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Executive Summary

I n November 2001, the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court (CCIDC) began operations. An
implementation grant from the DCPO in September 2001 provided funds for evauation, and NPC
Research was subsequently hired to perform a process and outcome study of the Drug Court. The
process eva uation was completed in July 2003. The executive summary for the process evaluation
report can be found in Appendix A of this document.

This report contains the CCIDC outcome evaluation performed by NPC Research. Because the
CCIDC isrddively smdl and was implemented recently, the entire population of drug court
participants (except for those who had tarted less than 6 months before the time of outcome data
collection) was used in these andlyses. The drug court participant outcomes were compared to
outcomes for a matched group of offenders who were digible for drug court during atime period
before the CCIDC program was implemented. Also examined were changes in outcomes over time
(such as drug use) within the population of drug court participants.

Following isthe list of research questions asked in this evauation and the outcome results for these
questions.

Research question #1: Does participation in drug court, compared to traditional court
processing, reduce the number of re-referrals for participants?

Figure 1:

Mean Re-referrals 18 Months After Drug Court
Entry

0.67

0.57

0.41

0.3 B Drug Court
B Comparison

0.21

O.l'/

3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months

! Because the sample sizes were quite small (31 drug court participants and 29 comparison group members) most
analyses did not have enough power to produce statistical significance. With the small number of Drug Court
participants and the recent implementation of the program, most of the outcomes examined occurred while the

participants were still in the program and the results must be considered in terms of apparent trends rather than in terms

of statistical significance. Asthe program grows and expands over time, further evaluation can examine a greater
sample size and outcomes that occurred after program completion, providing verification of these results.
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The figure above demondrates that, aside from the first three months in the program, Drug Court
participants are re-referred much less often than individuas who did not participate in the Program.
In the firgt three months, Drug Court participants are re-referred more than twice as often as the
comparison group members. One explanation for thisis that juveniles who enter adtrict program
will fed somewhat rebellious and need to test the limits at the beginning. This phenomenon has
been demonstrated in other programs for high-risk youth (Mackin, 2003).2 In order to keep the
“tedting limits’ effect from influencing the later program outcomes, the rest of the recidivism results
(at 6, 12 and 18 months) were presented with the first 3 months recidivism removed. Overdl, this
figure shows a clear poditive trend for Drug Court participants.

Research question #2: Does participation in drug court reduce levels of substance abuse?

Figure 2:

Mean Number of Positive UAs Over 12 Months in
Program

3 month 6 months 9 months 12 months

Drug Court participants who had at least 12 months in the program (graduates, current participants
and unsuccessfully terminated) were included in this andysis. Figure 2, above, displays the mean
number of positive UA per participant in 3-month increments from entry to 12 months into the
program. This figure shows a clear decrease in postive UAs over timein the program indicating
that drug useis decreasing.

Research question #3: How successful isthe program in bringing program participants to
completion and graduation within the expected time frame?

The average time from program entry to graduation in this yearlong program is 14 months. It isvery
common for drug court participants to take longer than the intended duration of the program
(Cooper, 2000°). Fourteen monthsis actually relatively close to the intended 12 months for the
CCJIDC program. Further, the 12-month time limit is actudly aminimum for the program, so it is
the program’ s expectation that the actua time might be somewnhat longer.

2 Quote from the Juvenile Crime Prevention Final Report (July, 2003). This report can be found at
http://www.ocjc.state.or.us/ JCP/JCPEval Final Report0703.pdf.
3 American University Web site
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Another measure of the success of treatment programsin bringing participants dong in trestment is
retention rate. In this sample of CCIDC participants, the program demonstrates a retention rate of
just over 50% (16 graduated or currently participating, and 15 terminated). Thisis better than most
standard (non-crimind justice related) treatment programs (Cooper, 1997) and retention may
increase as thisrdatively new program fine-tunes its process.

Research Question #4: How has the program impacted the participants and their families?

This question was measured through individua phone interviews with the youths and parentsin the
CCJIDC Program. Parents and youths felt that the Drug Court Team listened to them and that their
opinions were vaued. They gave examples of how the Drug Court Team had adjusted program process
in response to parent and youth feedback in order to help the youths and their families to succeed.

The vast mgority of those interviewed believed that their family relationships had changed for the
better. “We are now more honest with each other. We communicate more and laugh more.”

All those interviewed reported that it was a combination of Program features that was responsible for
the change in their family relationships. They cited the whole Team as being important in the pogtive
impact the program had on their families. Parents and youths gave examples of severd Program
features that they felt were particularly effective including the Y outh Therapig, the Family Therapit,
the drug testing, their relationship with the Judge and the accountability expected by the Program.

Research Question #5: What participant characteristics predict successful outcomes? What are
the commonalities of clientsterminated from the program? How do those terminated from the
programs differ from those who have graduated?

Correlations between the characterigtics of those who graduated and those who terminated were run
with graduation status and with number of re-referrds. The main characteristics that were correlated
with graduation status and re-referrals were age and drug of choice. Y outh who were older at the time
of entry were more likely to graduate. Y outh who used methamphetamine as their primary drug and
acohal asther secondary drug were less likely to graduate and more likely to be re-referred.

To further investigate the differences between those who graduated versus those who terminated, t-
tests were run on severa participant characteristics. There was no noteworthy differencein gender
or number of prior referras for those who graduated versus those who terminated. The length of
time spent in the program was grester for those who terminated than those who graduated,
illugtrating the common tendency of drug courts to be reluctant to “give up” on any participant.
Pragmaticdly, investing alarge amount of resources into those who will eventualy terminateisan
expendve course of action. The CCIDC may consider introducing stricter policies regarding how
long they are willing to continue working with those participants who are struggling or the Program
may choose to enhance and adjust the services provided to participantsin order to increase the
chances of success. The CCIDC has received an enhancement grant from BJA and isin the process
of enhancing its services.

Overall, the main predictors of success (i.e.,, graduation and fewer re-referrals) appeared to be greater
age, agreater degree of readiness-to-change, and (unsurprisingly) asmaler percentage of positive
UAs (under 11%). Conversely, the main predictors of termination appear to be lower age, alesser
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degree of readiness-to-change, a high percentage of positive UAs (over 11%), use of multiple drugs,
and methamphetamine as the primary drug of choice with acohol as the secondary drug of choice.

Conclusion

Taken as awhole, the outcome results for the CCIDC appear to be quite positive. The number of re-
referras for those who participated in the program, whether they graduated or not, was lower than
that for the comparison group. The mean number of positive urinalyses over time provided evidence
that participant drug use was, indeed, decreasing over time spent in the program. Parents and youth
fdt that the Drug Court Team listened to them and that their opinions were valued. The vast

magority believed that their family relationships (and their lives) had changed for the better.

