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1. Executive Summary

Overview

The Winnipeg Drug Treatment Court (WDTC) has caetgd just over nine years
of client service (January 2006 — January 2015is fidport provides an evaluation of
program outcomes over that span, including: sudcesscessing the target population,
graduation rates, discharge rates, court outcomesegidivism rates. The study uses
guantitative data from official records such asmifiles, court records, criminal history
and corrections data. This year we are able to sammaenquantitative data from 290
clients who are currently enrolled or who had ateghover the past nine years. This is up
from very small sample numbers in prior evaluatig., only 52 in 2008-09). We
provide recidivism/outcome data for 262 casesramf242 last year. Significantly, this
year we conducted a quasi-experimental study campdrug court participant
recidivism to a group of high risk probationersiwsimilar drug addiction scores.

The WDTC over the past nine years has been miestgrally funded, with in-
kind contributions from the province of Manitobagdastarted taking clients in January
2006. Over the course of the first year the progdaweloped a staffing model of one
manager, three counsellors, one administrativei@sgiand one case manager. In 2011
they added a housing support worker through Hunkdlis @nd Development federal
funding, and a transition house. The position asilence funding was terminated at the
end of 2013.

The program was modified operationally in 2014 hvéitteam leader on-site and
an off-site program manager managing the drug @arng with other programs at the
Addiction Foundation of Manitoba (AFM). The newitegeader brought in an emphasis
on evidence based programming and considerableallexperience, which appears to
have been to the program’s benefit. Staff turnovas significant, but a committed group
formed and delivered service over the course of/daes.

The 2014-15 program year was a tumultuous onthédrug court. Earlier in
2014 the federal government indicated that theyeweasing their share of funding,
while the province indicated that it was not prephkio fund it alone. Thus, the WDTC
refused to take cases after April 2014, as thereinding commitment beyond March 31
2015. The federal and provincial governments haadly come to a tentative agreement,
with a three year commitment by the federal governinso the program will continue.
At the time of this writing, however, the Winnipdgug court was scheduled to be on
hiatus come March 3 with the remaining 13 clients being provided doogrt —type
services from AFM until they transition over to thew Manitoba Justice program
location. A slightly modified drug court is planneudth a program manager, two case
managers and two counselor/therapists. Traditisedices (individual and group
counseling, court appearances, incentives, sarsctaamfew, drug testing) will be
provided but case management and therapist rolebegiome more distinct. The
provincial department of justice will oversee tloeid through its program manager,
while AFM will provide functional support throughmnaanager/consultant on treatment
services.

The staff have generally used a detailed “staebange” phase program that is
applied through group and individual counsellintafSalso referred clients actively to
community agencies and advocate on their behaldorices. The program took a
“therapeutic justice” approach; clients attendedrtweekly and, based on performance,
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could receive encouragement and incentives or atimaents and punishments from the
presiding judge and court team. The WDTC appliedggules of “harm reduction” in
exercising considerable discretion to deal witkrdiproblems such as missed
appointments, group sessions or failed urinalystst Program goals centred on
improving client knowledge of addictions, providimjormation on community
resources, helping clients manage their addicti@hiaproving client life skills. An

overall goal was to reduce harms associated with dse and addiction. The program
was governed by an Executive Steering Committegocised of representatives from
criminal justice, addictions treatment and humanises agencies. The WDTC will now
come directly under oversight of Manitoba Justice.

This is the eighth evaluation conducted by resgeascfrom the University of
Winnipeg. Our evaluations in recent years havereffesome programming suggestions
but served more as administrative summaries optbgram and its performance; no
significant problems with the program have beereoled, thus no strong
recommendations have been deemed necessary mstifew years. This year, however,
we recommend more careful track be kept of prongdsine and waiting lists to be sure
the program is achieving optimally in its emphasigeducing custody. We also believe
that high performers in the program are being keptoo long, and would like to see 12
months established as an eligible discharge period.

Methods
We use a multi-method approach in our annual eviahs including:
» accessing of official records compiled originallyWWDTC staff in paper files and
automated data bases;
» use of comparative offender data provided by MdmaitGorrections;
* informal interviews with the program director an@gram workers;
* court attendance;

This is the fifth year graduates completgot@cedural justice scalsurvey that
helps assess how fairly they felt that they weratdeith in the program. This scale has
been used in drug court evaluations in other jisigdhs and we feel it has added an
important outcome measure for annual evaluatiohs yfear we also conducted a
comparison recidivism study between DTC cases avlobion cases.

Findings — Client Profile
We saw few changes in the drug court client pedbl cases admitted 2006-
2014.

* Drug court cases average 30 years of age (rangel8s64), two of three
admissions are male, 45.6% are Indigenous and S&%aSian, fairly similar to
last year. The proportion of First Nations or Méfignts increased significantly
over the first three years of WDTC operation, bag hot changed much the past
four years.

* Around 72% of admissions are single and unemploysoh entering the
program.

» Education levels have stayed at around 56% of calegrade eleven or more.

» Drug trafficking (or possession for the purposehistypical client charge (58%),
up a bit, followed by break-ins (13%) and a bitsigingly, robberies (9%).



* 82% of participants have a criminal history, dova fom 2013. About 31%
have a record for violence. These convictions yseally for minor assaults or
are old crimes.

* Most drug court cases wehnegh risk/needs®n the community corrections
Primary Risk Assessment and Level of Service/Caardgdement Inventory
(59%), butiow riskon the provincial inmate Institutional Security Assment
(84%).

* The primary drug of choice cocaine (60%) is popalaa rate similar to past
years, but its prominence declined from the choicg6% of clients five years
ago. Crystal methamphetamine remains the seconticowsnon drug of choice
(16%) and cannabis is the third highest (10%). Odnegs of choice include
opioids, hallucinogens, amphetamines and ecstasy.

In summary, the profile of drug court referrals dimt change substantially since
last year’s evaluation.

Findings — Graduates and Discharged Cases

» Of 262 cases enrolled in the WDTC from January 203&ember 2014, 77
clients graduated, a proportion of 29.4%. Thus abae in three admissions
makes it through the rigorous WDTC program.

» Compared to discharged cases, graduates were ikelgetdb be Caucasian,
divorced/separated, better educated, employed agarission to drug court, have
no criminal histories or records of violence, oowkd lower ISA or PRA
risk/needs scores. Most differences were relatisetgll.

* We were able to track the court outcomes for 1618&f discharged and opted out
cases

0 14% received federal terms of two years+ (17%\eat);

0 38% were sentenced to provincial terms of six metdhtwo years (42%
last year);

0 19% received terms of less than six months (same);

0 29% were granted either a conditional sentenceaiygpion (up from 22%
last year).

Court outcomes for discharged cases continueehd wf being less severe
overall than the previous year. It is difficultpoecisely assess the severity of dispositions
because of presentence credits. In some casesgaluugclients may have received some
credit by a judge for their time in the WDTC prograheir time in custody prior to
entering the drug court, or remand time after béirgached for non-compliance and
arrested. While we try to account for remand timeustody in sentence calculations,
this data is not always available.

Findings — Recidivism Outcomes

Our program numbers are relatively small and sohweiofollow-up periods are
short, but the WDTC crime free success rate stibinie considered a most positive
outcome. This year we had data available on 77ugtad and 185 discharged cases. All
subjects were followed up after they entered tlog@am and, in the case of graduates,
for the 24 month period following graduation. Nexegatory convictions are as follows:



» The WDTC recidivism rate was estimated this yeargisonvictions only for
predatory or drug crimes (new charges are not ptedg For graduates it was
13.0%, lower than 14.5%% last year, very low feedous offender group (Table
5). One administrative conviction, if counted wouddse recidivism marginally to
14.3%.

* This compares favourably to Manitoba re-offencesdor offenders on probation
(28%), conditional sentences (32%) or readmitteyipcial custody (66%).

» 38.4% of discharged cases were convicted of a mag @ predatory crimes,
down from last year (Table 5).

» Using all 262 cases (graduated, discharged, gogrpm on their own) recidivism
for convictions tallied 30.5%, almost identicallést year.

Recidivism rate comparisons must be made withi@altecause the follow-up
periods are, on average, longer for Manitoba Ctoes cases. In addition, the drug
court is a special population of drug addicted mdiers, while Manitoba Corrections
tracks all offenders assigned community dispos#tionprovincial custody. Regardless,
re-offence findings are quite favourable for the WD

Procedural Justice Scale

Each year we administer a short 13 item proceduséice Likert scale to WDTC
graduates. The scale is intended to briefly adses<airly they felt that they were
treated in the drug court. Approval ratings weraiagquite high (mean over 4 on 5 point
Likert). Clients average ranking for the processlft counsellors, lawyer and judge all
over four on a five point scale and over three doua point scale. The only relatively
low score (3.5) was for the question asking thgexulif they or their lawyer were
listened to when they first came to drug court. iginto last year, there was a slight
improvement in the average satisfaction rates. @lgehough, it seems that each cohort
of graduates rates the drug treatment quite silpifand high) in terms of procedural
fairness.

Findings — Qualitative Interviews
Motivation to Join and Social Circumstances Comiirig the Program

* We again found the majority of our six interviewgrdduates this year reporting
that avoiding jail was their primary motivation.

* A continued trend was the mention of keeping ckidand quitting a tiresome
addict’s life as motivators.

» Like last year, some respondents indicated thatthese the drug court because
of recommendations from other addicts.

* No health problems were reported, except for ofgestiwith mental health
related anxiety that was being managed.

» Continuing a trend observed from last year’s in@mees, clients reported
employment, school, or financial support comingitite program. There were
several complaints about drug court restrictionsvork when starting the
program.



Program Involvement

Clients appeared to find the drug court to be adgmgsh to become involved in
pro-social activities in their spare time.

Most clients this year did not feel that they nekdwich help for finances,
housing or work, a continuing trend amongst graekiat

Group work was again popular with all of this ysagraduates. Some changes
brought into the groups by the new WDTC superwgere noted and commented
on favourably.

Individual one on one work was again rated highhalh graduates. There were
some complaints about a counselor no longer wihptiogram.

Relationships with other clients were generallyifpos

The incentive program was commented on favouraolye graduates noted it
was particularly important when first getting odijal with little in the way of
support.

Program and Graduation

Graduates viewed the drug court as much differ@mh the regular court system.
Most importantly, they felt that the drug courtaied them with respect. Similar
to last year, there were complaints about the ®eeai weekly court appearances
for individuals doing well in the program.

Clients identified most program features as stitengihe program staff were
singled out as a strength. Continuing a trend ¢emeyears, interviewees viewed
accountability measures such as urinalysis aneéwauchecks as important.

All six interviewees were working, a first (oftenagluates may not work but will
attend school). All were in good health and mostevgill involved in AA, CA or
NA community groups for support.

Most clients recognized the value of the WDTC pangy but attributed success to
their genuine commitment to change. A willingnes&do the work” was
mentioned. Succeeding because of their childremrakntioned, a trend in the
last few years.

Findings: Quasi-Experimental Study Comparing Drugu@ Clients with Probationers

A weakness with the drug court’s reported recidivisites is that they are

compared to a broad range of offenders serving aamitgnor custodial sentences. It is
preferable that they be compared to other addibts vave similar demographic and risk
characteristics. Towards this end, we comparedtahed sample of 63 drug court cases
with 167 probation cases from similar time peridddpwing up each group for 12
months and comparing on new charges.

Offenders were taken from around 2011 and matcheafe, gender, race,
addiction level and risk level.

Following up our samples for 12 months, we obsethatl 19% of the drug court
cases faced new charges, compared to 31.1% ofdbeatpn group.
Furthermore, the bulk of drug court charges weeatihes (58.7%), while
probationers faced administrative charges only%2o7 the time.

Finally, 29% of new probationer charges were fatemt crimes, while this
impacted only 8.3% of drug court cases.



