
Maryland Problem-Solving Courts Evaluation, 
Phase III 

Integration of Results from Process, Outcome, 
and Cost Studies Conducted 2007-2009 

Final Report 
 
 

Submitted By 

NPC Research 

 

Research Team  

Juliette R. Mackin, Ph.D., Shannon M. Carey, Ph.D., & Michael W. Finigan, Ph.D.,  

Principal Investigators 

Lisa M. Lucas, B.A., & Callie H. Lambarth, M.S.W., Outcome Study Coordinators 

Mark S. Waller, B.A., Senior Cost Analyst 

Theresa Herrera Allen, Ph.D., Judy M. Weller, & Bob Linhares, Ph.D.; Process Evaluation 
Coordinators and Cost Researchers 

 

 

For questions about this report or project, please contact Juliette Mackin at  
(503) 243-2436 x 114 or mackin@npcresearch.com.  

 

 

December 2009 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Informing policy, improving programs  



 



   Acknowledgements  

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This report is made possible by the good work, support, and participation of many people including: 

 Frank Broccolina, Maryland State Court Administrator 

 Gray Barton, Executive Director; Jennifer Moore, Deputy Director, Maryland Office of 

Problem-Solving Courts 

 Hon. Jamey H. Hueston, Chair of the Judicial Conference Committee on Problem-

Solving Courts 

 Hon. Kathleen G. Cox, Chair, Drug Court Oversight Committee 

 All the drug court coordinators and supporting staff at participating drug courts in Mary-

land who took time out of their busy schedules to provide insight into their drug court op-

erations and help us access data 

 Staff at NPC Research supporting this report, including Jennifer Aborn, Charley Korns, 

Tiana Jacobson, Sarah Strong, Sarah Martin, Rich Mackin, Anton Cox, and Jeremiah 

Raining Bird. We would also like to thank Scott Burrus, Megan Redfield, Bret Fuller, 

Tamara Perkins, Jerod Tarte, Kate Kissick, and Carrie Furrer for their support of this 

project. We are also grateful for the participation of Dawn James, Ann Marie Bryant, 

Charlotte Pena, Brittanie Thom, Dan Layman-Kennedy, Rebecca Wilson, Lisa Thom, and 

Julie Duncan from Beacon Associates, who supported the project locally in Maryland. 



 



  Table of Contents 

i 

 TABLE OF CONTENTS  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  ...................................................................................................................... I 

I. BACKGROUND ...............................................................................................................................1 

II.  INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................................3 

III.  PROCESS EVALUATIONS SUMMARY  ............................................................................................5 

Common Recommendations from Process Evaluations ..............................................................5 

Coding of Process Evaluation Recommendations ...................................................................5 

Results: Recommendations by Component .............................................................................5 

Programsô Success at Implementing the 10 Key Components and 16 Juvenile Strategies .........7 

Results: Implementation of the 10 Key Components and 16 Juvenile Strategies ...................7 

Detailed Program Practices ..........................................................................................................9 

IV.  OUTCOME EVALUATIONS SUMMARY  ........................................................................................11 

Outcome Evaluations Summary ï Maryland Adult Drug Treatment Court Programs ..............11 

Maryland Adult Drug Treatment Court Programsô Effects on Recidivism Rates .................12 

Maryland Adult Drug Treatment Courts Program Completion and Effects on 

Substance Use ....................................................................................................................13 

Maryland Adult Drug Treatment Court Outcome Evaluations Overall Summary ................14 

Outcome Evaluations Summary ï Maryland DUI Court Programs ..........................................14 

Maryland DUI Court Participant Characteristics ...................................................................15 

Maryland DUI Court Programsô Effects on Recidivism Rates ..............................................15 

Maryland DUI Courts Program Completion and Effects on Substance Use .........................16 

Maryland DUI Court Outcome Evaluations Overall Summary .............................................17 

Outcome Evaluations Summary ï Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Programs .........17 

Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Participant Characteristics ..................................18 

Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment Courts Program Completion and Effects on 

Substance Use ....................................................................................................................19 

Maryland Juvenile Court Outcome Evaluations Overall Summary ......................................20 

V. COST EVALUATIONS SUMMARY  .................................................................................................21 

Adult Drug Treatment Court Programs .....................................................................................21 

Program Costs ........................................................................................................................21 

Outcome Costs .......................................................................................................................24 

DUI Court Programs ..................................................................................................................27 

Program Costs ........................................................................................................................27 



                                  Comprehensive Report of Statewide Evaluation Findings, Maryland Problem-Solving Courts 

2007-2009 

ii   December 2009 

Outcome Costs .......................................................................................................................30 

Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Programs .................................................................................33 

Program Costs ........................................................................................................................33 

Outcome Costs .......................................................................................................................36 

VI.  PRACTICES PERFORMED IN MARYLANDôS PROBLEM-SOLVING COURTS AND THEIR 

RELATIONSHIP TO KEY OUTCOMES ...........................................................................................39 

Program Effects .........................................................................................................................39 

Ranking Drug Courts Based on Effective Outcomes ................................................................39 

Program Cost (Investment) ....................................................................................................39 

Relationship Between Effectiveness Rating and Drug Court Practices ....................................40 

Drug Court Practices Related to Graduation Rate .................................................................40 

VII.  PREVALENT PRACTICES ORGANIZED BY THE 10 KEY COMPONENTS AND THEIR 

RELATIONSHIP TO POSITIVE OUTCOMES ...................................................................................41 

Key Component #1: Drug Courts integrate alcohol and other drug treatment services 

with justice system case processing. ..................................................................................41 

Key Component #2: Using a non-adversarial approach, prosecution and defense 

counsel promote public safety while protecting participantsô due process rights. ............44 

Key Component #3: Eligible Participants are identified early and promptly placed in 

the drug court program.......................................................................................................46 

Key Component #4: Drug courts provide access to a continuum of alcohol, drug and 

other treatment and rehabilitation service ..........................................................................48 

Key Component #5: Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other drug testing ...50 

Key Component #6: A coordinated strategy governs drug court responses to 

participantsô compliance ....................................................................................................51 

Key Component #7: Ongoing judicial interaction with each participant is essential ............53 

Key Component #8: Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program 

goals and gauge effectiveness ............................................................................................55 

Key Component #9: Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug 

court planning, implementation, and operations ................................................................56 

Key Component #10: Forging partnerships among drug courts, public agencies, and 

community-based organizations generates local support and enhances drug court 

program effectiveness ........................................................................................................58 

Other Practice Information ........................................................................................................60 

VIII.  SUMMARY , RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION .............................................................61 

Summary ....................................................................................................................................61 

Process Evaluation Results ....................................................................................................61 

Outcome Evaluation Results ..................................................................................................61 



  Table of Contents 

iii  

Cost Evaluation Results .........................................................................................................61 

Integrated Results ...................................................................................................................62 

Recommendations ......................................................................................................................63 

Involve Local Law Enforcement ...........................................................................................63 

Juvenile Drug Courts: Develop Collaboration Between Courts and the Department of 

Juvenile Services ................................................................................................................63 

Minimize Time to Service......................................................................................................64 

Establish a System for Effective Participant Recruitment .....................................................65 

Ensure Staff Has Reasonable Caseloads ................................................................................65 

Implement Strength-based Approaches .................................................................................66 

Differentiate Treatment Responses From Sanctions ..............................................................66 

Increase Incentives for Participants .......................................................................................67 

Ensure Adequate Program or Community Supports Are in Place for Participants After 

Program Participation: Aftercare .......................................................................................68 

ENSURE PROGRAMS HAVE EFFECTIVE DRUG TESTING PROTOCOLS ...........................................68 

Continue Program Monitoring and Evaluation ......................................................................69 

Ensure Staff Are Thoroughly Trained ...................................................................................70 

Conclusion .................................................................................................................................70 

IX.  REFERENCES .............................................................................................................................71 

APPENDIX A. MARYLAND COURTS/COUNTIES  INCLUDED IN THIS INTEGRATED REPORT ...............73 

APPENDIX B. STUDY METHODS ......................................................................................................81 

APPENDIX C. COMMON RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PROCESS STUDIES ........................................107 

APPENDIX D: SUMMARY OF THE TYPES OF RECOMMENDATIONS THAT WERE OFFERED, BY 

KEY COMPONENT ...................................................................................................................201 

APPENDIX E. RESEARCH SUPPORT FOR 10 KEY COMPONENTS AND 16 JUVENILE 

STRATEGIES ............................................................................................................................215 

APPENDIX F: EXAMPLES OF INCENTIVES AND REWARDS ..............................................................245 

 



                                  Comprehensive Report of Statewide Evaluation Findings, Maryland Problem-Solving Courts 

2007-2009 

iv  December 2009 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1. The 10 Key Components of Drug Courts ......................................................................4 

Table 2. Number of Process Evaluation Recommendations by Key Component .......................6 

Table 3. Number of Recommendations for Adult Drug Courts ..................................................6 

Table 4. Number of Recommendations for Juvenile Drug Courts ..............................................7 

Table 5. Number of Programs Successfully Implementing Each Key Component .....................8 

Table 6. Characteristics of Program Participants in the Study Samples (7 sites) ......................12 

Table 7. Adult Drug Treatment Court Participant Recidivism - 24 Months (7 sites) ................13 

Table 8. Adult Drug Treatment Court Program Graduation and Effects on Substance Use 

(7 sites) ......................................................................................................................14 

Table 9. DUI Court Characteristics of Program Participants in the Study Samples (2 sites) ....15 

Table 10. DUI Court Participant Recidivism 24 Months (2 sites) .............................................16 

Table 11. Maryland DUI Court Program Graduation (two DUI Court programs) and 

Effects on Substance Use (one DUI Court only) ......................................................17 

Table 12. Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Participantsô Characteristics in the Study 

Samples (4 sites) .......................................................................................................18 

Table 13. Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Participant Recidivism 18 Months (4 sites) ............19 

Table 14. Maryland Juvenile Court Program Graduation and Effects on Substance Use (4 

sites) ..........................................................................................................................20 

Table 15. Drug Court Program Costs per Participant ................................................................23 

Table 16. Drug Court Program Costs per Participant by Agency .............................................23 

Table 17. Outcome Costs per Participant Over 2 years .............................................................25 

Table 18. Outcome Costs per Participant by Agency Over 2 years ..........................................26 

Table 19. DUI Program Costs per Participant ...........................................................................29 

Table 20. DUI Program Costs per Participant by Agency .........................................................29 

Table 21. DUI Court Outcome Costs per Participant Over 2 years ...........................................31 

Table 22. DUI Court Outcome Costs per Participant by Agency Over 2 years ........................32 

Table 23. Juvenile Drug Court Program Costs per Participant ..................................................35 

Table 24. Juvenile Drug Court Program Costs per Participant by Agency ...............................35 

Table 25. Juvenile Drug Court Outcome Costs per Participant Over 18 Months .....................37 

Table 26. Juvenile Drug Court Outcome Costs per Participant by Agency Over 18 Months ...38 

 

 

 



  Executive Summary 

I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

aryland, like many states, has adopted the drug court model to increase community 

safety, through the collaboration of multi-disciplinary, government and private sector 

organizations and individuals working together to reduce addiction-driven crime and 

drug usage, to improve the quality of life and to promote the positive integration of drug abusing 

individuals with family and community.
1 
The first drug treatment court in Maryland began in 

1994, and as of July 2009 there were 40 Adult District, Adult Circuit, Juvenile, Fami-

ly/Dependency, and DUI/Drug Court programs throughout the state. 

In 2001, NPC Research (NPC), under contract with the Administrative Office of the Courts of 

the State of Maryland, began conducting studies of drug courts in Maryland. The current con-

tract, which began in 2007, included a series of technical assistance assessments, process evalua-

tions, and outcome and cost studies. 

Over the course of the past 3 years, NPC has conducted 5 foundational process assessments (or 

pre-process evaluations), 13 process evaluations (assessing the programôs implementation of the 

10 key components of drug courts through their policies and practices), and 10 outcome-cost 

studies (comparing program participant costs to the community and outcomes in terms of reci-

divism and effects on substance use to traditional court processing for a similar group of individ-

uals). In addition, 3 outcome-cost studies were conducted on juvenile drug court programs as 

part of one of the prior contracts. This body of work gives Marylandôs Office of Problem-

Solving Courts one of the largest sets of drug court evaluations in the United States. This 

report represents an integration of key results from these process, outcome, and cost studies, and 

includes: 

 Common and/or best practices for implementing the 10 Key Components and 16 juvenile 

strategies 

 Common challenges and recommendations 

 The average and range of recidivism outcomes for adult, DUI, and juvenile drug courts in 

Maryland 

 The average and range of program costs per transaction, per agency and overall 

 The average and range of outcome costs and benefits per transaction and overall, and the 

savings per agency 

Process Evaluation Results 

Staff coded each site with a process evaluation or pre-evaluation from this phase of work (15 pro-

grams total, 4 juvenile sites and 11 adult sites) as to whether the program met (or mostly met) min-

imum guidelines for each Component or Strategy. 

Overall, sites ranged from meeting 2 to 9 of the 10 Key Components, with an average score of 4.9. 

The juvenile sites had an average score of 5.75 and the adult sites had an average score of 4.6. Of 

the 10 Key Components, none of the sites met the minimum criteria for Key Component #3 (early 

                                                 
1
 Maryland Drug Treatment Court Commission Vision Statement. On line: 

http://www.courts.state.md.us/opsc/dtc/pdfs/visionandmissionstatement.pdf 

M 
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identification of eligible participants and rapid entry into the program
2
) while 12 programs met the 

minimum criteria for Key Component #7 (ongoing judicial interaction
3
).  

