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Logic models can be considered a best-practice tool to facili-
tate effective program planning, implementation, and evalua-
tion. Presenting a systematic representation of relationships
between resources, activities, and desired changes or results,
logic models provide a unified method to link a problem with
associated goals, objectives, program activities, outputs, and
outcomes. Researchers conducting the National Cross-Site
Evaluation of Juvenile Drug Courts and Reclaiming Futures
(JDC/RF National Evaluation) collected process data to de-
fine the integration of the Juvenile Drug Courts: Strategies in
Practice and Reclaiming Futures. The initial purpose was to
use this definition to describe and understand juvenile drug
court experiences using this merged model approach and to
measure adherence and monitor fidelity to the juvenile drug
court/Reclaiming Futures model. To meet these needs, re-
searchers developed the integrated JDC/RF Logic Model,
which also served as a meaningful tool for program plan-
ning, training, and implementation. This article discusses the
need for, process of developing, components of, and utility of
the JDC/RF Logic Model, along with the practical applica-
tion of the logic model development process.

JUVENILE DRUG COURTS (JDCs), like many other youth-
serving entities, are often faced with opportunities to consider specific
new approaches, models, frameworks, and practices. Integrating new
practices into JDC programs can result in improved youth outcomes
(Henggeler, McCart, Cunningham, & Chapman, 2012; van Wormer
& Lutze, 2011). However, successful integration of practices can be
challenging (Aarons & Palinkas, 2007; Brownson, Fielding, &
Maylahn, 2009; Chandler, Peters, Field, & Juliano-Bult, 2004), and
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thoughtful consideration of the impact that a new practice can have on
an existing JDC program is important.

Since 2007, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP) has been working to enhance the capacity of
existing JDCs through a collaboratively funded initiative: Juvenile Drug
Court/Reclaiming Futures (JDC/RF; National Association of Drug Court
Professionals, 2009). The purpose of the JDC/RF initiative was to
integrate and implement the Juvenile Drug Courts: Strategies in Practice
framework (JDC:SIP; National Drug Court Institute [NDCI] & National
Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges [NCJFCJ], 2003) and the
Reclaiming Futures model (RF; reclaimingfutures.org) to better serve the
treatment needs of substance-abusing juvenile offenders (Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration [SAMHSA], 2009).

As training was recognized in the JDC/RF initiative as an im-
portant factor in building the capacity of JDCs, funded JDC/RF sites
had access to and received training and technical assistance on both
JDC:SIP and RF. While these trainings and technical assistance may
have benefitted JDC/RF programs by preparing and supporting
JDC/RF personnel to implement the 16 strategies of the JDC:SIP and
the six steps of RF, they did not provide training to assist sites on the
integration and implementation of the combined JDC/RF model. With-
out any written or illustrated presentation of JDC/RF integration, it was
up to each JDC/REF site to determine how to integrate JDC:SIP and RF.

Researchers conducting the National Cross-Site Evaluation of Ju-
venile Drug Courts and Reclaiming Futures (JDC/RF National Evalu-
ation) needed a representation of the integrated model to understand
JDCs’ experiences with this merged model approach, compare simi-
larities and differences across sites, measure adherence, and monitor
fidelity to JDC/RF. To meet these needs, researchers developed an in-
tegrated logic model: Normative Expectations of the Integrated
JDC/RF Drug Court Logic Model (see the appendix to this article;
Carnevale Associates & University of Arizona, 2014).

In addition to serving the JDC/RF National Evaluation, the
JDC/RF Logic Model proved to be a practical tool for JDC/RF sites,
as well as for those providing JDC/RF implementation training. Fur-
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thermore, the procedure used for integrating the JDC:SIP framework
and RF model is a resource that can be employed when a site is inter-
ested in implementing an additional approach, model, framework, or
practice to an existing program.

This article describes (1) the need for the integrated JDC/RF Log-
ic Model, (2) the process of developing the JDC/RF Logic Model, (3)
the components of the JDC/RF Logic Model, and (4) the utility of the
JDC/RF Logic Model for JDC/RF sites, as well as the practical appli-
cation of the logic model development process for JDC sites and other
adolescent programs integrating and implementing additional ap-
proaches, models, frameworks, and practices.

THE JUVENILE DRUG COURT
AND RECLAIMING FUTURES MODELS

Juvenile Drug Courts: Strategies in Practice

In 2003, NDCI and NCJFCJ convened a group of juvenile drug
court practitioners, researchers, and educators to develop a framework
for planning, implementing, and operating a juvenile drug court that
provides appropriate, individualized substance abuse treatment to ad-
olescents in need. The resulting document was the Juvenile Drug
Courts: Strategies in Practice monograph (NDCI & NCJFCJ, 2003).
Although the document clearly states that the “strategies and recom-
mendations are not intended as research-based benchmarks or as a
regulatory checklist,” JDC:SIP and its 16 principles are considered
the current standard for JDC planning and implementation fidelity.
The recommended strategies are also intended to be flexible and
adaptable to specific characteristics of each JDC, as populations
served and workplace philosophies can vary among jurisdictions. In
fact, this variability across JDCs led to the development of a Program
Component Scale, against which JDCs can measure their adherence
to the framework and determine if change is necessary (van Wormer
& Lutze, 2010; see also Dennis, Baumer, & Stevens, 2016). Table 1
summarizes the strategies.
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TABLE 1 BTHE 16 STRATEGIES TO IMPROVE JDC

Strategy Model Expectations

1 Engage all stakeholders in creating an interdisciplinary, coordinated,
and systemic approach to working with youth and their families.

2 Using a nonadversarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel
promote public safety while protecting participant's due process rights.

3 Define a target population and eligibility criteria that are aligned with
the program’s goals and objectives.

4 Schedule frequent judicial reviews and be sensitive to the effect that
court proceedings can have on youth and their families.

5 Establish a system for program monitoring and evaluation to maintain

quality of service, assess program impact, and contribute to
knowledge in the field.

6 Build partnerships with community organizations to expand the range
of opportunities available to youth and their families.

7 Tailor interventions to the complex and varied needs of youth and
their families.

Tailor treatment to the developmental needs of adolescents.
Design treatment to address the unique needs of each gender.

10 Create policies and procedures that are responsive to cultural
differences, and train personnel to be culturally competent.

11 Maintain a focus on the strengths of youth and their families during
program planning and in every interaction between the court and
those it serves.

12 Recognize and engage the family as a valued partner in all
components of the program.

13 Coordinate with the school system to ensure that each participant
enrolls.

14 Design drug testing to be frequent, random, and observed. Document
testing policies and procedures in writing.

15 Respond to compliance and noncompliance with incentives and
sanctions that are designed to reinforce or modify the behavior of
youth and their families.

16 Establish a confidentiality policy and procedures that guard the
privacy of the youth while allowing the drug court team to access key
information.