Asillugrated by the results of Research Questions #5, no single program can work for every
individud. Asthis Drug Court isinterested in expanding, it is recommended that the CCIDC Team
continue to watch the characteristics of both those who graduate and those who terminate as the
program matures. If the characteristics described above (or others discovered over time) are truly
predictive, the Team can use thisinformation to both determine a youth’'s appropriateness for the
Program and to seek out specific services that can be added to the program to address specific
participant issues (such as multiple drug use) that appear to lead to unsuccessful termination.
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Introduction

Background

lackamas County is part of the tri-county metropolitan area surrounding the city of Portland,

Oregon. It continues to be one of the fastest growing counties in Oregon. The Clackamas
County Circuit Court is the second busiest court in the state and it has supported a growing caseload
in recent years. The Clackamas County Sheriff estimates that 70% of dl those arrested in the county
are abusing acohol and/or drugs a the time of arrest. During a three-year period in the mid-1990s,
the sheriff reported a 38% increase in drug-related cases. According to Clackamas County Juvenile
Department statistics, 80% of al youths on their casel oads are active substance abusers. These
gatigtics led the county to begin planning ajuvenile drug court. In January 2001, the Drug Court
Program Office (DCPO) awarded Clackamas County a drug court planning grant.

In November 2001, the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court (CCIDC) began operations.
Although the funds to hire an evaduator were not available when the drug court was first being
implemented, the county had drug court planning staff attend drug court sessionsin other counties
and attend workshops on drug court evauation in order to prepare for future studies. Arrangements
were also made to collect client datain a drug court database, the Oregon Drug Court Case
Management System (ODCMS), which is used in severd countiesin Oregon. In September 2001,
Clackamas County received a drug court implementation grant from the DCPO. This grant provided
funds for evaluation, and NPC Research was hired to perform a process and outcome study of the
Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court.

Thisreport contains the CCIDC outcome eva uation performed by NPC Research. The drug court
participant outcomes were compared to outcomes for a matched group of offenders who were
eligible for drug court during atime period before the CCIDC program was implemented. The first
section of thisreport isabrief summary of the CCIDC program process (An executive summary of
the process evauation can be found in Appendix A). Following the process summary isa
description of the methods used to perform the outcome eva uation—including sample sdection,
data collection and analysis. Section 3 provides the results of the outcome analyses and an
interpretation of these results. A summary of the results with overal conclusions can be found & the
end of this report.

CCJDC Process Summary

The Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court Team agreed that their Drug Court has three main
gods. 1) Reduce recidiviam; 2) Reduce drug and dcohol use; and 3) Increase family
functioning. These gods are to be atained through changing client perceptions of drug use and

changing family sysems

The total number of intended participants, as Sated in the origina grant proposal, was estimated as
140, including family members. Forty-three youths were to be served by the program over the two-
year period. By the end of April 2003, 35 youths (30 maes and 5 femaes) had entered the Juvenile
Drug Court.
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The target population for the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court is 14-17 year old maes and
femades who are arrested for crimind offenses, excluding violent (person feony) crimes. Although
the origind grant caled for youths to be digible up to age 18, this was changed because 18 year
olds are not eigible for many of the services available to those under 18. Juveniles are referred to
Drug Court through the Juvenile Department, their attorney, or by the Judge. Y ouths entering the
program are required to make an admission to either a new charge or a probation violation. Y ouths
are not required to have adrug-related charge to enter the program (The referrd process will be
described in more detail in the section on sample sdlection).

If the youth comes into Drug Court on an existing charge, then that charge is dismissed upon
successful completion of Drug Court. If the youth comesinto Drug Court on a probation violation,
the probation violation is dismissed upon successful completion of Drug Court, but theinitid
charge is not dismissed.

There are four phases plus Aftercare in the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court program. The
program is aminimum of one year, with each phase congsting of pecified trestment objectives,

and therapeutic and rehabilitative activities. In genera, Phases 1 and 2 are more educationa while
Phases 3 and 4 are more about processing in regard to homes, relationships, and sobriety. The Drug
Court Team consdersthe fina three months of the program Aftercare, dthough the participants do
not graduate before completing the Aftercare portion of the program. The purpose of the Aftercare
Phase is to release youths and families from dependence on the program and give youths and
families an opportunity to practice what they have learned in the first four phases of trestment.

The CCIDC uses asingle trestment provider mode. Clackamas County Mental Hedlth isthe only
treatment provider for the CCIDC. The treatment gpproach varies to best meet the needs of the
client. Most treatment approaches are based on holistic, systemic, strengths-based, motivationd,
cognitive behavior, and family-centered theories.

Drug Court takes place once aweek, on Tuesday, and lasts for approximately an hour and a half.
All parent(s)/guardian(s) and youths are required to stay for the entire sesson. Approximately 15
parents and 12 youths attend each session. Drug Court staff members who attend court include the
Judge, Drug Court Coordinator, Case Manager, Treatment Provider, Family Therapist, Prosecutor,
Defense Counsd, Mentd Hedlth or Juvenile Department Supervisor, a Deputy from the Sheriff's
Department, and the Recreetiona Group Fecilitator. Frequency of attendance for participants
depends on their phase requirements.

The Drug Court performs drug tests (urindyses) on arandom basis. The Drug Court Case Manager
keeps amonthly calendar with the urindyses (UA) collection from each youth randomly dispersed
by day. On the weekend, the youths cdl in on aUA phone line through the Juvenile Reception
Center. Y ouths whose names are on the recording must come in to the department for their UA at
the designated time.

Rewards are given to Clackamas County Drug Court participants for individua progress, consistent
compliance with Drug Court requirements, and for reduction in use. During the Tuesday mesting,
Team members suggest giving rewards to those participants they fed are doing well and deserve
recognition. Materid rewards were given more frequently when Drug Court first started, but when
the Team redlized rewards did not need to be materid to hold vaue, they began giving more
persona recognition along with smdler materid rewards.
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The Drug Court Team uses avariety of sanctions. In the early phases, the Team determines which
sanctionsto impose, but in the later phases the Judge |ooks for more parental responses to the
youth's actions. The god isfor the family to gain back control and begin to hold their child
accountable through appropriate responses. Sanctions are individualized and are chosen to suit the
youth's specific situation, athough there are some standard sanctions for pecific behaviors. The
standard sanctions are graduated and often gtart with community service and end with termination.

Unsuccessful termination from the program results from serious non-compliance or a continued

lack of progressin the program. Any combination of the following factors occurring over an
extended period of time could lead to a termination: new serious crimes, serious or violent behavior,
continued drug use, not attending groups or court, running away for aweek or more, chronic falure
to cooperate with treatment or home rules, and if foster care and/or inpatient treatment have been
tried without success. Termination is based on the youth' s individua circumstances and needs, as
well as on what prior resources have been tried.