Summary and Looking Forward

Despite a difficult year organizationally, the Wipeg Drug Treatment Court
outputs and outcomes continue to indicate a prognains functioning effectively. Re-
offence rates are low, client perceptions of fasmgenerally high, and our recent quasi-
experimental analysis with an equivalent grouprobptioners shows substantive
differences favourable to the drug court.

Graduates over the last two years often appdaae had considerable support
coming into the program. Complaints about the lemtthe program and reluctance to
reduce requirements, even when participants areggdeell, appear to have increased. It
appears to us that the WDTC should look to reducgram time for high performing
clients. We recommend that a minimum twelve morthqal be attainable for high
performing clients as an option. This time perigdffered by other drug courts, and a
span of 12-24 months is a reasonable program aption

We also recommend that data be gathered to assEssging time for drug court
clients and wait lists. This will help assess hdficient the WDTC are at processing
cases, and how many are held back on wait listsf@nwhat reason.



2. The Winnipeg Drug Treatment Court

2.1 Program History and Description

The three catalysts for proposing a drug treatraeutt in Winnipeg were:
1. The identification of a high percentage of atidn treatment clients dealing with
criminal charges
2. The Winnipeg Police Service linking the arriehimethamphetamines, ecstasy and
GHB (gamma-Hydroxybutyric acid,) to Winnipeg with Bcrease in crime rates.
3. Various advocacy groups in Winnipeg identifyspgecial population groups where
addiction and crime intersected. These groups vem@gnized to have specific treatment
needs. They included (i) Aboriginal persons whoauer represented in the criminal
justice system, addictions programs, and servioentonities and (ii) sex trade workers
whose addiction is a key barrier to exiting a cnatilifestyle.

The goals of the proposed Winnipeg court, while eled after other Canadian
DTCs, are unique to Winnipeg and focus on ensuhagthe most marginalized persons
have full access to drug treatment and other seswiecessary to address the link

between criminal rehabilitation and drug treatmdihie vision of the court is that it:

“...exists to break the cycle of drug use, criminahaviour, and incarceration by
establishing a partnership between courts, treatnagencies, and community
agencies. The WDTC will do so in an inclusive waiyill be specifically
cognizant of the over-representing of aboriginahnaed women incarcerated in
Manitoba. The WDTC will tailor its program to addeethe specific needs of
groups such as young aboriginal men and aborigmainen with children in a
culturally appropriate way.”

! A prominent Winnipeg addictions program reporteat an unusually high percentage of their clients
(46% of adult clients and 48% of youth clients) avarvolved in the court system because of theigdru
use.
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The program couples the strengths of the crimumstige system with the
strengths of a focused addictions treatment prodhatutilizes existing community
services. This model is meant to benefit the cliemtd the public. Short and long term

outcomes include:

direct client impact/outcomes such as increaseavlgdge relating to addiction;

* information on community supports to all qualifieffenders;

* improving a participant’s life skills through emghloent, vocational, and
interpersonal support, and,

» societal benefits include reduction of number ahess associated with addiction and

to reduce harm due to drug use and addiction.

First Funded: June 2005. Pilot basis by the Federal Governmatit,imkind
resources from Manitoba’s Provincial government.

Current Funding:  $516,000 operating from Federal government.
$450,000 “in-kind” from Provincial Governmenb(at staff, court
rooms).
$599,00 over three years (October 2011 — Marct2@14) for the
transitional housing program by federal Human Resssiand
Skill Development.

Office: 165 Garry Street, in downtown Winnipeg.

First admitted clients: January 2006.

Original Governance: Executive Board (Steering Committee).

11



Members: Co-Chaired by Federal Prosecutor and Adde Foundation of Manitoba
Director, Presiding Judge, Provincial Prosecutigagal Aid, Behavioural Health
Foundation, Court Services, RCMP, City Police, WD Hgalthy Living, Seniors and
Consumer Affairs, WDTC Program Manager, Aborigi@alurt workers and other
Community Agencies and Stakeholders.
Current Governance: Provincial Department of Justice
Organizational Changes

In 2014-15 drug court funding nationally was maetifi Due to stalled
negotiations and no clear funding forthcoming, WiBTC stopped taking new clients in
May 2014. Early in 2015 The federal government enadhree year commitment to
Manitoba to fund part of the drug court, but thee8ing Committee was eliminated in
favour of direct supervision by the province’s depeent of justice, court’s division. The
office at 165 Gary will be shut down March®3015, and the remaining 13 clients
provided DTC services out of AFM’s Portage offiggilthey graduate or the revised
program is fully operational. New office space basn found on Broadway Avenue, not

far from the old drug court location.

New Staffing Model: A Justice program manager, two case managers, two
counselor/therapists, one administrative assistadtan AFM manager acting as
clinical/treatment consultant. Compared to thevjogs model, the case management and

therapy roles will be more distinct, with counsslécusing more on treatment. .

Program Model: Harm reduction and community advocate model wigeca

management and group and individual counsellinm¢pglace in a stand-alone facility.

12



The treatment program has specified phases. Regfiégrdance at court, urinalysis and
incentives, all features of drug court programswelsere, will still be used in the
Winnipeg model. Clients will attend court Tuesdégi@anoons.

Referral Process:Clients can self-refer or are referred by defermensel. Some are
recruited through word of mouth or advertisemertarrectional facilities. They are
screened in by a crown prosecutor and then assbgdbd treatment team.

Graduation Criteria:

completion of phases one to five;

* a minimum of four consecutive months abstinencefdougs;

» from twelve to eighteen months of involvement Wb TC,;

» significant progress toward resolving identifieduss on their individual
treatment plan;

* must be working; going to school or involved inrsfgcant volunteer work, and;

* must be engaged in a community support group.

13



3. Evaluation Questions

An interim process evaluation was conducted irsgireng of 2007 and overall we
found that the court program had an establishedrtrent team, a coherent treatment
program, effective court room operation, an impngvieferral process, and a governance
structure that was moving towards more efficienhagement. The first evaluation
answered two questions. First, what happened dtimmgrocess of starting up the court?
And second, how has the court functioned in terhgouernance, staffing, and client
referral and movement through the program? Thertepade seventeen
recommendations. By the spring of 2008, the WDTQ tesponded to those
recommendations agreeing and acting on twelve ecepdéing, with modification, four.

In 2008-09 a more outcome focused evaluation wagptaied and forwarded to
the Steering Committee in early January 2009. Rafeand client caseload appeared to
have increased and were running more smoothlyprbgram had built a reputation
within the criminal justice system, facilitatinglfseeferrals and lawyer based
recommendations. We found in our staff and cliatgriviews and official records review
that the program had matured; processes and pnaedere generally well known, the
court team was comfortable with the WDTC operatiod the staff were now
experienced and generally confident in their penimmce. Even discharged clients who
were interviewed expressed favourable opinions tath@uprogram and wished to have
another opportunity to be involved. We definedttimget population as addicted offender
populations whose crimes merited custody but wheewenerally suitable for

community placement. Through comparison with otifeander populations (i.e.,
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probation, conditional sentences and provincialates) we found that the target
population appeared to have been reached. Preliynilada showed relatively low
recidivism by drug court graduates, with the cavkat the sample was still small and not
much time had passed since the program had s{adedrief follow-up period).

The third evaluation in 2009-2010, focused on desianada’s drug strategy key
immediate outcomes (knowledge gains, retention,ptiamce, incentives and utilization
of community services) and intermediate outcom&er{gthened community networks;
reduction in drug use behavior; enhanced socibllgteand self-sufficiency; reduction
in criminal recidivism; and evidence based improeanfor the operation of DTCs).
Interviews with graduates were also an importaati$oof 2009-2010.

The evaluation found the WDTC to be maintainirgjrang program; indeed,
there was a certain comfort level amongst staff@dmahts as the program matured. The
processes of referral, program phases, group aiddoal work, drug testing, and
graduation were all operating effectively. The &ngopulation appeared to be reached,
and recidivism rates were relatively low. Qualitatfeedback from graduates was quite
positive, particularly towards the judge, courtntiedreatment staff, and the incentive
program. Aboriginal referrals had increased. Thegmm had also introduced an all-
female counseling group to improve group functigniand used an Indigenous case
worker for more one on one programming with Abaraiclients. Good follow-up was
observed on recommendations from 2008-2009.

In 2010-11, little change from program performanas observed from the
previous year. The program was compared by evakiatgainst the “thirteen guiding
principles” of effective drug court performance adated by the Canadian Association

of Drug Treatment Court Professionals (CADTCP).e TADTCP emphasized the
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integration of supervision, treatment, drug tesing incentives in any well run drug
court. The WDTC tended to score well on the 13 drugyt principles reflecting a high
level of program performance. In 2010-11, recommaéinds centred on increasing
referrals and arranging transitional housing torionp retention rates.

The past four years, our annual evaluation hasskdton updating relevant
program data and graduate feedback, but we alsadecba descriptive overview of the
housing challenges faced by WDTC clients, as datheinitial phase of the new
Transitional Housing program component. Two yegis\ae accessed the national
RCMP data base and checked on possible clientivesidoutside of Manitoba, as our
COMS and CCAIN provincial data bases only covenidials charged in this province.
We found only a couple of new crimes, suggestirgcking via the RCMP for re-offence
every year is not worth the cost ($7 a criminatdrg); we believe only periodic national
checks are warranted.

This year we conducted a recidivism comparison betWVDTC clients and a
group of probationers matched on age, gender, aaickgtion level and risk. Results

favoured drug court clients (see section 7).
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4. Methodology

Data was collected from April of 2014 to mid-Jary2015. We used multiple-
methods to inform our research:

» Official records datecollected originally by WDTC staff (paper filespliee
criminal records maintained on file, local datadssind Federal DTC data base).

» Official records datgprovided by Manitoba Justice data bases COMS
(Correctional Information Management System) and\MDO(Criminal Courts
Automated Information Network).

» Observatiorthroughcourt attendance.

* Informal interviewswith key program managers and workers.

* In-depth interviewsvith DTC graduates. We conducted interviews wibent
graduates either being supervised on probationhorhad just completed
probation.

WDTC records and Corrections data are used priyn@riipdate our research
profiles of drug court clients, compare graduatéh discharged cases and assess
sentencing outcomes and recidivism rates. We aasptl this year to be able to use a
good sized sample of 290 cases for most descriptiagyses (includes current clients in
the program). For recidivism, we have 262 casgsoa sized group (only people
finished or no longer in the program).

To arrange interviews with graduates, we again aoitkrough Restorative

Resolutions, a John Howard run program that prevmebation services to WDTC
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graduates assigned community supervision. Our jpthd@terviews assessed client
satisfaction, identify possible barriers to programmpletion, and have the graduates

provide input on possible ways to improve the WDTC.

4.1 Client Program Data

We used program data from client files and addedbdated our study data
from other sources, most typically the Manitobar€ctions COMS data base. We
updated our own existing evaluation SPSS data ladskng new cases and updating old
ones. This year we ended up with 290cases suitabpeofiling admissions, and 262 for
outcome assessment, good sample sizes for analysis.

Key Variables
» Demographic: age, gender, race, marital status;agdum, employment.
» Program: admission, graduation, discharge, drughoice, criminal history,

charges, history of violence.

4.2 Qualitative Interviews and Procedural Justice Survey

History of WDTC Completed Interviews:

2008 -10 (included graduates and discharged cases)
2009-10 - 13 (graduates only).

2010-11 — 6 graduates.

2011-12 — 4 graduates.

2012-13 — 7 graduates

2013-14 - 5 graduates

2014-15 — 6 graduates
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Interview questions are structured around threaany themes of a) Motivation
to Join and Circumstances Coming Into the ProglgridyDTC Program Involvement,
and; c) Factors Impacting Graduation and Prograoté&as.

