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• How did drug courts become a policy solution for 
treating high risk/high need offenders? 

• Do programs that target the highest risk/highest 
need offenders have good outcomes? (Evaluation) 

• How do you implement a high risk/high need focused 
program? (Example in Oregon) 

• How do you assess high risk/high need?  

• How do you adjust services to meet the need?  

• Where do we go from here? 

Overview 



Due to public safety concerns (and public 
image):  

• Drug courts originally advertised as an 
option for non-violent, first-time offenders 
(low risk) 

• Federal grants could only be used for drug 
courts that served non-violent offenders 
post conviction 

Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  



Over time… 

• Judges and drug court teams wanted to stop 
the revolving door for: 

1. Repeat drug offenders 

2. Other crimes motivated by drug use 

Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  



Over time… 

• Research showed that: 

1. The biggest bang for your buck is 
treating high risk, high need offenders  
(e.g., Carey et al, 2012) 

2. Low risk could actually be harmed by the 
intensity of drug court supervision (e.g., 

Marlowe et al, 2006) 

Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  



 

Note 1: Difference is significant at p<.05 

Drug Courts That Accepted Participants  

With Property and Other (non-drug) Charges had  

98% Greater Reductions in Recidivism 

Note 2: Non-drug charges include property, prostitution, forgery, etc. 
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Note: Difference is NOT significant 

Drug Courts That Accepted Participants with Prior 

Violence Had Equal Reductions in Recidivism  
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Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  

Drug Courts as a Policy 
Solution in Oregon 



Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  

 63% of property offenders in state prison 
assessed as drug dependant or abusers 
 

 30% of property offenders reported that 
they did their crime to get drugs 

 
 4 of the top 5 charges for prison intakes 

in 2012 were property offenses (the 5th 
charge was delivery of meth) 

http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/dudsfp04.pdf 



Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  

Prison intakes 2010 - 2012 

Charge OR CA U.S. 

Property 36.0% 33% 18% 

Violent 25.0% 30% 53% 

Drug  15.0% 25% 17% 

Drug/Prop 51% 58% 35% 

http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/dudsfp04.pdf 



• Fall of 2008, economy begins decline along with 
Oregon state revenue. 

• Ballot Measure 57  

Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  

Evolution in Oregon 



• Property portion increased length of presumptive 
prison sentence and reduced the number of priors 
needed for prison sentence 

• Limits judge’s discretion to sentence to probation or 
shorter prison sentence, but allows the prosecution 
to stipulate to probation 

• Drug portion created mandatory prison sentences for 
certain drug manufacturing and delivery 

• Treatment/Drug Court 

Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  

Measure 57 



• Fall of 2008, economy begins decline along with 
Oregon state revenue. 

• Ballot Measure 57  

• Will Oregon Drug Courts survive the legislative 
session? 

• How can Oregon Drug Courts become a policy 
solution? 

• BJA Block Grants and the Oregon Criminal Justice 
Commission (CJC) 

Drug Courts as a Policy Solution  

Evolution in Oregon 



Do drug courts that treat high 

risk high need work? 

May see a decrease in graduation rate and 
therefore feel less successful. However… 



 

Note 1: Difference is significant at p<.05 

Drug Courts That Accepted Participants  

With Non-Drug Charges had  

98% Greater Reductions in Recidivism 

Note 2: Non-drug charges include property, prostitution, forgery, etc. 
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OR Measure 57 Drug Court Evaluation  

• Random assignment study (M57 DC or 
traditional probation)  

        (DC was mandatory/Study was voluntary) 
 

• In depth interviews with both groups (in 
progress) 
 

• Recidivism (Re-arrests, new case filings) 
 

• Cost-Benefits Analysis 

Do drug courts that treat high 

risk high need work? 



Measure 57 Drug Court Evaluation  

  

Traditional 

Probation/Control 

Group  

(n=73) 

Drug Court/ 

Treatment Group  

(n=115) 

Male 63.0% 72.2% 

Native American 1.4% 3.5% 

Hispanic 2.7% 4.4% 

African-American 8.2% 1.7% 

Caucasian 87.7% 90.4% 

Average Age 31.9 30.3 

Who are the participants? 



Measure 57 Drug Court Evaluation  

Traditional Probation 
or Control Group  

(n=73) 

Drug Court or 
Treatment Group  

(n=115) 
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Measure 57 Drug Court Evaluation  
Risk Assessment Scores 

Traditional 
Probation or 

Control Group  
(n=73) 

Drug Court or 
Treatment Group  

(n=115) 
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41.4% 
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Measure 57 Drug Court Evaluation  
Prior Arrests 
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Are M57 Drug Courts Working?  

New Charges at One Year 



Are M57 Drug Courts Working?  

New Charges at 1.5 Years 
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Are M57 Drug Courts Working?  

Preliminary Interview Results 

M57 

• “I love the judge. He really cares about me.” 

• “The judge and the team applauded when I 
got 60 days clean. It was the best day of my 
life.” 

Traditional Probation  

• “The judge doesn’t know who I am.” 

• “I have never had the same judge twice. I 
don’t know the judge’s name.” 



Are M57 Drug Courts Working?  

Preliminary Interview Results 

Interviewer Feedback 

• The M57 drug court participants reported 
receiving a lot of services including drug 
treatment, health care, employment services. 
While those on traditional probation rarely 
reported receiving services.  