Note: Adapted from Juvenile Drug Courts: Strategies in Practice, National Drug Court Institute and Nation-
al Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, 2003, Rockville, MD: Bureau of Justice Assistance.
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Reclaiming Futures Model

Launched in 2000, RF is a six-step model that promotes an inter-
agency, coordinated approach to substance abuse treatment for juvenile
justice system—involved youth. RF is not a program in and of itself but
rather an approach that uses existing treatment and juvenile justice
networks to reach out to community resources and provide the most ef-
fective treatment for youth (Nissen, Butts, Merrigan, & Kraft, 2006;
Solovitch, 2010). The six steps of RF are described in Table 2. In addi-
tion to the six steps are two overarching elements: coordinated individ-
ualized response for youth, and community-directed engagement.
Further, each RF community has a team of “fellows,” or leaders
charged with implementing the six steps of the RF model. Each team
consists of a judge, a juvenile probation representative, an adolescent
substance abuse treatment professional, a community member, and a
project director (Reclaiming Futures, “A Team of Leaders,” n.d.). It is
also important to note that RF is not specific to JDCs but rather is a sys-
tems approach that promotes long-term organizational change that can
be applied throughout an entire juvenile justice system.

Similarities and Differences Between JDC:SIP and RF

The JDC:SIP framework and RF model overlap to a large extent
and are complementary. The overarching goal of both is to reduce sub-
stance abuse and future crime among justice-involved youth and to
transition them into a healthy adulthood, free of systematic services.
Both JDC:SIP and RF also emphasize that team collaboration is vital
throughout the entire process, as is expanding the network of services
available to youth via community partnerships. A focus on youth
strengths is also present in JDC:SIP and RF: youths’ families are in-
volved and family engagement is a key element. Finally, JDC:SIP and
RF emphasize the importance of monitoring and evaluation, with
JDC:SIP explicitly stating this as one of the 16 strategies and RF sug-
gesting process and outcome measures for each of its six steps.

JDC:SIP and RF do have some fundamental differences, however.
RF is a broader approach, not specific to only JDCs. Additionally, the
number of persons involved in collaborative planning can be much
larger for RF than is suggested for JDC:SIP. RF also emphasizes
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TABLE 2 THE SIX STEPS OF THE RECLAIMING FUTURES MODEL

Step Model Expectations

Youth referred to the juvenile justice system should be screened
Initial screening as soon as possible to identify potential substance abuse

problems.

In order to measure substance abuse severity, other risk factors,
Initial as well as protective factors, a reputable tool should be used. This
assessment initial assessment should also be used to inform a youth’s service

plan.

Service plans should be individually tailored to each youth and
comprehensive, including, for example, substance abuse
treatment, prosocial activities, and education services. Plans
should be developed and coordinated by community teams that
are family driven, draw upon community-based resources, and
span agency boundaries. Plans should also identify “natural
helpers” known to the youth and his or her family.

Service
coordination

Timely initiation of service is essential. Service initiation is a critical
moment in intervention. Consistent with Washington Circle Group
(Garnick, Horgan, & Chalk, 2006; Garnick et al., 2002; McCorry,
Garnick, Bartlett, Cotter, & Chalk, 2000) treatment standards,
initiation is defined as having at least one service contact within

14 days of the assessment. Initiation should be monitored with all
service plans and can be measured for the entire intervention or
for each component in the plan.

Initiation

Effectively engaging youth and families in services is critical.
“Engagement” is defined as three successful service contacts

Engagement within 30 days of a youth’s full assessment. Engagement should
be monitored with all service plans and can be measured for the
entire intervention or for each component in the plan.

When a youth completes his or her service plan and the agency-
based services gradually withdraw, it is considered transition. As

(Tf{)a:r;ét:f) , part of this process, it is important that youth and families are
y connected with long-term supports in the community as well as
Completion)

relationships with “natural helpers” that are specifically appropriate
to each individual’s strengths and interests.

Note: Adapted from “How the Model Works,” Reclaiming Futures (reclaimingfutures.org/model/model-how-
it-works).

higher-level systems change that goes beyond programmatic activity
specific to JDCs. Finally, RF places more emphasis on the “beyond
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treatment” or aftercare phase, where a youth is linked to community
resources to assist with transition out of care. JDC:SIP focuses on
treatment while youth are participating in the JDC program, but not
on aftercare.

THE NEED FOR AN
INTEGRATED LOGIC MODEL

Although JDC:SIP and RF have consistent overarching goals,
they are two distinct approaches. The focus of the RF model is at the
system level, and the focus of the JDC:SIP framework is at the pro-
gram level, providing strategies for implementation. Thus, it is not
readily apparent how to merge these approaches for practical applica-
tion. The evaluation sites had previously implemented JDC:SIP in
their existing JDC programs.

To help sites integrate JDC:SIP and RF, training and technical as-
sistance was offered by the Reclaiming Futures National Program Of-
fice (RF-NPO) and by NCJFCJ through OJJIDP’s Juvenile Drug Court
Training and Technical Assistance program. All evaluation sites par-
ticipated in some degree of training. However, evaluation sites report-
ed that they did not receive needed training on how to merge JDC:SIP
and RF. Additionally, the training and technical assistance for
JDC:SIP and RF occurred separately, despite efforts to co-train the
sites utilizing representatives of both RF-NPO and NCJFCJ. For ex-
ample, at an “inter-site training,” representatives from both the RF-
NPO and the NCFICJ presented implementation information to
JDC/REF sites, but did so in parallel to one another.

Because they did not receive practical information on how to inte-
grate the models, sites were left to figure out a merged JDC/RF imple-
mentation approach on their own, which many found challenging. This
led to variability among sites in how JDC/RF was implemented. There-
fore, there was no standard against which the evaluation team could
measure the extent to which sites implemented JDC/RF with fidelity. In
consequence, the evaluation team developed the integrated JDC/RF
Logic Model, which embeds JDC:SIP’s components within RF’s sys-
tems approach. This logic model represents the first time the two ap-
proaches had been merged and the method articulated in writing. Aside
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from serving as a research tool, the JDC/RF National Evaluation could
be used to assess implementation and measure fidelity. The JDC/RF
Logic Model was also used as a training tool for the JDC/RF initiative
and as a strategic planning and implementation tool for JDC/RF sites.

Evaluation sites reported that implementing JDC/RF consumed
greater staff time than sites had expected and planned for in their grant
proposals. Much of this time was spent in training, and the evaluation
sites reported that the amount of time required was overwhelming at
the outset, especially for those sites with fewer staff. Although the
evaluation sites eventually adapted to the rigorous time commitments,
all reported that it would have been much easier to deal with resource
allocation had they known initially how much time would be required.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE
INTEGRATED JDC/RF LOGIC MODEL

The initial purpose in developing the logic model was for use in
the JDC/RF National Evaluation. However, as the evaluation team
began the process, it became apparent that the JDC/RF Logic Model
could be used as a tool beyond the purposes of the evaluation (e.g.,
for fidelity monitoring). Moreover, drug courts implementing JDC/RF
voiced interest in such a tool as a resource to guide implementation.
Both the NCJFCJ and the RF-NPO discussed using the JDC/RF Logic
Model as a training tool (it has since been included in a guide for
starting a JDC; Yeres, Gurnell, & Holmberg, 2014). Consultants
working with JDC/RF sites have also inquired about using the tool to
support sites in strategic planning.

