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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 studyof the Drug

Court. This report contains the process evauation for the CCIDC performed by NPC Research.
The Ten Key Components of Drug Courts (developed by the NADCP in 1997) were used asa
framework for the evauation, and this Court was evaduated on its ability to demondrate these

key components. The chief results are asfollows:

Ten Key Components of Drug Courts

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

Anintegrated Drug Court Team, with communication as its centrd feature, isthe CCIDC's
biggest strength and possibly the greatest reason why this Drug Court is operating effectively and
efficiently. The Team communicates regularly in avariety of ways, and seeks out new ideas for
ways to keep this Court running smoothly and for ways to improve Court practices. Each
member of the Team appears 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 goesinto decison-making for each dlient. Their roles, however, remain essentidly the same:
the Public Defender’ srole is dtill to advocate for the participants, and the Didtrict Attorney’srole
is4ill to ensure that public safety is protected.

Component 3. Eligible participants are identified early and promptly placed in thedrug
court program.

The time from referrd to entry in the Drug Court is approximately two weeks. Thisisa
ressonably prompt time period for a youth to begin recaiving services. In addition, the youth and
his or her family receive sgnificant 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 stagein
the youth’ s treetment. Diverse specidized treatment services are available to the extent that
funding will alow. Each participant attends individua counsdling, group counsdling, and family
counsding. In addition, participants are given frequent UAs to monitor drug use, areinvolved in
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activities giving them life skills 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 Nationa 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 al UA collections are fully viewed, and participants and staff 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 adrug detection patch. An
adulterant test strip is aso used when youths are suspected of tampering with the sample. The
Team is currently discussing the option of using a Breathdyzer to detect dcohal 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 approva. Sanctions and rewards are often individuadized and are
chosen to suit 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 generdly start with community service and end with termination. The Team works hard to
make sure responses to participants compliance are consstent, while trying to be cregtive with
rewards and sanctions to meet 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 consistent bas's,
where they have regular contact with the Judge. The frequency of court appearances for each
participant is comparable to the mgority of drug courts nationwide (Cooper, 2000). The Judgeis
involved in al decisornmaking regarding each participant. She goesto greet lengths to get to
know and help dl participants and their family members. Because of the Judge's consstency and
care for each participant, she iswell trusted and ingpires participants to make her proud of them.

Component 8. Monitoring and evaluation measur e the achievement of program goals and
gauge their 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 Satewide
drug court database that is till being refined, and has ensured that evauator feedback was
included in this process. NPC was invited to observe Court sessions, Team meetings and
quarterly retreats. The Team has proved itself to be committed to an accurate evauation and has
done so through a high degree of organization and integration of the Team members. In addition,
this Court demongtrates a high degree of self-monitoring. They openly discussissues asthey
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
basis. In addition, the Drug Court Coordinator, Case Manager, Treatment Provider, and Judge dl
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 organizations generates|ocal support and enhances drug court effectiveness.

The CCIDC has developed partnerships with severad community agencies and organizations,
including Menta Hedlth, the Oregon Y outh Authority, C-TEC (an educationd/employment
agency), and the loca Chamber of Commerce. The Coordinator spends a great dedl of time
forging relationships localy and satewide. Sheisinvolved with various committees and attends
Drug Court-related meetings frequently. The Coordinator also solicits local resources for
incentives and donations.

The CCIDC is continudly working towards creating relationships with community members.

Recommendations

The CCIDC is unusud in the quality 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 sdif-
monitoring and sdf- correction regularly performed by the Juvenile Drug Court Team. Following
are the few recommendations resulting from this eva uation:

Observeall UAs: Although observing dl UAswould necessitate spending a greater amount of
time and resources, the value of observed UAs in the participants recovery may be worth the
time and money spent.

Consider other methods for assigning UA collection times: Because some participants and
daff believe that participants can often predict when they will need to report for a UA, the Drug
Court may want to consider different methods for assgning their UA collection times. One way
isto assgn participants numbers or colors that come up randomly.

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

Provideawritten 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
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explanation saying that the sanctions listed are just possibilities, not the rule, and that sanctions
are assgned on an individud basis.

Conclusion

veral, the CCIDC demondirates 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 demongtrated 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 additiona issue for this Drug
Court, asit isfor Drug Courts nationdly, isalack of funding. The CCIDC would like to provide
further servicesto 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 qudity of the CCIDC Team, strengths of this Drug Court include
the commitment to continuing education of the Team members, the high priority the Team places
on evauation 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
ther families
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Introduction

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

Oregon. It continues to be one of the fastest growing countiesin 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 at the time of the arrest. During athree-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 dl youths on their caseloads are active
substance abusers. These gtatistics led the county to begin planning ajuvenile drug court. In
January 2001, the Drug Court Program Office 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 evauator were not available when the drug cout wasfirst being
implemented, the county had drug court planning staff attend drug court sessionsin other

counties and atend workshops on drug court evauation in order to prepare for future studies.
Arrangements were aso made to collect client datain a drug court database, the Oregon Drug
Court Case Management System (ODCMS), which is used in several countiesin Oregon. In
September 2001, Clackamas County received a drug court implementation grant from the DCPO.
This grant provided funds for evauation, and NPC Research was hired to perform a process and
outcome study of the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court.

This report contains the process evaluation for the CCIDC performed by NPC Research. The
Ten Key Components of Drug Courts (developed by the NADCP in 1997) were used asa
framework for the evauation, and this court was evauated on its ability to demondrate these key
components. The first section of this report is a description of the methods used to perform this
process evauation. This section describes the protocols used to obtain the information on drug
court process, including ste vidits, key stakeholder interviews, focus groups, document reviews
and an examination of the Drug Court database. The results portion of this report conssts of
three sections. The firgt results section contains a detailed process description of the CCIDC, the
second section contains the results of the focus groups conducted with the Drug Court
participants and their families, and the third section contains alist of the Ten Key Components of
Drug Courts with adiscussion for each component on whether this court demonsirated that
component and how well. A summary of the results with overdl conclusions can be found at the
end of this report.
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Methods

nformation was acquired for the process evauation from severa sources, including

observations of court sessons and team meetings during site visits, key informant interviews,
focus groups and the Drug Court database. This information was then used to answer specific
evauation questions related to the Ten Key Components of Drug Courts. The methods used to
gather this information from each source are described below. Once this information was
gathered, a detailed process description was written and sent to the Drug Court for feedback and
corrections. The Drug Court process was then evauated, using the Ten Key Components of Drug
Courts as aframework to determine whether, and how well, these key components were being
demongtrated by the Drug Court Program.

Site Visits

NPC evauation staff traveled monthly to the Drug Court to observe court sessions and Drug
Court Team mestings. In addition, evaluation staff attended the Drug Court Team's quarterly
retreats. These observations gave the evaluation team first-hand knowledge of the structure,
procedures, and routines of the Drug Court aswell as alowing an observer’s view of team
interactions to help evauate the cohesiveness and integration of the team members.

Key Informant Interviews

Key informant interviews were a critica component of the process study. NPC staff interviewed
13 individuds involved in the Juvenile Drug Court, including the Drug Court Coordinator, Drug
Court Judge, Didtrict Attorney, Public Defender, Treatment Providers, Probation and law
enforcement representatives, as well as other individuals who were involved in the Drug Court.
NPC Research, under agrant from the Adminigtrative Office of the Courts of the State of
Cdifornia, designed a Drug Court Typology Interview Guide to provide a consistent method for
collecting structure and process information from drug courts. This guide was modified to fit the
purposes of this evauation, including adding questions related to how the CCIDC operated in
terms of the Ten Key Components of Drug Courts (NADCP, 1997). (More information on the
Ten Key Componentsis included in the evauation results, below.) The information gathered
through this guide helped the eva uation team focus on important and unigue characteristics of
the Clackamas County Drug Court.

The topicsfor this Typology Interview Guide were chosen from three main sources. the
evauation team’ s extensve experience with drug courts, the American University Drug Court
Survey, and a paper by Longshore, et d. (2001), describing a conceptua framework for drug
courts. The typology interview covers alarge number of areas -- induding specific drug court
characteristics, structure, processes, and organization -- that contribute to an understanding of
the overal drug court typology. The topicsin the Typology Interview Guide indude igibility
guidelines, drug court program process (e.g., phases, treatment providers, urinayses, fee
dtructure, rewards/sanctions), graduation, aftercare, termination, non-drug court process, the drug
court team and roles, and drug court demographics and other datistics.

Key people involved with the Drug Court were asked many of the questions in the Typology
Guide during site vidts and through multiple follow-up phone cdls. This served three purposes.
1. It dlowed usto spread the interview questions out over time, minimizing the length of the
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interview & any one point intime,2. It provided us with an opportunity to connect with key
players throughout the duration of the project, maximizing our opportunities to obtain
information, and 3. It dlowed us to keep track of any changes that occurred in the drug court
process from the beginning of the project to the end.

Focus groups

NPC Research conducted two focus groups at the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court. One
focus group was with Juvenile Drug Court participants and the other focus group was with the
parents/guardians of Drug Court participants (both current participants and participants who had
graduated or been terminated). These focus groups gave the participants and parents/guardians
an opportunity to express their perceptions and share their experiences of the Drug Court process
with the eval uation team. Feedback from Drug Court participants was aso relevant to addressing
Key Component #2: whether drug court participants felt that their due process rights have been
protected.

Document review

The evauation team reviewed documentation from the Drug Court Program that would further
the team’ s understanding of Drug Court history, operations, and practices. These documents
included staff job descriptions, program grant proposas, and meeting minutes.

