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Purpose of the Presentation

Describe the policies and practices of 
drug courts with the highest 
performance based on participants 
outcomes.
Research Question: Which policies and 
practices make drug courts more or less effective in 
achieving their desired outcomes?



URBAN INSTITUTE
Justice Policy Center

Important Elements of Drug Court

Adherence to Treatment Best Practices
Leverage
Predictability of Sanctions
Multidisciplinary Team Decision-Making
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Data Used for Current Analysis

Outcome data come from offender 
interviews
Court performance data come from:
– Web-based survey of drug courts
– Interviews with court personnel
– In-person observations of staffings and 

court hearings
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Overview of Analytic Methods –
Step 1

Step 1 – Developed Outcomes

Average Days of Drug Use Per Month
Number of Criminal Activities Per Month

– Both outcomes are based on self-reported data at the 18 
month interview

– Outcomes are adjusted for Street Time (including 
incarceration, hospital/ER overnight stays, residential 
mental health treatment, residential substance abuse 
treatment, residential detoxification services)
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Overview of Analytic Methods  -
Step 2

Step 2 – Estimated the Impact of Drug Court Participation 
on Outcomes

Using the comparison sample, ran regression models to estimate 
the two outcomes based on IV’s that affect each outcome 
Applied these estimated coefficients to the drug court 
participants to determine “expected” behaviors for each 
individual, based on their characteristics, had they not been in 
the drug court program.
For each drug court participant, subtracted their actual outcomes 
from “expected” outcomes, resulting in a difference score that 
indicates the impact of drug court participation on their outcomes
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Overview of Analytic Methods  -
Step 3

Step 3 - Ranked Courts based on Performance of 
Different Types of Drug Court Participants

Average performance scores (for each outcome) could then be 
calculated for the courts based on the “expected minus actual” scores 
for their participants 
– These overall scores reflect the average number of acts we would have 

expected the court’s participants to commit had they not been in drug 
court (i.e.,the number of acts that were curtailed) - scores could be 
positive (participants did better because of drug court) or negative 
(participants did worse because of drug court)

We then ranked the courts based on performance for various types of 
drug court participants
– The rankings were done for different types of participants to account for 

the fact that drug courts have different target populations and to allow for 
an examination of whether different types of participants respond 
differently to various policies and practices (What works for whom?)
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Court Rankings for Average Days of 
Drug Use per Month 
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3 Q I Q U S M M A // Q M
4 U Q D M U Q U // // M Q
5 I L M V I I S // // U I
6 D N S I Q T V // // S N
7 S U V K T W L // // I G
8 L C I T P S N // // V V
9 F G K L G V C // // C F

10 V S L F V B O // // T T
11 C W T C O K G // // K C
12 T T P S R D K // // W W
13 W V C B C P W // // L B
14 K O H D E L T // // O S
15 N R O E B C J // // P E
16 B J A W A E B // // R K
17 P E N O K N R // // H P
18 O D E N // R P // // B O
19 E K R R // A E // // A D
20 R A J J // H F // // N R
21 J F B A // O A // // J J
22 A H // H // J H // // E A
23 H // // // // // // // // // H

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes .

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Average Days of 
Drug Use per Month (Continued)
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7 S H L T K D D P V S W V
8 L A T S C V C K F T E B
9 F O D K S I L A C D N S

10 V T S V R L V E T U P F
11 C K N W E C T R W C K C
12 T // G A V T W J L K O I
13 W // B J U N K H K V U K
14 K // I C A K F // P B R R
15 N // O B // P E // A N T L
16 B // E E // B B // O R H J
17 P // P F // O J // E O A O
18 O // R O // E R // B P J P
19 E // A R // W N // R E B E
20 R // J H // R P // H J // A
21 J // H // // A O // // A // H
22 A // // // // J A // // H // //
23 H // // // // H H // // // // //

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actua l  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that cri teria .
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2 M Q C M V U S K U M A
3 Q G T C S S Q T M U K
4 U M P G I T M S Q Q O
5 I U O N M D J E I D P
6 D D I L K W R P D I C
7 S S R T B R T O S S E
8 L V E J G // W R C L J
9 F L K A C // E // T C //

10 V K A K P // I // V V //
11 C T H // U // C // J T //
12 T E J // T // L // L W //
13 W W // // A // O // O F //
14 K C // // O // V // E E //
15 N J // // E // B // B K //
16 B N // // J // K // R B //
17 P B // // R // A // F P //
18 O O // // // // H // N N //
19 E R // // // // // // K O //
20 R P // // // // // // W R //
21 J A // // // // // // P J //
22 A H // // // // // // A A //
23 H // // // // // // // H H //

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  parti cular cri teria .  
For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .

Court Rankings for Average Days of 
Drug Use per Month (Continued)
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Court Rankings for Number of 
Criminal Activities
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4 G Q L L I T I // // D G
5 L L D D V V M // // S Q
6 D V V B M M L // // M V
7 M D T M T S V // // V D
8 V B S S U N K // // L M
9 T R U V G L G // // T N

10 N N K K O D B // // R I
11 I I I R R O R // // I B
12 R M N N C R N // // N K
13 B T O T K I T // // O T
14 K K R E E B E // // B E
15 O O E I B E J // // K U
16 E J B O P K O // // J O
17 F E J J A A C // // E R
18 J A P F // J P // // C P
19 C C C C // U U // // A F
20 U U H A // H F // // P J
21 P F A U // C A // // U C
22 A H // H // P H // // H A
23 H // // // // // // // // // H

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that cri teria .

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actua l  outcomes.
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Court Rankings for Number of 
Criminal Activities (Continued)
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12 R // G R C T T E O C H R
13 B // I E A B N J B N A K
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16 E // O U // I K // F O C J
17 F // R C // E O // A E J F
18 J // A A // O C // P J T C
19 C // P P // J F // U U U I
20 U // J H // A A // C A // A
21 P // H // // C P // H P // P
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1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes .

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Number of 
Criminal Activities (Continued)
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16 E J // // J // C // B O //
17 F O // // U // H // O J //
18 J C // // // // U // P P //
19 C A // // // // // // C C //
20 U U // // // // // // U F //
21 P P // // // // // // A U //
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1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than thei r actua l  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular cri teria .  
For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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Step 4 – Applied Court Performance Data to Court Rankings 
for Types of Drug Court Participants and Identified Patterns

For each court policy/practice explored, we classified the 
court as high, medium, or low on that policy/practice:
– Adherence to Treatment Best Practices
– Leverage
– Predictability of Sanctions
– Multidisciplinary Decision-Making

Analyzed data for patterns of policies and practices among 
the top performing courts

Overview of Analytic Methods  -
Step 4
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Court Rankings for Leverage

Leverage (8 points total)
– Case management is conducted by someone who is an 

actual employee of the drug court (2 points).
– Current drug court participants regularly participate in court 

hearings (2 points).
– The court has explicit consequences for dropping out or 

failing out (2 points).
– The client is told about the explicit consequences (1 point).
– The explicit consequences are in a contract for the client to 

sign (1 point).
High Leverage=7 or 8 (11 courts) 
Medium Leverage=5 or 6 (6 courts)
Low Leverage=0 to 4 (6 courts)
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Court Rankings for Average Days of 
Drug Use per Month - Leverage
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20 R A J J // H F // // N R
21 J F B A // O A // // J J
22 A H // H // J H // // E A
23 H // // // // // // // // // H

High Leverage Medium Leverage Low Leverage
1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actua l  outcomes.

Court Rankings  for Substance Use Prevented at 18 Months: Coded for Leverage Scores (Page 1)

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  
symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  
particular cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that 
cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug 
Use per Month – Leverage (continued)
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22 A // // // // J A // // H // //
23 H // // // // H H // // // // //

High Leverage Medium Leverage Low Leverage

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  parti cular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug 
Use per Month – Leverage (continued)
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High Leverage Medium Leverage Low Leverage

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.
2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  
symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting 
the  particular cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting 
that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Number of 
Criminal Activities - Leverage
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High Leverage Medium Leverage Low Leverage

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than thei r actua l  outcomes .