The evaluation team’s recognition of the potential value and prac-
tical application of the tool shaped its approach to developing the in-
tegrated JDC/RF Logic Model. The result was an iterative process
that aimed to engage diverse stakeholders, maximize buy-in, and vis-
ually represent the integration of the two models. This was a time-
and labor-intensive process that took one and a half years, required 14
versions of the logic model, and involved many people (e.g., judges,
treatment providers, community members) from geographically di-
verse locations throughout the United States. Ultimately, the resulting
product successfully served the initial purpose of the JDC/RF Nation-
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al Evaluation, as well as later meeting the identified need for a practi-
cal resource with broader applicability.

For the purposes of developing the JDC/RF Logic Model, it was
most useful and appropriate to use the OJJDP Generic Logic Model
as a template (OJJDP, n.d.), as the JDC/RF National Evaluation was
funded by OJIDP through an interagency agreement with the Library
of Congress and all of the evaluation sites were funded by OJJDP
(some were additionally funded by SAMHSA). The OJJDP template
includes the following logic model categories: Problem, Subprob-
lem(s), Goals, Objectives, Activities, Output Measures, and Short-
Term and Long-Term Outcome Measures.

Desk Research and Internal Discussion

The team began the logic model development process by obtain-
ing information on both JDC:SIP and RF. In addition to discussions
with those implementing JDC/RF (i.e., evaluation sites), and the
agencies promoting JDC:SIP and RF (NCJFCJ and RF-NPO), the
team utilized existing written materials, primarily (1) Juvenile Drug
Courts: Strategies in Practice (NDCI & NCJFCJ, 2003) for the
JDC:SIP framework; (2) RF Model (Reclaiming Futures, “How the
Model Works,” n.d.); (3) three JDC/RF Initiative requests for pro-
posals (RFPs) for the JDC/RF-related implementation requirements
of the evaluation sites from the federal grantors; and (4) other relevant
literature focused on JDC:SIP and RF, such as Ensuring Fidelity to
the Juvenile Drug Courts Strategies in Practice—A Program Compo-
nent Scale (van Wormer & Lutze, 2010) and “Reclaiming Futures:
Ten Years of Lessons, Progress and the Road Ahead” (Nissen, Merri-
gan, & Schubert, 2011). These materials were springboards for dis-
cussion of JDC:SIP and RF and proved useful in expanding collective
knowledge among the evaluation team, which was independent of and
external to the NCJFCJ, RF-NPO, and the funding agencies.

After extensive discussion pertaining to existing materials, the next
step was to capture and document decisions about what should be in-
cluded in the logic model. An initial draft of the integrated JDC/RF
Logic Model was developed after months of internal discussion on the
ways that JDC:SIP and RF were similar (even overlapping) and poten-
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tially different. At their core, JDC:SIP and RF are complementary, in
that they share a common focus on the juvenile justice population.
However, JDC:SIP structures its framework around 16 program com-
ponents, whereas RF focuses on a six-step systems approach. In part
because of these different approaches, although many aspects of the
programs are complementary, others differ slightly in their focus.

Even in the many instances of similar and complementary compo-
nents, the language used is different, which is an important considera-
tion for developing integrated language. For example, RF emphasizes a
team-based approach through the RF Fellowship, which includes the
judge and project director as well as representatives from probation,
treatment, and the community (Reclaiming Futures, “A Team of Lead-
ers,” n.d.). Similarly, though JDC:SIP uses different terminology than
RF, it calls for a coordinated interdisciplinary team to function during
both program planning and program implementation, emphasizing the
need for the same core stakeholders (NDCI & NCJFCJ, 2003).

In other cases, the JDC:SIP and RF overlap conceptually but have
slightly different focuses. For example, RF focuses on initiation of ser-
vices by placing a special emphasis on ensuring that the youth engage
services within a set time and continue to engage in services at a mini-
mum frequency. In contrast, though the concept is consistent, JDC:SIP
focuses on incorporating fixed timelines. Similarly, JDC:SIP empha-
sizes creating goal-oriented incentives and sanctions that are individu-
alized to each youth. This approach is entirely consistent with RF’s
emphasis on individualization, but it is not explicitly included in the RF
model. Discussions of these similarities and differences occurred dur-
ing collaborative working meetings that enabled the evaluation team
members to leverage expertise, come to agreement with regard to mod-
el design, and identify areas in which external input was needed.

External Input and Revision

The evaluation team sought external input from three groups of
key stakeholders: (1) the NCJFCJ, representing the JDC:SIP frame-
work, (2) the RF-NPO representing the RF model, and (3) the
JDC/RF evaluation sites that were implementing the two models. Ini-
tial language of the first draft of the JDC/RF Logic Model was final-
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ized at an opportune time. The NCJFCJ and RF-NPO were co-hosting
an intersite training for JDC/RF sites and invited JDC/RF National
Evaluation staff to attend and utilize time on the agenda.

The evaluation team participated in the training first by presenting
the draft of the JDC/RF Logic Model, describing the logic model de-
velopment process, and discussing the role of the logic model in the
evaluation, as well as ways it could be used at the site/JDC program
level. The team then invited input from all in attendance. After the
training, the evaluation team facilitated an interactive exercise with the
JDC/RF sites designed to (1) obtain feedback on the first draft of the
JDC/RF Logic Model, (2) collect site-level data from the JDC/RF eval-
uation sites pertaining to how JDC/RF key activities were represented
in their programs, and (3) assist JDC/RF sites in discussing JDC/RF in-
tegration at their own sites by providing a guided written activity.

After working in site-specific groups on the exercise, representa-
tives from each team presented salient points from their small group
dialogue, and the evaluation team facilitated a discussion of how the
JDC/RF key activities were represented in the logic model in compar-
ison to the site-level JDC/RF implementation and integration experi-
ences. This exercise was productive, and the input that emerged
instigated meaningful changes to the draft logic model.

The evaluation team’s participation in the intersite training led to
a subsequent presentation about the JDC/RF Logic Model at a train-
ing session for RF coaches,' which yielded additional feedback. Addi-
tionally, following both presentations a series of collaborative calls
occurred with representatives from the NCJFCJ, the RF-NPO, and the
evaluation team. During these calls, the group reviewed the drafted
JDC/RF Logic Model language category by category, and the evalua-
tion team took notes of all suggested changes and overall input. It was
specifically informative for the evaluation team to hear discussions
among the JDC:SIP and RF experts about how they thought the inte-
grated model should be represented. Much of this process was con-

! Each new RF site is appointed a coach, who is a leader from an established or pre-
viously existing RF site whose role is to support the site in its implementation of the
RF model (Nissen & Merrigan, 2011).
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ducted together; however, by necessity, some discussion occurred in-
dividually with the evaluation team. This overall process was con-
structive and allowed for thorough and specific feedback that the core
working group found very useful.

