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Executive summary

“Without the help from Rdband [the course] life would be completely diffetrdh
would have gone to prison.” (WATCH project clie2z@08)

The Whanganui-a-Tara Courts and Health (WATCH) &byvas implemented from October
2006 to March 2007 to reduce repeat offending emmtave health outcomes for young adult
offenders with high and implicative addiction neetlse project was developed and guided by
an inter-sectoral working group and was funded hpit@l & Coast District Health Board
(C&CDHB) and the Ministry of Social Development. &y Community Action was
contracted as the host organisation for the project

The goals of the WATCH project as set out in progiEscumentationwere to provide young
adult offenders aged 18-25 years with alcohol agdrddiction needs with intensive up-front
assistance and support to:
* Overcome their addiction and associated healtegssu
» Obtain the social assistance they need to beginjtheney to self-sufficiency and
useful community participation, including trainiagd employment.
* Ensure they do not re-present to the justice syatemresult of further recidivist
activity.

The Alcohol Advisory Council of New Zealand (ALACpmmissioned an evaluation of the
WATCH project to review project processes and eatalwutcomes with a view to establishing
a “proof of concept”.

The evaluation findings were based on a range tafidaluding review of relevant
documentation, client file review and interviewstwWATCH patrticipants and their
family/whanau, interviews with key stakeholdersj amalysis of court data relating to number
and types of charges faced.

In essence the planned project involved a link woviho would:
» Identify a potential client at or prior to their @b appearance, gain their agreement to
participate and negotiate a stand-down period gatitencing from the judge.
» Develop a care plan including alcohol and othegdAOD) assessment and treatment
and other required social and health services AbB assessment was mandatory and
would be carried out by specialist AOD agencies.

* Provide intensive and focused interventions, itataration with the client.

* Engage relevant agencies to assist in implementafithe care plan.

* Report back to the court on a regular basis reggrnoiiogress and present a summary of
activities at sentencing.

Completion with the WATCH project was to occurla time that sentencing took place.

! “Rob” refers to the link worker for the WATCH paajt
2 Capital & Coast District Health Board. July 2006ATCH Whanganui-a-Tara Courts and Health Project
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In the main, the project was implemented as planviddsome exceptions. Referrals came from
various sources and only sometimes aligned witimiéial court appearance. AOD assessment
was not central to the work widldl participants. Regular reporting to the Court wasreadily
feasible in the current court system. InvolvemantATCH did not always have a clean cut-
off point at the time of sentencing; the requiretrfenan ongoing relationship beyond
sentencing was clear and was highlighted as aipo$#tature by a number of clients and some
stakeholders.

The impact of these changes to the planned intéorewere relatively minor; the key
differences were an additional degree of compldaritglient management because of less
straightforward offending and sentencing histoaed a longer period of engagement than
perhaps anticipated. Additionally, the loss of dlagueeporting to Court did mean some loss of
visibility in the Court (judges were not alwaysalas to the availability and capacity of the link
worker) and, for Police, the project “failed to the radar”.

Overall, the evaluation demonstrated that the WATZbject is meeting its objectives. The
project is supporting a group of young adult offersd typically regarded as “hard to treat”, to
make tangible gains in their lives. The overridiagtimony from the clients who participated in
the evaluation is that, because of their involvetmeth the WATCH project link worker, their
lives are better and they have developed beligftydes, understanding and skills which have
been positively life-changing. Critically, theseadlges have included positive shifts with
respect to AOD use and offending behaviour.

Service records and staff reports indicate that 8#p@rticipating WATCH clients underwent

an AOD assessment, either as part of WATCH or pa@ntering WATCH and 58%
participated in formal AOD treatment. Appropriatelshere clients appeared to be pre-
contemplative in relation to their readiness toradd AOD issues, the link worker focussed on
engaging them in a process of positive change. kl@sits interviewed for the evaluation
reported decreased use, better recognition oftipadt of alcohol and other drugs on their lives,
and a reduction in problems associated with AOD Asgand-out example was one person
who reported approximately one year of abstinerm® ftannabis since participating along with
marked reduction in alcohol consumption.

A range of other social assistance, tailored toviddal needs, was provided. For many clients,
this meant assistance at a basic level for exargptéing to Court on time on the right day,
getting to Probation Service appointments, andriig@ place to live. Approximately 33% of
clients were supported to gain employment and/attend employment related training. A
number of clients were helped with relationshipésswith partners, family and children. Circa
28% were assisted with finding either temporarp@emmanent housing.

Critically, the numbers belie the gains that ckemiade which can only be reported from a
gualitative perspective. For many clients, onéhefinost valuable aspects of their involvement
was in having someone they could talk to and ralySmme gained support to connect with
their culture and valued working with someone e@ifitlown culture.
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There is considerable evidence that the link wovwkas highly effective in engaging with
clients; his notable ability to build rapport amdst with clients and to provide intensive,
person-centred service strongly contributed toitdagproject outcomes.

Feedback strongly emphasised that the style of awndkrelationships built with clients by the
link worker contrasted in nature to other intervams this group had experienced.

Data on numbers of charges faced in the 12-montbgsebefore and after WATCH
involvement support a reduction in offending bebavioverall and a notable reduction in
seriousness of charges faced.

With respect to outcomes, data must be approacitbdsame caution. There are inherent
limitations given the small number of clients. TlEsexacerbated by issues in obtaining
offending data via the courts. Offending data watsimed only in relation to charges faced (not
convictions incurred) and only for a total of 1iaks (57% of participating clients). Five clients
(25%) and one parent were interviewed. It is sttpngcommended that suitable data collection
methods are built into the design of the ongoirgjget to better support future data analysis.

The WATCH project was designed as a “proof of cptitmitiative and the evaluation results
demonstrate the viability of the WATCH project iretfollowing ways:

* Clients were successfully recruited and engagéiderproject.

» Clients predominantly had medium to high levelseéd.

» Key service providers supported the project andigenl services to WATCH clients.

» 58% of clients had AOD assessments and follow egttnent directly as a result of their
involvement in the project.

* Interviewed clients reported positive changes weagpect to their AOD outcomes.

* 8.3% of clients have not reoffended since theiolmement in WATCH.

* The total number of charges in the 12-month pefiaildwing entry to WATCH versus
the 12-month period prior to entry to WATCH wasueédd by 55% and there was a
notable shift towards less serious offending.

» Clients and whanau participating in the evaluati@me overwhelmingly positive about
the project and the gains made as a result of itneitvement.

The evaluation highlighted a series of criticaless factors for the WATCH project. These
factors point strongly to following recommendatidasstrengthening the WATCH project and
for successfully implementing other projects o$ttyipe.

1. Engage the “right” link worker: The link worker role is the linchpin of the WATCH
project. The qualities and skills that the link werbrings to the role are significant in
generating positive outcomes from the project, mgahe needs of both the client group
and professional stakeholders. This appears taramental to effective service delivery.
Key skills were in engagement and rapport building ability to build effective
relationships with clients and stakeholders.

2. Ensure adequate link worker support: A key issue identified in the evaluation of the
WATCH project related to the difficulties assoca@tgith operating a single person service.
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Effective project outcomes and project sustainighigquire that the link worker role is
adequately supported to allow the link worker téhid@o the work” with clients and have a
consistent, visible presence in the court and ba as a service on which the judiciary can
rely. Support is also essential to allow the linkrker to perform at the intense level
demanded of the role on an ongoing basis.

3. Utilise an appropriate host organisation for the pioject: Wesley Community Action
provided the necessary support and accountabibktyh@anisms for the WATCH project. The
strengths-based approach embedded in the organiabtiulture of Wesley Community
Action fitted well with the intention of the proje®oth of these elements are seen as critical
to the ongoing success of WATCH and should be fadton to any similar initiatives.

4. Provide the “right” programme: The “programme” inextricably combines both the
services provided and the style of support. Ciligté@ments in the “programme” are
identified as follows:

» Focus on developing a therapeutic relationship e&bh client and working intensively
alongside the client to support positive change.

* Identifying and supporting clients to access tgatrskills and tools to turn their lives
around.

* Providing access to a support network to help tdianthe above.

* Providing timely responses in all support accesgadicularly, AOD assessment and
intervention.

The following are identified as critical guidingipeiples for all project activities:

» A focus on “relationship” as the primary meansuport positive change.

» A strengths-based, holistic approach to workindnwltents which in practice
includes taking a flexible and broad thinking agmio to addressing needs and
“going the extra mile” to support clients to change

* A harm reduction focus.

* A motivational approach ie, working “where the oliés at” in terms of their
readiness to change.

» A focus on whanau and community. This involves gegtion of and respect for
clients’ relationships with whanau and communitg good knowledge of the
community and the subcultures with which clientenitfy.

