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   Executive Summary    

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

rug treatment courts are one of the 
fastest growing programs designed 
to reduce drug abuse and criminal-

ity in nonviolent offenders in the United 
States. The first drug court was implemented 
in Florida in 1989. There were over 1,700 
drug courts as of April 2007, with drug 
courts operating or planned in all 50 states 
(including Native American Tribal Courts), 
the District of Columbia, Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, and Puerto Rico1 (BJA, 
2007). 

  I    

ing criminal 

                                                

Drug courts use the coercive authority of the 
criminal justice system to offer treatment to 
nonviolent addicts in lieu of incarceration. 
This model of linking the resources of the 
criminal justice system and substance 
treatment programs has proven to be 
effective for increasing treatment 
participation and decreas
recidivism.  The Dorchester County Juvenile Drug Court 
(DCJDC) is located in Cambridge, Maryland. 
Planning for this program began in response 
to a local youth survey that was conducted in 
November 2002 that highlighted alcohol and 
other drug (AOD) use, school suspensions, 
and other risk factors of area youth. To ad-
dress some of these indicated risk factors, 
community agencies collaborated on the de-
velopment of the DCJDC program. 

The program was implemented on July 1, 
2004. The DCJDC operations team is made 
up of the master, drug court coordinator, De-
partment of Juvenile Services (DJS) case 
manager specialist and program supervisor, 
assistant public defender, deputy state’s at-
torney, addictions counselor with Dorchester 
Addictions, two representatives from Dor-
chester Youth Services (which provides 
counseling and case management services as 
a local branch of the Maryland Association 

 
1 Update retrieved from 
http://spa.american.edu/justice/documents/1966.pdf  

of Youth Services Bureau), a representative 
of the Cambridge Police Department, and a 
representative of the Dorchester County 
Board of Education. The DCJDC serves 
juvenile offenders with substance abuse 
problems, many of whom come from single 
parent or unstable households. The program 
combines substance abuse treatment and 
other therapy/counseling, as necessary, with 
supervision and accountability. In a mini-
mum of 6 months, the program works to re-
duce recidivism and get participants engaged 
in areas such as education and employment. 
At capacity, the DCJDC program is currently 
designed to serve 25 participants at a time. 
Since the drug court program has been opera-
tional, it has not reached capacity and there-
fore has been able to accommodate all eligi-
ble participants. As of June 2007, 28 indi-
viduals have enrolled in the drug court; 17% 
of these participants have graduated, 33% 
were unsuccessful at completing the pro-
gram, and 50% are currently active. The 
process to determine eligibility will be de-
scribed in the section on program screening 
below. 

The majority (72%) of the program’s past 
and current participants are Caucasian, and 
28% are African American. The average age 
of participants at program entry is 16 years. 
The drugs of choice for participants of the 
DCJDC program are marijuana and cocaine. 

The stated mission of the DCJDC program is 
to improve the well being of youth and to 
enhance public safety in the community 
through a caring and integrated juvenile jus-
tice system approach, which reduces alcohol 
and other substance abuse and related prob-
lems. Currently, the program has six specific 
goals listed in their Policies and Procedures 
document:   

1. To expedite the formal processing of 
juvenile alcohol and drug offenders for 
drug court eligibility. 

D 
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2. To reduce substance abuse among drug 
court participants. 

3. To increase the number of juveniles and 
their families receiving a mental 
health/risk screening at DJS intake. 

4. To reduce delinquent behavior among 
drug court participants. 

5. To increase capacity to identify informa-
tion about substance-abusing youth in or-
der to respond to youth, family and 
community concerns and needs.  

6. To facilitate, where appropriate, the ac-
quisition of academic, vocational and 
pro-social skills development in juvenile 
offenders. 

During the key stakeholder interviews, the 
DCJDC staff expanded on these goals with a 
holistic goal of helping participants engage in 
their lives in a more meaningful way by de-
veloping responsibility and a sense of who 
they are. 

Process Evaluation Results 
Using the 10 Key Components of Drug 
Courts (as described by the National Asso-
ciation of Drug Court Professionals in 1997) 
as a framework, NPC Research (NPC) exam-
ined the practices of the DCJDC program. 

The DCJDC should be commended on the 
quality of the implementation of its program. 
The program meets the majority of the 10 
key components and 16 juvenile strategies 
through its current policies and program 
structure. It integrates alcohol and other drug 
treatment services with juvenile justice sys-
tem case processing; uses a non-adversarial 
approach between prosecution and defense 
counsel; provides a continuum of treatment 
services; has a consistent structure for re-
sponding to participant compliance; has had 
a continuously serving, voluntary master for 
many years; ensures team members receive 
appropriate training; and has worked to de-

velop partnerships with public and private 
community agencies and organizations.   

There are several areas that the program 
could consider to enhance the quality of ser-
vices. In order to reduce the time from arrest 
to drug court entry, the team should analyze 
the program’s current systems of identifying 
and referring eligible youth. As part of this 
review, the team may want to discuss the 
program’s target population to ensure that the 
current process or any future referrals 
changes (such as increasing school referrals) 
are accessing the youth that the program is 
intending to serve. The program may also 
want to consider whether it would benefit 
from a slight increase in the frequency of 
drug testing. Any additional training for core 
team members and affiliated community 
partners, such as strength-based practice, cul-
tural competence, or the use of the Statewide 
Maryland Automated Records Tracking 
(SMART) data system, will ultimately en-
hance the quality of service for participants. 

Interpretation of the findings of this process 
evaluation is provided in an analytic frame-
work that distinguishes among community, 
agency, and program-level issues. Under-
standing the needs of drug court participants 
and the larger community, and the impacts of 
a person’s environment on her/his behavior is 
crucial to establishing a program that best 
serves the population. Bringing the partner 
agencies to the table and ensuring consistent 
and thorough communication and coordi-
nated planning will also enhance program 
quality. Finally, establishing consistent op-
erational guidelines will provide an efficient 
and effective structure for service delivery. 
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SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY-LEVEL 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The drug court team should have a discus-
sion about the community need this program 
is intended to meet and the population that is 
the focus of this service. This conversation 
should help confirm the current population as 
the primary focus or clarify other youth that 
the program may want to identify. Strategies 
can then be tested to increase screening and 
referral of appropriate youth, or improve the 
efficiency of screening and referral of these 
youth. For example, if the program would 
like to increase referrals from schools, it 
would be useful to hold a meeting with 
school board members and school faculty to 
discuss the possibility of schools referring 
youth to the program as an alternative to ex-
pulsion for a drug offense on school grounds. 
Solving the referral issues should lead to 
greater numbers of program participants, and 
result in the program operating at full capac-
ity. If the schools become a referral source, 
however, the program will need to decide if it 
will remain post-adjudication or potentially 
expand to allow youth to participate as a di-
version/alternative to adjudication. 

The drug court team may want to discuss the 
potential benefits of creating a steering or 
policy committee. School representatives 
could be invited to become members of the 
committee to strengthen the partnership be-
tween the schools and the drug court. The 
steering/policy committee could enhance or 
develop additional ties with other community 
partners, including public and private agen-
cies, creating additional avenues for gaining 
referrals and resources for the drug court.  

Regardless of whether or not a steer-
ing/policy committee is created, the program 
should continue to identify new community 
partners, connections, or resources that 
would be interested in supporting the pro-
gram, and strengthen relationships/ties with 
existing agency partners. These partnerships 

may also foster support for job readiness, ca-
reer exploration, and employment placement. 

SUMMARY OF AGENCY-LEVEL 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Once the target population is confirmed, 
partner agencies will need to work together 
to ensure the most efficient process for iden-
tifying and referring appropriate youth to the 
drug court, such as identifying youth earlier 
in the adjudication process. For example, 
some drug courts take referrals from the 
prosecuting or defense attorneys, or from 
court staff.  

There should be an expectation of and en-
couragement for staff to take advantage of 
ongoing learning opportunities, both locally 
and nationally. To support this goal, a train-
ing plan and a log system should be estab-
lished, and program administrators should 
review the results periodically. These tools 
will be useful in keeping track of training 
activities and in reinforcing the importance 
of professional development.  

The key stakeholder interviews highlighted 
several areas in which the drug court team 
might benefit from additional training, in-
cluding formal training for new staff mem-
bers geared toward their new role on the drug 
court team, drug court training for law en-
forcement, training on substance 
abuse/addiction and mental health, and effec-
tive interventions for youth with cognitive or 
learning challenges. The program may want 
to bring in additional training on motiva-
tional or solution-focused interviewing, ado-
lescent development, strength-based practice, 
or positive youth development, and assess 
areas of the program that might be adjusted 
to enhance youth engagement and satisfac-
tion with services. 

Cultural competence requires ongoing 
evaluation of program policies and proce-
dures and regular staff training. DCJDC staff 
should consider regularly attending training 

  III    
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on cultural topics and/or reviewing articles or 
other materials on the topic.  

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM-LEVEL 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The drug court team may want to discuss 
strategies for increasing family involvement 
and buy-in to the program. Efforts could in-
clude seeking family representation in pro-
gram planning (e.g., steering or policy com-
mittee), reinforcing family involvement 
through use of incentives (e.g., recognition, 
gift cards), adjusting the time of drug court 
hearings to accommodate family/guardian 
employment schedules, or requesting feed-
back prior to hearings from family members 
who are unable to attend them. Based on par-
ent/guardian and participants’ independent 
reports, program requirements can be bur-
densome; transportation support and schedul-
ing flexibility would help youth succeed in 
the program. 

It would benefit the program to focus on in-
creasing communication with parents/ 
guardians about the program structure, pur-
pose, incentives, and consequences. While 
information may be provided at the begin-
ning of the program, offering reminders and 
updates throughout the program would help 
parents/guardians better understand and re-
tain information.  

In response to recent research findings, it 
may be worth considering increasing the fre-
quency of drug testing in the first two phases 
to 3 times per week, regardless of suspicion 
of use. 

The team may want to conduct a case review 
on a sample of recent cases to identify 
whether incentives, sanctions, and rewards 
were used consistently in response to partici-
pant behaviors and create a standard schedule 
that matches types of offenses or good be-
haviors and number of occurrences with ap-
propriate sanctions or rewards. If the pro-
gram does not already do this, individualiz-
ing incentives and rewards (and even sanc-
tions) based on the youth’s interests increases 
their effectiveness at reinforcing desired be-
havior. 

DCJDC staff should be trained to use the 
new SMART management information sys-
tem, both in terms of entering information 
consistently and accurately, and in extracting 
information for program review and plan-
ning. The drug court team should initiate and 
continue analysis of data about the drug court 
and its participants, and use it to inform the 
team about its participant population and 
their programmatic needs, and the extent to 
which the program is meeting its goals. The 
team will also want to ensure that the pro-
gram or partner agencies are collecting all 
appropriate information needed for future 
outcome evaluation.  

The team may want to set a time to discuss 
the findings and recommendations in this 
process evaluation, both to enjoy the recogni-
tion of its accomplishments and to determine 
whether any program adjustments are war-
ranted. 

 



  Background       

BACKGROUND 

rug courts are designed to guide 
offenders identified as drug-
addicted into treatment that will 

reduce drug dependence and improve the 
quality of life for offenders and their fami-
lies. Benefits to society take the form of re-
ductions in crime committed by drug court 
participants, resulting in reduced costs to 
taxpayers and increased public safety. 

In the typical drug court program, partici-
pants are closely supervised by a judge (or 
master) who is supported by a team of 
agency representatives who operate outside 
of their traditional roles. The team typically 
includes a drug court coordinator, addiction 
treatment providers, prosecuting attorneys, 
defense attorneys, law enforcement officers, 
and parole and probation officers who work 
together to provide needed services to drug 
court participants. Prosecuting attorneys and 
defense attorneys hold their usual adversarial 

positions in abeyance to support the treat-
ment and supervision needs of program par-
ticipants. Drug court programs can be viewed 
as blending resources, expertise and interests 
of a variety of jurisdictions and agencies. 

