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Background

BACKGROUND

that will reduce drug dependence and improve the quality of life for the offenders and
their families. Benefits to society include substantial reductions in crime, resulting in
reduced costs to taxpayers and increased public safety.

D rug courts are designed to guide offenders identified as drug-addicted into treatment

In the typical drug court program, participants are closely supervised by a judge who is support-
ed by a team of agency representatives operating outside of their traditional roles. The team typi-
cally includes a drug court coordinator, case managers, substance abuse treatment providers,
prosecuting attorneys, defense attorneys, law enforcement officers, and parole and probation of-
ficers who work together to provide needed services to drug court participants. Prosecuting and
defense attorneys modify their traditional adversarial roles to support the treatment and supervi-
sion needs of program participants. Drug court programs blend the resources, expertise and in-
terests of a variety of jurisdictions and agencies.

Drug courts have been shown to be effective in reducing criminal recidivism (GAO, 2005), im-
proving the psycho-social functioning of offenders (Kralstein, 2010), and reducing taxpayer costs
due to positive outcomes for drug court participants (including fewer re-arrests, less time in jail
and less time in prison) (Carey & Finigan, 2004; Carey, Finigan, Waller, Lucas, & Crumpton,
2005). Some drug courts have been shown to cost less to operate than processing offenders
through business-as-usual in the court system (Carey & Finigan; Carey et al., 2005).

With the success of adult drug courts in reducing recidivism, the application of drug court princi-
ples to other populations was the next logical step. Over the past 15 years, the drug court model
has been expanded with some success to include a focus on populations such as juveniles (juve-
nile drug courts), families (family drug treatment courts), DWI1 offenders (DW!I courts), offenders
with mental health issues (mental health courts) and offenders reentering the community from in-
carceration (reentry courts).

Process Evaluation Description and Purpose

In June 2012, the U.S. District Probation Office (headquartered in Portland, Oregon) contracted
with NPC research to perform a process evaluation of the Federal Reentry Courts in Portland and
Eugene, Oregon. The reentry courts in Portland and Eugene focus on offenders who are involved
with drugs; both programs are based on the drug court model, including the 10 Key Components
of Drug Court (NADCP, 1997). The process evaluation performed in both programs therefore
includes a particular focus on how the programs are implementing research-based best practices
within the 10 Key Components. This report contains the evaluation results for the District of Or-
egon Portland Reentry Court.

Process Evaluation Methods

The information that supports the process evaluation was collected from an online program as-
sessment, staff interviews, participant focus groups, observations of the reentry court sessions,
and program documents such as the participant contract, staffing sheets, a monthly reentry court
tracking sheet maintained by federal probation, and a previous evaluation completed by the U.S.
District Court of Oregon and the University of Oregon. The methods used to gather information
from each source are described below.
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ELECTRONIC PROGRAM SURVEY

An electronic survey was used to gather program process information from key program staff.
This survey, which provides a consistent method for collecting structure and process information
from drug courts, was developed based on four main sources: NPC’s extensive experience with
drug courts, the American University Drug Court Survey, a published paper by Longshore et al.
(2001), which lays out a conceptual framework for drug courts, and the 10 Key Components es-
tablished by the National Association of Drug Court Professionals (1997). The survey covers a
number of areas, particularly areas related to the 10 Key Components—including eligibility
guidelines, specific drug court program processes (e.g., phases, treatment providers, urinalyses,
fee structure, rewards/sanctions), graduation, aftercare, identification of drug court team mem-
bers and their roles, and a description of drug court participants (e.g., general demographics,
drugs of use). The use of an electronic survey allows NPC to begin building an understanding of
the program, as well as to collect information that will support a thorough review of the data col-
lected about the site.

OBSERVATION

NPC staff members made several visits to the District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court (PRC),
to observe both of the program judges preside over staffing meetings and status review hearings,
interview all staff members, and conduct focus groups with current and prior participants.

These observations, team member interviews, and focus groups provided information about the
structure, procedures, and routines used in the reentry court.

KEY STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

Key stakeholder interviews, conducted in person, were a critical component of the process study.
NPC staff conducted detailed interviews with individuals involved in the administration of the
reentry court, including the two judges, reentry court coordinator/probation officer, assistant U.S.
attorney, assistant federal public defender, federal public defender’s office legal assistant, two
treatment representatives, staff attorney, chief probation officer and deputy chief of probation.

Interviews were conducted to clarify and expand upon information gained from the online as-
sessment and to obtain a deeper and more comprehensive understanding of the PRC process.
NPC’s Drug Court Typology Interview Guide® was referenced for detailed questions about the
program. This guide, developed from the same sources as the online survey, provides a con-
sistent method for collecting structure and process information from different types of drug
courts. The information gathered through the use of this guide assisted the evaluation team in
focusing on the day-to-day operations as well as the most important and unique characteristics of
the reentry court.

Focus GROuUPS

NPC staff conducted focus groups with current participants and participants that did not success-
fully complete the program. The groups were a mix of both genders, with individuals who were in
different phases of the program. The focus groups, which took place during February 2013, pro-

! The Typology Guide was originally developed by NPC Research under a grant from the Bureau of Justice Assis-
tance and the Administrative Office of the Courts of the State of California. A copy of this guide can be found at the
NPC Research Web site at

www.npcresearch.com/Files/NPC_Research_Drug_Court_Typology Interview Guide_(copyrighted).pdf
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vided participants with an opportunity to share their experiences and perceptions regarding the
reentry court process.

DOCUMENT REVIEW

In order to better understand the operations and practices of the PRC, the evaluation team also
reviewed program documents including the Reentry Court Interagency Agreement, participant
contract, program screening forms from probation and the federal defender, program applica-
tions, staffing sheets, a monthly reentry court tracking sheet maintained by probation, and a pre-
vious evaluation completed by the U.S. District Court for the District of Oregon and the Univer-
sity of Oregon.






General Summary of Findings and Recommendations

GENERAL SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Reentry Court and then a summary of the key results and recommendations. The section

following this summary provides the detailed results and recommendations for each key
component. Please note that the commendations and recommendations in this summary do not
include all commendations and recommendations and do not include the detailed information
available in the main text of the report. Please see the main report later in this document for full
information.

The District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court (PRC) was established in 2005 in order to reduce
recidivism among drug-involved offenders in the federal system, and was the second program of
its kind when it began operation. Currently, there are two judges (an Article Il judge and a mag-
istrate judge), each serving in the role of PRC judge. Although the judges alternately preside
over staffing and court sessions, both regularly attend sessions in which they are not presiding.
The program is designed to take a minimum of 12 months to complete, with the average time in
program for graduates estimated to be 13 months. The program population consists of adult
drug-addicted offenders who were previously convicted and sentenced to prison or probation in a
United States District Court and are serving a term of federal supervision. As of July 2012, there
were a total of 164 participants who had entered the program with 86 graduates, 55 discharged
unsuccessfully, 2 unable to complete the program (for medical or relocation issues) and 15 cur-
rently active.”

Overall, the PRC follows the guidelines and best practices within the 10 Key Components of
Drug Courts. Among its many positive attributes, the program should be specifically commended
for the following practices:

T his section includes brief background information about the District of Oregon Portland

e Representatives from many key stakeholders attend staffings and court sessions. Re-
search shows that each team member contributes an important perspective and can im-
prove participant outcomes by being a part of the team (Carey, Mackin, & Finigan,
2012).

e Excellent team member communication. During observations, the team exhibited ex-
cellent communication skills, generally agreeing to a recommendation for each partici-
pant. At times there were differing opinions, but team members remained respectful and
actively listened to one another, which led to productive conversation and resulted in de-
cisions being made that were intended to change participant behavior.

e A policy committee exists that has appropriate key stakeholders and meets regular-
ly. The PRC has a policy committee that meets regularly for the purpose of discussing
and making decisions about policy issues. Policy meetings include all team members, as
well as any other relevant personnel. The program may consider inviting appropriate
community partners (employers, service agencies, etc.) as these meetings have an addi-
tional benefit of encouraging buy-in of those that attend. The committee is currently
awaiting the results of this report to use as a guide for further program policy discussions.

2 The number of graduates and unsuccessful discharges reported are the number of individual incidents. These num-
bers could include duplicates, as participants are able to participate in the PRC program more than once.
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¢ PRC has a dedicated assistant U.S attorney and assistant federal defender assigned
to the program. Best practices research indicates that having both a defense attorney and
prosecutor present results in more positive participant outcomes including significantly
lower recidivism and increased cost savings (Carey, Finigan, & Pukstas, 2008). Both at-
torneys are succeeding in taking a non-adversarial team approach while participating in
the reentry court proceedings. They take a treatment-based approach to participant behav-
ior and are clearly supportive of the reentry court concept. The role of the prosecutor and
defense attorney is discussed further in the main body of the report.

e Participants are connected with treatment services swiftly. One of the goals of the
reentry court is to connect individuals to services expeditiously and limit their time in
the criminal justice system, so the program works to get participants into treatment
within 1 week of their first reentry court session.

e The program length is a minimum of 12 months, and has at least three phases. Pro-
grams that have a minimum length of stay of at least 12 months had significantly higher re-
ductions in recidivism. In addition, programs that had three or more phases showed greater
reductions in recidivism (Carey et al., 2012).

e Asingle agency provides treatment services. PRC program participants primarily receive
treatment through a single treatment agency. Research shows that having one to two agen-
cies providing treatment is significantly related to better program outcomes including high-
er graduation rates and lower recidivism (Carey et al., 2012). The PRC is commended for
following best practices in this area.

e Child care services are available to participants during court sessions. As some par-
ticipants have children, child care can be difficult to obtain while trying to meet program
requirements. It is commended that the PRC takes advantage of resources that allow the
program to offer child care, as this practical assistance during court sessions allows the
participants to be fully engaged with the program.

e Rapid results from drug testing. Research has shown that obtaining drug testing results
within 48 hours of submission is associated with higher graduation rates and lower recid-
ivism (Carey et al., 2008). The PRC is commended for adhering to this best practice and
also for the frequency of testing required by the program.

e Drug testing occurs at least 2 times per week in the first phase. Research indicates
that testing 2 or more times per week in the first phase leads to lower recidivism rates.
This program is recognized as following best-practices in Phase | drug testing by requir-
ing at least two weekly UAs and is encouraged to continue with this level of testing
throughout the other phases.

e Sanctions are imposed swiftly after noncompliant behavior. In order for behavior
change to occur, there must be a link between the behavior and consequences. Scheduling
the noncompliant participant for the next upcoming court session rather than waiting until
the participant’s next scheduled session to have a sanction applied in court is optimal.
The program understands that if a participant has engaged in a behavior that requires a
sanction, the sanction must occur as close to the behavior as possible.

e Both judges work collaboratively and maintain consistency in their responses to
participants. Although the PRC has a unique arrangement with two judges that alternate-

6 April 2013
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ly preside, because both judges regularly attend staffing and court together, they are able
to maintain consistency and perform well together as a team. This was confirmed by mul-
tiple team members and participants, as well as observed during site visits.

e The PRC has completed a previous evaluation and is participating in the current
evaluation. The PRC is commended for its interest in participating in research and evalu-
ation, and its willingness to work on continuous program improvement. Courts that have
participated in evaluation and made program modifications based on evaluation feedback
have had twice the cost savings compared to courts that have not adjusted their program
based on evaluation feedback (Carey et al., 2012).

e The program has creatively and effectively addressed many participant needs. The
program is commended for thoughtfully coming up with solutions to program barriers
faced by participants. The participants provided examples during the focus groups such
as bus passes, job readiness training and medical services. This responsiveness helps the
participants be more likely to succeed and helps them develop a trust in the program that
it really is on their side and working in their best interest. The drug court team should
continue discussing possible community connections and resources, and ideas for gener-
ating outside support to enhance the program and to be responsive to changes in the envi-
ronment and participant needs.

Although this program is functioning very well, NPC’s review of program operations resulted in
some recommendations for program enhancements. It is recognized that it will not always be
feasible to implement all of these recommendations due to budgetary, policy or infrastructure
limitations. It is important for the team to be as flexible as possible and do what it can to work
around the barriers that are not changeable, in order to accomplish the ultimate goal of doing
what is best for the participants. The following recommendations represent the primary areas of
suggested program improvement that arose in the staff and participant interviews and observa-
tions during the site visit. Background information, more detailed explanations, more quotes
from focus group participants and additional recommendations are presented within each of the
10 Key Components in the main body of the report. Appendix A contains a document providing
some suggestions for how to organize the recommendations and make plans to implement any
changes.

e Determine whether it is feasible to add a law enforcement representative to the
team. The PRC could benefit from having a law enforcement representative on the
reentry court team. Research has shown that drug courts that include law enforcement as
an active team member have higher graduation rates, lower recidivism and higher cost
savings (Carey, Waller, &Weller, 2011). The role of law enforcement on the team could
include assisting in conducting home visits to verify that participants are living in an en-
vironment conducive to recovery. Law enforcement representatives can learn to recog-
nize participants on the street and can provide an extra level of positive supervision.

e Create a policy and procedures manual. A policy manual helps to ensure that all part-
ners are operating under the same assumptions—and also helps in clarifying roles, re-
sponsibilities, and expectations. The policy manual can also be used as a part of the train-
ing process for new team members, to help clarify the expectations and duties associated
with their role and to explain program process (i.e., procedures and policies). Much of the
information that makes up a policy and procedure manual already exists, but having it
centralized will allow the team to adjust program policy more easily, such as termination
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guidelines (what behaviors result in termination, how long participants can remain in the
program with no progress, etc.).

e Create a participant handbook. Creating a handbook specifically for participants would
help clarify topics such as length/requirements of program phases, approved over-the-
counter medications, and incentives given. Defining program minimums (group sessions,
drug tests, etc.) would also help potential participants understand what exactly the
program will entail and ensure that they are well informed about the program’s
expectations. If specific numbers of group and individual treatment sessions cannot be
determined in advance because they depend on individual needs, then an average number
should be offered as an example.