5. Ensure support from other agenciesSupport from Police at all levels, Courts and the
Probation Service are critical to the success @fitioject. The link worker needs to develop
and maintain respectful relationships with thesenaggs.

Engagement of a range of relevant services to stuppents is essential.

6. Employ effective project set-up and designKey success factors in set-up included a
strong project driver and champion, support frodggs and Police Prosecutions, and
careful set-up that managed stakeholder expectathameffective project working group
including an appropriate cross section of stakedraldpresentation assisted to get the
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project off the ground and provided a solid fouratabf project support.

Critical aspects of project design included:

The link worker having an official role in Court

An approach that uses the motivation of the Cappearance to prompt clients to be
more open to help than they may otherwise be.

Project procedures that account for clients’ défercircumstances such as incarceration
during WATCH involvement.

A project structure that legitimises and suppdrésvery broad range of activities that
forms the support needed by clients.

In summary, the WATCH project has not operated @sraventional programme and, arguably,
the departure from a conventional approach hasgedwsome of the effective ingredients for
the success of the project.

10
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Introduction

The Whanganui-a-Tara Courts and Health (WATCH)gxbyvas initiated in October 2006

as an intersectoral pilot project, linking youngitisi presenting in Wellington’s District Court
with appropriate drug and alcohol services, hesdtivices, social and family support and
employment/income support. The project was plarasea one year duration “proof of concept”
initiative. Wesley Community Action was contractgithe host organisation for the pilot
project.

The WATCH project was developed from discussionslay 2005 involving representatives of
Capital & Coast District Health Board (C&CDHB), théellington District Court, senior
management from Police, Probation Service, CoWtd|ington City Council, Ministry of
Social Development and health service providerssélgroups were interested in how they
could work more effectively together to stem rewgin where issues with alcohol and other
drugs (AOD) were a major contributing factor.

The group identified the need for a coordinatediserapproach aimed at providing intensive
assistance, as an alternative to usual sentenpingne, to young adult offenders presenting
with moderate to severe substance abuse and demende

An evaluation of the pilot was commissioned byAteohol Advisory Council (ALAC) to
determine the early impact of the initiative.

The evaluation was completed by Louise Kirkwood Badla Parsonage in collaboration with
key stakeholders.

Expected outcomes of the evaluation

The evaluation objectives were to:
» Assess the impacts of the programme, both positicenegative and
intended/unintended, at individual, family/whanaa @ommunity/social level.
» Identify any critical processes, strengths factord obstacles to positive client
outcomes.
» Identify any critical strengths factors and/or @a$ts to implementation and ongoing
sustainability of this and similar initiatives.

The outcomes expected from the evaluation were:
* An early impact assessment of the WATCH project.
» Provision of a “proof of concept” of the WATCH peaj.

This report provides an outline of the methodolagy results of the evaluation and concludes
with discussion of the outcomes relative to proyectives.

11
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Background

The WATCH project arose out of C&CDHB'’s involvementa range of intersectoral initiatives
(eg, PATHS, Income and Health Working Group, Préiearof Homelessness Strategy, youth
issues and city safety with Wellington City Cound@ié Plan, mental health intersectoral wotk).
The project was intended to build on the succesdh#r initiatives providing a more systematic
approach and aligning health and Court intervestfon more efficient and effective use of
resources, earlier intervention and better outcdomethe young people involvédThe
assumption was that better alignment would ledzetéer use of health resources and greater
impact on health and social outcomes including cedwffending, more participation in
training and employment and positive impacts onilias?

The project aligned well with C&CDHB strategic gealroviding an opportunity for:
* “Acknowledging and reducing disparities
» Supporting people to fulfil their potential
» People with disabilities feel included, participated are independent
* Mental health services continue to improve
* Being innovative
« Working with others®

The project also met the direction signalled inTBAuhu, Improving Mental Health 2005-
2015 which calls for more early intervention for youpeople and recognises:

“the special needs of people with mental healtldaeand addiction who are currently in
the justice system...”

WATCH project aims and goals

The following aim and goals of the WATCH projecé aet out in project documentation (July
2006):

Aim:
To reduce offending and improve health outcomegdaing adults with high and
implicative addiction needs.

Goals:
To provide young adult offenders with alcohol ougliaddiction needs with intensive up-
front assistance and support to:

% Funding Management Committee paper FMC 05/16T@)rts and Health project 21 August 2006.
*WATCH Whanganui-a-Tara Courts and Health Projeatimersectoral pilot project providing intensive
assistance to young offenders with AoD addictity 2006.

® Management Team paper FMC 07-156. WESLEY COMMUNAGTION —ROLLOVER. 23 October 2007.

® Funding Management Committee paper FMC 05/16T@rts and Health project 21 August 2006.

" Minister of Health. Te Tahuhu —Improving Mentalatte 2005-2015: The second New Zealand Mental Healt
and addiction Plan. Wellington: Ministry of HeaRB05.

12
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* Overcome moderate to severe substance abuse amdeéece and associated health
issues

* Obtain the social assistance they need to beginjtheney to self-sufficiency and
useful community participation, including trainiagd employment

* Ensure they do not re-present to the justice syatemresult of further recidivist
activity.

The programme goal was set out in information fateptial participants as follows:

You may be able to use this project to make soraa@és in your life. This service is
especially created for people aged between 18m%e use of drugs and/or alcohol is
not healthy, and has resulted in you getting agckdt you are going to plead guilty,
Rob, the WATCH Community Work&can work with you to make some decisions and
positive changes in your life. That means thatiadtof being sentenced straight away,
you delay this and you and Rob will report to theége every two weeks about your
progresslf you actively work towards achieving all your gtsa including working
towards gaining control of your drug and alcohol asas well as the offending whilst
influenced, the Judge may take a more supportivenste with you at sentencing time.

Evaluation methodology

The evaluation used predominantly qualitative meéshgupplemented by analysis of available
guantitative offending data. The methods includealysis of project documentation, client and
other stakeholder interviews, file analysis andffending data analysis. Each is discussed
below. The evaluation was overseen by a smallisgggroup comprising key stakeholder
representatives who reviewed and approved the avatuprocess.

Project documentation review

Key documents were reviewed to determine goalgablves, planning and implementation
processes relevant to the WATCH project. These meaits were supplied to the evaluators by
stakeholders at the outset of the evaluation.

Review of client file documentation

Client files were reviewed by the evaluators whamesent had been obtained from the WATCH
client.

Because consent was unable to be provided foliatits, anonymised details for each client
were obtained directly from discussions with thmd kvorker.

8 Referred to in other documents and in this reasthe link worker.

13
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Interviews with clients and family/whanau

The evaluators requested that all WATCH clientsahdre possible family/whanau were
invited to participate in interviews for the evaioa. Clients and family members were invited
by the link worker. While there were some concawith this process, on balance given the
nature of the client group and the project, this yualged to be the process most likely to
maximise client engagement in the evaluation pcEse resignation of the link worker early
in the evaluation forced an acceleration of thisiponent of the evaluation.

Information sheets and consent forms were providexdients and whanau in advance.
Interviews were conducted face to face by two inésvers and were recorded, with the
permission of the interviewéeDiscussion focussed on the experiences and p&nspif the
WATCH participants.

Interviews were written up and a copy providedaoteparticipant to verify accuracy and
comprehensiveness. Interview results were analgsday themes which are summarised in
this report.

Copies of the information sheet, consent form amelview template are provided in Appendix
1.

Interviews with key stakeholder representatives

Key stakeholder representatives were interviewadelephone or face to face. Interview
participants were selected to represent those gnowplved in WATCH set up and
implementation and those on whom the project waujohct.

The interviews followed a semi-structured formad &cussed on the experiences and
perceptions of the interview participants with espto WATCH programme implementation
and outcomes.

Interviews were written up and a copy providedaoteparticipant to verify accuracy and
comprehensiveness. Interview results were analgsdey themes which are summarised in
this report.

Each interview was tailored to the role of the imieew participant. An example of the interview
prompt sheet is provided in Appendix 2.

% Discussions took place within the steering grougarding the option of contracting a Maori intervesvior client
interviews. There was some support for this apgrdian the steering group, with the proviso that#ably
qualified interviewer could be accessed. The likker expressed a strong view as to the inapprepeas of
using a Maori interviewer for the client group imestion and was strongly in favour of the evalmatamducting
the interviews. Because of this and the need tediti@the interviews before the link worker’s resitjon (which
precluded identifying and recruiting an approprhdeori interviewer in time) the evaluators conduictiee client
and whanau interviews.

