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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

rug treatment courts are effective

programs designed to reduce drug

abuse and criminality in nonviolent
offenders. The first drug court was imple-
mented in Florida in 1989. There were 2,147
drug courts as of December 2007, with drug
courts operating or planned in all 50 states
(including Native American Tribal Courts),
the District of Columbia, Northern Mariana
Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam (NADCP
2007).

Drug courts use the authority of the juvenile
justice system to offer treatment to nonvio-
lent offenders in lieu of detention. This mod-
el of linking the resources of the juvenile jus-
tice system and substance treatment pro-
grams has proven to be effective for increas-
ing treatment participation and for decreasing
criminal recidivism.

Administrative Judge Daniel Long was key
to the implementation of Somerset County’s
juvenile drug court program. In 2004, he ap-
proached and contracted with Somerset
County school board member and indepen-
dent consultant, Jack Paul, to assist in apply-
ing for federal funding to support startup ef-
forts. Mr. Paul was hired as the program’s
part-time coordinator and continues to serve
in that capacity today. The full team was as-
sembled in October 2005, and included Mas-
ter Robert Laird, a former assistant state’s
attorney. Master Laird voluntarily accepted
the role as drug court master and continues to
serve in that capacity today. The first partici-
pant entered the program in March 2006.

The Somerset County Juvenile Drug Court
(SCJDC) enrolled 14 participants from
March 2006 through June 2008. During that
period, a total of 5 participants graduated and
3 were released unsuccessfully from the pro-
gram. The program has a capacity goal of 10
active participants and it continues to strive
to achieve that number. At the end of June

2008, the program had 6 active participants.
These participants work with counselors
from the Somerset County Health Depart-
ment in adolescent focused group and indi-
vidual therapy and may also work with their
families in counseling.

Information was acquired for this process
evaluation from several sources, including
observations of court reviews and team meet-
ings during site visits, key informant inter-
views, and focus groups comprised of pro-
gram participants and parents/guardians. The
methods used to gather this information from
each source are described in detail in the
main report.

According to its Program Handbook,
SCJDC’s program goals are to:

e Increase participation in the educational
process

e Improve family relationships
e Reduce recidivism

e Visibly reduce drug, alcohol and tobacco
usage

Process Results

Using the 10 Key Components of Drug
Courts (as described by the National Asso-
ciation of Drug Court Professionals, 1997) as
a framework, along with the 16 juvenile drug
court strategies, described by the National
Drug Court Institute (NDCI 2003), NPC ex-
amined the practices of the SCIDC program.

The SCJDC fulfills many of the 10 key com-
ponents and 16 juvenile strategies through its
current policies and structure. It integrates
alcohol and other drug treatment services
with juvenile justice system case processing.
The program uses frequent alcohol/drug test-
ing to monitor abstinence, has had a conti-
nuously sitting master since its inception, and
has experienced very little turnover on the
drug team overall. Team members have been
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creative in addressing transportation chal-
lenges and adjusting program policy in re-
sponse to their own program monitoring.

There are several areas in which the SCIDC
should and can make program improvements.
The program should consider accepting
youth who do not have a responsive authority
figure willing to support their participation,
in order to serve this population and increase
program capacity; identify more opportuni-
ties to offer incentives to participants, espe-
cially in the first phase, to encourage their
continued involvement in the program; adopt
a mandatory aftercare program that will aid
youth in their transition back into the com-
munity; and consider holding drug court
hearings outside of school hours in order to
underscore the importance of school atten-
dance.

A summary of suggestions and recommenda-
tions that emerge from this evaluation in-
clude the following:

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY-LEVEL
RECOMMENDATIONS

Somerset County is not resource-rich; how-
ever, SCJDC has developed some vital con-
nections to community supporters. The pro-
gram is encouraged to form an advisory
committee, seek increased involvement from
local law enforcement and continue to main-
tain and develop community resources as
they relate to the most common participant
needs. The team should also work on meet-
ing program goals around the recruitment of
African American youth, including becoming
more culturally responsive.

SUMMARY OF AGENCY-LEVEL
RECOMMENDATIONS

The SCJDC should make sure that all agency
representatives have received training specif-
ic to their role as well as training on the gen-
eral drug court model and philosophy. The
team should implement a mandatory after-
care program that offers support to the partic-
ipant as s/he transitions back into the com-
munity. The case management specialists
should implement full spectrum drug tests
and the treatment provider should consider
using instant drug tests and sending only pos-
itive results to the laboratory.

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM-LEVEL
RECOMMENDATIONS

The program should consider accepting par-
ticipants without a consenting par-
ent/guardian in order to provide services to
this group of youth and to increase partici-
pant population to intended capacity. Drug
court hearings should be held outside of
school hours and participants should be re-
quired to attend the entire hearing in order to
foster group support. Team members should
identify more opportunities, early in the par-
ticipant’s time/involvement in the program,
to acknowledge progress and offer incen-
tives, while relying less on the imposition of
sanctions. The entire team should begin us-
ing the SMART database to make tracking
and analysis easier as the drug court program
grows. The drug court team should receive
cultural competency training, which should
be updated regularly. The SCIDC should im-
plement regular policy meetings to discuss
program challenges, such as finding and se-
curing community resources, increasing par-
ticipant recruitment and enhancing the in-
volvement of law enforcement in the pro-
gram.

September 2008



Background

BACKGROUND

dramatic developments in the move-

ment to reduce substance abuse among
the United States criminal justice population
has been the spread of drug courts across the
country. The first drug court was imple-
mented in Florida in 1989. As of December
2007, there were 2,147 juvenile, adult and
family drug courts, with drug courts operat-
ing or planned in all 50 states (including Na-
tive American Tribal Courts), the District of
Columbia, Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto
Rico, and Guam (NADCP 2007).

Drug courts are designed to guide offenders
identified as drug-addicted into treatment
that will reduce drug dependence and im-
prove the quality of life for offenders and
their families. Benefits to society take the
form of reductions in crime committed by
drug court participants, resulting in reduced
costs to taxpayers and increased public safe-
ty.

In the typical drug court program, partici-
pants are closely supervised by a judge who
is supported by a team of agency representa-
tives who operate outside of their traditional
roles. The team typically includes a drug
court coordinator, addiction treatment pro-
viders, prosecuting attorneys, defense attor-
neys, law enforcement officers, and parole
and probation officers who work together to
provide needed services to drug court partic-

I n the last 18 years, one of the most

ipants. Prosecuting attorneys and defense
attorneys hold their usual adversarial posi-
tions in abeyance to support the treatment
and supervision needs of program partici-
pants. Drug court programs can be viewed
as blending resources, expertise, and inter-
ests of a variety of jurisdictions and agen-
cies.

Drug courts have been shown to be effective
in reducing recidivism (GAO, 2005) and in
reducing taxpayer costs due to positive out-
comes for drug court participants (Carey &
Finigan, 2004; Carey, Finigan, Waller, Lu-
cas, & Crumpton, 2005). Some drug courts
have even been shown to cost less to operate
than processing offenders through traditional
(business-as-usual) court processes (Carey
& Finigan, 2004; Crumpton, Brekhus, Wel-
ler, & Finigan, 2004; Carey et al., 2005).

This report contains the process evaluation
for the Somerset County Juvenile Drug
Court (SCJDC), a program for juveniles 12
to 18 years old. The first section of this re-
port is a description of the methods used to
perform this process evaluation, including
site visits, participant interviews and key
stakeholder interviews. The second section
contains the evaluation, including a detailed
description of the drug court’s process and
recommendations based on the 10 key com-
ponents of effective drug courts.






Methods

METHODS

was acquired from several sources, in-

cluding observations of court hearings
and team meetings during site visits, key
stakeholder interviews, participant inter-
views, and program documents. The methods
used to gather information from each source
are described below.

Site Visits

I nformation for this process evaluation

NPC staff traveled to Somerset County,
Maryland, for site visits in February and July
2008. The visits included attendance at the
drug court team meeting, facilitation of two
focus groups with current drug court partici-
pants and parents/guardians of participants,
and an observation of a drug court hearing.
These observations and participant inter-
views provided information about the drug
court’s structure, procedures, and routines.

PARTICIPANT INTERVIEWS

NPC conducted participant interviews in the
offices of the SCIDC in July 2008. Partici-
pant interviews were conducted with current
program participants and parents/guardians
of current participants. The interviews pro-
vided the participants with an opportunity to
share their experiences and perceptions re-
garding the drug court process. See Appen-
dix B of this report for a summary of results.

Key Stakeholder Interviews

Key stakeholder interviews, conducted by
telephone, were a critical component of the
SCJDC process study. NPC Research (NPC)
staff interviewed nine individuals involved in
the administration of the drug court, includ-
ing the master, the program coordinator, the
assistant public defender, and the assistant
state’s attorney. Other team members inter-
viewed included the Somerset County Health
Department Addictions Counselor, two case
management specialists with the Department
of Juvenile Services, the family services

coordinator for Somerset County Circuit
Court, and the Somerset County Board of
Education Learning Support Specialist.

NPC has designed a Drug Court Typology
Interview Guide,® which provides a consis-
tent method for collecting structure and
process information from drug courts. In the
interest of making this evaluation reflect lo-
cal circumstances, this guide was modified to
fit the purposes of this evaluation and this
particular drug court. The information ga-
thered through the use of this guide assisted
the evaluation team in focusing on the day-
to-day operations as well as the most impor-
tant and unique characteristics of the SCIDC.

For the process interviews, key individuals
involved with SCJDC administration were
asked questions from the Typology Interview
Guide during telephone calls at several points
in time. This approach allowed us to keep
track of the changes in the drug court process
from the beginning to the end of the project.

Document Review

In order to better understand the operations
and practices of the drug court, the evalua-
tion team reviewed the Somerset County Cir-
cuit Court Juvenile Drug Court Program
Handbook and the Somerset County Juvenile
Drug Court Handbook (for participants) for
program information. Information contained
in these program manuals was compared to
data obtained from other sources, to ensure
consistency and comprehension across the
program.