Juvenile sites were also coded on the degree to which they met the 16 Juvenile Strategies. The 

four juvenile sites ranged from meeting 9 to 15 of the juvenile strategies. Of the 16 Juvenile 

Strategies, 2 to 4 of the sites adequately met each one (that is, at least half of the sites met each 

of the strategies). 

Outcome Evaluation Results  

Adult drug court programs on average had a 51% graduation rate (the percentage of individuals 

who completed the program successfully of those who have left the program), a 73% reduction 

in the rate of individuals with positive urinalysis tests during program participation, a 19% re-

duction in the recidivism rate (percent of individuals who had a new criminal offense) over 2 

years from program entry (compared to the comparison groups), and a 29% reduction in the 

number of new arrests (over 2 years from program entry). DUI programs were more effective at 

reducing criminal recidivism overall than in reducing DUI charges per se, though the frequencies 

of new charges was low to begin with. Juvenile drug court programs produced a 23% reduction 

in arrest rates and a 22% reduction in the number of new arrests over 18 months (from program 

entry). The average graduation rate for the juvenile programs was 53%. Their reduction in posi-

tive urinalysis tests was 69%. 

Cost Evaluation Results  

Program costs (investment in program services) per participant ranged from $9,530 to $34,646.  

The results from seven Maryland Adult Drug Treatment Court Programsô cost evaluations show 

an average 24-month outcome cost savings of $1,982 per adult drug treatment court partic i-

pant when compared to the comparison group. The results from two Maryland DUI Court Pro-

gramsô cost evaluations show an average 24-month outcome cost savings of $1,505 per DUI 

court participant  when compared to the comparison group. The results from four Maryland Ju-

venile Drug Treatment Court Programsô cost evaluations show an average 18-month outcome 

cost savings of $2,551 per juvenile drug treatment court participant when compared to the 

comparison group. 

The largest single resource used by these programs (adult, DUI, and juvenile) is jail/detention, 

while the largest expenditure for the comparison group is prison.  

Integrated Results  

This component of the report analyzed data from seven adult drug court programs that had 

process, outcome, and cost information. 

The recidivism rate is the percent of individuals who had a new criminal offense in the 2 year 

period starting at the program entry date (or equivalent). Effect sizes ranged from -5% (compari-

son group did 5% better than the program) to 42% (program did 42% better than the comparison 

                                                 
2
 Minimum guidelines for Key Component #3 include ñmust have arrest to entry window of less than 3 weeksò and 

all eligible participants are being identified.ò 
3
 Minimum guidelines for Key Component #7 include ñparticipants attends court review hearing once every 2 weeks 

(can be more for higher risk participants)ò and ñjudge is voluntary and does not have a fixed term.ò 
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group). Two of the seven programs had worse or the same recidivism rate as the comparison 

group and the rest (five of seven) did better than the comparison group.  

The number of re-arrests is related to the recidivism rate, but looks at the average number of 

arrests per person for 2 years from the program entry date or equivalent. Effect sizes ranged from 

-13% to 53%. One program had substantially more re-arrests than the comparison group, and the 

rest had fewer.  

The number of arrests and related criminal justice system involvement contributes to the cost 

that individuals have on publicly funded systems during the 2 year outcome period that starts 

at program entry. Effect sizes for programs ranged from -45% (the program individuals costs 

45% more than comparison group individuals) to 34%, with all but one program having a sav-

ings over traditional court processing. 

For this set of programs, graduation rates ranged from 38% to 72%. 

In order to help determine which program practices were most likely to result in the most effec-

tive courts, NPC rated the programs in relative effectiveness and then compared this ranking to 

133 different practices.
4
  

Practices engaged in by all 3 most effective courts (but not the least effective courts): 

 Probation always or usually attends drug court team meetings (staffings) 

 Probation always or usually attends drug court sessions 

Practices engaged in by the 3 least effective courts (but not the most effective courts): 

 Drug court does not have a single treatment agency
5
 

 Prosecutor was formally trained on drug court model
6
 

In addition, probation always or usually attended staffing meetings and drug court sessions in the 

top five courts, ranked by graduation rate. The two sites with the lowest graduation rates were 

the courts where probation did not attend team meetings and either did not attend or did not at-

tend regularly the drug court sessions.  

Recommendations  

There are several areas that emerged as themes in multiples sites or statewide that impact the op-

erations of the problem-solving courts. They are described briefly below along with suggestions 

for implementing program enhancements. 

INVOLVE LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT  

 Sites without law enforcement representation on their teams and/or advisory board should 

consider inviting their participation. Some programs allocate resources for law enforce-

                                                 
4
 Information about drug court practices was gathered during process evaluations, from policy and procedures ma-

nuals and other program documents and information provided by drug court staff. 
5
 This result has been found in other studies of drug courts nationally, that programs with a single provider have 

better outcomes. 
6
 This result is in contrast to prior studies that indicate that having all members of the team trained to understand 

their role is important and contributes to positive outcomes. This result may indicate that training of the prosecution 

is less essential than other practices in contributing to positive program outcomes. 
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ment to support home visits (including checks on appropriate living situations and in-

home drug testing).  

JUVENILE DRUG COURTS: DEVELOP COLLABORATION BETWEEN COURTS AND THE 

DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE SERVICES  

 Continue state-level and county-level conversations between leadership at the courts and 

Department of Juvenile Services. 

 Include probation agents and supervisors/managers in the planning for new juvenile drug 

courts. 

 Establish communication systems between team members. 

 Discuss roles and responsibilities as a team to ensure role clarification for all team mem-

bers. Take the time to address conflicts, misperceptions, and concerns related to turf and 

role sensitivity. Address political issues (e.g., fears related to funding or prestige) if they 

present barriers to interagency collaborations. 

M INIMIZE TIME TO SERVICE  

 Strategize how to decrease the time from arrest to referral to entry into the program. To 

identify bottlenecks or structural barriers, and points in the process where more efficient 

procedures may be implemented and time to drug court entry shortened, programs should 

regularly conduct a review and analysis of the case flow from referral to eligibility de-

termination to drug court entry, both to look at the actual time it takes, and where the de-

lays occur. Analyze where additional efficiencies may be possible. The program should 

identify areas where there are constraints they cannot control based on timelines from 

other agencies. This should help the program become aware of what they cannot change, 

and try to build relationships with agencies to see if they can make other changes later. 

Strategies can then be tested that help reduce barriers to a quicker flow from arrest to 

program participation.  

 Use a team meeting to brainstormðand testðpossible solutions to the barriers identified. 

The program should set a goal for how many days it should take to admit participants into 

the program, and work toward achieving that goal.  

 Work on possible arrangements to get participants into treatment even before they plea. 

Meet with defense attorneys to discuss the benefits of treatment and to see if they will en-

courage their clients to participate in an assessment or begin treatment as a way of show-

ing the judge their commitment and effort to change their behavior (and look good at the 

sentencing).   

ESTABLISH A SYSTEM FOR EFFECTIVE PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT  

 Conduct an assessment of the referral sources and decision points between arrest and 

program entry to identify any barriers. Work to prioritize and address them. 

 Talk to offenders who chose not to participate, to find out why they chose not to. Work 

on prioritizing and addressing these barriers and issues. 

 Work closely with public defenders to address their concerns and to reassure them that 

the support offered by these programs is intended to benefit the clients, the community, 

and the overall justice system. 



  Executive Summary 

V 

ENSURE STAFF HAS REASONABLE CASELOADS  

 Establish caseload guidelines as a state and provide support to programs to ensure ade-

quate staffing based on program size. Programs should serve adequate numbers to be cost 

effective and have a staff to client ratio that allows staff to provide the level of supervi-

sion and case management appropriate to the risk level of the programôs clientele. 

 Programs may need to work at higher levels of administration to ensure that probation 

and parole staff at the county level are permitted to participate in the drug court program 

(that is, that they are able to attend team meetings and drug court sessions) and are given 

enough time to serve the clients on their caseload. 

IMPLEMENT STRENGTH-BASED APPROACHES  

 Ensure that all team members understand the importance and role of strength-based prac-

tices in developing trust between participants and staff and building participant engage-

ment. Ensure that this training is available and release time is provided. 

DIFFERENTIATE TREATMENT RESPONSES FROM SANCTIONS  

 Review program policies and procedures to ensure that materials clearly acknowledge the 

change process and the recovery process, as well as differentiate criminal and addictive 

behaviors and the responses to those behaviors.  

 Ensure that all team members are trained to understand both the addiction/recovery 

processes and criminogenic (contributing to offending) risks and needs.  

INCREASE INCENTIVES FOR PARTICIPANTS  

 Sites should ensure that all team members fully understand the intent and benefits of Key 

Component #6/Juvenile Strategy #15, that research demonstrates the positive impacts on 

program effectiveness of using incentives and sanctions in drug court settings.  

 Talk to colleagues in other programs about creative incentives and rewards they have 

used. Ask participants what would motivate them so that the incentives and rewards are 

most impactful. 

 Work with your advisory or steering committee to engage community partners in the 

program for ideas about accessing resources that could be used for incentives and re-

wards. 

 Sites should identify the guidelines and laws that govern their ability to accept donations 

and what the specifics of those regulations are. If regulations allow programs to accept 

donations for their participants, ensure that this information is shared clearly with all 

team and advisory board members, or other stakeholders. 

 If regulations are vague or non-specific, convene a team meeting or advisory board meet-

ing to discuss the local interpretation of the guidelines and agree on terms (policies and 

procedures that all members feel comfortable with). 

 If the team or advisory board feels the current regulations are too restrictive or being in-

terpreted too narrowly, this can be a topic worthy of discussing and pursuing through the 

appropriate channels. 
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ENSURE ADEQUATE PROGRAM OR COMMUNITY SUPPORTS ARE IN PLACE FOR 

PARTICIPANTS AFTER PROGRAM PARTICIPATION: AFTERCARE  

 Program staff should talk to colleagues in other programs to get ideas about how they 

have structured their aftercare components. For example, some programs have used 

alumni support groups effectively. This model is also a low-cost solution to meeting this 

need. 

 Look at creative options for providing or allowing continuing contact with participants 

after treatment completion and program completion. 

 Whenever possible, build in monthly phone check-ins with departing participants for a 

few months to see how they are doing, remind them of their progress, and provide sup-

port or referrals as needed to prevent relapse or intervene if they are having difficulty. 

Gather contact information for future evaluations. 

ENSURE PROGRAMS HAVE EFFECTIVE DRUG TESTING PROTOCOLS  

 Utilize a combination of instant and lab testing procedures to benefit from immediate re-

sponse to behavior as well as confidence in the results. 

 Ensure that testing follows best practices, such as testing for varied substances, using 

random or frequent testing, and observing sample collection. 

CONTINUE PROGRAM MONITORING AND EVALUATION  

 Prepare for future studies by reviewing the programôs data storage systems to ensure all 
necessary information to conduct future evaluations is present and complete.  

 Ensure that quality historical program data are available for future studies. Encourage 

programs (by providing the resources or developing a system for uploading data from 

other sources into SMART) to store information from participants who entered and com-

pleted the program before the implementation of SMART to maintain all records within 

this system, including referrals to the program who may or may not have participated.  

 Ensure that programs are able to self-monitory through accessing their own data from 

SMART. 

ENSURE STAFF ARE THOROUGHLY TRAINED 

 Marylandôs Office of Problem-Solving Courts has comprehensive, low cost training re-

sources available. Staff should utilize these resources whenever they are starting a new 

program or bringing on new team members.  

 Work at the agency level to educate administrators/managers about the value of training 

and to ensure that staff is permitted release time to be trained. In addition to initial orien-

tation and training, refresher trainings and new information is needed on an ongoing ba-

sis. 

 Continue to utilize colleagues within and outside of the community to problem solve, 

gain support, and learn about new promising practices or creative ideas to address chal-

lenges your program faces.  

 Set up opportunities for cross-training (e.g., ensuring that treatment professionals learn 

about criminal justice and criminal justice professionals learn about addiction treatment) 

and discussions about role clarification. 



  Executive Summary 

VII  

Conclusion 

The integration of the process, outcome, and cost results from the many problem-solving courts 

in Maryland that have participated in evaluation over the past 3 years provides the opportunity to 

look at areas of strength and challenge across the state. The results of these studies offer many 

areas that programs can continue to work on to enhance program practices and increase their ef-

fectiveness in the years to come.  

Though there is variability in recidivism, cost and graduation outcomes, most programs are de-

monstrating positive impacts on participants, the community, and the criminal justice system. 

With prison as the largest expenditure to the community for those who were eligible but not par-

ticipating in problem solving courts in Maryland, adult, juvenile and DUI courts are providing an 

important service to the state.  





  Background 
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I . BACKGROUND 

n 2001, NPC Research (NPC), under contract with the Administrative Office of the Courts 

of the State of Maryland, began conducting studies of drug courts in Maryland. The current 

contract, which began in 2007, included a series of technical assistance assessments, 

process evaluations, and outcome and cost studies. 