After many iterations of valuable input and many drafts, the
JDC/RF Logic Model was finalized. The initial purpose of the evalua-
tion was to assess implementation of the integrated models by devel-
oping a global view of JDC/RF based on the evaluation team’s
interpretation of successful components and traditional performance
measures. This purpose was augmented as the evaluation team incor-
porated the feedback from the experts in both models (NCJFCJ and
RF-NPO) as well as the experience of those implementing JDC/RF
(the JDC/RF sites).

THE JDC/RF LOGIC MODEL COMPONENTS

The JDC/RF Logic Model describes and depicts the integration of
JDC:SIP and RF. It also served as the standard used by the evaluation
team to compare how the JDC/RF program was implemented at each
of the evaluation sites and to monitor the degree of fidelity with
which it was implemented. The level of implementation fidelity was
also used to examine similarities and differences between the JDC/RF
programs implemented at the evaluation sites.

The evaluation team incorporated concepts specific to both
JDC:SIP and RF into the integrated JDC/RF Logic Model. Starting
with overall core concepts and narrowing down to specific activities,
JDC/RF integration was considered in terms of the overall problem,
subproblem, goals, objectives, key activities, outputs, and outcomes
that represented all collaborators’ views of how JDCs could imple-
ment JDC/RF. All components are a synthesis of the JDC:SIP frame-
work and the RF model. For instance, the 16 “key activities” of the
JDC/RF Logic Model are not the same as the 16 JDC:SIP strategies;
rather, they are the original 16 JDC:SIP strategies melded with RF
philosophy and terminology.

It is important to note that the criteria lists for each of the compo-
nents are not hierarchical, and the order of the components does not
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TABLE 3 NORMATIVE EXPECTATIONS OF THE INTEGRATED
JDC/RF DRUG COURT LoGIC MODEL COMPONENTS

Component How Component Was Developed
Problem Originates from JDC/RF RFP
List developed internally with input from RF-NPO and
Subproblems NCIEC)
Goals Based on original JDC/RF RFP; revised based on input
from RF-NPO, NCJFCJ, and JDC/RF sites
Objectives Based on original JDC/RF RFP; revised based on input

from RF-NPO, NCJFCJ, and JDC/RF sites

Combination of original 16 Strategies in Practice melded
Key Activities with RF philosophy and terminology; revised based on in-
put from RF-NPO, NCJFCJ, and JDC/RF sites

Traditional evaluation measures aligned with goals; revised

OlEomEledzties based on input from RF-NPO, NCJFCJ, and JDC/RF sites

reflect their degree of importance. Table 3 lists the components and
how they were developed. The entire JDC/RF Logic Model is shown
in the appendix to this article, and its components are discussed in the
sections that follow.

Problems and Subproblems

The first component of the JDC/RF Logic Model defines the
problem, or what each JDC/RF program needs to address (Figure 1).
The problem is also specific to the JDC/RF target population, as there
are a myriad of special populations within the criminal justice system.
The problem was phrased in two ways: (1) The large num-
ber/percentage of drug-involved youth in the juvenile justice system
for law violations and (2) Youth with substance use disorders and
criminal behavior. All stakeholders who were consulted agreed that
these are the problems that each program addresses. However, the
original JDC/RF RFPs state the problem as drug-involved youth who
have committed nonviolent law violations. Since some programs par-
ticipating in the evaluation accepted youth with violent law viola-
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tions, the JDC/RF Logic Model language was changed to reflect the
experiences of the JDC/RF sites.

Once the problem was defined, the evaluation team developed a
list of subproblems, or secondary issues (in this case characteristics of
JDC/RF program youth), that each JDC/RF program may encounter,
which dictate program activities. As with the problem category, these
subproblems are specific to the youth enrolled in the JDC/RF evalua-
tion sites. The subproblem list was developed by the evaluation team,
then vetted and revised with the NCJFC, the RF-NPO, and the
JDC/REF sites.

As shown in Figure 1, the final list included mental health condi-
tions, trauma exposure, low self-esteem, poor life skills, educational
challenges, environmental risk, and financial challenges. This list is
not ranked, meaning all characteristics are of equal priority. The eval-
uation sites were especially helpful in shaping this JDC/RF Logic
Model category, as these represent the characteristics of the youth
they serve. For instance, the original list did not contain any mention
of financial challenges. Further, the sites helped the evaluation team
improve the language of the subproblems category from “dysfunc-
tional families” to “family challenges” and from “mental illness” to
“mental health conditions.”

ProBLEM SUBPROBLEMS

+ Mental health conditions
+ Trauma exposure
* Low self-esteem

+ Number/proportion of
drug-involved youth in
the juvenile justice o
system for law violations * Poor life skills

. * Educational challenges
* Youth with substance . Family challenges

use _dlsorders a_md + Environmental risk
criminal behavior ) ,
+ Financial challenges

Figure 1. Normative Expectations of the Integrated JDC/RF
Drug Court Logic Model—Problem and Subproblems
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Goals and Objectives

Next, the evaluation team defined the five goals of the integrated
model: the overarching principles that guide JDC/RF program deci-
sion-making (Figure 2). The goals are based on language presented in
the original JDC/RF RFPs and are where the integration of JDP:SIP
and RF is first exemplified. Although the goals address traditional
JDC goals, such as providing effective substance abuse treatment to
criminally involved youth and increasing the number of youth who
are crime- and drug-free, other RF-based concepts are introduced at
this juncture. For instance, the goals mention improving overall pro-
gram capacity and systems, building partnerships to ensure a full con-
tinuum of care and program stability, and promoting a healthy
transition to adulthood.

The JDC/RF Logic Model objectives (Figure 2) represent more
specific, high-level activities that should be performed to achieve the

GoALs OBJECTIVES

+ Enhance capacity of drug court * Work across systems to provide
to increase youth and family coordinated care and reduce the
functioning number/proportion of

+ Improve systems to treat and drug-involved youth in the
support youth with substance Juvenile justice system
use disorders and criminal * Implement evidence-based
behavior adolescent substance abuse

+ Build community partnerships to treatment modality or modalities
ensure a robust referral network + Utilize community resources for
and program sustainability successful youth transition

* Increase the number of youth * Increase youth and family
who are both drug- and efficacy in making healthy
crime-free lifestyle choices

+ Promote a healthy transition to « Cultivate continuous program
adulthood and individual accountability

Figure 2. Normative Expectations of the Integrated JDC/RF
Drug Court Logic Model—Goals and Obijectives
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goals. Though both the goals and the objectives were based on lan-
guage presented in the original JDC/RF RFPs, they were revised ac-
cording to input from all stakeholders. The objectives also exhibit
integration of JDC and RF, incorporating actions such as using a sys-
tems approach, implementing evidence-based treatment, using com-
munity resources, involving families, and transitioning youth out of
agency-based services. An objective related to continuous program-
matic and individual accountability, which is represented in both
JDC:SIP and RF, is also included.