The firgt graduation for the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court took place in February 2003,
with sx graduates. In addition to completing each phase of the program, other specific graduation
requirements include: testing negative and maintaining aogtinence from drugs during al of the
Aftercare Phase (90 days); involvemert in or completion of an academic or vocationd training
program and, if appropriate, the obtainment of consstent employment. In addition, participants
must demongtrate an understanding of the persond problemsinvolved in drug abuse, crimind
behavior, and relgpse prevention and must obtain approval to graduate from Drug Court Team.

The process eva uation find report performed by NPC Research was submitted to the Bureau of
Justice Assstance in July 2003. It contains a detailed process description, a presentation of the
results of client focus groups, and an evaluation of the CCIDC process in regards to the Ten Key
Components of Drug Courts (developed by the NADCP in 1997). The executive summary for this
report can be found in Appendix A.

Outcome Evaluation Methodology

Study Design

he research strategy used by NPC Research for this outcome evauation was to identify a sample of

participants who entered Drug Court and a matched historical comparison sample of individuals
who were digible for Drug Court but who received traditiona court processing before the CCIDC
program was implemented. Because this drug court is both smadl and relaively new (beginning latein
2001), the Drug Court sample congsted of the entire Drug Court participant population except for
those who had entered the Drug Court less than 6 months from the time of the outcome data collection.
Both groups were examined through exigting administrative databases from the dete of theinitid
contact with the Drug Court program (or the equivdent) through November 2003. In asmal number
of cases, thisdlowed for follow-up for close to two years post-drug court.

The evauation team utilized data sources on crimind activity (described below) to determine
whether Drug Court participants and the comparison group differed in re-referrals. Also examined
were the effectiveness of the program in reducing client drug use as well as whether there were any
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clear predictors (such as demographics, prior crimind history, readiness-to-change, number of
relapses, number of trestment sessions atended) of unsuccessful termination, graduation, or
reduced recidivism.

This outcome evaluation was designed to answer the following research questions:

1. Does participation in drug court, compared to traditional court processing, reduce the
number of re-referras for participants?

2. Does participation in drug court reduce levels of substance abuse?
3. How successful isthe program in bringing participants to completion and graduation within
the expected time frame?

4. How has the program impacted the participants and their families?

5. What participant characteristics predict successful outcomes? What are the commonadlities of
clients terminated from the program? How do those terminated from the programs differ
from those who have graduated?

Data Collection

he data collected for this outcome evaluation was gathered from severa sources. Most of the data
consisted of adminigtrative databases, described below. Some data (such as some trestment and drug
testing information) had not been entered into a database and therefore were gathered from paper files.

Oregon Drug Court Case M anagement System (ODCM S)

The Oregon Drug Court Case Management System (ODCMS) was devel oped by the Oregon
Judicid Department, State Justice Ingtitute and was considered fully operationd in April 2003. The
CCJIDC wasinvolved in the pilot testing of this system from early 2002 through 2003. The database
alows drug courts to record information on client demographics, drug court hearings, drug testing,
treatment providers, substance abuse and crimind history, case notes, outcomes, and follow-up
information. The ODCMS data was a primary source of drug court utilization data for the
evauation. However, due to the recent development of the ODCMSS, some of the information on
clients who began the program before the pilot testing of the database was not entered. The data
from these individuals were gathered from paper files a Clackamas County Mental Health (CCMH)
or from the CCMH database.

Juvenile Justice I nformation System (JJI S)

The Juvenile Judtice Information System (JJ1S) is a Satewide integrated e ectronic information
system designed, developed, and implemented to support a continuum of services and shared
respongbility among al members of the juvenile justice community. In a collaborative partnership
between the Oregon Y outh Authority (OY A) and Oregon’s county juvenile departments, JISis
administered by the State of Oregon through OYA.

The JJIS system includes awesdlth of information about youth in the juvenile justice system in
Oregon, including crimind histories (allegations, referrds, ORS codes, severity codes, etc.),
demographics, risk assessment scores, conditions of probation, services received, and decisions
made about each dlegation.
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The Clackamas County Mental Health (CCMH) Data System

CCMH keepsitsclinica recordsin a system cdled Anasazi. CCMH gaff pulls reports from "Client
Datafor Windows' which is part of the Anasazi system. Billing, documentation of services, and
client information are included in this database. Paper charts are adjunct to the computer filein
Anasazi, but some of the information in paper chartsis not in Anasazi, such as UA/patch lab results,
release of information forms (ROI’s), and information from other providers.

Participant and Family | nterviews

In order to answer the research question “How has the program impacted the participants and their
families?” Drug Court participants and the parent or guardian active in the program were
interviewed regarding family communication and dynamics. The specific questions asked in these
interviews are given aong with the results later in this report.

Sample Selection

Drug Court Participants

The Drug Court participant sample consisted of al those who entered the Juvenile Drug Court since
itsimplementation, except for those who entered |ess than 6 months previous to the date of the
evauation data collection, as it was determined that there was not enough time for any meaningful
outcome data to accumulate. This provided atota of 31 participantsin the Drug Court sample. The
primary drug of choice for CCIDC program participants is marijuana (63%), followed by
methamphetamine (23%). The mgjority of secondary drug useis acohal (62%). The Drug Court
participant sample, dong with the comparison group, is described further in Tables 1 and 2, below.

Comparison Group

To select the comparison group, alist of juveniles referred to the Clackamas County Juvenile
Department (in the year prior to Drug Court implementation) on the most common Drug Court
charges (drug and theft offenses) was generated from the Juvenile Justice Information System
(JS). Probation Counselors at the Juvenile Department were asked to examine thefiles of the
juveniles they were familiar with and to mark those they would have referred to the Juvenile Drug
Court if the Drug Court program had existed at that time. The resulting group was then matched to
the Drug Court participant group on age, gender, ethnicity and prior crimina history - induding
total number of prior referrals, number of prior drug referrals, and number of prior violent referrals.
The find matched sample conssted of 29 comparison individuas.

Table 1, below, shows the matching variables and the mean numbers for each varigble. All t
statistics were non-sgnificant, indicating the groups were not significantly different on the variables
tested. Table 2 presents the demographics for each sample. As demonstrated in the tables, both
samples are primarily mae with an average age of 16 years. Both samples are aso primarily white
with each group having avery smal number of non-white, minority members (2 in the Drug Court
participant sample and 3 in the comparison sample). Although the 2 minority membersin the Drug
Court sample are different ethnicities from the 3 in the comparison group, the smal number was
judged to be non-ggnificant in the possible effect on the results. The mean number of referrds prior
to Drug Court entry is dightly higher for the Drug Court sample, but not sgnificantly so.
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Table 1: Drug Court and Comparison Group Matching Variables