Drug courts have been shown to be effective in 
reducing recidivism (GAO, 2005) and in re-
ducing taxpayer costs due to positive outcomes 
for drug court participants (Carey & Finigan, 
2003; Carey, Finigan, Waller, Lucas, & 
Crumpton, 2005). Some drug courts have even 
been shown to cost less to operate than proc-
essing offenders through traditional (business-
as-usual) court processes (Carey & Finigan, 
2003; Crumpton, Brekhus, Weller, & Finigan, 
2004; Carey, Finigan, Waller, Lucas, & 
Crumpton, 2005). 

This report contains the process evaluation 
for the Dorchester County Juvenile Drug 
Court (DCJDC). 
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  Methods      

METHODS 

nformation was acquired for this proc-
ess evaluation from several sources, in-
cluding observations of a court hearing 

and a team meeting during site visits, key 
stakeholder interviews, focus groups, and 
program documents. The methods used to 
gather information from each source are de-
scribed below.  

Site Visits 
NPC evaluation staff traveled to Dorchester 
County, Maryland, for site visits in October 
2005 and in March 2007. The visits included 
an observation of a juvenile drug court hear-
ing and a pre-conference team meeting; in-
terviews with key DCJDC staff; and the fa-
cilitation of focus groups with current drug 
court participants and their parents/guardians. 
An individual interview was also conducted 
with a graduate of the DCJDC during one of 
the site visits. These observations, inter-
views, and focus groups provided informa-
tion about the structure, procedures, and rou-
tines used in the drug court.  

Key Stakeholder Interviews 
Key stakeholder interviews, conducted in 
person or by telephone, were a critical com-
ponent of the DCJDC process study. NPC 
Research (NPC) staff interviewed eight indi-
viduals involved in the administration of the 
drug court, including the master of domestic 
relations and juvenile causes, the drug court 
coordinator, an addictions counselor with 
Dorchester Addictions, the Department of 
Juvenile Services (DJS) case manager spe-
cialist and program supervisor, the Director 
of Dorchester Youth Services, the assistant 
public defender, and the deputy state’s attor-
ney.  

NPC has designed a Drug Court Typology 
Interview Guide2, which provides a consis-
tent method for collecting structure and proc-
ess information from drug courts. In the in-
terest of making this evaluation reflect local 
circumstances, this guide was modified to fit 
the purposes of this evaluation and of this 
particular drug court. The information gath-
ered through the use of this guide assisted the 
evaluation team in focusing on the day-to-
day operations as well as on the most impor-
tant and unique characteristics of the 
DCJDC.  

For the process interviews, key individuals 
involved with DCJDC administration were 
asked many of the questions in the Typology 
Interview Guide during site visits and tele-
phone calls at several points in time. This 
approach allowed us to keep track of changes 
that occurred in the drug court process from 
the beginning of the project to the end. 

Focus Groups and Participant 
Interviews 
NPC conducted two focus groups in the of-
fices of the DCJDC in March 2007. Three 
current drug court participants were involved 
in the first focus group. Two par-
ents/guardians of current participants were 
included in the other. NPC staff also inter-
viewed a graduate of the DCJDC during the 
site visit. The focus groups provided the cur-
rent and former participants and par-
ents/guardians with an opportunity to share 
their experiences and perceptions regarding 

                                                 
2 The Typology Guide was originally developed by 
NPC Research under a grant from the Bureau of Jus-
tice Assistance and the Administrative Office of the 
Courts of the State of California. A copy of this guide 
can be found at the NPC Research Web site at 
http://www.npcresearch.com/Files/NPC_Research_Drug_Co
urt_Typology_Interview_Guide_(copyrighted).pdf. See 
Appendix A for Typology description. 
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the drug court process. A summary of results 
can be found in Appendix B. 

Document Review 
In order to better understand the operations 
and practices of the drug court, the evalua-
tion team reviewed the program’s documents 

for program information. These documents 
included the Dorchester County Circuit 
Court Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Pro-
gram Policies and Procedures and the Dor-
chester County Circuit Court Juvenile Drug 
Court Program Participant Handbook.

 



  Results 

RESULTS 

Dorchester County Juvenile 
Drug Court Program 
Description 

DORCHESTER COUNTY, MARYLAND  

Dorchester County is a rural county located 
on the eastern shore of Maryland. The county 
has one city, Cambridge, and several towns 
and non-Census designated areas. As of the 
2000 census, it had a population of 30,674, 
with more than 76% over the age of 18 and a 
median age of 40. Dorchester County’s racial 
composition in 2000 was 69% White and 
28% African American, with the remaining 
3% made up of small percentages of other 
races. There were 12,706 households 
reported in 2000 and 4,024 were households 
with children under the age of 18. The 
Census also found that the median household 
income in the county was $34,077 and the 
median family (defined as a group of two or 
more people who reside together and who are 
related by birth, marriage, or adoption) 
income was $41,917. The county’s 
unemployment rate was 3.6%, with 13.8% of 
individuals and 10.1% of families living 
below poverty level. Lastly, the main 
industry categories reported were education, 
health, and social services; closely followed 
by manufacturing. Cambridge, the county 
seat, had a population of 10,911 in 2000.2  

DORCHESTER COUNTY JUVENILE DRUG 

COURT OVERVIEW 

The DCJDC is located in Cambridge, 
Maryland. The program was implemented on 

                                                 
2 Retrieved on June 13, 2007, from the U.S. Census 
Bureau Web site: 
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/SAFFFacts?_event
=Search&geo_id=&_geoContext=&_street=&_county
=Dorchester+County&_cityTown=Dorchester+Count
y&_state=04000US24&_zip=&_lang=en&_sse=on&p
ctxt=fph&pgsl=010&show_2003_tab=&redirect=Y  

July 1, 2004. A variety of local agencies 
comprise the drug court. The DCJDC opera-
tions team is made up of the master, drug 
court coordinator, Department of Juvenile 
Services (DJS) case manager specialist and 
program supervisor, assistant public de-
fender, deputy state’s attorney, addictions 
counselor with Dorchester Addictions, two 
representatives from Dorchester Youth Ser-
vices (which provides counseling and case 
management services as a local branch of the 
Maryland Association of Youth Services Bu-
reau), a representative of the Cambridge Po-
lice Department, and a representative of the 
Dorchester County Board of Education. The 
DCJDC serves juvenile offenders with 
substance abuse problems, many of whom 
come from single parent or unstable 
households. The program combines sub-
stance abuse treatment and other ther-
apy/counseling, as necessary, with supervi-
sion and accountability. In a minimum of 6 
months, the program works to reduce recidi-
vism and to get participants engaged in areas 
such as education and employment.  

IMPLEMENTATION 

In November 2002, the Dorchester County 
Local Management Board administered the 
Communities that Care Youth Survey. The 
survey results highlighted alcohol and other 
drug (AOD) use, school suspensions, and 
other risk factors of area youth. To address 
some of these indicated risk factors, commu-
nity agencies collaborated on the develop-
ment of the DCJDC program. Implementa-
tion of the program began when the pro-
gram’s first coordinator went to observe 
other drug courts to inform the planning 
process of the DCJDC. After gaining insight 
from visits to other drug courts, he contacted 
various community members and agencies to 
generate support for a local drug court. Back-
ing and participation was gained from the 
Circuit Court judge and master, the Office of 
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t:   

the Public Defender (OPD), the State’s At-
torney’s Office (SAO), Dorchester Youth 
Services (DYS), the Dorchester County 
Health Department, Dorchester Art Center, 
and Mid Shore Photography Club.  

The planning efforts were funded by a grant 
from the Maryland Governor’s Grant Office 
through the Local Management Board. Once 
the group created the program structure, the 
DCJDC began operations on July 1, 2004. In 
August 2004, the current master began to 
preside over the court, running it as a part of 
the Dorchester County Juvenile Crime Court.  

PARTICIPANT POPULATION AND 

PROGRAM CAPACITY 

At capacity, the DCJDC program is cur-
rently designed to serve 25 participants at a 
time. Since the drug court program has 
been operational, it has not reached capac-
ity and therefore has been able to accom-
modate all eligible participants. As of June 
2007, 28 individuals have enrolled in the 
drug court; 17% of these participants have 
graduated, 33% were unsuccessful at com-
pleting the program, and 50% are currently 
active. The process to determine eligibility 
will be described in the section on program 
screening below. 

The majority (72%) of the program’s past 
and current participants are Caucasian, and 
28% are African American. The average age 
of participants at program entry is 16 years. 
The drugs of choice for participants of the 
MDJDC program are marijuana and cocaine. 

DRUG COURT GOALS 

The stated mission of the DCJDC program is 
to improve the well being of youth and to 
enhance public safety in the community 
through a caring and integrated juvenile 
justice system approach, which reduces 
juvenile alcohol and other substance abuse 
and related problems. Currently, the program 
has six specific goals listed in their Policies 
and Procedures documen

1. To expedite the formal processing of ju-
venile alcohol and drug offenders for 
drug court eligibility. 

2. To reduce substance abuse among drug 
court participants. 

3. To increase the number of juveniles and 
their families receiving a mental 
health/risk screening at DJS intake. 

4. To reduce delinquent behavior among 
drug court participants. 

5. To increase capacity to identify informa-
tion about substance-abusing youth in or-
der to respond to youth, family and 
community concerns and needs.  

6. To facilitate, where appropriate, the ac-
quisition of academic, vocational and 
pro-social skills development in juvenile 
offenders. 

During the key stakeholder interviews, the 
DCJDC staff expanded on these goals with a 
holistic goal of helping participants engage in 
their lives in a more meaningful way by de-
veloping responsibility and a sense of who 
they are. 

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

The DCJDC eligibility criteria are listed in 
the Dorchester County Circuit Court Juve-
nile Drug Treatment Court Program Policies 
and Procedures document. To be eligible for 
the program, youth must be residents of Dor-
chester County, Maryland, and be between 
the ages of 12 and 17 years old at commis-
sion of the act that leads to program entry. In 
addition they must: 

• Have a substance abuse issue (can in-
clude alcohol) that meets a substance 
abuse or dependency diagnosis 

• Have family/guardian commitment for 
their involvement in the program 

• Be appropriate and eligible for substance 
abuse treatment according to assessments 
conducted by the Health Department 
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• Not be under the jurisdiction of another 
county unless the case is transferred to 
Dorchester County 

All criminal offenses except major violent 
and sexual offenses are eligible for the pro-
gram. Therefore, the individual’s charge(s) 
does not have to be directly drug-related; for 
example, individuals committing forgery or 
theft are accepted into the program.  

DRUG COURT PROGRAM SCREENING 

Potential DCJDC participants have been ad-
judicated and may enter the program either 
pre-disposition or post-disposition. Partici-
pants are generally referred to the program 
by probation officers with DJS. Police offi-
cers, who usually learn of youths’ substance 
abuse issues through previous law enforce-
ment contacts, may initiate the referral, and 
will relay that information to DJS. Pre-
disposition referrals may also come from the 
Assistant Public Defender (APD) and the 
Deputy State's Attorney (DSA). 

A DJS staff member conducts a pre-
disposition investigation, which includes a 
risk/needs assessment on the youth and 
her/his family. The assessment examines 
medical issues, mental health issues, educa-
tional background, career goals, criminal his-
tory, and the services that they may be in 
need of based on five areas: mental health, 
physical health, substance abuse, education, 
and cognitive programming. If the DJS staff 
member feels that the youth is a possible 
drug court candidate (either through that as-
sessment or because the charge is directly 
drug related), he/she will refer the youth to 
the Health Department for an ASAM II Ju-
venile Drug and Alcohol Assessment.  

Another route to drug court entry is when 
youth on probation violate the conditions of 
their probation. In these cases, probation of-
ficers and/or health workers will initiate the 
referral. When youth on probation that are 
required to attend treatment at the Health 
Department do not attend their treatment ses-

sions, health workers will inform probation 
officers, at which time they may suggest a 
referral to drug court. 