We also conducted informal interviews with staffldahe program manager.
These were ad hoc discussions and print notes kegite

We again administered a survey to graduates ashkerg to rate the procedural
fairness of the drug court. Research has sugg#ésiéthe success of a program and its
legitimacy is dependent upon how fairly clientsl iees being administered. Previous
drug court evaluations have linked client percepsiof fairness to drug court success
(Gottfredson, Najaka & Kearly 2063 The procedural fairness instrument consisted of
ten items on a 1-5 Likert scale and asked partntgpabout treatment in the drug court
and by drug court staff (e.g., did you get to yellir side of the story, did the judge listen
to you, did the judge treat others the same, wetetieated fairly by the judge, was the
information accurate) and three items rated 1-#@skerall regarding fairness of drug
court, their sentence and WDTC penalties for namqg@nce (see Appendix). This year

we had six graduates complete the scale beforautiie-taped interview.

4.3 Risk and Needs Information °

We considered two instruments to assess risk aadsof drug court clients this
evaluation year; the provincial community corresi@riminal risk and social needs tool
the Level of Service/Case Management Inventory QM) and the provincial

institutional criminal and behavioural risk todigtInstitutional Security Assessment

2 Gottfredson, D., B., Najaka & S. Kearley, (200Bjfectiveness of Drug Treatment Courts: Evidence
from a Randomized TriaCriminology & Public Policy2:171-196.

*The evaluation team would like to extend its apjatéan to Jan Gilchrist and Trevor Markesteyn of
Manitoba Corrections for their efforts in allowing access to the data.
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(ISA). Assessment of risk and needs provides anwvé assess the suitability of drug
court referrals. Too many low risk or needs casghtisuggest that intensive treatment
is not required and referrals are inappropriate many high risk cases might indicate

that public safety is being unnecessarily comprenhis

LS/CMI: This instrument has been in use in Manitoba sifidedl 2and assesses eight areas
related to risk and need. Risk and need domaitgdacariminal history,
education/employment, family/marital, leisure/rextren, companions, alcohol/drug
problems, pro-criminal attitudes, and anti-socett@rn. The LS/CM | assign low,
medium, high and highest rankings to help deterrmaremunity supervision levels. It is
based mostly odynamic factorsor client needs that can be improved through
intervention, like employment counseling, drug/alaltreatment, or education. The
LS/CMI replaces the Primary Risk Assessment insémtmpreviously used by the WDTC
for risk, thus for presentation purposes we havViagsed the high/highest LS/CMI
categories into highest and created an amalgamateable with high, medium and low

categories.

Institutional Security Assessmeblised since 1986 by Manitoba Corrections, the ISA is
an 8 item instrument that assesses risk basedhavioeal items such as offence
severity, prior record, age, youth committals,itnibnal behaviour and escapes. The
ISA creates categories of high, medium and low taskelp classification staff assign
security levels. It is based heavily static predictorsor indicators that focus on past

behaviour and are not amenable to treatment (@igr,convictions, parole suspensions).
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It is suitable to use for inmates but not apprdprfar community based probation or
conditional sentence cases.
Both the ISA and PRA were validated through addvtanitoba based recidivism

study (Weinrath & Coles 2008

4.4 Recidivism

We used multiple methods to track convictionsemdlifiles, the Manitoba Justice
Corrections COMS data base, and the provincialtsoGICAIN court system data base.
We also made efforts to ascertain the dispositidrsients who quit or were discharged
from the program. Data was collected from a Mardtgbvernment computer terminal
with access to these data bases. Records weralloadehe statistical software package
SPSS. For recidivism, we tracked new charges dsaw@lew convictions. Convictions
are more desirable, as re-offence has been validathese cases by the court process,
whereas charges might be withdrawn / stayed ocamsad could be found not guilty.
Cases can take so long to work through the cauoisever, that charges are sometimes

needed to give a more current picture of re-offence

* M. Weinrath & R. Coles. (2003). Third GeneratiaisBn Classification: The Manitoba Ca&¥iminal
Justice Studie$6.305-316.
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5. Evaluation Findings

5.1 Overview of WDTC Clients

5.1.1 Admissions and Graduates

Admissions have ranged from 14 in 2005/2006, poeaious high of 44 two years
ago. This year the WDTC had 32 admissions to tbgram (Figure 1). As discussed
earlier, the program did not admit any new cliaafter May 1, 2014, due to the funding
impasse. Even so, this year’s total was equivdtetite average of 32 clients per year

since 2006.

Figure 1. Admissions by Year
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The overall graduate rate this year was fairly iesat with recent trends: 29.4%
in 2014, 31.7% in 2013 and about 33% in 2012 (Ed)rThe proportion of clients

completing the program is still likely best desedkas one in three.

Figure 2: Graduates and Discharges

Graduates

m Discharges

5.1.2 Demographics, Drug Profile, Legal History daRisk Profile of Clients

Over half of the program clientele is male (61.0%)ere is a small 2.2%
decrease in the proportion of males in comparied@0tL3. There has been only one
transgendered client that has participated in ti¥I'@ (Table 1). Since inception, the
average age of the clients that the WDTC servedéas about 30 years old; this
remains the case this year. The age range of i8-@&hsistent with last year’s findings.
About four fifths (81.4%) of the clientele have hd®elow the age of 36 upon entering

the WDTC. After experiencing a drop of 3.5% lastym the number of participants that

® We reviewed admission dates this year and codeszime prior years.
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are of Indigenous heritage, the rate has increhge®o this year, to a total of 45.6%. The
amount of Caucasian individuals participating i@ YWWDTC program remained fairly
consistent with last year, dropping only 2.2% (5381.6%). Over two-thirds (72.0%) of
the subjects who enter the WDTC program are sifgi@und one-fifth (20.3%) of the
WDTC clientele is in a common law relationship. Abd3.5% of WDTC participants
have less than grade 10 or less, but 12.7% havertakeén at least some post-secondary
training. Less than a third of the WDTC clientete amployed, a student or retired upon
entering the program (28.7%), which is consisteiti tihe previous year’s findings.

As depicted in Table 2, over half (57.9%) of th®WC clientele are referred to
the program based on drug offences, followed bglbend enter (12.8%). Other notable
categories include; robbery (9.3%), assault (7.2f6) theft over and under $1000
(7.6%). There continues to be a willingness ofMH@TC to take on violent offenders, as
they comprised 16.5% of all admission, down 1.88tfitast. Breach of probation or
recognizance was most often the second most sarf@urge (26.6%); this was followed
by drug offenses (18.6%) and theft under (15.9%§ 3econd most serious charge
findings were consistent with last year’s evaluatidbout four of five WDTC
participants have a prior criminal history, consnttwith the past two evaluation years.
In comparison to two years ago, however, clients wrevious convictions for violence
increased slightly (+ 3.2% in 2013; to 31.4 %).

Utilizing risk assessment allows us to determiietier or not the drug court is
successfully reaching its high risk/needs targ@tupetion, while taking care not to
endanger the community. The clients in the WDTGligewill be higher risk compared
to less serious offenders on probation. Howevely ghould also not be cases that would

be considered high risk in a prison setting.
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The risk data collected reaffirms that the drugrtappears to be reaching its
target population. The majority of clients weresslified as high risk (58.9%) according
to the community corrections Primary Risk Assesdmaed Level of Service Case
Management Inventory; rankings are similar to Jestr® The instruments classified
30.6% of the clients as medium risk and only 10&2tow risk. Similarly, the data
collected from the prison based risk assessmentdae® evidence that cases are not too
high risk for the community. Over 4/%83.5%) of the clientele ranked low on the
Institutional Security Assessment. The remainingp%6of drug court clients ranked
medium on the ISA, and there continues to be nesceenked high-risk.

Based on current offences, prior criminal histoaad risk profiles one can safely
conclude that the individuals involved in the WDWGuld have been strong candidates
for imprisonment had they not been accepted irptbgram. The majority of the client
population, however, poses a manageable risk todhenunity.

Figure 3 illustrates that WDTC clients’ first drofchoice is cocaine (59.6%).
The second and third most common first drug of ol@s crystal methamphetamine
(16.0%) and cannabis (9.8%). Figure 4 outlinesstrend most popular drugs of choice:
cannabis (43.7%), cocaine (20.2%) and alcohol ¢b%.Drug choice findings are
consistent with previous evaluations.

In summary, there have been no striking shifdamographic or risk trends
amongst the WDTC admissions. The program tendagage a relatively young, single
male population; however, female admissions arstanbial. The two largest ethnic
groups are Caucasian and Indigenous peoples, thieilsajority of admissions are

unemployed with high school or better. Most adneissiare primarily addicted to either

® We appreciate that the PRA and LS/CMI are differestruments, but we combined the Highest and
High categories of the LS/CMI and collapsed wite BRA for presentation purposes.

25



cocaine or crystal methamphetamine. Criminal cheaege most often for trafficking and
robbery, making them strong candidates for incatcan; however their risk profiles

indicate that they pose only a moderate thredteéacommunity.

Table 1: Demographics Profile of WDTC Clients

GENDER LIVING
ARRANGEMENTS
Male 177 61.0% Married 8 2.8%
Female 112 38.6% Common-Law 58  20.3%
Transgenderec 1 0.3% Single 206 72.0%
Total 290 99.9%* Divorced/Separatec 14 4.9%
Total 286 100%
Missing 4
AGE EDUCATION
Mean 298 SD=84 Grades 5-8 31 11.0%
Range 18-64 Grades 9-10 92 32.5%
18-25 106 36.6% Grades 11-12 124 43.8%
26-36 130 44.8% Post-Secondary 32 11.3%
37&up 54 18.6% University Grad 4 1.4%
Total 290 100% Total 283 100%
Missing 7
ETHNICITY EMPLOYMENT
Caucasian 148 51.6% Employed, part time, student, retire 82  28.7%
Metis 58 20.2% Unemployed 204 71.3%
First Nations 60 20.9% Total 286 100%
Non status 13 4.5% Missing 4
Black 3 1.0%
Asian 5 1.7%
Total 287 99.9%*
Missing 3

*Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding.
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Table 2: Drug, Legal, and Risk Profile of WDTC Clients

MOST SERIOUS CHARGE
Trafficking/Poss Purpost

Break & Enter

Robbery

Assault

Theft Under

Fraud

Theft Over
Breach Probation/Recognizant
Poss. Weapor

Communicating Prostitution

Possession of Stolen Proper
Total

PRIOR CRIMINAL HISTORY

Yes
No
Total

INSTITUTIONAL SECURITY ASSESMENT

Low
Med
Total
Missing

168  57.9%
37 12.8%
27 9.3%
21 7.2%
15  5.2%
11 3.8%
7 2.4%
1 0.3%
1 0.3%
1 0.3%
1 0.3%

290  99.8%*

237 8L7%
53  18.3%

290  100%

217  83.5%
43 16.5%

260  100%
30

*Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding.
*Adjustments have been made to the LS/CMI to camliategories for presentation purposes.

SECOND MOST SERIOUS CHARGE

Breach Probation/Recogniz
Drug Offense
Theft Under
Break and Entet
Possession of Weapo
Fraud
Theft Under
Possession of Stolen Propet
Assault

Mischief

Robbery
Communicating Prostitutior
Arson
None
Total
HISTORY OF VIOLENCE
Yes 91
No 199
Total 290
PRA/LSCMI**
Low 23
Med 67
High 129
Total 219
Missing 71

77 26.6%
54 18.6%
46 15.9%
14 4.8%
14 4.8%
13 45%
12 41%
12 41%
4 1.4%
3 1.0%
1.0%
0.3%
1 03%
36 12.4%

290 99.8%*

31.4%
68.6%
100%

10.5%
30.6%
58.9%
100%
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Figure 3: Drug of Choice
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Figure 4: Second Drug of Choice
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5.2 Comparison of Graduates with Discharged Cases

5.2.1 Comparison with Demographics

The average age for a graduated case was eslyethigasame as a discharged
case (about 30 years). This finding was simildasb year’s evaluation, and indicates that
age is not generally associated with success lorréan the WDTC. In previous years,
females appeared to do a bit better than maledalturte rates have now evened out. The
trend that developed in the previous evaluatioat @aucasians are more likely to
graduate as compared to other ethnicities, rentaiegn this year’s evaluation. There
have only been a few Black or Asian clients, noaeehsuccessfully graduated, but
because of small numbers these results shoulddrpiated cautiously.

