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 Overall effort to develop and test the JDTC Guidelines
 The partnerships that are involved in this project
 Overall study design
 Progress to date in collecting data
 Results of court self-assessments and the extent to 

which sites are meeting the Guidelines
 How the court self-assessments inform training and 

technical assistance with the intention of increasing 
alignment with the Guidelines

 Status of evaluation site visits and how they inform 
the evaluation
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Learn about the:
 JDTC Guidelines and the project designed to test 

them
 Court-Self Assessment, how it was developed, and 

the early results 
 Outcome study being done to evaluate the 

Guidelines
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 5 years ago there was growing concern that the 
evidence for the effectiveness of JDTC relative to 
TJC was mixed. 

 The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (OJJDP) entered into a cooperative 
agreement with the American Institutes for 
Research (AIR) to better understand the evidence, 
develop a new set of guidelines based on this 
evidence, and then evaluate the implementation 
and effectiveness of the new guidelines. 

 Dr. Roger Jarjoura, from American Institutes for 
Research heads this grant-funded initiative.
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Favors TJC - Odds Ratio Favors JDTC

With some JDTC doing 
significantly WORSE than 

TJC on average,

And other JDTC doing 
significantly BETTER than 

TJC on average, 

The new 2016 guidelines 
are an attempt to get JDTC 

to act less like the worst and 
more like the best

Source:  Tanner-Smith et al 2016

This will be the first 
evaluation of whether the 
new JDTC guidelines are 

feasible  and whether they 
can do better than TJC
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 Similar findings for recidivism to drug related crime
 JDTC were frequently provided to a cross-section of 

youth and not focused specifically on those who 
would have benefited the most from them

 Substance use treatment initiation and engagement 
were often problematic

 Substance use treatment “as usual” had little or no 
effect relative to no treatment or prevention only

 “Evidence based” substance use treatment had 
significant effects on substance use and recidivism 
relative to treatment as usual and no treatment

Source:  Tanner-Smith et al 2016a&b

Two Key Limits: 
1. Variation in findings by study
2. Low overall methodological quality of research
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 Two training and technical assistance (TTA) 
providers:
◦ American University (AU) / National Association of Drug 

Court Professionals (NADCP) working with 3 direct 
grantees
◦ National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges 

(NCJFCJ) working with indirect supplements to 7 
learning collaboratives 

 These TTA providers  have developed training 
material and technical assistance to help courts 
implement the JDTC guidelines
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 Dr. Michael Dennis and Barbara Estrada from 
Chestnut Health Systems (CHS) 

 Drs. Shannon Carey and Juliette Mackin from 
Northwest Professional Consortium (NPC) 
Research

 Dr. John Carnevale, Erika Ostlie, and Raanan Kagan 
from Carnevale and Associates LLC (CALLC) 

 Drs. Steven Belenko and Matthew Hiller from 
Temple University (TU)

 Dr. Roger Jarjoura from American Institutes for 
Research (AIR)
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 Determine the extent to which it is feasible to 
implement the 2016 JDTC Guidelines and the 
kinds of adaptation courts make to use them

 Examine the impact on youth of the JDTC relative 
to TJC

 Identify if there is evidence for some components 
being more or less important or not important

 Recommend changes to the Guidelines based on 
above
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1. Do youth with substance use disorders (SUD) experience 
more positive outcomes if assigned to a JDTC vs TJC? 

2. Are different interpretations of the Guidelines by the courts 
associated with better outcomes? 

3. Are there certain Guidelines that, if present, are associated 
with better outcomes? 

4. Are there Guidelines that, if absent, do not seem to be 
associated with worse outcomes?

5. Do some of the seven broad Objectives have a stronger 
association with outcomes than others? 

6. Is there counterfactual evidence that instances of NOT 
following the Guidelines produce worse outcomes? 
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 Recidivism based on records and self report
 Substance use and symptomatology
 Internalizing and externalizing mental health 

symptomatology
 Well-being (happiness, connectivity, self-worth)
 Relationship with parents/guardians and very 

important adults
 Peer risk and support
 Involvement in prosocial structured activities
 Academic performance (grades, attendance)
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 Training and Technical Assistance (TTA) on evaluation 
(CHS, NPC, CALLC) for evaluation liaisons 

 Court Self-Assessment (NPC) to assess readiness and 
implementation of key components in both JDTC and TJC