Administrative data analysis

The Oregon Drug Court Management System (ODCM S) was devel oped by the Oregon Judicia
Department, State Justice Indtitute. The database was ill in the pilot tages during this
evauation, with the most recent version of the database being implemented less than one month
ago. This most recent verson is thought to be the find version, but it is sill being tested. The
database alows drug courts to record information on client demographics, drug court hearings,
drug testing, treatment providers, substance abuse, crimina history, case notes, outcomes, and
follow-up information. While this database will be used primarily for the outcome evaluation, it
aso provided vauable information for the process eva uation, including information on how the
database was being used by this court (as different processes at different drug courts lead to drug
court staff using the database to suit their unique needs). This database provided the evauation
team with information on the types of dients served by the drug court, the frequency of drug
court hearings and the types of trestment, monitoring, and sanctioning processes.
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Results

he following results include a detailed process description of the Drug Court’ s current

operations, a description and discussion of the focus group results, and an evduation of the
drug court process in terms of the Ten Key Components. Points of interest, iSsues, or successes
experienced by the Drug Court are highlighted within the text as elther “comments’ or
“obsarvations.” “Comments’ contain information gathered directly from interviews with Drug
Court gaff or from participants, while “observations’ contain information from evauator
observations of drug court processes.

Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court Process Description

I mplementation

The Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court was implemented in November 2001. It was funded
by agrant written by the Juvenile Department from the Drug Courts Program Office. Doug
Poppen (Director of the Juvenile Department), Ellen Crawford(Juvenile Department Supervisor),
and Michael Luna (origina Drug Court Coordinator) were instrumenta in its implementation.
Judge Darling agreed to try Juvenile Drug Court and was a force behind getting key people to
meet and agree to collaborate on the program.

Capacity and Enrollment

The totd number of participants, as stated in the grant, 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. The
vast mgority of participants were white (33 out of the 35); one was Hispanic, and one African+
American. The primary drugs of choice were marijuana and methamphetamine. The ages of the
participants a entry ranged from 14 to 18 years (dthough 18 year olds are no longer digible for
the program), with the mgjority being ages 16 and 17.

Referrds have been fairly steady a three to five per month. By April 1, 2003, unsuccesstul
terminationsincluded six youths who went to juvenile correctiona facilities, one who went to a
resdentid trestment program, and two who opted out.

Eligibility

The target population for the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court is 14-17 year old males
and femaleswho are arrested for crimina offenses, excluding violent (person felony) crimes.
Although the origina grant called for youths to be digible up to age 18, this was changed
because 18 year olds are not digible for many of the services available to those under 18.

To begin the referra process, the Juvenile Court Counsdlor determines that the youth may be
appropriate for Drug Court; they then request that the case be pre-screened by the Case Manager.
To be admitted to Drug Court, the youth needs to meet the American Society of Addiction
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Medicine (ASAM) criteriafor Leved 2 treatment, be identified as amoderate or high risk for
substance abuse on the Oregon Juvenile Risk Assessment tool, have an overdl risk assessment
score that is moderate to high, and demonstrate a commitment to participate in the program and
motivation to diminate their drug use. When the program sarted, it was a requirement that
participants have previous drug and acohol trestment. That requirement has since been dropped
as it was determined that youths coming in with previous D& A trestment did not appear
sgnificantly different from youths who had not participated in trestment. Y ouths with significant
menta hedth issues are no longer accepted into the program asit was determined that the
program was unable to meet their trestment needs.

Observation: The CCIDC daff is very concerned about “turning away” these youths. Their
inability to accept them ismainly due to lack of funding (and therefore alack of aff time)
rather than alack of interest. This Drug Court is extremely proactive in addressing their
issues and has dready submitted a grant proposd to fund enhancements that will dlow them
to accept youths with more serious problems, as well asto provide more of the services that
they have found to be beneficid to the families.

Juveniles are referred to Drug Court through the Juvenile Department, their attorney, or by the
Judge. When a Juvenile Court Counsslor determines that a youth may be appropriate for Drug
Court, they request that the case be pre-screened by the Case Manager to determine whether the
youth meets the digibility requirements. If the Case Manager determines that the youth meets

the digibility criteria, areferrd packet is completed and a screening is scheduled with the
Trestment Provider. During this screening the Treatment Provider assesses whether the youth is
appropriate for the program froma clinica perspective. If Drug Court is not appropriate for a
paticular youth/family (eg., if the family has Sgnificant mental health issues that would

interfere with successtul completion of the program or the family is not willing to commit to the
expectations of the program), the Treatment Provider will recommend to the Case Manager that
the family not be accepted, adthough that is arare occurrence. The youth must have one adult
family member (parent, foster parent, etc.) willing to participate in the program alongside them.

If the Treatment Provider deems the youth appropriate, then the case is staffed before the entire
Drug Court Team. If the youth is accepted into the program, the family is then asked to observe
one court session, to make sure they understand the process before committing. Prior to entering
the program the youth and family also attend an orientation with the Case Manager. Orientation
is an opportunity for the family to receive additiona information about the program and to have
their questions answered. The family usudly begins Drug Court the following week. Once the
youth has entered Drug Court afull menta health assessment is completed.

Y ouths entering the program are required to make an admission to either anew charge or a
probation violation. Y ouths are not required to have a drug-related charge to enter the program.
The length of time between arrest and entry into the program varies. The length of time from
referra to entry usudly takes two weeks. Thereis no waiting list.

Incentivesto Participate and Complete the Drug Court Program

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 comes into Drug Court on a probation
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violation, the probation violation is dismissed upon successful completion of Drug Court, but the
initia chargeis not dismissed.

The incentive for most youths entering the program is getting their charge expunged from their
record. The team believes that the incentive changes as the participants get further dong in the
program. Their motivation changes, and they want to be successful because they have put so
much hard work into Drug Court. For the parents, the incentive is hope for a drug free child and
better relationships among family members.

Drug Court Goals

The Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court Team agreed that their Drug Court has three main
gods

1) Reduce recidivism
2) Reduce drug and acohol use
3) Increase family functioning

These gods are to be attained through changing client perceptions of drug use and changing
family sygems

Additiond gods, related to the above godss, include:

Help kids and families learn a sober lifestyle and teach participants how to make
hedthy choices

Provide the youth with a place to make changesin their liveswhile living within their
community as opposed to placement in aresdentid facility

Help parents take back control

Teach families tools to dedl with issues

Support parents

Help participating families view the Court differently

Have Judge and Juvenile Department as partners

Reduce the number of kids going into an inditution

Provide comprehensive outpatient trestment

Give aleve of sarvice not otherwise provided

Offer a support system

Give the kids a postive link to the community

Drug Court Program Phase Description

There are four phases plus Aftercare in the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court program.
The program isaminimum of one year, with each phase condsting of specified 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.
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During Phase |, youths and parents/guardians atend Court once aweek and are asked to
complete one of the three required family sessons. The participants are also expected to attend
therapeutic groups (group treatment) twice aweek, attend the Drug Court Support Group once a
week and meet with the Case Manager on aweekly basis. Individua counsding is set up as
necessary. The parent(s)/guardian(s) are asked to attend the Parent Support Group on aweekly
basis while the participant isin Phase 1. During al phases of the program participants are
required to be involved in schoal (high school, GED, college), maintain employment, or
participate in volunteer work (e.g., community service), whichever is gpplicable. The participant
must have 30 consecutive days clean before entering Phase 2.

In Phase 2, the youths and family begin attending Court every two weeks ingtead of weekly.
Although the Case Manager contacts are decreased to every two weeks, the youths continue to
participate in theragpeutic groups twice aweek. In this phase, the participants are no longer
required to attend the Drug Court Support Group, athough they are required to attend one
community support group. A community support group can include: an AA/NA/MA mesting, a
church youth group, the Drug Court Support Group, or other group approved by the Case
Manager. AA/NA/MA group meetings were a previous requirement but other options have since
been added, as it was determined that the meetings were not youth oriented, and therefore were
not beneficid for most Juvenile Drug Court participants. In the past, youths were asked to turn in
verification dips for the support group that they had attended. Participants are currently required
to complete awriting assignment describing the support group they attended, and they are
expected to turn them in a each court appearance. Phase 2 participants must have 45 consecutive
days clean to move to Phase 3.

Observation: The change in requirements for AA/NA meetings described above is an
example of this Drug Court’ s ahility to do sef-evaduation. The teamisquick to notice a
practice that is not working well, discuss the issue as a group to determine what the purpose
of the practice was and how they can accomplish that purpose differently, and then inditute
any needed adjustments to the process. Thisis discussed further in the section on Ten Key
Components of Drug Courts.

Once the youth enters Phase 3, unless otherwise sanctioned, Court is attended every three weeks,
and contact with the Case Manager occurs every three weeks. During this phase the thergpeutic
groups are decreased to once aweek. Support group attendance is not a requirement in this
phase. Upon entering Phase 3, each youth must have sdected a community activity to participate
in for two hours aweek. The activity may include, but is not limited to, organized athletics,

school sponsored clubs, classes, volunteer work, auditing a class, an activity with another Drug
Court participant that is supervised by a parent, or structured family activities that are approved
by the Case Manager in advance. The youths are required to complete a written assgnment each
week describing their community activity. This assgnment is turned in weekly during the
therapeutic group. Within the first 30 days of Phase 3 the youth selects someone to serve as
his’her Mentor during Phase 4. Y outh must have 60 consecutive days clean to advance to Phase
4,

In Phase 4, the youth and family attend Court every four weeks. Contact with the Case Manager
occurs once amonth, and there is one required therapeutic group aweek The participants are
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required to meet with their Mentor once aweek for aminimum of 30 minutes and continue in
their chosen community activity for two hours aweek. Before entering Aftercare the participants
are required to design an Aftercare plan that applies to their particular needs. The youth must
have 90 consecutive clean days to complete Phase 4.