N Mean Mean
Drug Court Drug Court Comparison
/Comparison
Gender 31/29 1.16 1.14
Ethnicity 31/29 1.10 1.38
Age at time of DC referral 31/29 16.12 15.99
Number of referrals prior to DC referral 31/29 4.03 3.41
Number of drug related referrals prior to DC referral 31/29 1.26 1.0
Number of violence related referrals prior to DC referral 31/29 .58 .35
Table 2: Drug Court and Comparison Group Demographics
Mean age a time of Ethnicity Gender
referral
94% White 83.9% Made
Drug Court 16 years 6% Non-White 16.1% Femde
Group (range=14.4310 17.90) (1 Africanr American
N=31 1 Hispanic)
90% White 86.2% Male
Comparison 16 years 10% Non-White 13.8% Femde
Group (range=11.84t0 17.90) (2 Pecific Idanders
N=29 1 Asan)
Results

he results of the CCIDC data analyses are presented below, in order of the research questions

described earlier in this report. The small sample size meant that most andyses did not have
enough power to produce vaid gatigtica sgnificance. Therefore, most of the data related to each of
the research questions were examined in amore quditative manner. With the smal number of Drug
Court participants and the recent implementation of the program, most of the outcomes examined
occurred while the participants were till in the program and the results must be considered in terms
of gpparent trends rather than in terms of datistical significance. As the program grows and expands
over time, further evauation can examine a grester sample size and outcomes that occurred after
program completion, providing verification of these results.
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Research question #1: Recidivism.

Does participation in drug court, compared to traditional court processing, reduce the
number of re-referralsfor participants?

As explained above, the recent implementation of the program and small sample size requires that
most outcomes occurred for Drug Court participants while the participants were il in the program.
Thefollowing recidivism results are presented in two sets. Thefirgt set of recidivism results are on
al Drug Court participants who hed at least one year of recidivism data available from the time of
entry into Drug Court, which means that the only recidivism that occurred post program would be
for those individuas who terminated from the program less than a year from their sart dates. The
second et of results includes only those individuals who had & least 18 months of recidivism
information available from the date that they entered the program o that a small amount of
recidivism information could be presented post program for both graduates and those that
terminated unsuccessfully.

Table 3 presents the mean number of re-referrals* for Juvenile Drug Court participants and a
comparison group that had at least one year of recidivism data available after their Drug Court
program start date or its equivalent in the case of the comparison group®. The comparison group in
this analysi's was matched specificaly to the Drug Court participants who had at least one year of
information available in the same manner as described earlier. There were 23 Drug Court
participants and 25 comparison group membersin thisandyss.

Table 3: Mean Number of Re-Referrals For Individuals with 12 Months of Recidivism Data

Time Period Mean Number of Re-Referrals
Drug Court Sample Comparison Sample
(n=23) (n=25)
3 months from drug court entry A7 .07
6 months from drug court entry (with 17 18
first 3 months removed) | |
12 months from drug court entry (with 35 16
firg 3 months removed) ' '

Table 4 presents the mean number of re-referras for Drug Court participants who had at least 18
months of recidivism data available after Drug Court entry. Again, the comparison group was
matched to the drug Court sample in the same manner as described above, in the sample sdection
section of thisreport. By 18 months, dl Drug Court participants would have had at least 3 months
of data post program, either after termination or after graduation.

4 Re-referrals are defined as incidents of juvenile criminal behavior officially reported to the court and recorded in
Juvenile Justice Information System (JJIS).

® A start-date was cal cul ated for the comparison group as follows. The average amount of time between the date of the
referral/arrest that led to drug court and the drug court start date was added to the referral/arrest date that would have led
to drug court in the comparison group.
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Table 4: Mean Number of Re-Referrals For Individuals with 18 Months of Recidivism Data

Time Period Mean Number of Re-Referrals
Drug Court Sample Comparison Sample
(n=10) (n=23)
3 months from drug court entry .20 .04
6 months from drug court entry (with 00 21
first 3 months removed) ' '
12 months from drug court entry (with 10 43
first 3 months removed)* ' '
18 months from drug court entry (with 20 50
firg 3 months removed) ' '

Both Tables 3 and 4 show that in the first 3 months after Drug Court entry, Drug Court participants
are re-referred more than twice as often as the comparison group members. One explanation for this
isthat juveniles who enter agtrict program will fed somewhat rebellious and need to test the limits

at the beginning. This phenomenon has been demondtrated in other programs for high-risk youth.

For example, the Juvenile Crime Prevention Program (JCP) Evauation (Mackin, 2003°) found that
re-referras for participants in JCP programs happened most commonly within the first few months
after the program gtart date.

“When new crimind referrds occur, they are likely to happen fairly soon after ayouth’s
enrollment date. Seventy-four percent (74%) of youth offenders who have a post enrollment
crimind referrd have their firgt new offense within the first 6 months after enrollment (and
41% have their firgt new offensein the firs 3 months). This suggeststhat it takes at least afew
months before an intervention with high-risk youth can be expected to have an impact on
future crimind behavior.”

In order to keep the “testing limits’ effect from influencing the later program outcomes, the rest of
the recidivism results (at 6, 12 and 18 months) were presented with the first 3 months recidivism
removed. Tables 3 and 4 illudtrate that, as further time for outcomes occurs, the differencein
referrals between Drug Court participants and the comparison group grows, with the comparison
group at 18 months being re-referred more than twice as often as participantsin Drug Court.

Of the 6 Drug Court participants who have graduated from the program, none have been re-referred
since leaving the program. Of the 15 Drug Court participants who terminated unsuccesstully, 3 have
been re-referred after leaving the program. Thisis a 0% recidivism rate for graduates and a 20%
recidivism rate for those terminated. The comparison group had 6 out of 28 individuas re-referred
after an equivalent “end” date’. Thisisarecidivism rate of 21%, similar to that of those terminated

from the program.

The overdl number of re-arrests and the number of individuas re-arrested is very smdl. Therefore,
none of the above results are gatigticaly sgnificant. However, the trends gppear to show a positive

® Quote from the Juvenile Crime Prevention Final Report (July, 2003). This report can be found at
http://www.ocjc.state.or.us/ JCP/JCPEval Final Report0703.pdf.

" An end date was cal cul ated using the average amo unt of time drug court participants (both those who graduated and
those who terminated) spent in the program and adding this amount of time to the comparison group “start” date.
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effect for those who participated in the CCIDC program. Future evaluation on alarger sample, as
the program grows, will be able to determine the vaidity of these findings.

Research question #2: Reducing Substance Abuse.
Does participation in drug court reduce levels of substance abuse?

The dates of pogtive urinalyses (UAS) for the Drug Court group were obtained from the treatment
provider. Mean numbers of UAs were caculated for each three-month block from the date of
program entry for al participants who were in the program for at least one year (n=11). The number
of positive UAs a the beginning of a participant’stime in drug court was substantialy higher than

a later times, indicating that the levels of substance abuse had indeed been reduced. The means for
each of these time periodsis reported below in Figure 1.