! 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 description of the
guide can be found in Appendix A, and a copy can be
found on the NPC Research Web site at
www.npcresearch.com/FilessNPC_Research_Drug_C
ourt_Typology_Interview_Guide_(copyrighted).pdf
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RESULTS

Somerset County Juvenile Drug
Court Program Description

SOMERSET COUNTY, MARYLAND

Somerset County is a rural county located
on the southernmost part of the eastern shore
of Maryland, approximately 100 miles from
the  Baltimore/Washington  metropolitan
area. Crisfield and Princess Anne are the
two major business and industrial centers of
the county.

As of the 2006 Census estimate, Somerset
County’s estimated population was 25,774
with 18% under the age of 18 and a median
age of 36.5. Somerset County’s racial com-
position, according to the 2006 Census esti-
mate, was 57% White, 41% Black or Afri-
can American, 2% Latino, 1% Asian and
Pacific Islander (combined), 1% multiracial,
less than 1% Native American and less than
1% other races. The Census estimate also
found that the median household income in
the county was $30,301 and the median fam-
ily (defined as a group of two or more
people who reside together and who are re-
lated by birth, marriage, or adoption) income
was $42,835. The county’s unemployment
rate was 5.4%, second only to Baltimore
City, within the state of Maryland. The
county’s poverty rate is also the second
highest in the state, with 19.7% of families
living below the poverty level. Lastly, the
main industry categories reported were 1)
educational, health and social services, 2)
retail trade and 3) public administration.
Princess Anne, the county seat, had a popu-
lation of 2,845 in 2006.

2 All demographic information obtained from the
Census Bureau at www.census.gov on June 10, 2008

SOMERSET COUNTY JUVENILE DRUG
COURT OVERVIEW

The Somerset County Juvenile Drug Court
(SCJDC), located in Princess Anne, Mary-
land, provides services for juvenile offend-
ers with substance abuse problems through-
out the county. The program enrolled its first
participant in March 2006. A variety of local
agencies comprise the drug court. The
SCJDC operations team is made up of the
master, the coordinator, and representatives
from the Department of Juvenile Services
(DJS), the State’s Attorney’s Office (SAO),
the Office of the Public Defender (OPD), the
Somerset County Health Department, Some-
rset County Family Services, and the Some-
rset County Board of Education. The pro-
gram takes a multidisciplinary approach to
provide comprehensive services, such as in-
tensive court supervision, education, coun-
seling and life skills training to qualifying
juvenile-justice and  substance-involved
youth and their families.

IMPLEMENTATION

In 2004, Somerset County Administrative
Judge Daniel Long recognized the need for a
juvenile drug court program and contracted
with Somerset County school board member
and independent consultant, Jack Paul, to
assist in applying for federal funding to sup-
port startup efforts. Later that year, Mr. Paul
was hired as the program’s part-time coordi-
nator. In 2005, State’s Attorney, Robert
Laird was recruited as master for the pro-
gram and attended three federal implementa-
tion trainings sponsored by the Bureau of
Justice Assistance. The full team was as-
sembled in October 2005 and included rep-
resentatives from the State’s Attorney’s Of-
fice, the Office of the Public Defender, the
Department of Juvenile Services, the Some-
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rset County Health Department (SCHD) and
Somerset County Family Services. A learn-
ing support specialist with the board of edu-
cation joined the team in Spring 2007. A
representative from the Department of So-
cial Services attends team meetings and
court hearings on an “as-needed” basis.
Most team members are funded to partici-
pate in the drug court program through their
home agencies. The family services coordi-
nator is funded through a grant from Mary-
land’s Department of Family Administra-
tion, the coordinator’s position is funded by
the Maryland Office of Problem-Solving
Courts, and the master’s position is funded
by the county.

PARTICIPANT POPULATION AND
PROGRAM CAPACITY

The SCJDC program is currently designed
to serve 10 participants. Since the drug court
program has been operational, it has not
reached capacity and therefore has been able
to accommodate all eligible participants. As
of June 2008, a total of 11 individuals have
enrolled in the drug court; 5 of these partici-
pants graduated, 3 were unsuccessful at
completing the program and 3 more enrolled
in the program after June 2008, bringing the
number of currently active participants to 6.

All of the program’s current participants are
male. However, one of the program gra-
duates is female. Of all drug court partici-
pants thus far, 82% are White and 18% are
Black. The average age of active partici-
pants is 17 years. The main drugs of choice
for youth enrolled in the SCIDC program
are marijuana, cocaine and alcohol.

DRUG COURT GOALS

The SCJIDC program works to reduce sub-
stance abuse and related delinquent behavior
in nonviolent adolescents through a holistic
treatment/case management approach. Cur-

rently, the program has four specific goals
listed in its Program Handbook:

e Increase participation in the educational
process

e Improve family relationships
e Reduce recidivism

e Visibly reduce drug, alcohol and tobacco
usage

The SCJDC staff’s goals for the program, as
reported during the key stakeholder inter-
views, are in line with those listed in the par-
ticipant handbook. Additionally, staff mem-
bers expressed the goals of giving the partic-
ipants the tools they need to make good de-
cisions when they are out in the community
and instilling in them a sense of empower-
ment from having successfully completed
the program.

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

The SCJDC eligibility criteria are listed in
the Program Handbook. Prospective partici-
pants who are eligible for the program must
be residents of Somerset County, Maryland,
and be between the ages of 12 and 18 years.
In addition they must:

e Have a qualifying substance abuse diag-
nosis

e Be a repeat offender or have failed in-
formal DJS supervision

e Have only nonviolent offenses with no
history of violent offenses

Generally, prospective drug court partici-
pants have not responded to regular proba-
tion and outpatient treatment. Originally, the
individual’s charge(s) had to be directly
drug-related; now, the charge must be due to
a substance abuse problem if it is not a drug
charge. Charges that preclude an individu-
al’s entry into the program are those involv-
ing sex offenses and/or involving violence.
Additionally, individuals who have pre-
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viously completed a drug court program are
ineligible. Team members reported that they
generally err on the side of inclusion when
making eligibility decisions. For individuals
who have not qualified for the program, it
has typically been due to the lack of an adult
figure willing to support the individual’s
participation or the commission of more se-
rious crimes prior to enrollment but after
referral.

DRUG COURT PROGRAM SCREENING AND
ENTRY PROCESS

The following description explains the
process that potential SCIJDC participants go
through before entering the program. The
program is designed to serve repeat offend-
ers and those who violate their probation.
Therefore, most referrals come through DJS,
but they may also come through the court
system. Typically, once an individual has
incurred an infraction s/he is placed on in-
formal supervision with DJS for 90 days. If
the terms of informal supervision are not
met (e.g., an appointment with the health
department is missed), and if there is indica-
tion of a substance abuse problem, a referral
will then be sent to the drug court coordina-
tor by DJS.

Once the coordinator receives the referral,
he reviews it to make sure the youth meets
the program’s minimum requirements. If
these requirements are met, he contacts the
DJS case manager, who then sits down with
the youth and his/her parent(s)/guardian to
find out if s/he is interested in the program
and if the youth’s parent/guardian can sup-
port his/her participation. If the par-
ent/guardian and the youth are willing to
participate in the program, a consent for re-
lease of information form is signed by the
parent/guardian and the youth. The next step
to program entry takes place at the weekly
team meeting, where a DJS Case Manage-
ment Specialist and the SCHD Addictions
Counselor provide background information

about the prospective participant and a team
decision is made regarding program admis-
sion.

Once the individual is accepted into the pro-
gram, the coordinator meets with the parent
and the youth to introduce them to the pro-
gram, review the participant handbook and
sign the necessary paperwork. Participants
must also initial the orientation cover sheet,
indicating that they have reviewed each
chapter of the handbook with the coordina-
tor. The coordinator will then write up a
court order, signed by the master, and give it
to the participant; this document will include
the date of his/her first drug court hearing.
At the first drug court hearing, the master
reviews the contract again and it is entered
into the court records.

All youth are assessed for substance abuse
issues/concerns during the initial intake ap-
pointment with DJS. Once an individual has
been referred and accepted into the SCIDC
program, clinicians at the Somerset County
Health Department use American Society of
Addiction Medicine (ASAM) criteria to de-
termine what level of treatment is appropri-
ate. The Adolescent Alcohol Involvement
Scale (AAIS) is used to assess the psy-
chosocial consequences of alcohol use in the
youth’s life. To assess family functioning,
the Problem Oriented Screening Instrument
for Teenagers (POSIT) is also given to par-
ticipants at the SCHD. Based on these as-
sessment tools, a treatment plan is created to
address each participant’s specific needs.

The time from original violation to program
entry can vary greatly and depends on
whether the individual has already been put
on informal supervision. For youth currently
on informal supervision, the length of time
from original violation varies with the date
of non-compliance within the 90-day super-
vision period. Key stakeholders reported that
cases deemed “appropriate for drug court”
by DJS are flagged and processed by the
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SAO in an expedited manner. Referral to
entry time is typically 1 to 4 weeks but can
take up to 2 months. Team members re-
ported that prospective participants may be-
gin treatment with the Somerset County
Health Department before being formally
admitted into the program.

INCENTIVES FOR OFFENDERS TO ENTER
(AND COMPLETE) THE SCJDC PROGRAM

The SCJDC is a post-adjudication, pre-
disposition program for individuals with
substance abuse problems. The program on-
ly accepts young people who have offended
on multiple occasions. The youth can either
volunteer to go into the program—and avoid
charges and disposition upon successful
completion—or s/he can choose not to par-
ticipate, at which time s/he will be sent to
Circuit Court Judge Long for adjudication,
and may be detained in a correctional facili-
ty for a minimum of 90 days. Thus, the pri-
mary incentive to enter the SCJDC program
is to avoid detention and to have charges
dropped (upon successful program comple-
tion). Successful completion of the program
also means an end to probation supervision.
Additional incentives for offenders to enter
and progress through the drug court program
include support in their recovery with treat-
ment and case management, receiving praise
from the master, and getting material re-
wards (e.g., gift cards), as one advances
from one phase to the next.