Similar to the policy and procedures manual, much of the information that makes up a
participant handbook exists in various places, so having a central place for this infor-
mation may be useful. For example, the Reentry Interagency Agreement and participant
contract cover many topics that would typically be covered in a participant handbook,
and can be used as a starting point. Also, as these documents were originally established
to represent both the PRC and Eugene Reentry Court, it would benefit the PRC to create
documents that better reflect their current mode of operation in Portland.

e Review referral process. It was observed during the evaluation process that there may
not be buy-in from all individuals within the agencies that make referrals to the PRC.
PRC team members noted that they were aware of this concern during a follow-up meet-
ing to review the evaluation findings, and have already begun efforts to remedy this situa-
tion. This includes meetings with the federal court bench, supervisors within the federal
probation office, and individuals that complete presentence investigations (PSI’s). The
overall message that will be conveyed is that the PRC should be considered as another re-
sponse for addressing individuals involved in the criminal justice system (another “tool in
the toolbox,” as the team has stated).

The program has also decided to invite individuals within these agencies to attend a staff-
ing and court session (as well as graduation ceremonies) to increase buy-in. This is also
to learn about what questions or objections anyone may have. The team discussed wheth-
er it would be beneficial to have attendance by probation officers be mandatory at some
point as well. Several other ideas were also mentioned, including providing more infor-
mation to the local halfway house (where many individuals are sent when released from
prison) and having more direct contact with the Residential Drug Abuse Program
(RDAP) director to identify potential candidates.

e Continue to work to increase program caseload. At the time of the site visits, the pro-
gram had 15 active participants, which is below its stated maximum capacity of 30. In addi-
tion to ideas such as making the program mandatory (an issue the program is aware of and
will work to address some time in the future), the program stated that their expectation was
that the anticipated increase in referrals (discussed above) should result in the program
reaching its capacity of 30 participants in approximately one year. If the program does
reach capacity at a later time, the program’s policy committee should try to determine if the
program has the resources for a larger number of clients that each judge could supervise
and whether all team members would feel prepared to provide services as needed.

The PRC team is cognizant as a part of the referral process that the program will remain
voluntary for now, and will work with these stakeholders in creating language that will
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steer more individuals to the PRC but still provide an “out” for those not interested, ineli-
gible, or otherwise have circumstances that prevent them from participating in the pro-
gram. Overall, the program is being thorough and proactive with its current plans to ad-
dress these issues and is encouraged to proceed with the strategies discussed.

Inform participants about the meeting with the PRC team as a part of the entry
process. The current process for informing prospective participants about the details of
program participation works well in providing participants with the appropriate infor-
mation in general. However, focus group participants felt that the initial meeting with the
PRC team was intimidating and stressful. In addition to providing an explanation of the
initial meeting in the participant handbook, at a meeting where the team reviewed the
recommendations, the PRC team discussed having the probation officer brief participants
on what to expect before the meeting occurs including a description of the reentry court
team, who will be present, and what is going to happen at the meeting.

Consider additional locations where participants can submit drug tests. The current
location of the drug testing center was reported to be problematic for some participants,
particularly those who use public transportation. They reported that the PRC will work
with them on alternatives, such as providing a sample at the probation office, but that this
does not work outside of the probation office’s regular hours or on weekends. When dis-
cussing this recommendation the PRC team agreed to consider whether different (or addi-
tional) testing centers can be utilized by participants, particularly if testing hours will be
shortened. During the follow-up meeting, team members noted that due to the relatively
small number of PRC participants, drug testing may be able to be completed at the feder-
al probation office.

Streamline communication from drug testing collection site(s). During a staffing, the
team reported that they were still trying to confirm the date of a positive test that had
been collected at an outside agency, but had yet to hear back despite several days passing.
Due to the importance of receiving drug testing results (and details of those results) so the
program can properly respond to a participant’s behavior, creating a memorandum of un-
derstanding (MOU) with the collection agency can establish reporting guidelines to the
PRC and may increase accountability.

Announce the drug test color in morning and shorten window of time to give tests. As
detailed in the National Drug Court Institute’s (NDCI) Judicial Benchbook (2011), this
strategy will limit the opportunity participants have to engage in sample tampering tactics
by reducing the time between notification of a drug test and the time that the sample col-
lection actually occurs. While there are numerous factors that constrain the court’s sample
collection timing and a client’s ability to travel to the collection site, it is important to limit
the interval between notification and collection. The more effective a court is at shrinking
this time period (should be no longer than a few hours), the greater the success of the pro-
gram’s deterrent and monitoring efforts.

Develop specific guidelines on the use of sanctions and rewards and give a printed
copy to each team member. Drug courts that have written guidelines for sanctions and
rewards and that provide these guidelines to the team have double the graduation rate and
3 times the cost savings compared to drug courts that do not have written guidelines (Car-
ey et al., 2008, 2011). These guidelines should be considered a starting point for team dis-
cussion of rewards and sanctions during staffings and not hard and fast rules. They can
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help the team in maintaining consistency across participants so that, when appropriate,
similar behaviors result in similar sanctions. The guidelines also serve as a reminder of the
various reward and sanction options available to the team so they do not fall into habits of
using the same type of sanctions (e.g., community service) so frequently that they become
ineffective. Written guidelines could also be helpful for new team members in learning
about the program. During the discussion of this recommendation, the PRC team was
quite interested in developing this set of guidelines.

e Whenever possible, the judges and team should participate in regular trainings and
conference opportunities on the drug court model and related topics. Although the
Article 111 judge has attended some training, we highly recommend that both judges and
the team regularly attend (at least once per year) some formal drug court trainings when
time and funding permits, so they can obtain the latest information on best practices.
There are also informal (and free) methods of training that can be engaged more immedi-
ately. The National Drug Court Resource Center has training materials available at
http://www.ndcrc.org/content/training-technical-assistance, including publications and
free Webinars. Research has shown that drug courts that have formal training for all team
members have higher graduation rates and lower recidivism (Carey et al., 2008, 2011).
The judge sets an important precedent for the entire team by setting ongoing education as
a top priority.

e Conduct an outcome study. Program leadership should invest in an outcome evaluation
to determine program effectiveness in light of continuing program maturation and the ap-
plication of program improvements. Implementing a full outcome evaluation can also
help determine which components of the program are contributing to participant success
and which may be barriers to success. The outcome evaluation should include a compari-
son of the program with the “business as usual” option (i.e., probation), including infor-
mation on recidivism and a cost-benefit comparison. The outcome evaluation can also be
used to demonstrate the PRC’s effectiveness to stakeholders and establish buy-in from
the community. Having numbers based specifically on the PRC may also help the pro-
gram obtain funding. The team is also aware of this need, and is considering options
available to them to complete this recommendation.

Overall, the PRC has successfully implemented a program that incorporates the guidelines of the
10 Key Components of Drug Courts. The program is commended for implementing a program
that follows many best drug court practices. The staff should set aside time to discuss the find-
ings and recommendations in this report, both to enjoy the recognition of its accomplishments
and to determine how to respond to the recommendations provided.

10 April 2013
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10 KEY COMPONENTS OF DRUG COURTS DETAILED
EVALUATION RESULTS

two judges assigned to the PRC (an Article Il judge and a magistrate judge), with each

judge presiding over one court session each month. In the event of one judge’s absence,
the other is typically available to maintain continuity within the program, but both judges partic-
ipate in staffing and court on a regular basis. This program is designed to take a minimum of 12
months to complete. Most participants successfully complete in an average of 13 months. The
program only takes post-conviction offenders as participants. The target population is described
as adult drug-addicted offenders who were previously convicted and sentenced to prison or pro-
bation in a United States District Court. The most common drug of choice is methamphetamine
(47%), followed opiates/heroin (13%), alcohol (13%), and cocaine (13%). There are currently (as
of June 2013) 29 active participants in the program.

T he District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court (PRC) was established in 2005. There are

KEY COMPONENT #1: DRUG COURTS INTEGRATE ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUG TREATMENT
SERVICES WITH JUSTICE SYSTEM CASE PROCESSING.

The focus of this key component is on the integration of treatment services with traditional court
case processing. Practices that illustrate an adherence to treatment integration include the role of
the treatment provider in the drug court system and the extent of collaboration of all the agencies
involved in the program.

In the original monograph on the 10 Key Components (NADCP, 1997), drug court is described
as a collaboration between ALL members of a team made up of treatment, the judge, the prose-
cutor, the defense attorney, the coordinator, case managers, and other community partners. Each
team member sees the participant from a different perspective. Participation from all partners
contributes to the strength of this model and is one of the reasons it is successful at engaging par-
ticipants and changing behavior. It is important to keep team members engaged in the process by
ensuring they have input on drug court policies and feel their roles and contributions are valued.

National Research

A plethora of research (Carey et al., 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012) has indicated that greater represen-
tation of team members from collaborating agencies (e.g., defense attorney, treatment, prosecut-
ing attorney) at team meetings and court hearings is correlated with positive outcomes for partic-
ipants, including reduced recidivism and, consequently, reduced costs at follow-up. Greater law
enforcement involvement increases graduation rates, reduces recidivism and reduces outcome
costs (Carey et al., 2008, 2012).

Research has also demonstrated that drug courts with one treatment provider or a single central
agency coordinating treatment resulted in more positive participant outcomes including higher
graduation rates and lower recidivism costs (Carey et al., 2005, 2008). Findings also indicated
that when the treatment provider uses email to convey information to the team, the program has
greater reductions in recidivism (Carey et al., 2012).

District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court Process

e The PRC team is composed of an Article 11l judge, a magistrate judge, a federal proba-
tion officer (who also serves as the reentry court coordinator), a federal probation admin-
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istrative assistant, an assistant U.S. attorney, an assistant federal public defender, a feder-
al public defender legal assistant, 2 treatment representatives, and a courtroom deputy
clerk.

There is currently no law enforcement representa-
tive on the PRC team. Home visits are conducted

exclusively by the probation office, but it was noted | (In describing team members)
that they do not occur as often as the team would “I think they are all support-

prefer, due to the limited amount of time they have ive. "

to complete them.

Participant quote:

Staffing sessions, where participant progress is discussed, are held twice per month on
Thursday mornings and generally last 2 hours. Those who regularly attend include both
judges, federal probation officer, federal probation administrative assistant, assistant U.S.
attorney, assistant federal public defender, federal public defender legal assistant, two
treatment representatives, and the courtroom deputy clerk.

Every participant scheduled for court is discussed in staffing. The discussions center on
employment, home visits, phase advancement, engagement in treatment, drug testing, and
responding to participants positive and negative behaviors. The probation officer typical-
ly offers recommendations for a court response, and the rest of the team provides feed-
back before a consensus is reached. The judges have the authority to make the final deci-
sion (or to implement responses that differ from the team recommendations); however, it
was observed that this practice occurs rarely and is used judiciously.

Reentry court sessions are held on Thursday afternoons (on the same day as staffing),
twice per month and generally last 1-2 hours, with an average of 12-15 participants being
seen by the judge. Team members that participate in staffing always attend court sessions.
Court security officers are always present as well, although they are not considered mem-
bers of the team. Community supporters and family/friends of participants are occasional-
ly in attendance as well.

The PRC works directly with one outpatient treatment provider, Lifeworks Northwest, to
provide treatment services to participants. Lifeworks is directly contracted with the feder-
al probation office to provide treatment services to anyone under supervision (which in-
cludes PRC participants) and provides services for the majority of participants in the
PRC. The PRC also uses inpatient treatment providers from time to time. The contract for
treatment services is put out for bid every 3 years by the federal probation office, with the
contract being awarded to the lowest bidder of services. Contract renewals then occur an-
nually. Participants with private or other insurance coverage may receive services from
other providers, but the PRC team noted this was a very small percentage of participants.
In these situations, the probation officer maintains contact with the providers, mostly by
phone. They do not regularly provide written progress reports, but may advise the proba-
tion officer of missed sessions or other issues.

The regular treatment provider representatives communicate with the probation officer via
written progress reports prior to staffing sessions. The probation office’s contract with
Lifeworks requires that monthly written progress reports be sent in for billing purposes.
Once this information has been received by the appropriate personnel at the probation of-
fice, it is forwarded to the PRC probation officer to be used in staffings. The treatment pro-
vider also provides updates verbally during staffings (and in court sessions as needed). Ad-
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ditionally, treatment provider representatives regularly communicate via email and tele-
phone with the probation officer (as well the entire team) between court sessions for issues
that need immediate attention. Team members reported that information from the treatment
provider is always provided in a timely and efficient manner.

The reentry court team has a formal policy committee that meets regularly outside of staff-
ing on an as needed basis to discuss program issues. The committee consists of all active
team members (those who attend staffing and court). Additional staff such as the chief of
probation, deputy chief probation officer, attorney advisor or chief judge may attend when
needed as well.

The majority of drug testing is submitted at a local halfway house, Northwest Regional
Re-entry Center. Focus group participants noted difficulties in going to the halfway house
due to its location, particularly those that utilize public transportation. The halfway house
is directly contracted by federal probation to collect drug tests on all individuals under
federal supervision. Non-negative results (or issues such as suspected tampering) are re-
ported immediately to the probation officer, who then informs the rest of the team. The
federal probation office also collects drug tests on an as-needed basis for participants who
can’t make it out to the halfway house due to conflicts with work schedules, transporta-
tion issues to the halfway house, etc.