After DJS and the Health Department deter-
mine that a youth is a possible drug court 
candidate, based on their assessments, they 
deliver their recommendation to the DSA and 
to the APD, and the juvenile’s case is expe-
dited through the court system. Once the 
youth is adjudicated and found guilty, the 
drug court team decides together if the can-
didate is appropriate for the program. If there 
is not a team consensus, the drug court mas-
ter will make the final decision on whether or 
not to admit the youth into the program. Dur-
ing that timeframe, DJS staff members meet 
with the youth’s parents/guardians to inform 
them about the drug court. The drug court 
program is optional to youth pre-disposition, 
and required of youth post-disposition.  

The time between arrest and entry into the 
drug court program varies due to several fac-
tors including delayed referrals from police 
and time that youth are on probation before 
they are charged with violating probation. 
Generally, the process takes between 4 and 6 
weeks.  

INCENTIVES FOR OFFENDERS TO ENTER 

(AND COMPLETE) THE DCJDC PROGRAM 

The DCJDC operates as both a pre- and a 
post-dispositional program. The program is a 
pre-dispositional option for youth and their 
families; however, the program is not op-
tional for those who are court ordered to the 
program. The incentive to enter the DCJDC 
as a pre-dispositional option is that upon suc-
cessful completion of the program, the circuit 
court judge will find the graduate non-
delinquent on the charge that led to his/her 
entry into the drug court. Additional incen-
tives for offenders to enter and complete the 
drug court program include support in their 
recovery with treatment and case manage-
ment, receiving praise from the master, and 
material rewards as they progress through the 
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program and for successfully graduating 
(e.g., gift cards). 

DRUG COURT PROGRAM PHASES 

The DCJDC program has three phases that 
take between 6 and 18 months (9 months on 
average) to complete. The length of each 
phase is dependent upon the participant’s 
compliance with the drug court requirements, 
but generally Phase I lasts 6 weeks, Phase II 
lasts 12 weeks and Phase III is 6 weeks. To 
complete the program successfully, partici-
pants must comply with their individualized 
treatment plan based on ASAM Level of 
Care criteria and be enrolled in an education 
program and/or be employed.  

Participants in Phase I are required to attend 
drug court hearings twice monthly. These 
participants must also have four contacts 
with the DJS case manager per month, two of 
which are home visits. A minimum of two 
UAs per week, compliance with a 7:00 p.m. 
curfew, and weekly participation in the 
Moral Reconation Therapy (MRT) program 
are also required. In order to graduate from 
Phase I, the participant must have had no 
positive drug tests for the final 4 consecutive 
weeks of the phase, be in an education pro-
gram and/or be employed, and complete four 
steps (out of 12) in the MRT program. In ad-
dition they must complete a paper on “Why I 
am ready to be promoted to Level II” and 
present it to the MRT group, be in compli-
ance with their treatment plans, and be rec-
ommended for promotion by the drug court 
team. 

Phase II participants must attend drug court 
hearings one to two times monthly. They 
must have three face-to-face contacts with 
the DJS case manager per month, one of 
which must be a home visit. Phase II partici-
pants are required to submit to at least two 
UAs per week, comply with a 9:00 p.m. cur-
few, and attend the MRT program weekly. 
To move to Phase III, participants are re-
quired to have no positive drug tests for the 

final 8 consecutive weeks of the phase, be in 
an education program and/or have employ-
ment, and have completed the MRT program. 
Finally, a paper on “Why I am ready to be 
promoted to Level III” must be completed 
and presented to the MRT group, and the 
participants must be in compliance with their 
treatment plans. 

Phase III participants are required to appear 
monthly at drug court hearings. They must 
have two face-to-face contacts monthly with 
the DJS case manager and submit to a mini-
mum of two UAs per week. The treatment 
team and the participant’s family establish an 
individualized curfew requirement. In order 
to graduate from Phase III and therefore the 
program, the participant must get approval 
from the drug court team and meet the 
graduation requirements listed in the follow-
ing section. 

GRADUATION 

In order to graduate from DCJDC, partici-
pants must satisfy program requirements for 
all three phases and fulfill the following re-
quirements, at a minimum: 

• Successful completion of substance abuse 
treatment 

• Successful completion of all phase and 
program requirements, including any rec-
ommended treatment and aftercare 

• No new criminal charges 

• Continued school and/or work participa-
tion 

• Negative drug tests for all of Phase III 

• Participation in an education program 
and/or employment as directed 

• Completion of a paper or presentation on 
“Why I am Ready to Graduate” and pres-
entation of it to drug court 

When a participant is ready to graduate, the 
DCJDC holds a ceremony at the beginning of 
the drug court hearing in the large ceremonial 



  Results 

courtroom. Families as well as the other par-
ticipants are present, and are therefore able to 
see the rewards that await them when they 
successfully complete the program. During 
the ceremony, the graduates’ milestones 
throughout the program, including challenges 
such as relapses, are described. Graduates 
then receive certificates of completion and 
rewards such as gift cards (and some even 
receive college scholarship money). If the 
graduate entered the drug court program pre-
disposition, they will be found as non-
delinquent and will therefore avoid having a 
juvenile record.  

TREATMENT OVERVIEW 

Treatment services for drug court participants 
are provided by Dorchester Addictions, 
which is a part of the Dorchester County 
Health Department. Dorchester Addictions 
provides outpatient treatment through group 
and individual treatment sessions. They use a 
combination of the chronic disease and cog-
nitive behavioral models; during treatment 
sessions the signs and symptoms of the dis-
ease are discussed along with coping skills. 
Typically participants attend the group ses-
sions twice per week; however, if a partici-
pant is not able to attend both group sessions 
due to transportation issues, individual ses-
sions are provided at the clients’ conven-
ience. Clients are either placed in a 13-week 
or a 26-week group based on their diagnosis. 
Once participants finish outpatient treatment, 
weekly one-on-one meetings with addictions 
counselors are provided as aftercare until the 
participant graduates from the drug court 
program. 

Participants in Phases I and II are required to 
attend weekly MRT group sessions con-
ducted by the DJS case manager specialist. 
MRT is a cognitive-behavioral based pro-
gram organized in 12 steps that encourages 
self-esteem, social growth, and moral devel-
opment. In order to advance through the 
MRT steps, participants must complete 10 
hours of community service for each step. 

The type of community service is tailored for 
each participant’s interests. 

Participants are also encouraged to attend 
Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) and Narcotics 
Anonymous (NA) meetings in the commu-
nity; however, the participants in the local 
12-step group meetings are generally older 
adults and not adolescents. To address this 
issue, the program is looking into ways to 
transport participants to a nearby community 
that has meetings with younger participants. 
In the meantime, until transportation issues 
can be worked out, guest speakers from AA 
and NA groups conduct mock 12-step meet-
ings during the Dorchester Addictions group 
sessions.  

Dorchester Youth Services provides individ-
ual and family counseling as well as case 
management services (including referral to 
local services) to eligible drug 
court participants in a program called Family 
Preservation. At the time of this evaluation, 
in order to receive services from DYS, the 
participant must have had an adjudicatory 
status and scored high risk on the DJS Classi-
fication and Assessment for Adjudicated 
Youth (6.1) tool. A plan to review and 
change these criteria was in place at the end 
of this evaluation.  

THE DRUG COURT TEAM 

Master 

The drug court master has presided over the 
program since its inception. In addition to his 
drug court duties, he hears juvenile delin-
quency cases through the traditional court 
process. The master is described as being 
warm and stern when interacting with par-
ticipants. The drug court master position is 
not time limited and does not rotate through 
other judges/masters. 
Coordinator 

Since the inception of the program, there 
have been two different drug court coordina-
tors. The current DCJDC coordinator’s role 
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licy changes) through team 

is largely administrative. Her main focus is 
collecting information from all of the partici-
pating agencies and synthesizing weekly up-
date reports for the drug court team. The co-
ordinator also directs the team meetings, and 
facilitates communication and collaboration 
between team members during and between 
team meetings. In addition, she manages 
grants, solicits and screens referrals, and at-
tends community meetings to promote the 
drug court. Additional responsibilities in-
clude managing memorandums of under-
standing among participating agencies, man-
aging program policies and procedures, ad-
dressing training needs of team members, 
providing oversight on individual participant 
progress (e.g., tracking phases), and making 
recommendations regarding incentives, sanc-
tions, phase promotion, and graduation. The 
coordinator also develops programming ac-
tivities for youth (art classes, community 
service, field trips) 
Counselor  

Dorchester Youth Services (DYS) staff 
members meet with participants once per 
week to provide case management and coun-
seling services. Two representatives from 
DYS are a part of the team; as members they 
attend the team meetings and drug court 
hearings to provide information to the team 
and to contribute to team decisions. 
Probation 

There are two representatives from the De-
partment of Juvenile Services (probation) on 
the drug court team: the case manager spe-
cialist and the program supervisor. They at-
tend all pre-conference meetings. The case 
manager specialist also attends all drug court 
hearings, and the program supervisor attends 
the hearings as his schedule allows. The case 
manager specialist was the original coordina-
tor of the DCJDC program. Currently, in ad-
dition to providing probation case manage-
ment services (including collecting urine 
screen samples and enforcing curfews), he 
conducts home visits, teaches the MRT 

classes, and takes participants on field trips at 
local businesses to explore their career goals.  
Treatment Provider 

An addictions counselor with Dorchester 
Addictions is a member of the DCJDC team. 
In addition to providing treatment services to 
participants, the counselor provides written 
updates to the drug court team and attends 
pre-conference team meetings and drug court 
hearings.  
Assistant Public Defender 

The assistant public defender (APD) on the 
DCJDC team refers potential participants to 
the program and advocates for participants in 
a non-adversarial manner as a member of the 
team. The APD contributes to team decisions 
and attends all pre-conference meetings and 
drug court hearings. 
Deputy State’s Attorney 

As a member of the DCJDC team, the deputy 
state’s attorney (DSA) participates in the 
drug court team decisions including partici-
pant acceptability into the drug court pro-
gram. The DSA also refers participants and 
regularly participates in the pre-court team 
meetings and the drug court hearings. The 
DSA describes her role on the team as an ad-
vocate for the state as well as an advocate for 
the participants.  
Law Enforcement Agencies 

Occasionally, based on his schedule, a 
representative from Cambridge Police 
Department (CPD) attends the pre-
conference team meetings. CPD refers 
potential participants to the program. 
Additionally, the representative is on the 
drug court email list and is therefore updated 
on the program issues (such as participant 
issues or po
emails.  Board of Education Representative 

As a member of the drug court team, the 
Board of Education representative provides 
school records for potential drug court candi-
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dates. Additionally, as his schedule allows, 
the Board of Education representative attends 
team meetings to provide updates on partici-
pant school attendance, discipline and aca-
demic performance.  

DRUG COURT TEAM TRAINING 

Prior to implementing DCJDC, the original 
coordinator (now the case manager specialist 
with DJS) observed other drug courts to 
gather tips on implementing the program. 
Several DCJDC team members have attended 
multiple national and statewide drug court 
training conferences. The current coordina-
tor, master, and Dorchester Addictions coun-
selor attended the 2007 National Association 
of Drug Court Professionals conference. In 
addition, the current coordinator, Dorchester 
Addictions counselor, DJS representatives, 
assistant public defender, and deputy state’s 
attorney attend the annual trainings spon-
sored by the Maryland Office of Problem-
Solving Courts in Annapolis. Trainings 
aimed at more specific drug court topics were 
also attended by DCJDC staff; including a 
training on drug testing issues in drug court 
which was attended by the coordinator, DYS 
staff and Dorchester Addictions staff. The 
National Drug Court Institute training for 
defense attorneys was attended by the 
DCJDC assistant public defender. Finally, 
team members are scheduled to attend a 
training on incentives and sanctions and a 
series of “Drug Court 101” trainings. 

TEAM MEETINGS 

The pre-conference team meeting is held 
every first and third Wednesday of the month 
at 10:30 a.m. The master, coordinator, assis-
tant public defender, deputy state’s attorney, 
and DJS case manager specialist regularly 
attend the pre-conference meetings. Depend-
ing on their availability, the DJS program 
supervisor, DYS representatives, and Dor-
chester Addictions counselor also attend the 
pre-conference meetings.  