DRUG COURT PROGRAM PHASES

The SCIDC program has four phases that
generally take 210 to 360 days total to com-
plete. The length of each phase is dependent
upon the participant’s compliance with the
drug court requirements. The shortest time
in which the program has been completed
thus far is 10 months or approximately 300
days.

All participants are required to be enrolled
in school or a GED program, or be em-
ployed. Phase I of the program is referred to,
programmatically, as “Rebirth.” It focuses
on reflection of past behavior and positively
changing current behaviors. This phase lasts
30 to 60 days. Participants are required to
attend drug court hearings every other week
and undergo a minimum of two random uri-
nalyses each week with their case manager.
They are under intensive supervision during
this phase and must have eight contacts with
their case manager each month; two of these
must be face-to-face meetings. Participants
who are not on house arrest or electronic
monitoring must adhere to a 6 p.m. curfew.
They must also complete 10% of their
community service hours during this phase.
In order to advance to Phase Il, participants
must have attended all of their drug court
hearings and substance abuse treatment ap-
pointments and have had no positive drug
tests for 30 days. The DJS Case Manage-
ment Specialist monitors compliance with
all phase requirements.

Phase Il is referred to as the “Renewal”
phase and is intended to increase self esteem
and cement the idea of program completion
as a possibility for participating youth. This
phase lasts 90 to 120 days. During Phase I,
drug court attendance is reduced to one
hearing per month. Participants submit to
one random urinalysis sample per week.
They must also have four contacts each
month with the Department of Juvenile Ser-
vices Case Management Specialist, includ-
ing one home visit. Curfew is at 8 p.m. and
30% (cumulative) of total community ser-
vice hours must be completed in this phase.
Participants are required to maintain sobrie-
ty for 3 months before advancing to Phase
I1l. They must also be in compliance with
court and treatment attendance as well as
supervision meeting requirements.

Phase 11l is called “Restoration” and oper-
ates on the idea of increasing self-control
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and supporting future orientation, in place of
impulsive behavior and immediate gratifica-
tion. This phase lasts 60 to 90 days. Phase
111 participants must attend drug court hear-
ings once a month and must meet with their
case manager twice per month. They must
also submit two random urinalyses each
month. Curfew is changed to 9 p.m. and all
community service hours must be completed
by the end of the phase. In order to advance
to Phase IV, participants must be conti-
nuously abstinent from substances for a min-
imum of 5 months. In addition, they must
complete substance abuse treatment and
maintain compliance with supervision meet-
ings and court hearing requirements.

The fourth phase of participation is referred
to as “Reformation” and is based on the phi-
losophy that “the juvenile is a citizen en-
titled to all the rights and privileges of citi-
zenship.” This phase lasts 30 to 90 days, and
the participant is required to attend drug
court hearings on a monthly basis. Random
urinalyses are conducted once a month and
face-to-face contact with the DJS Case
Management Specialist is also required
monthly for youth in this phase. Curfew is
moved to 10 p.m. and participants must
write an essay about what they have learned
through their participation in program spon-
sored prosocial activities, including an eval-
uation of the program. Participants must also
choose and complete a volunteer project:
typically this is a book essay or an essay
about their future plans.

GRADUATION

In order to graduate from the SCJDC pro-
gram, participants must satisfy requirements
for all four phases and:

e Complete a long term sobriety plan

e Complete a volunteer project and gradu-
ation essay

e Remain continuously clean and sober for
6 months

When a participant is nearing graduation,
each agency representative reports on the
prospective graduate’s progress toward
completion at the team meetings. When it is
agreed that all program requirements are
met, the team sets a date for graduation. The
SCJDC program has had five graduations to
date. Graduation ceremonies are held in the
annex of the court house and have included
guest speakers from outside of the drug
court program; in fact, the Chairman of the
Appropriations Committee for the State of
Maryland was the guest speaker at the first
graduation ceremony. The Circuit Court
judge attends graduation and speaks about
the participant’s progress, as reported to him
by the master. Next, the master gives a
speech and then family members are invited
to speak. Finally, a $100 gift card is pre-
sented to the graduate along with a certifi-
cate of completion.

TREATMENT OVERVIEW

There is one treatment provider agency as-
sociated with the SCJDC: the Somerset
County Health Department Behavioral
Health Program (SCHDBHP). A counselor
from the SCHDBHP is assigned to serve on
the SCIDC team; she conducts treatment
sessions for all drug court participants under
the age of 18. Once a participant turns 18,
s/he must meet with an adult counselor at
the health department. Drug court youth
must participate in individual counseling
and treatment groups that are comprised ex-
clusively of drug court participants. In the
first phase, they must attend two group ses-
sions each week and an individual session
every other week. Attendance requirements
decrease as individuals advance in treatment
phases.

The treatment provider is trained in the Ado-
lescent Recovery Plan from Hazelden,
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which is used in group settings. She is also
trained in adolescent co-occurring disorders
and motivational enhancement therapy for
cannabis use. SCHDCBHP contracts with an
outside agency for the provision of mental
health services to SCIDC participants.

The SCJDC program does not have a forma-
lized aftercare plan. Once a participant is
ready for discharge from treatment, s/he is
asked to sign a form which will allow the
treatment provider to contact him/her during
a 6 month period following graduation. Ad-
ditionally, because Somerset County is so
small, team members wear multiple hats in
the community, which often results in con-
tact with program graduates outside of the
drug court program. For example, one team
member is also a coach for the high school’s
track team.

THE DRUG COURT TEAM
Master

The current Juvenile Court Master has been
with the SCJDC since its implementation.
Before he became the drug court master, he
served as the team’s State’s Attorney’s Of-
fice (SAO) representative, where he had
worked for over 15 years, handling all of
their juvenile cases. The position of drug
treatment court master is voluntary, and the
duties performed are in addition to his re-
sponsibilities overseeing civil matters in-
volving juveniles. Team members reported
that, because of his background as an assis-
tant state’s attorney, the master has a clear
understanding of social service issues and
the constraints around resources as a result
of the program being located in a smaller
county.

Coordinator

The SCJIDC coordinator is responsible for
administration of the drug court program
and has been on the team since program im-
plementation. He compiles and disseminates
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participant data and program information to
the team every other week at pre-court team
meetings. He administers all of the pro-
gram’s grants and delivers presentations to
the community about the program. The
coordinator attends pre-court meetings and
drug court hearings. He revised the pre-
implementation team’s program handbook
and facilitates policy meetings. In addition,
he has provided transportation for program
participants who have had problems getting
to school or to their appointments at the
health department.

Case Management Specialist

The SCJDC has two case management spe-
cialists (CMS) on the team who work for the
Department of Juvenile Services. One CMS
has been with the team since the program
was implemented; the other joined the team
in March 2007, having previously served on
the police force for 15 years as an undercov-
er narcotics officer.

Most referrals to the drug court are made
through the case management specialists.
Once they receive a police report, if the mat-
ter cannot be resolved at intake, the CMS
may either place the youth on informal su-
pervision or refer the case to the State’s At-
torney’s Office.

Once the youth has been accepted into the
drug court program, the CMS conducts
home visits, random drug tests and addition-
al case management activities through office
visits and/or phone updates with the youth.
Individual case management specialists car-
ry a caseload of approximately 4 to 5 drug
court clients and 25 to 30 non-drug court
youth.

Treatment Provider

There is one addictions counselor from the
Somerset Counseling Center, Behavioral
Health Program serving on the SCJDC team.
She began with SCIJDC almost 2 years ago.
This team member attends pre-court meet-
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ings and drug court hearings. She conducts
individual, group and family counseling for
drug court participants. Program participants
who have reached the age of 18 are seen by
an adult counselor at the health department.
All other participants are seen by the drug
court addictions counselor, who reports UA
results, attendance compliance at treatment
meetings/sessions, as well as relevant treat-
ment-related information (e.g., recent prob-
lematic behaviors, reported family chal-
lenges, and personal successes) for all par-
ticipants during the pre-court team meetings.

Assistant Public Defender

The assistant public defender (APD) serving
on the SCJDC team represents the program's
participants using a non-adversarial team
approach. He joined the drug court team
prior to the program’s implementation and
attended the federal implementation train-
ings. The APD attends the pre-court team
meetings, where he contributes to team deci-
sions (e.g., about participants, on policy is-
sues) and serves as an advocate for partici-
pants (most often along with the other team
members). He also attends the drug court
hearings. The APD ensures that juvenile
drug court procedures and protocols are in
the defendant’s best interest.

Assistant State’s Attorney

The Assistant State’s Attorney (ASA) on the
SCJDC team is involved in the eligibility
process for potential participants; specifical-
ly, he helps determine their legal eligibility
for the program. The current ASA became
involved with the SCIJDC shortly after the
program’s implementation and has been
with the SAO for 30 years. Prior to his join-
ing the team, the current master served as
the team’s SAO representative. As a drug
court team member, the ASA regularly par-
ticipates in the pre-court team meetings and
the drug court hearings and, like the APD,
uses a non-adversarial approach.

Learning Support Specialist

The team’s learning support specialist serves
as the liaison between her local district’s
middle and high schools and the drug court
team and is employed by the Board of Edu-
cation. She joined the team in Spring 2007
and continues participation throughout the
year (including the summer months). As a
member of the drug court team, the Some-
rset County Learning Support Specialist
provides the rest of the team with informa-
tion on all participants' school issues, includ-
ing the status of youth taking GED classes.
She attends pre-court meetings and reports
to the team on participants’ grades, atten-
dance, received counseling support, teach-
ers’ feedback, and discipline issues.

Family Services Coordinator

The drug court team’s family services coor-
dinator (FSC) is employed by the Circuit
Court and provides services to families in-
volved in the judicial system. She began
working with the SCIDC prior to the pro-
gram’s implementation and attended the
federal implementation trainings. She cur-
rently attends staff meetings and court hear-
ings, serving as a link to needed county re-
sources. Among the types of resources she
has secured for the program (through her
agency’s budget) are gift card incentives and
transportation tokens for drug court partici-
pants. Transportation tokens are given to
parents/guardians as a part of a wraparound
services program and incentives are given
out by the master during the drug court ses-
sion.