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 Phaseisto release youths and families from dependence on the program and
give youths and families an opportunity to practice whet they have learned in the first four

phases of treatment. The Aftercare Phase consists of ajoint plan that includes expectations from
the Drug Court Team and aspects important to participants and families to assst the participants
inliving a clean and sober lifestyle. In addition to the basic expectations of the Drug Court (one
Court gppearance a month and aminimum of three UAs over the 90 day period), the Aftercare
plan incorporates the agpects of the program and the community which the youth found most
beneficid. An Aftercare Planning Mesting is scheduled a couple of weeks before the youth's
anticipated transition to Aftercare. The participants and parents are asked to be present and
encouraged to bring aong any significant support people such as Mentors, other family
members, neighbors, teachers or anyone ese that may play an important role in the participant’s
Aftercare. The meeting is an opportunity for the youths to present their Aftercare plan to the
Treatment Team, and a chance for the Team to provide feedback regarding the plan and answer
any questions. Once the Treatment Team approves of the Aftercare plan it is submitted to the
Judge for fina gpprovad. The Drug Court Team is available for support during Aftercare, but it is
up to the family to follow their plan. Once in the Aftercare phase, the youth and family have one
meeting with the Judge and Coordinator to review their experience and to provide feedback
about the program. The youth must have 90 consecutive days clean to complete the Aftercare
Phase.

Requirementsto Change Phase

In addition to attending the meetings and following the other requirements described above, there
are specific requirements that participants must meet before moving from one phase of the
program to the next. An individudized trestment plan is crested, and certain goa's must be met.
Phase advancement aso requires the gpprova of the team. In order to change phases, ayouth
must be clean for the following number of consecutive days:

Phase 1: 30 days
Phase 2: 45 days
Phase 3: 60 days
Phase 4: 90 days
Aftercare: 90 days

Before participants advance to the next phase, they must give a presentation in Court. Prior to
Court, these presentations are given during one of the therapeutic groups so that the participant
can receive feedback from the Treatment Provider and from other group members. For each
phase advancement there are different questions which make up their presentations (e.g., why the
participant is there, what problems ghe has had, what are higher strengths).
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Treatment

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

Trestment services include:
Group treatment
Individud trestment
Family thergpy sessons
Full menta health assessment or psychiatric assessment, when needed
Referras to other services are provided as needed

Drug Court Sessons

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 sesson. Drug Court staff members who attend Court include
the Judge, Drug Court Coordinator, Case Manager, Treatment Provider, Family Therapi,
Prosecutor, Defense Counsdl, Mentadl Hedlth or Juvenile Department Supervisor, a Deputy from
the Sheriff's Department and the Recreational Group Facilitator. Frequency of attendance for
participants depends on their phase requirements. once aweek for Phase 1, once every two
weeks for Phase 2, once every three weeks for Phase 3, and once every four weeks for Phase 4
and during Aftercare. These requirements may change according to the youth’s progress and
what the Judge mandates. For example, if ayouth is having a difficult time in the program, the
Judge may increase the frequency of hearings.

TheDrug Court Team

Judge. The Judge has about 10% of her time dedicated to Drug Court. She presides over the
Court, determines sanctions and rewards while taking into account recommendations from the
team, builds relationships with the youths and their families, participates in the saffing, and

hel ps determine trestment recommendations. She dso helps the Coordinator with community
outreach, helps to solve problems, and serves as arole mode to youths and parents.

The Judge' s goecific gods for the program include improving family functioning, reducing drug
use, reducing the youths future involvement in the crimina justice system, and changing the
youths' dtitude toward drug use, family, and schooal.

Comment: The Judge was aso named, by both Team members and participants, as a specid
Judge, one who is energetic, creetive, fun, genuinely committed to the youths she works
with, compassionate, firm, and "the one who makes Drug Court what it is.”
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Drug Court Coordinator. The Drug Court coordinator spends 100% of her time on Drug Court
activities and has an extensive and very specific set of tasks. The Coordinator attends weekly
process mestings, prepares the agenda and does program planning. She serves as a resource for
team members; fillsin for them at Court hearings or groups, and helps with getting them needed
resources. Sheis part of the Trestment Team and isinvolved in case management decisons. In
Court she enters data into the Oregon Drug Court Management System (ODCMYS). (This
database is discussed further later in this process description). Inaddition, part of the Clackamas
County Drug Court Coordinator's roleis to look to the future for sustainability. Doing so requires
researching federa and state funding opportunities. The Coordinator so solicitsloca resources
for incentives and donations. She represents the Court in the community and isinvolved in
numerous activities (e.g., sate leadership, and the ODCMS pilaot).

A more detailed description of the duties performed by the Coordinator for this Drug Court are
provided in the following job description:

1. Monitor implementation grant; review time task plans, program objectives and budget details
to ensure grant compliance; comply with reporting requirements and timely submission of
reports, maintain contact with Grants Manager; participate in reporting and coordinating with
State and Federal authorities.

2. Develop, maintain and modify Drug Court policy/procedures manud. (The policy/procedure
manud is used by the Drug Court Team to determine admission criteria, incentives, sanctions,
team member roles, and completion/termination guidelines). Monitor program goas and
objectives to ensure compliance with misson statement and continue to review gods and
objectives dong with Drug Court Team to identify and implement revisons.

3. Monitor the Drug Court database and software and ensure grant compliance. Coordinate,
monitor and participate in datainput. Coordinate with internd data technician to seethat Drug
Court data needs are being met; coordinate at the State level for consistency in data collection
among other Juvenile Drug Courts.

4. Oversee theinitiation and final process and outcome eva uation. Collaborate with the
evaluator to see that gppropriate measures and data are reported that reflect the primary issues of
the Drug Court.

5. Secure long-term funding sources for Drug Court sustainability; attend gpplicable workshops
for sustainability; network with federa Grant Manager, National Drug Court Ingtitute, Adult
Drug Court Coordinator, and any other gpplicable resources.

6. Ensure adequate communication among various agencies involved with the Drug Court
Program; vist and gather information from agencies that provide services to Drug Court
participants, and share information with Drug Court Team for quaity assurance.

7. Develop and maintain community resources needed to implement and enhance Drug Court
gods and objectives; increase community awareness of the Drug Court Program and develop
community partnerships to enhance the program.
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8. Additiona duties, as directed, may include: facilitation of support groups; assistance with
Drug Court proceedings, individua contact and advocacy with Drug Court youths and families.

The Coordinator's activities support the gods of the Drug Court in that the Drug Court needs to
have supportive servicesin place. The Coordinator promotes Drug Court within the community
and thus gains resources (including financid resources), involvement from the community, and
educational resources. The Coordinator provides leadership needed to streamline the efforts of
al agenciesinvolved and gathers data needed to eva uate the success of the program, keeping up
to date with the ODCM S database so the data is ready to use at any time.

Observation: The CCIDC Coordinator appears to be extremely well organized and
committed to fostering an environment of teamwork. Her attention to small details supports
the teamwork environment. For example, for the first graduation ceremony, the Coordinator
created atask list with blanks so the Team Members could sign up for each task. This
alowed the Team to see the work that needed to be done, to know what other Team members
were doing, and to be sure that dl tasks were covered. She has been known to bring
caculators for each member of the Drug Court Team for their use when meeting on budget
issues. The Coordinator also created a wallet-szed laminated contact list for the Drug Court
participants so they know how to reach any of the Drug Court Team when they need to
explain aosences or they need help. This alows participants no excuses for not keeping in
touch with the team members.

Law Enforcement. A Deputy from the Sheriff's Department began attending al Drug Court
sessions after a Situation occurred that was a potentia safety risk. The Deputy aso transports
youths sanctioned to detention and provides some security services. Heis stationed at the
Juvenile Department.

Probation. The Juvenile Court Counsdlor serves as the Case Manager and playsalargerolein
the CCJIDC. She performs case management on aweekly basis, including UA collection and

hel ping the Coordinator identify needs and gaps (e.g., trangportation). The Case Manager creates
the weekly reports on participants as well as the Y outh Handbook. She attends Court and logs
hearings, case numbers, and other smilar information for the ODCMS. Sheisresponsible for
supervision and tracking of the youth as well as coordination with schools and community

Service organizations.

The Juvenile Department’ s goas for Probation are the same as the Drug Court's goals. to reduce
recidivism, reduce use, and increase family functioning. The Case Manager’s activities try to
fulfill these gods by ensuring that participants are abiding by the order of the Court.

Public Defender. The Public Defender makes an initid consultation, attends al staffing
meetings, and helps make Drug Court Team recommendations. Once clients are in Court, the
Public Defender has little persond contact with them, dthough he is available for consultation.
He atends Tuesday meetings, monthly meetings, and the quarterly meetings. Hisroleisto
advocate for the participants and to answer questions for the youths and the rest of the Drug
Court Team.
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The Public Defender's god is to see that the youth’s postion is presented to the Drug Court
Team. For Drug Court, the Public Defender will know that he has reached this goa by the kind
and number of youths who get into Drug Court, and if participants get as many services as are
avalable whilein the program.

District Attorney. The DA isresponsble for making decisions about whether or not ayouth is
eligible for Drug Court based on their current charge. She attends Drug Court Team meetings
and Court sessions and recommends sanctions. She aso researches various legal issues for the
Team, such as developing alist of non-digible crimes and meeting with other people with lega
expertise to verify legd information pertinent to Drug Court. The DA has four and a hdf to five
hours per week dedicated to Drug Court.

Treatment Provider. There are two main therapists for this Drug Court:
The Juvenile Trestment Therapist runs dl therapeutic groups and individua sessons. Hedso

performs UA collection and occasiondly runs family sessons. One hundred percent of histime
is dedicated to Drug Court.

By using a holigtic gpproach, the Juvenile Treatment Therapist’ s god is to improve overal

functioning of the youth and the family, and prevent drug and acohol use. His activities rdae to
the gods of the Court in that he works to see that the crimes are fewer and further between, to
get the youth to interndize more, and to see that the family and relationship skills are improving.
He offers the participants education and communication skills, and he builds rgpport with them.