During these meetings, the team reviews the 
written Juvenile Drug Court Report, com-
piled before each meeting by the coordinator. 
The report provides a summary of updates on 
the participants’ progress at home, school, 
substance abuse treatment, DJS, DYS, and in 
the drug court program. This report, along 
with oral reports by team members, informs 
team discussions on the participants’ pro-
gress or issues in the program. The coordina-
tor leads the meeting, with everyone getting a 
chance to provide input. Generally during the 
meetings, the team makes decisions on sanc-
tions, incentives, and program policies to-
gether by consensus; however, the master has 
the authority to make the final decisions.  

PROVIDER AND TEAM COMMUNICATION 

WITH COURT 

Team members, including the addictions 
counselor (treatment provider), are able to 
communicate with the court (the master) at 
the pre-conference meetings. In addition to 
the addictions counselor having direct con-
tact with the master during meetings, infor-
mation on participants’ progress and their 
level of participation in treatment, as well as 
any recommendations for changes in the 
level of treatment, are reported to the coordi-
nator in a written report that is then compiled 
with other information on the participant and 
provided to the team, including the master. If 
the addictions counselor is unable to attend 
the team meeting, she will later receive a 
briefing via email on the meeting from the 
drug court coordinator. 

DRUG COURT HEARINGS 

The drug court hearings are held on the first 
and third Wednesday of each month at 11:30 
a.m. Participants in Phase I attend drug court 
hearings twice monthly, Phase II participants 
attend one to two times monthly, and partici-
pants in Phase III are required to attend 
monthly. The master, coordinator, APD, 
DSA, DJS case manager specialist, two bail-
iffs, and a court reporter attend court regu-
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larly. Depending on their availability, the 
DJS program supervisor, DYS representa-
tives, and Dorchester Addictions counselor 
also attend the drug court hearings. Partici-
pants' family members or guardians also at-
tend the hearings with their children. 

The master addresses team members directly 
in court, and team members openly make 
comments throughout the hearing. Partici-
pants and parents/guardians stand when ad-
dressing the master. Family mem-
bers/guardians are encouraged to speak about 
their child’s progress or struggles since the 
last hearing. The master is warm, yet serious 
when interacting with participants and pro-
spective participants. The court highlights 
participants’ positive achievements before 
pointing out any problems they are experi-
encing. Each participant interacts with the 
master for an estimated 10-15 minutes.  

FAMILY INVOLVEMENT 

Parents/guardians must sign an agreement 
when their child enters the drug court pro-
gram, stating that they will attend the drug 
court hearings with their child; however, 
program staff reported that parents/guardians 
usually only attend the initial hearing. The 
parents/guardians are encouraged by program 
staff to become an auxiliary team member, 
by informing the team about participant is-
sues (both positive and negative) outside of 
the formal setting of drug court. For exam-
ple, parents/guardians are requested to in-
form the drug court staff if their child vio-
lates his/her curfew or if they believe that 
there is continued drug use. It was reported 
during key-stakeholder interviews that the 
implied authority of the court to the par-
ents/guardians applies subtle pressure on the 
parent/guardian to be more attentive to the 
child’s schedule. However, there is not a 
court order in place to enforce par-
ent/guardian compliance. Occasionally, 
counseling services may also involve the 
family/guardian on a voluntary basis.  

SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT FEES 

There are no fees required of youth or their 
families for participation in the drug court; 
however, the drug court may require a fee for 
urinalysis as a sanction for non-compliance. 

DRUG TESTING 

Participants’ compliance with the program is 
tested by urinalysis (UA) tests observed by 
same sex staff members at DJS, the Health 
Department, and occasionally at the drug 
court. The DJS case management specialist 
may also test participants in their homes ran-
domly on the weekend. Participants in phases 
I and II are randomly tested a minimum of 
twice per week, and Phase III participants are 
tested at least once per week. Instant urine 
drug screens are used, and samples are sent 
to Redwood toxicology lab for confirmation 
when readings are either unclear or positive; 
normal-negative samples are also randomly 
sent to the lab for confirmation. The instant 
test screens for marijuana, methampheta-
mines, amphetamines, opiates, and cocaine; 
if the sample is sent to the lab, alcohol, ben-
zodiazepines, and the creatine level are also 
tested. A drug court grant covers the cost of 
all drug court urine analysis screens con-
ducted at the Health Department. While DJS 
pays for the urine screens conducted at DJS. 

REWARDS 

When participants complete phases and even-
tually graduate from the program, they re-
ceive rewards from the master during drug 
court hearings. The possible rewards are 
written and provided to staff and participants 
in the Dorchester County Circuit Court Ju-
venile Drug Treatment Court Program Poli-
cies and Procedures manual and in the Dor-
chester County Circuit Court Juvenile Drug 
Court Program Participant Handbook. 

Rewards include:  

• Praise in court by the master 
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• “Fishbowl” gifts (small gifts that are 
awarded when a client who is progressing 
well pulls a paper out of a bowl with the 
name of the reward written on it) 

• Gift certificates 

• Candy baskets  

• YMCA memberships 

• Extended curfew 

• Early release from electronic monitoring 
(see “sanctions” section below) 

• Reduction in drug court reviews 

SANCTIONS 

Sanctions are imposed for negative behaviors 
such as missing a treatment session or a 
meeting with the DJS case manager. Sanc-
tions are graduated and decided upon by the 
DCJDC team during pre-conference meet-
ings. The master imposes the sanctions dur-
ing court hearings. In addition, if a partici-
pant is also on probation (a post-disposition 
case), then DJS staff may also impose sanc-
tions on participants at their discretion. Ex-
amples of sanctions include electronic moni-
toring (usually for 2 weeks to a month) or 
detention (for a weekend) when participants 
fail to comply with their curfew or tamper 
with their UAs.  

The sanction examples below are provided to 
staff in the Dorchester County Circuit Court 
Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Program 
Policies and Procedures manual and given to 
participants in the Dorchester County Circuit 
Court Juvenile Drug Court Program Partici-
pant Handbook. 

If participants are continuing to use drugs, 
increased treatment is used as a response 
rather than detention. Responses include: 

• Increased drug testing 

• Detoxification  

• Inpatient treatment  

• Higher level of care/treatment 

• Fee for urinalysis 

If program rules/phase requirements are bro-
ken, one or more of the following sanctions 
may be imposed: 

• Program behavioral contract 

• Program participation extension 

• Demotion to earlier phase 

• Verbal warnings 

• Additional face-to-face appointments 
with drug court staff 

• Stricter curfew 

• Writing assignments/thinking reports 

• Reenter/extend MRT 

• Community service 

• Additional drug court review 

• Observations of criminal court with writ-
ten/verbal report for group review 

• Electronic monitoring 

• Brief detention (2 to 7 days) 

• Placement outside the community in DJS 
facility/group home 

• Restart program 

UNSUCCESSFUL PROGRAM COMPLETION 

(TERMINATION)  

Participants’ program participation is termi-
nated for various reasons including, but not 
limited to: 

• Continued non-compliance with treat-
ment recommendations/requirements 

• Failure to attend scheduled DCJDC hear-
ings 

• Continued non-compliance with 
supervision requirements 

• Arrest on a new charge that warrants ter-
mination (team decision)  
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 Center.  

• Threatening of violence or demonstrating 
violent behaviors 

• Continued non-compliance with phase 
requirements 

Ordinarily there will be team consensus 
about whether or not to terminate a partici-
pant. During stakeholder interviews, program 
staff reported that the team tends to keep par-
ticipants in the program if there are any bene-
fits and there is not any detriment to the other 
participants. If a participant entered the drug 
court as a post-disposition requirement, once 
a participant’s program participation is ter-
minated, he/she is required to attend the ju-
venile delinquent (regular) court to receive a 
different disposition. If entry was granted 
into the program pre-disposition, the termi-
nated participant will return to juvenile de-
linquent court to receive a disposition. 

DATA COLLECTED BY THE DRUG COURT 

FOR TRACKING AND EVALUATION 

PURPOSES  

Data tracked on participants such as demo-
graphic data and progress and issues 
throughout their participation in the program 
are stored currently in paper files. The drug 
court staff members are in the process of en-
tering this data in the SMART management 
information system. Once entered into the 
SMART system, the data will be able to be 
entered and tracked electronically. 

DRUG COURT FUNDING  

Funding to start the program came from the 
Maryland Governor’s Office of Grants 
through the Dorchester County Local 
Management Board. Current funding comes 
from the state through the Administrative 
Office of the Courts via the state legislature 
and the county manages the funds. These 
funds also support activities for participants 
at the Dorchester Art

COMMUNITY LIAISONS 

DCJDC has partnered with a number of 
community agencies in Dorchester County in 
a concerted effort to provide needed services 
to its participants. The program has formed a 
partnership with the Maryland Underage 
Drinking Coalition, who sponsors a Photog-
raphy Club and co-sponsors an annual pho-
tography contest for drug court participants. 
The Dorchester Art Center provides art 
classes to the participants including the 
Community Boat-works program, which 
gives participants the opportunity to build 
canoes together, and a new program called 
Chaos, in which participants build fine furni-
ture. Family Services assists participants who 
need mental health counseling and/or medi-
cal appointments, and can help participants 
obtain bicycles for transportation. Addition-
ally, local businesses have allowed the DJS 
case management specialist to bring partici-
pants to their businesses in order to learn 
about various career opportunities. 
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DORCHESTER COUNTY JUVENILE DRUG COURT COMPARED 

TO 10 KEY COMPONENTS OF DRUG COURTS AND 16 JUVENILE 

DRUG COURT STRATEGIES

his section lists the 10 Key Compo-
nents of Drug Courts as described by 
the National Association of Drug 

Court Professionals (NADCP, 1997). Fol-
lowing each key component are research 
questions developed by NPC for evaluation 
purposes. These questions were designed to 
determine whether and how well each key 
component is demonstrated by the drug 
court. Juvenile drug court strategies as de-
scribed by the National Drug Court Institute 
and the National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges (NDCI and NCJFCJ, 
2003),3 are included as well. Within each key 
component, drug courts must establish local 
policies and procedures to fit their local 
needs and contexts. There are currently few 
research-based benchmarks for these key 
components, as researchers are still in the 
process of establishing an evidence base for 
how each of these components should be im-
plemented. However, preliminary research 
by NPC connects certain practices within 
some of these key components with positive 
outcomes for drug court participants. Addi-
tional work in progress will contribute to our 
understanding of these areas. 

The key component, research question, and 
juvenile strategy(ies) are followed by a dis-
cussion of national research available to date 
that supports promising practices, and rele-
vant comparisons to other drug courts. Most 

 
3 NPC felt that both the 10 Key Components and the 
16 juvenile drug court strategies provided important 
perspectives on the operation of juvenile drug courts. 
We have retained the numbering of the juvenile 
strategies as they appear in the source document 
(NDCI and NCJFCJ, 2003), so the strategies are not 
numbered consecutively in this section. In addition, 
some juvenile strategies appear more than once, if 
they contribute to more than one key component. 

of the research to date has been conducted on 
drug courts that have judges in the role of 
primary court decision-maker. In Dorchester 
County, the juvenile drug court uses a master 
in this role, but the functions within the drug 
court program are comparable. Some com-
parison data in this section come from the 
National Drug Court Survey performed by 
Caroline Cooper at American University 
(2000), and are used for illustrative purposes. 
Then, the practices of this drug court in rela-
tion to the key component and strategy(ies) 
of interest are described, followed by rec-
ommendations pertinent to each area.  

Key Component #1: Drug Courts inte-
grate alcohol and other drug treatment 
services with justice system case process-
ing. 

Research Question: Has an integrated 
drug court team emerged? 

Juvenile Strategy #1: Collaborative Planning 

• Engage all stakeholders in creating an 
interdisciplinary, coordinated, and sys-
temic approach to working with youth 
and their families. 

Juvenile Strategy #2: Teamwork 

• Develop and maintain an interdiscipli-
nary, non-adversarial work team. 