DRUG COURT TEAM TRAINING

Prior to program implementation, the mas-
ter, coordinator and representatives from the
Public Defender’s Office, the State’s Attor-
ney’s Office, the Department of Juvenile
Services, Family Services, and the Health
Department all received the National Drug
Court Institute’s implementation training.
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Additionally, the coordinator, treatment pro-
vider, one of the case management special-
ists, and the learning support specialist have
all attended the Drug Court 101 training
provided through the Maryland Office of
Problem-Solving Courts. To support the
program’s transition to the new data man-
agement system, the treatment provider,
coordinator and master all attended State-
wide Maryland Automated Records Track-
ing (SMART) database training. In addition,
the coordinator has attended some of the
past winter symposia offered for state drug
court staff and has been present at the quar-
terly drug court coordinator meetings.

The newest team members, one of the case
management specialists and the learning
support specialist, have been with the team
for just over one year. The coordinator trains
new members using the Program Handbook
and the Participant Handbook and sends
them to the state’s Drug Court 101 course.
In an effort to increase collaboration with
other programs in the area, the drug court
team recently met with the Lower Eastern
Shore Drug Courts to exchange ideas and
information.

TEAM MEETINGS

The pre-court meeting is held every other
Wednesday at 8:30 a.m. The coordinator,
master, assistant public defender, assistant
state’s attorney, case management special-
ists, learning support specialist, and addic-
tions counselor regularly attend the pre-
hearing meetings. During these meetings,
each team member provides a verbal
progress report of every participant. The
team members make recommendations on
sanctions and rewards to the master, who
makes final decision.

Policy meetings are held quarterly during
which the entire contents of the SCIDC Pro-
gram Handbook are reviewed. Policy issues
are also discussed at the team meetings as
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they arise. The Somerset County Drug and
Alcohol Council serves as the steering
committee for the SCIDC program. Recent-
ly, the coordinator has been considering the
implementation of a drug court advisory
board, which would include members of the
community. Members would serve as links
to community resources and advocates for
the program.

PROVIDER AND TEAM COMMUNICATION
WITH THE COURT

Team members reported that most partici-
pant issues are discussed during the team
meetings. However, if a significant issue
arises, team members will contact one
another outside of the team meeting to dis-
cuss a response/resolution. If the case man-
agement specialists need to communicate
with the court about a participant’s infrac-
tion outside of the team meeting, the rele-
vant information will be put in writing on
department letterhead and sent to team
members. The family services coordinator
communicates with the drug court coordina-
tor outside of the team meeting in order to
collect information for her department’s
quarterly reports. Team members reported
that they often come into contact, informal-
ly, with one another outside of meetings;
this is due to fact that Somerset County is a
small community and that many of the drug
court team are involved in community pro-
grams/activities.

DRUG COURT HEARINGS

The SCJDC hearings are held twice a month
on Wednesdays (starting at 9 a.m.) and
usually last about 60 minutes with four to
eight participants in attendance. Drug court
hearings take place immediately after team
meetings are concluded. It was reported that
the time of the drug court session conflicts
with school times during the school year;
however, the team makes sure that partici-
pants return to school promptly following
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the hearing. Further, team members report
that school staff have been supportive with
regard to this scheduling arrangement.

Participants in Phase | attend drug court
hearings every other week. Phase II, 11l and
IV participants attend once per month. Team
members who regularly attend the drug
court hearings include the master, coordina-
tor, assistant public defender, assistant
state’s attorney, case management specialist,
learning support specialist and addictions
counselor. The family services coordinator
attends drug court hearings when she is
available.

While new participants are required to stay
for the entire drug court session, individuals
doing well in the program are permitted to
leave once they have been called up and
have spoken to the master. Only participants
and their family members are permitted in
the courtroom during drug court reviews.
During these hearings, participants sit in the
gallery, while the coordinator, the assistant
public defender and the assistant state’s at-
torney are seated at a table in front of the
bench. Participants, along with their par-
ents/guardians, are called up one at a time
and sit at a table facing the master. After the
status of each participant is discussed, the
master imposes a sanction or provides a re-
ward (including positive verbal reinforce-
ment) if deemed appropriate. So far, there
has only been one instance in which a youth
showed up without his/her parent/guardian.
Although it discourages this, the court will
proceed with the youth’s review in the ab-
sence of his/her parent/guardian. Partici-
pants nearing program completion are occa-
sionally called up first to serve as positive
models for the other drug court participants.

FAMILY INVOLVEMENT

Regarding family involvement, team mem-
bers reported a similar viewpoint: when you
take on a drug court client (i.e., accept

him/her into the program) you take on the
whole family. Upon program entry, partici-
pating family members, along with drug
court youth, have to sign a consent form for
the disclosure of confidential information.
The parents/guardians are expected to attend
all drug court hearings. Regarding the im-
portance of family involvement, one team
member explained, “We try to get the kid to
understand that the only friends you really
have in the world are your mom and dad.”

Family counseling is offered by the
SCHDBHP, and parenting classes and men-
tal health counseling are offered by outside
agencies. There have been no sanctions le-
vied against non-compliant family members.
However, it was reported that the master has
had to admonish family member(s) in the
courtroom when they do not meet the
court’s expectations.

DRUG TESTING

Participants’ compliance with the program is
assessed by urinalysis test results. The
treatment provider conducts drug tests at the
initial intake assessment and then every time
the participant attends group counseling.
Drug tests are observed by a staff member of
the same gender. All test results are sent to a
laboratory for confirmation; negative results
generally take 48 hours, while positive re-
sults can take up to a week. The drug tests
used assess for a wide range of substances,
including cocaine, amphetamines, opiates,
THC, PCP, benzodiazepines and alcohol.
The case management specialists administer
instant, random drug tests which are fully
observed by someone of the same gender.
The DJS tests cover THC, amphetamines,
cocaine and heroin. A failed drug test results
in a $12 fee for the participant, which is
payable at his/her next scheduled court hear-
ing. There are no fees associated with the
drug testing done by the treatment provider.

13



PN

RESEARCH

Somerset County Juvenile Drug Court Process Evaluation

REWARDS

SCJDC participants receive rewards from
the master for doing well in the program.
Possible rewards are listed in the Program
Handbook as well as the Participant Hand-
book. They are tailored to the individual,
according to team members. Rewards are
generally provided during the court hearing
and have included verbal praise, gift certifi-
cates, phase advancement, a reduction of
curfew hours, and a reduction of electronic
monitoring time (or being taken off of moni-
toring all together). Most team members re-
ported that rewards are given out more often
than sanctions; however, one team member
reported that the program is sanction-heavy
at the beginning, but that rewards are given
out more toward the middle and end of the
program. Examples of good behavior in-
clude attending school consistently with no
unexcused absences or completing commu-
nity service requirements.

SANCTIONS

After a non-compliant act occurs, such as
picking up a new charge, skipping school, or
missing treatment/case management ap-
pointments, the SCIDC team will discuss
the issues related to the infraction during the
pre-hearing team meeting (prior to the par-
ticipant’s next regularly-scheduled drug
court hearing). The maximum time between
a non-compliant behavior and a response is
2 weeks. If the participant’s behavior is con-
sidered severe, that individual may be called
into court the next day. The drug court team
contributes to decisions on sanctions, while
the master makes the final determination.

The type of sanction that is handed down
will depend on the type of non-compliant
behavior exhibited. However, sanctions are
generally graduated. The master exercises
his discretion based on the participant’s
truthfulness in court. Possible sanctions in-
clude detention, (verbal) disapproval from
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the bench, a stricter curfew, placement on
home electronic monitoring, and a delay in
movement to the next program phase.

Other than the master, only the Electronic
Monitor Coordinator (EMC) has the authori-
ty to detain participants who violate their
electronic monitoring conditions. The EMC,
who is not part of the drug court team (but,
instead, works for DJS), maintains ongoing
communication with the DJS Case Man-
agement Specialists about drug court partic-
ipants on electronic monitoring.

UNSUCCESSFUL PROGRAM COMPLETION
(TERMINATION)

Participants’ program participation may be
revoked for the following reasons, but are
not limited to:

e Continual non-compliance with treat-
ment recommendations

e Failure to attend scheduled drug court
hearings

e Continued non-compliance with supervi-
sion guidelines

e Arrest on a new charge that in the team’s
view warrants termination

e Threats of violence or demonstrating
violent behaviors towards self, others or

property

e Continued non-compliance with phase
requirements

The SCJDC, to date, has discharged three
participants (as unsuccessful) from the pro-
gram. Unless they have committed a violent
offense, the master and the team will work
to keep a participant in the program. Once
an individual has been terminated, s/he will
be required to attend a disposition hearing
with Circuit Court Judge Long, who will
make a determination on sentencing, includ-
ing the possibility of detention. If the partic-
ipant was already on disposition, his/her
probation could be revoked and s/he could
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be placed in a correctional facility or group
home.

DATA COLLECTED BY THE DRUG COURT
FOR TRACKING AND EVALUATION
PURPOSES

A number of the SCIDC team members
have received training for the Statewide
Maryland Automated Records Tracking
(SMART) system. At the time of stakehold-
er interviews, the health department was the
only agency using SMART. The coordinator
keeps paper records on drug court partici-
pants and runs an annual analysis of Some-
rset County arrest statistics, which is then
updated in the Program Handbook. In addi-
tion, he keeps track of participant progress,
including periodically updating information
about employment status, sanctions and re-
wards, school attendance, and any non-
compliant behavior. Data collected by the
coordinator has been used to make program-

related decisions, including changing the age
requirement range, which was 14 to 17 years
old, to 12 to 18 years old. It has also been
used in the decision to reduce the program’s
capacity goal from 15 to 10 participants.