The Family Thergpist provides family thergpy, including the program’ s three required family
sessons. Additiona family sessons are optiona after the third family session, dthough the
Judge has mandated additiond sessonsin the past. The Family Thergpist facilitates aweekly
parent support group, works on program development, and asssts the team in formulating
dispositions for youths. He works part-time with Drug Court.

Therole of the Family Thergpist is to decrease family chaos by heping family membersimprove
their communication and by helping parents increase their structure within the home,
Thergpeutic goas seek to empower parents while building the youth' s self-esteem.

Other Service Providers. There are three other agencies that provide services for the Juvenile
Drug Court participants and their families:

The Recreationd Group Facilitator isa skills group facilitator from the Juvenile Department who
addresses issues such as anger management and accountability. He aso hel ps the Treatment
Provider with the thergpeutic group after Court. Although heis not a core member of the Drug
Court Team, he does attend the Tuesday staffing meetings, sitsin on Drug Court sessons, co-
facilitates one thergpeutic group, and provides positive team building activities. The Recreetiona
Group Facilitator has a more active role during the summer, providing activities such asteam
building and games with cognitive skill building woven into them. He works five to six hoursa
week on Drug Court activities.
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The Trangtion Advisor, from the Clackamas Technica Education Consortium (CTEC), provides
educationd and other resources (e.g., help with resume writing, finding temporary jobs, job
search) and helps youths find work or schooling. She attends the Drug Court taffing meetingsin
order to provide information about dternative programsin school and about programsthat are
available in the community. CTEC aso provides some funding for supportive services (bus,
clothing, fees, books, etc.) as the youthsin Drug Court are required to be in school, working, or
participating in volunteer work.

The Oregon Y outh Authority Liaison provides services when out-of-home placement is needed.
QYA gainstemporary custody of ayouth, which alows the Juvenile Department to keep them
in the Drug Court program. The OY A Liaison has about five hours aweek for Drug Court.

OYA’smain god isto support both the Juvenile Department and Drug Court in accomplishing
their goas. The OY A Liaison’sgod for Drug Court is to help the participants to understand their
problems. He feds that the youths may need to be out of the home to do this. Another god isto
see the youths successfully complete foster care and be reunited with their families.

Observation: The above Team members exemplify the connections this Drug Court hasin
the community. These Team members dso exemplify the range of services available to the
participants of this Drug Court. Thisis discussed further in the section on Key Components.

Team Meetings

The Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court Team meets to review cases every Tuesday for two
hours prior to Drug Court. On the second Tuesday of the month, the team meets for an additiona
hour to discuss program development. Quarterly retreats also occur to discuss program
development and agency coordination. The Juvenile Department Supervisor and Mentd Hedlth
Supervisor attend meetings on dternate weeks.

Communication with Court

Team members communicate with the Court through Drug Court Team meetings and email. The
Judge receives forma paperwork (a chart with an update for al ongoing cases) from the Team
before each Court sesson. The information that is shared includes attendance at required
treatment sessions and other required meetings, UA status, trestment group topics, and parent
reports. Any drug and acohol use is shared with the Team, as well as anything about

participants behaviorsthat are relevant to their progressin Drug Court. A confidentidity
agreement is Sgned when the youth joins Drug Court advising them that information will be

shared between the agencies that make up the Drug Court Team. Y ouths are kept informed about
disclosures and informed when the Treatment Provider intends to disclose persond information
and the intent of such disclosures.

Comment: If persond issues are shared by the Treatment Provider with the Team, they are
targeted toward the effort of better treatment planning and Team response to behaviors. All
efforts are made to mativate the youths to share the information themselves,
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In addition, when the Team does a screening for a potential new participant, the team receives a
packet of information about the youth/family severd days before the screening occurs. When a
youth is accepted into Drug Court, the Judge receives booking sheets, including a picture of the
youth.

Urinalysis (UA)

The Drug Court attempts to collect UAs on arandom basis. The Drug Court Case Manager keeps
amonthly calendar with the UA collection from each youth randomly dispersed by day. On the
weekend, the youths cal in on a UA phone line through Juvenile Reception Center. Y ouths

whose names are on the recording must come in to the department for their UA at the designated
time.

During the week, the youths find out if they are scheduled for a UA through the Case Manager or
the Team member that is facilitating group. UAs are given two to three times aweek during

Phase 1 and 2, but may be increased if use is suspected or tapered off if the youth is doing well.
Thereisusudly only one UA per weekend, but an additional UA may be added if deemed
appropriate. During Phases 3 and 4, there are one to two UAS each week. Three UAs are required
during Aftercare, dthough the youth and family can determine if they want more. Parents have
access to UA suppliesif they choose to test their child in the home. Although al UA collections
should be observed, approximately 50% actudly are observed by Drug Court staff due to lack of
available staff members of the gppropriate gender.

When participants come in for a UA they are required to empty their pockets and are checked to
reduce the possibility of tampering with their UA. The sample is sent to an outside company for
testing and the results are faxed back within three days.

Comment: Although the Court beievesin theimportance of random UAS, some Drug Court
daff believe tha participants often have some idea of when their next drug test will be
coming up. In addition, the UA collection is often not observed due to lack of availability of
saff of the appropriate gender.

Observation: Additiona funds, such as those that may be provided by the enhancement
grant, might help provide gtaff time to ded with these issues.

In addition to UA tegts, the Drug Court Program uses sdliva swabs and a drug detection patch.
These tests are utilized more as a screening toal if it is suspected that the youth isusing. The
Drug Court Team has access to the Juvenile Department Bresthalyzer but is consdering getting
its own Bregthdyzer in order to more effectively test for acohol use, asit is quickly diminated
from the body and therefore difficult to detect through urinalyss.

Rewards

Rewards are given to Clackamas County Drug Court participants for individua progress,
congstent compliance with Drug Court requirements, and for reduction in use. During the
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Tuesday meeting, Team members suggest giving rewards for those participants they fed are
doing well and deserve recognition. Materid rewards were given more frequently when Drug
Court first started, but the when the Team realized rewards did not need to be materid to hold
vaue, they began giving more persond recognition dong with smaler materia rewards.

Among the variety of rewards that may be given are a decrease in the number of groups that the
participant must atend, an increase in freedoms and privileges (such as being alowed to report

in less often or decreasing the number of group sessions required), praise, and a promotion to the
next phase. The Judge gives atoy frog, the “Lesp Ahead Award,” to Phase 1 participants after a
few weeks of doing well. The frog can be taken away and returned during Phase 1, but the frog
becomes the participant’ s to keep upon entering Phase 2. The Judge dso gives certificates and
coins as rewards.

The Team has included two incentive-based drawings into the program. Thefirg is the bi-
weekly "Group Grab" drawing. The participants are digible for this drawing based on their
participation, behavior, and effort in therapeutic groups. For each group that ayouth actively
participatesin, they earn one ticket toward the “Group Grab.” The youth whose name is drawn
gets to choose from a number of incentives including candy, smdl gift certificates, and other
amd|l items. The second incentive-based drawing is the “Most Improved Kid of the Week”
award. Each week the Judge puts one name in the drawing for the youth who has demonstrated
the mogt improvement. This drawing is held once amonth, and the incentive is usudly a gift
certificate. The Judge aso recognizes parents for their improvement and effort.

Sanctions

The Drug Court Team uses a variety of sanctions. In the early phases, the Team determines
which sanctions to impose, but in the later phases the Judge looks for more parenta responsesto
the youth's actions. The god is for 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 Stuation.

Comment: The team is dways looking for innovative sanctions. The Court worksto be both
far and effective, by recognizing circumstances and utilizing cregtivity in determining the
most appropriate sanction for each participant.

There have been on-going conversations about whether there should be common sanctions,
progressive sanctions, and/or individualy-based sanctions for different kids. Currently, the Team
has decided on standard sanctions for certain behaviors, such as postive UAs. Other behaviors
that are sanctioned include: not showing up for an gppointment, problems at home, a new charge,
and school problems. The standard sanctions are graduated and often start with community
service and end with termination. For example, the firgt positive UA earns four hours of
community service, then eight hours, then one night in detention, two to three days in detention,
and then one week in detention. Participants have aso been ordered to pay afeefor missng
individua trestment appointments. If a youth continues to struggle in the program, they may be
taken out of the home and placed in foster care for gpproximately 30-90 days.
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The Case Manager (Probation) initiates the sanction process during the Tuesday team mesting.
The Case Manager provides the Team with an overview of the youth's progress since the last
Court appearance. If the youth has any violations, the Team discusses the issue and gives the
Judge input on the recommended sanction.

Unsuccessful 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 atermination: 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 treetment or home rules, and if foster care and/or inpatient
trestment 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. Six youths were
terminated prior to April 2003.

Most youths who were terminated were committed to MacLaren (ajuvenile correctiona facility).
Asareault of recent budget cuts, the Team has begun to utilize inpatient trestment and

resdentid treatment programs after termination, as there is minima space available in the
juvenile correctiond facilities.

Observation: Asthe above paragraph demondrates, termination from this Drug Court
program does not necessarily mean termination from treetment. The Drug Court Team, when
deciding upon termination, makes this decison with the intention of doing what is best for
the participant and hisor her family.

Graduation

The first graduation for the Clackamas County Juvenile Drug Court took place in February 2003,
with six graduates. In addition to completing each phase of the program, other specific
graduation requirements are stated in the Clackamas County Drug Court Policy and Procedure
Manud asfollows:

“To be digible for graduation the youth must:

Successfully follow the Aftercare plan

Test negative and maintain abstinence from drugs during dl of the Aftercare Phase (90
days);

Have gpprova from Drug Court Team;

Be aufficiently involved in or have completed an academic/vocationd training program
and, if appropriate, obtain congstent employment;

Demondrate an understanding of persond problems of drug abuse, crimind behavior and
relgpse prevention;

Verbaly present in Drug Court a request for graduation.”
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Requirements for each youth vary according to his or her individuaized treatment plan.
However, the requirements stated above are mandatory for al participants.