National Research 

Previous research (Carey et al., 2005) has 
indicated that greater representation of team 
members from collaborating agencies (e.g., 
defense attorney, treatment, prosecuting 
attorney) at team meetings and court sessions 
is correlated with positive outcomes for 
clients, including reduced recidivism and, 
consequently, reduced costs at follow-u
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Local Process 

This key component focuses on having a 
drug court team that integrates substance 
abuse treatment services with juvenile justice 
system processing and supervision. The 
DCJDC has an integrated, non-adversarial 
treatment and judicial team that includes the 
master, drug court coordinator, Department 
of Juvenile Services (DJS) case manager 
specialist and program supervisor, assistant 
public defender, deputy state’s attorney, ad-
dictions counselor with Dorchester Addic-
tions, two representatives from Dorchester 
Youth Services, a representative of the Cam-
bridge Police Department, and a representa-
tive of the Dorchester County Board of Edu-
cation. The entire drug court team gathers for 
pre-court meetings on the first and third 
Wednesdays of every month. In between the 
team meetings, the team members from vari-
ous agencies stay in contact via e-mail and 
telephone. The team members contribute to 
the written report that the coordinator com-
piles, which includes a summary of partici-
pants' progress at home, school, substance 
abuse treatment, mental health treatment (if 
applicable), DJS, DYS, and in general for the 
program. The drug court team, including the 
master, reviews this report during the pre-
court team meetings and discusses partici-
pant progress, identifies issues, and deter-
mines the participants’ next steps together. 

Policy issues are discussed as needed during 
the pre-court meetings, and the team makes 
decisions about policy changes through team 
consensus.  

Recommendations/Suggestions

The drug court team should consider conven-
ing a steering or policy committee to discuss 
policy issues outside of pre-court meetings 
on an as-needed, periodic basis. This group 
would include representatives from private 
and public community organizations. The 
steering/policy committee could make policy 
decisions, or they could make recommenda-

tions to the drug court team for final deci-
sions.  

Key Component #2: Using a non-
adversarial approach, prosecution and de-
fense counsel promote public safety while 
protecting participants’ due process 
rights. 

Research Question: Are the Office of the 
Public Defender and the State’s Attor-
ney’s office satisfied that the mission of 
each has not been compromised by drug 
court? 

Juvenile Strategy #1: Collaborative planning 

• Engage all stakeholders in creating an 
interdisciplinary, coordinated, and sys-
temic approach to working with youth 
and their families. 

Juvenile Strategy #2: Teamwork 

• Develop and maintain an interdiscipli-
nary, non-adversarial work team. 

National Research

Recent research by Carey, Finigan, & Puk-
stas, under review, found that participation 
by the prosecution and defense attorneys in 
team meetings and at drug court sessions had 
a positive effect on graduation rate and on 
outcome costs. 

In addition, allowing participants into the 
drug court program only post-plea was asso-
ciated with lower graduation rates and higher 
investment costs. Higher investment costs 
were also associated with courts that focused 
on felony cases only and with courts that al-
lowed non-drug-related charges. However, 
courts that allowed non-drug-related charges 
also showed lower outcome costs. Finally, 
courts that imposed the original sentence in-
stead of determining the sentence when par-
ticipants are terminated showed lower out-
come costs (Carey et al., under review). 



  Results 

Local Process 

DCJDC appears to address the elements of 
this key component effectively. The assistant 
public defender (APD) and deputy state’s 
attorney (DSA) feel that their traditional mis-
sions of promoting public safety and protect-
ing participant’ due process rights are upheld 
while taking a non-adversarial team ap-
proach.  

The prosecution and the defense, along with 
the rest of the team, present a united front 
during the drug court hearings. The APD 
continues to advocate for the participants by 
suggesting to the team what would be in the 
best interest of the participant while having 
the understanding that the team decision may 
not be what the participant would prefer. The 
DSA describes her role on the drug court as 
more than being an advocate for the state, 
equally being an advocate for the youth. The 
DSA feels that the drug court team upholds 
the traditional mission of prosecution by 
working to find solutions that solve the un-
derlying reason for the participants’ delin-
quent behavior (substance abuse, etc.) as ap-
posed to just addressing the immediate 
charge(s).  

Recommendations/Suggestions

There are no recommendations at this time, 
as the DCJDC appears to be working effec-
tively in this area. 

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

Research Question: Are the eligibility re-
quirements being implemented success-
fully? Is the original target population 
being served? 

Juvenile Strategy #3: Clearly defined target 
population and eligibility criteria 

• Define a target population and eligibility 
criteria that are aligned with the pro-
gram’s goal and objectives. 

National Research

Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, under review, 
found that courts that accepted pre-plea of-
fenders and included misdemeanors as well 
as felonies had both lower investment and 
outcome costs. Courts that accepted non-
drug-related charges also had lower outcome 
costs, though their investment costs were 
higher. 

Local Process 

The DCJDC eligibility criteria are listed in 
the Dorchester County Circuit Court Juve-
nile Drug Treatment Court Program Policies 
and Procedures document. Juveniles eligible 
for the program must be residents of Dor-
chester County, Maryland, and be between 
the ages of 12 and 17 years old at commis-
sion of the act that leads to program entry. 
All criminal offenses except major violent 
and sexual offenses are eligible for the pro-
gram. In addition, eligible participants must 
have a substance abuse issue (including alco-
hol) that meets a substance abuse or depend-
ency diagnosis; have family/guardian com-
mitment for their involvement in the program 
(with a signed contract); be appropriate and 
eligible for substance abuse treatment per 
assessments; and not be under the jurisdic-
tion of another county unless the case is 
transferred to Dorchester County. 

DCJDC program capacity is 25 individuals at 
one time; the drug court has not yet reached 
capacity. Interview responses indicated a 
need for more drug court involvement with 
the school board and local schools in the 
program referral process. The drug court 
team would like the school board to use the 
drug court as an alternative to expulsion for 
violation of the schools’ zero-tolerance drug 
policy in the schools.  

The time between arrest and entry into the 
drug court program varies due to several fac-
tors including delayed referrals from police 
and time that youth are on probation before 
they are charged with violating probation. 
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Generally, the process takes between 4 and 6 
weeks. 

Recommendations/Suggestions 

The drug court team may want to conduct a 
meeting with school board members and 
school faculty to discuss the possibility of 
schools referring youth to the program as an 
alternative to expulsion for a drug offense on 
school grounds. If the drug court team de-
cides to create a steering/policy committee, 
they may wish to invite these representatives 
to become members of the committee to 
strengthen the partnership between the 
schools and the drug court. The steer-
ing/policy committee may create additional 
ties with the community, creating other ave-
nues for gaining referrals and resources for 
the drug court. Solving the referral issues 
should lead to greater numbers of program 
participants, and result in the program operat-
ing at full capacity. If the schools become a 
referral source, however, the program will 
need to decide if it will remain post-
adjudication or potentially expand to allow 
youth to participate as a diversion/alternative 
to adjudication. 

In order to decrease the time between arrest 
and referral/entry into drug court, the pro-
gram may want to consider implementing a 
process for identifying youth earlier in the 
adjudication process. For example, some 
drug courts take referrals from the prosecut-
ing or defense attorneys, or from court staff.  

Key Component #4: Drug courts provide 
access to a continuum of alcohol, drug, 
and other related treatment and rehabili-
tation services. 

Research Question: Are diverse special-
ized treatment services available? 

Juvenile Strategy #7: Comprehensive 
treatment planning 

• Tailor interventions to the complex and 
varied needs of youth and their families. 

Juvenile Strategy #8: Developmentally 
appropriate services 

• Tailor treatment to the developmental 
needs of adolescents. 

Juvenile Strategy #9: Gender-appropriate 
services 

• Design treatment to address the unique 
needs of each gender. 

Juvenile Strategy #10: Cultural competence 

• Create policies and procedures that are 
responsive to cultural differences, and 
train personnel to be culturally compe-
tent. 

Juvenile Strategy #11: Focus on strengths 

• Maintain a focus on the strengths of 
youth and their families during program 
planning and in every interaction between 
the court and those it serves. 

Juvenile Strategy #12: Family engagement 

• Recognize and engage the family as a 
valued partner in all components of the 
program. 

Juvenile Strategy #13: Educational linkages 

• Coordinate with the school system to en-
sure that each participant enrolls in and 
attends an educational program that is 
appropriate to his or her needs. 

 



  Results 

National Research 

Programs that have requirements around the 
frequency of group and individual treatment 
sessions (e.g., group sessions three times per 
week and individual sessions one time per 
week) have lower investment costs4 (Carey 
et al., 2005) and substantially higher gradua-
tion rates and improved outcome costs5 
(Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, under review). 
Clear requirements of this type may make 
compliance with program goals easier for 
program participants and also may make it 
easier for program staff to determine if par-
ticipants have been compliant. They also en-
sure that participants are receiving the opti-
mal dosage of treatment determined by the 
program as being associated with future suc-
cess. Clients who participate in group treat-
ment sessions two or three times per week 
have better outcomes (Carey et al, 2005). 
Programs that require more than three treat-
ment sessions per week may create a hard-
ship for clients, and may lead to clients hav-
ing difficulty meeting program requirements. 
Conversely, it appears that one or fewer ses-
sions per week is too little service to demon-
strate positive outcomes. Individual treat-
ment sessions, used as needed, can augment 
group sessions and may contribute to better 
outcomes, even if the total number of treat-
ment sessions in a given week exceeds three. 

The American University National Drug 
Court Survey (Cooper, 2000) shows that 
most drug courts have a single provider. 
NPC, in a study of drug courts in California 
(Carey et al., 2005), found that having a sin-

                                                 
4 Investment costs are the resources that each agency 
and the program overall spend to run the drug court, 
including program and affiliated agency staff time, 
costs to pay for drug testing, etc. 
5 Outcome costs are the expenses related to the meas-
ures of participant progress, such as recidivism, jail 
time, etc. Successful programs result in lower out-
come costs, due to reductions in new arrests and in-
carcerations, because they create less work for courts, 
law enforcement, and other agencies than individuals 
who have more new offenses. 

gle provider or an agency that oversees all 
the providers is correlated with more positive 
participant outcomes, including lower recidi-
vism and lower costs at follow-up. 

Local Process  

Consistent with most drug courts nationally, 
this drug court has a single treatment pro-
vider. The DCJDC program has three phases 
that generally take 9 months to complete, so 
that participants can feel that they have made 
progress over time and begin to take respon-
sibility for structuring their own lives while 
under program supervision. One program 
graduate reported making huge changes in 
the types of decisions and behaviors he/she 
was engaged in due to participation in the 
program.  

Typically, participants attend outpatient 
treatment group sessions at Dorchester Ad-
dictions twice per week for 13 weeks or 26 
weeks depending on their diagnosis. In order 
to meet the needs of participants and their 
families, services are tailored to allow par-
ticipants to attend individual sessions that fit 
with their schedule rather than group ses-
sions. Once participants finish outpatient 
treatment, weekly one-on-one meetings with 
addictions counselors are provided as after-
care until the participant graduates from the 
drug court program.  

Weekly attendance at cognitive-behavioral 
and strength-based MRT group sessions is 
also required for all participants during the 
first two phases of the program. MRT en-
courages self-esteem, social growth, and 
moral development. Participants must com-
plete community service geared toward their 
interests. Between the weekly MRT group 
sessions and the outpatient treatment ses-
sions, participants attend three group sessions 
weekly. As described above, research has 
shown that this dosage of treatment has been 
correlated with better participant outcomes.  

The program is currently determining how to 
transport participants to a nearby community 
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to attend 12-step groups with younger par-
ticipants. Parents/guardians reported a desire 
for alternatives to the AA groups with which  
youth are currently involved. 

For a participant to be eligible for drug court, 
an agreement must be signed by par-
ents/guardians prior to their child entering 
the program. The agreement requires par-
ents/guardians to be actively involved with 
the program by attending drug court hearings 
with their child. The drug court staff indi-
cated in the interviews with NPC that retain-
ing family/guardian commitment for their 
involvement in the program has been a chal-
lenge. 

Participants and parents reported that the 
program requirements can be burdensome, 
particularly due to transportation challenges 
and trying to balance other issues, demands, 
and priorities in their lives. 