Over the course of the past 3 years, NPC has conducted 5 foundational process assessments (or 

pre-process evaluations), 13 process evaluations (assessing the programôs implementation of the 

10 key components of drug courts through their policies and practices), and 10 outcome-cost 

studies (comparing program participant costs to the community and outcomes in terms of reci-

divism and effects on substance use to traditional court processing for a similar group of individ-

uals). In addition, 3 outcome-cost studies were conducted on juvenile drug court programs as 

part of one of the prior contracts. This body of work gives Marylandôs Office of Problem-

Solving Courts one of the largest sets of drug court evaluations in the United States. This 

report represents an integration of key results from these process, outcome, and cost studies, and 

includes: 

 Common and/or best practices for implementing the 10 Key Components and 16 juvenile 

strategies 

 Common challenges and recommendations 

 Highlights of creative and promising practices across drug courts 

 Program practices that lead to positive outcomes (Best practices in Maryland) 

 The average and range of recidivism outcomes for adult, DUI, and juvenile drug courts in 

Maryland 

 The average and range of program costs per transaction, per agency and overall 

 The average and range of outcome costs and benefits per transaction and overall, and the 

savings per agency 

I 
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II.  INTRODUCTION 

ince the first drug court began operation in Miami in 1989, several hundred thousand 

men, women and juveniles have participated in drug court programs that have involved 

federal, state and local taxpayer investments of billions of dollars. As of October 2009, 

there were over 2,300 adult, juvenile, family and other specialized drug treatment courts active in 

all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam with 

another 214 being planned (National Association of Drug Court Professionals, 2009). The rapid 

expansion of drug courts highlights the need to understand the effectiveness of these programs, 

as well as understanding what elements of drug courts are most important to supporting positive 

outcomes for these clients.  

Maryland, like many states, has adopted the drug court model to make its state safer, through the 

collaboration of multi-disciplinary, government and private sector organizations and individuals 

working together to reduce addiction-driven crime and drug usage, to improve the quality of life 

and to promote the positive integration of drug abusing individuals with family and community.
7
 

The first drug treatment court in Maryland began in 1994, and as of July 2009 there were 40 

Adult District, Adult Circuit, Juvenile, Family/Dependency, and DUI/Drug Court programs 

throughout the state. 

Drug courts have been shown to be effective in reducing recidivism (GAO, 2005) and in reduc-

ing taxpayer costs due to positive outcomes for drug court participants (Carey & Finigan, 2004; 

Carey, Marchand, & Waller, 2006). Belenko (1998; 2001) found in reviews of drug court re-

search that drug courts successfully engaged and retained offenders in treatment, and reduced 

both clientsô drug use and criminal recidivism. However, he also notes that while evidence ap-

pears to be converging that drug courts can work, considerably less is known about how drug 

courts work, especially for particular types of clients.  

Given the rapid expansion of drug courts across the country, there has been interest in standar-

dizing the drug court model. The National Association of Drug Court Professionals led this effort 

in their groundbreaking publication, Defining Drug Courts: The Key Components (National As-

sociation of Drug Court Professionals, 1997). In this work, they prescribe ten operational charac-

teristics that all drug courts should use as guides for performance. These include practices such 

as drug testing, judicial interaction with participants, and the integration of alcohol and other 

drug treatment services with judicial case processing.  

However, drug court programs vary tremendously in how they operationalize these 10 Key 

Components (see Table 1 for their descriptions). Drug courts also vary on other issues that may 

influence program effectiveness, such as what type of clients enter the drug court, the level of 

experience and expertise of drug court team members and frequency of judicial turnover among 

others. While research is relatively clear that adult drug courts can have positive effects for im-

proving treatment outcomes and reducing recidivism, outcomes vary considerably across partici-

pants and programs.  

The current report summarizes the results of 12 outcome-cost studies and 13 process studies to 

illustrate the range of practices and results present in Maryland drug treatment courts.  

                                                 
7
 Maryland Drug Treatment Court Commission Vision Statement. On line: 

http://www.courts.state.md.us/opsc/dtc/pdfs/visionandmissionstatement.pdf 

S 
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Table 1. The 10 Key Components of Drug Courts 

10 Key Components of Drug Courts 

KC #1 Drug courts integrated alcohol and other drug treatment services with justice 
system case processing. 

KC #2 Using a non-adversarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel promote public 
safety while protecting participantsõ due process rights. 

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

KC #4 Drug courts provide access to a continuum of alcohol, drug, and other related 
treatment and rehabilitation services. 

KC #5 Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other drug testing. 

KC #6 A coordinated strategy governs drug court responses to participantsõ compliance. 

KC #7 Ongoing judicial interaction with each drug court participant is essential. 

KC #8 Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program goals and gauge 
effectiveness. 

KC #9 Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court planning, 
implementation, and operations. 

KC #10 Forging partnerships among drug courts, public agencies, and community-based 
organizations generates local support and enhances drug court program 
effectiveness. 
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III.  PROCESS EVALUATIONS SUMMARY 

Common Recommendations from Process Evaluations  

CODING OF PROCESS EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS  

As part of the process analysis for each site, NPC staff looked at whether and how well each of 

the 10 Key Components of Drug Courts
8
 is demonstrated by the drug court. For juvenile drug 

courts, staff also considered how the site is demonstrating the 16 juvenile drug court strategies.
9
  

For each key component, a description of the component, relevant research questions, and what 

the site was currently doing in that area was provided. NPC staff then made recommendations for 

how the site could better meet the expectations of the key component, based on the standards for 

that component and national research. All of these pieces are included in each siteôs final report.
10

  

To gain a better understanding of how sites across the state are meeting the expectations of the 

key components, NPC compiled recommendations from 4 adult sites from a previous phase of 

work with Maryland drug courts, and 12 adult sites from the current phase of work, for a total of 

16 Maryland adult drug courts for which NPC completed process evaluations. The recommenda-

tions were taken from the final site reports and compiled into one document (see Appendix C). 

Following each recommendation is a note of which site received that recommendation. If more 

than one site received the same recommendation, all of those site names are noted. To save ex-

cessive repetition in cases where recommendations had minor differences, the recommendation 

was spelled out once, with any difference designated in italics. 

The same process was completed for 7 of the juvenile drug court sites evaluated by NPC in an 

earlier phase of work, and 4 juvenile sites from the current phase, for a total of 11 juvenile sites 

for which NPC completed process evaluations. However, in addition to the 10 Key Components 

of drug courts, the process evaluations of the juvenile sites also considered the 16 strategies for 

juvenile drug courts when evaluating juvenile drug courts and making recommendations. Rec-

ommendations from the juvenile drug courts were taken from the final site reports and compiled 

into one document (see Appendix C) organized by the key components and juvenile strategies. 

RESULTS: RECOMMENDATIONS BY COMPONENT  

Table 2 summarizes the number of recommendations provided by type of program (adult or ju-

venile) and by Key Component. The absence of recommendations can generally be interpreted to 

mean that the programs were doing well in those areas. The number of recommendations may be 

in part a reflection of the number of challenges facing the program or by the range of options for 

various suggestions that are available within a given Key Component.  

 

                                                 
8
 As described by the National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP, 1997) 

9
 National Drug Court Institute and National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges (2003) 

10
 Evaluation reports are located at http://www.courts.state.md.us/opsc/dtc/evaluationsreports.html or 

http://www.npcresearch.com 
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Table 2. Number of Process Evaluation Recommendations by Key Component 

Key  
Component No Recommendations 

Total # of  
Recommendations 

Rank (1 = fewest 
number of  

recommendations) 

 Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile 

1 1 2 29 32 5 5 

2 6 5 12 8 1 1 

3 0 0 41 34 10 8 

4 0 0 33 41 7 9 

5 4 3 12 12 2 3 

6 1 0 38 27 9 6 

7 4 5 15 10 3 2 

8 1 0 37 27 8 6 

9 1 0 27 31 4 7 

10 0 2 31 20 6 4 

Adult: n = 16; Juvenile: n = 11 

 

This information, presented another way provides information about the 10 Key Components, 

ranked by the total number of recommendations they had. Table 3 presents this information for 

adult programs and Table 4 presents this information for juvenile programs. 

Table 3. Number of Recommendations for Adult Drug Courts 

Rank (1 = fewest 
number of  
recommendations) 

Key  
Component 

No  
Recommendations 

Total  
Recommendations 

1 2 6 12 

2 5 4 12 

3 7 4 15 

4 9 1 27 

5 1 1 29 

6 10 0 31 

7 4 0 33 

8 8 1 37 

9 6 1 38 

10 3 0 41 
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Table 4. Number of Recommendations for Juvenile Drug Courts 

Rank (1 = fewest 
number of  
recommendations) 

Key  
Component 

No  
Recommendations 

Total  
Recommendations 

1 2 5 8 

2 7 5 10 

3 5 3 12 

4 10 2 20 

5 1 2 32 

6 (tie) 6 0 27 

6 (tie) 8 0 27 

7 9 0 31 

8 3 0 34 

9 4 0 41 

 

For more details about the types of recommendations offered to the study sites, see Appendix D.  

Programsõ Success at Implementing the 10 Key Components and 16 
Juvenile Strategies 

Because the 10 Key Components and 16 Juvenile Strategies are broad conceptual standards, 

NPC staff worked to operationalize them by identifying specific practice guidelines that would 

fall within each area. NPC conducted a literature review and established the research support for 

each of the guidelines (see Appendix E for the minimum guidelines and research support). Staff 

coded each site with a process evaluation or pre-evaluation from this phase of work (15 pro-

grams total, 4 juvenile sites and 11 adult sites) as to whether the program met (or mostly met) the 

minimum guidelines for each Component or Strategy (each program received a code of 1 [mostly 

met] or 0 [did not meet] for each Component or Strategy). 

RESULTS: IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 10 KEY COMPONENTS AND 16 JUVENILE STRATEGIES 

Overall, sites ranged from meeting 2 to 9 of the 10 Key Components, with an average score of 

4.9. The juvenile sites had an average score of 5.75 and the adult sites had an average score of 4.6.  

Juvenile sites were also coded on the degree to which they met the 16 Juvenile Strategies. The 

four juvenile sites ranged from meeting 9 to 15 of the juvenile strategies. Of the 16 Juvenile 

Strategies, 2 to 4 of the sites adequately met each one (that is, at least half of the sites met each 

of the strategies). 

Of the 10 Key Components, scoring was based on the number of sites that met the minimum 

guidelines for the Component. Scoring ranged from 0 for Key Component #3 (early identifica-
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tion of eligible participants and rapid entry into the program
11

) to 12 for Key Component #7 (on-

going judicial interaction
12

).  

Table 5. Number of Programs Successfully Implementing Each Key Component 

Key Component 
Number of programs meeting  
minimum guidelines (n = 15) 

KC #1: Well integrated team   7 

KC #2: Non-adversarial 11 

KC #3: Early identification of eligibles   0 

KC #4: Continuum of treatment services 10 

KC #5: Drug testing   9 

KC #6: Response to participants' behaviors   4 

KC #7: Ongoing judicial interaction 12 

KC #8: Evaluation and monitoring   8 

KC #9: Training   3 

KC #10: Community Partnerships 10 

Average across Key Components 7.4 

 

The results of this coding process illustrate the variability of programs in their degree of imple-

mentation of the 10 Key Components. It also indicates that there are some areas that could be 

addressed as a state system and others where technical assistance could be individualized, possi-

bly with the support of programs offering peers ideas and mentoring. It is important to note that 

programs are continually changing, both due to their own decision-making and due to multiple 

areas that are outside of their control, so this coding should be viewed as a reflection of a point in 

time since when programs may have changed their policies or procedures (either as a result of 

their program evaluations or through staff, budget, or state level policy changes that have im-

pacted them). 

                                                 
11

 Minimum guidelines for Key Component #3 include ñmust have arrest to entry window of less than 3 weeksò and 

all eligible participants are being identified.ò 
12

 Minimum guidelines for Key Component #7 include ñparticipants attends court review hearing once every 2 

weeks (can be more for higher risk participants)ò and ñjudge is voluntary and does not have a fixed term.ò 
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Detailed Program Practices 

For the nine adult sites for which process, outcome and cost studies were completed, NPC 

created a database of variables of particular interest and relevance for understanding adult drug 

court operations. Staff extracted data from process, outcome, and cost reports; pre-evaluation 

forms completed by drug court coordinators; program materials provided by the sites (policy & 

procedures manuals, participant handbooks; and any other sources that could provide detailed 

information about the operation of the drug court [e.g., interviews with team members]). Not 

every type of information was available for every site, but the database was complete enough to 

provide some fascinating and useful information about the drug courts in Maryland. These data 

will be not only useful for the Maryland Office of Problem-Solving Courts and the drug courts of 

Maryland, but nationally, as well. The summary of this information can be found after the sum-

mary of outcome and cost results. 
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IV. OUTCOME EVALUATIONS SUMMARY 

Outcome Evaluations Summary ð Maryland Adult Drug Treatment 
Court Programs  

The results from seven Maryland Adult Drug Treatment Court Programsô outcomes evaluations, 

conducted in 2008 and 2009, are compiled in the tables below. The ranges and averages are re-

ported for demographic characteristics, recidivism rates, graduation rates, and other variables of 

interest for the seven sites. These sites include Baltimore City Circuit Court ï Drug Treatment 

Court, Baltimore City Circuit Court ï Felony Diversion Initiative, Harford County District 

Court, Howard County District Court, Montgomery County Circuit Court, Prince Georgeôs 

County Circuit Court, and Wicomico County Circuit Court.  

The outcomes analyses were based on a cohort of adult drug court participants from each site and 

a matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eligible for 

adult drug court programs through their criminal history but who did not attend these programs. 

These individuals were tracked through administrative data for at least 24 months post program 

entry (and a similar time period for the comparison group). The studies sought to compare reci-

divism for the two groups over the 24 months. In addition, the evaluations examined the gradua-

tion rates and effects on substance use for program participants at each of the sites. 