The first graduation took place at the Clackamas County Courthouse. The Juvenile Drug Court
Judge spoke, welcoming the graduates, families and friends. The Judge for the Clackamas

County Adult Drug Court (CCADC) presided over the ceremony. The Clackamas County
Sheriff, a Clackamas County Commissioner, and an Oregon State Senator al atended and spoke
at the graduation. The graduates were recognized, two at atime, by the Treatment Provider and
Case Manager. The parents were recognized by the Judge and the Family Therapist. A reception
with refreshments was held after the ceremony.

Data Collection by the Drug Court Program

The Oregon Drug Court Management System (ODCMS). The ODCMS s anew Drug Court
Daa Management System that is dill in the developmentd stages. Clackamas County was part

of the ODCMS database trid that included evaluator input as to which data to collect, aswell as
which data were of key importance and which were unnecessary. There are seven Oregon Courts
using this software, experimentaly, while it isbeing developed. At this point, only the Drug

Court Coordinator is entering data for the Juvenile Drug Court because the software is yet to be
user-friendly. Training will be provided for the Team when the software is ready for them to start
entering data. The most recent and complete version of this database software was provided to
the program in April of 2003.

On aweekly basis, the Coordinator enters UA results, case management progress, Court
attendance, sanctions, and demographic information such as address and ethnicity. The Case
Manager currently uses a spreadsheet to track the youth’'s progress between Court appearances
and enters case notes in the Juvenile Judicia Information System (JJ1S). Thereis dso amentd
hedlth database that the Coordinator can indirectly access through the therapidts.

Comment/Observation: The sateis currently addressing issues involved with the new
HIPAA regulations. At the state level, drug courts are struggling with keeping medica hedth
records accessible, asthe new HIPAA regulations suggest that drug courts cannot have
access to those records. Thisisaproblem for both efficient drug court operations and for
evaluation. In order to understand participant progress (or lack of progress) and to determine
appropriate responses (e.g., rewards and sanctions) to participant successes or failures, the
judge and the other drug court team members must have access to information on participant
progressin trestment, as well as any extenuating life circumstances. In addition, for
evaduators to determine if drug courts are providing the appropriate type and amount of
services, as well as to determine successful outcomes, it is essential that HIPAA-regulated
data be available for legitimate evauation purposes.

Observation: Data collection and evauation are clearly a priority at this Drug Court. They
have been involved in the cregtion of the ODCM S database from the beginning and made
sure that an evauator was involved in its design and in working out the “bugs.” They have
pilot tested severd versons at their Court and given feedback on the usability and
practicdity of the software.
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Drug Court Funding

In atime of massive budget cuts in the State and counties of Oregon, there is currently no solid
funding for the Drug Court program. However, there are enough funds to keep the Court running
while the Coordinator organizes efforts to apply for new grants (such as the enhancement grant
proposa sent out in May). Despite the lack of resources the climate remains postive. The
Oregon Association of Drug Court Professionds is dso becoming more active in asssting Drug
Courts with finding funding opportunities.

Observation 1: This Drug Court's Team members have demondrated their true commitment
to the program in recent meetings on how to adjust the processin response to the cut in
resources. Each Team member made suggestions for how to provide what they felt were the
most important services to keep in order for participants to succeed, without regard for the
security of their own employment.

Observation 2: The CCIDC has been examining the possibility of becoming saf-supporting.
Part of this process would include having participants pay for ther treetment and UAS.

Recommendation: One possihility for participants who do not have much money isfor the
Drug Court to find employersin the community who are willing to have Drug Court
participants perform various jobs for an hourly wage, which they would then use to pay ther
Drug Court fees.

Participant Focus Group Results

As described in the methodology, two focus groups were conducted at this Drug Court, one for
the juvenile participants and one for their parents or guardians. The main topics for questions
asked at both focus groups included what the focus group participants liked about the Drug Court
program, what they didiked, what parts of the program they felt supported their success and
what parts made it more difficult to succeed, whether they fdlt their due process rights were
protected and findly, any suggestions they had for improving the CCIDC program. The youth
focus group results are presented first and then are followed by the parent/guardian results.

Y outh Focus Group

Six youths were available for the youth focus group, one femae and five maes. Two had beenin
the program for one year, two had been in the program for about six months, and two had been in
the program one month or less. Although graduates were invited, none were able to attend. Most
of the small number of participants who had been terminated were in correctiond facilities and
therefore were unavailable for the focus group.
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What they liked:

o All the participants very much liked the Juvenile Trestment Thergpist. They fdt that it
was safe to talk to him, that he redlly listened and understood what they were saying, and
that he helped them think through their issues and make better choices.

o Theyouths appreciated that the program helped them to get off drugs, gave them the
opportunity to have their conviction removed from their records, and gave them “a
second chance.”

o The participantsliked the * Group Grab’ and the * Drug Court Kid of the Month’
(especidly when they have the opportunity to win Blazer tickets).

What they disliked:

(o]

The participants didiked going to Court and going up before the Judge. They agreed that
when the Judge was happy with them it was okay, but when the Judge was unhappy they
“hated the whole experience.”

Family thergpy was unanimoudy didiked. They agreed that the main feature they didiked
was talking about issuesin front of their parents.

The NA/AA mesting requirement had just been changed a few days before the date of the
focus group, so there were till complaints about those meetings (and aso relief that they
were no longer required).

The amount of time it takes to participate in the program was aso difficult for the
participants. They felt that the group and Court session reguirements sometimes got themin
trouble with their employers or made it difficult for them to take the classes they wanted at
school.

Observation: Although the above comments from the Drug Court participants are
concerning what they didiked about the program, much of what they didiked was aso
included in what they felt helped them to succeed. Thisissueis further discussed later in this
section.

Comment/Observation: Some youth said that Drug Court staff would sometimes call
employers to help smooth the way for participants to meet the program requirements without
causing issues in the workplace. The practice of having Drug Court staff talk with employers
can be extremely helpful in supporting Drug Court participants ability to meet program time
requirements. In addition, these conversations can lead to further support and linkages with
the community. Some employers will even keep positions available specificdly for Drug

Court participants.

What worked:
(What they felt was most helpful for their successin the program):

o

The UAs helped participants remember to be honest and helped them to avoid using (snce
they would be caught).
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0 The participants fdt that the Drug Court Team wasredly trying to help. As one participant
sad, “If you mess up, it's not the end of the world.” This encouraged participants to fed that
they had a chance to succeed.

0 The Court hearings before the Judge made participants “want to do better.” The hearings
serve as areminder about what could happen to them, both positively and negetively.

0 Thegroup therapy and other meetings with the Juvenile Thergpist were unanimoudy voted
as one of the most helpful parts of the program. As one youth said, “1 finally saw why | had
to stop using.”

0 The participants agreed that athough they didiked family thergpy, it helped them
communicate more with their parents. “I have a much better relationship with my father now.
Wetalk.”

What Didn’t Work:
(What they felt was least helpful (or was a barrier) to their success):

0 Paticipants beieve that the community service was not effective as a sanction. “We might
risk smoking if we' re only going to get community service”
0 Therequirement of 45 days clean during Phase |1, which participants know is supposed to
last 60 days, caused participantsto fed that they were expected to use for the first two weeks.

Comment/Observation: The Drug Court Team knows about the issue of 45 days clean
versus the expected duration of 60 days. They have decided to keep the requirement and the
duration as is because it provides them with information about where the participants arein
their progress toward ending their drug use.

0 Some participantsfdt their job was a barrier to their ability to complete the program. Many
fdt that going to school or working made it much more difficult to fulfill the Drug Court
requirements.

o Transportation to and from the Drug Court activitieswas also abarier.

Were their due process rights protected?

o All participants fdt that their rights were protected and that, in fact, they got a“ better dedl”
than those who didn’t get to participate in Drug Court.

» “Theprogramisablessng.”

= “They giveyou afar hearing.”

=  “We dgned something that said we understood our rights and that we would do what they
said.”

* “They give you chances you wouldn’'t get somewhere ese”

Other information and quotes of interest:
o All the focus group participants ft that the Drug Court staff treated them well. They fdt that

members of the Team wanted them to succeed and would do al they could to help them
succeed.
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Some Drug Court participants felt that the Court “was sexist.” “Girls don’'t get nearly the
same trestment. One girl messed up alot and only got four hours of community service”

The focus group participants agreed that sanctions were not the same for everyone. They
understood that “it hasto be individua [and] people have to be treated differently” but that
“sometimes they (the Team) are way off.”

The participants dl agreed that the Drug Court was getting “ stricter” (quicker to give
sanctions and harder sanctions). Some felt that it was getting too drict. Othersfdt that it was
better to be strict because people were going back to “doing their own thing” and the Court
needed to be strict to get them to stop.

“I was on aroad to nowhere. The program helped me.”

“The kids that have failed were bound to run anyway. They messed up too much. They didn’t
care. The Team tried everything for those people. They just didn’t like the program and made
excuses for their use”

Observation: The kids had no suggestions on ways to improve the program. Each time one of
them would suggest something, either another participant or the individua who suggested it
would decidethat it really was necessary for the program practices to remain as they were.

Parent/Guar dian Focus Group

Fourteen parents attended the focus group, three with a youth who had been terminated, five with
ayouth who had graduated, and six with ayouth in different phases of the program.

What they liked:

(0]

o

Parents liked having the back-up of the Court structure. Thiswas particularly true for sngle
parents.

The family involvement in the Drug Court process was well-liked. Parents felt included and
sad that the Court gave them resources and tools for parenting skills to help them work
appropriately with their kids. They fdt that someone in the system cared. They particularly
enjoyed the parent talks with the Judge.

The parents liked that the program held the kids accountable.

The parent support groups and the one-on-one parent counsdling were both listed in what the
parents liked about the program.