Recommendations/Suggestions 

The program may want to consider including 
family representation in planning, such as 
discussions of drug court policy changes, as 
this may develop families’ “buy-in” to the 
program. (If a steering/policy committee is 
convened, family representation on that 
committee would be of value.)  

Reinforce positive behaviors on the part of 
family members, such as thanking them dur-
ing drug court for helping to monitor curfew, 
or presenting a tangible reward for their help, 
such as a gift certificate. Such activities 
would satisfy Juvenile Strategies #11 and 
#12, focusing on strengths and engaging 
families. It would clearly benefit the program 
to focus on increasing communication with 
parents/guardians about the program struc-
ture, purpose, incentives, and consequences. 
While information may be provided at the 

beginning of the program, offering reminders 
and updates throughout the program would 
help parents/guardians better understand and 
retain information.  

In order to retain family/guardian involve-
ment in the program, the drug court team 
might want to consider changing the time of 
drug court hearings, or having some of the 
hearings after normal work hours, to accom-
modate family/guardian employment sched-
ules. If this is not realistic, perhaps drug 
court team member(s) can meet with families 
the night before each drug court hearing in 
order to gain any insight they may have on 
their child’s progress or issues.   

Cultural competence requires constant 
evaluation of program policies and proce-
dures and regular staff training. DCJDC staff 
should consider regularly attending training 
on cultural topics and/or reviewing articles or 
other materials on the topic. Scheduling 
regular reviews of policies and procedures to 
be sure that gender and cultural needs are 
being met for all drug court participants 
might also assist in further implementing Ju-
venile Strategy #10.  

The program may want to bring in additional 
training on motivational or solution-focused 
interviewing, adolescent development, 
strength-based practice, or positive youth de-
velopment, and assess areas of the program 
that might be adjusted to enhance youth en-
gagement and satisfaction with services. Par-
ents/guardians requested alternatives to the 
AA groups with which youth are currently 
involved. 

Finally, the program may want to find ways 
to assist participants with transportation, to 
remove that barrier to successful participa-
tion in the program. 

 



  Results 

Key Component #5: Abstinence is moni-
tored by frequent alcohol and other drug 
testing. 

Research Question: Compared to other 
drug courts, does this court test fre-
quently? 

Juvenile Strategy #14: Drug Testing  

• Design drug testing to be frequent, ran-
dom, and observed. Document testing 
policies and procedures in writing. 

National Research  

Research on drug courts in California (Carey 
et al., 2005) found that drug testing that oc-
curs randomly, at least three times per week, 
is the most effective model. If testing occurs 
frequently (that is, three times per week or 
more), the random component becomes less 
important.  

Programs that tested more frequently than 
three times per week did not have any better 
or worse outcomes than those that tested 
three times per week. Less frequent testing 
resulted in less positive outcomes. It is still 
unclear whether the important component of 
this process is taking the urine sample (hav-
ing clients know they may or will be tested) 
or actually conducting the test, as some pro-
grams take multiple urine samples and then 
select only some of the samples to test. Fur-
ther research will help answer this question. 

Results from the American University Na-
tional Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000) 
show that the number of urinalyses (UAs) 
given by the large majority of drug courts 
nationally during the first two phases is two 
to three per week.    

Local Process  

The DCJDC requires random drug testing 
(urinalysis). Participants in Phases I and II 
are randomly tested a minimum of twice per 
week, and Phase III participants are tested at 
least once per week. This model is in line 
with the majority of drug courts nationally 
(Cooper, 2000); however, uses less frequent 

testing than the three times per week drug 
testing that was found by research in Califor-
nia to be the most effective (Carey et al., 
2005). These are minimum requirements, and 
it is possible that the knowledge that a third 
test is possible will create equivalent out-
comes. As mentioned in a discussion of the 
California research (Carey et al., 2005), it is 
unclear whether it is the possibility of having 
the 3 weekly tests or actually having those 
tests that leads to better outcomes.  

DCJDC’s drug testing process meets the re-
quirements of Juvenile Strategy #4. Urine 
samples are taken frequently, observed and 
collected by gender-appropriate staff follow-
ing a written collection procedure. 

Recommendations/Suggestions 

Randomly test all participants 3 times per 
week in the first two phases, regardless of 
suspicion of use.  

Key Component #6: A coordinated strat-
egy governs drug court responses to par-
ticipants’ compliance. 

Research Question: Does this court work 
together as a team to determine sanctions 
and rewards? Are there standard or spe-
cific sanctions and rewards for particular 
behaviors? Is there a written policy on 
how sanctions and rewards work? How 
does this drug court’s sanctions and re-
wards compare to what other drug courts 
are doing nationally? 

Juvenile Strategy #15: Goal-oriented 
incentives and sanctions 

• Respond to compliance and noncompli-
ance with incentives and sanctions that 
are designed to reinforce or modify the 
behavior of youth and their families. 

National Research 

Nationally, experience shows that the drug 
court judge generally makes the final deci-
sion regarding sanctions or rewards, based on 
input from the drug court team. All drug 
courts surveyed in the American University 
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study confirmed they had established guide-
lines for their sanctions and rewards policies, 
and nearly two-thirds (64%) reported that 
their guidelines were written (Cooper, 2000). 

Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, under review, 
found that for a program to have positive 
outcomes, it is not necessary for the judge to 
be the sole person who provides sanctions. 
However, when the judge is the sole provider 
of sanctions, it may mean that participants 
are better able to predict when those sanc-
tions might occur, which might be less stress-
ful. Allowing team members to dispense 
sanctions makes it more likely that sanctions 
occur in a timely manner, more immediately 
after the non-compliant behavior. Immediacy 
of sanctions is related to improved gradua-
tion rates.  

Local Process  

In line with the national research, the DCJDC 
team contributes to decisions about sanc-
tions. The master has the authority to make 
the final decision, but generally agrees with 
the team's recommendation. The master im-
poses the sanction at the participant's next 
scheduled appearance at a drug court hearing. 

Possible sanctions are listed in the Partici-
pant Handbook. Sanctions are graduated, 
starting with a warning from the master, 
moving through more serious sanctions, and 
finally resulting in time in detention or 
placement in a DJS facility/group home. The 
type of sanction is dependent on the offense 
as well as any history or pattern of noncom-
pliance. Participants reported that expecta-
tions of them were clear, and the conse-
quences for not following directions were 
also clear.  

The DCJDC rewards participants for being 
compliant and for showing positive behav-
iors and attitudes. Examples of rewards are 
written in the Participant Handbook and in-
clude praise and gift cards. 

Recommendations/Suggestions 

• The drug court procedures address the 
area of sanctions and incentives through 
team decision-making, the policy of 
graduated sanctions, and the use of re-
wards. Program staff indicated that their 
sanctions and incentives process is cur-
rently being reviewed and modified. The 
team may want to conduct a case review 
on a sample of recent cases to identify 
whether incentives, sanctions, and re-
wards were used consistently in response 
to participant behaviors and create a 
standard schedule that matches types of 
offenses or good behaviors and number 
of occurrences with appropriate sanctions 
or rewards. 

• If the program does not already do this, 
individualizing incentives and rewards 
(and even sanctions) based on the youth’s 
interests increases their effectiveness at 
reinforcing desired behavior.  

• Continue to engage youth in productive, 
interesting, and educational community 
service opportunities. 

Key Component #7: Ongoing judicial in-
teraction with each drug court participant 
is essential. 

Research Question: Compared to other 
drug courts, do this court’s participants 
have frequent contact with the master? 
What is the nature of this contact? 

Juvenile Strategy #4: Judicial involvement 
and supervision 

• Schedule frequent judicial reviews and be 
sensitive to the effect that court proceed-
ings can have on youth and their families. 

National Research 

From its national data, the American Univer-
sity Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000) re-
ported that most drug court programs require 
weekly contact with the judge in Phase I, 
contact every 2 weeks in Phase II, and 



  Results 

monthly contact in Phase III. The frequency 
of contact decreases for each advancement in 
phase. Although most drug courts follow the 
above model, a substantial percentage reports 
less court contact.  

Further, research in California and Oregon 
(Carey et al., 2005; Carey & Finigan, 2003) 
demonstrated that participants have the most 
positive outcomes if they attend at least one 
court session every 2 to 3 weeks in the first 
phase of their involvement in the program. In 
addition, programs where judges participated 
in drug court voluntarily and remained with 
the program at least 2 years had the most 
positive participant outcomes. It is recom-
mended that drug courts not impose fixed 
terms on judges, as experience and longevity 
are correlated with cost savings (Carey et al., 
2005; Finigan, Carey, & Cox, 2007). 

Local Process  

This court uses a master instead of a judge. 
Participants in the DCJDC attend drug court 
hearings twice monthly during Phase I, one 
to two times monthly in Phase II, and 
monthly in Phase III. For participants in 
DCJDC, the number of drug court hearings 
that they are required to attend in Phases II 
and III, and the decreasing frequency of their 
attendance over the three phases of the pro-
gram, is consistent with most drug court pro-
grams nationally. Even though the required 
number of sessions is not as frequent as the 
majority of programs nationally, the two 
hearings per month fit with the model of at-
tending hearings at least every 2 to 3 weeks 
that Carey et al., 2005, and Carey & Finigan, 
2003, found correlated with the most positive 
results.  

During drug court hearings, the master 
speaks directly to the participants in a warm 
but firm way, and speaks to the drug court 
team throughout the hearing. The master 
works with the treatment providers and other 
members of the drug court team to determine 
appropriate responses to participants’ actions. 

The DCJDC benefits from the master’s posi-
tion as a voluntary one that does not rotate. 
The master has the option of remaining as the 
drug court master indefinitely. The drug 
court has also benefited from the consistency 
and from the master’s experience, as he has 
been with the court since inception. 

Recommendations/Suggestions 

There are no recommendations in this area, 
as the program is successfully implementing 
this key component.  

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

Research Question: Are evaluation and 
monitoring integral to the program? 

Juvenile Strategy #5: Monitoring and 
evaluation 

• Establish a system for program monitor-
ing and evaluation to maintain quality of 
service, assess program impact, and con-
tribute to the knowledge in the field. 

Juvenile Strategy #16: Confidentiality 

• Establish a confidentiality policy and 
procedures that guard the privacy of the 
youth while allowing the drug court team 
[and evaluators] to access key informa-
tion. 

National Research 

Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, under review, 
found that programs with evaluation proc-
esses in place had better outcomes. Four 
types of evaluation processes were found to 
save the program money with a positive ef-
fect on outcome costs: 1) maintaining paper 
records that are critical to an evaluation, 2) 
regular reporting of program statistics led to 
modification of drug court operations, 3) re-
sults of program evaluations have led to 
modification of drug court operations, and 4) 
drug court has participated in more than one 
evaluation by an independent evaluator. 
Graduation rates were associated with some 
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of the evaluation processes used. The second 
and third processes were associated with 
higher graduation rates, while the first proc-
ess listed was associated with lower gradua-
tion rates. 

Local Process 

The DCJDC monitors participants' ongoing 
status and progress in the program through 
the use of paper files. Currently the drug 
court is in the process of entering those data 
into the SMART management information 
system. In the future, program data will be 
able to be entered and tracked electronically. 

This NPC process evaluation is the first 
evaluation for the DCJDC. 

Each participant, his/her parent/guardian, and 
their counsel sign the Juvenile Drug Court 
Agreement before entry into the program is 
granted. The agreement requires that the par-
ent/guardian signs all authorizations for the 
release of information requested by case 
managers and treatment or other resource 
providers. Therefore, parents/guardians must 
sign consent forms and releases for the drug 
court team to discuss their child’s case to-
gether. The team does not discuss sensitive 
information in open court hearings; these 
discussions are held in private meetings.  

Recommendations/Suggestions 

DCJDC staff should receive continuing tech-
nical support on use of the new SMART 
management information system, both in 
terms of entering information consistently 
and accurately, and in extracting information 
for program review and planning. The drug 
court team should initiate and continue 
analysis of data about the drug court and its 
participants, and use it to inform the team 
about its participant population and their 
programmatic needs. 