 Training and Technical Assistance on JDTC Guidelines 
(AU/NADCP/NCJFCJ) on 2016 JDTC guidelines for JDTC only

 Site Visits (CALLC, CHS, NPC, TU) to assess fidelity to the JDTC 
guidelines, variations, and overlap in staff and services (with TJC)

 Youth Records (CHS) abstracted at 6 and 12 months to assess 
baseline risk, court assignment/dispositions, service cascade, and 
recidivism outcomes

 Youth Survey (CHS) at entry, 6, and 12 months to assess baseline risk, 
services received, and outcomes

 Analysis and Reporting (TU, CHS, NPC, CALLC)
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Component
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Planning
In Person Training
Evaluation TTA
Court Self-Assessment
JDTC In person Training
JDTC TTA
Site Visits
Youth Recruitment
Youth Record Abstraction
Youth Surveys
Interim Reports
Final report
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 For sites recruiting only youth eligible for both 
JDTC and TJC, we will use random assignment 
(RA) to divide youth into two approximately 
equivalent groups to evaluate the relative impact

 For sites recruiting youth eligible for either JDTC 
or TJC, we will use regression discontinuity
(RD) to divide youth into two groups using risk of 
recidivism and need for substance use treatment 
per the Guidelines to evaluate the relative impact
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Standard RA RD
Inclusion Criteria
Age 14-17 Y Y
Eligible for JDTC and TJC BOTH EITHER
Exclusion Criteria
Violent Offenders N N
Likely to leave venue prior to 12 
months

N N

Judicial or prosecutorial discretion N N
Insufficient JDTC capacity N N
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Standard Steps
Equipoise: Uncertainty of the effect Phase 1 demonstrated this
Unbiased: Avoiding bias by gender, 
race or income

Random assignment is the best way to do this

Benefits: Must have potential 
benefits to field based on design and 
knowledge to be gained

If more JDTC can achieve the results of those 
best prior programs they would be doing as 
well as adult programs

Minimal risk: Similar to what would 
happen in the absence of random 
assignment

The majority of youth eligible for JDTC are 
actually seen in TJC, youth have the same 
rights in both, both can issue the same 
sanctions, and both refer to substance use 
treatment; judicial/prosecutorial exception 

Protections: Against those risks, 
including ensuring the privacy and 
confidentiality of research data

Coding data, multiple linkage files, secure
infrastructures, data sharing agreement, 
Certificate of Privacy 

Institutional Review Board: Use of 
an IRB to provide oversight for 
research involving human subjects

Voluntary requiring youth assent and parental 
consent; human subject training, annual 
reviews, immediate notifications

Source:  Belmont Report (1974) https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/belmont-report/index.html

https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/belmont-report/index.html
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Notes:  SDScr = substance disorder screener; CVScr = crime/violence screener; past year symptoms 
groups as low (0), moderate (1-2) or high (3-5); OR = odds ratio relative to low/low group.

Source: Dennis, M., Estrada, B., Baumer, P., Smith, C., Miles, C., Belenko, S., Hiller, M., Carneva, J., Ostlie, E., & Kagan, R. 
(2019). Juvenile Drug Treatment Court (JDTC) Guidelines Cross-Site Evaluation Plan. Washington 
DC: AIR. Available from NCJRS at https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/252719.pdf

https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/252719.pdf
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 JDTC Program Models and Fidelity: Mixed method 
analysis of how the guidelines are working in practice, 
including areas of variation by site.

 JDTC Outcome Analysis: Time to recidivism and 
differences by condition in a multi-level model.

 Moderation Analysis: Looking for youth or site 
characteristics (whom) that predict whether JDTC or 
TJC work better. 

 Mediation Analyses: To examine implementation 
factors (how) that impact outcomes, including high 
fidelity to Guidelines, behavioral health service 
cascade, evidence-based substance use treatment, 
changes in family functioning and peer risk.
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Screened: 1010

Eligible: 378 

Declined: 164

Consented: 214

RA (2 Sites): 38

Youth Survey and 
JDTC Assignment: 20

Youth Survey and TJC 
Assignment: 18

RD (8 Sites): 176

Youth Survey and 
JDTC Assignment: 87

Youth Survey and TJC 
Assignment: 66

Ineligible: 632
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* Exclusion is not mutually exclusive or comprehensive as many youth are excluded prior to screening 
(e.g., based on age)

N %
Total screened 1010 100%

Not 14-17 152 15%
Not Eligible TJC 23 2%
Not Eligible JDTC 11 1%
Adjudicated Violent Offense 194 19%
Out of Area 88 9%
Long Term Detention 12 1%
No JDTC Capacity 0 0%
Other 199 20%

Ineligible (any of the above*) 632 63%
Eligible 378 37%

Parental and Youth Consent 214 21%
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 Enrollment started 6/11/18 (12 
out of 22 months). 