Similar to last year’s evaluation, it was foundttblzEents who were either
separated or divorced showed a slightly greatetitikod of succeeding in the program
(+7.3%). In contrast, those in common law relatiops were the least likely to graduate
(-8.7%). The results are similar to last year amatioue to be surprising. However
caution should be taken due to the fact that Wiehsive a very small sample of clients
who entered the program married, and we have reat agool to assess the quality or
strength of the couple’s relationship.

Consistent with previous years, more educatiorahaasitive correlation with
success in the program. Clients that have a grade kducation, some form of
postsecondary education or a university degreenah more likely to graduate as
compared to clients with a grade 5-10 educatioml@d). Clients that are employed
upon admission to the WDTC are also more likelguoceed (Table 3). These results are

not surprising, as it is reasonable to assumebitidér educated individuals with a stable
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work history will have more pro-social ties, strengupport systems and crucial life
skills that help them successfully manage the dugt program requirments.

The results displayed in Table 4 show that crifimstory, a history of violence,
and high risk scores on the PRA and ISA are alletated with discharge in the WDTC,
consistent with previous evaluations. As one mgyeek criminal history prior to
entrance to the program is correlated with beinguaoessful in the program; this result
is in agreement with last year’s evaluation. Haangstory of violence is also
moderately correlated with being unsuccessful @WDTC (-14.7%). Those clients with
a high rank on the PRA and LS/CMI are 47.7% ldgsyito graduate, this finding is
similar to last year’s evaluation (-10.1% in 201@@ntrasting those who scored medium
on the PRA and LS/CMI, it can be observed that dreynearly 32.0% more likely to
graduate; this finding was consistent with lastrykaoking at the ISA, 95.3% of
graduates were ranked low-risk, while only 4.7%dgetes were medium risk. It should
be noted that 7.6% of the ISA and 22.1% of the RRAvell as LS/CMI scores are

missing from the data, suggesting some cautiomkentin weighing these findings.
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Table 3 WDTC Graduate and Discharge Client Comparison on Demographic Data

Graduated Discharged Difference Comments

Total Grad & Discharged Just over 2/3 of WDTC clients are
77 185 discharged

29.4% 70.6%

Almost no difference in average age
30.8 29.3 +1.5%

(SD = 10.6) (SD= 7.4)

Mean

Gender
Almost no difference between genders,

Male 61.0% 61.1% -0.1% gap much closer than last year

Female 39.0% 38.4% +0.6%
Transgenderec 0.0% 0.5% -0.5%
Ethnicity
Caucasian participants have a greater
Caucasian 58.4% 49.7% +8.7% likelihood of graduating as compared
FirstNations  15.6% 23.0% 749  '0oOtherethnicities.
Métis 20.8% 19.1% +1.7%
Non-Status 5.2% 4.9% -0.30%
Black 0.0% 1.6% -1.6%
Asian 0.0% 1.6% -1.6%
Marital Status
Clients in a common law relationship
Married 5.3% 1.1% +4.2% are slightly less likely to graduate.
Common-Law 13.2% 21.9% -8.7%
Single 71.7% 73.8% +2.1%
Sep/Divorced 10.5% 3.2% +7.3%
Missing 1% 2
Education
More education has a positive effect on
Grades 5-10 38.7% 48.1% -9.4% success in the WDTC
Grades 11-12 48.0% 44.2% +3.8%
Post-Secondary 13.3% 7.7% +7.7%
Missing 2 4
Employment
There is a positive correlation
Employed, 32.9% 25.7% +7.2% between graduation and employment
Student, Retired
Unemployed 67.1% 74.3% -7.2%
Missing 1 2
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Table 4: Graduates and Discharged Client Comparisons on Legal/Risk Data

Graduated Discharged Difference Comments
Criminal History Criminal History is
77.9% 88.6% -10.7% linked to being less
22.1% 11.4% successful in the WDTC
program
History of Violence A History of Violence is
22.1% 36.8% -14.7% associated with less
77.9% 63.2% success in the WDTC
program
PRA and LS/CMI A medium and lower risk
Low 21.4% 5.8% +15.6% score means a greater
Medium 51.4% 19.4% +32.0% likelihood in graduation
High 27.1% 74.8% -47.7%
Missing 7 46
Institutional Security Assessment Consistent with the 2012
Low 95.3% 78.7% +16.6% report, having a low ISA
Medium 4.7% 21.3% means a greater chance
High 0.0% 0.0% of graduation
Missing 13 7

Table 5: Client New Convictions (No Administrative Offences)

Graduates
Graduated and No re-offence 68

Graduated and Reoffende 9 13.0%
Total 77

Discharged/Opted Out

Discharged and No re-offenc 95 51.4%
Discharged and Reoffended 54 29.2%
Opted Out and No re-offencc 19 10.3%
Opted out and Reoffended 17 9.2%
Total 185  100.1%*

Program Totals for Reoffence
No re-offence, Graduates and Discharge4.82
Reoffended Graduates and Dischari 80 30.5%
Total 262 100%

All re-offences in Table 5 indicate a new convittfoot charge). Convictions noted in
table five are for predatory or drug offences only.

" Category consists of individuals who choose ta grogram within 60 days of admission and individua
who are admitted to the program but never show up.
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5.2.2 Re-offence

Re-offence numbers for graduates of the WDTC wglequite low (Table 5).
At the end of 2014, 13.3% of all graduates hadfemafed and been convicted of a new
predatory crime. The rate was similar to last y&eavaluation and was down from 16.4%
in the 2012 evaluation. Important to note is thahiv the categories of re-offence,
administrative breaches were not counted; we recbotly predatory or drug crimes for
Table 5°

For discharged cases and opted outs, we obseraedvibr a third (38.4%) were
convicted of new crimes. While a lower recidivisergentage is preferable, the fact that
even offenders who leave the drug court do nofeedfreaffirms the notion the program
is not putting the public at undue risk.

The WDTC re-offence rates continue to comparedeafoly to recidivism rates
for other correctional options: Manitoba probat(@8% with a two year follow up) or
provincial custody (66% with a two year follow ughd to have higher re-offence rates.
The drug court has been in operation since 20@kcating that overall success rate

trends have been remained extremely positive.

5.2.3 Sentencing of Graduates and Discharges

A conservative criticism levelled at drug coudgghat they may provide too
lenient a disposition for offenders, particulary those who fail in the program. From a
justice perspective, those who leave the prograsuldhreceive significant consequences

for failing to follow-up on the promise to compldteatment, and evaluations should

8 For re-offence, two years is considered a goautistal to evaluate program efficacy, because the mor
time that passes from a program the more likelyihat participant behaviour is affected by otiéngs.
After 24 months, program effects are much lesdylikee have an impact on day to day life, and retaasd
re-offence might have more to do with other stndd#fe events.
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provide evidence of this occurring. Accountabibtyould prevent the drug court program
from falling into disrepute. In order to assess,thwie have tracked the outcomes for
discharged cases that end up returning to thestutie sentenced on their original
charge.

This process has ended up being more difficulssess precisely than we had
anticipated, because (consistent with the doctfrresentence credit for time in
custody) clients leaving the program have askededit for time spent in the program,
as well as credit for remand custody they may leandired while awaiting final
sentencing. Thus, the final sentence for drug adisdharges may not be as severe
because judges have given them credit for progtéandance and days in remand.

Results showed that the courts took program-lepsariously and that they
meted out fairly stiff sentences. This year’s fimgh are consistent with last year’s; the
majority of clients leaving the program receivetody terms when sentenced (Figure 5).
Of the 185 cases discharged or opted out of thg clourt just under one third (29%)
received a community disposition such as probaaargnditional sentence or a fine. The
most common disposition was a sentence of six nsomtimore in provincial jail (38%).
Almost a fifth (19%) of discharged/opted out clenmtceived sentences that were shorter
than six months and 14% received a federal termteBee outcomes were consistent
with last year’s. The dispositions were still uniumfor 13% of the drug court
population, but this is the result of outstandingpending dispositions.

Findings indicated that participants who opt aualescond from the drug court
were likely to end up back in custody, and themrexa further sentence of custody.
However, it should be noted that few receive ateatiary sentence, suggesting that at

least some credit for drug court attendance mightdnsidered. In the end, there is no
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data available on what crown or defense advocatarfd how a judge might weight
program attendance. Further, we cannot controtéiverity of the original offence(s);
some might involve larger amounts of drugs, higiveperty values or more or less
violence. We could learn more with an in-depth gtafleach case, but that is beyond the
scope of this evaluation. Case studies of a grétgnocases might provide some insight

into how clients manage in the justice system dheg leave the drug court.

Figure 5: Court Outcomes for Discharged Cases

Federal Term Probation, Fine,
14% Stay or Suspended

- Sentence

11%

onditional
entence
18%

Provincial Term <
6 months
19%

Dispositions Available = 161, Dispositions Unavkia= 24

Provincial Term >
6 months
38%
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5.2.4 Recidivism by New Offence Type

The following section outlines the recidivism ritsdpy offence type for all
previous participants in the program. Generally fegeised on either the first or most
serious new charge or conviction in the two yedlofo-up window.

Charges

Using charges as a criteria, just over half ards (51.9%) were arrested for new
offences after entering the program (including gedds, discharges and opt outs). Table
6 demonstrated that the bulk of crimes come froenctitegory of administrative breaches
(44.9%). The second most prevalent charge amorgaturt participants was a property
offence (22.1%). Third, 16.2% of previous particitsawere charged with a violent
offence, which ranged from robbery to assault capbbdily harm. Additionally, a
noteworthy statistic is that only 11.8% of cliemtsre charged with a drug related offence
after leaving drug court (Table 6). Finally, 5.1%new charges fell into the “other”
category which consisted of a variety of offenagshsas prostitution and fraud.

We also categorized charges by severity accorndifdanitoba Corrections
directives (see Appendix). The bulk of offenceseveund within the ‘low’ category,
which is consistent with the large proportion ofraistrative breaches. On a positive
note less than one third (30.2%) of previous pigdicts become re-involved with the

justice system and were charged with a mediumgir beverity offence (Table 6).
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Table 6: Classification of New Charges and Convictions

NEW CHARGE AFTER PROGRAM NEW CONVICTION AFTER
(Includes Admin Offences) PROGRAM (Includes Admin Offences)
Yes 136 51.9% Yes 112 42.7%
No 126  48.1% No 150 57.3%
Total 262  100% Total 262  100%

NEW MOST SERIOUS CHARGE TYPE NEW MOST SERIOUS CONVICTION

TYPE®

Administrative Offences 61 44.9% Administrative Offences 31 27.7%
Drug Offences 16 11.8% Drug Offences 17 15.2%
Property Offences 30 22.1% Property Offences 40 35.7%
Violent Offences 22 16.2% Violent Offences 15 13.4%
Other 7 5.1% Other 9 8.0%
Total 94 100.1%* Total 112 100%

Not Applicable, No Charge: 126 Not Applicable, No Convictions 150

MOST SERIOUS CHARGE RANK MOST SERIOUS CONVICTION RANK
Low 95 69.9% Low 77 68.8%
Medium 28 20.6% Medium 30 26.8%
High 13 9.6% High 5 4.5%
Total 136 100.1%* Total 112 100.1%*
Not Applicable 126 Not Applicable 150

*Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Convictions

As anticipated the conviction rate was lower ttrencharge rate for previous
participants (-9.2%), as some individuals couldehb&d charges withdrawn, stayed or
been found not guilty. Over two fifths (42.7%) dieats who participated in the WDTC
at one time or another received a conviction atespoint after they left the program.
The rate for convictions includes administrativeentes and has increased slightly

(4.2%) compared to last year. Surprisingly propeftgnces (35.7%) were the most

° Although we are only presenting the most recedtranst severe offence we collect all instancegof r
offence for up to two years after the clients digge date
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common types of convictions, followed by administr@ breaches (27.7%). As
demonstrated by Table 5, just over one quarteli@ifts officially re-offend after leaving
the program. That being said, it is important tegken mind that administrative breaches
are not counted towards this rate because thethanmesult of a previous offence(s).