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  
symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  
parti cular cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population  meeting that 
cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Number of Criminal 
Activities – Leverage (continued)
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22 A // // // // P U // J H // H
23 H // // // // H H // // // // //

High Leverage Medium Leverage Low Leverage

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than thei r actua l  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Number of Criminal 
Activities – Leverage (continued)
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High Leverage Medium Leverage Low Leverage

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Sanctions

Predictability of Sanctions (6 points total)
– The court maintains an official schedule of 

sanctions (2 points).
– Clients are provided with the official schedule of 

sanctions (2 points).
– The official schedule of sanction is always or 

almost always followed (2 points).
High Predictability=6 (9 courts) 
Medium Predictability=3, 4, or 5 (4 courts)
Low Predictability=0, 1, and 2 (10 courts)
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug 
Use per Month - Sanctions

G
en

er
al

 R
an

ki
ng

A
ge

 3
0 

an
d 

O
ve

r

U
nd

er
 A

ge
 3

0

M
al

e

Fe
m

al
e

In
 In

tim
at

e 
R

el
at

io
ns

hi
p

N
ot

 in
 In

tim
at

e 
R

el
at

io
ns

hi
p

Fe
at

ur
es

 o
f D

ep
re

ss
io

n

N
o 

Fe
at

ur
es

 o
f 

D
ep

re
ss

io
n

Fe
at

ur
es

 o
f A

nt
is

oc
ia

l 
Pe

rs
on

al
ity

 D
is

or
de

r 
(A

PS
D

)

N
o 

Fe
at

ur
es

 o
f A

SP
D

1 G M G G M G D E E G L
2 M B U Q W U I R T D U
3 Q I Q U S M M A // Q M
4 U Q D M U Q U // // M Q
5 I L M V I I S // // U I
6 D N S I Q T V // // S N
7 S U V K T W L // // I G
8 L C I T P S N // // V V
9 F G K L G V C // // C F

10 V S L F V B O // // T T
11 C W T C O K G // // K C
12 T T P S R D K // // W W
13 W V C B C P W // // L B
14 K O H D E L T // // O S
15 N R O E B C J // // P E
16 B J A W A E B // // R K
17 P E N O K N R // // H P
18 O D E N // R P // // B O
19 E K R R // A E // // A D
20 R A J J // H F // // N R
21 J F B A // O A // // J J
22 A H // H // J H // // E A
23 H // // // // // // // // // H

High Predictability of Sanctions Medium Predictability of Sanctions Low Predictability of Sanctions

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  parti cular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug 
Use per Month – Sanctions (continued)
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High Predictability of Sanctions Medium Predictability of Sanctions Low Predictability of Sanctions

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  parti cular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in thi s  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug 
Use per Month – Sanctions (continued)
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15 N J // // E // B // B K //
16 B N // // J // K // R B //
17 P B // // R // A // F P //
18 O O // // // // H // N N //
19 E R // // // // // // K O //
20 R P // // // // // // W R //
21 J A // // // // // // P J //
22 A H // // // // // // A A //
23 H // // // // // // // H H //

High Predictability of Sanctions Medium Predictability of Sanctions Low Predictability of Sanctions

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than thei r actua l  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular cri teria .  For 
categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Number of Criminal 
Activities - Sanctions
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High Predictability of Sanctions Medium Predictability of Sanctions Low Predictability of Sanctions

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.
2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  
symbol  "//").
3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  
particular cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that 
cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Number of Criminal 
Activities – Sanctions (continued)
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14 K // B O U K B R E R P O
15 O // E F // R J // K I B E
16 E // O U // I K // F O C J
17 F // R C // E O // A E J F
18 J // A A // O C // P J T C
19 C // P P // J F // U U U I
20 U // J H // A A // C A // A
21 P // H // // C P // H P // P
22 A // // // // P U // J H // H
23 H // // // // H H // // // // //

High Predictability of Sanctions Medium Predictability of Sanctions Low Predictability of Sanctions

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes .

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  
particular cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that 
cri teria .