14
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Court data

Court data were requested from the Wellington Ris@€ourt for the participating individuals
identified using name and date of birth. The datpuested were:

1. Number and type of charges at date of entry to WAT@ogramme.

2. Number and type of charges applying in the 12-mepettiod prior to entry date to
WATCH programme.

3. Number and type of charges applying for the 12-img@etriod after entry to the WATCH
programme. Where fewer than 12 months had elaps®eebn entry to the WATCH
programme and the cut off for date for the evatugthumbers of charges were
estimated pro rata based on the period of datéadNej eg, if a client had received 2
charges in a 6-month period between entering thd @k programme and the cut off
for date for the evaluation, an estimate of 4 cesngas assumed for that client for the
12 months following WATCH entry.

4. Sentencing outcomes in relation to all above clearge
Seriousness of charges was determined using thisthiof Justice seriousness of offence

scale, as reported lattp://www.corrections.govt.nz/public/research/offer-volumes-report-
2007/documents/dimensions.xIs#offencegroups'al

The seriousness score assigned to each offerfoe &/€rage number of days of imprisonment
imposed on every offender convicted of that offepetveen 2000 and 2004, where the average
is taken over both imprisoned and non-imprisondeinofers. If for example, between 2000 and
2004 there were 100 cases of offenders convictedpaiticular offence. Of these cases, 50
resulted in a custodial sentence, and the aveeaggh of the custodial sentences imposed on
these offenders was 30 days. The seriousnessfecahgs offence is (30 x 50/100), or 15.

There is an upper constraint on scores, ie, thermax penalties prescribed in legislation. For
example, the highest feasible seriousness scoenfoffence with a three month maximum
penalty (assuming everyone convicted was imprisdoethe maximum term) is 90 [3x30

days], whereas for an offence with a maximum pgrdditen years, the highest feasible score is
3650 [10x365 days].

Seriousness scores were then grouped into fivgoaes as follows, based on the
categorisation used by Searle et al 26806:
* Minor: offences with seriousness scores of 1 a.l€d8fences in this category include,
for example, disorderly behaviour, resisting palice
* Minor to moderate: offences with seriousness scofred to 10. Offences in this
category include, for example, common assaultt,tbed¢ach of court release conditions.

9 Searle W, Spier P. Christchurch Youth Drug CoilatPOne year follow-up study. Ministry of Justideebruary
2006. Available ahttp://www.courts.govt.nz/pubs/reports/2006/chhstch-youth-drug-court-pilot-follow-

up/index.html
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* Moderate: offences with seriousness scores of o 100. Offences in this category
include, for example, male assaults female, pogses$ an offensive weapon.

* Moderate to high: offences with seriousness saofre400 to 500. Offences in this
category include, for example, burglary for drugs.

* High: offences with seriousness scores of >50(1@fs in this category include, for
example, aggravated robbery.

Limitations

There are limitations to the validity of this evalion which must be considered when applying
the results of the evaluation. These include:

1. Impact of the timing of evaluation planning on datailability

The evaluation was not commissioned until the fiestr of the pilot was completed. This
timing precluded any opportunity to design the eaibn alongside the initiation and
implementation of the project.

Consequently there was no opportunity to:

» Consider utilisation of an experimental designréiedom allocation of people to a
“control” group or a “treatment” group). Howevetrjs unlikely that such an
experimental design would be acceptable on ethicalnds.

» Setup a system whereby project participants ageebd contacted by the evaluators to
consider participation in an evaluation subseqteettteir involvement in the project.
This has meant that the evaluators relied on thewiorker to invite clients and whanau
to participate in the evaluation. This introducemasibility of bias in the group who
agreed to participate. Despite misgivings abou thi hindsight, it appears very
unlikely that the group of people who agreed tdipigate would have done so without
the link worker “vouching” for both the evaluatipnocess and the evaluators.

» Set up a process for collating data on court agmeass, charges and convictions for
participating clients. Planning for data collat@md involving the personnel responsible
for this early in the evaluation planning may hassisted with overcoming issues that
restricted the number of clients for whom data varailable (refer below for further
detail regarding limitations with Court data).

* Include measures of AOD use in the project in sueray that they could be utilised to
demonstrate outcomes in this area. No reliableuanersal baseline data were
available, nor was there any measure of AOD useaatked problems at project exit.

Simple screening on entry and exit may assist thithin future. Given the nature of the

project and the client group, any screening procedwuld have to be administered
either by the link worker, who would require traigiand ongoing support in this area,
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or by the AOD practitioners involved. The usefumes$this would need to be
considered in light of whether it would be accef#ab the client group:

2. Small number of project clients

There were, in total, only 25 clients involved lre tproject, with only 21 clients actively
participating, during the 12-month pilot. Such smambers make any comparison statistically
unreliable and it is not possible to statistical@monstrate any relationship between
participation in the WATCH project and re-offending

The small numbers also mean that those intervidarthe evaluation (total of 5 clients being
approximately 25% of actively participating clientsay not necessary provide a view that is
representative of all participating WATCH client$iere is no information about the group of
four clients who did not participate in WATCH.

3. Limitations to the Court data

The validity of Court data analysis was signifidatitnited by issues of veracity with client
data which meant that Court data were availablefty 12 of 21 participating clients. It is

strongly recommended that suitable data collectethods are built into the design of the
ongoing project to better support future data asisly

It is noted that convictions data may have beemeenobust method to review client behaviour
before and after entry to the WATCH programme. Heavethese data were not readily
available. Because charges are being used simplynipare behaviour before and after
programme entry, ie, for relative analysis onlysitegarded to be a valid method.

1 NB: The possibility of using an alcohol assessn@uitlike AUDIT was debated by clinicians, Wesley
Community Action and C&C DHB prior to project imphentation and an active decision was taken nosécthis
at link worker level for the following reasons:

» Clients were going to undergo professional AOD ss®ent anyway.

» Concerns that the process would almost inevitaaly a clipboard-type interaction when the focus wa
intended to be on building rapport and engagenagntworking on aspirations and strengths-based
planning.

* Thelink worker performing an AOD style assessnuamntied the risk of clients viewing the link workas
a “quasi-professional AOD worker” which worked agsithe project intention.

* There was a risk that responses in AUDIT upfrontildde more guarded than those in follow-up AUDIT
because of increased trust and openness resuliimgtfie ongoing relationship with the link work#r.
was thought that self report would be accuratergttie intended emphasis on openness in the link
worker’s dealings with clients.

» It was proposed that the small numbers intended fre pilot meant that a numeric score would beoof
greater value than self-reporting against a cl&eotin goals.

(Information supplied via personal communicatioff088with former Senior Portfolio Manager Primargan
Community Care C&CDHB.)
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A “matched comparison” sample where the two granesmatched as closely as possible on all
the relevant variables may have been a more robestod but was not feasible as there was no
means of identifying from the available Court da¢®ple who had a moderate-severe alcohol
and/or other drug dependency that was linked to ¢iiflending. Furthermore people who have

a moderate to severe alcohol and/or other drugndigpeey may differ in significant ways from
other offenders and there is no way to accounthisr

Finally, using administrative data to count, edentes which come to the attention of Police,

or offences which are dealt with in court, may betreliable proxies for actual levels of
reoffending by project participants. It is knowmatlonly a small proportion of many types of
offences committed are reported to, or detecteBdlige. However, once again because charges
data are being used simply to compare behaviowrdéeaind after programme entry rather than
comment on behaviour per se, this issue is notdegao be of significance for the results.
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Results: Data obtained
Project documentation
The following documents were reviewed:
General documentation
» Capital & Coast District Health Board. WATCH Whamngé&a-Tara Courts and Health
Project. An intersectoral pilot project providingensive assistance to young offenders
with AoD addiction. July 2006.
* Flow chart: WATCH programme. Undated.
» Communications Plan. Courts and Health projectudgn2007.

Working group meeting agendas and minutes

* Funding Management Committee paper FMC 05/167 @)t and Health project 21
August 2006.

» Draft programme of Working Group subgroup meeting/allington District Court. 2
December 2006.

* Notes from planning meeting — 19 December 2006 esléy Community Action.
* Notes from WATCH meeting. C&C DHB 10 January 2007.

* Management Team paper FMC 07-06. Wesley CommuratipA — Service Spec
Change. 19 February 2007.

« Courts & Health project Working Group. Minutes oébting 17 March 2008
« Courts & Health project Working Group. Minutes oébting 26 April 2007°

* Management Team paper FMC 07-156. WESLEY COMMUNHAGTION —
ROLLOVER. 23 October 2007.

* Agenda. Courts & Health Working Group Meeting: 2rin2007, 9 November 2007.

2NB: document titled 29 April but file name indieat17 March
1¥NB: document titled 29 April but file name indieat26 April
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Documentation regarding link worker service

» Capital & Coast District Health Board. Requestdapression of interest for Courts and
Health Link-worker Service. Undated — circa 2006.

* Request for expression of interest for Courts agalth link worker service. Evaluation
Overview and Scoresheet. Undated — circa 2006.