COMMUNITY LIAISONS

Team members have partnered with a num-
ber of community agencies in Somerset
County in a concerted effort to provide
needed services to drug court participants.
Somerset County’s Local Management
Board has helped to obtain funding for
graduation gift cards. At least one partici-
pant is working with assistance from the
Goodwill Employment Program. Also, the
program’s treatment provider will refer par-
ticipants to Maple Shade for mental health
issues and parents are sometimes referred
for parenting classes facilitated by Family
Services.
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10 Key Components of Drug Courts and 16 Juvenile Drug Court Strategies

10 Ky COMPONENTS OF DRUG COURTS AND
16 JUVENILE DRUG COURT STRATEGIES

his section of the report lists the 10

Key Components of Drug Courts as

described by the National Associa-
tion of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP,
1997). Following 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
described by the National Drug Court Insti-
tute and the National Council of Juvenile
and Family Court Judges (NDCI and
NCJFCJ, 2003),% are included as well. With-
in each key component, drug courts must
establish local policies and procedures to fit
their local needs and contexts. There are cur-
rently few research-based benchmarks for
these key components, as researchers are
still in the process of establishing an evi-
dence base for how each of these compo-
nents should be implemented. However, pre-
liminary research by NPC connects certain
practices within some of these key compo-
nents with positive outcomes for drug court
participants. Additional 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-

® 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 strat-
egies as they appear in the source document (NDCI
and NCJFCJ, 2003), so the strategies are not num-
bered consecutively in this section. In addition, some
juvenile strategies appear more than once, if they
contribute to more than one key component.

vant comparisons to other drug courts.
Comparison data 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 relation to the
key component and strategy(ies) of interest
are described, followed by recommendations
pertinent to each area.

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

Research Question: Has an integrated
drug court team emerged?

Juvenile Strategy #1: Collaborative
Planning

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

Juvenile Strategy #2: Teamwork

e 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 at-
torney) at team meetings and court sessions
is correlated with positive outcomes for
clients, including reduced recidivism and,
consequently, reduced costs at follow-up.

Local Process

The Somerset County Juvenile Drug Court
has an integrated treatment and judicial team
that includes the master, the drug court
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coordinator, the public defender, the assis-
tant state’s attorney, a learning support spe-
cialist, two case managers with the Depart-
ment of Juvenile Services, and a treatment
provider. The treatment provider works for
Somerset County Health Department
(SCHD) and provides individual and group
substance abuse treatment services for all
drug court participants. The SCHD is the
only contracted treatment provider for the
program. However, SCHD may refer clients
to another agency for mental health services.
The drug court team does not include a local
law enforcement representative.

Policy meetings, which include the entire
drug court team, are intended to be held
quarterly, although there was not complete
agreement among team members about how
frequently they actually occur. Many of the
most recently held policy meetings have in-
volved a review and revision of Program
Handbook. Team members report that,
sometimes, specific policy issues are dis-
cussed at the pre-hearing meetings.

Everyone on the drug court team attends the
pre-hearing meeting, which is held every
other week. The treatment counselor as-
signed to the program shares progress re-
ports, including drug test results, with the
drug court team during pre-court meetings.
Regarding the team dynamic, one team
member reported that the team tries, “to
work on what’s best for the child and com-
municate even when we don’t agree with
one another.” Other stakeholders described
the team as “tight-knit” and having good
“team spirit.”

The SCJDC team has experienced little
change in its personnel since its initial im-
plementation. Newer drug court team mem-
bers are additions rather than replacements.
The small amount of turnover has been due
to individual career advancement opportuni-
ties.
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Recommendations

e The drug court team should implement
consistently scheduled policy meetings
in order to discuss issues concerning the
program process and challenges. For ex-
ample, topics to examine/discuss could
include issues around increasing partici-
pant recruitment/enrollment and inclu-
sion of partner agencies and community
organizations as program partners.

e To the extent possible, the drug court
team should make certain that local law
enforcement perceive drug court as a
cost-effective way to deal with repeat of-
fenders struggling with substance abuse
problems, and that, in other drug court
programs, the participation of law en-
forcement on the drug court team has
been associated with improved client
outcomes. Specifically, research in this
area has shown that greater law en-
forcement involvement increases grad-
uation rates and reduces outcome costs*
(Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, 2008). Ad-
ditionally, the program should be per-
ceived as an avenue for addressing quali-
ty of life issues and preserving public
safety.

e Law enforcement may also be a potential
source of alternative youth programs and
funding avenues. The law enforcement
liaison need not be present at all drug
court hearings, but frequent attendance
at pre-court staff meetings would lend
the program a more comprehensive
perspective of activity in the community.

* 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.
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Key Component #2: using a non-
adversarial approach, prosecution and
defense 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

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

Juvenile Strategy #2: Teamwork

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

National Research

Recent research by Carey, Finigan, and
Pukstas, 2008, 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 high-
er investment costs’. Higher investment
costs were also associated with courts that
focused on felony cases only and with courts
that allowed non-drug-related charges.
However, courts that allowed non-drug-
related charges also showed lower outcome
costs. Finally, courts that imposed the origi-
nal sentence instead of determining the sen-
tence when participants are terminated

*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.

showed lower outcome costs (Carey, Fini-
gan, & Pukstas, 2008).

Local Process

Prosecution and defense counsel are in-
cluded as part of the drug court team. The
public defender and state’s attorney relax
their normally adversarial roles in the inter-
est of supporting the needs of participants.
Key stakeholders reported that these team
members seldom have disagreements about
participants and, if they do, will generally
resolve these matters before going to court.
An observation of a team meeting indicated
that team members interact respectfully and
rely on the expertise of one another. Howev-
er, interviews with stakeholders indicated
that necessary training for counsel was not
complete.

Recommendations

e It is important that all team members
receive training appropriate to their role
in the program and that they understand
the mission and general drug court
process, regardless of their level of expe-
rience in the judicial system as a whole.

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

Research Question: Are the eligibility
requirements being implemented suc-
cessfully? Is the original target popula-
tion being served?

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

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

National Research

Carey, Finigan, and Pukstas, 2008, found
that courts that accepted pre-plea offenders
and included misdemeanors as well as felo-
nies had both lower investment and outcome
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costs. Courts that accepted non-drug-related
charges also had lower outcome costs,
though their investment costs were higher.

Local Process

The SCJDC relies on the DJS Case Man-
agement Specialists to provide program re-
ferrals. Once a youth’s case has been
brought to the attention of DJS, the case
management specialists has the option of
resolving the issue at intake, putting the
youth on informal supervision or referring
the youth directly to drug court. Individuals
who are put on informal supervision can be
referred to drug court if they are non-
compliant with supervision requirements.
Prospective participants must have a par-
ent/guardian who is willing to support them
in the program in order to be eligible. As a
post-plea program, the referral to entry
process time can take anywhere from 1
week to 2 months.

The team has identified its target population
as youth, 12 to 18 years of age, who have
legal involvement and are in need of treat-
ment for substance abuse. The treatment
provider and state’s attorney make an eligi-
bility determination based on requirements
which are clearly set forth in the Somerset
County Juvenile Drug Court Program
Handbook. In addition, the team has set a
goal of reserving 50% of the program open-
ings for African American youth. This goal
is based on research done by the drug court
team and is in proportion to the demograph-
ic characteristics of Somerset County’s de-
tained juveniles with drug-related charges.

Recommendations

e The program should consider accepting
youth who do not have a parent/guardian
willing to participate but who do fit all
of the other eligibility requirements.
While family involvement is ideal,
youths who do not have an involved au-
thority figure may benefit most from the
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program’s structure and oversight. Addi-
tionally, serving this group of youthful
offenders would help to increase the
program’s capacity numbers.

e Drug court research has found that a re-
ferral to entry time of 20 days or less is
optimal in terms of investment and out-
come costs (Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas,
2008). Most SCJDC referrals fall within
that elapsed time period. However, be-
cause it does take longer to get some
youth into the program, the team may
want to explore with DJS and judicial
staff where efficiencies can be built into
the process (from violation to entry into
drug court). Conducting an in-depth re-
view and analysis of case flow can iden-
tify bottlenecks or structural barriers,
and points in the process where potential
adjustments to procedures could facili-
tate quicker placement into the drug
court program.

e The team should identify barriers to re-
cruiting more African American youth
into the program. It is important that
team members are current with cultural
responsiveness training. Recruiting staff
or volunteers that are African American
may help the team achieve its goals in
this area.

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

Research Question: Are diverse specia-
lized treatment services available?

Juvenile Strategy #7: Comprehensive
treatment planning

e Tailor interventions to the complex and
varied needs of youth and their families.
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Juvenile Strategy #8: Developmentally
appropriate services

e Tailor treatment to the developmental
needs of adolescents.

Juvenile Strategy #9: Gender-appropriate
services

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

Juvenile Strategy #10: Cultural
competence

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

Juvenile Strategy #11: Focus on strengths

e Maintain a focus on the strengths of
youth and their families during program
planning and in every interaction be-
tween the court and those it serves.

Juvenile Strategy #12: Family engagement

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

Juvenile Strategy #13: Educational
linkages

e Coordinate with the school system to
ensure that each participant enrolls in
and attends an educational program that
is appropriate to his or her needs.

National Research

Programs that have requirements around the
frequency of group and individual treatment
sessions (e.g., group sessions 3 times per
week and individual sessions 1 time per
week) have lower investment costs (Carey et
al., 2005) and substantially higher gradua-
tion rates and improved outcome costs (Ca-
rey, Finigan, & Pukstas, 2008). Clear re-
quirements of this type may make com-
pliance with program goals easier for pro-
gram participants and also may make it easi-

er for program staff to determine if partici-
pants have been compliant. They also ensure
that participants are receiving the optimal
dosage of treatment determined by the pro-
gram as being associated with future suc-
Cess.

Clients who participate in group treatment
sessions two or three times per week have
better outcomes (Carey et al., 2005). Pro-
grams that require more than three treatment
sessions per week may create a hardship for
clients, and may lead to clients having diffi-
culty meeting program requirements. Con-
versely, it appears that one or fewer sessions
per week is too little service to demonstrate
positive outcomes. Individual treatment ses-
sions, used as needed, can augment group
sessions and may contribute to better out-
comes, even if the total number of treatment
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-
gle provider or an agency that oversees all
the providers is correlated with more posi-
tive participant outcomes, including lower
recidivism and lower costs at follow-up.