We recommend that the program examine its 
goals (with evaluator assistance) to determine 
the necessary information that will allow fu-
ture evaluations to assess these goals. The 

program can use NPC’s list of data elements 
needed for assessing program impact, to en-
sure the program or partner agencies are col-
lecting all appropriate information and that it 
is accessible for use in future evaluations.  

The team may want to set a time to discuss 
the findings and recommendations in this 
process evaluation, both to enjoy the recogni-
tion of its accomplishments and to determine 
whether any program adjustments are war-
ranted.  

Key Component #9: Continuing interdis-
ciplinary education promotes effective 
drug court planning, implementation, and 
operations. 

Research Question: Is this program con-
tinuing to advance its training and 
knowledge? 

National Research 

The Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, under re-
view, study found that drug court programs 
requiring all new hires to complete formal 
training or orientation, team members to re-
ceive training in preparation for implementa-
tion, and all drug court team members to be 
provided with training were associated with 
positive outcome costs and higher graduation 
rates. 

Local Process 

During the planning stages prior to imple-
mentation of the DCJDC, the original coor-
dinator (now the case manager specialist with 
DJS) observed other drug courts to gather 
tips on implementing the program. Several 
DCJDC team members have attended na-
tional and statewide drug court training con-
ferences. The current coordinator, master, 
and Dorchester Addictions counselor at-
tended the 2007 National Association of 
Drug Court Professionals conference. In ad-
dition, the current coordinator, Dorchester 
Addictions counselor, DJS representatives, 
assistant public defender, and deputy state’s 
attorney attend the annual trainings spon-
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sored by the Maryland Office of Problem-
Solving Courts in Annapolis. Trainings 
aimed at more specific drug court topics were 
also attended by DJDC staff; including a 
training on drug testing issues in drug court 
which was attended by the Coordinator, DYS 
staff and Dorchester Addictions staff. The 
APD also went to the National Drug Court 
Institute training for defense attorneys. Fi-
nally, at the time of this evaluation, the team 
was scheduled to attend a training on incen-
tives and sanctions and a series of "Drug 
Court 101" trainings.  

Recommendations/Suggestions 

The drug court team, in collaboration with 
partner agencies, should ensure that all team 
members receive initial and continuing drug 
court and cultural competence training. There 
should be an expectation of and encourage-
ment for staff to take advantage of ongoing 
learning opportunities, both locally and na-
tionally. To support this goal, a training plan 
and log system should be established, and 
program administrators should review the 
results periodically. These tools will be use-
ful in keeping track of training activities and 
in reinforcing the importance of professional 
development. 

The key stakeholder interviews highlighted 
several areas in which the drug court team 
might benefit from additional training, in-
cluding formal training for new staff mem-
bers geared toward their new roles on the 
drug court team. Another suggestion brought 
up in the interviews was drug court training 
for a law enforcement representative, which 
might create more “buy-in” to the drug court 
and perhaps more investment from the Cam-
bridge Police Department with monitoring 
the participants and increasing referrals to the 
program. Other areas for potential training 
include substance abuse/addiction—
including stages of change, relapse, and 
withdrawal—and mental health. 

The program may benefit from training on 
motivational or solution-focused interview-

ing, adolescent development, strength-based 
practice, or positive youth development. 

The team should consider bringing in train-
ing for key service areas that would benefit 
program participants, including effective in-
terventions for youth with cognitive or learn-
ing challenges, substance abuse/addiction, 
and mental health. In particular, it would be 
beneficial for staff who have not yet received 
this training to obtain information regarding 
recognition of mental health issues in adoles-
cents and how best to address them. 

Key Component #10: Forging partner-
ships among drug courts, public agencies, 
and community-based organizations gen-
erates local support and enhances drug 
court program effectiveness. 

Research Question: Compared to other 
drug courts, has this court developed ef-
fective partnerships across the commu-
nity? 

Juvenile Strategy #6: Community partnerships 

• Build partnerships with community or-
ganizations to expand the range of oppor-
tunities available to youth and their fami-
lies. 

National Research 

Responses to American University’s Na-
tional Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000) 
show that most drug courts are working 
closely with community groups to provide 
support services for their drug court partici-
pants. Examples of community resources 
with which drug courts are connected include 
self-help groups such as AA and NA, medi-
cal providers, local education systems, em-
ployment services, faith communities, and 
Chambers of Commerce. 

Local Process  

DCJDC has partnered with a number of 
community agencies in Dorchester County, 
including Maryland Underage Drinking Coa-
lition, which sponsors a Photography Club 
and co-sponsors an annual photography con-
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test for drug court participants; the Dorches-
ter Art Center, which provides art classes to 
the participants; and Family Services, which 
assists participants who need such services as 
mental health counseling. Local businesses 
have also allowed participants to visit their 
businesses in order to learn about various 
career opportunities. Participants also re-
ported that the program assisted them in 
working toward their GEDs and getting their 
basic needs met. 

Recommendations/Suggestions 

If DCJDC decides to convene a policy or 
steering committee, it is recommended that 
representatives from public and private 
community agencies serve on that commit-
tee, along with drug court team members. 

This committee would be responsible for ad-
vising partner agencies on program design 
and ensuring that the program is meeting 
community needs. 

The program should continue to identify new 
community partners, connections, or re-
sources that would be interested in support-
ing the program, and strengthen relation-
ships/ties with existing agency partners. 
These partnerships may also foster support 
for job readiness, career exploration, and 
employment placement. Additionally, identi-
fying transportation options or funds to assist 
with transportation would benefit participants 
and help them reach the many appointments 
expected of them during the program. 
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DORCHESTER COUNTY JUVENILE DRUG COURT: A SYSTEMS 

FRAMEWORK FOR PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 

rug courts are complex programs 
designed to deal with some of the 
most challenging problems that 

communities face. Drug courts bring together 
multiple—traditionally adversarial—roles, 
and stakeholders from different systems with 
different training, professional language, and 
approaches. They take on groups of clients 
that frequently have serious substance abuse 
treatment needs. Juvenile drug courts add the 
challenges involved in working with youth, 
and the additional stakeholders of parents, 
guardians, custodians, schools, and recrea-
tional resources. Adolescents are also a gen-
erally underemployed group and face more 
obstacles than adults in linking to the legiti-
mate economy. 

The challenges and strengths found in the 
DCJDC can be categorized into community, 
agency, and program level issues. By ad-
dressing issues at the appropriate level, 
change is more likely to occur and be sus-
tained. In this section of the report, we pro-
vide an analytic framework for the recom-
mendations in the prior section 

COMMUNITY LEVEL 

Juvenile justice-involved youth with sub-
stance abuse issues must be seen within an 
ecological context; that is, within the envi-
ronment that contributes to their attitudes and 
behaviors, risks and protective factors. This 
environment includes their neighborhood, 
families, and schools. We must understand 
the various social, economic, and cultural 
factors that affect them. 

Social service and criminal/juvenile justice 
systems respond to community needs. How-
ever, to be most effective, they need to 
clearly understand those needs. They need to 
analyze and agree on the problem to be 
solved, what the contributing factors are, 

who is most affected, and what strategies are 
likely to be most successful at addressing the 
problem. An analysis of need will begin to 
define what programs and services should 
look like, what stakeholders exist, and what 
role each will play.  

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY-LEVEL 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The drug court team should have a discus-
sion about the community need this program 
is intended to meet and the population that is 
the focus of this service. This conversation 
should help confirm the current population as 
the primary focus or clarify other youth that 
the program may want to identify. Strategies 
can then be tested to increase screening and 
referral of appropriate youth, or improve the 
efficiency of screening and referral of these 
youth. For example, if the program would 
like to increase referrals from schools, it 
would be useful to hold a meeting with 
school board members and school faculty to 
discuss the possibility of schools referring 
youth to the program as an alternative to ex-
pulsion for a drug offense on school grounds. 
Solving the referral issues should lead to 
greater numbers of program participants, and 
result in the program operating at full capac-
ity. If the schools become a referral source, 
however, the program will need to decide if it 
will remain post-adjudication or potentially 
expand to allow youth to participate as a di-
version/alternative to adjudication. 

The drug court team may want to discuss the 
potential benefits of creating a steering or 
policy committee. School representatives 
could be invited to become members of the 
committee to strengthen the partnership be-
tween the schools and the drug court. The 
steering/policy committee could enhance or 
develop additional ties with the community, 
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including other public and private agencies, 
creating other avenues for gaining referrals 
and resources for the drug court.  

Regardless of whether or not a steer-
ing/policy committee is created, the program 
should continue to identify new community 
partners, connections, or resources that 
would be interested in supporting the pro-
gram, and strengthen relationships/ties with 
existing agency partners. These partnerships 
may also foster support for job readiness, ca-
reer exploration, and employment placement. 

AGENCY LEVEL 

Once community and participant needs are 
clearly defined and the stakeholders identi-
fied, the next step is to organize and apply 
resources to meet the needs. No social ser-
vice agency or system can solve complicated 
community problems alone. Social issues—
compounded by community-level factors, 
such as unemployment, poverty, substance 
abuse, and limited education—can only be 
effectively addressed by agencies working 
together to solve problems holistically. Each 
agency has resources of staff time and exper-
tise to contribute. At this level, partner agen-
cies must come together in a common under-
standing of each other’s roles and contribu-
tions. They must each make a commitment to 
their common goals. 

This level of analysis is a place to be strate-
gic, engage partners and advocates, leverage 
resources, establish communication systems 
(both with each other and with external 
stakeholders, including funders), and create 
review and feedback loop systems for pro-
gram monitoring and quality improvement 
activities. Discussions at this level can solid-
ify a process for establishing workable struc-
tures for programs and services, as well as 
identify key individuals who will have ongo-
ing relationships with the program and with 
other participating agencies and key stake-
holders. 

SUMMARY OF AGENCY-LEVEL 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Once the target population is confirmed, 
partner agencies will need to work together 
to ensure the most efficient process for iden-
tifying and referring appropriate youth to the 
drug court. The program may want to con-
sider implementing a process for identifying 
youth earlier in the adjudication process. For 
example, some drug courts take referrals 
from the prosecuting or defense attorneys, or 
from court staff.  

There should be an expectation of and en-
couragement for staff to take advantage of 
ongoing learning opportunities, both locally 
and nationally. To support this goal, a train-
ing plan and a log system should be estab-
lished, and program administrators should 
review the results periodically. These tools 
will be useful in keeping track of training 
activities and in reinforcing the importance 
of professional development.  

The key stakeholder interviews highlighted 
several areas in which the drug court team 
might benefit from additional training, in-
cluding formal training for new staff mem-
bers geared toward their new roles on the 
drug court team, drug court training for law 
enforcement, training on substance 
abuse/addiction and mental health, and effec-
tive interventions for youth with cognitive or 
learning challenges. The program may want 
to bring in additional training on motiva-
tional or solution-focused interviewing, ado-
lescent development, strength-based practice, 
or positive youth development, and assess 
areas of the program that might be adjusted 
to enhance youth engagement and satisfac-
tion with services. 

Cultural competence requires ongoing 
evaluation of program policies and proce-
dures and regular staff training. DCJDC staff 
should consider regularly attending training 
on cultural topics and/or reviewing articles or 
other materials on the topic.  



  Results 

In response to recent research findings, it 
may be worth considering increasing the fre-
quency of drug testing in the first two phases 
to 3 times per week, regardless of suspicion 
of use. 

PROGRAM LEVEL 

Once a common understanding of need exists 
and partner agencies and associated resources 
are at the table, programs and services can be 
developed or adjusted as needed to ensure 
that the program is meeting the identified 
needs and utilizing public funds as efficiently 
and effectively as possible. Program policies 
and procedures should be reviewed to ensure 
that they create a set of daily operations that 
work best for the community. 

The team may want to conduct a case review 
on a sample of recent cases to identify 
whether incentives, sanctions, and rewards 
were used consistently in response to partici-
pant behaviors, and create a standard sched-
ule that matches types of offenses or good 
behaviors and number of occurrences with 
appropriate sanctions or rewards. If the pro-
gram does not already do this, individualiz-
ing incentives and rewards (and even sanc-
tions) based on the youth’s interests increases 
their effectiveness at reinforcing desired be-
havior. 