These studies were conducted by NPC Research using the methods described in detail in Appen-

dix B. 

MARYLAND ADULT DRUG TREATMENT COURT PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS 

Program participant characteristics across the seven sites show that most Maryland Adult Drug 

Treatment Court participants are male (73%), African American (63%), and in their early 30ôs 

(average age of 32.5). The ranges of race/ethnicity proportions indicate that some programs serve 

mostly Caucasian participants while others have a higher percentage of African American partici-

pants. In addition, the ranges in average ages shows that some programs are working with young-

er participants while others are reaching individuals at a later stage in their lives. Primary drugs of 

choice are mixed, with alcohol being listed the least often for all programs.  
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Table 6. Characteristics of Program Participants in the Study Samples (7 sites) 

 Range Average 

Male 55% - 88% 73% 

African American 13% - 96% 63% 

Caucasian 4% - 84% 36% 

Hispanic/Latino  0% - 5% 0% 

Other 0% - 3% 1% 

Average age at 
program start 

23 - 39 32.5 

DOC13: Cocaine 6% - 56% 26% 

DOC: Heroin 0% - 73%  33% 

DOC: Marijuana 0% - 70%  23% 

DOC: Alcohol 0% - 26% 10% 

 

MARYLAND ADULT DRUG TREATMENT COURT PROGRAMSõ EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM 

RATES 

Table 7 shows the recidivism rates for 2 years post program start date for the Maryland Adult 

Drug Treatment Court participants from the seven studies. Re-arrest rates ranged from 18% to 

60% within the programs.
14

 The average re-arrest rate in 24 months for Maryland Adult Drug 

Treatment Courts was 39%. The number of re-arrests in 24 months for the drug treatment court 

groups at each site range from .23 to 1.11 with an average of .65.
15

 Negative effect sizes indicate 

that a program has a higher number of subsequent arrests (on average, per person) than its com-

parison group. 

                                                 
13

 DOC is drug of choice. 
14

 The effect sizes for re-arrest rates range from -.05 to .42 with an average of .19.  
15

 The effect sizes for the number of re-arrests range from negative (-.13) to positive .53 with an average of .29.  
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Table 7. Adult Drug Treatment Court Participant Recidivism - 24 Months (7 sites) 

 
Range Average 

Effect Size 
range16 

Effect Size  
average 

Re-Arrest Rates 
(program 
groups) 

18% to 60%  39% 

-.05 to .42 .19 
Re-Arrest Rates 
(comparison 
groups) 

30% to 60% 48% 

Number of Re-
Arrests (pro-
gram groups) 

.23 to 1.11 .65 

-.13 to .53 .29 
Number of Re-
Arrests (com-
parison groups) 

.46 to 1.32 .92 

 

Further, data from the individual reports also shows that program participants generally had lower 

recidivism rates and lower numbers of new arrests in the period 24 months after program participa-

tion compared to 24 months before participation, and their rates after program entry were lower 

than the comparison groups. In some cases, program participants had more arrests than the com-

parison group after starting the program but they were of a less serious nature. Arrest rates in-

creased over time for both the program participants and the comparison groups, but in general, the 

adult drug treatment court groups increased at a slower pace. 

MARYLAND ADULT DRUG TREATMENT COURTS PROGRAM COMPLETION AND EFFECTS ON 

SUBSTANCE USE  

The graduation rate for four of the seven programs in the study was less than the national aver-

age of 50%, with a range that includes a high of 72% of participants who exited the program 

successfully to a low of 38% and an average of 51% across the seven sites.  

Drug test dates and results were collected from the sites where available (that is, for six of the 

seven adult drug court programs). The number of program participants with a positive drug test 

in each month during the period of time examined for each site decreased by a range of 53% to 

91% within the seven sites, with an average decrease of 73% across all of the sites.  

                                                 
16 

A negative difference in the effect size indicates that the program participants had higher arrest rates/numbers than 

the comparison group. 
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Table 8. Adult Drug Treatment Court Program Graduation and Effects 
on Substance Use (7 sites) 

 
Range Average 

Percent 
change 
range 

Percent 
change  
average 

Graduation 
Rates  

38% to 72% 51% N/A N/A 

Percent with a 
Positive Drug 
Test at Start17 

17% to 39% 29% 

53% to 91% 73% 
Percent with a 
Positive Drug 
Test at End 

2% to 12% 8% 

 

Results found in the individual reports also showed that overall, outcomes for Maryland Adult 

Drug Treatment Court participants ranged from quite positive to mixed for each of the sites in 

terms of reducing substance use. After participation in the program, regardless of whether they 

graduate, program participants generally were re-arrested on drug charges less often than the 

comparison group, also indicating a likely reduction in drug use due to program participation at 

most sites.  

MARYLAND ADULT DRUG TREATMENT COURT OUTCOME EVALUATIONS OVERALL 

SUMMARY  

In sum, the results of this limited statewide evaluation indicate that the programs are mostly suc-

cessful in reducing participant recidivism, with some programs having more success than others, 

and decreasing substance use. Programs are mixed in their ability to graduate participants but the 

average graduation rate across all sites is at the national average (51% for Maryland Adult Drug 

Treatment Courts compared to 50% nationally; Belenko, 2001). 

Outcome Evaluations Summary ð Maryland DUI Court Programs 

The results from two Maryland DUI Court Programsô outcomes evaluations, conducted in 2009, 

are combined in the tables below. The ranges and averages are reported for demographic charac-

teristics, recidivism rates, graduation rates, and other variables of interest for the two sites. These 

sites include Anne Arundel County District Court and Howard County District Court.  

The outcomes analyses were based on a cohort of DUI court participants from each site and a 

matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eligible for the 

programs through their criminal history but who did not attend these programs. These individuals 

were tracked through administrative data for at least 24 months post program entry (and a similar 

time period for the comparison group). The studies sought to compare recidivism for the two 

groups over the 24 months. In addition, the evaluations examined the graduation rates and effects 

on substance use for program participants at each of the sites where data were available. 

                                                 
17

 Study periods varied for the seven sites from 8 months to 12 months depending on drug test data availability. 
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These studies were conducted by NPC Research using the methods described in detail in Appen-

dix B. 

MARYLAND DUI  COURT PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS 

Program participant characteristics across the two sites show that most Maryland DUI Court par-

ticipants are male (83%), Caucasian (77%), and in their later 30s (average age of 37.5).  

Table 9. DUI Court Characteristics of Program Participants in the 
Study Samples (2 sites) 

 Range Average 

Male 77% - 88% 83% 

Caucasian 71% - 83% 77% 

African Ameri-
can 

12% - 18% 15% 

Hispanic/Latino  0% - 6%  3% 

Other 4% - 5% 3% 

Average age at  
program start 

37 ð 38 37.5 

 

MARYLAND DUI  COURT PROGRAMSõ EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM RATES 

Table 10 shows the recidivism rates for DUI charges for 2 years post program start date for the 

Maryland DUI Court participants from the two studies. Re-arrest rates for DUI charges ranged 

from 13% to 46%.
18

 The average re-arrest rate for DUI charges in 24 months for Maryland DUI 

Courts was 30%. The number of DUI re-arrests in 24 months for DUI Court participants at the 

two sites range from .18 to .64 with an average of .41.
19

 Negative effect sizes indicate that a pro-

gram has a higher number of subsequent arrests than its comparison group. 

The table also shows the recidivism rates for all other criminal justice charges for 2 years post 

program start date for the Maryland DUI Court participants from the two studies. Re-arrest rates 

for ranged from 0% to 10% within the programs.
20

 The number of re-arrests in 24 months for 

DUI Court participants at the two sites ranged from 0 to .17.
21

  

                                                 
18

 When compared to the comparison group, the effect sizes for re-arrest rates ranged from -1.6 to .27 with an aver-

age of -.69.  
19

 The effect sizes for the number of re-arrests ranged from negative (-5.0) to positive .47with an average of -2.27 

when compared to the comparison group.  
20

 When compared to the comparison group, the effect sizes for re-arrest rates ranged from .64 to 1.0 with an aver-

age of .82.  
21

 The effect sizes for the number of re-arrests ranged from .58 to 1.0 with an average of .79 when compared to the 

comparison group.  
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Table 10. DUI Court Participant Recidivism 24 Months (2 sites) 

 
Range Average 

Effect Size 
range22 

Effect Size 
average 

DUI Re-Arrest 
Rates (program 
groups) 

13% to 46% 30% 

-1.6 to .22 -.69 
DUI Re-Arrest 
Rates (comparison 
groups) 

5% to 59% 32% 

Number of DUI Re-
Arrests (program 
groups) 

.18 to .64 .41 

-5.0 to .47 -2.27 
Number of DUI Re-
Arrests (compari-
son groups) 

.03 to 1.2 .62 

Other CJ Re-Arrest 
Rates (program 
groups) 

0% to 10% 5% 

.64 to 1.0 .82 
Other CJ Re-Arrest 
Rates (comparison 
groups) 

28% to 37% 33% 

Number of Other 
CJ Re-Arrests (pro-
gram groups) 

0 to .17 .09 

.58 to 1.0 .79 Number of Other 
CJ Re-Arrests 
(comparison 
groups) 

.4 to .72 .56 

 

Further, data from the individual reports also shows that program participants generally had lower 

recidivism rates and lower numbers of new arrests in the period 24 months after program participa-

tion compared to 24 months before participation, and their rates after program entry were lower 

than the comparison group.  

MARYLAND DUI  COURTS PROGRAM COMPLETION AND EFFECTS ON SUBSTANCE USE  

The graduation rate for both programs in the study was above the national average, with a range 

that includes a high of 84% of participants who exited the program successfully to a low of 57% 

and an average of 71%.  

                                                 
22

 A negative difference in the effect size indicates that the program participants had higher arrest rates/numbers than 

the comparison group. 
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Drug test dates and results were not available consistently enough for one site to include in these 

analyses. The number of program participants with a positive drug test in each month during the 

period of time examined for the other DUI Court decreased by 83%.  

Table 11. Maryland DUI Court Program Graduation (two DUI Court programs) and 
Effects on Substance Use (one DUI Court only) 

 
Range Average 

Percent 
change range 

Percent change 
average 

Graduation 
Rates  

57% to 84% 71% N/ A N/A  

Percent with a 
Positive Drug 
Test at Start 

N/A 35% 

N/A 83% 
Percent with a 
Positive Drug 
Test at End 

N/A 6% 

 

MARYLAND DUI  COURT OUTCOME EVALUATIONS OVERALL SUMMARY  

In sum, the results of this DUI Court evaluation indicate that the programs are successful in re-

ducing participant recidivism both for DUI charges and in the criminal justice system overall and 

that one program has documented a decrease in substance use among participants (data were un-

available for the other program). Both programs are above the national average for drug court 

graduation rates (50% nationally; Belenko, 2001) with Howard County displaying a very high 

graduation rate, indicating that the DUI Court program is helping most participants successfully 

complete program requirements.  

Outcome Evaluations Summary ð Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment 
Court Programs  

The results from four Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Programsô outcomes evaluations, 

conducted in 2006 and 2009, are combined in the tables below. The ranges and averages are re-

ported for demographic characteristics, recidivism rates, graduation rates, and other variables of 

interest for the four sites. These sites include Anne Arundel County, Baltimore County, Harford 

County, and St. Maryôs County.  

The outcomes analyses were based on a cohort of juvenile drug treatment court participants from 

each site and a matched comparison group of youth from the corresponding county who were 

eligible for the programs through their juvenile justice history but who did not attend these pro-

grams. These individuals were tracked through administrative data for at least 18 months post 

program entry (and a similar time period for the comparison group) within the juvenile justice 

system. The studies sought to compare recidivism for the two groups over 18 months. In addi-

tion, the evaluations examined the graduation rates and effects on substance use for program par-

ticipants at each of the sites, where data were available. 

These studies were conducted by NPC Research using the methods described in detail in Appen-

dix B. 
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MARYLAND JUVENILE DRUG TREATMENT COURT PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS 

Program participant characteristics across the four sites show that most Maryland Juvenile Drug 

Treatment Court participants are male (82%), Caucasian (75%), and 16 years old. The primary 

drug of choice for Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment Court participants is most often marijuana.  

Table 12. Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Participantsõ Characteristics 
in the Study Samples (4 sites) 

 Range Average 

Male 76% - 88% 82% 

Non-Caucasian 18% - 32% 25% 

Caucasian 68% - 82% 75% 

Average age at 
program start 

15 - 17 16 

DOC:23 Cocaine 0% ð 10% 3% 

DOC: Heroin 0% - 13% 6% 

DOC: Marijuana 62% - 89% 72% 

DOC: Alcohol 0% - 7% 3% 

 

MARYLAND JUVENILE DRUG TREATMENT COURT PROGRAMSõ EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM 

RATES 

Table 13 shows the recidivism rates for 18 months post program start date for the Maryland Ju-

venile Drug Treatment Court participants from the four studies. Re-arrest rates ranged from 51% 

to 56% within the programs.
24

 The average re-arrest rate in 18 months for Maryland Juvenile 

Drug Treatment Court participants was 53%. The number of re-arrests in 18 months for the juve-

nile programs at each site ranged from .96 to 2.1 with an average of 1.5.
25

  

 

                                                 
23

 DOC is drug of choice. 
24

 When compared to the comparison group, the effect sizes for re-arrest rates ranged from .16 to .27 with an aver-

age of .23.  
25

 The effect sizes for the number of re-arrests ranged from .05 to .56 with an average of .22.  
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Table 13. Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Participant Recidivism 18 Months (4 sites) 

 
Range Average 

Effect Size 
range 

Effect Size 
average 

Arrest Rates 
(program 
groups) 

51% to 56% 53% 

.16 to .27 .23 
Arrest Rates 
(comparison 
groups) 

61% to 76% 70% 

Number of  
Arrests (pro-
gram groups) 

.96 to 2.1 1.5 

.05 to .56 .22 
Number of  
Arrests (com-
parison groups) 

1.0 to 3.0 2.0 

 

Further, data from the individual reports also shows that program participants generally had lower 

recidivism rates and lower numbers of new arrests in the period 18 months after program participa-

tion compared to 18 months before participation, and their rates after program entry were lower 

than the comparison group.  