Discharge and transitional services planning
is a core element of substance abuse treat-
ment (SAMHSA/CSAT, 1994). According
to Lurigio (2000), “The longer drug-abusing
offenders remain in treatment and the great-
er the continuity of care following treatment,
the greater their chance for success.”

Local Process

The treatment provider for SCJDC is the
Somerset County Department of Health, Be-
havioral Health Services. The current the-
rapist conducts group and individual coun-
seling sessions with all drug court partici-
pants and has been with the team for 2 years.
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Participants of the SCJDC are required to
attend treatment sessions 2 times each week
in the first and second phases of the pro-
gram. After they have completed the second
phase, participating youth must attend indi-
vidual therapy at least once every 2 weeks.
They are also required to attend group ther-
apy once every 2 weeks. Treatment modali-
ties are geared specifically toward youth and
include the Hazelden Recovery Plan for ado-
lescents. The treatment program is com-
pleted during the third phase. However, if a
participant who has completed treatment has
a positive drug test result, s/he will have to
re-enter treatment. There is currently no re-
lapse prevention curriculum or transition
planning offered to drug court participants.

Drug court youth are clinically assessed
throughout the program, with the goal of
providing individualized treatment support
on an ongoing basis. Parents/guardians are
made aware of the degree of their child’s
substance abuse problem and may be asked
to submit to a substance abuse assessment
themselves. Family counseling for substance
abuse is offered by the health department,
but is not a program requirement.

Youth may be referred to anger management
classes based on assessment results. Parent-
ing and mental health referrals are made to
outside community agencies when needed.
Participants must also attend Moral Recona-
tion Therapy (MRT) and Victim Awareness,
taught by the Department of Juvenile Ser-
vices.

The learning support specialist has been a
drug court team member since Spring 2007
and is integrated into the team effectively as
a program liaison to the education communi-
ty. Requirements of the program include
school attendance and/or GED course partic-
ipation and/or employment. One of the pro-
gram’s objectives includes improving high
school graduation rates so that 75% of drug
court participants graduate. Interviews with
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participants and parents/guardians alike, in-
dicated that school attendance and perfor-
mance had improved since being in the
SCJDC program. Parents/guardians also ap-
preciated the inclusion of an education rep-
resentative on the drug court team.

In order to address transportation challenges
that were identified in the pre-evaluation,
the program now offers transportation to-
kens to parents/guardians and the drug court
coordinator has given some participating
youth rides to and from school.

Recommendations

e A clear aftercare plan that offers support
to participants as they transition back in-
to the community should be imple-
mented by the drug court team, includ-
ing linkages to family and community
supports. Each youth should have a sup-
portive adult (family member when feas-
ible) in her/his life and should be in-
volved in safe recreational activities,
have an educational/vocational plan, and
receive other kinds of support to help
them to remain drug-free.

e Because one of the program’s goals is to
serve a multicultural population, staff
would benefit from participating in cul-
tural competency training, and policies
and practices should be reviewed to en-
sure that youth from all types of groups
(e.g., racial/ethnic, gender, and age) are
being appropriately served by the pro-
gram.

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

Research Question: How well does this
court’s drug testing model conform to best
practices? (i.e., frequent, comprehensive,
random, and observed tests)?
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Juvenile Strategy #14: Drug Testing

e Design drug testing to be frequent, ran-
dom, and observed. Document testing
policies and procedures should be 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 number of urinalyses administered in
the SCJDC is slightly less than the national
drug court average. Drug tests are performed
by the treatment provider twice weekly,
while the youth is in treatment. Once s/he
has completed treatment, drug tests are con-
ducted by DJS on a random basis. All drug
tests are observed. The treatment provider
administers one to two UAs per week in the
first two phases of the program and, typical-
ly, the case management specialist adminis-

ters one UA per week in the third and fourth
phases. Drugs tested for by the treatment
provider include cocaine, amphetamines,
opiates, benzodiazepines, PCP, THC and
alcohol. The case management specialist
conducts drug tests for THC, amphetamines,
cocaine and heroin.

Recommendations

e The case management specialists should
implement full spectrum testing (includ-
ing alcohol) to maintain integrity of the
testing process and to discourage partici-
pants from changing drugs of choice to
avoid detection. The team should consid-
er testing for alcohol with a breathalyzer,
which would detect alcohol use more ef-
fectively than urinalyses.

e The treatment provider should consider
sending only positive results to the labor-
atory for confirmation as this practice
would allow for a quicker response to
participant behavior as well as reduce
costs.

e Because many drugs stay in the system
less than 3 days, the program should im-
plement more frequent random drug test-
ing, especially in the first two phases so
that participants do not feel they can
avoid detection.

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 stan-
dard or specific sanctions and rewards
for particular behaviors? Is there a writ-
ten policy on how sanctions and rewards
work? How does this drug court’s sanc-
tions and rewards compare to what oth-
er drug courts are doing nationally?
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Juvenile Strategy #15: Goal-oriented
incentives and sanctions

e Respond to compliance and noncom-
pliance 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
study confirmed they had established guide-
lines for their sanctions and rewards poli-
cies, and nearly two-thirds (64%) reported
that their guidelines were written (Cooper,
2000).

Carey, Finigan, and Pukstas, 2008, found
that for a program to have positive out-
comes, it is not necessary for the judge to be
the sole person who provides sanctions.
However, when the judge is the sole provid-
er of sanctions, it may mean that participants
are better able to predict when those sanc-
tions might occur, which might be less
stressful. Allowing team members to dis-
pense sanctions makes it more likely that
sanctions occur in a timely manner, more
immediately after the non-compliant beha-
vior. Immediacy of sanctions is related to
improved graduation rates.

Local Process

Previously, drug court hearings were held
one day after the pre-hearing team meetings.
As of June 2008, these meetings are now
held on the same day as the drug court ses-
sion. During these meetings, team members
discuss and generally agree upon responses
to participant behavior. Ultimately, it is the
master who has the final say, but he is usual-
ly in agreement with the team’s decision. All
team members agreed that only the master
imposes sanctions. However, the DJS Elec-
tronic Monitor Supervisor may detain youth
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who are non-compliant with electronic mon-
itoring requirements. SCJDC has clearly
stated guidelines on what constitutes com-
pliant and non-compliant behavior. Informa-
tion related to incentives, rewards, and sanc-
tions is included in the SCJDC Program
Handbook and Participant Handbook. Team
members reported that sanctions and re-
wards were handed out in a consistent man-
ner, and that consideration is given to what
response would be most appropriate for each
individual participant.

Recommendations

e The team should analyze program data
regarding sanctions and rewards in order
to confirm that rewards are handed out
more often, compared to sanctions, in all
program phases. Most team members
felt that this was indeed the case (i.e.,
that rewards were handed out more of-
ten). However, if it is discovered that
sanctions are handed down more often,
the team should consider additional
ways that the court could positively rec-
ognize compliant behavior.

e Prior evaluation research has found that
when only the judge/master can impose
sanctions in a program, participant an-
xiety is reduced and participants have a
clearer sense of what to expect from the
program (in terms of responses to their
behavior). While this has not happened
often, the team may want to consider
how having an electronic monitoring su-
pervisor (who is not on the team) pro-
vide consequences impacts the behavior-
response process that the team has in
place. Regarding this process, the team
should ensure that an adequate commu-
nication structure is in place (between
the court and electronic monitoring su-
pervisor) so that the team receives im-
mediate information about any sanctions
that are given out by this individual.
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Key Component #7: Ongoing judicial in-
teraction with each drug court partici-
pant is essential.

Research Question: How often do this
court’s participants have contact with
the judge/master? What is the
judge/master’s role in this program?
Does this court impose a fixed term on
the judge/master?

Juvenile Strategy #4: Judicial involvement
and supervision

e Schedule frequent judicial reviews and
be sensitive to the effect that court pro-
ceedings can have on youth and their
families.

National Research

From its national data, the American Uni-
versity Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000)
reported that most drug court programs re-
quire weekly contact with the judge in Phase
I, contact every 2 weeks in Phase Il, and
monthly contact in Phase I11. 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 partici-
pated in drug court voluntarily and remained
with the program at least 2 years had the
most positive participant outcomes. It is rec-
ommended 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).
Praise and approval from the judge were
named by drug court participants as motivat-
ing factors (Rempel & Cisner, 2005), and
personal attention from the judge during sta-

tus hearings was rated as the most important
influence of drug court, according to authors
at NIJ (2006).

Local Process

Participants in Phase | attend drug court
hearings every 2 weeks. After completion of
Phase I, participants are required to attend
drug court hearings monthly until they grad-
uate. Hearings are held on Wednesday
mornings and last approximately one hour.

The current SCIDC master has been with
the program since implementation and does
not have a fixed term. He was previously
employed by the State’s Attorney’s Office
working specifically on juvenile cases. His
past experience working with youthful of-
fenders has given him valuable insight into
this group, and has been useful to him in his
role as the drug court master. He was cha-
racterized by key stakeholders as “very sup-
portive of the kids,” and it was pointed out
that he emphasizes honesty above all else
when addressing participants. Similarly, fo-
cus group respondents indicated that the
master was fair and tended to give partici-
pants a number of “chances.”

Recommendations

e If feasible, drug court hearings should be
arranged around school hours so that
students are not missing any class time.
This scheduling will also serve to un-
derscore the importance of education as
demonstrated by the program.

e |If drug court hearings are held outside of
school hours, the program should con-
sider having participants attend the en-
tire hearing to build support among par-
ticipants and so that learning takes place
by observing what happens with other
participants (both those doing well and
those not meeting program require-
ments/expectations); leaving early can
be offered as an incentive to partici-
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pant(s) who are doing exceedingly well
in the program.