The recommendations provided at the com-
munity and agency levels already have pro-
gram level implications; however, there are a 
few additional areas where program-specific 
adjustments might be considered. 

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM-LEVEL 

RECOMMENDATIONS DCJDC staff should have continual training 
on the new SMART management informa-
tion system, both in terms of entering infor-
mation consistently and accurately, and in 
extracting information for program review 
and planning. The drug court team should 
initiate and continue analysis of data about 
the drug court and its participants, and use it 
to inform the team about its participant popu-
lation and their programmatic needs, and the 
extent to which the program is meeting its 
goals. The team will also want to ensure that 
the program or partner agencies are collect-
ing all appropriate information needed for 
future outcome evaluation.  

The drug court team may want to discuss 
strategies for increasing family involvement 
and buy-in to the program. Efforts could in-
clude seeking family representation in pro-
gram planning (e.g., steering or policy com-
mittee), reinforcing family involvement 
through use of incentives (e.g., recognition, 
gift cards), adjusting the time of drug court 
hearings to accommodate family/guardian 
employment schedules, or requesting feed-
back prior to hearings from family members 
who are unable to attend them. 

It would clearly benefit the program to focus 
on increasing communication with parents/ 
guardians about the program structure, pur-
pose, incentives, and consequences. While 
information may be provided at the begin-
ning of the program, offering reminders and 
updates throughout the program would help 
parents/guardians better understand and re-
tain information.  

The team may want to set a time to discuss 
the findings and recommendations in this 
process evaluation, both to enjoy the recogni-
tion of its accomplishments and to determine 
whether any program adjustments are war-
ranted.
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  Summary and Conclusions      

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

he Dorchester County Juvenile Drug 
Court should be commended on the 
quality of the implementation of its 

program. The program meets the majority of 
the 10 key components and 16 strategies 
guidelines through its current policies and 
program structure. The program appropri-
ately integrates substance abuse treatment 
services with juvenile justice system process-
ing and supervision; maintains a strong col-
laborative relationship among team members 
(including the relationship between the pub-
lic defender and prosecutor) and includes a 
comprehensive team from a broad range of 
community agencies; provides participants—
and their family members—access to a wide 
range of treatment and ancillary services; 
utilizes a variety of sanctions and rewards to 
encourage compliance with program and par-
ticipant goals; and maintains ongoing judicial 
interaction with participants. The program 
also includes an education component, has 
created many partnerships with community 
agencies, and enables staff to obtain drug 
court training.  

In terms of enhancements, the program may 
want to increase existing efforts on finding 
alternative ways to reach capacity. In order to 
reduce the time from arrest to drug court en-
try, the team should analyze the program’s 
current systems of identifying and referring 

eligible youth. As part of this review, the 
team may want to discuss the program’s tar-
get population to ensure that the current 
process or any future referrals changes (such 
as increasing school referrals) are accessing 
the youth the program is intending to serve. 
The program may also want to consider 
whether it would benefit from a slight in-
crease in the frequency of drug testing. As 
the program gains experience and data, it 
may want to review which program require-
ments are helping participants to reach their 
goals and which may be creating barriers to 
completion/success. Seeking out, participat-
ing in, and tracking participation in addi-
tional trainings would also benefit the pro-
gram. It will be important to continue to meet 
frequently and to consider the addition of a 
steering committee or policy meetings to 
make sure that the program’s overarching 
goals/philosophies are maintained. The drug 
court team should consider having a team 
discussion aiming at finding solutions for 
retaining family/guardian involvement in the 
program.  

Overall, the DCJDC is doing well in imple-
menting their drug court program. Taken to-
gether, these findings indicate that the 
DCJDC is both beneficial to participants and 
to their families. 
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Drug Court Typology Interview Guide Topics 
 
The topic/subject areas in the Typology Interview Guide were chosen from three main sources: the evalua-
tion team’s extensive experience with drug courts, the American University Drug Court Survey, and a pa-
per by Longshore et al. (2001), which lays out a conceptual framework for drug courts. The typology inter-
view covers a number of areas – including specific drug court characteristics, structural components, proc-
esses, and organizational characteristics – that contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the 
drug court being evaluated. Topics in the Typology Interview Guide also include questions related to eligi-
bility guidelines, specific drug court program processes (e.g., phases, treatment providers, urinalyses, fee 
structure, rewards/sanctions), graduation, aftercare, termination, non-drug court processes (e.g., regular 
probation), identification of drug court team members and their roles, and a description of drug court par-
ticipants (e.g., general demographics, drugs of use). 

Although the typology guide is modified slightly to fit the context, process and type of each drug court 
(e.g., juvenile courts, adult courts), a copy of the generic drug court typology guide can be found at 
www.npcresearch.com/Files/NPC_Research_Drug_Court_Typology_Interview_Guide_(copyrighted).pdf    
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Focus Group Summary 
 
As described in the methodology section of this report, NPC conducted two focus groups in the 
offices of the Dorchester County Juvenile Drug Court in March 2007. Three current drug court 
participants were involved in the first focus group. Two parents/guardians of current participants 
were included in the other. In addition, NPC staff conducted an in-person interview with a 
graduate at that time. The focus groups provided the current and former participants and par-
ents/guardians with an opportunity to share their experiences and perceptions regarding the drug 
court process.  

The topics discussed during the interviews and focus groups included what participants liked 
about the drug court program, what they disliked, general feelings about the program (including 
program staff), the program’s effect on personal relationships, why youth were referred to the 
program, (for parents/guardians) how the participant had changed since starting the program, 
perceptions regarding family treatment team meetings, advice participants would give someone 
considering entering the drug court program, and recommendations for the program. 

 
What they liked/what worked 
Active/graduated participants:

• They are helping me with my GED and helping get my child support. 
• They’re pushing me to get my GED. 
• I like the MRT class. I don’t mind going there. It’s a fun class and only about a half-

hour long. 
• They gave me chances. It wasn’t like they sent me away immediately when I messed 

up. At the beginning, I messed up a lot. At the beginning they were really strict, but I 
wanted to change. So I got involved in NA and got a sponsor and went to meetings 
every night. I made friends in NA. The friends I was making didn’t use drugs and 
were more responsible. I changed the people, places, and my whole attitude. 

• For our community service, five of us got to build a boat. That was really fun. After 
we built it, it got donated. 

• If it wasn’t for DC, I wouldn’t be where I am today. 
• They gave me choices: Either follow directions or accept the consequences. There 

was one week where they told me to come back the following court date and, if I 
didn’t have a good plan to change the way I was going to live my life, I was going to 
get sent away for a long time. I realized, when they told me that, I was really messing 
up. 

 
Parents/Guardians: 

•  [DJS case manager] has been tremendous for my [child]. He told her how proud he 
was of her. That was big, because I don’t think she’s ever had anyone in the system 
praise her. 
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What they didn’t like 
Active /graduated participants:

• I got too much on my schedule to come here every two weeks, I don’t like the drug 
court, I don’t like being here. 

• It’s just a lot, everything that you have to be in, … it’s hard for me to get to all these 
things, I’ve got to do drug classes and my GED classes. It’s just hard for me to get 
everywhere.  

• I don’t feel like going to any of my appointments.  
• Talking with the counselor when we’ve got problems pisses us off even more and 

makes our problems even worse. 
• I can’t think of anything about drug court that was bad, because everything bad that 

happened to me was self-inflicted. 
 
Parents/Guardians:

• The program’s been good for my [child] but it’s been a struggle for me…it’s really 
hard for me to get her to and from appointments. The transportation issue has been 
very hard…   

 
General feedback regarding the program (including drug court staff) 
Active /graduated participants: 

• [The DJS case manager] He’s been really helpful [others agreed]. 
• The judge is a pretty cool dude. He could have “laid the book down on me” plenty of 

times… 
• I still always get nervous before going up; because it’s not my thing to come up in 

front of a judge all of the time. 
• [The DJS case manager] was really involved. The whole drug court team was very 

involved. They still call me to see how I’m doing. 
• The judge was tough in the beginning. But he could have just sent me away [to deten-

tion], because I had a lot of dirty urines and getting into more trouble... [The judge] 
does his job, but he works with you at the same time. 

• Stuff that I thought no one knew about, the judge always knew. He always had the in-
formation in front of him when I came to court. 

 
Parents/Guardians:

• We have been told that they wish we could attend [drug court sessions], but I tell 
them that we’re doing everything we can to keep everything together. If they made 
me come, I would lose my job. 

• [Parent/guardian discussed master being overly harsh in response to what par-
ent/guardian believed should have been excused absence from the program, for a 
child who had been doing well, which hurt/discouraged the child.] 

 
Drug court’s effect on personal relationships 
Active /graduated participants: 

• It’s helped to build trust. When I was on drugs my mom and dad didn’t trust me; my 
dad wouldn’t even talk to me. 
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• Everybody I know does drugs or is on probation. Almost all of my family members 
are in [city] and just about every one of them is on probation. I don’t smoke because 
of [my family]. 

• [Two participants talked about surrounding themselves with more positive people (as 
opposed to the negative models of their past)]. 

• [One participant talked about changing living environments to be in a healthier situa-
tion/location, which helped the youth do better]. 

• I used to get into trouble sometimes so I wouldn’t have to go home... You know, I’d 
rather be in rehab…That’s why drug court helps a lot: they just don’t look at you; 
they look at your home situation. 

 
How is your child different now than when he/she first entered drug court? 
Parents/Guardians:

• I’ve seen such a big difference in her. We’re able to talk, she sits down, she’s home 
all of the time, she’s more honest, and she’s willing to do family things. We can be-
lieve her now. She wants dad’s approval. I think she’s changed all of the people she’s 
hung around with in the past. She’s got a new boyfriend too…that’s a big difference 
right there. 

• …She says “it’s my choice…I see it there, but it’s my choice…I’m better than that 
and I know I can do this, I want to become a nurse, I want to get on my lifelong 
track.” 

 
Reported Successes 

• One hit and you’re done; that’s why I don’t smoke. I just want to get out of trouble 
and not come back. 

• DC got me involved in GED classes in the beginning, but I didn’t really go that much. 
When I moved and met people who were doing well, I decided to go back to school 
and got my diploma on the internet. Now I’m in college. DC donated $250 for my 
education, in addition to another anonymous donor.  

• I really wanted to be successful. My biggest fear was to not succeed in life. The only 
person in my family who is successful is [family member]. So I kept my stuff to-
gether and I’m doing good. 

 
Why they decided to participate in drug court 

• My mom put me in here. I would have rather paid my fines than come in here.  
• I could have refused drug court, but I went along with it. Later, when I was getting 

into trouble, [drug court staff] told me they could drop me out of drug court and I 
would just get sent away, or I could change my life. It was my choice whether I 
would complete successfully. I told them that I wanted to stay in drug court. I com-
pleted it, and they gave me an award and gift certificate, and I got a chance to stand 
up in drug court and tell everyone what I did to help me. It was pretty cool. 
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What advice would you give someone considering drug court (a prospective participant or par-
ent)? 
Active/graduated participants: 

• If they’re definitely trying to change, I’d tell them to go for it. It’s not just a program 
that you can go into and manipulate them. They set guidelines that you have to fol-
low. You have a choice whether you do it or not. 

 
What advice would you give another parent who asked you whether they allow their kids to go 
into drug court? 
Parents/Guardians:

• Talk to the parents…be honest, keep the line of communication open with the par-
ents. 

 
Recommendations for the program 
Active/graduated participants: 

• Decrease the program requirements. Going to all of the drug classes and AA, along 
with the other things is hard... It’s hard on me and my family. If I had a car, I 
wouldn’t have to worry about all of the things that need to get done. 

 
Parents/Guardians: 

• If they had transportation support, it would do a world of difference. Because they 
want her to do her GED, go to AA, see [DJS case manager], go to class…it’s hard. 
Even if parents could get together and come up with a carpool plan, that might help. 

• I wish [they had other options, AA groups that the kids could go to.] I’d rather she not 
go in there. I wouldn’t feel safe going there myself; it’s such a mixture. 
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