MARYLAND JUVENILE DRUG TREATMENT COURTS PROGRAM COMPLETION AND EFFECTS 

ON SUBSTANCE USE  

The average graduation rate for the programs is 53% which is above the national average gradua-

tion rate for adult programs. The range of graduation rates for the four programs is 40% to 65%.  

Drug test dates and results were collected from all four juvenile drug court programs. The num-

ber of program participants with a positive drug test in each month during the period of time ex-

amined for each site decreased by a range of 61% to 80% within the four sites, with an average 

decrease of 69% across all of the sites.  
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Table 14. Maryland Juvenile Court Program Graduation and Effects on 
Substance Use (4 sites) 

 
Range Average 

Percent 
change range 

Percent  
change average 

Graduation 
Rates  

40% to 65% 53% N/A N/A 

Percent with a 
Positive Drug 
Test at Start 

34% to 44% 39% 

.61 to .80 .69 
Percent with a 
Positive Drug 
Test at End 

8% to 21% 14% 

 

MARYLAND JUVENILE COURT OUTCOME EVALUATIONS OVERALL SUMMARY  

In sum, the results of this limited statewide evaluation of juvenile drug treatment court programs 

indicate that the programs are successful in reducing participant recidivism and decreasing sub-

stance use. Programs are mixed in their ability to graduate participants, but the average gradua-

tion rate across all sites is above the national average for adults (53% for Maryland Juvenile 

Drug Treatment Court participants compared to 50% nationally; Belenko, 2001). 
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V. COST EVALUATIONS SUMMARY 

Adult Dru g Treatment Court Programs 

Individual drug courts are intensive interventions that involve coordination of multiple agencies 

and professional practitioners applying a variety of areas of expertise, intensive case manage-

ment and supervision, and frequent judicial reviews. Drug courts are typically made possible 

through the application and coordination of resources drawn from multiple agencies located in 

more than one jurisdictional organization. Although the amount of staff time and other resources 

(buildings, materials and supplies, and operating equipment) made available by a number of pub-

lic organizations represents substantial public costs, research in drug courts demonstrates that 

due to decreased future system impacts (less frequent re-offending, for example), this investment 

frequently results in substantial future savings. 

The results from seven Maryland Adult Drug Treatment Court Programsô cost evaluations, con-

ducted in 2008 and 2009, are compiled in the tables below. The ranges and averages are reported 

for program costs and outcome/recidivism costs for the seven sites. These sites include Baltimore 

City Circuit Court ï Drug Treatment Court, Baltimore City Circuit Court ï Felony Diversion In-

itiative, Harford County District Court, Howard County District Court, Montgomery County Cir-

cuit Court, Prince Georgeôs County Circuit Court, and Wicomico County Circuit Court.  

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) approach (described in detail in Ap-

pendix B) was used to calculate the costs of each of the transactions that occurred while partici-

pants were engaged in the program. Program transactions calculated in these analyses included 

drug court sessions, case management, drug tests, drug treatment, and jail sanctions. The costs 

for this study were calculated to include taxpayer costs only. All cost results provided in this re-

port are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars. 

PROGRAM COSTS  

Program Transactions  

A Drug Court session, for the majority of drug courts, is one of the most staff and resource inten-

sive program transactions. These sessions typically include representatives from some or all of 

the following:  

 Court (Judge, Court Clerk, Bailiff, Case Manager, and Drug Court Coordinator);  

 Stateôs Attorneyôs Office (Assistant Stateôs Attorney, Paralegals);  

 Maryland Office of the Public Defender (Assistant Public Defender); 

 Maryland Division of Parole and Probation (Probation Agents); 

 Law Enforcement (Sheriffôs Deputy, Police Officer); 

 County Health Department and/or private treatment agencies (Case Managers, Counselors). 

The cost of a Drug Court Appearance (the time during a session when a single program partici-

pant interacts with the judge) is calculated based on the average amount of court time (in mi-

nutes) each participant interacts with the judge during the drug court session. This calculation 

includes the direct costs of each drug court team member present, the time team members spend 

preparing for the session, the agency support costs, and jurisdictional overhead costs. The cost 

for a single drug court appearance ranged from $105.13 to $297.50 with an average cost of 

$218.88 per participant.  
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Case Management is based on the amount of staff time dedicated to case management activities 

during a regular work week and is then translated into a total cost for case management per par-

ticipant per day (taking staff salaries and benefits, and support and overhead costs into ac-

count).
26

 The main agencies typically involved in case management are the County Health De-

partment, treatment agencies, the Division of Parole and Probation, the Court, and sometimes 

law enforcement. The daily cost of case management ranged from $1.11 to $15.10 with an aver-

age cost of $7.60. 

Drug Treatment is provided by county treatment agencies and multiple private treatment provid-

ers. Participants often pay co-pays to treatment providers on a sliding scale, depending on in-

come. Individual treatment per participant ranged from $55.00 per session to $155.00 per ses-

sion, with an average of $87.71 per session. Group treatment per participant ranged from $39.00 

to $50.00, with an average of $44.33 per person per session. Residential treatment ranged from 

$96.00 to $205.00 and averaged $144.22 per day. Detoxification ranged from $139.48 to 

$250.00 and averaged $209.06 per day. Halfway house services ranged from $10.71 to $32.00 

with an average of $24.90 per day. All rates were provided to NPC by drug court coordinators 

and representatives of the county treatment agencies or private treatment agencies. 

Drug Testing is typically performed by Court and County Health Department case managers, the 

Division of Parole and Probation, and by private treatment providers. The cost per UA test 

ranged from $4.98 to $17.25 and averaged $8.98 per test. Drug testing costs were obtained from 

the drug court coordinators and representatives of the treatment agencies. 

Jail Sanctions are provided by the local countyôs corrections or detention agency. Jail costs were 

acquired from representatives of those local agencies or from budgetary information found on-

line. The cost of jail ranged from $66.75 to $142.00 with an average cost of $97.38. 

Program Cost Data 

Table 15 provides the range of costs per participant and the average cost per participant for each 

drug court transaction, based on program cost results from the seven Maryland adult drug court 

sites NPC evaluated. 
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 Case management includes meeting with participants, evaluations, phone calls, referring out for other help, ans-

wering questions, reviewing referrals, consulting, making community service connections, assessments, documenta-

tion, file maintenance, and residential referrals. 
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Table 15. Drug Court Program Costs per Participant 

Transaction Range Average 

Drug Court Session $2,186 - $8,339 $5,406 

Case Management $422 - $8,911 $4,081 

Drug Treatment $4,592 - $19,829 $12,182 

Drug Testing $0 - $1,366 $639 

Jail Sanctions $96 - $2,683 $676 

Total Investment $9,529 - $34,647 $23,114 

 

Program Costs per Agency  

Another useful way to examine program costs is by agency. Table 16 shows the range of costs 

per participant and the average cost per participant by agency, based on program cost results 

from the seven Maryland adult drug court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 16. Drug Court Program Costs per Participant by Agency 

Agency Range Average 

Circuit or District 
Court 

$687 - $4,326 $2,573 

Stateõs Attorney $401 - $1,537 $772 

Public Defender $111 - $870 $542 

Division of Parole 
& Probation 

$0 - $4,565 $1,496 

Law Enforcement/ 
County Corrections 

$94 - $2,854 $789 

Dept. of Public 
Safety & Correc-
tional Services 

$0 - $731 
 

$181 

Treatment $6,585 - $30,362 $16,763 

Total Investment $9,529 - $34,647 $23,114 
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Program Costs Summary 

In sum, the majority of adult drug treatment court costs are due to drug treatment (an average of 

$12,182, or 53% of total costs). Drug court sessions ($5,406 or 23% of total costs) and case 

management (an average of $4,081 or 18%) are also significant program costs. When program 

costs are evaluated by agency, the largest portion of costs accrues to agencies involved in treat-

ment ($16,763 or 73% of total costs). 

OUTCOME COSTS  

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) approach (described in detail in Ap-

pendix B) was used to calculate the costs of each of the criminal justice system outcome transac-

tions that occurred for drug court and comparison group participants. Transactions are those 

points within a system where resources are consumed and/or change hands. Outcome transac-

tions for which costs were calculated in this analysis included re-arrests, subsequent court cases, 

probation time, jail time, and prison time. Only costs to the taxpayer were calculated in this 

study. All cost results represented in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars or updated 

to fiscal year 2009 dollars using the Consumer Price Index. 

The outcome cost analyses were based on a cohort of adult drug court participants from each site 

and a matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eligible 

for adult drug court programs through their criminal history but who did not attend these pro-

grams. These individuals were tracked through administrative data for at least 24 months post 

program entry (and a similar time period for the comparison group). The studies sought to com-

pare recidivism costs for the two groups over the 24 months. In addition, the evaluations ex-

amined the recidivism costs for participants at each of the sites by agency.  

The 24-month follow-up period was selected to allow a large enough group of both drug court 

and comparison individuals to be representative of the program, as well as to allow more robust 

cost numbers through use of as long a follow-up period as possible (with as many individuals as 

possible having at least some time during the follow-up period that represented time after pro-

gram involvement). All drug court participants in the cohorts included in these analyses had ex-

ited the program (graduated or were unsuccessful at completing the program).  

The outcome costs discussed below do not represent the entire cost to the criminal justice sys-

tem. Rather, the outcome costs include the transactions for which NPCôs research team was able 

to obtain outcome data and cost information. However, the costs represented capture the majority 

of system costs. Outcome costs were calculated using information from the Circuit Courts, Dis-

trict Courts, Stateôs Attorneyôs Offices, the Maryland Office of Public Defender, the Maryland 

Department of Public Safety & Correctional Services, the Maryland Division of Parole and Pro-

bation, local detention agencies, and law enforcement agencies. The methods of calculation were 

carefully considered to ensure that all direct costs, support costs, and overhead costs were in-

cluded as specified in the TICA methodology followed by NPC. 

Outcome Transactions 

The cost of an Arrest is generally gathered from police representatives of the law enforcement 

agency (or agencies) involved. The cost per arrest incorporates the time of the law enforcement 

positions involved in making an arrest, police salaries and benefits, support costs and overhead 

costs. In Maryland, the cost of a single arrest ranged from $177.13 to $284.91 with an average 

cost of $229.12. 
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Court Cases include all court cases, including those cases that are reviewed and rejected by the 

Stateôs Attorneyôs Office, as well as those cases that result in arraignment and are adjudicated. 

Court case costs are shared among the District Court, the Circuit Court, the Stateôs Attorneyôs 

Office, and the Maryland Office of the Public Defender. Using budget and caseload information 

found online, the cost of a Circuit Court case ranged from $818.18 to $5,216.83 with an average 

cost of $3,000.75. The cost of a District Court case ranged from $448.46 to $2,231.66 with an 

average cost of $1,263.28. 

Probation is provided by the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation. A representative of the 

Division provided NPC with the average cost of probation supervision, which was given as $4.09 

per person per day. 

Jail is provided by the local countyôs corrections or detention agency. Jail costs were acquired 

from representatives of those local agencies or from budgetary information found online. The 

cost of jail ranged from $66.75 to $142.00 with an average cost of $97.38. 

Prison is provided by the Maryland Department of Public Safety & Correctional Services. The 

cost of a prison day is $85.15, which was given to NPC by a representative of the Department. 

Outcome Cost Data 

Table 17 provides the range of costs per participant and the average cost per participant (and per 

comparison group member) for each outcome transaction, based on outcome cost results from the 

seven Maryland adult drug court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 17. Outcome Costs per Participant Over 2 years 

 
Drug Court Program costs  

per participant  
Traditional Court costs  

per individual  
Difference/Savings*  

per individual  

Transaction Range Average Range Average Range Average 

Arrests $42 - $226 $146 $90 - $320 $207 (-$15) - $140 $61 

Circuit 
Court Cases 

$82 - $1,314 $626 $155 - $1,875 $799 (-$417) - $1,216 $172 

District 
Court Cases 

$127 - $1,406 $795 $247 - $1,330 $850 (-$312) - $483 $55 

Probation $204 - $2,270 $1,596 $1,142 - $2,956 $1,913 (-$603) - $1,846 $317 

Jail $2,541 - $14,183 $7,965 $2,112 - $10,252 $5,365 (-$6,174) - $757 (-$2,599) 

Prison $459 - $11,966 $4,621 $723 - $17,926 $8,597 $264 - $5,960 $3,976 

Total $5,064 - $21,434 $15,749 $5,568 - $25,800 $17,731 (-$4,627) - $6,772 $1,982 

*A negative difference means the drug court program cost more than traditional court processing. 
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Outcome Costs per Agency  

Another useful way to examine outcome costs is by agency. Table 18 shows the range of costs 

and the average cost per participant (and per comparison group member) by agency, based on 

outcome cost results from the seven Maryland adult drug court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 18. Outcome Costs per Participant by Agency Over 2 years 

 
Drug Court Program 
costs per participant  

Traditi onal Court costs  
per individual  

Difference/Savings*  
per individual  

Agency Range 
Aver-
age 

Range Average Range Average 

Circuit Court  $10 - $275  $156 $20 - $769 $223  (-$92) - $499 $67 

District Court  $12 - $546 $275 $24 - $552  $302  (-$82) - $210  $27 

Stateõs  
Attorney 

$48 - $1,293  $563 $97 - $1,010  $614  (-$412) - $432  $51 

Public  
Defender 

$139 - $816 $427 $293 - $764  $509  (-$144) - $342  $82 

Law  
Enforcement 

$42 - $226  $146 $90 - $320  $207 (-$15) - $140  $61 

Division of  
Parole &  
Probation 

$204 - $2,270  $1,596 $1,142 - $2,956  $1,913 (-$603) - $1,846  $317 

Sheriff/Jail  $2,541 - $14,183  $7,965 $2,112 - $10,252 $5,365  (-$6,174) - $757  (-$2,599) 

Dept. of Public 
Safety &  
Correctional 
Services 

$459 - $11,966 $4,621 $723 - $17,926  $8,597 $264 - $5,960 $3,976 

Total $5,064 - $21,434  $15,749 $5,568 - $25,800  $17,731 (-$4,627) - $6,772  $1,982 

*A negative difference means the drug court program cost more than traditional court processing. 