Case management is primarily provided by the probation officer. However, the assistant
federal defender, federal public defender’s legal assistant, and treatment representatives
will occasionally provide case management services in certain situations or when re-
quested.

Commendations

Representatives from many key stakeholders attend staffings and court sessions. Re-
search shows that each team member contributes an important perspective and can im-
prove participant outcomes by being a part of the team (Carey et al., 2012).

Stability among team members. Having team members who remain in the program
(their positions do not rotate) helps build efficiency, consistency and relationships and is
a benefit to the participants. The PRC specifies this aspect of the team dynamic in its in-
teragency agreement, and although it states that certain team members (probation officer,
U.S. attorney, federal public defender) will be involved and appear for each court session,
the PRC has had continuity among most of its team members, resulting in a cohesive
team dynamic.

Excellent team member communication. During observations, the team exhibited ex-
cellent communication skills, generally agreeing to a recommendation for each partici-
pant. At times there were differing opinions, but team members remained respectful and
actively listened to one another, which led to productive conversation and resulted in de-
cisions that were intended to change participant behavior.

Regular email communication. Team members noted that updates occur regularly via
email regarding participant behavior and court responses. Staff noted that information
was timely and team members provide input as needed, and that protocols were in place
to notify appropriate parties. Drug courts that shared information among team members
through email had 65% lower recidivism than drug courts that did not use email (Carey et
al., 2011).
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A policy committee exists that has appropriate key stakeholders and meets regular-
ly. The PRC has a policy committee that meets regularly for the purpose of discussing
and making decisions about policy issues. Policy meetings include all team members, as
well as any other relevant personnel. The program may consider inviting appropriate
community partners (employers, service agencies, etc.) as these meetings have an addi-
tional benefit of encouraging buy-in of those that attend. The committee is currently
awaiting the results of this report to use as a guide for further program policy discussions.

Recommendations

14

Determine whether it is feasible to add a law enforcement representative to the
team. The PRC could benefit from having a law enforcement representative on the team.
Research has shown that drug courts that include law enforcement as an active team
member have higher graduation rates, lower recidivism and higher cost savings (Carey et
al., 2011). The role of law enforcement on the team could include assisting in conducting
home visits to verify that participants are living in an environment conducive to recovery.
Law enforcement representatives can learn to recognize participants on the street and can
provide an extra level of positive supervision.

Evaluate current process for receiving treatment updates. Currently, Lifeworks is re-
quired to submit monthly progress reports to the contracts unit of the federal probation
office for billing purposes. Once it has been received by the contracts unit, this infor-
mation is ultimately passed on to the probation officer, who uses this information to up-
date progress reports prior to staffing. We suggest that the probation officer receive this
information without delay (perhaps have Lifeworks send an additional copy of the
monthly progress report to the probation officer, or the probation officer could obtain a
copy of the report once it’s received by the contracts unit). The team should also consider
the feasibility of receiving written progress reports prior to each staffing and court ses-
sion (instead of just once per month). Lifeworks does verbally provide updates on partic-
ipants during each court session, but providing more frequent, brief progress reports will
allow the court to further document a participant’s involvement in the program.

Create a policy and procedures manual. A policy manual helps to ensure that all part-
ners are operating under the same assumptions—and also helps in clarifying roles, re-
sponsibilities, and expectations. New representatives from the treatment provider have
recently joined the PRC, and clarification around their role on the team would be helpful.
This can serve as an opportunity to document and clarify all team member roles on the
team, and also be used as a part of the training process for new team members. In addi-
tion, it will help explain the expectations and duties associated with their role and overall
program processes (i.e., policies and procedures). Much of the information that makes up
a policy and procedure manual already exists, but having it centralized will allow the
team to adjust program policy more easily, such as termination guidelines (what behav-
iors result in termination, how long participants can remain in the program with no pro-
gress, etc.) or eligibility standards.

Create a participant handbook. Creating a handbook specifically for participants would
help clarify topics such as length/requirements of program phases, approved over-the-
counter medications, and incentives given. Defining program minimums (group sessions,
drug tests, etc.) would also help potential participants understand what exactly the
program will entail and ensure that they are well informed about the program’s
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expectations. If specific numbers of group and individual treatment sessions cannot be
determined in advance because they depend on individual needs, then an average number
should be offered as an example.

Similar to the policy and procedures manual, much of the information that makes up a
participant handbook exists in various places, so having a central place for this infor-
mation may be useful. For example, the Reentry Interagency Agreement and participant
contract cover many topics that would typically be covered in a participant handbook,
and can be used as a starting point. Also, as these documents were originally established
to represent both the PRC and Eugene Reentry Court, it would benefit the PRC to create
documents that better reflect its current mode of operation in Portland.

KEY COMPONENT #2: USING A NON-ADVERSARIAL APPROACH, PROSECUTION AND DEFENSE
COUNSEL PROMOTE PUBLIC SAFETY WHILE PROTECTING PARTICIPANTS’ DUE PROCESS RIGHTS.

This key component is concerned with the balance of three important issues. The first issue is the
nature of the relationship between the prosecution and defense counsel in drug court. Unlike tra-
ditional case processing, drug court case processing favors a non-adversarial approach. The se-
cond issue is to ensure the drug court remains responsible for promoting public safety. The third
issue is to ensure the protection of participants’ due process rights.

National Research

Research by Carey et al. (2008) and Carey et al. (2012) found that participation by the prosecu-
tion and defense attorneys in team meetings and at drug court status review hearings had a posi-
tive effect on graduation rates and recidivism?® costs.

In addition, drug courts that allowed non-drug-related charges also showed lower recidivism
costs. Allowing participants into the drug court program only post-plea was associated with low-
er graduation rates and higher investment* costs while drug courts that mixed pre-trial and post-
trial offenders had similar outcomes as drug courts that keep those populations separate (Carey et
al., 2012).

District of Oreqgon Portland Reentry Court Process

e A dedicated assistant federal public defender and assistant U.S. attorney have been per-
manently assigned to the PRC team and actively participate in all staffing and court ses-
sions.

e Since the program only accepts post-conviction cases, the PRC assistant U.S attorney
typically confers with those in his office that prosecuted cases the team has under consid-
eration. This allows the assistant U.S. attorney to provide input and ultimately give ap-
proval to anyone entering the program.

e The assistant federal public defender maintains close contact with participants during
their time in the program. The participants can contact the federal defender at any time

® Recidivism costs are the expenses related to the measures of participant outcomes, such as re-arrests, jail time,
probation, etc. Successful programs result in lower recidivism costs, due to reductions in new arrests and incarcera-
tions, because they create less work for courts, law enforcement, and other agencies than individuals who have more
new offenses.

* Investment costs are the resources that each agency and the program overall spend to run the drug court, including
program and affiliated agency staff time, costs to pay for drug testing, etc.
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with questions or to discuss any ongoing issues. The federal defender generally does not
represent participants after they have been terminated from the program.

The assistant federal public defender and assistant U.S. attorney are included on all PRC
policy-related matters.

The assigned assistant federal public defender has attended national drug court confer-
ences and received drug court-specific training. The assistant U.S attorney has not re-

ceived drug court-specific training since being assigned to the team, reporting that the
U.S. Attorney’s Office does not have the funding to do so.

Both attorneys are typically contacted and aware when a reentry court participant is sanc-
tioned to jail for noncompliant behavior.

The program may allow participants with non-drug charges, violent charges, drug dealing
charges, or mental health issues into the program. However, the team conveyed that many
times these issues must be considered on a case-by-case basis. For example, the team
noted that the more recent a violent crime was committed or depending on the level of
mental health services needed by an individual, the team will more carefully consider a
case before accepting someone into the program.

Commendations

16

PRC has a dedicated assistant U.S attorney and assistant federal defender assigned
to the program. Best practices research indicates that having both a defense attorney and
prosecutor present results in more positive participant outcomes including significantly
lower recidivism and increased cost savings (Carey et al., 2008). Both attorneys are suc-
ceeding in taking a non-adversarial team approach while participating in the reentry court
proceedings. They take a treatment-based approach to participant behavior and are clearly
supportive of the reentry court concept.

It is important to remember that the goal of problem-solving courts is to change behavior
by coercing treatment while protecting both participant rights and public safety. Punish-
ment takes place at the initial sentencing. After punishment, the focus of the court shifts
to the application of science and research to produce a clean healthy citizen where there
was once an addicted criminal, while also protecting the constitutional rights of the par-
ticipant. Having prepared counsel on both sides present in court allows for contempora-
neous resolution, court response, and return to treatment.

The role of the defense counsel continues to be advocacy, as long as it does not interrupt
the behavior modification principles of timely response to participant behavior. Advoca-
cy takes different forms and occurs at different times, but it is equally powerful and criti-
cal in the drug court setting regardless of whether the program is pre-adjudication or post-
adjudication. Drug courts are not due process shortcuts, they are the courts and counsel
using their power and skills to facilitate treatment within constitutional bounds while
monitoring the safety of the public and the client participant. Drug court clients are seen
more frequently, supervised more closely, and monitored more stringently than other of-
fenders. Thus, they have more violations of program rules and probation. Counsel must
be there to rapidly address legal issues, settle violations, and move the case back to
treatment and program case plans.
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The role of the prosecution is still to protect public safety, including that of the client.
Prosecutors have tremendous power, which can be used to facilitate the goals of the
Court. The power can be used to praise, engage, and encourage participants in the Court.
Prosecutors can be excellent participants in reinforcing incentives, or in instilling hope on
“bad days.” Sometimes a simple “T am glad to see you” makes a difference when it
comes from such an unusual source.

e The program can admit participants with non-drug or violence charges. Allowing a
wide range of charges is commended, and allows reentry court services to be available to
a large group of offenders that need them. Research shows that courts where charges in
addition to drug-related charges are eligible for participation had lower recidivism and
higher cost savings. In addition, research in 69 drug courts showed that programs that in-
cluded offenders with violent charges had similar outcomes to those that did not include
violent offenders, demonstrating that drug court is equally effective with varying degrees
of high-risk participants (Carey et al., 2012).

Recommendations

e Explore options for obtaining training on the drug court model and related topics for
the assistant U.S. attorney. We recommend that the PRC team explore ways to obtain
training for any team member who have not had education as well as refreshers for those
who have. These trainings should include education on the drug court model, incentives
and sanctions, the program’s specific target population, collaboration and drug court roles.

KEY COMPONENT #3: ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS ARE IDENTIFIED EARLY AND PROMPTLY
PLACED IN THE DRUG COURT PROGRAM.

The focus of this component is on the development and effectiveness of the eligibility criteria
and referral process. Different drug courts have different eligibility and exclusion criteria. Some
drug courts include criteria unrelated to the defendant’s criminal history or addiction severity,
such as requiring that participants admit to a drug problem or meet other “suitability” require-
ments. Research reveals that the most effective drug courts have clearly defined eligibility crite-
ria. It is advisable to have these criteria written and provided to all potential referral sources.
Drug courts also differ in how they determine if a client meets entry criteria. While drug courts
are always targeting clients with a substance use problem, the drug court may or may not use a
substance abuse screening instrument to determine eligibility. The same may apply to mental
health screens. A screening process that includes more than just an examination of legal eligibil-
ity may take more time, but also results in more accurate identification of individuals who are
appropriate for the services provided by the drug court.

Related to the eligibility process is how long it takes a drug court participant to move through the
system from arrest to referral to drug court entry. The goal is to implement an expedient process.
The length of time that passes between arrest to referral and referral to drug court entry, the key
staff involved in the referral process, and whether there is a central agency responsible for treat-
ment intake are all factors that impact the expediency of program entry.

National Research

Carey et al. (2008) found that courts that accepted pre-plea offenders and included misdemeanors
as well as felonies had both lower investment and outcome costs. Courts that accepted non-drug-
related charges also had lower outcome costs, although their investment costs were higher.
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Those courts that expected 50 days or less from arrest to drug court entry had higher savings than
those courts that had a longer time period between arrest and entry (Carey et al., 2012).

Other research found that drug courts that included a screen for suitability and excluded partici-
pants who were found unsuitable had the same outcomes (e.g., the same graduation rates) as drug
courts that did not screen for suitability and did not exclude individuals based on suitability
(Carey & Perkins, 2008). Moreover, programs that did not exclude offenders with mental health
issues had a significant cost savings compared with those that did (Carey et al., 2012).

District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court Process

18

The target population of the PRC consists of people who were previously convicted and
sentenced to prison or probation in a United States District Court. The program accepts
substance abusers, as well as those that are substance dependent, and participants always
enter the program in post-conviction status. The team reported that most candidates are
moderate to high risk, based on their Post-Conviction Risk Assessment (PCRA) score.
However, a multitude of other factors are also considered before admission including par-
ticipant history, treatment needs, team member opinions of suitability (team member
opinion of what makes them a good candidate, severity of substance use, etc.), and ame-
nability to treatment services.

Sex offenses, those under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Parole Commission, and individuals
using certain narcotic medications (such as methadone) are not eligible for consideration
to the reentry court. Team members reported that other factors (those with severe mental
illness, violent offenses, etc.) do not necessarily disqualify potential participants, but are
considered “red flags” that the team would have to discuss (and come to a consensus on)
prior to their admission.

The PRC eligibility requirements are written and most referring team agencies have cop-
ies of the eligibility criteria.

Program referrals are primarily from the federal probation office. Any federal probation
officer in the district can identify a high-risk client who is having issues on supervision
(such as relapse), and refer him or her to the PRC. New supervision cases are also as-
signed to the PRC probation officer if the individual could potentially be a candidate for
reentry court. There was a concern that not all probation officers were referring cases to
the PRC and have not “bought in” to the idea of the program. Referrals may also come
from defense attorneys, treatment providers, or by self-referral.