Mean Number of Positive UAs Over 12 Months in
Program

3 month 6 months 9 months 12 months

Although it is somewhat suspect to use the number of positive UAs over time as an indicator of
reduced level of substance abuse (because areduction in postive UAs s required for continued
enrollment in the program), dl individuals with at least 12 monthsin the program wereincluded in
thisanalys's, so graduates, current participants, and those that were terminated are represented. In
addition, correlations were run and number of positive UAs was not correlated with program status
(termination or graduation). This indicates that program status (i.e., successful participation) was
not the only factor in this demonstrated reduction in substance abuse.

It isinteresting to note that the number of poditive UAs was sgnificantly and pogtively correated
with the number of prior drug-related referrals, number of court dates, and number of trestment
sessons. Thisisto be expected as a common response in drug court to positive UAs isto increase
the number of court dates and trestment sessons. Thisinformation, combined with the fact thet the
number of pogitive UAs was not correlated with program status (graduation vs. termination),

implies that the program response to drug use is successful in guiding participants to reduce use so
that they are able to graduate. That is, it is not necessary for participants to have already reduced use
at the start of the program in order to graduate.
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Research question #3: Program Completion.

How successful isthe program in bringing program participants to completion and
graduation within the expected time frame?

Table 6 provides program duration satistics for the Drug Court sample. The average time from
program entry to graduation in this yearlong program is 14 months. It is very common for drug

court participants to take longer than the intended duration of the program (Cooper, 2000%). Most
drug courts have 12-month programs, though more recently, some have extended their programs to
18 months. NPC Research has found in its experience with 9 drug courtsin California, 5 drug courts
in Oregon, and 3 in Maryland that many drug courts with 12-month programs have an average time
to graduation of 18 months. Fourteen monthsis actudly rdlatively close to the intended 12 months
for the CCIDC program. Further, the 12-month time limit is actudly a minimum for the program, o
it is expected that the actud time might be somewnhat longer.

Table 6: Program Duration Statistics for Drug Court Sample

Drug Court Sample — N=31 Mean length of time in
months

Time spent in program—overall group 104

Time in program until graduation 14.03 (range=12.66 to 15.99)

(successful completion, n=6 graduates)

Time in program until termination 8.09 (range=.69 to 19.56)

(unsuccessful completion, n=15 terminated)

Time in program of currently active 11.67 (range= 7.69 to 19.04)

(n=10 currently active)*

Time in Phase 1 (n=25) 3.1

Time in Phase 2 (n=18) 2.7

Time in Phase 3 (n=14) 3.25

Time in Phase 4 (n=7) 3.29

Time in Phase 5 “Aftercare” (n=7) 3.22

* This sample contains only those currently active who entered the program 6 months or more before the
time of the evaluation data collection, so that there would be at least 6 months of data available to the
evaluator.

The datain Table 6 shows that the average amount of time in each phase is gpproximately 3
months. Individuas appear to be moving through the program at a cong stent pace.

Another measure of the success of trestment programsin bringing participants dong in trestment is
retention rate. In this sample of CCIDC participants, the program demongtrates a retention rate of
just over 50% (16 graduated or currently participating, and 15 terminated). Thisis better than most

8 American University Web site
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standard (non-crimind justice related) trestment programs (Cooper, 1997) and retention may
increase asthisrelatively new program fine-tunes its process.

Research Question #4: Family | mpact.
How has the program impacted the participants and their families?

This question was measured through individuad phone interviews with the youths and parentsin the
CCJIDC Program. Those interviewed were asked whether the program provided useful information
to the parents about substance use and parenting resources, whether the youths and parents felt the
Drug Court Team listened to them and vaued their opinions, whether the youth and parent felt that
their relationship had changed due to the Drug Court Program and if so, what parts of the Program
were effective in making those changes.

Eighteen individuals agreed to take part in the interviews’, 9 parents and 9 youths. Six of the youths
were male and three femae. Two youths had been terminated unsuccessfully, three were graduates
and four were current participants of the program. Of those who had been terminated one had been
in the program 12 months and one 18 months; the graduates ranged from 14 to 18 months; and
current participants' timein the program ranged from 3 months to 10 months. The answersto the
interview questions are provided below.

Does the team provide you with useful infor mation about both substance use/abuse and parenting
resources? (This question was asked only of the parents.)

Eight of the nine parents agreed that the CCIDC Program provided useful information about drug
use and parenting. Specific pieces of information they found most ussful were the “drug of the
month,” and the support group that provided information on addiction. Some parents were
interested in getting more information on where they could get more parent counsling.

“The support group is great and the drug of the month is helpful in knowing what drugs do to
peopl€e s bodies.”

There was one parent who felt that the information provided was not helpful. Thiswas a parent of a
youth who had been terminated from the program and was dissatisfied with the program overdl.
Unfortunady, this parent was not dways clear on what areas of the Program were problematic and
needed improvemen.

The parents were asked to rate the information provided from “not useful at dl” to “very useful.”
Eight of the nine parents reported that the information was “very useful” and one parent (the one
described in the previous paragraph) reported that it was “not useful at al.”

Do you fedl that the Drug Court Program Judge and Team listens to what you have to say?

All 18 interviewees (100%) reported that the Drug Court Judge and Team listened to them. Sixteen
of the 18 believed that the team vaued their opinions and some mentioned that the Team sought out
their opinions.

® No participant refused to be interviewed, though current phone numbers were not available for some of those who had
been terminated from the program and some of those terminated did not return the interviewer’ s call.
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Parent- “The team vaues my opinion. Sometimes you don't understand what they are doing, but
intheend it dl makes sense”

Parent- “They provide feedback formsto the parents. The team will pass dong info about your
child that might be hdpful. They are very good about confidentiad issues. They pass solutions
and thoughts from the parents to the team to think about.”

Youth “They dways ligen and are there for me when | need them.”

The youths interviewed felt that the Team listened and vaued their opinions more when they were
doing well in the program and less when they were not doing well.

“They ligten more so when | am doing well, but they dways lisen.”

“The Team listens but sometimes they don't becauise they know we are messing up. They know
when not to listen because we are messing up.”

Both parents and youth gave examples of how the CCIDC Program had been adjusted by the Team
to accommodate afamily’s particular needs. This demondirates that the Program does indeed listen
and vaue the opinions of the participating families.
Parent- “When we moved homes they were very understanding. They reorganized my son's
schedule. They reorganized how we had to conform to the DC program so my son could
succeed after we moved.”

Parent- “When things are going bad in the home the team ligens. An example of the team
vauing our opinion is when the weekend UAs were taking alot of the families time. Theteam
took into consideration our concerns and made weekend UAs easier on the families.”

Y outh+ “The team listens to your problems. The team moved me up when | talked about being
moved up. If you present your case in a mature manner they will ligen.”

The two interviewees who did not believe that the Team vaued their opinions were the same parent
and youth described above who had been terminated from the program. The parent stated that the
Team did not take her fedings into account and the youth said that the Team did not “ understand
the commitment Drug Court was.” (It isinteresting to note that the other youth who had been
terminated from the program and his parent were as positive about the program as those who were
currently participating and those who had graduated.)