Outcome Costs Summary 

In sum, the majority of adult drug treatment court outcome costs are due to jail (an average of 

$7,965, or 51% of total costs). The majority of outcome costs for the comparison group were due 

to prison (an average of $8,597 or 48%). The largest outcome cost savings for the drug treatment 

court group (when compared to the comparison group) was for prison, with an average savings 

per participant of $3,976.  

The largest outcome loss for the drug treatment court group (when compared to the comparison 

group) was for jail, with an average loss per participant of $2,599. It should be mentioned that 

much of the outcome loss for jail was due to unsuccessful drug treatment court participants. Ta-

ble 18 shows that every agency is shown to benefit as a result of drug treatment court, with the 

exception of the sheriff/jail agency. 
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The results from seven Maryland Adult Drug Treatment Court Programsô cost evaluations show 

an average 24-month outcome cost savings of $1,982 per drug treatment court participant when 

compared to the comparison group. The outcome cost savings illustrated in Table 17 and Table 

18 are those that have accrued in just the 24 months since drug treatment court entry. Many of 

these savings are due to positive outcomes while the participant is still in the program. Therefore, 

it is reasonable to state that savings to the state and local criminal justice systems are generated 

from the time of participant entry into drug treatment court. 

If drug treatment court participants continue to have positive outcomes in subsequent years (as 

has been shown in drug courts, e.g., Carey, Finigan, Waller, Lucas, & Crumpton, 2005; Finigan, 

Carey, & Cox, 2007) then these cost savings can be expected to continue to accrue over time, 

repaying the program investment costs and providing further savings in opportunity resources to 

public agencies. These findings indicate that drug treatment court is both beneficial to partici-

pants and beneficial to Maryland taxpayers. 

DUI Court Programs 

Individual DUI courts are intensive interventions that involve coordination of multiple agencies 

and professional practitioners applying a variety of areas of expertise, intensive case manage-

ment and supervision, and frequent judicial reviews. DUI courts are typically made possible 

through the application and coordination of resources drawn from multiple agencies located in 

more than one jurisdictional organization. Although the amount of staff time and other resources 

(buildings, materials and supplies, and operating equipment) made available by a number of pub-

lic organizations represents substantial public costs, research in DUI courts demonstrates that 

due to decreased future system impacts (less frequent re-offending, for example), this investment 

frequently results in substantial future savings. 

The results from two Maryland DUI Court Programsô cost evaluations, conducted in 2009, are 

compiled in the tables below. The ranges and averages are reported for program costs and out-

come/recidivism costs for the two sites. These sites include Anne Arundel County District Court 

and Howard County District Court.  

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) approach (described in detail in Ap-

pendix B) was used to calculate the costs of each of the transactions that occurred while partici-

pants were engaged in the program. Program transactions calculated in this analysis include DUI 

Court sessions, case management, drug and alcohol tests, drug and alcohol treatment, and jail 

sanctions. The costs for this study were calculated to include taxpayer costs only. All cost results 

provided in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars. 

PROGRAM COSTS 

Program Transactions 

A DUI Court session, for the majority of DUI courts, is one of the most staff and resource inten-

sive program transactions. These sessions typically include representatives from:  

 Court (Judge, Court Clerk, Bailiff, Case Managers, and DUI Court Coordinator);  

 Stateôs Attorneyôs Office (Assistant Stateôs Attorney, Paralegals);  

 Maryland Office of the Public Defender (Assistant Public Defender); 

 County Health Department (Case Managers). 



                                  Comprehensive Report of Statewide Evaluation Findings, Maryland Problem-Solving Courts 

2007-2009 

28  December 2009 

The cost of a DUI Court Appearance (the time during a session when a single program participant 

interacts with the judge) is calculated based on the average amount of court time (in minutes) each 

participant interacts with the judge during the DUI Court session. This includes the direct costs of 

each DUI team member present, the time team members spend preparing for the session, the agen-

cy support costs, and jurisdictional overhead costs. The cost for a single DUI Court appearance 

ranged from $180.90 to $215.59 with an average cost of $198.25 per participant.  

Case Management is based on the amount of staff time dedicated to case management activities 

during a regular work week and is then translated into a total cost for case management per par-

ticipant per day (taking staff salaries and benefits, and support and overhead costs into ac-

count).
27

 The main agencies typically involved in case management are the County Health De-

partment and the Court. The daily cost of case management ranged from $1.08 to $7.22 with an 

average cost of $4.15. 

Drug and alcohol treatment is provided by the County Health Departments and multiple private 

treatment providers. Participants pay co-pays to treatment providers on a sliding scale, depending 

on income. Individual treatment per participant ranged from $27.30 per session to $155.00 per 

session, with an average of $91.15 per session. Group treatment per participant ranged from 

$16.90 to $50.00, with an average of $33.45 per person per session. Residential treatment ranged 

from $49.40 to $180.00 and averaged $109.82 per day. Detoxification ranged from $134.55 to 

$139.48 and averaged $137.02 per day. Halfway house services ranged from $10.71 to $54.00 

with an average of $32.36 per day. All rates were provided to NPC by representatives of the 

County Health Departments. Due to a lack of administrative data, drug and alcohol treatment 

costs for one DUI Court site were not available for this cost analysis. 

Drug and alcohol testing is typically performed by Court and County Health Department case 

managers and by private treatment providers. The cost per UA test ranged from $9.85 to $17.25 

and averaged $13.55 per test. Breathalyzer tests at both DUI sites were $0.22 per test and oral 

swabs were $3.00 per test. SCRAM alcohol monitoring ranged from $5.30 to $10.00 with an av-

erage of $7.65 per day. Drug and alcohol testing costs were obtained from the DUI Court Coor-

dinators and representatives of the County Health Departments. 

Jail sanctions are provided by the local countyôs corrections or detention agency. Jail costs were 

acquired from representatives of those local agencies or from budgetary information found on-

line. The cost of jail ranged from $94.63 to $117.53 with an average cost of $106.08. 

Program Cost Data 

Table 19 provides the range of costs per participant and the average cost per participant for each 

DUI court transaction, based on program cost results from the two Maryland DUI court sites NPC 

evaluated. 
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 Case management includes meeting with participants, evaluations, phone calls, referring out for other help, ans-

wering questions, reviewing referrals, consulting, making community service connections, assessments, documenta-

tion, file maintenance, and residential referrals. 
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Table 19. DUI Program Costs per Participant 

Transaction Range Average 

DUI Court Session $2,638 - $3,943 $3,291 

Case Management $488 - $2,976  $1,732 

Drug/Alcohol Treatment  $0 - $1,757 $879 

Drug/Alcohol Testing  $807 - $1,404 $1,106 

Jail Sanctions $82 - $133  $108 

Total Investment $7,077 - $7,150  $7,114 

 

Program Costs per Agency 

Another useful way to examine program costs is by agency. Table 20 shows the range of costs 

per participant and the average cost per participant by agency, based on program cost results 

from the two Maryland DUI court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 20. DUI Program Costs per Participant by Agency 

Agency Range Average 

Circuit or District Court  $2,491 - $3,524 $3,008 

Stateõs Attorney $505 - $669  $587 

Public Defender $150 - $402  $276 

Law Enforcement/ County 
Corrections 

$82 - $133   $108 

Treatment $2,564 - $3,708 $3,136 

Total Investment $7,077 - $7,150   $7,114 

Program Costs Summary  

In sum, the majority of DUI court costs are due to DUI court sessions (an average of $3,291, or 

46% of total costs). Case management (an average of $1,732 or 24% of total costs) and drug and 

alcohol testing (an average of $1,106 or 16%) are also significant program costs. When program 

costs are evaluated by agency, the largest portion of costs accrues to agencies involved in treat-

ment (an average of $3,136 or 44% of total costs), followed by the Court (an average of $3,008 

or 42% of total costs). 
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OUTCOME COSTS 

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) approach (described in detail in Ap-

pendix B) was used to calculate the costs of each of the criminal justice system outcome transac-

tions that occurred for DUI court and comparison group participants. Transactions are those 

points within a system where resources are consumed and/or change hands. Outcome transac-

tions for which costs were calculated in this analysis included re-arrests, subsequent court cases, 

probation time, jail time, and prison time. Only costs to the taxpayer were calculated in this 

study. All cost results represented in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars or updated 

to fiscal year 2009 dollars using the Consumer Price Index. 

The outcome cost analyses were based on a cohort of DUI court participants from each site and a 

matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eligible for 

DUI court programs through their criminal history but who did not attend these programs. These 

individuals were tracked through administrative data for at least 24 months post program entry 

(and a similar time period for the comparison group). The studies sought to compare recidivism 

costs for the two groups over the 24 months. In addition, the evaluations examined the recidiv-

ism costs for participants at each of the sites by agency.  

The 24-month follow-up period was selected to allow a large enough group of both DUI court 

and comparison individuals to be representative of the program, as well as to allow more robust 

cost numbers through use of as long a follow-up period as possible (with as many individuals as 

possible having at least some time during the follow-up period that represented time after pro-

gram involvement). All DUI court participants in the cohorts included in these analyses had ex-

ited the program (graduated or were unsuccessful at completing the program).  

The outcome costs discussed below do not represent the entire cost to the criminal justice sys-

tem. Rather, the outcome costs include the transactions for which NPCôs research team was able 

to obtain outcome data and cost information. However, the costs represented capture the majority 

of system costs. Outcome costs were calculated using information from the Circuit Courts, Dis-

trict Courts, the Stateôs Attorneyôs Offices, the Maryland Office of Public Defender, the Mary-

land Department of Public Safety & Correctional Services, Maryland Division of Parole and 

Probation, county corrections or detention agencies, and local and statewide law enforcement 

agencies. The methods of calculation were carefully considered to ensure that all direct costs, 

support costs and overhead costs were included as specified in the TICA methodology followed 

by NPC. 

Outcome Transactions  

The cost of an arrest is generally gathered from police representatives of the law enforcement 

agency (or agencies) involved. The cost per arrest incorporates the time of the law enforcement 

positions involved in making an arrest, police salaries and benefits, support costs and overhead 

costs. In Maryland, the cost of a single arrest ranged from $193.96 to $244.39 with an average 

cost of $219.18. 

Court cases include all court cases, including those cases that are reviewed and rejected by the 

Stateôs Attorneyôs Office, as well as those cases that result in arraignment and are adjudicated. 

Court case costs are shared among the District Court, the Circuit Court, the Stateôs Attorneyôs 

Office, and the Maryland Office of the Public Defender. Using budget and caseload information 

found online, the cost of a Circuit Court case ranged from $3,310.21 to $5,216.83 with an aver-

age cost of $4,263.52. The cost of a District Court case ranged from $1,561.63 to $2,231.66 with 

an average cost of $1,896.65. 
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Probation is provided by the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation. A representative of the 

Division provided NPC with the average cost of probation supervision, which was given as $4.09 

per person per day. 

Jail is provided by the local countyôs corrections or detention agency. Jail costs were acquired 

from representatives of those local agencies or from budgetary information found online. The 

cost of jail ranged from $94.63 to $117.53 with an average cost of $106.08. 

Prison is provided by the Maryland Department of Public Safety & Correctional Services. The 

cost of a prison day is $85.15, which was given to NPC by a representative of the Department. 