Again, consideration of Table 6 depicts that ailsinproportion of previous
participants were charged with a violent offenceensdso convicted of one (13.4%). The
second smallest proportion of new convictions veasfl in the category of drug
offences (15.2%). Finally, the other category (8.@#ntained offences such as
prostitution and fraud.

As for the severity of new offences, most indinatiy over two thirds (68.8%) of
clients were ranked in the ‘low’ category. Anotipesitive fact is that of all those
individuals who are convicted of a new offence chk% of them were convicted of a

high severity offence (Table 6).

5.2.5 Perceptions of Procedural Justice

We administered a Procedural Justice (PJ) scalartmterviewees. The PJ scale
endeavours to assess client perceptions of operatid fairness in the program process.
There is some research that suggests that if shais feel that they are treated fairly
they will be more likely to successfully completedtment. Fairness is measured through
guestions about the right to be heard, to feelybat opinions matter and that program
rule transgressions committed by yourself or otlaeesdealt with consistently and fairly.
Moreover, therapeutic jurisprudence relies on distaibg a relationship with
participants, a relationship where caring is seereal. Researchers have measured the
concept of fairness through examining perceptidnsstice, in particular procedural
justice, or PJ (Gottfredson et al., 2007). PJ rceoned with perceptions of process in the
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criminal justice process (how was | treated?) intiast to other ways of thinking about
justice, such as distributive justice, which is mooncerned with outcome (did | deserve
that?). To assess client perceptions of procegusate, we have administered a 13 item
survey to 44 drug court participant graduates te ((Bable 7).

The first 10 questions are measured on a 1-5 Ldaale, (1=almost never, to
5=every time). All but one average (1/10; 10%)vsro4.0, which indicates 90%
agreement or disagreement. Considering resultsrage5 point scale these results are
extremely favourable. The drug court team scorgtliziin the following categories;
accuracy (Question 3, 4, 5), equitable treatmenefflon 6), respectful treatment
(Question 8) and trust (Question 10). For the rpast results have improved since the
last assessment; all but 3 questions (QuestionI)demonstrated an increase.
Although increases were not as large as last yé&aunderstandable given that results
are already extremely favourable and are capp#tahaximum of 5. The most notable
mean improvement was consistent with last yeansfwlnd in question 1 (3.44-3.51).

The last 3 items on the questionnaire were medsand.ikert scales of 1-4
(1=not fair at all, 4=very fair) and were concerngth assessing fairness in the program.
These questions conform to the previous trend thegehey demonstrate uniformly
positive results, indicating approximately a 90%kiag. The averages for questions 13
had improved with the increase from 3.47-3.52, “@ilehow do you rate the fairness of
the courts in using penalties for using drugs, [@kig drug tests, or skipping drug
treatment?” Similar to last year the mean valuabhefother two questions decreased,
however fluctuation was minimal.

In summary, comparisons between this year’s chatimgs and last year’s client

ratings show a slight increase in positive ratiggain this data pertains only to a small
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sample of graduates, not discharged cases, wha takga different view of the
program. We will further consider perceptions afrfass when we examine our graduate

interview findings in the next section.
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Table 7: Perceptions of Procedural Justice

Mean (1-5) Std.  Minimum  Maximum
Dev
1. Did you or your lawyer have a chance to tell your side of the story when you came to drug court? *° 3.44 1.45 1 5
2. Did the judge listen to what you or your lawyer said when you came to drug court? ' 4.05 1.29 1 5
3. Did the judge rely on reports from your case manager at the court hearings? 4.61 0.95 1 5
4. Was the information the judge had on your drug tests and treatment attendance accurate? 4.66 0.61 3 5
5. Did the judge try to consider all the facts? 4.55 0.76 2 5
6. As far as you know, did the judge apply the rules about going to drug tests and drug treatment the 455 0.87 2 5
same way for you as for other defendants?
7. Did the judge follow the same rules every time about what would happen if you failed a drug test, 4.30 0.92 1 5
skipped a drug test or did not attend treatment?
Were you treated politely and with respect by the judge? 4.84 0.37 4 5
Were you treated politely and with respect by your case manager? 4.30 0.85 2 5
10. Did you trust the judge to be fair to you in the hearings? 4.70 0.55 3 5
(1-4)
11. Overall, how do you rate the fairness of the courts, and drug court case managers in their handling 3.52 0.60 2 4
of your case?
12. Overall, how do you rate the fairness of the sentence you received when you graduated? 3.66 0.57 2 4
13. Overall, how do you rate the fairness of the courts in using penalties for using drugs, skipping drug 3.52 0.63 2 4
tests, or skipping drug treatment?
N 44

12 One respondent did not fill out this question (x4
™ One respondent did not fill out this question (854
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6. Qualitative Outcomes

6.1 Motivation to Join Program and Personal Circumstances Upon
Admission
A continuing trend was respondents reporting @ogmotivation being driven
by being “tired” of the drug addict lifestyle. Whitespondents often heard about the
drug court though treatment staff coming to prisowia their lawyers, again this year’s
six graduates also identified that other addictstregeommended drug court. A good

image appeared to be growing for the WDTC.

“I figured it would be a good program for me to &aand become sober. To live sober
and have a better lifestyle. My life was kind daf]lwt was unmanageable.”

“I had to get sober, so drug court was good.”

“Well, you know what; my primary goals were jusget out of jail, then through the
program and get back to doing what | did, sellimggk. That changed, that changed.”

“My original intent was just to get out of jail. #nded up, just really appealing to me. |
fought it at the beginning, and then | just gaveang | decided to put everything into it
and it ended up being a great program.”

“I'd realized that | had an addiction and | realidea bunch of things about what | needed
to improve but | needed the actual support, likediog support. | needed the extras that
Drug Court had, could offer me. So that's why Ishto do it, ok, | need actual

support.”

“I didn’t want to be a revolving door, going in arait of jail, which | could see was
where | was leading to cause jail didn’t scare mgraore. Before, my first time going to
jail, jail was a bit intimidating, | didn’t want tgo. But after | went my first time and
realized “oh, it was nothing,” that was a scary tight for me. | needed to get back into
the community and stay there.”

Respondents this year indicated generally gootihemnd felt that their lifestyle
habits improved with drug court support. One resjgoh had mental health concerns, but

generally graduates were satisfied with their lmealt
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“I was not in good health; | didn’t have any sergoproblems though. | have always had
some mental health issues.”

“I managed to quit smoking while in the program.”

Coming into the program, this year’s group of intewees reported only limited
social support from friends or family, and reportedting off friendships with other

addicts.

“I didn’t’ have much support, | have very littlerfaly. And whatever family | do have
was not helpful, so I didn’t have anything.”

“I had very few friends to support me and | hactd most of them out, right, because
most of them were from using days. Now I’'m fineeMHirst came out there was very,
select people | hung out with, most of them werehnalder than me.”

0.2 Drug Treatment Court Program Involvement

6.2.1 Employment, Housing and Finances

A key feature of the drug court is the support thprovides clients in finding
accommodation, financial support, and (eventuahgouragement in finding
employment. They liaise with other Manitoba goveemtragencies in performing this
task. Not all drug court clients require assistameeause they have support from family,
or enjoy better work histories and financial cir@tances and can better arrange support
for themselves. This year’s group tended to hanenger work histories than past
graduate cohorts, and all reported they were ctiyremployed. While housing was
difficult for a few, others had support from famdy friends. This year’s group expressed
greater frustration with limits on their ability work in early program phases, and the

overall time it took to work through the drug coprogram.
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“I was working when | came into the program, theywdn’t allow me to work so. |
ended up getting EI, which was ok. | also had my place to live.”

No, | was on unemployment when | started in thegBZaurt program, about a year into
it | managed to get some jobs lined up, but thiead two jobs.

“I was working evenings, my mom was watching mygtger, and | was working
weekends. | was working two jobs, | would work @maur shift on Saturdays and
Sundays. | had to pay for my apartment. It wasssfid. The drug court program takes
too long.”

No, | found housing, work, did that all on my oWwstarted getting my head screwed on
straight after a few months in the program, thenghb just started to happen. | was
living in this church house and | said, no, I'm g@ito work. | got offered a job. | went to
work, got my own place, and that's what my complams, because, if you read this
Drug Court mandated stuff, or whatever, it say® ot to be gainfully employed for x
amount of time, I've gotta have my own, self-car@dj like not contained, but my own
self-supported living system, a certain amount@dic time, and you will be moved up in
the program. Well, | wasn't getting moved, thatisatvmy complaint was. | worked for
six months, | paid my rent for six months and lItith, $ still wouldn’t get moved up into
the maintenance end of the program. It seems tla@y o keep you on for too long.”

“I was in jail for a year so | really was, | had mdere healthy to go so | used whatever
housing opportunities to the very end. I'm stiltrently in a place | was referred to in
Drug Court. | work full time now too.”

“I kind of did it myself, f but without having thiesupport | couldn’t have figured it out.”
“I have had great jobs and can get them if | neleeiht. | am working right now.”

6.2.2 Group Work

Group work is an important part of the drug cquuagram. Subjects complete
structured activities in their program along witleit peers, and engage in group
exchanges to share their feelings, problems, redp ether work on their program and
discuss personal issues. The groups can becomeuptational and arguments can
ensue, so counsellors play an important role akté&ors, maintaining the peace but
keeping the groups effective. A continuing trendwae positive perception of group

work. All six reported positively on this part dfe program. While separate women’s
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groups have been favoured by females in our pastreh, this year separate groups for

males were also noted as important.

The group work was very educational at the stane Three of us kinda learned what we
were going through and our coping mechanisms td @éh it, being able to talk about
it. Where our addiction came from, ways to, relapssvention plan, recovery wheels.
Different educational things like that. After a Yehiback to the start again. So you go
through a cycle, go through the same things. It regetitive at times. It was pretty good
though.”

O: I really enjoyed when they’d split up the madesl females because in the morning,
some girls don’t want to talk about their situatsoryou know, some guys don’t want to
talk about their situations but when you sit witgraup of guys it's easier, so yeah, |
think there should be more of that.

I: Some more of the gender split, you think?

O: Gender split for a group setting. | didn’t wawtsit there in the mornings and talk
about being molested as a child in front of allsg@eople, it just wasn’t comfortable but,
from the male perspective, you know. Like | s@gp 1o AA, | go to CA, but | go to men’s
meetings. | may go to meetings where there’s laolie$ try to focus myself at men’s
meetings, you know? This is not a game for mejsmst a joke for me. This is life and
death. | go back out and | ain't coming back. | vidtrave an option to go to Drug Court
again. | just believe, that’s just one of my beliehy opinion. | really enjoyed that part of
it and | thought it was fair for the ladies too.d@ise some of them, you could see the
pain in their eyes. They don’t want to talk abdus in front of some little twenty year old
gangbanger that’s sitting there, you know.”

“Group work is very good because when you comeinlgck confidence, you are
insecure, you, most people are shy, so it justygaisthe worst the way to get out of your
comfort zone and get to know the people you'reaovery with.”

“The morning meetings are necessary because whe&neya drug addict you do not get
up every morning to go to do something. And hathatjaccountability of every single
day, having somewhere you have to be, you needhtlkatly recovery. Especially
because it's perfectly aligned with the lunch timeeting too, right, so you get your day
set out and, that’s one thing that addicts do reote) is any sort of schedule.”