« SERVICE SPECIFICATION. Courts and Health link warl@=rvice. Undated — circa
2006.

Client information

« WATCH INFORMATION PAMPHLET: Whanganui-a-Tara Coudad Health Project
(information for potential participants). Undated.

*  WATCH Frequently Asked Questions (information fatential participants). Undated.
Other

* Report for MSD re link worker in Courts. AddressedViike Bryant. 7 December 2006.

WATCH information for Judges. Note to Wellingtordges and Visiting Judges from

Judge John Walker. Dated January 2007.

Review of client file documentation

Case-by-case review was conducted via intervieWw thi¢ link worker to obtain anonymised
details on programme involvement for all 25 clietdditionally, client files were reviewed
directly for six clients who provided consent fhetfile review.

Interviews with key stakeholder representatives

A total 15 interviews were conducted with 13 kegkstolder representatives (refer Appendix
3) via telephone (7) or face to face (8) betweea Mh@rch and mid May 2008. In one case, the
stakeholder was interviewed on three separate imtras

Interviews with clients and family/whanau

Six clients and/or their family/whanau consentetiédnterviewed for the WATCH evaluation.
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Four participants chose to be interviewed alone,was interviewed with his partner, and one
client, serving a prison sentence, was represditdéis mother. Interviews were conducted
between mid March and April 2008.

Court data

Courts data were available for 12 of 21 (57%) pgréting clients. Data were unavailable for
the balance of clients because of:
» Lack of match between name and date of birth infOewcords: 5/21 (24%)
» Lack of alignment between reported court dates AIYWH records and Court records:
4/21 (19%).

Results: intervention process

The planned intervention

The set up phase of the WATCH project involved fation of a steering group and
development of an intersectoral working group. $teering group comprised senior
representatives of stakeholder organisations, amdded overall oversight and sponsorship of
the project development. The working group was maulef representatives of existing services
in Courts, Police, Probation Service, health aradasservice organisations with support from
local government, NGOs, and other government agen¢he working group secured funding,
employed a short-term project manager, contractedl®y Community Action as the host
organisation for the project, undertook projectigiesind continued to oversee the project
implementation phase.

The WATCH project aimed to provide service to yoanlylt offenders referred from the
Wellington District Court, with eligibility crited as follows"*

» Offenders aged 18-25 years with some discreti@ttept clients outside of this age
range.

» Clients with moderate to severe drug and/or alcdlepkendence or abuse linked to
offending.

* A history of recidivist offending.

* The presiding judge agrees that a community-basedgof intervention is appropriate
before sentencing.

» Assessment identifies that the person is a wiliadicipant in the project and
committed to making positive changes that may ideladdressing health, family and
employment issues.

* The client agrees to regular monitoring throughGloairt.

Interview data and client information literatureidified an additional requirement that the
client was pleading guilty to the charge or chafgesd.

¥ \WATCH initiative 2006
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Client information literature outlines the follovgrinot negotiable” conditions of the WATCH
Project:

*  “Aguilty plea

* A real commitment to changing the way you are alydiving

* A Drug and Alcohol assessment

* A plan that you make and the Judge agrees to tadghen work on together

* A commitment to coming to court every two weekbBesdudge can also monitor your

progress.™

A link worker was employed as a key element ofgihsgect to provide the point of contact for

all parties, and to work with the project clieritbe appointment of the link worker marked the
beginning of the implementation phase which begdfebruary 2007.

The planned WATCH process is shown below in Figubelow:

' WATCH INFORMATION PAMPHLET: Whanganui-a-Tara Cosiand Health Project (information for
potential participants). Undated.
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Figure 1: The WATCH Proce$s

Youth with alcohol or drug related offences

first identified in the Police

cells

v

Link Worker makes initial contact and identifies:-
Mid-severe AoD issues
Motivation of youth to address issues
Interest of vouth in the proaramme and quilty plea

\ 4

Link Worker signals to District Court Judge that the

vouth is a candidate for the proaramme

v

—

COURT HEARING

|

A4

A pre-sentence period of
supervision which includes the
youth’s participation in this
programme

v

Further assessment of the
individual's health, welfare
and patrticipation

y

Alcohol and Drug

Other health services
- e.g — mental health

An Intervention Plan is developed
with the youth and a participation
contact is negotiated

Income assistance /
protection

y

Social Services,
parenting, whanau

Housing and
accommodation

Youth 4
decides Youth

not to agreesto
proceed terms

v

Referred to Court
for redirection or

Training and
Employment

rehabilitation services

y

Not appropriate
for the
programme

Sentenced

Client returns to have
the plan reviewed and
signed off by the

Judge

Fortnightly report to
the judge from each
service area within the
intervention plan

|

The Judge maintains an over-arching
interest

'

sentencing as
required

Lack of progress

on agreed
objectives, or
client re-offends

The programme
is comoleted

v

Sentencing

!¢ Capital & Coast District Health Board. WATCH Whamgi-a-Tara Courts and Health Project. An intesett
pilot project providing intensive assistance tonygwffenders with AoD addiction. July 2006.
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Variations to planned process

Interview data and documentation indicate thahenrhain the WATCH project was
implemented as planned. The points of varianc@atiemed below.

Entry to the programme

The project plan refers to referrals coming frong aaurce, but the most common sources being
legal representatives and police. The plan alsedhtbtat initial contact would ideally be in the
police cells.

Referrals to WATCH came from a variety of sourdesg,only one came via Police and five via
lawyers. Five came via self /friend /whanau refeairad five via other community organisations.
In terms of supporting young adult offenders toradd AOD and other health issues and reduce
offending, the source of referral appears to beproblematic and the demand for service
demonstrates that the service meets a communit reavever, an unforeseen impact of this
was that the link worker’'s caseload filled quicklyd the project lost visibility in the Court and
with Police, where there was an expectation thatittk worker would receive referrals more
systematically via police and/or during court appeaaes.

The link worker did not use the planned opportutotaccess clients in police cells. It could be
assumed that this was because caseload filledyagsdiescribed.

An additional impact of the change in entry pomttte programme was that two clients entered
WATCH post-sentence, two had no court involvemek @ot all clients had entered a guilty
plea. It appears that to some extent this comglittite management of the programme for
example:
» For some clients there was no further requiremantdurt appearances and therefore no
input from and accountability to the Court.
* The point of programme exit became somewhat vajgdrticularly for those clients
who were entering the programme at what would lteen the exit point, according to
the planned process.

Exit from the programme

The programme plan indicates that clients would \WATCH once sentenced. As noted above,
in some cases, this was the point of entry foienthnd in other cases involvement extended
well beyond sentencing.

This appears to reflect the clients’ need for ongavork and/or follow-up.

Additionally, there appears to be a need for carsition of continuing to work with clients
who are given custodial sentences while partianggitn WATCH.
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Clients interviewed have expressed a clear prederéar a more open-ended rather than finite
relationship, with many noting that this is theisf experience of an ongoing supportive
relationship with an agency.

One stakeholder noted that part of the link workericcess with clients was based on his
intention to form enduring relationships with thamd their families and that the project plan
did not account for longevity in relationships.

AOD assessment

The requirement for AOD assessment was not me#iby @f clients and a further 24% had had
AOD assessments prior to coming onto the WATCH mogne. Details regarding this are
discussed below. This is a departure from programteria and requires further consideration.
There is a suggestion that some clients did not thee AOD issues as a priority and that the
link worker focussed on engaging these clientsdepnto move them towards agreeing to an
AOD assessment, thus attempting to balance cliegagement with the programme
requirement for AOD assessment.

There is potential to lose the focus on AOD outcsmed to miss the opportunity to utilise the
impending court sentencing as an incentive font$i¢o address AOD issu¥s.

Court reappearances

The planned process for the Judge to sign off erclre plan and for the client and link worker
to regularly report back to the Judge to reviewgpess at two-weekly reappearances in Court
did not happen at all. Stakeholders consistenticated that this is an unrealistic expectation

given the way the District Court works.

Clients expressed a preference for not re-appe&eqggently in Court.
It can be assumed that this change contributdaetdoss of visibility of the WATCH project in
Court, as mentioned above. However, the full imgdi¢his change of process is not clear. It is

notable that, in terms of Court systems and resstbe planned process does not appear to be
viable.

Nature of intervention provided by link worker -iking” versus “working”

"However, this needs to be balanced against ttae riessage from feedback that it was the qualitpefink
worker’s relationship with clients and his abilitygive the clients a sense that they, rather ftlganvere setting the
agenda that was a significant strength of the ptajeted by clients (refer Client feedback “Focudsse clients’
priorities”).
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There appears to be some variance in the way iohathe link worker role was planned as
compared with the way the role was implemented,dwvaw the degree of variance is unclear as
there were differing views on the intended role.