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").
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Court Rankings for Number of Criminal 
Activities – Sanctions (continued)
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6 D L I C K D R O D L E
7 M M K J V R L S S M C
8 V V H A O // E P I V J
9 T E R T M // J // L N //

10 N I A K R // I // N T //
11 I N E // I // V // E E //
12 R T J // P // B // R I //
13 B R // // E // T // T K //
14 K K // // C // O // K B //
15 O B // // A // A // J R //
16 E J // // J // C // B O //
17 F O // // U // H // O J //
18 J C // // // // U // P P //
19 C A // // // // // // C C //
20 U U // // // // // // U F //
21 P P // // // // // // A U //
22 A H // // // // // // F A //
23 H // // // // // // // H H //

High Predictability of Sanctions Medium Predictability of Sanctions Low Predictability of Sanctions

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes .

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Adherence to 
Treatment Best Practices

Adherence to Treatment Best Practices (6 points total)
– The treatment provided by the drug court is structured—that is, a 

treatment program manual is followed (2 points).
– A clinical assessment is conducted for treatment needs (1 point).
– Individualized treatment plans are developed for each client (1 

point).
– Individualized treatment plans are used to make referrals (1 point).
– Individualized treatment plans are updated periodically (1 point).

High Adherence=6 (15 courts) 
Medium Adherence=4 or 5 (6 courts) 
Low Adherence=0 to 3 (2 courts)
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug Use per 
Month – Adherence to Treatment Best Practices
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High Adherence to Treatment Best Practices Medium Adherence Low Adherence

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than thei r actua l  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  
symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  
particular cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of thei r population meeting that 
cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug Use per 
Month – Adherence to Treatment Best Practices 
(continued)
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13 W // B J U N K H K V U K
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17 P // P F // O J // E O A O
18 O // R O // E R // B P J P
19 E // A R // W N // R E B E
20 R // J H // R P // H J // A
21 J // H // // A O // // A // H
22 A // // // // J A // // H // //
23 H // // // // H H // // // // //

High Adherence to Treatment Best Practices Medium Adherence Low Adherence

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actua l  outcomes .

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l i c/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug Use per 
Month – Adherence to Treatment Best Practices 
(continued)

G
en

er
al
 R

an
ki
ng

A
ny

 R
el
at

iv
es

 o
r F

rie
nd

s 

w
ith

 D
ru

g 
Pr

ob
le
m

s

N
o 

R
el
at

iv
es

 o
r F

rie
nd

s 

w
ith

 D
ru

g 
Pr

ob
le
m

s

Pr
im

ar
y 
D
ru

g 
of

 C
ho

ic
e:

  

A
lc
oh

ol

Pr
im

ar
y 
D
ru

g 
of

 C
ho

ic
e:

  

M
ar

iju
an

a

Pr
im

ar
y 
D
ru

g 
of

 C
ho

ic
e:

  

A
m

ph
et

am
in

es

Pr
im

ar
y 
D
ru

g 
of

 C
ho

ic
e:

  

C
oc

ai
ne

Pr
im

ar
y 
D
ru

g 
of

 C
ho

ic
e:

  

O
th

er
 D

ru
gs

 (h
er

oi
n,

 

ha
llu

ci
no

ge
ni

cs
, 

pr
es

cr
ip

tio
n 

dr
ug

s)

Pr
im

ar
y 
D
ru

g 
of

 C
ho

ic
e:

  

A
ny

th
in

g 
O
th

er
 T

ha
n 

M
ar

iju
an

a

Ev
er

 T
rie

d 
A
gr

es
si
on

 

D
ru

gs
 (a

m
ph

et
ai
ne

s,
 

co
ca

in
ce

)

N
ev

er
 T

rie
d 

A
gr

es
si
on

 

D
ru

gs
 (a

m
ph

et
ai
ne

s,
 

co
ca

in
ce

)

1 G I F I Q V U M G G I
2 M Q C M V U S K U M A
3 Q G T C S S Q T M U K
4 U M P G I T M S Q Q O
5 I U O N M D J E I D P
6 D D I L K W R P D I C
7 S S R T B R T O S S E
8 L V E J G // W R C L J
9 F L K A C // E // T C //

10 V K A K P // I // V V //
11 C T H // U // C // J T //
12 T E J // T // L // L W //
13 W W // // A // O // O F //
14 K C // // O // V // E E //
15 N J // // E // B // B K //
16 B N // // J // K // R B //
17 P B // // R // A // F P //
18 O O // // // // H // N N //
19 E R // // // // // // K O //
20 R P // // // // // // W R //
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22 A H // // // // // // A A //
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High Adherence to Treatment Best Practices Medium Adherence Low Adherence

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actua l  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  
"//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  
particular cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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High Adherence to Treatment Best Practices Medium Adherence Low Adherence

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population 
meeting the  particular cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their 
population meeting that cri teria .