 Based on start date for 7 sites, 
projected intake levels should be 
566 youth

 Total enrollment to date is 214 
(214/1010 = 21%)
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• Highlighted cells represent post assignment overrides
• More over overrides from JDTC to TJC than vice versa 

(8% vs. 4%) which is the opposite of what was expected

Records (actual)
JDTC TJC

Youth Survey 
(Assignment)

JDTC 61 (50%) 5 (4%)
TJC 10 (8%) 46 (38%)
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 Developed through collaboration between OJJDP, TTA 
providers, evaluation contractors, and advisors

 To measure implementation of the Guidelines in JDTCs
◦ Proportion of Guidelines met
◦ Which Guidelines generally met or not met
◦ Patterns and variability across sites

 To compare use of the Guidelines in TJCs and JDTCs
 To compare change in use of the Guidelines over time
 To establish site-level variables that might impact 

youth outcomes
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 Information will be used at the site, jurisdiction, and 
national levels

 TTA to JDTC sites, to help with implementation
 To identify Guidelines that are more difficult to 

meet, to help structure new/additional TTA 
resources

 To identify Guidelines that need revision
 To identify potentially new Guidelines
 To make policy decisions
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6 Evidence- based SU Treat. (34)
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Other JDTC only criteria (13)

% of Items Endorsed

JDTC
TJC

39

Source:  11/1/18 Court Self Assessment data from 10 sites
JDTC: Juvenile Treatment Drug Court; TJC: Traditional Juvenile Court 
Indicator Weighted
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40

Source:  11/1/18 Court Self Assessment data from 10 sites
JDTC: Juvenile Treatment Drug Court; TJC: Traditional Juvenile Court; 
* JDTC significantly higher than TJC
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JDTC: Juvenile Treatment Drug Court; TJC: Traditional Juvenile Court; 
* JDTC significantly higher than TJC 
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 Site visits augment the results of the court self-
assessment for:
◦ Guidelines met
◦ Patterns and variability across sites
◦ Differences between TJCs and JDTCs

 Visits specifically examine areas which are hard to 
measure by self-assessment:
◦ Parent/guardian engagement (Guideline 1.5) & collaboration 

(Guideline 3.1)
◦ Judge attitude and approach (Guideline 3.2)
◦ Assignment of incentives & sanctions (Guideline 5.2)
◦ Referral/screening/assessment/enrollment/treatment 

initiation processes 
◦ Details that do not lend themselves to survey response 
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 Develop logic models/process flows for each site 
to examine overlap/difference across sites 

 Look for questions based on observation that may 
be testable using the quantitative data 

 Fidelity input on court self-assessment tool 
 Augment the goals discussed under self-

assessment
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 Visits are conducted by a two-person Carnevale 
Associate’s team
◦ Raanan Kagan and either: David Theiss & Lauren 

Pappacena 
 Visits include: 
◦ Observation of staffing & court 
◦ An additional 1.5 days of data collection meetings –

spanning the full JDTC team: 
 Judge, coordinator, attorneys, supervision, case management, 

treatment, education & other partners (as applicable)  
◦ Generally 2-2.5 days total 
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 Leadership meeting to discuss “nuts and bolts” 
court operation 

 All-team meeting to allow for cross-cutting 
input/conversation

 Role-specific meetings with each set of team 
members (e.g., probation officers) 

 Follow-up, as needed 
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Site Status
Montgomery County, OH Complete
Dekalb County, GA Complete 
St. Bernard Parish, LA Complete 
Wayne County, MI Complete
Rankin County, MS Complete 
Denver County, CO Scheduled
Cobb County, GA Scheduled
Bernalillo County, NM Scheduled
Clark County, NV Pending
Brevard County, FL Pending
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