“Thursdays, they do the women'’s group and the tradal group. Women really need to
have other women to talk to. | don’t actually havsy major, like, violence or any kind of
issues in my life, but definitely, you need thati geed to have that segregation so girls
can just talk about it in case there is domestiterce stuff they need to talk about. And
other things too. The traditional group, | didntidw anything about the, that side of the
culture, that culture at all, so | found it the masteresting thing there.”
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6.2.3 Individual Work/Relations with Staff

This year interviewees continued the trend of riépg mostly positive relations
with treatment staff. The drug court went througgnsgicant personnel changes in 2014,
and this was commented on by graduates. Excepiistaff member no longer with the

WDTC, comments were still approving.

“You know what; my counsellor was kind of a hard.dgyot along with him but not
many people did, they had a lot of problems with.Hile’s not with the program
anymore.”

“I changed counsellors quite a bit. They had collosge come and go which is the only
down fall | can say about Drug Court. | had one eseilor who | had gotten really close
to, she had to leave, and then | got assigned ¢heen counsellor and then she had to
leave. And then another one. And then other oneedaaok. So | had four or five
counsellors throughout the whole period of timeitSeas kind of frustrating. They were
all really good though.”

“Personally | struggled with the individual work &tst because I'm very defiant, and
like | said, | fought the program at the beginnisg,| probably wasn’t a very nice
participant. | fought with counsellors and was judelt angry with them for whatever
reason. Eventually my counsellor just broke dovasé¢hwalls and we became very, very
close in the end.”

“I think change was good. | think if you're goingk on yourself, in recovery you start
getting too attached to one thing, like one persowhatever is not good. Life’s about to
change, so you need to be accustomed to the clggragid be ok with it. That's what |
think, anyway.”

My counsellor was a huge part of it. It was greatéuse even when | was having issues
come up, like I'd be going to the office every Hagause school was close. | would go in
there and check if it was my day. If there was $bimg that was pissing me off | could
just go and talk with Ryan, and whatever, so it vely good to have the counsellor
around to talk to.”

6.2.4 Relationships with Other Clients

This year’s interviewees continued a trend of repg good relations with their
drug court peers. The closeness of relationshiged/and some continued associations

once they graduated, others did not.
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“I'll talk to anybody. | don't really like to judg@eople. I've been through hell and back
and so have they, so, they might not have wentgjfrthe same thing, there’s
similarities in what we went through. | would alvgagay hi to everybody else. There
were people that didn’t get along but | just kegtmose out of their business. | was nice
to whoever.”

“I got along great; | never had any problems withyane | don’t think.”

“It's hard, because you will get to know someond &ary shortly afterwards they’ll
relapse. But there are a handful of people tharhain very, very close with.”

“I was friendly with everybody and, maybe they'thkhwe were friends, but as soon as |
left that program | cut ‘em out. | don’t need thgssople. | don’t know if they’ve changed
If | see them at meetings, | still go to NA andfstil be friendly, but | just don’t need

the social part.”

“Yeah, | was motivated, really helping out whoeleould. Lots of my friends from my
old life, there were a few of us that were themehie program together and we always
supported each other, and I tried to help out ashmas | could. | was really busy, so |
couldn’t help out as much as the next person, loid help out as much as | could. Gave
people advice when they needed it; tried to gentteego to meetings and stuff.”

6.2.5 Incentive Program

In the drug court program an incentive systensexuto encourage compliance
and celebrate successes, such as regular attendadogean drug screens. There are
vouchers for movies and other items, and a largew gheriodically from a “fish bow!”
where a small pool of cash can be won. A trendistpa couple of years ago continued:
a few interviewees felt that incentives were imaottfor others but not themselves.
Overall, however, there was support for the inacenpirogram, particularly for the initial

period in drug court when work is not allowed.

“I think that’s pretty good. It gives you somethjrighelps you out every once in a while.
Gives you a few bucks, if you have to buy diapefsal or whatever.”

“That was cool, yes. | had one, | think out of feonths | hadn’t gotten anything and
then | got one big lump sum of Wal-Mart gift casts It was good, they’re good, yeah.”
“It was a nice touch. You know, at first it seenk@ttla corny, a $10 Wal-Mart card or a

$20 card, but you know what; it's like a rewardteys. After a while it made me feel

a7



good, | got a $10 Wal-Mart card, right on, | didagh So yeah, that's what it did for me,

| don’t know about for anyone else. | think it'g@aod thing. | don’t think it's an incentive
cause ain’t nobody gonna stay clean for a $20 WalttMard but it's just a nice thing to
get when you do get your time, you go, wow. Asyaait was, good things happen when
you do the right thing. Some people were in a sitnavhere $20 was a lot, it's a good
thing, a good incentive.”

“I never really thought about the incentive prograoom much. It was definitely a good,
added bonus, | guess, but I liked counting my daper, so that was more of an
incentive than any gift cards or anything like that

“Super helpful, | would highly keep that. In eargcovery you just don’t have money for
toothbrushes, you don’t have money for that, sengathe incentive, even though you
shouldn’t, | mean, it's weird, you really shouldb#& rewarded for being clean, you
know, the reward is being clean. But it is realgigful when you're starting out and you
get a Walmart card and you can go buy, | rememibginy hair dye with it, obviously |
dye my hair, just being able to do that again, dkes you feel whole again. | definitely
think that was something that was good.”

“It's a nice little treat. | appreciate the fact #it's for Walmart where they don't sell
cigarettes or anything along those lines, so itletharder to get something like that.
But it’s a nice little treat to get something tkdj for me, I just gave them to the person |
was living with to help out with groceries. It'slisgjood to get rewarded, not just getting
told that you're doing well but actually gettingeward. Even if it's simple, it still feels
good to get some kind of reward saying ‘Hey, yodoeng good, here’s something.”

0.3 Program and Graduation

6.3.1 Comparison with Regular Court System

The drug court aims to practice therapeutic jutidence and provide service to
offenders that differ from the more traditional dosetting. The delay in sentencing (no
custody if successful), the weekly meetings with jtidge and court team, the latitude
when it comes to failed drug tests, all these egpees are intended to differ
substantially from the more rigid traditional cogyistem, the punitive setting of jail or

the strict and less personable approach of pratatipervision.
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All interviewees continued the trend of favourohgig court over traditional court
and commented on their respectful treatment bygiaf§ and the sincere interest of the
court team in their rehabilitation. Some of thecsér elements of the WDTC, like being
chided by the judge for poor behaviour in open taurin having to report weekly, were

viewed by participants as necessary measures picnein succeed.

“When you go to regular court, you watch your lawfight, you're not talking. Yeah, it
was personal, it was more personal. At the begmhivas getting scolded but I'm
getting scolded because I'm screwing up. | ownedtwHid, right? | used to get high

and then go walk up the stairs and tell him, | jgst high outside, just throw me out.
They wouldn’t. I'd get scolded and I'd stand tharel | didn’t like it, you know?
Because, you know, you’ve got 35 people behindisteming to this guy rip you a new
ass. It was personal, it was more personal. Thetyiege to help you; they want to see
you succeed. And you could tell, they honestly¥id. could tell that the judge wanted to
see you do good.”

“Judge Riordan was great. Judge Guy was awesonugel@reston, well you know
what, he was unique. That'’s the first time | evegns in Drug Court history, the judge
stand up behind the thing. He was looking at melamas standing up there and he
stood up, he leaned over, he pointed his fingenetCourse I told him, didn’t your
mother ever tell you it's not nice to point yourger at somebody? We didn’t start off on
a good foot. But | knew he wanted me to do welluhfairness whatsoever. | say that
‘cause it's just funny the way it happened, right?me, it showed that he cared about
me. Stupid as it sounds. When he stood up andhaidit was like, hey, this guy actually
cares. It wasn't, like a threat, it was like beisgplded by your dad. Smarten up and do
what you ought to, you know what | mean? So thetg | took it, that's what I'm
laughing about, it was funny “The judge, for Drug@t, he’s more, try to praise people,
to turn their life around and that, it's hard to@ain, it's just the way he is in court,
when he gives out feedback and he’s letting pemptee in and out of Drug Court, giving
them more than a second chance. I'm at a loss @wdsvfor him.”

“Well, with the regular court whenever | was arredtl would have many, many charges
and so, the thing | would do is plea it out, | wibplea it out to whatever | could to get
out as fast as | could. Thinking that that was ngest move. But someone that is on
drugs really isn’'t looking for something that ibey just want to get out of jail, they're
not going to think about their best interests. 8e ot quite the criminal record now.
With drug court, everything is screened, everythénig your favor, | wish | would have
known drug court a long time ago.”

“Aside from their clothing you would never knowtleéir position as judge or
prosecutor. They treat you the same as they wawoldably treat their family members.
It's just such, it's so, everything’s so comfor&bl
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| think that drug treatment court is way more regpd of the person who'’s been
charged, or whatever, like wayyyy more respeckfidte personal and they actually,
genuinely want you to succeed. They genuinely y@anto do better and help you find
the way to do that. Whereas in the actual courtesyd find them to be...quite a bit ruder
| guess. And a lot judgier, makes sense, rightr jbdges, but they’re a lot judgier. They
don’t, | guess, the judges we have in Drug Treatrfi@urt genuinely want to see
change. The other judges | seen do not give aablitit change, they think you're bad,
that you've done bad and this is what you haveotd d

“I think the weekly court visits help teach aboutlzority again. Because | think that’s a
big problem with a lot of addicts, they don't respauthority and | think that’s really
important for learning that respect, so | thinkias really important to do that. It does
really help. And it helps to hear, to know that sbidy’s watching, to be accountable.
But reduce it for the people who don’t need itakvdefinitely sick of going every week,
and in the end, when you’re only going every tweksd was like, ok, this is way
better.”

“Drug court is super supportive and everyone’s jtistre to help you to achieve your
goals. And to be there to support you, like, tlaenteonsists of counsellors and it consists
of the judge and the Crown and everybody all weogether to help you to get a life.”

6.3.2 Program Strengths

Each year interview participants offer a diverseda program strengths. This
year the graduates were quite general in theisprdihe enjoyed many features of the
program, but strong counselors and accountabiiityugh rules and drug tests were

emphasized (continuing a recent trend in graduataments).

“Drug court helps you get back into life, they hglpu get a job, to get a place to live, get
an education.”

“The support system in general, they’re still théoe me, | can sees counselors and talk.
It's just an awesome program.”

“I love drug court. Everything about it is fantastithey just meet every need that
someone in recovery needs. | think the staff, wash@r big thing. Just the community of
people that are going through the same thing.”

“Strengths are: the counsellors are genuine, arat’'t they really care about their jobs
and doing them well, and helping, helping theseeout, the counsellors are key. The
accountability of the pee tests, of course, riglithout that you wouldn’t have, you'd
have too many liars in there. Well, they already Aiod then, the traditional teachings
piece for me.”
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“My impression of it now is that it's an awesomegram. It's a hard program and it's
meant to be hard because it's meant to set yowulifé¢ outside of the program. When |
was in the program | sure wasn’t happy with lotshehgs but now that I'm out of it | feel
that it's exactly what | needed and it would beatlyawhat anyone would need.”

6.3.3 Program Weakness and Suggestions for Impravem

This year, again most graduates had few suggedtommprovement and liked
the way the program ran. Continuing a trend, sartexviewees indicated that they
thought the program ran too long for them, and @¢dé cut to 12 months for some. One
subject felt that other clients believed she wasdtavoured by her counselor, a difficult
issue to address in individualized treatment regime., clients do not know all the
details of each other’s cases, just what theyetath other. One suggestion of note was
greater leniency for physical difficulties on uritests be allowed for clients who had
been doing well. Providing urine is not always taightforward as one might like, and

can be difficult.

“The program offers stuff, clients got everythyau need, they got some good tools. |
don’t see any weakness in it, they’re fair, thdgrahem, they keep telling people, the
weakness is in the individual and the client. Utnfpately the program can’t do nothing
about that. You can’t help me if | say | don’t waetp. You know, and | tried to explain
that to a lot of these youngsters there, like,dx&ime, you know.”