Project planning documents indicated that the esiplanned for the role was on “linking”
activity rather than providing intensive service ikplemented the role was much more taken
up with providing intensive support directly toasits. Steering group members were divided in
their views as to the intended application of thle.rSome steering group members reported
that a “linking” focus was always the intention was others were of the view that intensive
“work” on the part of the link worker was the exps®n.

Regardless, it appears that the intensive and ¢oneuming nature of the intervention provided
by the link worker was underestimated in the oadjpplan. The demands of the workload
impacted on the time the link worker had availablee in court to receive new referrals. This
is discussed in more detail below.

Whanau focus

The link worker worked with whanau and worked watcommunity focus as part of an
approach that focused on all issues, not just A@Daifending, and critically on the underlying
issues that underpinned AOD problems. The projechdt specify individualistic versus
whanau work but the structure of the programmethadimitations on availability of flexible
funding tended toward an expectation of a focuammdividual client. For example, the link
worker would pay personally to purchase food ferwhole whanau, as he saw flexible funding
as available to buy something for a client onlyd #ms was not appropriate if he was meeting
with the whole family.
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Results: outcomes of the WATCH project

Client feedback

What worked well

The five clients and one parent interviewed as @fettis evaluation were universally positive
about the WATCH project, in particular they werghly positive about the qualities and
actions of the link worker who, for participantaswsynonymous with the project. A number of
key themes emerged in the feedback and these tirgedibelow.

1. Positive role model and effective helper
All of those interviewed spoke about the effectymgproach taken by the link worker and his
ability to model positive ways of communicatingpplem solving and managing difficult life

issues. All noted his tenacity in working alongsatients to overcome barriers to change.

A focus on working with clients “where they wereaidathe link worker’s “respect for who |
am” contributed to relationship building.

“He did not care that | was in a gang.”
“He was willing to work with me where | was at.”
Having a Maori role model was noted as a very pasfactor by one client.
“Rob'® being Maori was significant; Rob uses the sameguage, does not talk down, it
is good to be able to look up to a Maori. [I] engmyworking with a Maori who was
smart with lots to offer.”
The parent interviewed noted that, for the finsteij her son started to attend to his personal
hygiene and helped to keep the home clean anéidyshe attributed this directly to the link
worker’s influence.
A number of clients expressed high regard for taes@nal qualities that the link worker brought
to his professional role, especially his warmtls, ion-judgmental approach, his ability to listen
and to communicate in a style that clients werefootable with.

“[He] has an aroha and ability to talk to people thiteir level.”

“Rob is a good person to talk to, he is a real pewality and very warm. Often helpers
are quite intimidating; [they] operate like robats.

18“Rob” refers to the link worker for the WATCH paajt
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“Rob is very motivating, open and good to talk to.”

“I knew as soon as | met him that he would be helpf
A strong theme that emerged from client and whanimuviews was their sense that the link
worker worked in “a different way” to anyone thegdhpreviously dealt with. One client noted
that he had never formed a working relationshipwithelping person” before meeting the link
worker.

“Works in a different way; like talking over a ce#.”

“He worked in a different way to probations.”

“Probation is set up to make people fail.”

The points raised in the following sections tendetitect this “different” approach.

2. Focussed on clients’ priority issues

All participants noted the help that they receivedthe WATCH project in meeting basic needs
such as transport, help with finding a place te liwelp with finding a job, help sorting out
relationship problems and being able to talk wadmeone who they could rely on. Many
participants noted that the link worker worked gleide other agencies to help, in particular
with Work and Income New Zealand (WINZ). Threeloé tclients interviewed noted that help
with getting a job was significant and made a bffecence in their lives.

“Help with jobs — getting to interviews.”
“Someone to talk to, help to find job, take to matew, take to Court and probation.”
“[Helped me with] buying newspaper, access to Intdr’

“Good person to talk to, understands, knows whalike, fully understands where |
come from, understands gang involvement.”

These types of issues, along with legal issuesiwduie discussed below, were top of the list of
concerns for clients. Most stated that the williegs of the link worker to actually focus on their
concerns was hugely positive and a point of difieeawith other agencies they had encountered
previously. For many, this involved focus on wdrkjning, accommodation, etc, but other
areas were also noted such as encouragement eéhver interests and talking over coffee.

“[He is willing to] focus on MY needs; is interedten the things | want — will talk about
things that might help in those areas. Does nottavagenda. ”

“Rob helped in all key areas.”
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“[He is] someone who listens and is prepared to kvon what | want to work on.
“He collected me from rehab to get me to Court.”
“Takes you for coffee or lunch.”

“[1] would not expect this help from somewhere €lse

3. Provided support in Court and with legal issues

All clients interviewed noted that the WATCH prdjéeiped considerably by providing direct
support in Court and/or assisting with other isslesh as meeting obligations with the
Probation Service. Clients noted that they apptedihaving someone to speak to the judge on
their behalf, to help sort out paperwork requiretaemd to talk to lawyers. One person noted
that the link worker arranged an AOD assessmentibsa “needed for paperwork” for the
Court.

“Would have been heaps more difficult in court withRob’s support.”
“Vouches for you — in Court and with other servi¢es

“‘Rob is a really on to it person and really helpedh the outcome of Court and
everything else.”

“When you are on charges it can be really intensitiere are a whole lot of things
going on and you need help. Having someone likeiRadally helpful. He walks you
through the things that might help.”

“It would be good if everyone got to see somedieeRob before they see a lawyer.
Lawyers shut you down; they don’t want to lookhatwider options.”

In relation to helping with probation obligatiortsients noted that the link worker provided
support at appointments and transport to get toiappents. They also noted that having
support to deal with Probation Services was helpful

“Support at probation — helped me not to nut off.”

One client noted his belief that that recent supfrom the link worker “has kept him out of
prison” since his release three and a half momdHgee
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4. Maintained an ongoing connection

All of those interviewed noted that the link workbd not cut off service or contact once goals
and Court commitments had been fulfilled. This wated as a significant point of difference
with other services and one which participants eppted immensely.

“[He] stays connected with people.”

“[He] regularly calls in on family and keeps in tol.”

5. Went the “extra mile”
Many of those interviewed highlighted that the lim&rker was someone who was willing and
able to “go the extra mile” in helping them achieveat they wanted to achieve and, in
particular, someone who worked persistently anelcéiffely to overcome the many barriers that
arose. A key example of this was the work involiredetting one client to an intensive life
skills course which involved many requirements sasimaking a successful application and
actively trouble shooting when the application wasrlooked, getting support from WINZ,
overcoming medical barriers, arranging and arrapfinding for transport to attend the course,
meeting the clothing requirements, etc.

“Tries to do as much as he can with time availdble.

“Gives extras.”

“Rob does not quit.”

“Rob does not seem to treat his work like a jdie-is straight up and honest, not
“upper class”, not like a social worker, like a &émd or a person, not like he’s working.”

“Always available and gives a lot of time; this mates [clients] to make time.”
“When | needed money for the bus to get to a jedrunew, Rob asked when and where
it was and then drove me there.”

6. Looked at wider options

Clients highlighted their appreciation of the lwkrker’s ability to work with them using their
own and his ideas to find novel ways to move fodvar

“Opens your mind up to what you can do — like caliimgy and other things.”

“Helped to highlight good/bad things”
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“Gives you ideas and you can take it from there.”

“Rob is willing to look at all the options and tlegtras that might help.”
Additionally, clients and whanau reported the hmndrker setting up things that fitted with
where the client was at the time. For exampleptrent interviewed reported that the link
worker accessed some music tutoring for her sdhissvas an area that he was motivated by.
Another client spent extended time with the linkrkeéy and a co-worker working through and
developing some of his creative and artistic ideas.

This broad approach to facilitating the help needadributed, in one case, to rebuilding an
important family relationship.

“Rob set it up so Mum could be at my [graduation].”

The link worker noted that it was the first timéstmother had seen her son achieve something.

7. Worked with the family and in the community
One client noted that the link worker was differemthat he was always out and about in the
community and not just a person behind a desk.®tygpreciated that he formed a relationship
with their family as well as them. The link worke&as a positive role model not just for
WATCH clients but also often for their friends antlanau.

“Rob keeps in contact and he calls in on the farhily

“Rob has been support for other members of theljaine is respected by them.”

“Rob is liked by [client’s] group of friends andighwider group also learns from Rob,
not just the ones that he is directly working with.

“Rob is a father figure and very well respected.”

“Rob has been support for other members of thelfarsi respected by them.”

Alcohol and drug use

There were mixed views among the clients interviévagarding the significance of alcohol
and drug use in relation to their offending.

One client noted that an AOD assessment and cdimgskead been helpful but he did not see

his drinking as a big problem. He reported thalh&e stopped drinking for a period of time (on
becoming a parent) but had since re-started arslngeissue with this so far.
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One clientrecognised that drinking often led to problems Viights and has made a decision
not to drink so much in order to avoid trouble.itged that cannabis causes him much less
trouble than alcohol.