Key Activities

The Key Activities component of the JDC/RF Logic Model is
where the integration for practical implementation is most realized.
This category delineates the specific activities needed to achieve the
overall goals and objectives. The key activities also represent the
standard by which the evaluation team measured each site’s imple-
mentation fidelity to the JDC/RF integrated model. To enable the
JDC/RF Logic Model to be used as an evaluative tool, the evaluation
team created concrete measures for each of the 16 key activities.

Ultimately, as shown in Table 4, 53 measures spanning all 16 of
the key activities (shown in column 1), were used to assess the extent
to which sites were implementing JDC/RF. For each key activity, the
evaluation team returned to the JDC:SIP monograph and the Reclaim-
ing Futures website to reassess what the JDC:SIP framework and RF
model were each seeking to emphasize. In the course of this process,
the team relied heavily on the formal expressions of each approach, as
published by their creators. Because JDC:SIP and RF were largely
complementary, most measures were overlapping and uncontroversial
(e.g., whether the sites have gender-specific services). Others were
tied directly to JDC:SIP or RF (e.g., components specific to RF such
as the Community Fellowship or the Change Team). The develop-
ment of the measures was also influenced by availability and accessi-
bility of data across sites. Thus, the measures associated with these
activities should be interpreted as indicators of that activity, not as
comprehensive definitions.
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Key Activity

Community
engagement and
collaborative
partnerships

(4 measures)

Judicial leadership
aligned with JDC
and RF concepts
(4 measures)

Collaborative
leadership and
structured
teamwork

(5 measures)

Defined eligibility
criteria
(1 measure)

Balance
confidentiality
procedures and
collaboration

(4 measures)

Comprehensive
screening and
ongoing
assessment

(5 measures)

TABLE4 KEY ACTIVITIES MEASURES

Measures

Level of representation on change team, excluding treat-
ment providers and county government representatives

% of organizational resources utilized vs. available

e Resources utilized in 7 identified areas

Level of representation at community fellowship meetings

Judicial fellow is the JDC/RF presiding official

JDCIRF official participates in the change team meetings

Frequency of presiding official’s participation in change team
meetings

JDC team views presiding official as a leader

All relevant staff from JDC partners/entities attend staffing

Staffing meetings occur on a regular schedule

All JDC partners/entities are represented at change team
meetings

Change team meetings occur on a regular schedule

Staff report that treatment and justice organizations work
well together

Eligibility criteria is defined

Data collection system allows electronic sharing of client
data

Relevant core team members have access to the same
databases

Formal, written policy detailing confidentiality procedures is
in place

Confidentiality procedures are explained to youth and
parents on program entry

Standardized clinical screening is in use

All justice-involved youth receive the same clinical screening
Standardized clinical assessment is in use

Staff are certified to conduct the assessment

Clinical assessment informs site treatment plans

DRUG COURT REVIEW VoOL. X, 1 |47




TABLE 4
Key Activity

Strength-based
care coordination
(2 measures)

Individualized
evidence-based
treatment services
(3 measures)

Services
appropriate to
youths' gender,
culture, and
development
(6 measures)

Engage family in all
program
components

(5 measures)

Regular, random
drug testing
(2 measures)

Strength-based
incentives and
sanctions

(2 measures)

Program monitoring
and evaluation
(3 measures)

KEey ACTIVITIES MEASURES (cont.)

Measures
Representatives from all care-providing entities attend client
staffings

Staff role/staff time is dedicated to care coordination for
each youth

Youth receive an evidence-based substance use disorder
treatment

Site offers Outpatient (Level I), Intensive Outpatient/Day
(Level I), and Residential/Inpatient (Level IIl) treatment

Youth treatment plans are updated on a regular basis

Gender-specific services are available
Clinical groups are separated by gender, if applicable

o Staff are trained in cultural competency

Bilingual staff are available, as needed
Youth-specific treatment interventions are utilized
Substance use disorder treatment is available to both sexes

Caregivers are required to participate in youth treatment

Transportation or transportation incentives are provided to
caregivers, if transportation is an identified barrier

o Parent/family support group is offered

3 additional techniques are used to engage families
(e.g., prosocial activities, court times outside work hours)

Staff role/staff time is dedicated to family/parent engagement

Drug testing is conducted at least 2 times per week in initial
phase

Drug testing is designed so youth cannot predict tests

Formal documents outline incentives and sanctions
Site solicits youth input to individualize incentives/sanctions

System(s) in place allow for extraction of aggregate and
individual level evaluation data

Staff review site data (e.g., GAIN site profiles or GPRA
reports)
Site has a local evaluator or staff time devoted to evaluation
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TABLE 4 KEey ACTIVITIES MEASURES (cont.)

Key Activity Measures

Educational o % of community educational resources used as referral
linkages sources

(4 measures) e Representative of the educational system attends change

team meetings
o Program obtains information from schools

o A regular mechanism is in place for program and school
staff to communicate about youth (e.g., attendance,
grades, fights, etc.)

Successful e 9% of youth with at least 1 service contact within 14 days of
initiation, assessment

engagement, and o g4 of youth with 3 or more sessions within 30 days of
completion of admission

treatment

(2 measures)

Implement commu- e Transition plan is developed for each participant
nity transition plan
(1 measure)

Note: For the purpose of the JDC/RF National Evaluation, most measures were presented as binary (yes
or no). Measures that were not binary were converted to a 0-1 scale for ease of comparison.

Measures

Finally, the output and short-term and long-term outcome com-
ponents measure the extent to which the goals and objectives are be-
ing achieved. The output measures (Figure 3) primarily address
processes, or immediate actions that are being taken. They are typi-
cally numbers or percentages and can be regularly monitored, in
monthly or quarterly reports, for example. These measures are im-
portant for program managers in that they can monitor implementa-
tion fidelity and indicate any problems or barriers that need to be
remedied. The output measures in the JDC/RF Logic Model are tradi-
tional measures of drug court activity, aligned with the key activities
to the greatest extent possible, and were vetted and revised after input
from the NCJFCJ, RF-NPO, and the JDC/RF sites.