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.
2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  
symbol  "//").
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High Adherence to Treatment Best Practices Medium Adherence Low Adherence

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes.

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").
3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular 
cri teria .  For categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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High Adherence to Treatment Best Practices Medium Adherence Low Adherence

1. Courts  below the  red l ine  are  ones  in which we  predict that cl ients ' expected outcomes  were  better than their actual  outcomes .

2. Courts  are  not included in the  ranking i f they had less  than 5 people  meeting the  cri teria  of the  particular category (indicated by the  symbol  "//").

3. Courts  whose  number i s  in Bold/Ita l ic/Underl ine  represent the  top three  courts  in that category for percent of population meeting the  particular cri teria .  For 
categories  where  no such court i s  highl ighed in this  way, no court had over 50% of their population meeting that cri teria .
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Court Rankings for Multidisiciplinary 
Decision-Making

Multidisciplinary Decision-Making (25 points total)
– Observer assessment of the level of participation of the 

following stakeholders at court staffings:
• Judge, prosecutor, defense attorney, program coordinator, 

case manager, probation officer, treatment liaison, “other”
stakeholders

• Scores of 1-5 assigned to each stakeholder (0 if stakeholder 
does not attend staffings); scores were summed to reflect 
overall participation from various stakeholders 

High = 23-25 (8 courts) 
Medium =18-22 (6 courts)
Low =15-17 (6 courts)
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Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug Use per 
Month – Multidisciplinary Decision-Making
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Month – Multidisciplinary Decision-Making 
(continued)

High Medium Low

Obs

G
en

er
al

 R
an

ki
ng

N
o 

Pr
io

r A
rr

es
ts

O
ne

 to
 F

ou
r P

rio
r 

A
rr

es
ts

M
or

e 
Th

an
 F

ou
r P

rio
r 

A
rr

es
ts

Pr
ev

io
us

 
In

ca
rc

er
at

io
n

N
o 

Pr
ev

io
us

 
In

ca
rc

er
at

io
n

A
ny

 R
el

at
iv

es
 o

r 
Fr

ie
nd

s 
w

ith
 a

 
C

on
vi

ct
io

n

N
o 

R
el

at
iv

es
 o

r 
Fr

ie
nd

s 
w

ith
 a

 
C

on
vi

ct
io

n

A
ge

 o
f F

irs
t D

ru
g 

U
se

: 1
5 

or
 y

ou
ng

er

A
ge

 o
f F

irs
t D

ru
g 

U
se

: O
ve

r A
ge

 1
5

A
ny

 S
ub

st
an

ce
 

A
bu

se
 T

re
at

m
en

t 
B

ef
or

e 
B

as
el

in
e

N
o 

Tr
ea

tm
en

t B
ef

or
e 

B
as

el
in

e

1 G S Q G I U G T U G I U
2 M D U U O Q Q V M L C G
3 Q P M M W M I O Q Q L M
4 U R V I Q F M I G M S Q
5 I Q C L M G U B I I M T
6 D J K P T S S C S W G D
7 S H L T K D D P V S W V
8 L A T S C V C K F T E B
9 F O D K S I L A C D N S

10 V T S V R L V E T U P F
11 C K N W E C T R W C K C
12 T // G A V T W J L K O I
13 W // B J U N K H K V U K
14 K // I C A K F // P B R R
15 N // O B // P E // A N T L
16 B // E E // B B // O R H J
17 P // P F // O J // E O A O
18 O // R O // E R // B P J P
19 E // A R // W N // R E B E
20 R // J H // R P // H J // A
21 J // H // // A O // // A // H
22 A // // // // J A // // H // //
23 H // // // // H H // // // // //