In generd, it was clearly reported by parents and youth that the CCIDC Team listens and vaues the
opinions of program participants.

Do you fed! that your relationship with your [ son/daughter/parent, etc.] has changed since you
began Drug Court? If so, how?

A large mgority, 16 of the 18 individuas interviewed, believed that their family relationships had
changed for the better due to their participation in drug court. The two who did not believe that thelr
relationship was better were the parent and youth described above who were unhappy with the
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Program. They fdt that their relationship had been made worse because the Program was too
demanding of their time.

Overdl, the answersto this question were quite Smilar between parents and youth. Any differences
tended to be that of degree. In some cases, the youth appeared to feel more positive about the
change than the parents.

Youth- “Yes, our relationship has gotten better. We talk more and don't fight as much.”

Parent (of above youth)- “It goes back and forth. It seems to be getting better. We have better
communication.”

Y outh- “Drug Court has had a pogtive effect on my relationship with my mom. We have better
communication and spend more time together.”

Parent (of above youth)- “I fed maybe it isalittle better, but I'm not sure. We do not fight as
much.”

The parents and youth were asked to describe how their family relationship had changed. Thirteen
of the 18 described the change as “ getting dong better.” Nine specifically reported better
communication, 7 reported spending more time together and 6 mentioned less fighting and less
frudtration with each other.

“The relaionship with my dad has gotten much better. We're like friends and now we do things
together.”

“My mom trusts me more.”

“We can live in the same house now and we actudly like each other.”

“We are now more honest with each other. We communicate more and laugh more.”
What parts of Drug Court have helped make that change?

All parents and youth reported more than one aspect of the program as being effective in making a
changein their family relationship and in their livesin generd. All described it as a combination of
sarvices that was hdpful. Five of the 18 interviewed mentioned specificaly that it was the whole
program and the whole Team that made the difference. The following list presents specific features of
the CCIDC Program that came up repeatedly in the interviews as the most effective aspects of the
program. The number in parentheses is the number of individuas who mentioned this Program festure.

Y outh Therapist (9)

Program structure and accountability (7)
UAs(7)

The Family Counsdling (6)

Reationship with the Judge (5)

The youth were more likely to mention the Juvenile Thergpist while the parents were more likely
the mention the family counsdling and accountability.

In summary, overdl it appears that the program is providing useful information to parents and that
the parents are happy with the qudity of the information. Parents and youth felt that the Drug Court
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Team ligened to them and that their opinions were vaued. The vast mgority believed that their
family relationships had changed for the better and that it was a combination of Program features
that was respongible for that change.

Nearly dl of the parents and youth interviewed were extremely postive about the CCIDC Program
and its effect on their families. Although one family who had been terminated was negative about
the program, from the information provided by this family, it is clear that the family was not
benefiting from the program and the Drug Court Team'’ s decison to terminate was gppropriate.

Research Question #5: Predictions of Success.

What participant characteristics predict successful outcomes? What are the commonalities of
clients terminated from the program? How do those terminated from the programs differ
from those who have graduated?

At thetime of the data collection for this evauation, 6 individuas had graduated and 15 had
terminated unsuccesstully. Thisis avery smdl sample for running any meaningful satistical
andyses. Nevertheless, the andyses were performed in order to uncover any trends of interest.

To investigate what factors predict successful outcomes of participation in drug court, a univariate
ANCOVA was run with status (graduate versus terminated) and number of re-referras after drug
court entry as the measures of success (dependent variables), and gender, age a time of Drug Court
entry, degree of readiness-to-change, percentage of postive UAS, primary and secondary drug of
choice, tota number of referrds prior to Drug Court entry, and number of drug-related referras
prior to drug court entry as the possible predictive (independent) variables. None of the variables
was sgnificant in predicting either status or number of re-referrds, most likely due to the smal
sample Sze. However, an examination of Smple correlations between these variables uncovered
some interesting (though mostly non-satigticaly sgnificant) results.

Age a thetime of Drug Court entry was postively correlated (.181) with graduation. Thet is, the
older the youth were a the time of entry, the more likely they were to graduate. Age was dso more
srongly, and negatively, correlated with termination (-.339), such that the younger the youth were
at drug court entry, the more likely they were to terminate. Further, age was negatively and
sgnificantly corrdaed with re-referras after drug court entry (-.582, p=.007). The older the youth,
the lesslikely they were to be re-referred after entering drug court. This correlation is commonly
known in the crimind justice sysem with older individuds less likdly to continue offending. A
possible positive, though perhaps overly optimitic, interpretation of these resultsis thet, asthe
Drug Court youth get older, they also become wiser'®.

Another interesting correlation was that between degree of readiness-to-change, or “readiness-for-
treatment” (as assessed by the Juvenile Thergpist), and graduation, termination, and re-referrals.
The greater the readiness-to-change, the more likely the youth was to graduate (.239), the less likely
they were to terminate (-.283), and the less likely they were to re-offend (-.127). Although these

10 Another possible explanation for these results is that the older youth would eventually no longer have datain the
juvenile justice database and, instead, would have any re-offenses recorded in the adult criminal justice system.
However, since the large majority of “outcome” time for this evaluation occurred while the youths were under 18 (and
till in the program for those who were drug court participants) thisis an unlikely explanation. Future evaluations of this
Drug Court, with longer outcome time periods, should include both the juvenile justice and adult justice data systems.
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correlations were not Sgnificant, thisis a postive indication that the Juvenile Thergpigt is assessing
these youth' s readiness-to- change correctly.

Unsurprisingly, the percentage of positive UAS (out of the total number of UAs given) wasfairly
strongly correlated with graduation (-.263) and termination (.432). The more postive UAS, the more
likely the youth were to terminate and the less likely they were to graduate. Further investigation

into the correlation between percentage of positive UAs and status, which gpproached significance,
reved ed that while those who graduated had a higher mean number of UAS, the mean percentage of
those UAs that were positive was considerably lower for the graduates than for those terminated.
These gatistics are presented in Table 7 below.

Table 7: Mean Number of Percentage of Positive Urinalyses

Mean Percentage
Satus Mean# UAsgiven | of UAsthat were Range
postive
Graduated 74 8% 3%-11%
Terminated 55 31% 0%-100%

Finally, there was a smdl corrdation (.119) between drug of choice and status (graduate vs. terminated).
Further analysis of these two variables produced the following information provided in Table 8.