What they disliked:

o

The main parent complaint was the limited program resources. They felt that the services
provided were greet, but that there weren’t enough of them. For example, the JEMP (a 24-
hour monitoring device) is used for kids who are under house arrest, but there “weren't
enough JEMPs to go around.”

Some parents felt that they were given information a the orientation too quickly and that

there was too much of it, but other parents disagreed. However, al the parents agreed that the
Drug Court program asks for feedback regularly and that the Drug Court Team redly listens
to their suggestions.
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Observation: The parents appeared to have a difficult time finding anything negetive to say
about the program. Although the first few answers to the question were about what they
didiked, the focus group discusson quickly turned to how well the Drug Court Team dedlt
with problems and then on to more positive comments on the program. The parents of the
youths who had been terminated believed that the termination was just what their child
needed and were giill very positive about the program.

What Worked:
(What was most helpful for successin the program):

0]

o

Parents fdt that the multidisciplinary approach was very helpful. They knew who to talk to
about a specific type of problem.

The phases hdped with parenting skills. The parents learned from seeing the freedoms their
children were getting back from following the structure and discipline of the Court.

Parents felt that having the Court hold their kids accountable, and teaching the parents how to
hold their kids accountable was key to heping their kids succeed.

The sanctions that are tailored to fit the specific kid were important to the parents.

The parents believed that the kids did sdf-policing of each other and that this helped the kids
dick to therules.

Parents thought the family thergpy helped them learn how to talk with their kids and how and
when to hold their kids accountable.

What Didn’t Work:
(What they felt was least helpful (or was a barrier) to participant success):

o

(0]
(0]

One parent felt that the location of the Court made it difficult to participate. No other parent
agreed.

Parents felt that the AA/NA groups were unhepful and inappropriate for their kids.

Similar to the youths comments, parents believed that the community service was not
effective as a sanction.

Comment/Observation: Parents agreed that community service should not be used asa
sanction, but instead should be a requirement, to teach the kids about giving back to their
communities. Other drug courts have implemented this idea successfully. They dlow their
participants to choose any type of community service (with the judge s consent), and they
must perform a certain number of hours to be promoted to the next phase. Some courts have
community service as a graduation requirement.

Observation: Aswith the question on parent didikes, the parents had a difficult time finding
anything that they found was ared barrier that would prevent their child from succeeding.

Suggestions to improve the program:

0 Some parents thought it would be helpful to have awritten explanation of terms used in
the Drug Court process and about the principle behind the coordination of services. They

CCJIDC Process Evaluation Final Report - July 2003
NPC Research

22



felt this would improve the orientation process. (One person said they do have a handout
and it cleared up any questions that she had.)

0 Oneparent said, "l think it would be cool if there was a video about the program that the
parents could check out about orientation.”

Other information and quotes of interest:

0 Parentswere concerned about the 60 days required, of which only 45 days have to be
clean, to complete Phase 1.

Observation: It appears that the 45 days clean out of 60 is an issue for both the kids and
the parents. It might be helpful for parents to have the program strategy explained to
them.

0 “I can't remember an instance where fairness was not in the forefront of this program.
The Judge emanates fairness and the rest of the Team members are redlly balanced
people.”

0 “It helped mature me as a father. | wanted to be my kid's friend, but that doesn’t work. |
needed to be agrownup. | know the program helped my son. It held him accountable.”

0 “We gpplaud the Team. They arefiguring it out and it'simpressive. They have agood
reflection of character, they are willing listeners, everything is from the heart, and they
are humble. They are cohesve, and there are no turf battles. They support one another on
the Team and back each other.”

o ‘I fdt like we weretheir only case”

10 Key Components Results

This section ligts the Ten Key Components of Drug Courts as described by the Nationd
Association of Drug Court Professionas (NADCP, 1997). Also listed are the research questions
developed for this evauation, which were designed to determine whether and how well each key
component is demongrated by this Drug Court. Each question is followed by a discussion of the
practices of this Drug Court in relation to the key component of interest. Some questions require
acomparison to other drug courts. In these cases, results from the National Drug Court Survey
performed by Carolyn Cooper at American University (2000) are used as a benchmark.

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

Research Question: Has an integrated drug court team emerged?

Thisisthe CCIDC' s higgest strength and, in the opinion of the evaluator, is the largest reason
why this drug court is operating effectively and efficiently. Communication between the Team
membersis centrd in how this Team has become so highly integrated. As described abovein the
section on Drug Court process, the Team members communicate every day through email, as
well as attend the weekly Team meetings, the monthly meetings on program development. and

CCJDC Process Evaluation Final Report - July 2003 23
NPC Research



the quarterly retreats. The emails give each member of the Team up-to-date information on what
is happening with participants during the week as well as upcoming events and any tasks

assigned to the various Team members. The weekly Team mestings are focused on the progress
of participants attending Court that week, and alow the Team members to have input and make
decisons on the Team response to each participant’s problems or successes. The quarterly retreat
isgenerdly atime to discuss drug court policies and make decisons on changing practices that
are not working or on implementing new practices they believe will help enhance the program
(i.e, increase participant success). The Team works together to come to a consensus on Drug
Court policies as well as other routine decisions, such as sanctions and rewards for each
participant. Although the Team does not dways agree on what the best decison may be, they are
aways willing to discuss different ideas and sometimes will agree to disagree, while supporting
whatever direction was chosen in the end.

Keeping the Team members involved in decision-making fosters a strong sense of teamwork and
hel ps each member fed that they are a vaued member of the Team. In addition, this frequent
communication and input from the Team members alows the Court to act swiftly when

problems arise. The Team is open to new ideas and, in fact, seeks out new ideas for ways to keep
this Court running smoathly and ways to improve Court practices. Each member of the Team
appears to be invested in making this Drug Court work for its participants, without being

invested in having his or her own persond ideas implemented in the process.

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

Research Question: Arethe Public Defender’ s Office and the Didtrict Attorney’ s Office
satisfied that the mission of each has not been compromised by Drug Court?

Both the prosecution and defense counsd believe that the mission of each has not been
compromised by Drug Court, although both agree that their roles have changed.

Both attorneys for the CCIDC bdieve that one of the main differencesin their rolesisthe Team
effort (non-adversarial) that goes into decison-making for each client. This Team approach has
required the attorneys to give up some of the independence they have in traditional court
processing, but their roles (i.e., purposes) are till essentidly the same. The Public Defender’s
roleis dill to advocate for the participants, and the Didrict Attorney’srole is dtill to ensure that
public safety is protected. But now they do this as ateam.

Regarding defendants rights, the Public Defender believes that a youth on probation has fewer
rights than one who is not on probation. A youth in the beginning of Drug Court is under more
intense supervison and their rights are imposed upon more. But later in the program, ayouth
who is doing well will have less supervision and more freedom. Another way to look at it is that
ayouth in Drug Court has more rights than ayouth in resdentid trestment. The youth does not
losealot of legd rights except up front when the results of his or her case are delayed, meaning
it does not get resolved until they pass or fail Drug Court.
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Component 3. Eligible participants are identified early and promptly placed in the drug
court program.

Research Questions: Arethe digibility requirements being implemented successtully? Isthe
origind target population being served?

Cases are referred to the Drug Court from Court Counsdlors, the Judge or the youth' s attorney.
This process gppears to be working fairly well, as youths are being referred to the program at a
steady pace of three to five per month. However, the Drug Court Team has recently attempted to
make this process more efficient by creating a new referrd sheet which asks for information the
Team needs on digihility, induding the youth's court status, prior services, and the family
gtuation. This has been implemented very recently and the Team is till waiting to seethe

results.

The digibility processfor entry into the CCIDC includes severd steps, starting with areview of
the youth’s crimind history and followed by severd different assessments on drug and acohol
addiction status, menta hedlth, and suitability of the youth offender’ s family for Drug Court. The
latter is mainly determined by whether the family iswilling to commit to the Drug Court process
and whether there are any sgnificant menta heglth issuesin the youth' s family.

The origind target population was males and femaes ages 15- 18, who were arrested for crimina
offenses and were assessed as having substance abuse as a moderate or high risk factor as
identified in the risk screening tool, and were ready to participate in a program to diminate their
drug abuse.

The digibility requirements have changed dightly during the time of implementation as the Drug
Court Team determined that the program was not suitable for some youths. The CCIDC
origindly accepted 18 year olds, but juvenile services were not available for “adults’ of 18 years
or older. Also, youths with more severe menta health issues were accepted when the program
was firg implemented, but these youths were found to be extremely resource intensive, usng a
disproportionate amount of Team time and attention, S0 those with significant menta hedth
issues are no longer dlowed in the program in favor of the Court having their resources available
for agreater number of participants.

The Drug Court Team follows the digibility requirements closely. However, the Team, onrare
occasions, will make exceptions when there is ayouth that is judged to be alow safety risk and
whom the Team fedswould benefit from the Drug Court Program. For example, afamily in
which both mother and son had significant mental hedlth issues was accepted into the Drug
Court Program recently because the family advocated strongly for themsalves and had akeen
desire to take part in the program.

The totd number of participants estimated in the origind grant proposa was 140 individuas,
including both youths and their families. The goa for the Court was to accept 25 youthsin the
firg year and then to double that number in the second year. The current god of the Court isto
be serving at least 43 youths by the end of the second year. The CCIDC is currently
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goproximately haf way through its second year and is serving 35 youths. It appears the Court is
going to reech itsgod.

Findly, the time from referrd to entry in the Drug Court is gpproximately two weeks. Thisisa
reasonably prompt time period for ayouth to begin receiving services. In addition, the youth and
his or her family receive sgnificant 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 this program.

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

Research Question: Are diverse speciaized trestment services available?