“More making it so people, they have a bond toge#tmel are actually building
friendships in the group, you know, and are actubHving fun. People can learn how to
have fun again and get out of their comfort zorexdise addicts don’'t know how to
have fun without using or being under the influeatsomething. So the more you can
teach them how to have fun and encourage them tmgand have fun, the more that
they actually will. That would be beneficial to tné

“Giving more time to get the screen in for peopleovare further along in the program.
Well they did do that for me, but even if you rbigdike, five or ten minutes they would
count it as a dirty screen. Whereas, sometimeslegagt can’t go. They should give
them that leeway, if they’re sitting there, tryitoggo and they can’t go and they sit there
and wait until they actually have to go and they Ighink they should be allowed to have
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that kind of leeway cause it’'s really hard to aybao try to hold it and b) to try to get it
done at a certain time, you know what | mean?”

“The program can be a little bit long. Lessons bmeorepetitive. So maybe in the
morning group have a couple more topics insteaaisoig the same stuff over and over
again. Or move us through faster.”

“Every two weeks going to court at the end isttmach. In the maintenance phase, it
could be once a month. They tell you, ‘you’re dangyeat job, keep it up.” By then, by
the time you’re in maintenance, you don’t needdag much, like once a month would
be fine.”

“At 12 months, it kind of starts getting to drag, oepetitive. But for some people, | could
see for longer for some people. It all depends@n f1ou are, whether you're stable or
not. Some people have been in there for 2 yeardhaydare still struggling. But I'd

already been sober for a while when | went intogdecourt, some of us don’t need to be
in for so long.”

6.3.4 Community Involvement, Current Health and&@daircumstances

All interviewees reported themselves to be in galhegood health; one ongoing
mental health conditions that they were managinigsik were employed. Most had been
involved with community agencies such as AlcohoAc®nymous, Cocaine or Narcotics
Anonymous and some had spent time in residentalgphents like Eagle Women'’s
house. All respondents had continued affiliatiothvaiommunity groups, even after

graduation.

“For my community support | found AA a lot morefuséd still go to AA. | also went to a
couple of sweats.”

“I went to AA. | didn’t like CA; | had never beem &an NA. | still go to First Step (AA
group), it’s just in my arearl his is one was one that my ex had brought mettaty,

and it was a lot of older people who have reallygspans of sobriety so it was good for
me.”

“I went through everything, | went through Ray, ént through Eagle Women'’s, | went
through detox, | went through Destiny House, | useely resource that was available.”
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“I am hugely active with NA right now, I've got ame group, I've got a sponsor, I'm
literature chair and at my home group, I'm key hesld have Tuesdays booked off
forever at work, just to go to my home group. Mgsknows about everything, he’s
supportive of what I'm doing, as well as the pedpkre; they're very supportive of what
I’'m doing. My family is super supportive of whahltdoing; my friends are really
supportive of what I'm doing. | have a really gawetwork in NA of people who are
really supportive of change, right.”

“One of the first places | went to live, was diredtto me through drug court, it was the
210 recovery and at that time it was a brand newdeoas well and at that time in their
program it was required that you attend daily tveebtep meetings. | had discovered AA
before but never treated it seriously until | wamthis place, so | was there about four
months in which every day | did a meeting, quibet@f meetings and | don’t want to say
| depended on them but | definitely got used togyaind that's where it all got started
for me, for twelve stepping it anyways.”

6.3.5 Client Perspective on Their Individual Susces

Like all yearsthis year’s group mostly attributed success tortheisonal
commitment to beat their addiction. Intervieweemaliscussed the effort and hard work
involved in completing the program. . Other reasimnsuccess included allowing

yourself to trust your counselors, and keepingadisbf your children.

“I wanted it and | had enough. Sometimes peoplehasen’'t had enough, and they don’t
want it, and then it’s like ‘I hate to see you gd,lsee you later.” What else can you do if
people don’t want it bad enough?”

“l actually wanted it. And if you don’t want it angbu’re not ready you can’t do it. It
doesn’t matter, if you're just doing it to get aitjail it won’t work. You have to want to
change your life because you have to change evegy#tibout who you hang out with,
what you do, you've got to change everything. $oufdon’t want to you won't.

“It's a lot about commitment, showing up and beorgtime. It's a lot of effort to
graduate. If you're not showing up, you're beinggelall the time you’re not going to
graduate. They look at that stuff. In everyday, jf@u show up late to the job and stuff
you’re not going to stay hired there very longut m the time and the effort, | showed
up, | was never late for anything, | never missedppointment.”

“I really wanted to be sober and | didn’t wannadithe way | was living before. It was
lose my daughter or get sober.”

“A big thing was trust, letting down walls, boundzs, actually believing that someone
else has your best interests in mind. | succebeeduse | trusted people in the drug
court.”

53



7. Quasi-Experimental Recidivism Comparison Study:
Drug Court group versus Probation group

7.1  Comparison Group Methodology

This annual evaluation has provided recidivismadat outcomes for drug court
clients that are quite flattering. We have compahedgraduate re-offence rate of 16% to
the Manitoba probation rate of 28%, using a sintia year period follow-up. But we
have been criticized in the past by advocacy grdoipsot comparing WDTC clients to
similar drug addicted offenders. To achieve thisggperimental design using random
assignment of drug addicted offenders to drug camuitto no treatment (or other
treatment) would be needed. Indeed, Gottfredsorhandolleagues Baltimore study
used such a random design and achieved resultsuppbrted the effectiveness of drug
court.

Because of concerns over service denial, rand@igrkeare generally not seen in
the human services. Governments that initiate jprograre uncomfortable with
providing a service to some but not others, evaissignment is random. An alternative
strategy that has been utilized is that of the hetccomparison group. A group with
similar features is identified (usually retrospeety) and matched along a number of key
characteristics. For example, a cocaine addictedpgtaking a drug substitute like
methadone might be compared to a cocaine addictegh ghat was not taking the drug

substitute, or perhaps the matched group might laedifferent program. The two groups
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are matched on characteristics such as age, geadeyeducation, employment record,
and marital status and, if data are available, mamd behaviour history variables such as
social assistance experience, past addictionsesdf risk assessment or criminal
history.

Taking the creation of a comparison group one &itaper, a statistical procedure
called propensity score matching has been appliets$ure that the one to one matching
of cases becomes an automated process. In CaradarsSand his colleagues (20%2)
used this method to compare a group of Vancouwey dourt clients to individuals with
equivalent demographic characteristics, healthlprob and hospital stays, crime risk
and addiction backgrounds. Drug court cases shewmificant reductions in offending
two years post DTC entrance, including reductiongrug related offences. Reductions
were larger than those observed for the compagsoup, and were statistically

significant.

7.2 Creation of Drug Treatment Court Group and Probation
Comparison Group
In the case of the drug court, we took advantagiatd made available through a
recent Manitoba Corrections probation recidivisodgtto compare drug court clients to

probation cases.

7.2.1 Probation Comparison Group

The comparison group was derived from an origimgdulation of 2097 offenders

placed on probation in Manitoba in 2011 who hadwadl of Service/Case Management

250mers, J. M., Currie, L., Moniruzzaman, A., Efb6t, & Patterson, M. (2012). Drug treatment canfrt
Vancouver: an empirical evaluation of recidividmternational Journal of Drug Poligy23(5), 393-400.
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Inventory completed. LS/CMI is a risk/needs assesgrool that examines domains of
criminal history, employment/education, family/mal;j peers, leisure time, and attitudes
and most importantly for our match, addictions2014, Manitoba Corrections
conducted a recidivism study to assess the predivalidity of the LS/CMI. They took

all probation admissions from 2011 (N=2023). Anwraharge(s) were used as a
recidivism outcome, with a follow-up period of 12lendar months. Manitoba
Corrections kindly provided the Excel data setuse in this comparison study. We

converted the data into SPSS format for this amalys

7.2.2 Drug Court Group

Because the probation group was selected from,204 Initially intended to just
take drug court cases assigned in 2011. Howevenrtee up with even a small sample,
we also took cases from late 2010 and early 20t&.semple broke down into:

2010 - 20 2011- 20 2012 -32. Total DTC N=74.

This group was followed up for the same 12 montlodv-up period for any new
charges, similar to the probation comparison gréupddition to demographic
characteristics, drug court cases had an LS/CMIptetad, which allowed for later

matching of criminal risk and addiction level.

7.2.3 Creating a Matched Comparison Group

As the drug court sample is urban based in Wirgnipe deleted all rural based
from the probation sample. We manually accessedtblzan Corrections COMS
information to identify cases who resided in sn@lns, rural areas or simply, in a place

other than Winnipeg. From the original sample a220~ve removed 843 rural cases and
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further deleted three cases where residence wasiladale or difficult to discern reliably
from COMS.

As the drug court admissions from 2010-2012 toabnly Indigenous and
Caucasian subjects, we deleted 76 probation casiestiver ethnic backgrounds (Black,
South Asian and other) and 44 probation cases wdtkrécity was not available, and
three duplicate cases (were also in drug court) nkaiching purposes, from the 1054
left, we manually obtained ethnic background fro@NS.

A comparison of key characteristics between 10%4mVdeg probationers from
2011 and the 74 WDTC cases is provided in TabW&estimated comparative statistics
on age, gender, race, LS/CMI score and addictioaesLS/CMI rank and addictions
severity from our base of 1054 probationers andréd court cases. As can be observed,
the samples are different when it comes to gengiérace, as the drug court takes in
twice as many females as probation, but are al%e [@@ver for Indigenous inmates.
Differences for gender and race were statisticgfipificant. On the other hand, the two
drug court and probation groups are quite simiaage and (surprisingly) general risk
and addictions severity. Manitoba has a high viobeime rate which helps to partly
explain their high incarceration rate, but we w&atled to observe so many high risk
cases on probation. This may reflect the use desers combining custody and
probation, availability of high risk intensive supision probation programs like GRASP
or COHROU, or a combination of all these factors.

We ran the coarsened exact matching procedurB@8Smatching on age,
gender, race, LS/CMI rank and Addictions score. piteeess reduced the probation

sample from 1054 to 167, and thankfully only redlttee drug court sample from 74 to
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63. As can be observed, the two groups are nowe gguivalent in age, gender, race and

risk.

7.3  Results

Table 9 shows that the drug court sample outpedrthe probation group: only
19% were charged in the following 12 months, coragdo 31.1% of the probation
group. This difference further favours the drugrtguoup when compared on new crime
severity: just under two of three drug court cashke reoffended were breached for
administrative reasons (58.2%), compared to onginrthree (32.7%) probationers. In
contrast, 29% of probationers faced a new violearge, compared to only 8.3% of drug
court clients.

In summary, we have compared drug court cases droomd the year 2011with
probation cases on new charges. We matched thatmobérs quite closely with drug
court cases on demographic, risk and addictiores ddte drug court cases were less
likely to face new charges, and the new chargdsabee laid were less serious than
those faced by probationers.