One client noted that drinking was directly invalve his offending and had reduced his
drinking by “a lot” which had made a difference lwthings. He cited, as an example, not being
too hung over on a Monday to remember to textitileworker about the evaluation interview.

Despite being one of the clients not to have had@b assessment as part of the WATCH
project, one client stated that he had been a hesmvyabis user and had chosen not to use after
attending an intensive life skills course throuigd WAT CH project. He reported no cannabis
use since that time (approximately one year) arsdshacessfully held down a job, been
promoted and lived in a stable environment. Thisntlalso reported reducing his drinking in
recognition that alcohol can contribute to pooricés.

One client reported attending an intensive resideADD programme for people with co-
existing AOD and mental health problems as pathefWATCH project. He noted it was
helpful to meet other people facing similar probdetim him. This client reported ongoing issues
with alcohol and drugs and mental health problems.

“It helped to know that there are other people viitlese issues.”

The parent interviewed for this evaluation repottett her son had a big issue with drinking.
Her son had an AOD and psychological assessmgraraef the WATCH project but she was
unsure about the assessment results. She reploateaetr son had attended AOD counselling
and his drinking had slowed down. She noted thatittbervention was probably too late
relative to the charges he was factig.

Gains from the WATCH project

Clients were asked to comment on their currenaidn and the extent to which they viewed
their involvement in the WATCH project had had atweg on this.

Two clients noted significant improvements in thsies and attributed much of this to the
support they received from the link worker. Botla moved from being homeless to more
stable living environments, both reported gainingployment, one had been promoted to a
supervisory role and reported applying communicesikills in his work that he had learned
with the link worker. Both clients reported impraveslationships with family; one had bought
a car. Both expressed hope for the future in texhkgeping out of trouble, given that they had
learned some other skills and strategies.

9 Note: this client self-referred to the WATCH praijevhile on bail and was subsequently incarcerated.
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“Without the help from Rob and [the course] lifewld be completely different; [I]
would have gone to prison.”

Three other clients also reported positive chasge r@sult of their participation in the WATCH
project. One reported decreased involvement witic®and recognition that things could
improve if he could stay out of trouble; one repdrhaving gained help in all key areas and
being in a better position to help himself; a thiegorted that he has learned to limit his
drinking and sees the link between drinking andimginto trouble. All of these clients were
actively seeking work at the time of the intervi€ne noted that, despite the positive
experience of working with Rob, his view of himsatfd his expectations for the future had not
changed because of the attitude of Police and Roob&ervice who he perceives as “out to get
you”. He did note, however, that he could see tthiaggs could improve if he could stay out of
trouble and at the time of his interview, he hadrbeut of trouble for a month. This person
chose to contact the evaluation team post-interteergport that he had gained full-time
employment with help from the link worker and rejgdrfeeling very positive about this
opportunity.

The parent interviewed noted that her son had rgates in personal development but this did
not affect the court outcome as her son breactseddii and was given a prison sentence while
participating in the project. The restriction oe fink worker with regard to being able to
follow-up with the client in prison was seen agwitation in the project design (see below for
further discussion).

NB: it is notable that two interviewed clients hiighted that, as a result of their involvement
with the link worker, they were willing and ablegarticipate in an interview as part of the
WATCH evaluation, something neither of them woudyé& done previously.

“I hate talking about myself but I'm here to suppBiob because he’s done so much for
me.”

The propensity for clients to recommend the WATQbjgct to others was further evidence of
the gains that clients saw they had made.

All of those interviewed stated that they wouldaeenend the WATCH project to others and in
a number of cases had already done so. All stheddtie Project should be continued.

“[It] needs to continue.”

“[Have] recommended using Rob to other people.”

“Have recommended to two mates.”

“Probation should be like Rob — would get more dedprning up.”

“[I've] never had support like Rob before — onlypf my partner.”
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One participant noted that he has made suggegtiastbers about things they can do and what
their options are, having learned this throughlititeworker.

One person noted that the project should contindeshould be made available nationwide.
The project itself in terms of its goals and preasswas seen as valuable.

“A new person will not be the same as Rob but #a#ybring their own different
strengths to the project.”

Suggested improvements

Those interviewed for this evaluation did not radupply suggestions for improvements to
the programme, given their high level of satisfactwith what they had received. The key point
noted, as outlined above, was that the projecgdetid not enable follow through with clients
who re-offended and received a jail sentence wiahticipating in the project. The parent
interviewed noted that it was very difficult forrson and herself when the support from the
link worker was “cut off.”

“The programme would be better if it could help pksoall way through when someone
goes to prison.”

This problem was also raised by the link worker valad gone to considerable lengths to gain
prison visitor status in order to continue the etion with this client while at the same time
feeling concern that he was going beyond the baugglaf the project.

One client suggested the need for a follow-up @Enogne to build on the gains made during the
intensive support received from the WATCH project.

“A follow-on programme would be really good. Ita§ really intensive in the beginning
and you need a lot of help. But later when thingsraore sorted it would be good to
carry on and have some help to do that.”

Stakeholder feedback

What worked well

A number of themes emerged with respect to whakawell in the project from a stakeholder
perspective and are outlined as follows.

1. Effective project set-up
Many stakeholders noted the effectiveness of theristg group in developing and

implementing the project. The involvement and eegaent of appropriate parties and the “right
mix” within this group were cited as strengths émel opportunity for feedback provided by this
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structure was seen as advantageous. Honesty grettegthin the working group were also
highlighted as valuable.

The impact of careful project set up was notedsm®rrable care was taken not to over-
publicise the initiative to avert the risk of unpiell criticism and over-expectations in the set-up
phase.

Focus group work early in project set-up to gath&rmation from young people in the
criminal justice system regarding aspirations, ibesrexperienced, etc, and youth representation
in the working group were seen as important aspedtse design.

Also cited was a high level of engagement in thoggmt in the development phase (agency
representatives) and in the implementation phdsn(s, whanau and agencies).

Almost all stakeholders noted that the Senior BoatManager Primary & Community Care,
Capital & Coast DHB was a strong and effective geogriver.

2. The right link worker

There was strong sense from stakeholders that gpéven“right person” in the link worker role
was the key to the project’s success. Points raised:

* The link worker’s ability to build rapport and ttusith clients, allowing him to work
effectively, was strongly emphasised. Additiondlig link worker’s ability to provide a
role model for many of the WATCH clients with higkeds was noted.

“What he said, he did. So, what they said, they’did

“[The link worker’s] charisma, his ability to commicate and have
conversations with people really worked.”

“He worked at building life long relationships wigieople. He cared about them
as people, they were special to him and he intethetith them in that way.”

» Linked to the point above, it was noted that thet faat clients have been keen to be
involved in WATCH reflected the abilities of the WA&H link worker and his ability to
build rapport.

» The project provided an intensive, personalisedgrecentred service, as planned. The
intention was to provide a service that demongdratarmth, human caring, respect in
relationships and allowed people to express tigpirations. This has been achieved.

* There was a high level of trust and rapport betwiberink worker and the AOD

counsellor who undertook much of the AOD work foAWCH clients. This meant that
WATCH clients were generally positive about takihg initial step of seeing the AOD
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counsellor. Clients were usually accompanied tarthial assessment by the link
worker which was a significant factor in clientgeatding.

» A respectful relationship was established betwbenYATCH link worker and the
Court.

3. The right placement for the service

Some stakeholders noted that Wesley Community Agdirovided a good base for the project,
working with relevant and effective interventiorpapaches, ie, strengths-based approach, a
bicultural approach and a focus on cultural compedelt was recognised that Wesley
Community Action provided necessary supervision adessional development structures for
the link worker and developed good documentatiowiaa the project.

The physical location of Wesley Community Actionaiitcommunity where many clients felt
comfortable was also seen as a positive.

Interestingly, for one stakeholder there wereahitbncerns with Wesley Community Action as
the contract holder given that the agency had c&draund in AOD and youth work. However,
as the project progressed, these concerns weyedlla

Stakeholders also noted that existing networkselink worker and Wesley Community
Action were utilised effectively.

4. The right community links

One stakeholder noted that links to specific subiees in the community through other
workers in Wesley allowed insight to this group daclilitated the formation of relationships
between the link worker and the many clients wiemtdy with these sub-cultures. This
stakeholder also noted that, given his naturelilkenvorker could still have built these
relationships but it would have taken a lot longer.

It was recognised that it was good for clients wsittong links to certain sub-cultures and to the
criminal community to build relationships of trugith someone outside that community as they
often struggled with such relationships.

Locating the WATCH project alongside Wesley ComntyiAiction’s Rangatahi Support
programme was also useful. It allowed for suppod some back up for the link worker.