After being referred to the program, the PRC probation officer will complete an interview
with individuals using an in-house screening form that collects noncompliance/revocation
history, drug testing history, employment information, and any potential mental health or
medical issues. The probation officer will then explain the program requirements and ex-
pectations to participants. Information gathered from the interview, the pre-sentence in-
vestigation (PSI), and other documentation (as applicable) such as probation violation re-
ports are then brought to the PRC team for consideration for entry to the program during
staffing. The team discusses this information along with their history, appropriateness for
program, and many other factors before deciding as a team to accept them into the pro-
gram. Participants then meet directly with the team prior to their first court session. A
brief discussion occurs with the team regarding such topics as their interest or motivation
in coming to the program before they are officially accepted to the program.
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The estimated time between referral and program entry is 31 to 60 days.

The program always assesses participants for risk through the Post-Conviction Risk As-

sessment (PCRA), as all potential participants have one completed by the probation of-

fice within 60 days of their release from federal prison.

Lifeworks Northwest or another provider ensures
that a full behavior health assessment has been per-
formed on each offender. An individualized treat-
ment plan is developed from the assessment, in-
cluding group and individual therapy sessions.

Approximately 93% of PRC participants are
polysubstance users/abusers. The estimated percent

Participant quotes:

“(I)...needed to build up my
support groups and that’s
something that increases as the
program goes on. | felt that if |
do that...if | continue, it would

be good.”

“I (wanted the) year off, but
that was secondary. | needed
the accountability...and the
structure.

of most participants’ primary drug of choice is as
follows: 47% methamphetamine, 13% opi-
ates/heroin, 13% alcohol, 13% cocaine and 14%
other.

Team members noted that incentives for entering
the program include a 1-year reduction of an indi-
vidual’s term of supervision upon graduation,
avoidance of a probation violation hearing that may
result in probation revocation, the direct interaction
with the judges, and the support/guidance received
from team members and treatment.

“I’ve been on probation too
long...ready to be off and the
program was a way to do
that.”

The reentry court’s capacity is reported to be approximately 30 participants. As of No-
vember 2012, the program had 16 active participants.

Commendations

Participants are connected with treatment services swiftly. One of the goals of the
reentry court is to connect individuals to services expeditiously and limit their time in
the criminal justice system, so the program works to get participants into treatment
within 1 week of their first reentry court session.

Recommendations

Confirm that team members (and respective agencies) have copies of the eligibility
criteria. The PRC should confirm that all referring agencies have received a copy of the
most recent eligibility criteria. Any changes or updates made as a result of this evaluation
should also be provided to these agencies.

Review referral process. It was observed during the evaluation process that there may
not be buy-in from all individuals within the agencies that make referrals to the PRC.
PRC team members noted that they were aware of this concern during a follow-up meet-
ing in which the evaluation recommendations were discussed, and have already begun ef-
forts to remedy this situation. This includes meetings with the federal court bench, super-
visors within the federal probation office, and individuals that complete presentence in-
vestigations (PSI’s). The overall message that will be conveyed is that the PRC should be
considered as another response for addressing individuals involved in the criminal justice
system (another “tool in the toolbox,” as the team has stated).
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The program has also decided to invite individuals within these agencies to attend a staff-
ing and court session (as well as graduation ceremonies) to increase buy-in. This is also
to learn about what questions or objections anyone may have. The team discussed wheth-
er it would be beneficial to have attendance by probation officers be mandatory at some
point as well. Several other ideas were also mentioned, including providing more infor-
mation to the local halfway house (where many individuals are sent when released from
prison) and having more direct contact with the Residential Drug Abuse Program
(RDAP) to identify potential candidates.

Continue to work to increase program caseload. At the time of the site visits, the pro-
gram had 15 active participants, which is below its stated maximum capacity of 30. In
addition to ideas such as making the program mandatory (an issue the program is aware
of and will work to address some time in the future), the program stated that their expec-
tation was that the anticipated increase in referrals (discussed above) should result in the
program reaching its capacity of 30 participants in approximately one year. If the pro-
gram does reach capacity at a later time, the program’s policy committee should try to de-
termine if the program has the resources for a larger number of clients that each judge
could supervise and whether all team members would feel prepared to provide services as
needed. (Update: In June 2013, the program reached 29 participants).

The PRC team is cognizant as a part of the referral process that the program will remain
voluntary for now, and will work with these stakeholders in creating language that will
steer more individuals to the PRC but still provide an “out” for those not interested, ineli-
gible, or otherwise have circumstances that prevent them from participating in the pro-
gram. Overall, the program is being thorough and proactive with their current plans to
address these issues and is encouraged to proceed with the strategies discussed.

Avoid assessing for suitability. PRC staff considers the suitability of participants
(among many other factors) prior to admission. Specifically, the participants’ perceived
motivation level (participants are asked what makes them a good candidate), along with
the seriousness/history of their substance abuse and openness to treatment. Research has
shown that screening participants for suitability and excluding “unsuitable” participants
has no effect on program outcomes including graduation and recidivism rates (Carey &
Perkins, 2008; Carey et al., 2008, 2011). Removing the suitability criteria from eligibility
guidelines may also help the program receive more referrals.

Inform participants about the meeting with the PRC team as a part of the entry
process. The current process for informing prospective participants about the details of
program participation works well in providing participants with the appropriate infor-
mation in general. However, focus group participants felt that the initial meeting with the
PRC team was intimidating and stressful. In addition to providing an explanation of the
initial meeting in the participant handbook, at a meeting where the team reviewed the
recommendations, the PRC team discussed having the probation officer brief participants
on what to expect before the meeting occurs including a description of the reentry court
team, who will be present, and what is going to happen at the meeting.
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KEY COMPONENT #4: DRUG COURTS PROVIDE ACCESS TO A CONTINUUM OF ALCOHOL,
DRUG AND OTHER TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION SERVICES.

The focus of this key component is on the drug court’s abil-
ity to provide participants with a range of treatment ser- Participant quotes:
vices appropriate to their clinical needs. Success under this
component is highly dependent on success under the first
component (i.e., ability to integrate treatment services with-
in the program). Compliance with Key Component #4 re-
quires having a range of treatment modalities or types of
service available. However, drug courts still have decisions
about how wide a range of treatment and habilitation ser-
vices to provide, available levels of care, and which ser-
vices are important for their target population.

“They did explain that I would
meet with the team and get ac-
cepted, but I didn’t know who
the ‘team’ was. I thought it was
just going to be a couple peo-
ple....then I walk in and it was
like wow, there’s a prosecutor,
two judges... Everything is re-
ally quiet and they are all look-

National Research ing right at you.”

Programs that took at least 12 months to complete had “I didn’t even know what it
higher reductions in recidivism. In addition, programs that was. | just walked in a room
had three or more phases showed greater reductions in re- and shook hands with a bunch
cidivism (Carey et al., 2012). of people...then one of them
Programs that have requirements for the frequency of tells me he's a judge.”

group and individual treatment sessions (e.g., group ses- “I would have liked to know
sions 3 times per week and individual sessions 1 time per more about who was on the
week) have lower investment costs (Carey et al., 2005) and team and what the setting was
substantially higher graduation rates and improved recidi- going to be like. | already had
vism costs (Carey et al., 2008, 2012). Clear requirements of | a lot of anxiety before going
this type may make compliance with program goals easier in.”

for participants and also may facilitate program staff in de-
termining if participants have been compliant. They also ensure that participants are receiving the
optimal dosage of treatment determined by the program as being associated with future success.

Research has found that participants who participate in group treatment sessions 2 or 3 times per
week have better outcomes (Carey et al., 2005). Programs that require more than three treatment
sessions per week may create a hardship for participants (such as with transportation, childcare,
or employment), and may lead to participants having difficulty complying with program re-
quirements and completing the program. Conversely, it appears that one or fewer sessions per
week is too little service to demonstrate positive outcomes. In addition, drug courts that include a
focus on relapse prevention were shown to have higher graduation rates and lower recidivism
than drug courts that did not (Carey et al., 2011). Programs that offered mental health services,
parenting services and family counseling showed greater reductions in recidivism (Carey et al.,
2012) than programs that did not offer these services to participants.

The American University National Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000) showed that most drug
courts have a single treatment provider agency. NPC, in a study of 18 drug courts in four different
states (Carey et al., 2008), found that having a single provider or an agency that oversees all the
providers is correlated with more positive participant outcomes, including lower recidivism and
lower recidivism-related costs. More recent research supported this finding, revealing that reduc-
tions in recidivism decrease as the number of treatment agencies increase (Carey et al., 2012).
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Discharge and transitional services planning is a core element of substance abuse treatment
(SAMHSA/CSAT, 1994). The longer drug-abusing offenders remain in treatment and the greater
the continuity of care following treatment, the greater their chance for success (Lurigio, 2000).

District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court Process

22

The PRC is intended to last 12 months and has four phases, with program requirements
progressively reduced over time. The team reported that participants typically spend an
average of 13 months in the program.

An individualized treatment plan is developed for —
each participant. On average, they attend group Participant quotes:
treatment twice a week. Individual sessions average
1-2 times per month at the beginning of the pro-
gram as well. The amount of treatment/number of
sessions is continually evaluated by the treatment “They are very helpful...”
provider and gradually decreases as participants
progress through the program.

“I feel very supported by my

i

counselor.

Participants are also required to attend self-help meetings throughout the program. In the
first two phases of the program, participants must attend two verified meetings per week.
This increases to four meetings per week in the last two phases of the program. The PRC
requires both substance abusers and those substance dependent to attend self-help meet-

ings. However, team members stated that many of these meetings may not focus on sub-
stance dependence but instead provide substance abusers with an additional support sys-
tem. AA/NA meetings are prominent, but participants may also attend meetings centered
around overeating, co-dependency, family relationships, and cognitive thinking.

The treatment provider, Lifeworks Northwest, works with individuals in two separate ca-
pacities within the agency. The first is the addictions-alcohol and drug program. The se-
cond is the mental health-dual diagnosis program. While each program has a specific fo-
cus and may work exclusively with certain participants, treatment counselors noted that
overlap occurs within the curriculum and some participants will work with both programs
if necessary.

Participants are always screened by Lifeworks for co-occurring mental disorders as well
as suicidal ideation after being admitted to the program. For those found to have co-
occurring disorders, mental health treatment is required as part of their program-related
treatment.

Lifeworks completes an in-house assessment called the Behavioral Health Assessment on
participants that determines their area(s) of need, including DSM-IV classifications. The
addictions-alcohol and drug program also uses American Society of Addiction Medicine
(ASAM) criteria to determine level of care, while the mental health-dual diagnosis pro-
gram uses the Level of Care Utilization System (LOCUS). This information is then used
to create an individualized treatment plan that must be consistent with participant needs
and adjusted as appropriate during the program.

Services required for some participants are based on assessed level of care and include:
outpatient individual treatment sessions, outpatient group treatment sessions, self-help

meetings , gender-specific treatment, residential treatment, mental health counseling, de-
tox, referral-based psychotropic medication services, parenting classes/support, prenatal
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program, anger management/violence prevention, job/vocational training, employment
assistance, GED/education assistance, housing/homelessness assistance, Moral
Reconation Therapy, Living in Balance, Motivation Interviewing, and Recovery Train-
ing/Self Help. Services offered to some participants, but not required include: health
care, dental care, transportation.

Aftercare services are available through Lifeworks if a participant continues to be on fed-
eral probation after being discharged from the program. For those who continue on pro-
bation, any and all services that are normally provided are available.

Limited child care services are available for participants with children through the
Multnomah County CourtCare program. Through the program, child care is provided
during court proceedings to any individual with a scheduled court appearance, including
PRC participants.

TriMet passes may be given to participants who are experiencing transportation difficul-
ties, although a lack of funding greatly limits the number of passes provided.

Transitional housing is provided for men and women by Northwest Regional Reentry
Center, but team members noted delays occur frequently due to a high volume of indi-
viduals using their services.

No fees are required or collected for the PRC, as funding from the District of Oregon
U.S. Probation Department funds services for those on federal supervision.

Commendations

The program length is a minimum of 12 months, and has at least three phases. Pro-
grams that have a minimum length of stay of at least 12 months had significantly higher re-
ductions in recidivism. In addition, programs that had three or more phases showed greater
reductions in recidivism (Carey et al., 2012).

A single agency provides treatment services. PRC program participants primarily receive
treatment through a single treatment agency. Research shows that having one to two agen-
cies providing treatment is significantly related to better program outcomes including high-
er graduation rates and lower recidivism (Carey et al, 2012).

The program offers an array of treatment services and uses evidence-based
programming. As described above, the PRC offers a breadth of diverse and specialized
services to program participants through its partnership with Lifeworks.

The program offers referrals to health and medical services for participants. Key
stakeholder and focus group participants reported that PRC team members have made re-
ferrals for health and medical care when needed. Meeting participant needs across the
spectrum of issues affecting their lives can help them be more successful. In addition, ap-
propriate medical care can help mitigate participant use of substances to self-medicate
problems related to physical pain. Many programs have seen benefits with reduction in
recidivism from offering health services.

The program provides relapse prevention education while participants are active in
the program and an aftercare program following graduation. Drug courts that pro-
vide relapse prevention education and aftercare have significantly improved participant
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outcomes (Carey et al., 2012). Aftercare is also a clinical best practice, supporting indi-
viduals in their transition to a drug-free lifestyle.

e Child care services are available to participants during court sessions. As many par-
ticipants have children, child care can be difficult to obtain while trying to meet program
requirements. It is commended that the PRC takes advantage of resources that allow the
program to offer child care, as this practical assistance during court sessions allows the
participants to be fully engaged with the program.