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

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

Juvenile Strategy #5: Monitoring and
evaluation

e 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

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

National Research

Carey, Finigan, and Pukstas, 2008, found
that programs with evaluation processes in
place had better outcomes. Four types of
evaluation processes were found to save the
program money with a positive effect on
outcome costs: 1) maintaining paper records
that are critical to an evaluation, 2) regular
reporting of program statistics led to modifi-
cation of drug court operations, 3) results of
program evaluations have led to modifica-
tion to drug court operations, and 4) drug
court has participated in more than one
evaluation by an independent evaluator.
Graduation rates were associated with some
of the evaluation processes used. The second
and third processes were associated with
higher graduation rates, while the first
process listed was associated with lower
graduation rates.

Local Process

The SCJDC currently records participant
progress manually (i.e., in hard copy form).
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Information is kept in individual files and
program data are compiled manually by re-
ferring back to these files. The team has
used program data to adjust program capaci-
ty goals as well as eligibility criteria related
to participants’ age. The health department
tracks information using the State of Mary-
land Automated Record Tracking (SMART)
system.

Participants and their parents/guardians are
informed of their rights to privacy before
entering the drug court program. Informa-
tion sharing is allowed only after both the
parent/guardian and participant have signed
the proper release of information forms.

Recommendations

e As enrollment grows, the drug court
should implement the SMART database
system in order to more efficiently track
information on program participants, in-
cluding their progress through the pro-
gram and their use of services. The pro-
gram should also ensure the data man-
agement system is available and accessi-
ble to all team members. Be sure to re-
tain data from the current system follow-
ing a transition to SMART for use in fu-
ture outcome evaluation.

e Drug court staff members are encour-
aged to discuss the findings from this
process evaluation as a team, to identify
areas of potential program adjustment
and improvement.

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, and Pukstas, 2008,
study found that drug court programs requir-
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ing: all new hires to complete formal train-
ing or orientation; team members to receive
training in preparation for implementation;
and all drug court team members be pro-
vided with training were associated with
positive outcomes costs and higher gradua-
tion rates.

It is important that all partner agency repre-
sentatives understand the key components
and best practices of drug courts, and that
they are knowledgeable about adolescent
development, behavior change, substance
abuse, mental health issues and risk and pro-
tective factors related to delinquency.

Local Process

Most of the drug court team attended the
federal implementation trainings prior to the
program’s implementation. Newer members
have received Drug Court 101 training spon-
sored by the Maryland Office of Problem-
Solving Courts. The coordinator also reports
that the program handbooks are reviewed
with each new team member. Several mem-
bers attended SMART training; however,
only the health department is currently using
the system. The team has not received cul-
tural responsiveness training aside from
what was offered in the implementation
trainings and at least one member of the
drug court team had not received any formal
drug court training.

Recommendations

e Ensure that, in addition to information
about drug courts, all team members re-
ceive training specific to their role with-
in the program, and that they understand
the difference in philosophy between
drug courts and traditional court
processing. Also, continue to invest in
ongoing training opportunities for all
team members (as a refresher and for
professional development).

e Ensure that the program handbook is in
agreement with the participant handbook

and that both handbooks reflect the pro-
gram’s current policies (e.g. required
clean time, mentors, targeted capacity,
agreement of enrollment time with phase
length and advisory committee).

e There was some discrepancy in stake-
holders reports regarding the frequency
of policy meetings. Regularly scheduled
policy meetings should be attended by
the entire team. These meetings could be
used to update the program and partici-
pant handbooks, and to discuss program
goals, training and evaluation recom-
mendations.

e The team should update its knowledge
and resources with regard to cultural
awareness and responsiveness, to ensure
that it is appropriately addressing the
needs of its participant population. In
order to ensure that services offered
through the drug court are culturally
specific/sensitive, staff members work-
ing directly with participants need to
have experience with and understanding
of the cultural characteristics (and cultu-
rally specific needs) of the populations
being served. Additionally, cultural
awareness training may facilitate the re-
cruitment of a more diverse participant
population.

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

Research Question: Has this court de-
veloped effective partnerships across the
community?

Juvenile Strategy #6: Community
partnerships

e Build partnerships with community or-
ganizations to expand the range of op-
portunities available to youth and their
families.
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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 in-
clude self-help groups such as Alcoholics
Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous
(adolescent-specific), medical providers,
local education systems, employment ser-
vices, faith communities, and Chambers of
Commerce.

Local Process

The SCJDC team includes community part-
ners that address treatment needs, education
goals and family resources. In addition, the
team has forged relationships with an out-
side mental health treatment provider,
Goodwill employment services and the Lo-
cal Management Board, which helps the
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program secure financial support. Transpor-
tation challenges identified in the pre-
evaluation have been addressed through
team members offering transportation to
participants and providing tokens to par-
ent/guardians for public transportation. Fi-
nally, the coordinator is considering assem-
bling an advisory board for SCIDC.

Recommendations

e After identifying additional participant
need areas, the team should continue to
identify new community partners, con-
nections, or resources that would be in-
terested in supporting the program, and
strengthen relationships/ties with exist-
ing agency partners. Some examples of
potential partners include faith based or-
ganizations, local businesses and recrea-
tional organizations/clubs. The coordina-
tor’s plan to assemble an advisory board
to discuss community outreach is also
encouraged.
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SOMERSET 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 togeth-
er multiple—traditionally  adversarial—
roles, and stakeholders from different sys-
tems with different training, professional
language, and approaches. They take on
groups of individuals that frequently have
serious substance abuse treatment needs.

The challenges and strengths found in the
SCJDC 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

Individuals with substance abuse issues who
are also involved in the juvenile justice sys-
tem must be seen within an ecological con-
text; that is, within the environment that has
contributed to their unhealthy attitudes and
behaviors. This environment includes the
neighborhoods in which they live, their fam-
ily members and friends, and the formal or
informal economies through which they and
their families support themselves. In an ef-
fort to better address the needs of these indi-
viduals, then, it is important to understand
the various social, economic and cultural
factors that affect them.

Social service and juvenile justice systems
are designed to respond to community
needs. To be most effective, it is important
that these systems clearly understand the
components and scope of those needs. Sys-
tem partners must analyze and agree on the
specific problems to be solved, as well as

what the contributing factors are, who is
most affected, and what strategies are likely
to be most successful when addressing the
problem. A formal/informal needs analysis
can help to define what programs and ser-
vices should look like, who the stakeholders
are, and what role each will play.

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY-LEVEL
RECOMMENDATIONS

The team is encouraged to continually seek
out new community partners to support the
program and address participant needs. An
advisory board can help in identifying crea-
tive ways to network with potential partners
in the context of the county’s limited re-
sources. Likewise, increased involvement
from local law enforcement in the program
may offer another avenue to create links to
community resources and youth programs.
The drug court should also strive to meet its
goal for increasing African American youth
enrollment by examining its current referral
process and identifying where youth from
this group may be falling through the cracks
(or are not being identified/referred).

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 ex-
pertise to contribute. At this level, partner
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agencies must come together in a common
understanding of each other’s roles and con-
tributions. They must each make a commit-
ment to their common goals.

This level of analysis is a place to be strateg-
ic, 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 soli-
dify a process for establishing workable
structures for programs and services, as well
as identify key individuals who will have
ongoing relationships with the program and
with other participating agencies and key
stakeholders.

SUMMARY OF AGENCY-LEVEL
RECOMMENDATIONS

Drug court training is necessary for all
agency representatives involved in the drug
court program and training updates should
be provided regularly to ensure that the team
is prepared with the latest tools so that it can
run the most effective program. A mandato-
ry aftercare program that offers support to
participants as they transition back into the
community will help to ensure that youth
continue their progress in the absence of
program structure. Because alcohol is one
the most commonly used substances among
participants, the case management special-
ists should implement a full spectrum drug
test that includes the assessment of alcohol.
For more efficient drug testing, the treat-
ment provider should consider using instant
drug tests, sending only positive results to
the laboratory.
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Program Level

Once a common understanding of need ex-
ists and partner agencies and associated re-
sources are at the table, programs and ser-
vices 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 possi-
ble. Program policies and procedures should
be reviewed to ensure that they create a set
of daily operations that works best for the
community.

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM-LEVEL
RECOMMENDATIONS

Youth who do not have a parent/guardian
willing to support them in the program
should still be offered the opportunity to
participate, as participation will allow them
to experience the structure and benefits of-
fered by the SCIDC program. The impor-
tance of education should be conveyed to
participants by the program holding drug
court hearings outside of school hours. Con-
sidering the small number of active partici-
pants, youth should be required to attend the
whole hearing, in an effort to foster group
support and provide an opportunity for peer
modeling to occur. Leaving hearings early
could be offered as a reward on occasion.

The program is encouraged to transition to
the SMART database system to make track-
ing and analysis easier, especially as the
drug court program grows. Ongoing train-
ing/education in cultural competency issues
may help the program better address its re-
cruitment goals regarding African American
youth. Policy meetings should be held quar-
terly so that the team can have dedicated
time for dealing with larger program issues.
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Summary and Conclusions

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

he Somerset County Juvenile Drug
Court seems to possess a thorough
understanding of the 10 key com-
ponents and 16 juvenile strategies and has
been successful at implementing their drug

court program.