The short- and long-term outcome components (Figure 4) meas-
ure the impact of the JDC/RF program on participants. The short-term
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Output MEASURES

» Community partnerships formed * Youth with individualized treatment
and active (n or %) service plans (n or %)

+ JDC staff trained in JDC/RF + Average length of time from referral
processes and procedures to initiation/engagement
(nor %) + Treatment plans with family

+ Staff certified in conducting full involvement (n or %)
bio/psycholsocial/clinical + Urinalysis screenings and %
assessments (n or %) negative (n)

+ Participation of judge in RF judicial  « Youth referred to and enrolled in
activities (%) JDCIRF (n)

« Data are/are not shared among * Youth initiating and engaging in
involved partners treatment (n or %)

+ Screenings, by screening tool * Youth in detention and days in
(nor %) detention (n or %)

« Assessments, by assessment tool  + Youth referred to and involved in
(nor %) community programs (n or %)

« Staff meeting and clinical staffing * Prosocial activities provided to youth,
composition parents, caregivers, and families (n)

Figure 3. Normative Expectations of the Integrated JDC/RF
Drug Court Logic Model—Output Measures

outcomes are measured immediately after a youth completes the pro-
gram. Like the output measures, they are typically numbers and per-
centages. They not only assess how many youth graduated or
completed the program but explore the number of youth who are in
educational programs, engaged in drug-free prosocial activities, and
employed—all indicators of healthy transition. The long-term indica-
tors, whose measurement is intended to begin six months after pro-
gram completion, also measure healthy transition via more traditional
JDC measures, such as abstaining from substance use, remaining
crime- and arrest-free, graduating from high school or earning a GED,
maintaining stable employment, and having stable living conditions.
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DISCUSSION AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

The success of a program is dependent on its implementation. Yet
successful implementation is challenging, particularly when applying
multiple approaches, models, frameworks, and/or practices within a
program, as each might have its own tenets, strategies, and goals.
Even when aspects of the practices are consistent, and perhaps over-
lapping or complementary, differences exist and must be reconciled.
Additionally, within programs, various stakeholders have existing
ideologies and often multiple focuses. For example, the interests of
those whom a program is serving will likely differ from those who are
involved in the development of a model, which in turn will differ
from those providing direct services. Thus, the integration and im-
plementation process requires thoughtful planning, as these are the
first steps necessary for program fidelity, and it is especially critical
to program sustainability. Models are more likely to be sustained
when time is set aside for integration, implementation, and strategic
planning.

The procedure described for integrating JDC:SIP and RF has prac-
tical application for JDCs specifically implementing RF, as well as
implications for other JDCs and youth-serving programs implementing
multiple approaches, models, frameworks, and practices. For JDCs
implementing RF, the JDC/RF Logic Model can be used as a starting
point for integration and implementation planning, as it provides a
roadmap for what a successful implementation should look like and a
guide for developing indicators and measuring program fidelity.

Because jurisdiction, population served, program culture, and oper-
ations differ from JDC to JDC, it might be necessary to adapt the
JDC/RF Logic Model to reflect the individual program. This is true
across all categories, as was evidenced by the evaluation sites when
they reviewed and discussed how their JDC/RF site is aligned with and
different from the JDC/RF Logic Model. Site-specific variations were
devised for the problem, the subproblems, goals, objectives, key activi-
ties, outputs, and outcome measures. Adaptation might also be neces-
sary for the key activity measures listed in Table 4. If a site is using
them for evaluation purposes, editing and expanding key activity
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measures should be considered, because key activity measures applica-
ble across sites for use in the JDC/RF National Evaluation were lim-
ited, but that might not be the case at the site level. Moreover, the
process of engaging in collaborative team discussions of model integra-
tion propels the implementation planning process. Some of the evalua-
tion sites discussed how useful it was for them to compare their site to
the JDC/RF Logic Model as a means of clarifying overall program
goals as well as internal processes and procedures, as it offered them a
guide to program planning, implementation, and monitoring.

The integrated JDC/RF Logic Model necessitated a discrete pro-
cess to turn it from a conceptual depiction into a functional evaluation
tool that could also be used to guide program implementation and fi-
delity to the model. While this process was specific to the needs of
the evaluation, JDC/RF programs that wish to use the JDC/RF Logic
Model to either evaluate their own local performance or use it as a
guide for program implementation and ongoing fidelity can learn
from the evaluation team’s experience. Two important additional
steps increase the model’s utility: First, JDC/RF programs that wish
to use the integrated JDC/RF Logic Model as a basis for local evalua-
tion and program management should fully define their key activities,
using the JDC/RF Logic Model as a starting point. Second, programs
should then tie their refined key activities to output measures, ensur-
ing that they have data available for every measure. Refining the key
activities with concise definitions and corresponding output measures
allows JDC/RF sites to achieve greater conceptual clarity about what
they are trying to accomplish with each activity.

This approach also lends greater conceptual clarity to the integra-
tion of JDC/RF specific to the particular site. Program-level defini-
tions of the key activities, while possibly a source of disagreement
across sites, as assessed in the JDC/RF National Evaluation, may al-
low for discussion resulting in a further-improved version of the
JDC/RF Logic Model that can serve as a robust planning, implemen-
tation, and monitoring guide for future JDC/RF programs.

The time commitment often required to undertake a new approach,
model, framework, or practice should not be underestimated. The
JDC/RF sites voiced concern about their misconception of the time
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needed to integrate and implement the models, as well as the lack of
training on the integrated model. It might be useful for the NCJFCJ
and RF-NPO to delineate and clarify expectations in terms of an esti-
mated amount of time needed to integrate and implement JDC/RF,
particularly in regard to participation in trainings and technical assis-
tance activities. Additionally, it might benefit JDC/RF sites for the na-
tional organizations to develop training strategies that focus on the
integration and implementation of JDC/RF, in place of or in addition
to training that focuses primarily on each individual approach.

For other JDCs and youth-serving programs implementing multi-
ple approaches, models, frameworks, and practices, thoughtful plan-
ning is also key for successful integration and fidelity monitoring.
Understanding the ways in which a newly identified or adopted prac-
tice aligns and/or conflicts with existing structures enables a team to
make informed decisions on implementation. It can also serve as an
effective strategy to clarify goals and expectations within a program
and increase understanding of the integration as well as consistency in
perceptions across program staff.

The process of integrating practices, as in the development of the
JDC/RF Logic Model, can be time intensive. Yet dedicating time to
this endeavor has the potential to increase the actual integration of
practices, assist with implementation, and save time in the long run.
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APPENDIX

NORMATIVE EXPECTATIONS OF THE INTEGRATED

PRrOBLEM GoaLs

+ Number/proportion of + Enhance capacity of drug court to increase
drug-involved youth in the youth and family functioning

juvenile justice system for law + Improve systems to treat and support youth with
violations substance use disorders and criminal behavior
* Youth with substance use + Build community partnerships to ensure a
disorders and criminal behavior robust referral network and program
sustainability
+ Increase the number of youth who are both
SUBPROBLEMS drug- and crime-free

+ Mental health conditions + Promotes a healthy transition to adulthood

+ Trauma exposure
o [l et Key ACTIVITIES
+ Poor life skills + Community engagement and collaborative

+ Educational challenges panpe_zrships o )
+ Family challenges + Judicial leadership aligned with JDC and RF

Envi tal risk concepts
nvironmentarris * Collaborative leadership and structured

* Financial challenges teamwork
+ Defined eligibility criteria
OBJ ECTIVES + Balance qonﬁdentiality procedures and
collaboration
+ Work across systems to provide + Comprehensive screening and ongoing
coordinated care and reduce the assessment
number/proportion of + Strength-based care coordination
drug-involved youth in the + Individualized evidence-based treatment
juvenile justice system services
* Implement evidence-based + Services appropriate to youths’ gender, culture,
adolescent substance abuse and development
treatment modality or modalities | « Engage family in all program components
« Utilize community resources for * Regular, random drug testing
successful youth transition + Strength-based incentives and sanctions
. Increasg youth. and family * Program monitoring and evaluation
efficacy in making healthy + Educational linkages
lifestyle choices + Successful initiation, engagement, and
+ Cultivate continuous program completion of treatment
and individual accountability + Implement community transition plan