5. Work with whanau and community

One stakeholder noted that it had been criticaffective outcomes that the link worker worked
with whanau and adopted a community approach t&mgmith clients, with a strong focus on
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building and maintaining community relationshipkidireflected an approach that focused on
all issues, not just AOD and offending, and critican the underlying issues that underpinned
AOD problems. This point was also expressed by#rent who was interviewed as part of the
evaluation.

It appears that word spread in the community thextet was someone able to help and this
resulted in people “lining up to see [the link werK.

6. Critical project support

The involvement of Judge John Walker as a sendggurom Wellington District Court able to
“pave the way” for the WATCH project in the couetng and the support from other judges
was cited as critical to the project’s effectiverelepment and implementation.

Equally, the support of Police Prosecutions was sesevital to the project. The project would
not have worked without support from Police Prosieas for pre-sentencing stand-down
periods and was, thus, vital to the whole premiga®project. This support was underpinned
by police involvement in project set-up from Polittee Police Iwi Liaison Officer and Police
Prosecutions.

7. An official role in Court

One stakeholder noted that the link worker’'s besiegn operating in and accepted in court went
a long way to breaking down barriers for client&e®, clients have developed a view of all
officials (judges, police, social workers, lawyegsspbation officers, etc) as one group of people
and do not typically regard them as a group thtassist them. It was significant for clients to
see that some parts of the system can operatesatiffe with a focus on helping. This could also
have been a risk and the link worker could havenlseen as just another part of the system; the
link worker’s ability to build rapport and engadeents quickly went a long way to averting this
risk.

8. Careful service selection

One stakeholder noted that getting this client grimuagree to AOD assessment and counselling
is an outstanding achievement and attributed ithisart, to the link worker’s efforts to
understand the services available and get a sémsewahey worked, and refer clients
accordingly.

Additionally, the link worker used feedback fronetblient after the AOD counselling to
determine if the relationship was working and agblhis information in further care planning.

A similar approach underpinned access to othercsvThe link worker noted that he took
great care when referring clients to other servieasuring that he had met the specific
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individual who would be involved with the client&ahad confirmed that they would be a “safe”
choice to work with that specific WATCH client.

9. Appropriate systems and procedures
The following were noted as project systems andgutares that worked well in WATCH:

* The inclusion of a pool of flexible funding in tipeoject which allowed the link worker
to respond to specific individualised needs.

» Access to transport by the link worker which undiempd a large percentage of the
support that the link worker was able to give. R¥mg transport for clients for various
appointments, etc, was a practical form of suptat provided the opportunity for
building a relationship of trust and engaging ardli

10.Ready access to AOD assessment and treatment

The WATCH project benefited from ready access tdA€3sessment. This allowed
appointments for AOD assessment to be set up amhertaken quickly and, typically, treatment
could follow immediately.

In the main, this happened because of an existorging relationship between the link worker
and the AOD counsellor who completed a large priogoof the AOD work within the project.
It worked in the project’s favour that the AOD sesvutilised was newly established and, thus,
had capacity for the WATCH clients.

Additionally, other AOD services provided good saggdor the project which contributed to
timely assessment and treatment.

Evidence of effectiveness

Stakeholders were asked to identify evidence tititates that the project has been effective.
Although many had a limited sense of the outconfidiseoproject at the time of the evaluation,
some points regarding apparent effectiveness wghdigihted:

* The fact that the link worker quickly establishedase load highlighted the need and the
gap that the project is filling.

» The project clearly helped to establish the needbarld the case for having an AOD
worker in the Court and has demonstrated the @i tieis.

* The fact that participating clients were not lindite “easy” clients only was seen as an
indicator of effectiveness.

Stakeholders who had greater knowledge of projettoones noted the following:
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» Every person involved with the project (that thekeholder was directly aware of [10/21
participating clients]) had achieved a positivecomte.

» There have been “huge” changes in some clients$limcluding some overwhelming
outcomes and major changes that would not haveemagopwithout the support of the
link worker.

» One client with a significant offending history lnding a period in a Youth Justice
Residential Centre is employed and no longer ire@hvith Police.

What worked less well

The following areas that worked less well and cdaddmproved upon were identified by
stakeholders:

1. Visibility in Court

There was a competing need for the link workergwisible in court and to be working
intensively with clients in the community. Once timk worker built a full caseload there was a
problem with maintaining the WATCH presence in tloart setting. Put plainly the project
structure was such that there was one link workey aould not be present in the court and
working with clients in the community at the sanmed. This resulted in some negative
feedback about the project, particularly in relatio the visibility and constancy of the link
worker in court.

“The link worker is not a consistent player in teurt — this a problem with the project
structure not a problem with the worker.”

This issue may have been less of a problem if tefgpback to judges had occurred fortnightly
as per the original project design. However, stal@drs neither saw this reporting back process
as workable in the District Court environment nbawoy real value to the project. Additionally,

it was noted that the provision of a written regorjudges at the final appearance would be
preferable to an oral report only as had been geaki

Linked to the point above, other issues about ifiewlties in running a one-person project
were raised, including covering leave, matchingrab to worker and preventing burn-out.
Wesley Community Action was able to mitigate sorhthese issues by supporting a close
working relationship between the link worker and Bangatahi Support Worker.

2. Orientation, training and support
Issues pertaining to orientation, training and supfor the link worker were highlighted. It was

suggested that a more thorough orientation tolttahal and other drug treatment options
would be of benefit along with introduction to otlservices and agencies. The link worker
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tended to work with a limited number of agencied a@rvices most of which were known to

him from his experience prior to the link work rokelditionally, one stakeholder expressed
concern that the link worker could be over-invohat become very disappointed when goals
were not met. This was seen as a training and @igpeT issue that needs to be factored into the
project.

Linked to this, (and noted as not unique to thgggmt) the judges interviewed expressed a need
for a better sense of a worker’s clinical expertind some assurance that the link worker has
the necessary ability to provide an effective sarviVithout this they must operate to some
extent on “faith”.

3. Communication with Police

Issues relating to lack of communication betweengioject and Police were highlighted and it
was suggested that the project could be strengthenéhe provision of regular feedback to
Police.

“The project has not hit the Police radar.”

It was intended that referrals would be accessadiles held in the Police Prosecutions kiosk in
Court; accordingly, front line police were initiaflagging files where offending was alcohol and
drug related and a system was set up to facilitally access to Police files for the link worker.
The latter did not occur as the link worker quic&tquired a case load in Court and frontline
police stopped tagging files.

From the Police perspective, there remains somertaioty about how referrals were picked up
and also some questioning about whether or notdfas issue. However it was suggested that
it will not be difficult to re-instate the intendegstem if needed.

4. Support for clients with intensive clinical interveion needs

Some concerns were raised about the ability optbgect to work with clients needing
intensive clinical intervention, particularly clisnwith coexisting alcohol and drug and mental
health issues. It was suggested that the projegtiaae ‘Something missirign relation to the
clinical interface for these clients and perhapsevsupervision/clinical review is needed in this
area.

5. Justification for broad range of support needed
Stakeholders noted that a challenge for the linkketowas that he saw a need to deliver more
than might be regarded to be contractually requaredlas a result worked long hours and out of

work time (Note: this was not raised as an issuthbylink worker, but by other stakeholders).
An example was his setting up a Sunday afternoamadrae and teaching clients how to put
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down a hangi; the intention was to provide an eslpbg experience that was not dependent on
drugs and alcohol.

Another example was transporting clients to varigpgointments and meetings, both to ensure
attendance but more importantly as a chance togentpe client and build a trusting and
supportive relationship, an opportunity that wondd exist had the link worker simply supplied
a bus ticket.

There was a sense that at times, efforts requir@gstify such activities used time that could
have been spent working with clients. Some stakkgslnoted their observation that the link
worker at times appeared to feel constrained indleeand would have found it easier if such
valid activities were legitimised.

Some stakeholders speculated that the challendgke imk worker role may have contributed
significantly to the link worker’s resignation. Oete the supervision systems in Wesley
Community Action which offset the challenges to somxtent, some noted that there is a high
risk of burnout with the role as it is currentlyndigured.

6. Entry point for the project

Some stakeholders have noted that it is unfortuihatea client effectively has to break the law
to get the kind of help available in the WATCH padi. Reportedly, this point was exacerbated
for the link worker who would at times identify wingu and friends of clients also in need of
help. On occasion, these people would then appezourt on charges; the link worker would
have preferred to have been able to step in aird Ipefore the offending had occurred.

7. Other

Other issues noted included:

» The relationship between the project and the Probh&ervice needed some attention at
the outset of the project. The responsibility adwcts to fulfil the requirements of their
sentences is a priority for the Probation Servitg @focus on this responsibility can
appear to be at odds with a strengths-based agprdaevever, it was noted that the link
worker could assist clients with probation obligag without appearing to try to
“compensate for the Probation Service”. The retediop between the link worker and
probation personnel needs to be collaborative.