Table 8: Drug of Choice for Graduated and Terminated Participants

Primary Drug of Choice (n=30) By Groups
Overall | Grads| Termed

Marijuana* 63.3% | 66.7% | 64.3%
Methamphetamine 23.3% | 16.7% | 28.6%
Alcohol 6.7% | 16.7% | 7.1%
Opiates 3.3%
Benzodiazepines 3.3%

Secondary Drug (n=29)
Alcohol 62.1% | 50.0% | 71.4%
Marijuana 24.1% | 33.3% | 14.3%
Methamphetamine 6.9% | 16.7%
Hallucinogen 3.4% 7.1%
Amphetamine 3.4% 7.1%

The mogt sgnificant and interesting information contained in the above table is the percentage of
those who use methamphetamine in those who terminated versus those who graduated. Those
terminated had a much higher percentage of “meth” users. Also of interest was the percentage of
those terminated who used dcohal as a secondary drug. Those terminated were much more likely to
use dcohol as a secondary drug and “meth” as a primary drug than those who graduated. It appears
that the use of methamphetamine and acohol together is a poor combination for achieving success

in Drug Court.

CCJDC Outcome Evaluation Final Report - February 2004 15
NPC Research



To investigate further the characteristics of those who graduated versus those who terminated, t-
tests were run on the same st of variables listed above. Because many of the variables are highly
correlated with length of participation, only those participants who had at least ayear in the
program were used for this analysisin order to detect any true differences unrelated to length of
participation. Aswith the previous analyses, the t-tests produced no significant results, but an
examination of the difference in the means between graduates and terminated participants provides
afew interesting possibilities. Table 9 presents these means.

Table 9: Means of Characteristics of Graduated vs. Terminated

Category Means Means
Graduated Terminated
(n=6) (n=15)
Gender 117 1.0
Age at time of DC referral 16.43 16.15
Length of time in program 1401 15.04
Number of referrals prior to DC entry 3.17 3.0
Number of positive UAs 5.50 21.2
Degree of readinessto participate in 180 14
treatment )
Number of drugs at issue 267 3.4
Number of drug court dates 30.50 32.80
Number of treatment sessions 119.17 141.0

There are saverd points of interest in the above table. Firdt, thereis no noteworthy differencein
gender or number of prior referras for those who graduated versus those who terminated. And,
athough there was a smdl correation between age of entry into Drug Court and status, the
difference in mean age between graduate and terminated appears to be quite small.

The length of time spent in the program is actudly longer for those who terminated than for those
who graduated. This demongtrates the common tendency of drug courts to continue to work with
participants in hopes of eventudly making a difference, even when the participants are not adhering
to the program process. Investing alarge amount of resources into those who will eventudly
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terminate is an expengve course of action. The CCIDC may consder introducing gtricter policies
regarding how long they are willing to continue working with those participants who are struggling.
Conversdly, another option isto enhance and adjust the services provided to participantsin order to
increase the chances of success. The CCIDC has received an enhancement grant from BJA and isin
the process of enhancing its services.

As discussed earlier, the mean degree of readiness-to-change was greater in those who graduated
than in those who terminated. Aswould be expected if readiness-to-change is measured accuratdly,
those who are more ready to change their lives are more likely to succeed in the CCIDC program.

The mean number of drugs used by graduates is less than the mean number used by those
terminated. This makes intuitive sense in that the more drugs used by a participant, the more

difficulty a participant may have in opping use.

Findly, the number of drug court sessions and treatment sessions is greater in those who terminated
than in those who graduated. Thisis explained by the CCIDC process, as the more problems
participants have in adhering to the program (e.g., postive UAs, not showing up for trestment), the
more treatment sessions and Drug Court appearances are required.

In summary, the main predictors of success (i.e., graduation and fewer re-referrals) appear to be
greater age, a greater degree of readiness-to-change, and of course, asmaller percentage of positive
UAs (under 11%). Conversely, the main predictors of termination appear to be lower age, alesser
degree of readiness-to-change, a high percentage of positive UAs (over 11%), use of multiple drugs,
and methamphetamine as the primary drug of choice with acohol as the secondary drug of choice.

Summary/Conclusion

The characterigtics of those who graduated and those terminated were examined in order to
determine if there were certain participant characteristics that could be predictive of success (or
termination). Graduates tended to be older and more ready for change while those terminated tended
to be younger, less ready for change, to use multiple drugs and were more likely to use
methamphetamines and acohal. It is recommended that the CCIDC Team continue to watch these
trends as the program matures so that, if these characteristics (or others discovered over time) are
truly predictive, 1. The Team can use these to determine a youth's gppropriateness for the Program
and 2. The Team can seek out specific services that can be added to the program to address the
characterigtics (such as multiple drug use) that appear to lead to unsuccessful termination.

Although the sample size is smdll, taken as awhole, the outcome results for the CCIDC appear to
be quite positive. The number of re-referrals for those who participated in the program, whether
they graduated or not, was lower than that for the comparison group. The mean number of positive
urinalyses over time provided evidence that participant drug use was, indeed, decreasing over time
gpent in the program. The average length of time spent in the program for graduates was
goproximatdy 14 months. As the intended length of the program isaminimum of 12 months, this
demondtrates the program’ s ability to bring participants through the program to graduation in a
timely manner. Y outh and parents involved in the CCIDC program reported that the program is
providing useful information and thet they are happy with the qudity of the information. Parents

and youth felt that the Drug Court Team listened to them and that their opinions were valued. The
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vast mgjority believed that their family relationships had changed for the better. Parents and youth
said they communicate better, soend more time together and argue less. Both youth and parents
believed that it was a combination of Program festures that were responsible for that change.

As mentioned repeatedly, the main concern in this outcome study is that, because the CCIDC
program is young and gill growing, the sample for this first outcome evauation was, of necessity,
smdll. For this reason, the results of the analyses described in this report should be taken with
caution. However, the overdl trend in outcomes for the CCIDC is consstently positive. The
CCJDC program appears to be impacting its youth and families in the intended manner. Further
outcome evauation as the program continues to grow (e.g., through the enhancement grant received
from BJA) will dlow for alarger sample sze and the &hility to verify the positive prdiminary

results achieved in the current evaluation.
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CCJDC Process Evaluation: Executive Summary

I n November 2001, the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court (CCIDC) began operations. An
implementation grant from the DCPO in September 2001 provided funds for evauation, and NPC
Research was subsequently hired to perform a process and outcome study of the Drug Court. This
report contains the process eva uation for the CCIDC performed by NPC Research. The Ten Key
Components of Drug Courts (developed by the NADCP in 1997) were used as aframework for the
evauation, and this Court was evauated on its ability to demongtrate these key components. The
chief results are asfollows

Ten Key Components of Drug Courts

Component 1. Drug courtsintegrate alcohol and other drug treatment services with justice
system case processing.

Anintegrated Drug Court Team, with communication asits central fegture, isthe CCIDC' s biggest
strength and possibly the grestest reason why this Drug Court is operating effectively and
efficiently. The Team communicates regularly in avariety of ways, and seeks out new idees for
ways to keep this Court running smoothly and for ways to improve Court practices. Each member
of the Team gppears to be invested in making the Drug Court work for its participants.

Component 2. Using a non-adver sarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel promote
public safety while protecting participants due processrights.

