoring if assigned.

3.Taking medication as directed by medical and mental
health professionals.

4.Attendance at Veterans recovery support/self-help meet-
ings if assigned (a minimum of one per week).

5.Actively keeping contact and engaging in discussions
and activities with your SDVTRC mentor.

6. Reporting to your Probation Officer as directed (formal
probation only).

7. Any additional case management services as determined
by you and the treatment team. (For example, 12 step program
meetings; domestic violence counseling; vocational or educa-
tional counseling; family counseling; specialized psychother-
apy; nutrition or weight loss; exercise; anger management,
parenting skills, etc.)

8. Bi-weekly or monthly court appearances as determined
by the Judge.

9. Curfewasdirectedby theCourt,probationor treatment team.

Advancement Criteria

Inorder toadvancetoPhaseII,youmustasktobeadvanced.Your
request will need to be written and honestly address what you

have learned in theSDVTRCprogram thus far, andwhyyou feel
you have earned advancement. The SDVTRC team will then
address the specific items below to make sure you have done
them and then recommend your advancement to the SDVTRC
Judge. The SDVTRC Judgewill decide if youwill be advanced.
TheSDVTRCTeamand Judgewill reviewyour progress to date
and your written request in making their recommendation or
decision. Your request may be read by you to the SDVTRC
Judge in court. Specific items you must demonstrate in order to
advance are as follows:

& Completion of the most intense portion of your counseling
and therapy program (as directed);

& Be in full compliancewith all terms and conditions of your
probation;

& Work with your treatment providers to set your personal
goals and activities plan for Phase II;

& Demonstrate awareness of how your response to your
traumatic condition led to your criminal activity;

& Demonstrate mastery of the tools you can use to prevent
future crime;

& Have no positive chemical test results (including missed,
tampered or dilute tests) for 90 consecutive days;

& Have no unexcused absences from scheduled services for
21 consecutive days

& Demonstrate you have used medication as directed by
your medical staff for a minimum of 60 days.

& Documentation of required minimum attendance at recov-
ery support/self- help meetings for a minimum of 90 days.

& Complete and return monthly symptom checklists
consistently;

& Have the endorsement of the SDVTRC team.
& Have your request granted by the SDVTRC Judge.

Phase II – Goal: Demonstrating Responsibility

Lasts minimum of 4 months and maximum of 8 months

DuringPhase II, youwill focusoncompleting the structured part
of your treatment plan and prepare yourself for independent re-
covery. Ifyouare ina residentialprogram, theprogramwillbegin
toprepareyou to leavebyassistingyou in increasingyour coping
skills, building job skills or income sustainability, seeking infor-
mation about college or vocational training, and obtaining a sta-
ble living environment. If you are in a non- residential program,
thesegoalswillbeaddressedbyworkingwithyourcasemanager
and mentor. The most intense part of therapy will end, and ther-
apy sessions will happen less frequently or cease. You will con-
tinue to make regular contact with your mentor and share about
your life and recovery. You will know the SDVTRC Team and
Judge and theywill knowyou.Youwill demonstrate that youare
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responsible by taking care of the things you are assigned to do
without reminders or missed appointments or meetings.

Additionally, you will devise a BGive Back^ project in
consultation with your treatment provider and SDVTRC
Team that will give back to the community in a meaning-
ful way. The purpose of this project is to reconnect you
with the community in a positive and helpful manner.
Work at non-profits (designated under IRS Code
§501(c)3), speaking or writing engagements, teaching
youth, using your military skills to improve the non-
profit’s facilities are all examples, but are not the only
ways to do a Give Back project. You should think in
terms of your leading role in the project rather than mere-
ly joining others in an already organized activity. This
project should be individually planned by you, demon-
strate a significant accomplishment; emphasize your
strengths, show creativity and personal initiative to make
a contribution to your community. Give Back project
planning should begin on your first day of Phase II and
should be discussed in the planning stage with your treat-
ment providers and mentor. It must be presented in writ-
ing to the SDVTRC team for approval at team staffing at
least two weeks prior to when it will be accomplished.

Your confidence in your ability to handle common
problems will grow in Phase II and minor challenges will
not overwhelm you. You will reach out to other partici-
pants and offer your experience, strength and encourage-
ment to help them. You will continue to be on time for
appointments, court appearances and be prepared for
them.

Phase II will usually include these components:

1. Satisfactory progress in your designated treatment pro-
gram including individual or group therapy sessions that
directly address your assessed condition.

2. Completion of your residential treatment program and
transition to independent living arrangement.

3. Substantially complete your therapeutic and personal
goals and activities plan;

4. Chemical testing on a random basis and/or alcohol mon-
itoring (if assigned).

5. Demonstrating initiative byproposing, obtainingSDVTRC
Team approval and completing your BGive Back^ project.

6. Taking medication as directed by medical and mental
health professionals.

7. Attendance at Veterans recovery support/self-help meet-
ings (a minimum of one per week as directed).

8. Actively keeping contact and engaging in discussions
and activities with your SDVTRC mentor.

9. Reporting to your Probation Officer (as directed).
10. Progress on any additional case management services and

court required programs as determined by you and the
SDVTRC team/judge. (For example, 12 step program

meetings; domestic violence counseling; vocational or ed-
ucational counseling; family counseling; specialized psy-
chotherapy;nutritionorweight loss;DUIcourses;exercise;
anger management, parenting skills, etc.)