Recommendations

e The program is following research-based best practices for drug courts within Key Com-
ponent #4 and is using evidence-based treatment. There are no recommendations in this
area at this time.

KEY COMPONENT #5: ABSTINENCE IS MONITORED BY FREQUENT ALCOHOL AND OTHER
DRUG TESTING.

The focus of this key component is on the use of alcohol and other drug testing as a part of the
drug court program. Drug testing is important both for court supervision and for participant ac-
countability. It is generally seen as a key practice in participants’ treatment process. This compo-
nent encourages frequent testing but does not define the term “frequent” so drug courts develop
their own guidelines on the number of tests required. Related to this component, the drug court
must assign responsibility for these tests and the method for collection.

National Research

Research on drug courts in California (Carey et al., 2005, 2012) found that drug testing that oc-
curs randomly, at least 2 times per week, is the most effective model. If testing occurs more fre-
quently (that is, more than 2 times per week), the random component becomes less important as
it is difficult to find time to use in between frequent tests. Drug test results that were returned in
2 days or less have been associated with greater cost savings and greater reductions in recidivism
(Carey et al., 2012).

In addition to frequency of testing, it is important to ensure that drug testing is random, unex-
pected, and fully observed during sample collection, as there are numerous ways for individuals
to predict when testing will happen and therefore use in between tests or submit a sample that is
not their own. In focus groups with participants after they left their programs, individuals have
reported many ways they were able to “get around” the drug testing process, including sending
their cousin to the testing agency and bringing their 12-year-old daughter’s urine to submit.

District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court Process

e Drug testing is randomized using a color code call-in system. Participants are required to
call in every day to a recorded message that states the color for the day. The message is
set each day at 12:01a.m. and participants may call in at any point after it is set. If the
message states a participant’s assigned color, they have from 8:00 a.m. — 8:00 p.m. to
submit a urinalysis test. A participant’s drug test color may change (to increase or de-
crease testing frequency) while participating in the program.

e Drug test collection is performed for the reentry court primarily by a halfway house,
Northwest Regional Reentry Center, which is contracted with the federal probation office
to collect the drug tests. The halfway house is always staffed by a male and female, and
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tests are fully observed by a same-sex employee. The probation office noted that they oc-
casionally collect participant drug tests in their office as well and follow the same proce-
dures.

Frequency of drug testing ranges from approximately 1-2 times per week in Phase | to
once every 2 weeks during the last phase of the program. Drug testing is also done for
cause (if there is suspicion or someone appears under the influence). Probation supervi-
sion conditions state that a participant may receive a maximum of eight drug tests per
month (based on an appeals court ruling).

Drug testing at the halfway house is mainly performed with a 8-panel on-site instant test
cup, though breathalyzers are utilized on occasion. The probation office reported that
they utilize breathalyzers, alcohol monitoring bracelets, and sweat patches when appro-
priate. They also reported that tests sent to a lab for additional testing (diluted tests, syn-
thetic testing, EtG) are primarily collected at the probation office, and occurs infrequently
due to high costs.

Negative test results are tracked by the probation officer and reported to the team at each
reentry court staffing. Staff at the halfway house report non-negative drug test results
(positives, missed, etc.) to the probation officer, who then updates the rest of the reentry
court team via email to determine if an immediate response is necessary. Non-negative
results are also tracked and reported to the team during each staffing session.

Participants are required to have a minimum of 180 days sober (negative drug tests) be-
fore graduation.

Commendations

Rapid results from drug testing. Research has shown that obtaining drug testing results
within 48 hours of submission is associated with higher graduation rates and lower recid-
ivism (Carey et al., 2008). The PRC is commended for adhering to this best practice and
also for the frequency of testing required by the program.

Drug testing occurs at least 2 times per week in the first phase. Research indicates
that testing 2 or more times per week in the first phase leads to lower recidivism rates.
This program is recognized as following best-practices in Phase | drug testing by requir-
ing at least two weekly UAs and is encouraged to consider this level of testing throughout
other phases.

The program requires participants to be clean at least 180 days before graduation.
Drug courts where participants are expected to have greater than 90 days clean (negative
drug tests) before graduation had 164% greater reductions in recidivism compared to
programs that expected less clean time (Carey et al., 2012).

Recommendations

Send all drug test results to team members. Sending daily (or as much as possible) up-
dates containing drug test information to all team members (including negative test re-
sults) will ensure that everyone is aware of how often participants are being tested, along
with their most recent test. The treatment provider noted that this will aid them greatly if
they believe a participant may be using and can confirm the last test that was submitted.
This may also benefit other team members as well. The PRC should consider the feasibil-
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ity of assigning this task to a staff member, while also determining the types of infor-
mation that would be included (participant names, colors only, time test was taken, etc.).

Streamline communication from drug testing collection site(s). During a staffing, the
team reported that they were still trying to confirm the date of a positive test that had
been collected at an outside agency, but had yet to hear back after several days. Due to
the importance of receiving drug testing results (and details of those results) so the pro-
gram can properly respond to a participant’s behavior, creating a memorandum of under-
standing (MOU) with the collection agency can establish reporting guidelines to the PRC
and may increase accountability.

Consider additional locations where participants can submit drug tests. The current
location of the drug testing center was reported to be problematic for some participants,
particularly those that use public transportation. They reported that the PRC will work
with them on alternatives, such as providing a sample at the probation office, but that this
does not work outside of the probation office’s regular hours or on weekends. When dis-
cussing this recommendation the PRC team agreed to consider whether different (or addi-
tional) testing centers can be utilized by participants, particularly if testing hours will be
shortened. During the follow-up meeting, team members noted that due to the relatively
small number of PRC participants, drug testing may be able to be completed at the feder-
al probation office.

Consider announcing the drug test color in the morning and shortening the window
of time to give tests. As detailed in the National Drug Court Institute’s (NDCI) Judical
Benchbook (2011), this strategy will limit the opportunity participants have to engage in
sample tampering tactics by reducing the time between notification of a drug test and the
time that the sample collection actually occurs. While there are numerous factors that con-
strain the court’s sample collection timing and a PRC client’s ability to travel to the cur-
rent collection site, it is important to limit the interval between notification and collection.
The more effective a court is at shrinking this time period, the greater the success of the
program’s deterrent and monitoring efforts.

Test for diluted urine samples. Outside of confirmations for positive tests on the instant
drug test cups, the drug test collection agency that is currently utilized by the PRC is una-
ble to perform any additional testing unless orders are received to do so (which occurs
rarely). It is recommended that the team explore ways to make the program’s drug testing
more reliable including testing for creatinine, as sample dilution is by far the most com-
mon tampering technique. Techniques for diluting urine are simple and cheap and are de-
signed to produce a sample with a watered down drug concentration that will fall below
the drug testing cutoff, thus fabricating a false negative result. Creatinine is a biological
waste material that is produced by muscle metabolism. The measurement of creatinine al-
lows the determination of the concentration of a client’s urine sample. Dilute urine sam-
ples (with creatinine levels less than 20 mg/dL) are not normal occurrences. It is unusual
for a healthy individual to produce a sample with a creatinine level of less than 20 mg/dL.
Because the sample is dilute (more like water than urine), the drug test is not able to detect
the presence of drugs that may be present because the drugs have been diluted to below
the cutoff point. In cases of dilute samples, negative or none detected results should not be
interpreted as indicating no drug use or abstinent behavior. Positive drug test results from
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a dilute sample, however, are considered valid because the donor was apparently not able
to dilute the sample sufficiently to deceive the test (NDCI Judicial Benchbook, 2011).

e Consider increasing the frequency of specialized .
testing. Knowing that budget constraints limit pro- | Participant quotes:
grams greatly, the PRC should consider increasing
the frequency of specialized testing to ensure partic-
ipants are not using substances that do not show up
on the standard drug tests currently used. The pro-
gram should also try to perform additional testing to fake urine tests.
on samples collected outside of the probation office,
so participants are not aware of when a test may po-
tentially be sent to a lab and when it will not.

“Yeah, I got away with it (be-
fore). Not in reentry court, but
regular probation...| was able

2

“I got away with it once when [
was on parole, just using fake
urine too.”

e Consider maintaining a higher frequency of drug
testing through at least the first three phases of
the program. The PRC should examine its current process of decreasing the frequency of
drug testing (testing goes from an average of 8 per month in Phase | to an average of 2 per
month in Phase 1V) and ensure that the frequency does not decrease before other forms of
supervision and program activities have been decreased successfully. National drug court
researcher Doug Marlowe (Marlowe, 2008) suggests that the frequency of drug testing be
the last thing that is ratcheted down as participants progress through phases. As treatment
sessions and court appearances are decreased, checking for drug use becomes increasingly
important to determine if the participant is being successful with more independence and
less supervision. Drug tests should not be considered a sanction nor should decreasing the
frequency of drug tests be considered a reward. Drug testing is one of the only objective
measures of whether participation in the program is working for participants and also pro-
vides participants with a means of demonstrating their success to the team.

KEY COMPONENT #6: A COORDINATED STRATEGY GOVERNS DRUG COURT RESPONSES TO
PARTICIPANTS’ COMPLIANCE.

The focus of this component is on how the drug court team responds to participant behavior dur-
ing program participation, including how the team works together to determine an effective, co-
ordinated response. Drug courts have established a system of rewards and sanctions that deter-
mine the program’s response to acts of both noncompliance and compliance with program re-
quirements. This system may be informal and implemented on a case-by-case basis, a formal
system applied evenly to all participants, or a combination of both. The key staff involved in de-
cisions about appropriate responses to participant behavior varies across courts. Drug court team
members may meet and decide on responses, or the judge may decide on the response in court.
Drug court participants may (or may not) be informed of the details on this system of rewards
and sanctions, so their ability to anticipate a response from their team may vary significantly
across programs.

Case management is integral to having a coordinated strategy to respond to participant behavior.
Information from the case manager is key for the team to make informed decisions about incen-
tives, sanctions and treatment responses.
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National Research

The drug court judge is legally and ethically required to make the final decision regarding sanc-
tions or rewards, based on expert and informed input from the drug court team. All drug courts
surveyed in an American University study reported that they had established guidelines for their
sanctions and rewards policies, and nearly two-thirds (64%) reported that their guidelines were
written (Cooper, 2000). Other research has shown greater reductions in recidivism were related to
the imposition of sanctions by the judge only (Carey et al., 2012).

Drug courts that responded to infractions immediately, par-
ticularly by requiring participants to attend the next sched-
uled court session, had twice the cost savings (Carey et al.,
2012). In addition, research has found that drug courts that
had their guidelines for team responses to participant be-
havior written and provided to the team had higher gradua-
tion rates and higher cost savings due to lower recidivism
(Carey et al., 2008, 2011). Finally, programs that required
participants to pay fees and have a job or be in school at
the time of graduation had significant cost savings com-
pared to programs that did not (Carey et al., 2012).

District of Oreqgon Portland Reentry Court Process

e Case management is primarily performed by the
PRC probation officer. Participants have contact
with their probation officer on a regular basis, with
the frequency of contact set by requirements of the
federal district. The majority of contacts made by
the probation officer occur during office visits and
court sessions, while in-home visits occur occa-
sionally. Meetings with probation consist of re-
viewing progress, confirming program require-
ments (such as self-help meetings), discussing drug
test results, and performing case management with
participants (transportation needs, employment is-
sues, etc.).

e Probation noted that they will communicate with a
participant’s employer, (if the employer is aware of
the participant’s court involvement), primarily by
phone to confirm employment or communicate
about program requirements. They complete in-
person visits to employers on a rare basis, due to
time constraints.

Participant quotes:

“I tried to go at 7:30am and
they refused. Even at 8am, there
is a shift change and the guys
leaving don’t want to do it, and
the new shift has to read the log
so they won't.... If they could do
it earlier, it would be better,
especially when | work or have
other things early in the morn-

ing.”
“There’s no sidewalk
there...and it’s uphill.”

“There used to be a path you
could walk along to get down
the hill.... | fell down that hill

one time.”’

“Some people can’t go down
the path, and others can’t make
that walk. It’s pretty inconven-
ient if you don’t drive...”

“From the bus stop, you have to
walk like a mile or more around
to get there because there’s no

)

direct route...’

¢ Incentives to enter the program include early termination from probation (up to 1 year),
reentry court team/group support, and access to more resources than standard probation.
Charges that led participants to reentry court are not dismissed upon graduation, but some
participants may avoid a probation violation hearing or have it deferred while participat-
ing in the program. Team members also remarked that after participants have been active
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in the program for a brief time, the participants express that the structure of program is
necessary for them to remain clean and be successful.

Participants are not given a participant handbook -
upon entry into the program, but all participants Participant quotes:

sign a contract (and receive a copy) that outlines “She cares about you, and |
program requirements and expectations. The con-

tract lists a number of possible sanctions a partici- LR 2 BT, SB[ Ry el fg-

pant may receive for noncompliance. ful.”

Participants are not given a list of rewards upon en- “She’s been very understand-
tering the program. The PRC does provide some ing. She’s reasonable and al-
rewards in a standardized manner, so participants ways available. ”

know what kinds of behaviors lead to rewards. For
example, participants receive a gift card each time they phase up in the program or a can-
dy bar (a Kudos) for 30 days of continued sobriety.

Participants receive intangible rewards (praise from the judge, applause,) and tangible
rewards (gift cards, candy bars) through the court. Tangible rewards are given out by var-
ious team members (including the judge, federal defender and U.S. attorney) during court
sessions. The PRC also holds a drawing for participants that results in rewards being giv-
en.

One of the most common incentives the team utiliz-
es is the “A-team.” Participants who have met all Participant quote:

program requirements since their last court date are “I like [the rewards]. I like the
recognized at the beginning of the court session by . :

the team and sit in the front row of the jury box. drawing especially.
They are then called upon first during the court ses-
sion. Participants reported that the “A-team” designation was especially meaningful to
them, as they liked being called up first and acknowledged for doing well.