This analysis is limited in some ways. We coultimatch as closely as we might
have liked due to sample and data limitations. Véeawot able to match on serving
offence (trafficking versus break and enter) orgdaddiction type (e.g., cocaine versus
marijuana), which might have impacted findingsll Sdespite these possible
improvements, we would conclude that the groupwél alike in many important
ways and that the results are supportive of thg dawurt. Of course, probation does not

have the resources available as substantial alrdigecourt, so the difference is not
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altogether surprising. Study results are somewhan @ffirmation of the benefits of

intensive treatment for high risk individuals.
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Table 8: Differences between Unmatched and Matched Drug Court and Probation Samples

WDTC Probation | tor Chi WDTC PSM Probation t or Chi

(N=74) (N=1054) Statistic (N=63) PSM Statistic
(N=167)
Mean 30.39 29.97 29.87 30.07
SD 8.74 10.90 .394ns 8.74 8.43 ns
Male 45 837 42 111
60.8% 81.3% 66.7% 66.5%
Female 29 197 18.14*** 21 56
39.2% 18.7% 33.3% 33.5% ns
74 1054 63 167
Caucasian 42 388 36 95
56.8% 36.8% 57.1% 56.9%
Indigenous 32 666 27 72
43.2% 63.2%  11.66*** 42.9% 43.1% ns
Total 74 1054 63 167
LS/CMI Score
Mean 21.53 21.78 21.79 22.22
SD 9.31 9.73 .220ns 9.48 9.25 ns
PRA Risk Categorie
Very High 18 269 12 32
24.3% 25.5% 19.0% 19.2%
High 27 336 13 34
36.5% 31.9% 20.6% 20.4%
Medium 15 290 23 61
20.3% 27.5% 36.5% 36.5%
Low 14 159 2.25ns 15 40
18.9% 15.1% 23.8% 24.0% ns
Total 74 1054 63 167
Drug/Alcohol (0-8)
Mean 4.20 4.02 4.13 4.13
SD 2.16 2.46 .616ns 2.20 2.19 ns

***p<.001, two-tailed, **p<.05, two-tailed, *p<.05,0ne-tailed, ns=not significant. Use of t or chusge statistic to
test significance.
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Table 9: Recidivism Comparison between Drug Court and Probation Matched Cases

Any New Charge WDTC PSM Probation PSM  Chi Statistic
(N=63) (N=167)
No 51 115
81.1% 68.9%
Yes 12 52 3.329*
19.0% 31.1%
63 167
Administrative (Breach) 7 17
58.3% 32.7%
Violent 1 15
8.3% 28.8%
Property 3 16
24.9% 30.7%
Other 1 4
8.3% 7.7%
Total 12 52
99.996 99.996

***pn<.001, two-tailed, **p<.05, two-tailed, *p<.05,0ne-tailed, ns=not significant. Use of t or chusge
statistic to test significance.

*Totals may not add to 100.0% because of rounding.
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8. Summary and Conclusion

The Winnipeg Drug Treatment Court went throughraultuous year: the
program has survived some rather protracted budgeégotiations, staff turnover and a
new model being introduced, but through it all fSkefve still attempted deliver a more
focused, evidence based treatment regime. Aftesieg referrals while funding was
being worked out, the program is on hiatus but hdlyewill start again soon. While
there were some staffing challenges and effortg lh@en made to improve the program,
our interviews with recent graduates suggest tirmfundamental WDTC model appears
to still be working.

The targeted group of high/risk needs offendereappto be the ones being
referred and accepted into the program. Despiter@iprioritizing drug trafficking and
property offenders, the WDTC accepts a fair peragmof offenders with convictions for
violence, with no evident threat to public safd®eferrals still strike a reasonable balance
of male vs. female and Caucasian vs. Indigenousiority cases.

In terms of outcomes, the discharge and graduadites are reasonable given the
high risk nature of the treatment group. The retsth rate for graduates remains very
low, and the discharge re-offence rate is not leigfrer. Graduates rank the procedural
fairness of the program quite highly.

A significant finding this year was the substaniMewer re-offence rate for drug
court cases when compared to an equivalent grodfaaftoba probationers with similar
risk/need rankings and drug addiction ratings. &ddw, the WDTC is much better

resourced than probation; it offers more treatnpeagiramming as well as curfews and
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drug testing that is done routinely. This is alsportant insofar as some might suggest
that probation is a less intrusive, less costlgrvention than drug court for addicted
offenders, and perhaps might be more cost effedtsgbstituted as an intermediate
sanction. Our findings here suggest that tryingeface drug court with probation

placement for addicted offenders will not proveeetive, but result in more recidivism.

The drug court will likely restart soon and intregua modified staffing model.
After eight years of evaluating the program, weeutttat the traditional strategies be
adhered to. Individual and group counseling, weeklurt meetings, curfews, drug tests,
incentives and sanctions, the basics appear toliesme effective over a long period of
time.

To improve drug court efficiency and better gauged) however, we are

recommending two things be focused on when therprogestarts.

1. Referrals and time to drug court placement shbeltracked. Are cases being
moved expeditiously through the courts, reducirgguse of custody? If not moved to
drug court, do they receive provincial or penitantiterms? Anecdotally, we have been
told waiting lists have been forming, this needbécassessed to see if more staff are
needed.

2. A minimum period of twelve months of programmstwpuld be applied to strong
performers in drug court. This is done in many othreig courts and no one has found

that this damages chances for client success.

63



Informally, we have been told by WDTC personndhie past that it is perhaps
inappropriate to move individuals through too qlydprogram looks too lenient). In
addition, staff have told us they wish to keeprsfsgositive performers in the program
to strengthen groups and have capable mentorsrah(biee strong help the weak).
Neither of these rationales appears reasonable tonge clients have met the WDTC
requirements, they are still placed on 12-24 momtabation, hardly a swift movement
through the system. In the end, treatment stafpai@ to manage their caseloads, thus
keeping successful clients in the program to mhke jobs easier is a self-serving
rationale. The unwillingness to graduate strondagoerers is of further concern if wait

lists or referral times are high.
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APPENDIX

Informed Consent — Drug Court Graduates
Procedural Justice Scale

Manitoba Corrections Offence Severity Scale
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THE UNIVERSITY OF

WINNIPEG

Informed Consent — Drug Court Graduates

We are conducting an evaluation of the WinnipegdD@aurt program and are interested in hearing gpimions and
learning about your experiences. The goal of théduation is to assess if improvements can be rtattee drug court.

Description of Procedures

We are asking you to participate in an interviewe Thterview will be 30-45 minutes and involve diss about your
past drug use and experiences with the drug cbaetinterview will be typed up into a transcript fmalysis, along
with other interviewees. No identifiers will be dse

Benefits
Your ideas and opinions are important to us. Thigiyhelp us improve the drug court program.

Privacy and Confidentiality
Your identity will be kept confidential. Only wegsearchers will know how you responded to the goestand what
you said or did. The recording of our interviewlkié¢ stored securely.

Your Participation is Voluntary

Your participation is totally voluntary. If you agg to participate but later change your mind, yawithdraw from
the study. This will mean destruction of any naiesecordings. In no way will your decision to peigate or not
affect your status with Manitoba Corrections. Toognize the time and expense involved in partigigain this
interview, To recognize the time and expense ilewlw participating in this interview, we are offeg $20.

I, , am 18 years of age er alod give my consent to my interview taped witragreeable
second party. | understand that | can participatagmously in this interview and/or in the finakpentation of this
research through the use of a pseudonym. | antdrdiescontinue my participation in this researchrag time. | can
contact the senior researcher, Dr. Michael Weinmtlthe University of Winnipeg Criminal Justicehiets Chair at the
number listed below to have my questions addresséd am in any way dissatisfied with the resdmprocedures.

I wish to remain anonymous and the pseudonym | bhesen is

In signing this consent form, | acknowledge thatoercion, constraint, or undue inducements weee tes obtain my
voluntary consent. | am aware that | may withdreewf the study at any time. Withdrawal means erastitee
interview and any related materials.

I may receive a copy of the final report upon rexjué Dr. Weinrath. A copy of this letter will bévgn to me.

My decision to participate gives me no special @eration, nor does it in any way jeopardize myrent status within
Manitoba Corrections.

Questions and Further Information
If you have any questions regarding the researgjegtror your involvement please do not hesitateotatact

Project Supervisor: Dr. Michael Weinrath, University of Winnipeg, 2086-9100

Criminal Justice Ethics Chair: Jon Franklin 204/786-9383.
I have read this form and understand the procedwriimed.

Participant’s Signature and Date Researchégisafure and Date
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Iltems Included in the Procedural Justice Scale:

1)
2.)
3)
4.)

5.
6.)

7.)

8.)
9.)

Did you or your lawyer have a chance to tell your side of the story when you came to
drug court?

Did the judge listen to what you or your lawyer said when you came to drug court?
Did the judge rely on reports from your case manager at the court hearings?

Was the information the judge had on your drug tests and treatment attendance
accurate?

Did the judge try to consider all the facts?

As far as you know, did the judge apply the rules about going to drug tests and drug
treatment the same way for you as for other defendants?

Did the judge follow the same rules every time about what would happen if you failed a
drug test, skipped a drug test, or did not attend treatment?

Were you treated politely and with respect by the judge?

Were you treated politely and with respect by your case manager?

10.)Did you trust the judge to be fair to you in the hearings?

11.)Overall, how do you rate the fairness of the courts, and drug court case managers in

their handling of your case?

12.)Overall, how do you rate the fairness of the sentence you received when you

graduated?

13.)Overall, how do you rate the fairness of the court in using penalties for using drugs,

skipping drug tests, or skipping drug treatment?

Responses to items 1 — 10 range from one (almestn® five (every time).
Responses to items 11-13 ranged from one (noafaill) to four (very fair)
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Offence Severity Scale
ORAMS Instructions Manual
Inmate Security Assessment — Adults

High Severity: Score =2

Most offences in the high range involve the dieaad intentional use of weapons or
violence, and the victim has suffered serious mar psychological harm (ie. victim
received medical attention or was hospitalizedrifuries) as a result.

Give a “1” score if the following offences involtiee threatened or potential use of
violence or weapons to cause harm or more min@udtsge offences which do not result
in serious physical harm to the victim (ie. victieteived medical attention or was
hospitalized for injuires).

Abduction

Accessory after fact to murder
Aggravated assault

Aggravated sexual assault

Arson

Assault with weapon or cause bodily harm
Assault with explosive or corrosive
Attempt murder

Bestiality or buggery

Cause death by criminal negligence
Cause bodily harm by criminal negligence
Escape custody with force — extortion with force
Forcible confinement

Gross indecency

Incest

Kidnapping

Manslaughter

Murder, first degree

Murder, second degree

Robbery with force/weapon/violence
Sexual exploitation of young person
Wounding with intent
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Medium Severity: Score =1

Most medium severity offences involve the threatleorepotential use of violence or
weapons to cause harm or more minor assaultivaadewhich do not result in serious
physical harm to the victim (i.e. victim receiveedncal attention or was hospitalized for
injuries).

Give a “2” score if the following offences are teld to the direct and intentional use of
violence and the victim has suffered serious harm.

Assault peace officer

Assault, no weapon/harm

Assault, sexual, no weapon

Careless use of firearm

Common assault

Criminal negligence in operating of motor vehicle
Dangerous driving causing death

Dangerous driving cause bodily harm

Discharge firearm

Domestic assault

Escape custody, no force used

Extortion, no force used

Fire setting

Indecent exposure

Indecent assault

Invitation to sexual touching of young person (unaige 14)
Point firearm

Possess weapon dangerous to public peace
Possess restricted/concealed/prohibited weapon
Robbery, no use of force, weapon, or violence

Set fire to a substance

Sexual interference of a young person (under aye 14
Trafficking and possession for purpose (NCA & FDA)
Use of firearm in commission of offence

Utter threats to property or animals

Utter threats to kill/main person

Wear disguise in commission of offence
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Low Severity:Score =0
Most offences in the low severity range do not Imgoviolence, weapons or victim harm.

Enter a “1” or “2” score if the following offencese related to the threatened or direct
use of violence and the victim has suffered harm.

Attempt theft/break & enter

Breach of probation

Breach of recognizance

Break & enter other than a dwelling house
Break & enter a dwelling house
Cause disturbance

Cause investigation with false information
Cause fire by negligence
Conspiracy

Corrupt public morals

Dangerous driving

Drive suspended

Fail to appear

False fire alarm

False pretences

Federal statutes (other than NCA & FDA)
Forgery

Fraud

Impaired driving/Drive over .08
Keep common bawdy house

Lives on avails of prostitution
Nuisance

Obscene calls

Obstruct justice

Obstruct peace officer — perjury
Possess goods obtained by crime
Possess housebreaking instruments
Provincial statues (eg. BLA, HTA)
Refuse breathalyzer

Simple possession (NCA, FDA)
Soliciting-prostitution

Take auto without consent

Theft under/theft over

Theft of telecommunications
Trespass at night

Unlawfully at large

Unlawful personation
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