Outcome Cost Data  

Table 21 provides the range of costs per participant and the average cost per participant (and per 

comparison group member) for each outcome transaction, based on outcome cost results from the 

two Maryland DUI court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 21. DUI Court Outcome Costs per Participant Over 2 years 

 
DUI Program costs  

per participant  
Traditional Court costs  

per individual  
Difference/Savings*  

per individual  

Transaction Range Average Range Average Range Average 

Arrests $39 - $58  $49 $90 - $128  $109 $51 - $70  $61 

Circuit 
Court Cases 

$0 - $166  $83 $417 - $828   $623 $417 - $662   $540 

District 
Court Cases 

$0 - $906   $453 $843 - $1,160   $1,002 (-$63) - $1,160   $549 

Probation $121 - $384   $253 $458 - $595   $527 $74 - $474  $274 

Jail $3,848 - $5,597   $4,723 $1,632 - $6,561   $4,097 (-$2,216) - $964   (-$626) 

Prison $48 - $279   $164 $198 - $1,544   $871 (-$81) - $1,496   $708 

Total $4,055 - $7,390  $5,723 $5,440 - $9,015   $7,228 $1,385 - $1,625  $1,505 

*A negative difference means the DUI program cost more than traditional court processing. 
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Outcome Costs per Agency 

Another useful way to examine outcome costs is by agency. Table 22 shows the range of costs 

and the average cost per participant (and per comparison group member) by agency, based on 

outcome cost results from the two Maryland DUI court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 22. DUI Court Outcome Costs per Participant by Agency Over 2 years 

 
DUI Program costs  

per participant  
Traditional Court costs  

per individual  
Difference/Savings*  

per individual  

Agency Range Average Range Average Range Average 

Circuit Court  $0 - $45  $23 $92 - $224   $158 $92 - $179  $136 

District Court  $0 - $338   $169 $303 - $315   $309 (-$23) - $303   $140 

Stateõs Attorney $0 - $405   $203 $641 - $889   $765 $236 - $889  $563 

Public Defender $0 - $283   $142 $293 - $491   $392 $208 - $293   $251 

Law Enforcement $39 - $58   $49 $90 - $128   $109 $51 - $70   $61 

Division of Parole 
& Probation  

$121 - $384   $253 $458 - $595   $527 
 

$74 - $474   
$274 

Sheriff/Jail  
$3,848 - 
$5,597   

$4,723 $1,632 - $6,561   $4,097 (-$2,216) - $964   (-$626) 

Dept. of Public 
Safety & Correc-
tional Services 

$48 - $279   $164 $198 - $1,544   $871 (-$81) - $1,496   $708 

Total 
$4,055 - 

$7,390   
$5,723 $5,440 - $9,015   $7,228 $1,385 - $1,625   $1,505 

*A negative difference means the DUI program cost more than traditional court processing. 

Outcome Costs Summary 

In sum, the vast majority of DUI court outcome costs are due to jail (an average of $4,723, or 83% 

of total costs). The majority of outcome costs for the comparison group are also due to jail (an av-

erage of $4,097 or 57%). The largest outcome cost savings for the DUI court group (when com-

pared to the comparison group) was for prison, with an average savings per participant of $708.  

The largest outcome loss for the DUI court group (when compared to the comparison group) was 

for jail, with an average loss per participant of $626. It should be mentioned that much of the 

outcome loss for jail was due to unsuccessful DUI court participants. Table 22 shows that every 

agency is shown to benefit as a result of DUI court, with the exception of the sheriff/jail agency. 

The results from two Maryland DUI Court Programsô cost evaluations show an average 24-

month outcome cost savings of $1,505 per DUI court participant when compared to the compar-

ison group. The outcome cost savings illustrated in Table 21 and Table 22 are those that have 

accrued in just the 24 months since DUI court entry. Many of these savings are due to positive 
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outcomes while the participant is still in the program. Therefore, it is reasonable to state that 

savings to the state and local criminal justice systems are generated from the time of participant 

entry into DUI court. 

If DUI court participants continue to have positive outcomes in subsequent years (as has been 

shown in drug courts, e.g., Carey et al., 2005; Finigan, Carey, & Cox, 2007) then these cost sav-

ings can be expected to continue to accrue over time, repaying the program investment costs and 

providing further savings in opportunity resources to public agencies. These findings indicate 

that DUI court is both beneficial to participants and beneficial to Maryland taxpayers. 

Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Programs 

Individual juvenile drug treatment courts are intensive interventions that involve coordination of 

multiple agencies and professional practitioners applying a variety of areas of expertise, inten-

sive case management and supervision, and frequent judicial reviews. Juvenile drug treatment 

courts are typically made possible through the application and coordination of resources drawn 

from multiple agencies located in more than one jurisdictional organization. Although the 

amount of staff time and other resources (buildings, materials and supplies, and operating 

equipment) made available by a number of public organizations represents substantial public 

costs, research in drug courts demonstrates that due to decreased future system impacts (less fre-

quent re-offending, for example), this investment frequently results in substantial future savings. 

The results from four Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Programsô cost evaluations, con-

ducted in 2006 and 2009, are combined in the tables below. The ranges and averages are reported 

for program costs and outcome/recidivism costs for the four sites. These sites include Anne 

Arundel County, Baltimore County, Harford County, and St. Maryôs County.  

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) approach (described in detail in Ap-

pendix B) was used to calculate the costs of each of the transactions that occurred while partici-

pants were engaged in the program. Program transactions calculated in this analysis include drug 

court sessions, case management, drug tests, drug treatment, Department of Juvenile Services 

(DJS) placements, and juvenile probation. The costs for this study were calculated to include 

taxpayer costs only. All cost results provided in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars. 

PROGRAM COSTS 

Program Transactions  

A drug court session, for the majority of drug courts, is one of the most staff and resource inten-

sive program transactions. These sessions typically include some or all of the following repre-

sentatives:  

 Circuit Court (Judge, Court Clerk, Counselors, and Drug Court Coordinator);  

 Stateôs Attorneyôs Office (Assistant Stateôs Attorney);  

 Maryland Office of the Public Defender (Assistant Public Defender); 

 DJS (Case Managers); 

 Public Schools (School Representative); 

 Law Enforcement (police officer or sheriffôs deputy); 

 County or private treatment agency (Treatment Counselors). 

The cost of a Drug Court Appearance (the time during a session when a single program partici-

pant interacts with the judge) is calculated based on the average amount of court time (in mi-
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nutes) each participant interacts with the judge during the drug court session. This includes the 

direct costs of each drug court team member present, the time team members spend preparing for 

the session, the agency support costs, and jurisdictional overhead costs. The cost for a single 

drug court appearance ranged from $187.35 to $421.24 with an average cost of $331.58 per par-

ticipant.  

Case Management is based on the amount of staff time dedicated to case management activities 

during a regular work week and is then translated into a total cost for case management per par-

ticipant per day (taking staff salaries and benefits, and support and overhead costs into ac-

count).
28

 The main agencies typically involved in case management are the Circuit Court, DJS, 

and treatment agencies. The daily cost of case management ranged from $12.15 to $23.01 with 

an average cost of $17.41. 

Drug and alcohol treatment is typically provided by the county treatment agency or private 

treatment providers. Individual treatment per participant ranged from $0 per session to $121.59 

per session, with an average of $48.59 per session. Group treatment per participant ranged from 

$0 to $39.00, with an average of $21.91 per person per session. Family treatment per participant 

ranged from $0 to $355.75 and averaged $125.02 per day. All rates were provided to NPC by 

representatives of the county treatment agency or private treatment providers. 

Drug and alcohol testing is typically performed by the Circuit Court, county treatment agencies, 

DJS, and private treatment providers. The cost per UA test ranged from $0 to $12.50 and aver-

aged $6.72 per test. SCRAM alcohol monitoring was $5.25 per day. Drug and alcohol testing 

costs were obtained from the juvenile drug court coordinators and representatives of the county 

treatment agencies. 

DJS Placements include juvenile detention, residential care, and shelter care services. Each type 

of placement service is provided at one of the multiple DJS owned and operated state facilities. 

Juvenile detention ranged from $440.00 to $549.00, with an average of $489.00 per day. Resi-

dential care ranged from $206.63 to $491.00 and averaged $333.91 per day. Shelter care ranged 

from $206.80 to $440.00, with an average of $300.54 per day. All rates were provided to NPC by 

a representative of DJS. 

Juvenile Probation is provided by DJS. An average statewide cost of $25.06 per day for juvenile 

probation supervision was obtained from a representative of DJS. 

Program Cost Data  

Table 23 provides the range of costs per participant and the average cost per participant for each 

drug court transaction, based on program cost results from the four Maryland juvenile drug treat-

ment court sites NPC evaluated. 

                                                 
28

 Case management includes meeting with participants, evaluations, phone calls, referring out for other help, ans-

wering questions, reviewing referrals, consulting, making community service connections, assessments, documenta-

tion, file maintenance, and residential referrals. 



                               Cost Evaluations Summary  

 

35 

Table 23. Juvenile Drug Court Program Costs per Participant 

Transaction Range Average 

Drug Court Session $3,316 - $15,643 $7,345 

Case Management $3,560 - $7,842 $5,435 

Drug Treatment $0 - $3,638 $1,964 

Drug Testing $0 - $3,742 $1,554 

DJS Placements $6,195 - $35,584 $19,495 

Juvenile Probation $0 - $9,943 $3,314 

Total Investment $12,721 - $56,633 $32,589 

        Note: DJS Placements and Juvenile Probation costs were not available for one juvenile site. 

Program Costs per Agency 

Another useful way to examine program costs is by agency. Table 24 shows the range of costs 

per participant and the average cost per participant by agency, based on program cost results 

from the four Maryland juvenile drug treatment court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 24. Juvenile Drug Court Program Costs per Participant by Agency 

Agency Range Average 

Circuit Court  $496 - $13,686 $4,551 

Stateõs Attorney $124 - $785 $409 

Public Defender $155 - $1,520 $850 

Treatment $0 - $10,760 $5,035 

Law Enforcement $0 - $4,249 $1,109 

Schools $0 - $1,000 $281 

DJS $1,062 - $48,827 $20,355 

Total Investment $12,721 - $56,633 $32,589 
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Program Costs Summary  

In sum, the majority of juvenile drug treatment court costs are due to DJS placements (an aver-

age of $19,495, or 60% of total costs). Drug court sessions ($7,345 or 23% of total costs) and 

case management (an average of $5,435 or 17%) are also significant program costs. When pro-

gram costs are evaluated by agency, the largest portion of costs accrues to DJS ($20,355 or 62% 

of total costs). 

OUTCOME COSTS 

The Transactional and Institutional Cost Analysis (TICA) approach (described in detail in Ap-

pendix B) was used to calculate the costs of each of the juvenile justice system outcome transac-

tions that occurred for drug court and comparison group participants. Transactions are those 

points within a system where resources are consumed and/or change hands. Outcome transac-

tions for which costs were calculated in this analysis included re-arrests, subsequent court cases, 

DJS placements, and juvenile probation. Only costs to the taxpayer were calculated in this study. 

All cost results represented in this report are based on fiscal year 2009 dollars or updated to fis-

cal year 2009 dollars using the Consumer Price Index. 

The outcome cost analyses were based on a cohort of juvenile drug court participants from each 

site and a matched comparison group of offenders from the corresponding county who were eli-

gible for juvenile drug court programs through their juvenile justice history but who did not at-

tend these programs. These individuals were tracked through administrative data for at least 18 

months post program entry (and a similar time period for the comparison group). The studies 

sought to compare recidivism costs for the two groups over the 18 months. In addition, the eval-

uations examined the recidivism costs for participants at each of the sites by agency.  

The 18-month follow-up period was selected to allow a large enough group of both drug court 

and comparison individuals to be representative of the program, as well as to allow more robust 

cost numbers through use of as long a follow-up period as possible (with as many individuals as 

possible having at least some time during the follow-up period that represented time after pro-

gram involvement). All drug court participants in the cohorts included in these analyses had ex-

ited the program (graduated or were unsuccessful at completing the program).  

The outcome costs discussed below do not represent the entire cost to the juvenile justice system. 

Rather, the outcome costs include the transactions for which NPCôs research team was able to 

obtain outcome data and cost information. However, the costs represented capture the majority 

of system costs. Outcome costs were calculated using information from Circuit Courts, the 

Stateôs Attorneyôs Offices, the Maryland Office of Public Defender, the Maryland Department of 

Juvenile Services, and local and statewide law enforcement agencies. The methods of calculation 

were carefully considered to ensure that all direct costs, support costs and overhead costs were 

included as specified in the TICA methodology followed by NPC. 

Outcome Transactions 

The cost of an arrest is generally gathered from police representatives of the law enforcement 

agency (or agencies) involved. The cost per arrest incorporates the time of the law enforcement 

positions involved in making an arrest, police salaries and benefits, support costs and overhead 

costs. In Maryland, the cost of a single arrest ranged from $184.69 to $218.63 with an average 

cost of $197.00. 

Court Case costs are shared among the Circuit Courts, the Stateôs Attorneyôs Offices, and the 

Maryland Office of the Public Defender. Using budget and caseload information found online, 
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the cost of a Circuit Court case ranged from $2,624.00 to $5,072.72 with an average cost of 

$3,668.98. 

DJS Placements include juvenile detention, residential care, and shelter care services. Each type 

of placement service is provided at one of the multiple DJS owned and operated state facilities. 

Juvenile detention ranged from $440.00 to $549.00, with an average of $489.00 per day. Resi-

dential care ranged from $206.63 to $491.00 and averaged $333.91 per day. Shelter care ranged 

from $206.80 to $440.00, with an average of $300.54 per day. All rates were provided to NPC by 

a representative of DJS. 

Juvenile Probation is provided by DJS. An average statewide cost of $25.06 per day for juvenile 

probation supervision was obtained from a representative of DJS. 