11. Bi-weekly or monthly court appearances as determined
by the Judge.

12. Curfew as directed by the Court, probation or
SDVTRC team.

Advancement Criteria

In order to advance to Phase III, you must ask to be ad-
vanced. Your request will need to be written and honestly
address what you have learned in the SDVTRC program
thus far, and why you feel you have earned advancement.
The SDVTRC team will then address the specific items
below to make sure you have done them and then recom-
mend your advancement to the SDVTRC Judge. The
SDVTRC Judge will decide if you will be advanced. The
SDVTRC Team and Judge will review your progress to
date and your written request in making their recommen-
dation or decision. Your request may be read by you to the
SDVTRC Judge in court. Specific items you must demon-
strate in order to advance are as follows:

& Progress in learning coping skills and useful tools in your
counseling and therapy program;

& Be in full compliancewith all terms and conditions of your
probation;

& Work with your Case Manager or treatment provider to
create your personal goals and activities plan for Phase III;

& Demonstrate understanding of how your trauma condition
can hurt you, your family, and the community;

– Completion of your pre-approved BGive Back^ project;

& Demonstrate mastery of the tools and coping skills you
can use to prevent future crime in yourself and others in
the SDVTRC program;

& Have no positive chemical test results (including missed,
tampered or dilute tests) for 120 consecutive days;

& Have no unexcused absences from scheduled services for
60 consecutive days;

& Demonstrate you have used medication as directed by
your medical staff for a minimum of 120 days.

& Documentationof requiredminimumattendanceat recovery
support/self- help meetings for a minimum of 32meetings.

& Complete and return monthly symptom checklists
consistently;

& Have the endorsement of the SDVTRC team.
& Have your request granted by the SDVTRC Judge.
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Phase III – Goal: Demonstrating Independence
and Productivity

Lasts minimum of 4 months and maximum of 8 months

During Phase III, the last phase of the SDVTRC program,
you will focus on completing your treatment plan and
move toward being an independent and productive citizen.
You will have a support system in place to help you and
skills/tools that you can use to manage your traumatic con-
dition and be a survivor. You will be crime free and main-
tain stable housing, employment or school. You will initi-
ate contacts with your mentor as needed and develop other
supportive and healthy relationships. You will make great-
er contributions in serving your fellow veterans and the
community. The SDVTRC Team and Judge will encourage
and support you as you move toward your own plan for life
goals and activities. You will demonstrate that you are a
responsible leader by helping others in recovery from trau-
matic conditions. Your confidence in your ability to handle
common problems will be evident even when challenges
arise. You will continue to be on time for appointments,
court appearances and be prepared for them.

Phase III will usually include these components:

1. Substantial completion of any remaining court
requirements.

2. Maintain an independent living arrangement for 60 con-
secutive days.

3. Substantial completion of your personal goals and
activities plan;

4. Chemical testing on a random basis and/or alcohol mon-
itoring as directed.

5. Being a leader by demonstrating your assistance to other
veterans with traumatic conditions.

6. Taking medication as directed by medical and mental
health professionals.

7. Leadership in Veterans recovery support/self-help meet-
ings (as directed).

8. Actively initiating contact and engaging in discussions
and activities with your SDVTRC mentor.

9. Actively developing support relationships to sup-
port you when the court releases you from the
SDVTRC program.

10. Reporting to your Probation Officer as directed.
11. Complete any outstanding case management services

as determined by you and the treatment team/judge
and substantially complete all court requirements.
(For example, 12 step program meetings; domestic
violence counseling; vocational or educational
counseling; family counseling; specialized psycho-
therapy; nutrition or weight loss; exercise; anger
management, parenting skills, etc.)

12. Monthly court appearances or less often if determined by
the Judge.

13. Curfew as directed by the Court, probation or
SDVTRC team.

Advancement Criteria

In order to graduate from the SDVTRC Program you must ask
to be recognized for graduation. Your request will need to be
written and honestly address what you have learned in the
SDVTRC program thus far, and why you feel you have earned
graduation. The SDVTRC team will then address the specific
items below to make sure you have done them and then rec-
ommend your graduation to the SDVTRC Judge. The
SDVTRC Judge will decide if you will graduate. The
SDVTRC Team and Judge will review your progress to date
and your written request in making their recommendation or
decision. Your request may be read by you to the SDVTRC
Judge in court. Specific items you must include in your re-
quest and demonstrate in order to graduate are as follows:

& Cite specific examples that show you can use the coping
skills and useful tools you have learned in your counseling
and therapy program;

& Confirmation that you are in full compliancewith all terms
and conditions of your probation;

& Demonstrate independent living, employment or full-time
school, and that you make a productive use of your time
by engaging in positive, chemical- free social activities;

& With help from your treatment provider and mentor, write
your plan for aftercare for the next two years including
counseling; relapse plans; ways you will connect positive-
ly with sponsors and significant others; support group
meetings; and hobbies/training.

& State your new personal goals and activities plan for the
next few years of your life;

& Demonstrate remorse for your crimes,make amends to your
crime victims, and a dedication to remain law abiding;

& Make a commitment to help someone else in recovery;
& Have no positive chemical test results (including missed,

tampered or dilute tests) for 180 consecutive days;
& Have no unexcused absences from scheduled services for

90 consecutive days;
& Demonstrate you have used medication as directed by

your medical staff for a minimum of 180 days.
& Documentationof requiredminimumattendanceat recovery

support/self- help meetings for a minimum of 50meetings.
& Complete and return monthly symptom checklist

consistently.
& Have the endorsement of the SDVTRC team.
& Have your request granted by the SDVTRC Judge.
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