JDCIRF is an integration of two models used in juvenile drug court practice, Juvenile Drug Courts:
Strategies in Practice and Reclaiming Futures.
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JDC/RF Druc CourT Locic MobDEL

OutpPut MEASURES Outcome MEASURES

+ Community partnerships formed Short-Term

il 2o (n. or DAT) * Youth successfully completing treatment
+ JDC staff trained in JOC/RF (nor %)

processes and procedures * Youth graduating from JDC/RF (n or %)

nor%

. (Stafr Ce) rified in conducting ful + Youth remaining crime- and arrest-free
bio/psycho/social/clinical f:g'r‘%f;”d ZLEIITDEL 20 G LI I
assessments (n or % °

- Participation éf judg:e)in RF + Youth retained in JDC/RF for the minimum
judicial activities (%) ?rr]n;u;!)of time designated by the program

+ Data are/are not shared amon °
involved partners s * Youth exhibiting a reduction in drug use

« Screenings, by screening tool ?#g:go /"’)‘"d at completion of the program

nor % °
. E\sses;)ments by assessment * Youth in educational programs during and
' at completion of the program (n or %)

tool (n or %) ) .
+ Staff meeting and clinical staffing * Youth engaged in a drug-free pro-social

composition activity during and at completion of the
program (n or %)

treatment service plans (n or %) * Youth employed during and at completion

+ Youth with individualized

+ Average length of time from of the program (n or %)
referral to initiation/engagement Long-Term*

+ Treatment plans with family
involvement (n or %)

+ Urinalysis screenings and %
negatize (n) ’ (nor %)

« Youth referred to and enrolled in + Youth without probation violations
JDCIRF (n) (nor %)

+ Youth initiating and engaging in * Drug-involved youth in the JJ system
treatment (n or %) (nor %)

« Youth in detention and days in * Youth graduating from high-school/receiving
detention (n or %) GEDs (nor %)

+ Youth referred to and involved in + Youth in stable living conditions (n or %)
community programs (n or %) + Youth engaged in a drug-free pro-social

+ Prosocial activities provided to activity (nor %)
youth, parents, caregivers, and * Youth employed (n or %)
families () *Six months after program completion

+ Youth who remaining drug-free (n or %)
+ Youth remaining crime- and arrest-free

DRUG COURT REVIEW VOL. X, 1 | 55



Development of this article was funded by the Department of
Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion (OJJDP), through an interagency agreement with the
Library of Congress (contract number LCFRD11C0007),
and by OJJDP (grant number 2013-DC-BX-0081). The views
expressed here are those of the authors and do not necessari-
ly represent the official policies of OJJDP or the Library of
Congress; nor does mention of trade names, commercial
practices, or organizations imply endorsement by the U.S.
Government.

This manuscript reflects the authors’ original work.

The University of Arizona’s Institutional Review Board de-
clared this study non-human subjects research because of its
utilization of existing, de-identified data and of data about
program characteristics.

The authors wish to acknowledge the contributions of the
evaluation sites and the evaluation partners: University of
Arizona—Southwest Institute for Research on Women, Chest-
nut Health Systems, and Carnevale Associates, LLC, to the
National Cross-Site Evaluation of Juvenile Drug Courts and
Reclaiming Futures. In addition, the authors are apprecia-
tive of support from the Library of Congress, Federal Re-
search Division, and the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinguency Prevention.

REFERENCES

Aarons, G.A. & Palinkas, L.A. (2007).
Implementation of evidence-based
practice in child welfare: Service pro-
vider perspectives. Administration
and Policy in Mental Health and
Mental Health Services Research,
34(4), 411-419.

Brownson, R.C., Fielding, J.E., & May-

Evaluation of Juvenile Drug Courts and
Reclaiming Futures: Normative expec-
tations of the Integrated JDC/RF Drug
Court Logic Model—January 2014.
Tucson: University of Arizona. Re-
trieved from http://sirow.arizona.edu
/sites/sirow.arizona.edu/files/JDC ~ RF
Logic Model Final 7 2014.pdf

lahn, C.M. (2009). Evidence-based Chandler, R.K., Peters, R.H., Field, G.,

public health: A fundamental concept
for public health practice. Annual Re-
view of Public Health, 30, 175-201.

Carnevale Associates & University of Ari-
zona—Southwest Institute for Research
on Women. (2014). National Cross-Site

56 | THE PROCESS OF INTEGRATING PRACTICES

& Juliano-Bult, D. (2004). Challenges
in implementing evidence-based
treatment practices for co-occurring
disorders in the criminal justice sys-
tem. Behavioral Sciences and the
Law, 22(4), 431-448.


https://sites/sirow.arizona.edu/files/JDC
http://sirow.arizona.edu

Dennis, M.L., Baumer, P.C., & Stevens,
S. (2016). The concurrent evolution
and intertwined nature of juvenile
drug courts and Reclaiming Futures
approaches to juvenile justice reform.
Drug Court Review, 10(1), 6-30.

Garnick, D.W., Horgan, C.M., & Chalk,
M. (2006). Performance measures for
alcohol and other drug services. Alco-
hol Research & Health, 29(1), 19-26.

Garnick, D.W., Lee, M.T., Chalk, M.,
Gastfriend, D., Horgan, C.M., McCor-
ry, F.,...Merrick, E.L. (2002). Estab-
lishing the feasibility of performance
measures for alcohol and other drugs.
Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment,
23(4), 375-385.

Henggeler, S.W., McCart, M.R., Cun-
ningham, P.B., & Chapman, J.E.
(2012). Enhancing the effectiveness
of juvenile drug courts by integrating
evidence-based practices. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
80(2), 264-275.

McCorry, F., Garnick, D.W., Bartlett, J.,
Cotter, F., & Chalk, M. (2000). De-
veloping performance measures for
alcohol and other drug services in
managed care plans. Joint Commis-
sion Journal on Quality and Patient
Safety, 26(11), 633—643.

National Association of Drug Court Pro-
fessionals. (2009). U.S. Departments
of Justice and Health and Human Ser-
vices award almost $76 million to en-
hance adult and juvenile drug
treatment courts [Press release]. Re-
trieved from http://nadcp.org/node/610

National Drug Court Institute & National
Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges. (2003). Juvenile drug courts:
Strategies in practice (Bureau of Jus-
tice Assistance monograph). Rockville,
MD: Bureau of Justice Assistance. Re-
trieved from https://www.ncjrs.gov/
pdffiles1/bja/197866.pdf

Nissen, L.B., Butts, J.A., Merrigan, D.,
& Kraft, M.K. (2006). RWJF Re-
claiming Futures Initiative: Improving
substance abuse interventions for jus-
tice-involved youths. Juvenile and
Family Court Journal, 57(4), 39-51.