Although there is no policy and procedure manual, there are some written guidelines (in
the Reentry Court Memorandum of Understanding) for team members regarding the use
of incentives and sanctions. Initial decisions are made during staffing meetings on a case-
by-case basis and most often a team consensus, with the team always working to make
responses individualized to the participant.

Sanctions are graduated so that the severity increases with more frequent or more serious

infractions. They are typically imposed at the next court session for noncompliant behav-

ior, but depending on the severity of the behavior, the judges may issue orders for them to
be imposed immediately by the probation officer.

Participants are not given a written list of behaviors that lead to sanctions, but are given a
list of possible sanctions in the participant contract.

Team members reported that community service is the most commonly used sanction,
along with home confinement (by GPS monitoring and/or curfew times). Team members
also noted that jail is most often used as a last resort with participants. An agreement was
reached with all agencies, and established with the Reentry Court MOU, that jail sanc-
tions are not to exceed 7 days. Multiple team members expressed a desire to change the
maximum jail sanction to more than 7 days, but not as a punitive response. It was report-
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ed that limits on jail sanctions create difficulties in holding participants until services are
available. In particular, finding an open spot at the local halfway house or any inpatient
treatment facility can take up to several weeks.

Team members noted that other sanctions include judicial reprimands, extending the term
of the reentry program (by returning participants to the beginning of their current phase
or possibly to an earlier phase), writing essays, increased number of self-help meetings.
The probation officer tracks rewards and sanctions given to each participant over the
course of the program. This information is provided during staffing each time a partici-
pants appears in court.

Treatment plans are continuously evaluated

throughout the program, and treatment responses Participant quotes:

may include residential treatment or increased “I think being on the ‘A’ team
treatment sessions involving relapse prevention is enough. The other stuff is
and aftercare. nice, but I look forward to
Due to the PRC being a voluntary program, partic- I d'(,j, SUENIE Ve
ipants may choose to voluntarily withdraw from SN 0.

the program at any time, or the team may jointly “There’s something about sit-
decide that the program is not effectively working ting in the back row that |

for an individual. In this situation, the participant don’t like.”

can be transferred back to standard probation to
continue their original term of supervision. If an individual was referred to the PRC while
a probation violation was pending, the individual will be referred back for a hearing on
the probation violation upon exiting the program.

A participant who is unsuccessfully terminated (and does not withdraw) from the pro-
gram may be charged with a formal violation of probation upon exiting the program.

Major program violations that may result in a participant being removed from the pro-
gram include: any new arrest, failure to appear in court with no excuse/multiple failures
to appear, missing treatment sessions, multiple positive drug tests, continued substance
use, lack of progress in the program, lack of progress in treatment, not reporting to the
probation officer, and leaving the jurisdiction without permission and not returning.
However, the team noted that these are not automatic termination criteria. Instead, all cir-
cumstances and issues would be considered before anyone was officially terminated from
the program.

Participants must complete the requirements for each phase, prepare and present a relapse
prevention plan, be employed (or enrolled in school), be current on court-ordered finan-
cial obligations, maintain stable housing and be involved with a support group for at least
90 days before progressing to graduation. Participants must also have at least 180 days
sober (as evidenced by negative drug tests) before graduating.

Graduation occurs after regularly scheduled reentry court sessions. All participants are
required to attend graduation ceremonies when they occur. Multiple team members speak
about participants and present gifts such as a letters from political figures, a $25 gift card,
a card signed by all team members, and sobriety medallions. And finally, the graduates
(and any family/friends in attendance) have a chance to address the court.
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Participants typically continue on probation for a period of time upon graduating from the
program, depending on their original length of probation. Individuals may be discharged
completely if their remaining term of supervision is 1 year or less.

Commendations

Good coordination of team response to participant compliance. A variety of rewards
are provided to participants in this court. Participants are rewarded for progress with
praise from the judge, promotion to the next phase, reduction in frequency of court hear-
ings, tokens, candy bars and gift cards. The PRC has an appropriate balance of sanctions
and rewards, and treatment responses occur as soon as possible following the behavior.
The team also differentiates treatment responses from sanctions.

Graduation ceremonies are celebrations of successful participants. Graduation is a
significant accomplishment for the graduate and it is important to have graduations be
distinct from the regular drug court hearings, even if it occurs during a regular hearing.
Graduations also provide an opportunity for community partners to witness program suc-
cesses. Inviting community partners to observe and participate in graduations is a low-
cost way to highlight the effectiveness of the program and garner interest for continued
and future involvement with the program. Further, requiring program participants to at-
tend drug court graduation ceremonies is a way to help create and strengthen a supportive
environment among individual participants and serve to motivate current participants to
progress to the graduation phase.

Sanctions are imposed swiftly after noncompliant behavior. In order for behavior
change to occur, there must be a link between the behavior and consequences. Scheduling
the noncompliant participant for the next upcoming court session rather than waiting until
the participant’s next scheduled session to have a sanction applied in court is optimal.
The program understands that if a participant has engaged in a behavior that requires a
sanction, the sanction must occur as close to the behavior as possible.

The program focuses on using rewards for participants who are doing well to rein-
force positive behaviors and encourage program compliance. Incentives are important
in shaping participant behavior, and the program has found incentives that are meaningful
to its participants. Focus group feedback indicates that participants are aware of what
leads to rewards, and that rewards are consistently being provided. Identifying the
strengths of each participant and using them to build on can increase program engage-
ment, identify individualized incentives to participation (e.g., a grocery store gift card
may be more meaningful than a movie certificate for some and vice versa), and contrib-
ute to greater success. Research shows that it is not possible to overdo praise; people can-
not become habituated to it. The program demonstrates its understanding of addiction and
the reality of relapse (and associated behaviors) as part of the recovery process by identi-
fying opportunities to acknowledge progress and offer incentives. The PRC judges should
continue to emphasize positive behavior on a regular and consistent basis. Additional ex-
amples can be found at this National Drug Court Center Resource Center web site:
http://www.ndcrc.org/search/apachesolr_search/incentives%20and%?20sanctions.

Recommendations

Develop specific guidelines on the use of sanctions and rewards and give a printed
copy to each team member. Drug courts that have written guidelines for sanctions and
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rewards and that provide these guidelines to the team have double the graduation rate and
3 times the cost savings compared to drug courts that do not have written guidelines (Car-
ey et al., 2008, 2011). These guidelines should be considered a starting point for team dis-
cussion of rewards and sanctions during staffings and not hard and fast rules. They can
help the team in maintaining consistency across participants so that, when appropriate,
similar behaviors result in similar sanctions. The guidelines also serve as a reminder of the
various reward and sanction options available to the team so they do not fall into habits of
using the same type of sanctions (e.g., community service) so frequently that they become
ineffective. Two examples of incentive and sanctions guidelines will be provided to the
PRC team that can be used as a template for the PRC. Written guidelines could also be
helpful for new team members in learning about the program.

KEY COMPONENT #7: ONGOING JUDICIAL INTERACTION WITH EACH PARTICIPANT IS
ESSENTIAL.

The focus of this component is on the judge’s role in drug court. The judge has an extremely im-
portant function for drug court in monitoring participant progress and using the court’s authority
to promote positive outcomes. While this component encourages ongoing interaction, drug courts
must still decide more specifically how to structure the judge’s role. Courts need to determine the
appropriate amount of courtroom interaction between the participant and the judge as well as how
involved the judge is with the participant’s case. Outside of the court sessions, depending on the
program, the judge may or may not be involved in team discussions, progress reports and policy-
making. One of the key roles of the drug court judge is to provide the authority to ensure that ap-
propriate treatment recommendations from trained treatment providers are followed.

National Research

From its national data, the American University Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000) reported that
most drug court programs require weekly contact with the judge in Phase I, contact every 2
weeks in Phase 11, and monthly contact in Phase I1l. The frequency of contact decreases for each
advancement in phase. Although most drug courts follow the above model, a substantial percent-
age reports less court contact.

Research in California, Oregon, Michigan, Maryland, Missouri, and Guam (Carey et al., 2005,
2008, 2011) demonstrated that, on average, participants have the most positive outcomes if they
attend approximately one court appearance every 2 weeks in the first phase of their involvement in
the program. Marlowe, Festinger, Lee, Dugosh, & Benasutti (2006) also demonstrated that bi-
weekly court sessions were more effective for high-risk offenders, whereas less frequent sessions
(e.g., monthly) were as effective for lower risk offenders. These findings were confirmed in more
recent studies (Carey et al., 2012).

In addition, programs in which the judge remained on the bench for at least 2 years had the most
positive participant outcomes. It is recommended that drug courts either avoid fixed terms, or re-
quire judges with fixed terms to serve 2 years or more, and that courts with fixed terms consider
having judges rotate through the drug court more than once, as experience and longevity are cor-
related with more positive participant outcomes and cost savings (Carey et al., 2005; Finigan,
Carey, & Cox, 2007; Carey et al., 2012). When the average number of minutes for each court ap-
pearance was 3 or more, programs experienced a reduction in recidivism 2% times greater than
programs with shorter court appearances (Carey et al., 2012).
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District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court Process

There are two judges currently assigned to the PRC
(an Article 111 judge and a magistrate judge). The
magistrate judge was previously involved in the
reentry court as a substitute/back-up judge, and was
assigned to preside over the reentry court upon the
retirement of the original reentry court judge. The
Article 111 judge was assigned to the program by the
chief federal judge approximately two years ago,
and it has been a collaborative effort since that time.
Each judge presides over one of the two court ses-
sions held each month. In the event of one judge’s
absence, the other is typically available to cover any
needed judicial duties; however, both judges partic-
ipate in staffing and court on a regular basis.

Reentry court participants typically attend court ses-
sions once every 2 weeks in Phase | (minimum of
90 days). Court attendance is then reduced to once
per month for the remainder of the program (Phase
I1, 111, and 1V), but can be increased based upon
participant progress.

Staffing begins at 8:30 a.m. and typically last 1v2-2
hours, with the team discussing an average of 15
participants and any new potential admissions.

Participant quotes:

“They both give advice in dif-
ferent situations, but its good.
They always give insight into
our situations.”

“Just having a conversation
with the judge is so different
for me now. It’s weird to have
a conversation with them and
be on those kinds of terms with
them. They are the ones that
usually sent me away.”

“We are here for a reason, and
they want to help us more than
they want to hurt us. | think
they are both of them are equal
in my experience.”

“They both offer the same thing
1 think.”

Staffing is primarily facilitated by the probation officer, along with the presiding judge
for that day’s session. However, all team members are actively engaged in discussions
during the staffing, and the team displays excellent communication. Staffing typically

begins by discussing any new participants (if any) for admission to the program, followed
by updates on participants scheduled to appear in court. Staffing notes are thorough and
comprehensive, covering all other relevant topics such as history of sanctions/incentives,
drug test results, and participant fees owed.

Participants are required to stay for the entire reentry court session, although exceptions
can be made for participants on occasion (those who need to return to work or have been
excused for pre-approved reasons).

Court sessions were observed with each of the judges presiding. Court began at 1:30 p.m.
and ended at approximately 2:30 p.m., with an average of 12 participants in attendance
each time. This resulted in an average of 5 minutes per participant in front of the judge.
Team members noted that court sessions typically last 1-2 hours.

Both reentry court judges are assigned to the program indefinitely. Both judges have cas-
es and dockets outside of the reentry court. In between the time spent in staffing and
court, the judges receive communication from team members about participants and other
administrative matters.

The magistrate judge has not received any formal drug court training since being as-
signed the program (other than on-the-job training). The Article Il judge has received
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some training on the drug court model through conferences, and also presided over a
mental health court in a different county previously. Both judges have had opportunities
to observe other drug court programs in operation as well.

The judge stands at a podium placed in front of the -
jury box where participants are seated during the Participant quote:
session. When the court session begins, the judge
recognizes participants who are on the “A-team”by - {1 jive that is a little intimi-
naming them individually and having them sit in the ) .

front row of the jury box while the courtroom ap- dating. You get used to it, but I
plauds. After acknowledging the “A-team,” the still get nervous.”

judge directs the rest of the participants to the back
rows of the jury box. Each participant then stands up in the jury box when their name is
called and speaks with the judge directly.

“Standing up and talking in

Observations with the magistrate judge presiding revealed that he was supportive, en-
couraging, and positive with all participants. Overall he was relatable and it is clear he is
invested in the program and the success of its participants. The judge asked many ques-
tions that were specific to each participant and it was evident that he had an understand-
ing of their situation. He encouraged several participants who were doing well to share
what they thought was working for them, taking full advantage of the courtroom as thea-
tre dynamic. He remained respectful but authoritative throughout the session as he ad-
dressed some participants about the program’s expectations and requirements. The judge
also followed recommendations provided by team members during staffing.

Observations with the Article 111 judge presiding -
revealed that he was open, direct and enthusiastic Participant quotes:
during the session. He was particularly enthusiastic
about those who were on the “A-team” and noted
that the others who were not on the “A-team” had

“He seems a little stern, but
it’s just a personality thing.”

improvements to make. He was compassionate and | ~He's caring...the way he said
genuine when addressing participants, noting that things felt Ilke”he was genuine-
he and the team were worried about certain individ- | & concerned.

uals and their current focus. The judge is an active
listener and is polite with all participants. The judge also takes the opportunity to have
participants doing well explain the “why and how” of feeling better, knowing it’s im-
portant for others in the courtroom to hear these kinds of perspectives. He also provides
participants the opportunity to ask for help or talk about things going on in their lives. He
was authoritative throughout, but remained respectful. He is clear and direct with partici-
pants who are not doing well. He will state how the team perceives their progress and ex-
plains that lying to him is the one thing he will not tolerate. The judge also followed rec-
ommendations provided by team members during staffing.