• Several people on traditional probation 
reported that they had suggested services 
they wanted to their probation officer but 
didn’t receive them. 



Are M57 Drug Courts Working?  

Preliminary Interview Results 

Interviewer Feedback on Follow-up 

• Drug court participants at baseline often complained 
about the sanctions and then at follow up praised 
the team and the judge for holding them 
accountable. 

• “I know the judge and the team gave me those 
sanctions for my own good, because they really 
care.” 

• “The accountability from the judge and staff is the 
only thing that made me stay clean.” 



Risk-Need Assessments 

• RANT (screen) 
• LS/CMI 
• LSI-R 
• COMPAS 
• ORAS 
• TCU 

http://ltgov.delaware.gov/taskforces/djrtf/DJRTF_Risk_Assessment_Memo.pdf  

All validated and can be used to determine 
both risk and need 

How do we implement this?  



How do we implement this?  

Risk-Need Assessments 

LS/CMI (Level of Service/Case Management 

Inventory) 

• Criminal History 
• Education/Employment 
• Family 
• Leisure/recreation 
• Alcohol/Drug 
• Companions 

 
• Cost per assessment 



How do we implement this?  

Risk-Need Assessments 

LSI-R (Level of Service Inventory Revised) 
• Criminal History 
• Education/Employment 
• Family 
• Leisure/recreation 
• Alcohol/Drug 
• Companions 
• Financial 
• Emotional/personal 
• Attitudes 

 
• Cost per assessment 



How do we implement this?  
Risk-Need Assessments 

COMPAS (Correctional Offender Management Profiling 

for Alternative Sanctions) 

• Criminal History 
• Education/Employment 
• Family 
• Leisure/recreation 
• Alcohol/Drug 
• Financial 
• Emotional/personal 
• Attitudes 
• Current and past violence 
• Social Isolation 
• History of non-compliance 
• No per assessment cost/not public 



How do we implement this?  

Risk-Need Assessments 

ORAS (Ohio Risk Assessment System) 
• Criminal History 
• Education/Employment 
• Family/Social 
• Alcohol/Drug 
• Anti-social attitudes/companions 
• Neighborhood problems 

 
 
 

• Public Domain 



How do we implement this?  

Risk-Need Assessments 

TCU Forms (Texas Christian University Risk 

Assessment) 

• Criminal History 
• Alcohol/Drug 
• Criminal Thinking 
• A & D Treatment needs and readiness 
• Psychological functioning 
• Social functioning 

 
 

• Public Domain 



Douglas County  

How do we implement this?  
(In Practice) 



Program Set Up 

• Who are the key players? 
 

• How many clients can we serve? 
 

• To separate or not? 
 

• How are clients identified and ordered into  
the program? 
 
 

How do we implement this?  
(In Practice) 



The Role of Assessments 

• What types of assessments do we use? 
 

• When are assessments conducted? 
 

• What has been the outcome? 
 

How do we implement this?  
(In Practice) 
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How do we implement this?  
(In Practice) 
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How do we implement this?  
(In Practice) 



Program Experience 

• Who are our clients? 
 

• What differences exist between “traditional” 
drug court clients and property offenders? 
 

• Are they successful? 
 

How do we implement this?  
(Impact) 



• Age at entry 
 

• Gender 
 
• Post-Conviction 

 
• Average number of offenses 

 
• Drug of choice 

 
 
 

How do we implement this?  
(Impact) 
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How do we implement this?  
(Impact) 
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How do we implement this?  
(Impact) 
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Client Retention 

How do we implement this?  
(Impact) 



James 

• Entry Age: 22     Current Age: 23 
• 5 separate cases 
• Guilty on 10 of 15 charges 
• Facing 39 months in prison 
• Restitution owed $3,346 
• Restitution paid $1,226 
• Fees/Fines paid $1,002 

 

How do we implement this?  
(Impact) 



Rochelle 
 
• Entry Age: 19     Current Age: 21 
• 5 separate cases 
• Guilty on 12 of 28 charges 
• Facing 100 months in prison 
• Open child welfare case  
• Restitution owed $6,493.50 
• Restitution paid $6,493.50 
• Fees/Fines paid $3,536 

 

How do we implement this?  
(Impact) 



 
• Identifying clients 

 
• Modifying our intake process 

 
• Increasing referrals to residential treatment 

 
 
 
 

How do we adjust services  

 to meet the need?  



 
• Increasing level of intervention or sanction 

 
• Increasing treatment contact upon entry 

 
• Prioritizing restitution 

 
 

How do we adjust services  

 to meet the need?  



• Continue serving property offenders 
 

• Move towards integrating client 
assessments into case plans 
 

• Develop strategies to measure client 
progress 
 
 

Where do we go from here? 

Douglas County 



 
 
• Allocation of general fund dollars for 2013-

2015 biennium for drug courts 
 

• Development of statewide best practices 
 

• Establishment of re-entry courts 
 
 
 

Where do we go from here? 

Oregon 



Contact Information 

 

Shannon Carey, Ph.D. 
carey@npcresearch.com 

 
Joe Garcia, MM 

Joseph.J.GARCIA@ojd.state.or.us   

 
 

To learn more about NPC or more about drug court 
evaluations including cost-benefit evaluations go to 

www.npcresearch.com  
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