Some particular findings (also included in
the 10 key components summary) are:

Unique and/or Promising Practices:

e Longstanding involvement by a master
who is appreciated by team members

e Analysis of program statistics leading to
adjustment of policies/procedures

e Family service coordinator on the team
who serves as a link to resources in the
community

o Individualized sanctions and rewards

e Transportation challenges resolved with
public transportation tokens and individ-
ual team member efforts

e Well integrated team that has seen little
personnel turnover

Policy changes implemented by the drug
court team:

e Pre-hearing meeting times changed to
occur immediately prior to court hear-
ings

o Eligible age range extended to include
12, 13 and 18 year olds

e Capacity goal changed from 15 to 10
participants

Areas that could benefit from more atten-
tion:

e Lack of mandatory aftercare treatment

e Barriers to reaching program capacity
goal of 10 participants

e Creative uses of incentives early in pro-
gram

e Barriers to meeting goal of enrolling
African American participants to fill
50% of the program openings

e Accepting youth who do not have a will-
ing parent/guardian
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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 evaluation team’s extensive experience with drug courts, the American University Drug
Court Survey, and a paper by Longshore et al. (2001), which lays out a conceptual framework
for drug courts. The typology interview covers a number of areas—including specific drug court
characteristics, structural components, processes, and organizational characteristics—that contri-
bute to a more comprehensive understanding of the drug court being evaluated. Topics in the
Typology Interview Guide also include questions related to eligibility guidelines, specific drug
court program processes (e.g., phases, treatment providers, urinalyses, fee structure, re-
wards/sanctions), graduation, aftercare, termination, non-drug court processes (e.g., regular pro-
bation), identification of drug court team members and their roles, and a description of drug
court participants (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
http://www.npcresearch.com/materials.php (see Drug Court Materials section).
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Focus Group Summary

As described in the methodology section of this report, NPC conducted participant interviews in
the offices of the Somerset County Juvenile Drug Court in July 2008. Participant interviews were
conducted with three current program participants and two parents/guardians of current program
participants. The focus groups provided current participants and their family members with an
opportunity to share their experiences and perceptions regarding the drug court process.

The topics discussed during the interviews included how participants made the decision to enroll
in drug court, what respondents liked about the drug court program, what they disliked, general
feelings about the program, alternatives to drug court and recommendations they have for the
program.

Participant Interviews
What did you like most about the Drug Court program/What worked?

e | like the fact that I have more structure now. The structure helps me stay focused and keeps
me from going back to my old ways.

e Well, I am not doing drugs anymore. So it has helped me better my life. | don’t get as many
questions from my family any more; they are starting to trust me. That makes me feel like 1
have done something good.

o | like the little incentives that we get when we do what we are suppose to do. Oh, it is also
good when they tell us in court that we are doing good.

e | am doing much better in school, probably the best | have done in a lot of years, that | can
remember anyway.

o | really like the fact that when I finish this program | won’t have a record that follows me
around. You know that can affect you getting a job and everything.

What do you dislike about the Drug Court Program?

e Well, you don’t like most things about it, but you deal with it because you have to. Nobody is
glad to be in Drug Court. Some of us are glad we are here though and not in jail.

e | wish we did not have to come to court so much and have to go to all of those other ap-
pointments. Man, it takes a lot out of your time.

e | don’t like that when we fall back to our old ways, we have to have consequences. | mean, |
know there has to be some consequences but sometime, | feel like they could just talk to us
more.

e | think that most of the time, everything is fair, so we just have to do what we are suppose to
and then graduate.
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How were you treated by the Drug Court staff and treatment providers?

Oh, everybody is nice, real nice. They treat you like they care about you and want to help
you.

I have not had any problems with any of them.

Mr. Jack Paul is real nice to us. He gives us good advice and he talks to my mom and gives
me compliments.

This kind of court is way better than regular court. The judge, | mean master is real encour-
aging and all. We get a chance to do the right thing.

Everybody has been real nice to me and they have helped me. | don’t have all of the prob-
lems that | use to have.

The Counselors at the program are good to. They help us a lot too.

Why did you decide to participate in Drug Court?

This was a better choice than going to a lock down or something like that.

Now, | am glad | am in the program. | see how it has helped me. At first, | thought it was a
real pain. You are watched so closely. But once, you get on track, you really don’t have to
worry about it.

My family thought that it would be a good program to help me with my problems and all. |
think my mom knew that | needed the structure and that it would keep me off the streets and
in the house more.

So | could stop smoking blunts and do better in school. They have really helped me stay on
track and do better in school.

Are/were there any obstacles to you successfully completing the Drug Court Program?
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No. No obstacles.

The whole program is kind of long. It is hard to go that long without slipping up. | have had a
few setbacks and | guess my own setbacks have been an obstacle. If the program was shorter,
I would have finished before | had a setback.

No problems that stopped me from doing okay.



Do you have any suggestions to improve the Drug Court Program?

e Make it a shorter time for the whole program.

e The curfew should be later from the start. I would change that definitely.

e No, no suggestions. It is okay, I guess.

Did your family participate in any way in the process?

e Mr. L (Guardian) always comes to Drug Court with me. He also goes to all of my other ap-
pointments. He really encourages me to do good and stay on track. Even when | have had

problems, he still is there for me.

e Yes. My mom comes to court and everything. She reminds me of the things | have to do and
makes sure | go to the appointments and all.

e My mom sometimes gives suggestions on what will help me more.

e They ask Mr. L (Guardian) what he thinks on how | am doing at home. They sometimes ask
this in court. He tells them too.

What educational support and linkages in the community have been provided.
How had Drug Court helped you with school?

e Somebody from school is in court and tells them if we are doing good. Oh, they also tell
them if we missed any days and stuff like that. Because you know that, it helps keep you mo-
tivated to go to school and try to pass. | can say, | am doing way better in school since | have
been in this program.

e Yes, since | have been in drug Court, | am doing better in school.

e | am not crazy about school, but my grades are much better now and | passed.

What is the Drug Court session like?

e |t is okay. Like I said before, everybody is nice and the judge (master) is kind of nice too.
They just want you to do better and get ourselves together.

e | don’t have no problem with coming to court. | just wish I did not have to come so much.
Everybody is fair and nice.

e Courtis ok, I don’t have no problems with it.
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What is the hardest part of Drug Court?

I told you for me, it is too long and | feel that | will never get out. Sometimes that can be dis-
couraging.

Sometimes when my friends are out hanging out, and | have to be inside at home, that is hard

for me. But now | know, that has helped me.

It is not that hard if you do what you are suppose to do.

What are your own individual goals in the program?

I want to stay on track now, with no setbacks. That way | can hurry up and get out. Then I

want to graduate from school and get a job.

Graduate from the program and keep going to school.

I want to hurry up and graduate from the program and finish school too.

Parent/Guardian Interviews

What are your responsibilities related to drug court and how were you made aware of these re-
sponsibilities? What does the court ask of you as the parent/guardian?

My part in this is to get him here to court and to make sure he is at all of the other meetings
and things he has to go to. I also help to keep him encouraged. When we go to court, if he is
asked to do something or I need to follow-up on something, I do that too.

To encourage him and let him know that he can lead a drug free life. I have watched him
grow and progress. | bring him to court and speak in court on his behalf at times. Sometimes
in court, | have to verify something that he is reporting. | make sure he gets to all of his ap-
pointments and try to make sure he follows the program rules.

What do you feel are the main goals Drug Court Program? What is the purpose
of the Drug Court?
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My view is that the program is here to help the children. First to get them to be clean and so-
ber and then to teach them the consequences of using drugs and living the lifestyle that goes
with it. | also feel the program has a lot of structure so it gives the kids the structure that they
need. | can also see the role it plays with school; it helps keep them on track there too. It is
good that they have somebody from the Education Department come to court. That way, we
can stay on top of things at all times. Usually, we have to wait for report cards to find out
there has been a problem. This way, if your child has missed school or has dropping grades,
you know right away.



To help each child get going down the right road and stop the drugs and alcohol. The Drug
Court has a group of people from various agencies that can help your child with their various
problems. It is like a group approach to help them.

Yea, | meant to add that the structure that the program provides for the kids is really good for
them.

How is your child different now compared to when he/she first started the program?

He is more focused and willing to do things that are good for him. Like, go to school. His
grades and attendance are much better now that before.

He has made so much progress. He is so different and it is all for the better. He seems to
think with a clearer head and is making better decisions on his own.

I am glad to say that he is drug free and does not seem to have much interest in that lifestyle
anymore. Now it is hard to say, if that will change when he gets out of Drug Court.

Just doing better, all the way around. Friend choices, school, no drugs, more respectful and
follows directions. He seems to be learning a lot.

What does Drug Court (staff) do that you feel is most helpful for your child? What is the best
part of Drug Court?

All of the staff seems to have an interest in my child. Jack Paul pulls everything together and
makes sure that we stay aware of everything. The Counselors are good too, he really likes
them. It is good that the kids seem to develop some bond with the Drug Court staff.

I can’t say enough good things about them. Everyone is very helpful and seems dedicated to
these kids. No one likes to see the kids slip up, but they are very supportive.

I think they are really good at complimenting the kids during court. They need to have their
progress recognized and the whole group is good at that. Especially Jack Paul.

| feel that the master is really fair. The kids are really given chances to turn it around. Also,
they are not talked down to. This keeps them motivated at times then they need it.

What is the worst part of the Drug Court Program?

There is really no worst part. It is helping my child. I don’t have anything bad to say about it.

I think that this has been okay. Everyone is working on behalf of the kids.
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What could the program (staff) do that would help you and your family better support your
child? What would you change?

e The only thing I can think of is that Somerset County is a small county and we don’t have a
lot of resources. | wish there were more job training programs and stuff like that. That would
help some of these kids. Not just the ones in Drug Court, but the ones that have not been
caught yet.

e | can’t think of anything.

What do you remember about what was presented to you about the program prior to accepting
admission to the program?

e The Coordinator, Jack Paul, told us all about the Drug Court. He explained how it would
work and what happened in the different phases. He told us about all of the different parts
like Counseling, Drug Test, Curfew and all. He told us how it would benefit for his drug his-
tory and school. Yea, it was a thorough description at the beginning.

e The requirements of the program were explained to me. The Coordinator also told us about
the sanctions and incentives. | was told about the urine test and the treatment part. | knew it
was going to be rigorous with the court appointments and all. There have not been any sur-
prises at all. It is just like it was explained.

Were you made aware of your other non-Drug Court options before they made the decision to go
into the Drug Court Program?

e Yes, The Coordinator and the lawyer let us know about our choices.
e Yes, the Coordinator told us.

Were you surprised by any program rules/requirements which (upon looking back) were not pre-
sented as a part of the pre-entry discussion?

e Nonot at all. Like I said, it has gone just like we were told it would. To include, the sanctions
with his little set backs. But he has also gotten verbal strokes and rewards for doing well and
making it this far.

e No. None at all.
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