Diverse specidized treatment services are available to the extent that funding will dlow. Each
participant atends individua counsgling, group counsdling, and family counseling (less often).
In addition, participants are given frequent UAs to monitor drug use, areinvolved in activities
giving them life skills such as jobs and education, and have the opportunity to participate in
community services and other activities.

In thergpy sessions, the participants are educated on various issues concerning drug and acohol
abusg, its effects, and ways to abstain. The youths are aso given the opportunity to process their
use and reasons why they may be abusing drugs or acohal.

The Team works together to decide what kind of services would be most hdpful to the individua
participant. All participants have guidedines they must follow to progressin the program. At the
same time, the Team works to give each participant individud trestment. The Team has included
representatives from an educationa/workforce agency and the Oregon Y outh Authority for
added input and availability of resources to better serve the participants.

The Drug Court Program has four phases and Aftercare. Each phase targets a different stage in
the youth' s treetment. The Clackamas County Drug Court Policy and Procedure Manud lists the
requirements for each phase and the main focus for each phase.

The Team has been discussing adding gender specific services. The Juvenile Treatment

Thergpist ismae, so femaes may have a harder time discussing their issues with a person not of
the same gender. However, there are currently very few femaesin the Drug Court Program, and
those who have been asked about their treatment have expressed satisfaction with the current
Therapist. Moreover, gender pecific services are available through referrd, if those services

appear necessary.
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Component 5. Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other drug testing.
Research Question: Compared to other drug courts, does this court test frequently?

Basad on results from the American Universty Nationd Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000), the
number of urindyses (UAS) given in this Court is comparable to the large mgority of drug courts
nationally: two to three UAs aweek in the firgt two phases, and one to two UAs aweek in the
third and fourth phases. Participants are required to give UAs more frequently in the beginning

of the program, and they gradually taper off toward the end of the program. However,
participants who are suspected of using drugs or acohol are sanctioned with more frequent UAS.

The Case Manager makes up amonthly caendar and randomly disperses names on different
days. On the youth's day, he/she comes in to the Juvenile Department for a UA. The Case
Manager has the participant empty his’her pockets and checks the youth for anything that might
be used to tamper with the sample. An adulterant test strip is dso used when a youth is suspected
of tampering with the sample. Not al UAs are observed due to lack of available staff members of
the appropriate gender.

Observation: The number of unobserved UAsis a concern for the Drug Court Team, and
should be. Drug tests are a powerful tool in the recovery process. Focus groups and
interviews with participants at many drug courts have consstently resulted in participants
naming drug testing as one of the main practices that worked to help them stop using. If the
participants know they will not be observed, it is much easier to “fool the system.” Some
members of the youth focus group at this Drug Court admitted that they had done so at some
time.

Recommendation: One solution might be to have the maes aways go to the made Juvenile
Treatment Thergpist and the femaes aways go to the female Case Manager. Thiswould be a
ggnificant time commitment for the Thergpit, but the vaue of observed UAsin the
participants recovery may be worth the time spent. Another option, if Juvenile Department
Staff aready collect UAs for youths on probation, may be that those staff could also observe
Drug Court UAs. However, this last option may not be workable as there is some concern
from Juvenile Department Staff that the Drug Court participants dready use a
disproportionate amount of resources.

Comment: Some staff and participants mentioned that youths were sometimes able to tell
when their turns for UAs were coming up. Thisimpliesthat UAs are not truly random.
Again, this dlows participants to work around the system.

Recommendation: The Drug Court may want to consider some other methods for assigning
their UA collection times. One option used by many drug courtsis to assign each participant
acolor (some participants would be assigned the same color) and pick one or more colors
each day. Those participants assigned the colors chosen that day would need to comein for a
UA. The colors could be chasen in a manner that insured that each color was chosen at least
the number of times the participants were required to come in each week. Colors could dso
be chosen so that more or fewer UAs might occur each week, so the participant won't know
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how many times they may need to come in. Some participants might have to give UA
samples two daysin arow, then other times have them three days gpart. Findly, the Drug
Court may want to purchase a message machine (which can be fairly inexpensive) and have
the participants call in during a specified time period (e.g., atwo hour pan firg thing in the
morning, S0 a phone line would only be used during thet time period) to find out if their color
has come up. Alternatively (or additionaly), the color can be posted at the Drug Court for
participants to see when they come in.

The Drug Court Team has d <0 utilized other forms of drug testing, such asasdivaswab or a
drug detection patch. The sdiva swab has not been used often and is more of a screening tool if
someone on the Team suspects the participant has used acohol. The swab is useful because it
gives results right away. The drug detection patch has aso been used rarely. It isworn for aweek
and is particularly hepful in detecting drugs that leave the body such as cocaine. Also, it can

help a participant with refusa skills and accountability. The downfal isthat it doesn't detect
acohoal, and it is expensive (about three times the cost of a UA), and the results take aweek to
get back from the lab. These non-UA methods of drug detection are useful, but impractica (e.g.,
too expensive) to use on aregular bass.

The Team is currently discussing the option of using a Breathayzer. Since acohal is one of the
magor concerns for the youths in this Drug Court, it isimportant to have atest that will detect use
reliably. Alcohol leaves the body quickly. If dcohal is drunk the evening before and a UA
does't occur until the next afternoon, the UA most likely will not pick it up. The Breathdyzer
could be taken on home visits in the evening and on the weekend.

Observations. This Drug Court is gill exploring options for the mogt effective manner of
drug detection for its participants. Thisis one of the only areas within the Ten Key
Componentsin which this Court is not exemplary. 1t would be expedient for the Drug Court
Team to focus some more of ther effortsin this area. It does gppear that they are dready
working on thisissue.

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

Research Questions: Doesthis court work together as a team to determine sanctions and
rewards? Are there standard or specific sanctions and rewards for particular behaviors? s
there a written policy on how sanctions and rewards work? How does this Drug Court’s
sanctions and rewards compare to what other drug courts are doing nationaly?

This Drug Court works together as a team to determine sanctions and rewards (with the Judge' s
gpprova). Each participant’ s progressis discussed in Drug Court Team meetings, and rewards or
sanctions are determined with each Team member’ sinput. In the early phases, the Team
determines which sanctions to impose, but in the later phases the Judge looks for more parenta
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, therefore the Drug Court does not have written
guiddines for sanctions and rewards.
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However, the Team has agreed upon some standard sanctions. The standard sanctions are
graduated and often start with community service and end with termination. For example, the
firg postive UA earns four hours of community service, then eight hours, then one night in
detention, two to three days in detention, and then one week in detention.

Some common sanctions used by the CCIDC include detention, community service, eectronic
monitoring, house arrest, increasing court sessons, increasing the number of UAs and fines.
These sanctions are used for non-compliant behaviors such as dirty UAs or missing required
court or treetment sessions. Along with these sanctions, the Team choosesindividuaized
sanctions that are meaningful for a particular participant; for example, the Team has found that
taking some youths Nintendo away can be quite effective.

Comment/Observation: Some parents are concerned that the use of community serviceasa
sanction is not effective (as the youths do not find this sanction particularly onerous), and
teaches the youths to associate service to the community with punishment.

Recommendation: Although community serviceis used by the CCIDC asboth a
requirement and asanction, it is possible that it might serve better as just a requirement,
ingtead of a sanction. Other courts have made a certain number of hours of community
service arequirement for graduation and have dlowed the participant to choose atype of
community service they would enjoy, such as hdping to build houses for low-income
families, handing out food at a kitchen for homdess individuas, participating in Meds-on-
Wheds, or helping an adult lead church youth groups for younger children.

Comment: Some Team membersfed it would be ussful to have standard sanctions for
common non-compliance issues in written form, while others prefer to determine sanctions
on a case-by-case basis. Additiondly, some youths fed that some participants are treated
differently (unfairly) from others for the same offense, athough the parents fed that the
sanctions are generaly appropriate for a particular youth.

Recommendation: It may be ussful to give participants awritten list of possible sanctions
for various common offenses and include a written explanation saying that the sanctions
listed are just possibilities and are not the rule. Sanctions are determined by the Team and are
tallored to fit each individua and the circumstances, so different youths may receive different
sanctions for the same offense.

Nationally, the most common processis that the judge makes the final decision regarding
sanctions or rewards - based on input from the team. All drug courts surveyed said they had
edtablished guiddines for their sanction and rewards policies, and over haf (64%) said their
guidelines were written. Following are the most common responses for norn-compliance.

o Sanctionsfor new arrests If it was adrug possession offense or other nontviolent non-drug
related offense, most courts alowed the participant to continue but prosecuted the new crime
separately from drug court. A large percentage terminated participants for new arrests. The
magjority of courts said the sanction for a new arrest depended on the charge and the
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circumstances. If the new arrest was for drug trafficking or violence, dmost al courts
terminated the participant from the drug court program.

0 Sanctionsfor relapse or non-compliance. Most courts increased the frequency or intensity
(e.g., moved participant from outpatient to inpatient) of treatmert, increased the frequency of
UAs, and increased the frequency of court hearings. Also, over haf the courts used oneto
three days of jail asa sanction for relgpse; alarge percentage used four to seven days of jall.

The CCIDC court has not had much experience with re-arrests. At this point, the Team has
worked to keep a participant in the program if thereit is not agreat safety risk or other issues that
would keep a participant from continuing.

In comparison to courts nationdly, this Court’s sandard sanctions gppear to be quite smilar. For
example, this Drug Court increases the frequency of UAswhen there is a positive UA and if
there is suspected use, usesjail (detention) as a sanction on a graduated basis, and will increase
treatment as needed.

The most common rewards for good participant progress in drug courts nationdly were praise
from judge at court hearings, promoation to next phase, reduced frequency of court hearings,
praise from other drug court participants, specia tokens or gifts, and decreased frequency of
UAs. A small percentage of courts alowed people to graduate early, and a smal percentage had
parties, gift certificates or reduced the drug court program fee.