Other team members speak up when necessary to clarify issues such as phase dates,
treatment schedules or next appointments. However, all team members are actively en-
gaged during court. The U.S. attorney and probation office hand out incentives to those
phasing up, the federal defender hands out candy bars for those with clean date mile-
stones, and the federal defender’s legal assistant confirms next court dates and phase
dates.
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Multiple team members (including the judges) will engage in discussions with partici-
pants after the court session to confirm appointments, offer encouragement, or just to

continue conversations that occurred in court.

Commendations

The judges have presided over the program for
more than 2 years. Experience and longevity are
correlated with more positive participant outcomes
and significantly higher cost savings, particularly 2
years and longer (Carey et al., 2012). The PRC
program benefits from having two judges who are
committed long term.

Both judges work collaboratively and maintain
consistency in their responses to participants.
Although the PRC has a unique arrangement with
two judges that alternately preside, because both
judges regularly attend staffing and court together,
they are able to maintain consistency and perform
well together as a team. This was confirmed by

Participant quotes:

“Seems like a nice guy. I al-
ways felt like I was getting
hosed before when | talked
with judges. It’s very different
now. It’s kind of enjoyable.”

“He’s fair. Actually maybe
even a little too lenient. ”

“You better be straightfor-
ward with him or you 're in
trouble...his pet peeve is dis-
honesty.”

multiple team members and participants, as well as
observed during site visits.

The judge requires participants to stay through the entire court hearing as a learn-
ing experience for participants. Because drug court hearings are a forum for educating
all participants and impacting their behavior, it is important that the court requires most
participants (an exception can be made for some participants) to stay for the entire hear-
ing both to observe consequences (both good and bad) and to learn how those who are
doing well are able to succeed and make positive, healthy choices and changes in their
lives.

Judges spent greater than 3 minutes with each participant. During observations,
both judges averaged around 4-5 minutes when addressing each participant. An average
of 3 minutes per participant is related to graduation rates 15 percentage points higher
and recidivism rates that are 50% lower than drug courts that spend less than 3 minutes
per participant (Carey et al., 2011). This should be taken into consideration if more par-
ticipants are assigned to the program and caseloads increase. The caseload may be able
to be split between the two judges at some point, allowing for more time for each partic-
ipant to interact and form a relationship with their assigned judge.

Recommendations

Whenever possible, the judges and team should participate in regular trainings and
conference opportunities on the drug court model and related topics. Although the
Avrticle 111 judge has attended some training, we recommend that both judges and the
team regularly attend (at least once per year) some formal drug court trainings when time
and funding permits, so they can obtain the latest information on best practices. There are
also informal (and free) methods of training that can be engaged in more immediately.
The National Drug Court Resource Center has training materials available at
http://www.ndcrc.org/content/training-technical-assistance, including publications and
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free Webinars. Research has shown that drug courts that have formal training for all team
members have higher graduation rates and lower recidivism (Carey et al., 2008, 2011).
The judge sets an important precedent for the entire team by setting ongoing education as
a top priority.

KEY COMPONENT #8: MONITORING AND EVALUATION MEASURE THE ACHIEVEMENT OF
PROGRAM GOALS AND GAUGE EFFECTIVENESS.

This component encourages drug court programs to monitor their progress toward their goals and
evaluate the effectiveness of their practices. The purpose is to establish program accountability to
funding agencies and policymakers as well as to themselves and their participants. Further, regu-
lar monitoring and evaluation provides programs with the feedback needed to make adjustments
in program practices that will increase effectiveness. Finally, programs that collect data and are
able to document success can use that information to gain additional funding and community sup-
port. Monitoring and evaluation require the collection of thorough and accurate records. Drug
courts may record important information electronically, in paper files or both. Ideally, drug courts
will partner with an independent evaluator to help assess their progress. Lastly, it is important to
determine how receptive programs are to modifying their procedures in response to feedback.

National Research

Carey et al. (2008) and Carey et al. (2011) found that programs with evaluation processes in place
had better outcomes. Four types of evaluation processes were found to save the program money
with a positive effect on outcome costs: 1) maintaining electronic records that are critical to par-
ticipant case management and to an evaluation, 2) the use of program statistics by the program to
make modifications in drug court operations, 3) the use of program evaluation results to make
modification to drug court operations, and 4) the participation of the drug court in more than one
evaluation by an independent evaluator. Courts that have modified their programs based on eval-
uation findings have experienced twice the cost savings and a significant reduction in recidivism
compared to courts that do no modifications (Carey et al., 2012). The same is true of programs
that make modifications based on self-review of program statistics (Carey et al., 2012).

District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court Process

e The PRC collects data both electronically and manually for participant tracking. The data
collected by PRC includes some limited information from the treatment providers. There
is no central database specifically for reentry court that stores all relevant participant in-
formation. Treatment providers, probation and the court all have separate databases that
are utilized.

e The PRC probation officer uses the database PACTS (Probation and Pretrial Services Au-
tomated Case Tracking System) to document some reentry court participant information.
This database is operated by the federal probation office, and includes all offenders on
supervision (not just reentry court). Only the probation officer and their administrative
staff utilize this database, which tracks information such as visits with probationers, em-
ployment, and general case notes. Although a sufficient amount of information is entered,
staff reported that the ability to retrieve this information from the system on reentry court
participants is limited.

e The PRC keeps track of key information on all reentry court participants (drug testing,
program outcomes, sanctions, etc.) in an Excel spreadsheet that is maintained by a federal
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probation office administrative assistant. A report created from this spreadsheet and sent
out to team members each month contains information on all currently active PRC partic-
ipants. The monthly reports display static information (such as their PCRA score or
PACTS ID) as well as updates on the number of drug tests since the last report and date
of last positive test.

Prior to this evaluation, the PRC has had one outside evaluator conduct a process and
outcome evaluation on the program. This was completed by the U.S. District Court for
the District of Oregon and the University of Oregon in 2010.

Commendations

The PRC collects electronic data. The program is commended for performing data col-
lection in their existing federal probation office database (PACTS) and in Excel. The
program is also commended for using this information to send a monthly report to team
members. The reentry court team should continue to accumulate and analyze data about
the reentry court participants and use it for program reviews and planning, to be sure that
it is moving toward its goals and informing the team about the types of participants who
are most and least successful in the program. Program data can be included for review at
policy committee meetings and used to assess the program’s functioning and any areas
that may benefit from adjustment.

The PRC has completed a previous evaluation and is participating in the current
evaluation. The PRC is commended for its interest in participating in research and evalu-
ation, and its willingness to work on continuous program improvement. Courts that have
participated in evaluation and made program modifications based on evaluation feedback
have had twice the cost savings compared to courts that have not adjusted their program
based on evaluation feedback (Carey et al., 2012).

Recommendations

Confirm where important data are being kept and explore options of using a data-
base specifically for drug/reentry courts. Programs that use their data for program im-
provement have greater reductions in recidivism and greater cost savings (Carey et al.,
2012). The team should continue to collect electronic data and establish a process for us-
ing it in program reviews and planning. As requested during the follow-up meeting with
the PRC team, a list of data elements important for participant case management, pro-
gram self-monitoring and evaluation is included in Appendix B. This list is presented as a
worksheet with a blank section where the team can note where each data element is cur-
rently being kept. For the purposes of future outcome evaluation, the team may want to
assign someone to fill out this worksheet so that future evaluation would have a starting
place for where to collect the key data elements. The PRC may also consider the feasibil-
ity of obtaining a database that is specific to drug/reentry courts, in particular and online
system that all team members can access and enter information into and that allows the
program to retrieve information on participants with more efficiency.

Conduct an outcome study. Program leadership should invest in an outcome evaluation
to determine program effectiveness in light of continuing program maturation and the ap-
plication of program improvements. Implementing a full outcome evaluation can also
help determine which components of the program are contributing to participant success
and which may be barriers to success. The outcome evaluation should include a compari-
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son of the program with the “business as usual” option (i.e., probation), including infor-
mation on recidivism and a cost-benefit comparison. The outcome evaluation can also be
used to demonstrate the PRC’s effectiveness to stakeholders and establish buy-in from
the community. Having numbers based specifically on the PRC may also help the pro-
gram obtain funding as well. The team is aware of this need, and is considering options
available to them to complete this recommendation.

e Share evaluation and assessment results. The PRC team members are encouraged to
discuss the overall findings, both to enjoy the recognition of its accomplishments and to
identify areas of potential program adjustment and improvement. Plan a time for the poli-
cy committee to discuss the results of this evaluation and make a plan for how to use the
information. Appendix A contains a brief set of guidelines for how to review program
feedback and next steps in making changes to the program. In addition, the assessment
and evaluation results can be very beneficial to the program if it is looking to apply for
grants to fund additional positions, etc., or for local funders/agencies to help them access
resources. These results can document needs as well as show how well the program has
done in some areas.

KEY COMPONENT #9: CONTINUING INTERDISCIPLINARY EDUCATION PROMOTES EFFECTIVE
DRUG COURT PLANNING, IMPLEMENTATION, AND OPERATIONS.

This component encourages ongoing professional development and training of drug court staff.
Team members need to be updated on new procedures and maintain a high level of professional
and technical knowledge. Drug courts must decide who receives this training and how often.
This can be a challenge during implementation as well as for courts with a long track record.
Drug courts are encouraged to continue organizational learning and share lessons learned with
new hires.

National Research

Carey et al. (2008) and Carey et al. (2012) found that drug court programs requiring all new hires
to complete formal training or orientation, and requiring all drug court team members to attend
regular trainings were associated with higher graduation rates and greater cost savings due to
lower recidivism.

District of Oreqgon Portland Reentry Court Process

e The probation officer and federal defender have received training and education specifi-
cally on the drug court model through the National Association of Drug Court Profession-
als (NADCP).

e Some team members have also received training specifically related to the target popula-
tion of the court and the use of rewards/sanctions.

e Reentry court staff members occasionally bring new information on drug court practices,
including drug addiction and treatment, to staffing meetings.

e The U.S. attorney, both treatment representatives (who recently joined the program), and
the magistrate judge have not received any formal drug court training or training on the
use of sanctions and rewards (outside of on-the-job training). However, almost all team
members have observed other programs in operation.
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There is currently no system in place for new reentry court staff members to obtain for-
mal training on the drug court model before or soon after starting work.

Commendation

Some team members have received formal training and the majority of team members
have observed other programs in operation. The more team members that have been
trained on the drug court model, addiction, incentives and sanctions and who have an un-
derstanding of the specific population in your program, the more informed they will be in
making decisions about appropriate responded to participant behavior.

Recommendations

Ensure that all drug court team members receive initial training before or soon af-
ter becoming part of the PRC team as well as ongoing training. Because of the lack of
formal, drug court specific, education for some team members (especially newer mem-
bers), we recommend that the PRC team explore ways to obtain training for any team
member who has not had this education as well as refreshers for those who have. These
trainings should include education on the drug court model, incentives and sanctions, the
program’s specific target population, collaboration and drug court roles. NPC’s recent re-
search findings showed that drug courts who obtained regular training for their team
members had better participant outcomes, including decreased recidivism, greater pro-
gram completion, and greater cost savings (Carey et al., 2008, 2012).

This training can help to ensure strong program implementation, as fully trained and en-
gaged team members are more likely to be focused on following the model and program
integrity. Research on the use of evidence-based and promising practices in the criminal
justice field has consistently shown that in order to operate effective programs as intend-
ed, practitioners must receive the necessary resources to make the program work, receive
ongoing training and technical assistance, and be committed to the quality assurance pro-
cess (Barnoski, 2004; Lowenkamp, Holsinger, & Latessa, 2005). Andrews and Bonta
(2010) maintain that correctional and court programs must concentrate on effectively
building and maintaining the skill set of the employees that work with offenders.

The National Drug Court Institute (NDCI) will often provide training or assistance at lit-
tle or no cost for those programs that show the need (see http://www.ndci.org). There are
also free training materials and Webinars available on the NDCI Web site and on the
Web site for the National Drug Court Resource Center (www.ndcrc.org). One low-cost
option is to have team members take turns performing the duty of searching for recent
drug court research or attend a Webinar and then spend 10 minutes at team meetings re-
viewing the main findings and how they can be used to supplement the program.

KEY COMPONENT #10: FORGING PARTNERSHIPS AMONG DRUG COURTS, PUBLIC AGENCIES,
AND COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS GENERATES LOCAL SUPPORT AND ENHANCES
DRUG COURT PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS.

This component encourages drug courts to develop partnerships with other criminal justice ser-
vice, nonprofit and commercial agencies. For these collaborations to be true “partnerships,”
regular meetings and collaborations with the partners should occur. If successful, the drug court
will benefit from the expertise that resides in all of the partner agencies and participants will en-
joy greater access to a variety of services. Drug courts must still determine what partners are
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available and decide with whom to partner and how formal to make these partnerships. Other
important factors to weigh include who will be considered as part of the main drug court team,
who will provide input primarily through policymaking, and what types of services will be avail-
able to participants through these partnerships.

National Research

Responses to American University’s National Drug Court Survey (Cooper, 2000) show that most
drug courts are working closely with community groups to provide support services for their
drug court participants. Examples of community resources with which drug courts are connected
include self-help groups such as AA and NA, medical providers, local education systems, em-
ployment services, faith communities, and Chambers of Commerce.

In addition, Carey et al. (2005) and Carey et al. (2011) found that drug courts that had formal
partnerships with community agencies that provide services to drug court participants had better
outcomes than drug courts that did not have these partnerships.