Both the Prosecution and Defense Counsdl believe that the mission of each has not been
compromised by Drug Court. One change in both their roles is the non-adversaria team effort that
goes into decison-making for each client. Their roles, however, remain essentialy the same: the
Public Defender’ sroleis il to advocate for the participants, and the Didrict Attorney’sroleis il
to ensure that public safety is protected.

Component 3. Eligible participants areidentified early and promptly placed in the drug court
program.

The time from referrd to entry in Drug Court is approximately two weeks. Thisis areasonably
prompt time period for a youth to begin receiving services. In addition, the youth and his or her
family receive sgnificart contact from the Court throughout that two week period in the form of
assessments and discussions with the Drug Court staff about the Drug Court Program and about the
willingness of the family to commit to the program.

Component 4. Drug courts provide a continuum of alcohol, drug, and other related treatment
and rehabilitation services.

The Drug Court Program has four phases and Aftercare, each of which targets a different sagein
the youth’ s treetment. Diverse specidized trestment services are available to the extent that funding
will dlow. Each participant atendsindividua counsding, group counsding, and family counsding.
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In addition, participants are given frequent UAsto monitor drug use, are involved in activities
giving them life sills such as jobs and education, and have the opportunity to participate in
community services and other activities.

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

Based on results from the American University National Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000), the
number of urindyses (UAS) given in this Court is comparable to the large mgority of drug courts
nationaly. However, not dl UA collections are fully viewed, and participants and saff believe that
the youths often have an idea of the timing of their next drug test. The Drug Court Team has aso
utilized other forms of drug testing, such as a sdiva swab and a drug detection patch. An adulterant
test drip is dso used when youths are suspected of tampering with the sample. The Team is
currently discussing the option of using a Breathayzer to detect acohol use,

Component 6. A coordinated strategy governsdrug court responsesto participants
compliance.

Sanctions and rewards for this Court are comparable to what most other drug courts are doing
nationaly (Cooper, 2000). This Drug Court works together as ateam to determine sanctions and
rewards with the Judge' s approval. Sanctions and rewards are often individualized and are chosen to
auit the youth' s specific Stuation. The Drug Court does not have written guidelines for sanctions

and rewards. However, the Team has agreed upon some graduated standard sanctions that generaly
gtart with community service and end with termination. The Team works hard to make sure
responses to participants compliance are consistent, while trying to be creative with rewards and
sanctions to meset a particular need.

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

In the CCIDC Program, parents and participants are required to be in Court on a consstent basis,
where they have regular contact with the Judge. The frequency of court appearances for each
participant is comparable to the mgjority of drug courts nationwide (Cooper, 2000). The Judgeis
involved in dl decison-making regarding each participant. She goesto great lengths to get to know
and help dl participants and their family members. Because of the Judge's consistency and care for
each participant, sheiswdl trusted and inspires participants to make her proud of them.

Component 8. Monitoring and evaluation measur e the achievement of program goalsand
gaugetheir effectiveness.

Evauation and monitoring are a high priority for this Drug Court Program. This Court has
participated extensvely in the pilot of the Oregon Drug Court Management System, a statewide
drug court database that is fill being refined, and has ensured that evauator feedback was included
in this process. NPC was invited to observe Court sessons, Team meetings and quarterly retreats.
The Team has proved itsdlf to be committed to an accurate evaluation and has done so through a
high degree of organization and integration of the teeam members. In addition, this Court
demondtrates a high degree of sdf-monitoring. They openly discuss issues as they arise and focus
on ways to adjust the program to address these issues.
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Component 9. Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court planning,
implementation, and oper ations.

Education on Drug Court planning, implementation and operation is a high priority for this Drug
Court. The Drug Court Team members have attended drug court trainings and do so on aregular
bass. In addition, the Drug Court Coordinator, Case Manager, Treatment Provider, and Judge al
attend local trainings whenever they are available and observe other drug courtsin order to learn
new ideas and bring them back for discusson with the Team.

Component 10. Forging partner ships among drug courts, public agencies, and community-
based or ganizations gener ates local support and enhances drug court effectiveness.

The CCIDC has developed partnerships with severa community agencies and organizations, including
Menta Health, the Oregon Y outh Authority, C-TEC (an educationa/employment agency), and the
loca Chamber of Commerce. The Coordinator spends a greet ded of time forging relationships localy
and gatewide. Sheisinvolved with various committees and attends Drug Court-related meetings
frequently. The Coordinator also solicits loca resources for incentives and donations. The CCIDC is
continualy working towards creeting relationships with community members,

Recommendations

The CCIDC isunusud in the qudity of its process and operations. There was very little in the way
of changes or improvements for the evaluator to recommend. Thisis mainly due to the sdf-
monitoring and sdf-correction regularly performed by the Juvenile Drug Court Team. Following
are the few recommendations resulting from this evauation:

Observe all UAs:. Although observing dl UAs would necessitate spending a grester amount of time
and resources, the value of observed UAs in the participants recovery may be worth the time and

money spent.

Consder other methods for assigning UA collection times. Because some participants and staff
believe that participants can often predict when they will need to report for a UA, the Drug Court
may want to condder different methods for assgning their UA collection times. Oneway isto

assign participants numbers or colors that come up randomly.

Condder community serviceasjust arequirement, rather than a sanction: Although the
CCJIDC uses community service as both a sanction and a requirement, it is possible that community
service might serve better asjust arequirement, instead of a sanction o that participants will not
asociate service to thelr community as a punishment. Other courts have made a certain number of
hours of community service a requirement for graduation and have alowed the participant to
choose atype of community service they would enjoy.

Provide awritten list of sanctions: As some participants expressed the belief that the Drug Court
Team is sometimes inequitable in their assgnment of sanctions, it may be useful to give participants
awritten list of possible sanctions for various common offenses and include a explanation saying
that the sanctions listed are just possihilities, not the rule, and that sanctions are assigned on an
individud bass
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Conclusion

verdl, the CCIDC demongtrates the Ten Key Components of Drug Court in an exemplary
fashion. The Drug Court Program iswell organized due, in large part, to awell-organized Drug
Court Coordinator. The Court's greatest strength isits highly integrated Drug Court Team.

The one key component that was demonstrated satisfactorily, but not in an exemplary fashion, was
the UA process. The Drug Court Team needs to determine away to consstently view the UA
collections and to truly randomize the UA collection times. An additiond issue for this Drug Court,
asitisfor Drug Courts nationdly, isalack of funding. The CCIDC would like to provide further
sarvicesto their participants, aswell as accept offenders that require more time and attention, but
has not been able to do so at this point. The Drug Court Team, and particularly the Coordinator, is
working on obtaining funding. This Court is dso examining ways to become sdf-supporting.

In addition to the exceptiond quaity of the CCIDC Team, strengths of this Drug Court include the
commitment to continuing education of the Team members, the high priority the Team placeson
evaudion and sdf-monitoring, and the strong leadership of the Judge combined with the Judge's
ability to demonstrate her care and honest concern for the Drug Court participants and their families.
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