Rewards for this Court are comparable to what most other drug courts are doing. Participants are
rewarded for progress with praise from the Judge, promotion to the next phase, reduction in
frequency of court hearings and UAS, increased freedoms and privileges, and tokens or gifts

(e.g., thefrog for the Leap Ahead award, and the Grab Bag). There are no feesfor this program,
S0 reduced drug court fees are not used as a reward.

The Team works hard to make sure responses to participants compliance are consistent while
trying to be crestive with rewards and sanctions to meet a particular need.

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

Research Questions: Compared to other drug courts, does this court’ s participants have
frequent contact with the judge? What is the nature of this contact?

Nationally, the American University Drug Court Survey reported that most drug court programs
require weekly contact with the Judge in Phase |, contact every two weeksin Phasell, and
monthly contact in Phase 1. So the amount of contact decreases for each advancement in Phase.
Although most drug courts followed the above mode, a good percentage had less court contact
(e.g., every two weeksin Phase |, monthly in Phase Il and 111.)

In the CCIDC Program, parents and participants are required to be in Court on a consstent bas's.
Therefore, they have regular contact with the Judge and the accountability of having to seethe
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Judge. The participants go to Court once aweek in Phase 1, once every two weeksin Phase 2,
once every three weeksin Phase 3, and once every four weeksin Phase 4. These requirements
can change according to the youth's progress and what the Judge mandates. For example, if a

youth is having a difficult time in the program, the Judge may increase the frequency of hearings.

The Judgeisinvolved in al decisonmaking regarding each participant. She attends the staffing
meeting before each Court sesson and rdlies heavily on the professona input of Team members
before making decisons that are to be brought up for the participant in Court.

Comment: The Judgeis very much ateam player and sincerely desires the best possible
treatment, sanction, reward, acknowledgement, verba warning, etc., for each youth in the
Drug Court Program.

The participantsin the CCIDC have a very postive reationship with the Judge. The Judge goes
to great length to get to know and help each person, including the participants family members.
Team members have said that the Judge works to build persond relationships with the
participants, is consstent in Court, well trusted, a good role model, and “amother hen.”

Observation: The Judge in Court will ask participants, "Is there anything we can do to
help?' Thisisa proactive way of encouraging the youths to think about how the Court can
help them with issues they are having that may get in the way of their recovery, rather than
how they can avoid telling the Court about their problems or offenses. In addition, because of
the Judge' s consistency and her demondtration of care for each participant, sheiswell
trusted. Participants have been heard to say that they want to please her; that they are scared
of her because she is the Judge, but they also want her to be proud of them. This gives the
participants additiond incentive to comply with the program.

In addition, the Judge aso works to build relationships with the participants families. She makes
persond cdlsto them to see how thing are going or to offer help. She holds a session after Court
to talk to the parents/guardians about how things are going both in the home and as related to
Court. The Judge has aso been known to show up at a participant’s house as akind of
reinforcement on a particularly important issue; for example, showing up early in the morning to
make sure a participant gets up, if that isthe issue he or sheis struggling with.

Observation: The above example demondrates the Judge' s understanding of the power of
the Judge' s position of authority aswell as the persond commitment of the Judge to do what
each participant needs to progress.

Component 8. Monitoring and evaluation measur e the achievement of program goals and
gauge their effectiveness.

Research Question: Isevauation and monitoring integra to the program?
Evauation and monitoring are a high priority for this Drug Court Program. This Court has

participated extensvely in the pilot of the ODCMS and has ensured that eva uator feedback was
included in this process. At one of their recent quarterly retregts, the Team task wasto develop a
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list of what practices were most important to the Drug Court to continue in the face of budget
cuts. Evauation was on the find list. NPC was asked to observe Court sessons, Team meetings,
and quarterly retreats as often as possible. When NPC sent a process description draft to the
Drug Court for feedback on the accuracy of this description, there were immediate responses
from the Drug Court Team, which were then followed by a Team decision to go over the draft
together and then send a document with the combined feedback and changes to the evaluator.
This last demongtrates not only commitment of the Team to an accurate evauation, but dso the
high degree of organization and integration of the Team members at this Court.

In addition, this Court demonstrates a high degree of sdf-monitoring. They openly discussissues
as they arise and focus on ways to adjust the program to address these issues. Thisis exemplified
by the change in requirements for AA/NA meetings (described above) when it was determined
that the meetings were ingppropriate for most participants, and in the Drug Court’s change in
igibility requirements with regard to significant menta heelth issues. Although this decison

was not one they were pleased to make, as they want to help as many youths as possible, they
were able to recognize the fact that they did not have the resources to support this type of client.

Component 9. Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court
planning, implementation, and oper ations.

Research Question: Isthis program continuing to advance its training and knowledge?

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 soon a
regular basis. They recently attended an NADCP training, and included NPC g&ff in that
training. In addition, the Drug Court Coordinator, Case Manager, Treatment Provider, and Judge
al attend locdl trainings whenever they are available and observe other drug courtsto learn new
ideas. New information is brought back and discussed regularly with the Team.

Because the Drug Court Team has found family involvement in the Court to be extremey
beneficiad both to the program process and to the participants, the entire Team recently had a
training on how families could be better involved in the Drug Court process. Although the Team
did not agree with everything the trainer recommended, they listened carefully and discussed
openly how they felt about these new ideas and worked on ways to put the ones they agreed
would be beneficid into effect.

Comment: Team members reported that one effect of the training was that they felt
reinforcement and encouragement for the way they are currently running the program. They
learned new ideas for how to make the Drug Court more effective, but they aso learned that
their team was of exceptiond qudity.
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Component 10. Forging partner ships among drug courts, public agencies, and community-
based organizations generateslocal support and enhances drug court effectiveness.

Research Question: Compared to other drug courts, has this court devel oped effective
partnerships across the community?

Responses to Carolyn Cooper’s National Survey showed that most drug courts are working
closaly with community groups to provide support services for their drug court participants.
Examples of community members that drug courts are connected with include: AA/NA groups,
medica providers, locd education systems, employment services, faith communities, and
chambers of commerce,

The CCIDC has developed partnerships with severad community agencies and organizations,
including Menta Hedlth, the Oregon Y outh Authority, C-TEC (an educationd/employment
agency), and the local Chamber of Commerce. Recently, the Drug Court Team hosted the
Clackamas Chamber of Commerce weekly meeting. Chamber members were invited to the
Judge' s courtroom for sociaizing and snacks. It is customary for the host of that week’s meeting
to give a short gpeech or presentation about their business. The meeting was an opportunity to
tell community members, businesses, and leaders about the Drug Court. The success of the
meeting was noticesble. The Team fdlt agreat ded of support from al who attended. Various
chamber members brought up ways they could help through volunteering and offering donations
such as golf lessons or other things for the participants to use. Thisis an example of how the
Team drives to forge rdaionships in the community.

The Coordinator spends a great ded of time forging relaionships locdly and Satewide. Sheis
involved with various committees and attends Drug Court-related meetings frequently. The
Coordinator aso solicits locd resources for incentives and donations.

Observation/Comment: Thereisan issuein the relaionship between the Drug Court and
some of the Juvenile Department staff. The Juvenile Department heads are invested in the
CCJIDC but other Court counselors appear to have some resentment toward Drug Court
because of its ability to tap into so many more resources than regular Juvenile Court. The
head of the Juvenile Department has tried to keep communication open about this issue and
will continue to do so.

Thisis not uncommon for Drug Courts as there are many people who work with youth in the
crimina justice syssem who would like to do more than traditiona court processing will

dlow. Drug Courts are in a unique pogition with amisson that specificdly includes gaining

as many beneficia services as possible for their participants, as wel ashaving acertan
amount of independence due to funding sources (such as grant money) that are outsde Sate
and county funds that may be mandated for use in certain ways.

The CCIDC is continualy working towards creeting relationships with community members.
Thisis particularly important in times of decreased funding as community members can provide
donations of time and materids to maintain program operations. In addition, the CCIDC is
currently exploring options for becoming sdlf-supporting and is engaging in discusson with an
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organization that can hep them with this process. Becoming sdlf-supporting would entail Drug
Court Program fees for participants and help from loca community members.

Summary/Conclusion

verd|, the CCIDC demonstrates the Ten Key Components of Drug Court in an exemplary

fashion. The Drug Court Program iswell organized due, in alarge part, to awell-organized
Drug Court Coordinator. The Court's greatest strength isits highly integrated Drug Court Team.
The degree of integration of the Team is brought about by three main factors: 1. A Drug Court
Coordinator who is organized and committed to making this program of the highest quality and
who atends to smdl detallsthat dlow the Team to work efficiently as a group (such as creating
task lists so Team members can Sgn up and be sure al necessary work is being accomplished),
2. A Judge who provides focus to the Team while strongly encouraging input from al Team
members, and 3. Team members who are invest their time and energy into doing what is best for
the Program participants without clinging to their own persona agendas.

The one key component that was demongtrated satisfactorily, but not in an exemplary fashion,
was the UA process. It was recommended by the evaluators that the Team focus some attention
on enhancing this process so that it is more random and so that al UAs are observed by Program
Staff. Some suggestions were given on how the Drug Court might accomplish this.

An additiondl issue for this Drug Court, asit isfor Drug Courts netiondly, isalack of funding.
The CCIDC would like to provide further servicesto their participants, as well as accept
offenders that require more time and attention, but they have not been able to do so at this point.
The Drug Court Team, and particularly the Coordinator, isworking on obtaining funding
including a recently completed grant proposal to the Bureau of Justice Assstance. This Court is
aso examining the option of becoming sdf-supporting.

In addition to the exceptiond quaity of the CCIDC Team, strengths of this Drug Court include
the strong commitment to continuing education of the Team members, the high priority the Team
places on eva uation and self-monitoring, and the strong leadership of the Judge combined with
the Judge' s ability to demondirate her care and honest concern for the Drug Court participants
and ther families
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