Outcome Cost Data  

Table 25 provides the range of costs per participant and the average cost per participant (and per 

comparison group member) for each outcome transaction, based on outcome cost results from the 

four Maryland juvenile drug court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 25. Juvenile Drug Court Outcome Costs per Participant Over 18 Months 

 
Drug Court Program 
Costs per Participant 

Traditional Court 
Costs per Individual 

Difference/Savings*  
per Individual  

Transaction Range Average Range Average Range Average 

Arrests $190 - $479 $279 $212 - $474 $352  (-$5) - $234 $73 

Court Cases $1,217 - $1,601 $1,473 
$1,355 -  
$2,493 

$1,841 (-$131) - $892 $368 

DJS Placements $6,932 - $17,732 $13,051 
$7,664 - 
$21,954 

$13,402 (-$5,393) - $4,932 $351 

Juvenile Proba-
tion  

$0 - $4,348  $2,138 $1,964 - $5,442 $3,897 $114 - $4,060  $1,759 

Total 
$10,746 - 

$21,912 
$16,941 

$11,457 - 
$28,953 

$19,492 
(-$3,588) - 

$10,120 
$2,551 

*A negative difference means the Drug Court program costs more than traditional court processing. 



                                  Comprehensive Report of Statewide Evaluation Findings, Maryland Problem-Solving Courts 

2007-2009 

38  December 2009 

Outcome Costs per Agency 

Another useful way to examine outcome costs is by agency. Table 26 shows the range of costs 

and the average cost per participant (and per comparison group member) by agency, based on 

outcome cost results from the four Maryland juvenile drug court sites NPC evaluated. 

Table 26. Juvenile Drug Court Outcome Costs per Participant by Agency Over 18 Months 

 
Drug Court Program 
Costs per Participant 

Traditional Court Costs 
per Individual  

Difference/Savings*  
per Individual  

Agency Range Average Range Average Range Average 

Circuit Court  $330 - $430 $382 $352 - $593 $475 (-$33) - $212 $93 

Stateõs Attorney $557 - $624 $606 $569 - $981 $760 (-$55) - $362 $154 

Public Defender $268 - $663 $486 $424 - $1,033 $607 (-$42) - $370 $121 

Law Enforcement $190 - $479 $279 $212 - $474 $352 (-$5) - $234 $73 

DJS 
$8,782 - 
$20,087 

$15,189 $9,628 - $26,015 $17,299 
(-$3,627) - 

$8,993  
$2,110 

Total 
$10,746 - 

$21,912 
$16,941 

$11,457 - 
$28,953 

$19,492 
(-$3,588) - 

$10,120 
$2,551 

*A negative difference means the Drug Court program costs more than traditional court processing. 

Outcome Costs Summary 

In sum, the vast majority of juvenile drug treatment court outcome costs are due to DJS place-

ments (an average of $13,051, or 77% of total costs). The majority of outcome costs for the 

comparison group were also due to DJS placements (an average of $13,402 or 69%). The largest 

outcome cost savings for the drug court group (when compared to the comparison group) was for 

juvenile probation, with an average savings per participant of $1,759. Table 26 shows that every 

agency is shown to benefit as a result of juvenile drug court. 

The results from four Maryland Juvenile Drug Treatment Court Programsô cost evaluations show 

an average 18-month outcome cost savings of $2,551 per drug treatment court participant when 

compared to the comparison group. The outcome cost savings illustrated in Table 25 and Table 

26 are those that have accrued in just the 18 months since drug court entry. Many of these sav-

ings are due to positive outcomes while the participant is still in the program. Therefore, it is rea-

sonable to state that savings to the state and local criminal justice systems are generated from the 

time of participant entry into juvenile drug treatment court. 

If juvenile drug treatment court participants continue to have positive outcomes in subsequent 

years (as has been shown in drug courts, e.g., Carey et al., 2005; Finigan, Carey, & Cox, 2007) 

then these cost savings can be expected to continue to accrue over time, repaying the program 

investment costs and providing further savings in opportunity resources to public agencies.  

These findings indicate that juvenile drug treatment court is both beneficial to participants and 

beneficial to Maryland taxpayers.
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VI. PRACTICES PERFORMED IN MARYLANDõS PROBLEM-SOLVING 

COURTS AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO KEY OUTCOMES 

Program Effects  

In order to compare the drug court programs with the comparison groups across the seven adult 

programs, NPC staff standardized their relative effectiveness.
29

 Positive percentages mean the 

drug court had a greater positive effect than their comparison group. A negative effect percen-

tage means the comparison group had a greater positive effect than the drug court. 

Of the seven Adult Drug Court programs that have process, outcome and cost data, effect sizes 

ranged widely for three different criminal justice outcomes: recidivism rate, outcome cost, and 

number of re-arrests. 

The recidivism rate is the percent of individuals who had a new criminal offense in the 2 year 

period starting at the program entry date (or equivalent). Effect sizes ranged from -5% (compari-

son group did 5% better than the program) to 42% (program did 42% better than the comparison 

group). Two of the seven programs had worse or the same recidivism rate as the comparison 

group and the rest (five of seven) did better than the comparison group.  

The number of re-arrests is related to the recidivism rate, but looks at the average number of 

arrests per person for 2 years from the program entry date or equivalent. Effect sizes ranged from 

-13% to 53%. One program had substantially more re-arrests than the comparison group, and the 

rest had fewer.  

The number of arrests and related criminal justice system involvement contributes to the cost 

that individuals have on publicly funded systems during the 2 year outcome period that starts 

at program entry. Effect sizes for programs ranged from -45% (the program individuals costs 

45% more than comparison group individuals) to 34%, with all but one program having a sav-

ings over traditional court processing. 

Ranking Drug Courts Based on Effective Outcomes  

In order to better understand the relationship between key drug court variables (recidivism rate, 

outcome costs, and graduation rate) and drug court practices, the seven drug courts were ranked 

in three groups: most effective (as compared to comparison group), neutral, and least effective 

(as compared to comparison group) for each of the key variables. 

To determine the overall ranking, a simple count was made of how many times a drug court was 

named most effective and how many times named least effective. 

PROGRAM COST (INVESTMENT) 

Program costs per participant ranged from $9,530 to $34,646.  

The programs were ranked by investment (program cost), and then compared to the effectiveness 

rating described above that included a compilation of their results in the three key variables. Inte-

restingly, program cost was NOT related to effectiveness. The most effective three programs 

                                                 
29

 Effect sizes were calculated by taking the comparison group figure minus the drug court figure (effect difference) 

and dividing by the comparison group figure, which resulted in an effect size percentage. 
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were ranked 1, 4, and 7 in terms of their level of investment. It follows as well that investing a 

lot of money per person was also not related to effectiveness (the relatively lesser effective pro-

grams had programs with relatively both high and low costs). 

Relationship Between Effectiveness Rating and Drug Court Practices  

In order to help determine which practices are most likely to result in the most effective courts, 

NPC compared overall drug court effectiveness ranking (1, 2, or 3) and 133 different practices.
30

 

Because of the small sample size, the summary information reported here includes those va-

riables with data from at least six of the seven drug court programs. 

Practices engaged in by all three most effective courts (but not at least 2 of the 3 least effec-

tive courts): 

 Probation always or usually attends drug court team meetings (staffings) 

 Probation always or usually attends drug court sessions 

Practices engaged in by the three least effective courts (but not at least 2 of the 3 most effec-

tive courts): 

 Drug court does not have a single treatment agency
31

 

 Prosecutor was formally trained on drug court model
32

 

DRUG COURT PRACTICES RELATED TO GRADUATION RATE 

In order to better understand the relationship between graduation rate and drug court practices, 

NPC divided the drug courts into two groups depending on graduation rate: group 1 had a gradu-

ation rate of 0-50% (4 drug courts), and group 2 had a graduation rate of 51-100% (3 drug 

courts). The national average graduation rate is about 50% (Belenko, 2001). Graduation rates 

ranged from 38% to 72%. 

Of the 133 drug court practices that were examined, there was no clear difference between the 

drug courts with a graduation rate of 50% or less and drug courts with a graduation rate over 

50%, with the exception of two practices: 

Probation always or usually attended drug court team meetings (staffings) in all 3 courts with 

graduation rates over 50%. In fact, probation always or usually attended staffing in the top 5 

courts, ranked by graduation rate. The two sites with the lowest graduation rates were the courts 

where probation did not attend team meetings.  

Similarly, probation always or usually attended drug court sessions in all 3 courts with gradua-

tion rates over 50%. In fact, probation attended drug court sessions in the top 5 courts ranked by 

graduation rate. The sites with the lowest graduation rates either reported that probation did not 

attend drug court sessions (1 program), or attended them when needed (1 program). 

                                                 
30

 Information about drug court practices was gathered during process evaluations, from policy and procedures ma-

nuals and other program documents and information provided by drug court staff. 
31

 This result has been found in other studies of drug courts nationally, that programs with a single provider have 

better outcomes. 
32

 This result is in contrast to prior studies that indicate that having all members of the team trained to understand 

their role is important and contributes to positive outcomes. This result may indicate that training of the prosecution 

is less essential than other practices in contributing to positive program outcomes. 
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VII.  PREVALENT PRACTICES ORGANIZED BY THE 10 KEY 

COMPONENTS AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO POSITIVE OUTCOMES 

he results below are structured within the 10 Key Components of Drug Courts. Each of 

the Key Components is defined and then those practices that were significantly related 

to key outcomes of interest (2-year recidivism rate, 2-year average number of new ar-

rests, and 2-year outcome costs) are presented. Although there were many practices explored in 

this research (summary of seven sites in Maryland) that were not significantly related to these 

outcomes, other research has shown that many of these practices are related to two important 

outcomes: lower recidivism and cost savings (Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, 2008; Carey et al., 

2005). ñCost savingsò is defined as lower costs to the taxpayer due to lower recidivism for drug 

court participants compared to similar offenders who did not participate in drug court. Recidiv-

ism related costs include re-arrests, time on probation, new court cases and time served in jail 

and prison. It may be useful for practitioners and policymakers to know which drug court prac-

tices have been linked to recidivism and cost savings. 

KEY COMPONENT #1: DRUG COURTS INTEGRATE ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUG TREATMENT 

SERVICES WITH JUSTICE SYSTEM CASE PROCESSING. 

Key Component #1: Description 

The focus of this component is on the integration of treatment services with traditional court case 

processing. Practices that illustrate an adherence to treatment integration include the role treatment 

provider in the drug court system and collaboration of all the agencies involved in the program.  

 What is the role of the treatment provider on the drug court team? Is a treatment repre-

sentative included as part of the team? Do treatment representatives regularly attend drug 

court meetings where participant progress is discussed? Does a treatment provider attend 

drug court sessions?  

 Is there a single treatment provider or multiple providers? While this is partly a reflection 

on the size, geographic location and economics of the service area, the number of provid-

ers also determines the lines of communication that must be established. Generally, it is 

easier to develop a closer connection with one agency as compared to several.  

 Is there a central intake being used to manage assessments and referrals?   

 What are the methods and consistency by which treatment providers are communicating 

with the court system? Is there regular reporting or only in response to a particular inci-

dent? Is communication formally written or verbal? 

 What other agencies attend team meetings and drug court sessions? Also, what agencies 

are involved in referring participants to drug court? The act of referring participants may 

be an indicator of agency involvement in the program. 

Key Component #1: What Are the Drug Courts in Maryland Doing? 

Of the seven adult drug courts that participated in this study, at least six: 

 The case manager is always or usually expected to attend all drug court sessions. 

 

T 
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The vast majority (over 70%, or at least 5) of these seven drug courts: 

 The drug court team includes a member from the probation department. 

 Law enforcement does not attend team meetings (staffings). 

 Law enforcement does not attend drug court sessions. 

 Treatment communicates with court via written reports. 

 The coordinator always or usually attends drug court team meetings (staffings). 

 The public defender is always or usually expected to attend drug court sessions. 

Key Component #1: How do These Practices Impact Outcomes? 

There were two practices that differentiated Marylandôs most and least effective programs (these 

practices were consistent across the three most effective programs and not present in at least two 

of the three least effective programs).  

 Probation always or usually attends drug court team meetings (staffings). 

 Probation always or usually attends drug court sessions. 

In addition, one practice was consistently used by ineffective programs and not by effective pro-

grams: 

 Drug court does not have a single treatment provider. 

The practice of using a single treatment agency to provide oversight is both an indication for con-

sistency of treatment across participants and an indication of consistency in communication 

across team members. A single treatment agency, or a treatment agency that monitors treatment 

for all participants, allows for a closer relationship of treatment with the court and the rest of the 

team. According to drug court staff, a single treatment agency (that performs central intake and 

may refer to other providers) tends to lead to better communication between the court and treat-

ment and more understanding and commitment to the drug court model by the treatment provider. 

Key Component #1: Lessons from Studies Outside of Maryland 

Other research has shown that many of these practices are related to lower recidivism and cost 

savings to the taxpayer (Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, 2008; Carey et al., 2005). 

These practices include: 

1. Using a single treatment agency rather than multiple treatment agencies.  

Although some drug courts believe that having multiple treatment providers available to partici-

pants allows the participants to have access to treatment that is more specific to their needs, drug 

courts that used a single treatment agency have greater cost savings (due to decreased recidiv-

ism) than drug courts that used multiple treatment agencies. As described earlier, a single treat-

ment agency (that performs central intake and may refer to other providers) tends to lead to more 

consistent communication between the court and treatment and a better understanding of and 

support for the drug court model by the treatment provider. In addition, NPC has observed that in 

drug courts with a single treatment agency, the judge and the rest of the drug court team tend to 

learn more from the treatment provider about addiction and treatment. Multiple treatment agen-

cies can be more difficult to coordinate and are also less likely to adjust their services to best fit 

the special needs of drug court participants who have legal issues as well as substance abuse is-

sues. Further, courts with a single treatment provider may be able to negotiate a contract that al-



























































http://www.npcresearch.com/Files/10yr_STOP_Court_Analysis_Final_Report.pdf

































































































































































































































































































































