District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court Process

e The PRC does not specifically have an advisory board, but its policy committee meets
regularly outside of staffing when needed to discuss program issues.

e The PRC has been primarily funded through the federal probation office since program
inception. Services are available to any individual on federal probation, so funds are not
specifically set aside for the reentry court. The team reported a very small amount of ad-
ditional funding exists through an attorney admissions fund that is paid into by attorneys.
This has been used mostly for incentives and graduations. There is also a limited amount
of Second Chance Act’ funding that can be utilized if services are specific to employ-
ment.

e The reentry court has developed and maintained relationships with organizations that can
provide services for participants in the community and refers participants to those ser-
vices when appropriate. Some of these services include employment assistance/job train-
ing, food, clothing, healthcare, transportation, housing assistance, and educational ser-
vices.

e There is a federal probation officer (not assigned to the team) who works with the of-
fender workforce development Program. This program specializes in job skills that can
provide participants with job leads and employment skills training. Participants may have
to be placed on a waiting list prior to receiving these services, and typically receive these
services for approximately three months on average.

e Team members noted during interviews that the limited number of community partner-
ships the PRC has established may contribute to a lack of resources in housing (specifi-
cally the time it takes to obtain transitional housing), employment, and transportation,
which results in barriers to participant progress.

Commendations

e The program has creatively and effectively addressed many participant needs. The
program is commended for thoughtfully coming up with solutions to program barriers

® Signed into law on April 9, 2008, the Second Chance Act (P.L. 110-199) was designed to improve outcomes for
people returning to communities from prisons and jails.
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faced by participants. The participants provided examples during the focus groups such
as bus passes, job readiness training and medical services. This responsiveness helps the
participants be more likely to succeed and helps them develop a trust in the program that
it really is on their side and working in their best interest. The team should continue dis-
cussing possible community connections and resources, and ideas for generating outside
support to enhance the program and to be responsive to changes in the environment and
participant needs.

Recommendations

e Continue to invite community members and staff from other agencies to PRC grad-
uations. Graduation ceremonies provide powerful testimony to the effectiveness of drug
courts. Inviting potential community partners to graduations is one low-cost strategy for
strengthening outreach efforts and allows them to witness positive program impacts. It is
important to educate those not familiar with drug courts in how the drug court model
works and its benefits.

e Conduct a strategic planning session on drug court funding, or as an alternative,
place strategic planning issues on the agenda of one or more drug court policy meet-
ings. In either setting there should be a discussion concerning program needs and ideas
for generating additional resources. The team should identify mechanisms and potential
sources of funding, such as grants, community partnerships, and enhanced federal fund-
ing to support the program. The team should also discuss who will be responsible for
which steps toward achieving these goals. The NADCP Web site (www.nadcp.org)
should also be reviewed periodically, as it includes information on funding opportunities
as they come available.

APPENDICES/ ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

The appendices at the end of this document contain resources to assist the program in making
any changes based on the feedback and recommendation in this report. Appendix A provides a
brief “how-to” guide for beginning the process of changing program structure and policies. Ap-
pendix B provides a summary of data elements that the PRC may already be collecting, and a list
of data elements that programs should collect for case management, self-monitoring and evalua-
tion. The PRC might want to assign someone to fill out this worksheet to verify where (in what
existing database) each of these data elements is being collected (or if any or not being collect-
ed). Other important and useful resources for drug courts are available at the National Drug
Court Resource Center’s Web site: http://www.ndcrc.org.

Finally, Appendix C contains a letter from the United States Attorney for the District of Oregon
with her review and feedback on the evaluation of the Portland and Eugene Federal Reentry
Courts.
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Brief Guide for Use of NPC Evaluation and Technical Assistance Reports

The 10 Key Component assessment results can be used for many purposes, including 1) im-
provement of program structure and practices for better participant outcomes (the primary pur-
pose), 2) grant applications to demonstrate program needs or illustrate the program’s capabilities,
and 3) requesting resources from boards of county commissioners or other local groups.

When you receive the results:

1 Distribute copies of the report to all members of your team, advisory group, and other
key individuals involved with your program.

(1 Set up a meeting with your team and policy committee to discuss the report’s findings
and recommendations. Ask all members of the group to read the report prior to the
meeting and bring ideas and questions. Identify who will facilitate the meeting (bring
in a person from outside the core group if all group members would like to be actively
involved in the discussion).

1 During the meeting(s), review each recommendation, discuss any questions that arise
from the group, and summarize the discussion, any decisions, and next steps. You can
use the format below or develop your own:

Format for reviewing recommendations:

Recommendation: Copy the recommendations from the electronic version of report and provide
to the group.

Responsible individual, group, or agency: Identify who is the focus of the recommendation, and
who has the authority to make related changes.

Response to recommendation: Describe the status of action related to the recommendation (some
changes or decisions may already have been made). Indicate the following:

1 1. This recommendation will be accepted. (see next steps below)

1 2. Part of this recommendation can be accepted (see next steps below and indicate
here which parts are not feasible or desirable, and why)

1 3. This recommendation cannot be accepted. Describe barriers to making related
changes (at a future time point, these barriers may no longer exist) or reason why the
recommendation is not desirable or would have other negative impacts on the pro-
gram overall.

Next steps: Identify which tasks have been assigned, to whom, and by what date they will be ac-
complished or progress reviewed. Assign tasks only to a person who is present. If the appropri-
ate person is not present or not yet identified (because the task falls to an agency or to the com-
munity, for example), identify who from the group will take on the task of identifying and con-
tacting the appropriate person.

= Person: (Name)
= Task: (make sure tasks are specific, measurable, and attainable)
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= Deadline or review date: (e.g., June 10™) The dates for some tasks should be soon
(next month, next 6-months, etc.); others (for longer-term goals for example) may
be further in the future.

= Who will review: (e.g., advisory board will review progress at their next meeting)

Contact NPC Research after your meeting(s) to discuss any questions that the team has
raised and not answered internally, or if you have requests for other resources or infor-
mation.

Contact NPC Research if you would like to hold an additional conference call with or
presentation to any key groups related to the study findings.

Request technical assistance or training as needed from NADCP/NDCI or other ap-
propriate groups.

Add task deadlines to the agendas of policy meetings, to ensure they will be reviewed,
or select a date for a follow-up review (in 3 or 6 months, for example), to discuss pro-
gress and challenges, and to establish new next steps, task lists, and review dates.



APPENDIX B: LIST OF DATA ELEMENTS FOR
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District of Oregon Portland Reentry Court Data Elements

Worksheet
PACTS
(Probation Excel Federal
and Pretrial Spread- Court Treatment
Services Au- sheet (Data- Provider
tomated Case (Proba- | base/Excel (Data-
Variable/Data Tracking Sys- | tion Of- Spread- | base/Excel
element tem) fice) sheets Sheets Other

DEMOGRAPHICS &
ID (collect from all
possible sources)

Name

SSN, state ID, FBI ID,
DL#, DC case number,
state Tx number,
KDOC#

Birth Date

Gender

Race/Ethnicity

CLIENT INFOR-
MATION

Mental health or A&D
diagnoses

Employment status at
drug court entry

Employment status at
drug court exit

Highest grade of
school completed at
time of drug court en-

try

Number and ages of
children

Housing status at entry
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Variable/Data
element

PACTS
(Probation
and Pretrial

Services Au-

tomated Case

Tracking Sys-
tem)

Excel
Spread-
sheet
(Proba-
tion Of-
fice)

Federal
Court
(Data-

base/Excel

Spread-
sheets

Treatment
Provider
(Data-
base/Excel
Sheets

Other

Housing status at exit

Income at entry (if
self-supporting)

Income at exit (if self-
supporting)

Prior treatment (when,
what kind, how many
episodes)

Drug of choice (prima-
ry and secondary)

Other demographics

DRUG COURT
SPECIFIC DATA

Drug court entry date

Drug court exit date

Drug court status (e.g.,
active, completed)

Drug court status on
exit (e.g., graduated,
revoked, terminated,
dropped out)

If participation in drug
court is revoked or
terminated, reason

Criminal justice status
on exit (e.g., on proba-
tion, charge expunged,
etc.)
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Variable/Data
element

PACTS
(Probation
and Pretrial

Services Au-

tomated Case

Tracking Sys-
tem)

Excel
Spread-
sheet
(Proba-
tion Of-
fice)

Federal
Court
(Data-

base/Excel

Spread-
sheets

Treatment
Provider
(Data-
base/Excel
Sheets

Other

Probation start and end
dates for drug court
case

Date of drug court eli-
gible arrest

Charge for drug court
arrest

Court case number for
case leading to drug
court participation

Date of referral to
drug court program
and referral source

Dates of entry into
each phase

Dates of UAs (whether
participant showed on
UA date)

Dates of positive UAs

Dates of other drug
tests

Dates of other positive
drug tests

Agency providing test
results
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Variable/Data
element

PACTS
(Probation
and Pretrial

Services Au-

tomated Case

Tracking Sys-
tem)

Excel
Spread-
sheet
(Proba-
tion Of-
fice)

Federal
Court
(Data-

base/Excel

Spread-
sheets

Treatment
Provider
(Data-
base/Excel
Sheets

Other

Dates of drug court
appearances and
whether participant
showed

Risk/Need Score(s)

Noncompliant events
(date and type)

Sanctions related to
noncompliant events
(dates, types, and du-
ration)

Rewards/incentives
(date, type, amount)

Detention/jail time as
a sanction (dates, # of
days)
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Variable/Data
element

PACTS
(Probation
and Pretrial

Services Au-

tomated Case

Tracking Sys-
tem)

Excel
Spread-
sheet
(Proba-
tion Of-
fice)

Federal
Court
(Data-

base/Excel

Spread-
sheets

Treatment
Provider
(Data-
base/Excel
Sheets

Other

Dates of services re-
ceived with
types/modalities of
service received (see
examples below)

[Note: If dates not
available, should col-
lect the
types/modalities of
services received and
dates started and end-
ed or the # of times the
individual received a
particular type of ses-
sion.]

o Group A&D ses-
sions

o Individual A&D
sessions

o Residential (dates
entered and
discharged)

o Mental health
services

o Parenting classes

o Family therapy

o Employment
services

Agency providing ser-
vices for each service
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Variable/Data
element

PACTS
(Probation
and Pretrial

Services Au-

tomated Case

Tracking Sys-
tem)

Excel
Spread-
sheet
(Proba-
tion Of-
fice)

Federal
Court
(Data-

base/Excel

Spread-
sheets

Treatment
Provider
(Data-
base/Excel
Sheets

Other

Aftercare services
(dates and types)

Dates of re-arrests/re-
referrals during pro-
gram participation

Charge(s)/allegation(s)
associated with re-
arrests/re-referrals dur-
ing program participa-
tion

Outcome(s) of re-
arrests/re-referrals
(conviction, dismissed,
etc.) during program
participation

Other probation viola-
tions during program
participation

BASIC RECIDIVISM
DATA

We typically don’t ex-
pect drug court pro-
grams to have these
(particularly not for a
comparison group),
but we always leave
these in our data list in
case this data is avail-
able on participants.
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Variable/Data
element

PACTS
(Probation
and Pretrial

Services Au-

tomated Case

Tracking Sys-
tem)

Excel
Spread-
sheet
(Proba-
tion Of-
fice)

Federal
Court
(Data-

base/Excel

Spread-
sheets

Treatment
Provider
(Data-
base/Excel
Sheets

Other

Arrest dates

Filing dates

Charges associated
with arrest/filing

Conviction dates

Disposition

ADDITIONAL RE-
CIDIVISM DATA

(Generally used in
NPC cost studies)

Probation start and end
dates

Jail start and end dates

Prison start and end
dates

OTHER OUTCOME
DATA

We typically don’t ex-
pect drug court pro-
grams to have these,
but we always leave
these in our data list in
case this data is avail-
able.

Dates of ER visits
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PACTS

(Probation Excel Federal
and Pretrial Spread- Court Treatment
Services Au- sheet (Data- Provider
tomated Case (Proba- | base/Excel (Data-
Variable/Data Tracking Sys- | tion Of- Spread- | base/Excel
element tem) fice) sheets Sheets Other
Dates of

hospitalizations

Dates and amount of
welfare/food stamps

Dates and amount of
taxes paid

Dates of foster care
entry and exit for
children of DC
participants
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U.S. Department of Justice
S. Amanda Marshall

United States Attorney

District of Oregon

1000 SW Third Avenue, Ste. 600 (503) 727-1000
Portland, OR 97204-2902 Fax:(503) 727-1117
May 2, 2013

Shannon Carey

NPC Research

5100 SW Macadam Ave.
Suite 575

Portland, OR 97239

Dear Ms. Carey:

I have reviewed the NPC Research reports regarding both the Eugene and Portland
Reentry Courts, and I concur with all of the findings and recommendations. Overall, it was
good to see that there is a lot we are doing right, and also plenty we can work on to ensure our
continued efforts are evidence based.

I am particularly supportive of the recommendations to tighten up drug test procedures;
develop and publish guidelines for sanctions and incentives; utilize program phases to track
progress; limit public group discussion to ensure such discussion is constructive and respectful of
privacy and confidentiality; objectively review outcomes; and establish metrics to gauge
program Success.

Finally, I want to thank you and your team for the thorough, well-researched, thought
provoking report. I am certain it will assist team members in their quest to make our reentry
court programs even better. Our office continues to support reentry and is fully committed to
finding ways to improve the program. Please do not hesitate to call me if I can be of assistance
in this process.

Sincerely,

~

S. AMANDA MARSHALL
United States Attorney

cc: Judge Hernandez
Judge Aiken
Judge Papak
Steve Wax
Will Blasher