Nissen, L.B., & Merrigan, D. (2011).
The development and evolution of
Reclaiming Futures at the ten-year
mark: Reflections and recommenda-
tions. Children and Youth Services
Review, 33(S1), S9-S15.

Nissen, L.B., Merrigan, D., & Schubert,
K. (Eds.) (2011). Reclaiming Futures:
Ten years of lessons, progress and the
road ahead (Special issue). Children
and Youth Services Review, 33(S1).

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquen-
cy Prevention (n.d.). Generic logic
model. Retrieved from http://www.
0jjdp.gov/grantees/pm/generic_logic
model.pdf

Reclaiming Futures. (n.d.). How the
model works. Retrieved from http://
reclaimingfutures.org/model/model
-how it-works

Reclaiming Futures. (n.d.). A team of
leaders. Retrieved from http://reclaim
ingfutures.org/model/model-how-
it-works/model-leadership

Solovitch, S. (2010). Reclaiming futures.
In S.L. Isaacs & D.C. Colby (Eds.), To
Improve Health and Health Care, Vol.
XIII. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Ser-
vices Administration. (2009). SAMHSA
accepting applications for FY 2009
grants to expand substance abuse treat-
ment capacity for juvenile drug courts
(Press  release). Retrieved  from
http://www.samhsa.gov/newsroom/pres
s-announcements/200903300300-1

van Wormer, J., & Lutze, F.E. (2010).
Ensuring fidelity to the Juvenile Drug
Courts Strategies in Practice—A pro-
gram component scale (Technical

DRUG COURT REVIEW VOL. X, 1 | 57


http://www.samhsa.gov/newsroom/pres
https://ingfutures.org/model/model-how
http://reclaim
https://reclaimingfutures.org/model/model
https://ojjdp.gov/grantees/pm/generic_logic
http://www
https://www.ncjrs.gov
http://nadcp.org/node/610

assistance bulletin). Reno, NV: Na- Yeres, S., Gurnell, B., & Holmberg, M.

tional Council of Juvenile and Family
Court Judges.

van Wormer, J. & Lutze, F. (2011). Ex-
ploring the evidence: The value of ju-
venile drug courts. Juvenile and
Family Justice Today, Summer, 16-20.

58 | THE PROCESS OF INTEGRATING PRACTICES

(2014). Starting a juvenile drug court:
A planning guide. Reno, N'V: Nation-
al Council of Juvenile and family
Court Judges, Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention, Of-
fice of Justice Programs, Department
of Justice.



Alison Greene, MA, director of Adolescent Research and Ser-
vices at the University of Arizona’s Southwest Institute for Re-
search on Women (SIROW), oversees the implementation of
promising and evidence-based interventions and the practical ap-
plication of research methods to improve services provided to
youth and their families. She is a co-investigator and process
analyst for the Juvenile Drug Court and Reclaiming Futures Na-
tional Cross-Site Evaluation, and is working on several other fed-
erally funded projects.

Erika M. Ostlie, MA, managing director of Carnevale Associates,
LLC, has over 15 years in the behavioral health field. She spe-
cializes in translating complex data into manageable information
for policy makers and program managers to inform everyday de-
cisions. She also authors and oversees evaluation surveys, serv-
ing clients such as NADCP, the National Alliance for Model State
Drug Laws, the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention, and the
Charlottesville, Virginia, Adult Drug Court.

Raanan Kagan, BA, director of Health Policy Research at Car-
nevale Associates, LLC, has nearly a decade of experience in be-
havioral health policy, strategic consulting, and government
project management, serving clients that include SAMHSA, the
U.S. Department of Justice, the Washington, DC, Department of
Behavioral Health, and the National Council on Problem Gam-
bling. He has managed several evaluations of state-level sub-
stance use treatment programs and is an expert in the Affordable
Care Act’s effects on behavioral health financing.

Monica Davis, BA, assistant research specialist at SIROW, has
worked over 15 years in the substance abuse treatment and pre-
vention and sexual health promotion field, working with and sup-
porting needs of vulnerable youth and families. She is the
evaluation coordinator for the JDC/RF National Evaluation and
serves as a data analyst in a national cross-site evaluation of fed-
erally funded initiatives for pregnant and postpartum women, and
youth.

Direct correspondence to Alison Greene, MA, Southwest Institute for Research on
Women, University of Arizona, 181 S. Tucson Blvd., Suite 101, Tucson, AZ
85716. (520) 295-9339 ext. 206. greene@email.arizona.edu

DRUG COURT REVIEW VOL. X, 1 | 59


mailto:greene@email.arizona.edu

	Structure Bookmarks
	RESEARCH REPORT 
	Juvenile Drug Courts: Strategies in Practice 
	               TABLE 1 THE 16 STRATEGIES TO IMPROVE JDC Strategy Model Expectations 1 Engage all stakeholders in creating an interdisciplinary, coordinated, and systemic approach to working with youth and their families. 2 Using a nonadversarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel promote public safety while protecting participant’s due process rights. 3 Define a target population and eligibility criteria that are aligned with the program’s goals and objectives. 4 Schedule frequent judicial reviews an
	Reclaiming Futures Model 
	Similarities and Differences Between JDC:SIP and RF 
	       TABLE 3 NORMATIVE EXPECTATIONS OF THE INTEGRATED JDC/RF DRUG COURT LOGIC MODEL COMPONENTS Component How Component Was Developed Problem Originates from JDC/RF RFP Subproblems List developed internally with input from RF-NPO and NCJFCJ Goals Based on original JDC/RF RFP; revised based on input from RF-NPO, NCJFCJ, and JDC/RF sites Objectives Based on original JDC/RF RFP; revised based on input from RF-NPO, NCJFCJ, and JDC/RF sites Key Activities Combination of original 16 Strategies in Practice melded
	Table
	 
	                                                 TABLE 4 KEY ACTIVITIES MEASURES Key Activity Measures Community engagement and collaborative partnerships (4 measures)  Level of representation on change team, excluding treat-ment providers and county government representatives  % of organizational resources utilized vs. available  Resources utilized in 7 identified areas  Level of representation at community fellowship meetings Judicial leadership aligned with JDC and RF concepts (4 measures)  Judicial
	 
	Table
	 





Accessibility Report





		Filename: 

		DCRVolume10-2_Process_of_Integrating_Practices_JDC_and_Reclaiming_Futures_Logic_Model.pdf









		Report created by: 

		



		Organization: 

		







[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]



Summary



The checker found no problems in this document.





		Needs manual check: 2



		Passed manually: 0



		Failed manually: 0



		Skipped: 1



		Passed: 29



		Failed: 0







Detailed Report





		Document





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set



		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF



		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF



		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order



		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified



		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar



		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents



		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast



		Page Content





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged



		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged



		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order



		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided



		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged



		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker



		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts



		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses



		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive



		Forms





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged



		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description



		Alternate Text





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text



		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read



		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content



		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation



		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text



		Tables





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot



		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR



		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers



		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column



		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary



		Lists





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L



		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI



		Headings





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting










Back to Top