URBAN INSTITUTE
Justice Policy Center

Court Rankings for Average Days of Drug Use per 
Month – Multidisciplinary Decision-Making 
(continued)
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Multidisciplinary Decision-Making
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Multidisciplinary Decision-Making (continued)

High Medium Low

Obs

G
en

er
al

 R
an

ki
ng

N
o 

Pr
io

r A
rr

es
ts

O
ne

 to
 F

ou
r P

rio
r 

A
rr

es
ts

M
or

e 
Th

an
 F

ou
r P

rio
r 

A
rr

es
ts

Pr
ev

io
us

 
In

ca
rc

er
at

io
n

N
o 

Pr
ev

io
us

 
In

ca
rc

er
at

io
n

A
ny

 R
el

at
iv

es
 o

r 
Fr

ie
nd

s 
w

ith
 a

 
C

on
vi

ct
io

n

N
o 

R
el

at
iv

es
 o

r 
Fr

ie
nd

s 
w

ith
 a

 
C

on
vi

ct
io

n

A
ge

 o
f F

irs
t D

ru
g 

U
se

: 
15

 o
r y

ou
ng

er

A
ge

 o
f F

irs
t D

ru
g 

U
se

: 
O

ve
r A

ge
 1

5

A
ny

 S
ub

st
an

ce
 A

bu
se

 
Tr

ea
tm

en
t B

ef
or

e 
B

as
el

in
e

N
o 

Tr
ea

tm
en

t B
ef

or
e 

B
as

el
in

e

1 W R L W I Q W T G W I Q
2 Q S D G W S Q V S Q W G
3 S Q M S O D S K W D S T
4 G P N L S M G M Q L L S
5 L D V M Q V D O V S M D
6 D O Q V T G L P L M G V
7 M A T T K W V I I T K L
8 V H K J R F M B M G N U
9 T J C B V L R H N V O M
10 N K U I M N I C R K E B
11 I T S K E U E A T B R N
12 R // G R C T T E O C H R
13 B // I E A B N J B N A K
14 K // B O U K B R E R P O
15 O // E F // R J // K I B E
16 E // O U // I K // F O C J
17 F // R C // E O // A E J F
18 J // A A // O C // P J T C
19 C // P P // J F // U U U I
20 U // J H // A A // C A // A
21 P // H // // C P // H P // P
22 A // // // // P U // J H // H
23 H // // // // H H // // // // //



URBAN INSTITUTE
Justice Policy Center
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Multidisciplinary Decision-Making (continued)
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1 W Q T M S V Q M Q Q A
2 Q W F I T U S K M W I
3 S S O G Q W M T G S O
4 G D P L G S W E W G K
5 L G C N B T K R V D P
6 D L I C K D R O D L E
7 M M K J V R L S S M C
8 V V H A O // E P I V J
9 T E R T M // J // L N //

10 N I A K R // I // N T //
11 I N E // I // V // E E //
12 R T J // P // B // R I //
13 B R // // E // T // T K //
14 K K // // C // O // K B //
15 O B // // A // A // J R //
16 E J // // J // C // B O //
17 F O // // U // H // O J //
18 J C // // // // U // P P //
19 C A // // // // // // C C //
20 U U // // // // // // U F //
21 P P // // // // // // A U //
22 A H // // // // // // F A //
23 H // // // // // // // H H //



URBAN INSTITUTE
Justice Policy Center

Conclusions

Of the policies/practices analyzed, the one with the 
most consistent pattern was leverage
– Courts showing the best outcomes were the ones that 

scored highest on leverage

For the remaining policies/practices, patterns were 
not clear
– The courts with the best outcomes appeared to have 

“medium” predictability of sanctions appeared
– No clear pattern for adherence to treatment best practices, 

but more courts adhered with best practices (resulting in less 
variation)

– No clear pattern for multidisciplinary decision-making
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Conclusions (continued)

Next Steps to Understand Court 
Rankings:
– Examine the drug court features presented 

here, but in combination
– Examine program intensity measures (e.g., 

frequency of drug tests, court hearings 
case management)
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