« The inclusion of older clients than was intendethatvery early design stagémeant
that clients had more complex offending historied existing probation obligations
This was noted as having the risk of adding a &urrthyer of complexity overall which
the link worker had to then manage.

* There may be a need for more resources to supA®D assessment and follow-up
component of the project. The AOD assessment rntedasppen quickly and the follow-

#n the original design, the WATCH project was tothrgeted at 17—20 year olds, particularly thedar-olds.
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up needs to be available. It was suggested tralate| of resource is not typically
readily available in Wellington and some stakehrddgiestioned whether it was able to
be sustained for the WATCH project.

The link worker could have better utilised supgmytn Police, in terms of referrals.

Suggested project changes

The majority of stakeholders noted that they wamnieithing changed or that it was too early to
comment. In some cases, suggested changes wetifiedesind these included:

A change in design to allow clients to remain i@ WATCH project if they receive a
custodial sentence.

The need for a better understanding of AOD by iteworker.

The use of AOD screening tools at entry to theqmoand on exit from the project as a
non-intrusive method of providing data on the dffesmess of the project in reducing
AOD-related harm.

The need for more feedback to the steering grooptalhat the project was achieving.
A reconsideration of project structure to utilisermithan one person in the link worker
role or to better support one link worker. Thisamesideration needs to take into account
the fact that the relationship with one individuals integral to clients going forward but
that one person fronting the role needs considgrable support than available in the
project to date.

Linked to the point above, improved availabilitytbe link worker in Court — or at least
a clear indication of when link worker will be tleeit was suggested that seeking input
from the Court manager into the process may hellp this.

The need for wider scope for the link worker, givlea nature of the role. There was a
sense from one stakeholder that the link workertwagsestricted in what he could do;
the stakeholder noted that the link worker wouldehhad “fantastic” ideas beyond the
core business of the project but was unable toampht them and this was difficult for
him. Ability to own and advance these ideas coadehled to new, effective initiatives.
The need to legitimise the broader activities adenilexible definition of WATCH
activities that were essential to the relationsbipisveen the link worker and his clients.
The need for the project to better support a whapguoach, eg, ability to apply flexible
funding to whanau and clients and to legitimisekweith whanau as needed.
Consideration of providing an intensive AOD prognaenwhich runs alongside the
WATCH project.

Consideration of a follow-up programme.

Consideration of a more substantial salary packaagebetter reflects the complexity of
the link worker role and therefore the level oflisknd experience needed.
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Review of client data

Client numbers

A total 25 clients werevited to participate in the WATCH project between Febyu2007 and
March 2008. This number was directly in line witie tservice specification which limited the
project to between 15 and 30 clients in the one piet period?

According to Wesley Community Action, there wasaficial “cap” on numbers of clients in
the WATCH project despite the information set suservice specifications. Wesley
Community Action, worked with a ceiling of betwe2@ and 25 clients, based on consultation
with other stakeholders. This appears to have lmekeeping with project expectations as a
summary of progress in the first year referrechtofroject having met its target with9d active
clients, with steady referrals throughout the ye&r”

Four of the 25 did not make further contact wité tink worker after the initial meeting.
Of the balance of 21 clients (referred to as pigdiing clients in the remainder of this section),
there were 6 (29%) “active” clients, 7 (33%) “onugi clients and 8 (38%) “archived” clients,

as classified by the link worker (refer table 1).

The term “ongoing” was used to describe clients wieoe still participating in the WATCH
project but were receiving less input than activents.

Table 1: Client numbers

Percentage @
Category 21
(designated by the Number of participating
link worker) clients clients
Active 6 29%
Ongoing 7 33%
Archived 8 38%
Total 21 100%

21 SERVICE SPECIFICATION. Courts and Health link werlService. Undated — circa 2006.

2 Management Team paper FMC 07-156. WESLEY COMMUNKAGTION —ROLLOVER. 23 October 2007.
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Recruitment

Recruitment was reasonably steady over the pefitteqroject (refer Figure 1). On occasions
two or more clients were referred on the same ddnen the link worker was in court. Because
this quickly built the link worker’s caseload, thmeeant a short gap in court based recruitment
until the link worker was next available for coattendance. However, non court referrals
continued.

Figure 1: Recruitment pattern for al invited clisnt

Number recruited 2

Feb-07 Mar-07 Apr-07 May-07 Jun-07 Jul-07 Aug-07 Sep-07 Oct-07 Nov-07 Dec-07 Jan-08 Feb-08

Age

Of the 21 patrticipating clients, age at the dateetdrral ranged from 17.1 to 28.8 years with a
median age of 21.5 years.

Approximately one-half (48%) of participating clisrwere aged less than 20 years and one-half
(52%) were aged 21-28 years.

Seventy-one percent of clients were in the agekletadefined in the project plan (“offenders
aged 18-25 years with some discretion to accegttslioutside of this age rangé®).

Details are provided in table 2.

Z\WATCH initiative 2006
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Table 2: Age of participating clients at time ofewal

Age at time of referr: Number in catego! Percentag
17 year 4 19%
18 year 3 14%
19 year 3 14%
21 year 2 10%
22 year 1 5%
23 year 2 10%
24 year 3 14%
25 year 1 5%
28 year 2 10%
Total 21 100%
Ethnicity

Of invited clients, the majority identified as Maawith 13/25 (52%) identifying as Maori and a
further 6/25 (24%) identifying as European/Maov& 16%) or Samoan/Maori (2/25; 8%).
Other ethnicities identified are as set out ingahl

Percentages were similar for participating cliefitee majority identified as Maori, with 10/21
(48%) identifying as Maori and a further 5/21 (24idkgntifying as European/Maori (3/21; 14%)
or Samoan/Maori (2/21; 10%). Other ethnicities idfead are as set out in table 3.

Table 3: Stated ethnicity of clients participatimg/VATCH project

Percentage¢ Number oall Percentage
Stated ethnicity | Number of all invited clienty invited clients | participating clients | participating clients
European 5 20% 5 24%
Maori 13 52% 1C 48%
European/Maor 4 16% 3 14%
Rarotongan 1 4% 1 5%
Samoan/Maori 2 8% 2 10%
Total 25 100% 21 100%

Gender

A majority of referred clients were male (23) and twere female.

Source of referral

Referral sources were as shown in table 4. Apprateiy equal numbers of referrals came from
judges, court intercepts by the link worker, lavgyesocial services and self/other client/whanau
referral. Only one referral each came from Policé Brobation Services.
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Table 4: Sources of referral to the WATCH project

Referral sourc Number of clier Percentage of clien
Judge 4 16%

Court intercept by the link work 4 16%

Lawyel 5 20%

Social service” 5 20%
Self/other client/whanau refer 5 20%

Police 1 4%
Probation Service 1 4%

Total 25 100%

Level of need

Level of need, as described by the link worker, asshown in table 5.

The level of need for invited clients, as describgdhe link worker, was high for 15/25 (60%),
medium for 9/25 (36%) and low-medium for 1/25 (4%).

The percentages were similar for participatingmtiehigh for 15/21 (71%), medium for 5/21
(24%) and low-medium for 1/21 (5%).

Table 5: Level of need

Number oall | Percentag¢
Number of all | Percentage participating | participating
Level of need invited clients | invited clients | clients clients
Low-medium 1 4% 1 5%
Medium 9 36% 5 24%
High 15 60% 15 71%
Total 25 100% 21 100%
Engagement

The level of engagement of participating clienssdascribed by the link worker, was high for
12/25 (48%), medium for 8/25 (32%) and low for 5(28%). level. The link worker noted that
three of the five clients described as having level engagement lacked confidence with other
agencies but were willing to engage with the WATQidgramme. Refer table 6 for details.

41 referral each from: Challenge 2000, AOD counsellotearoa Literacy, Newton doctors, and 1 referom
an unspecified social service
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Table 6: Level of engagement

Level of engagemer, Number of all participating client{ Percentage patrticipating clients
High 11 52%
Medium 3 14%
Low 7 33%
Total 21 100%
Care plan

Care plans were completed for 18/21 participatirents. A written care plan was not

completed in 2 cases because the assistance waegland implemented within the same day
(clients referred and sentenced same day) andercase where it was deemed inappropriate for
the client involved; work with this client centred engagement only.

The date for completion of the written care plars\agailable for 17 of these 18 clients.

The 17 plans for which dates were available werepeted between one and 21 days after
referral (median 5 days).

Duration of involvement

The expectation from the project plan was thadineation of involvement with the WATCH
project would be from the date of the first coyppaarance until the end of the stand down
period and sentencing. In reality, clients entered exited the project at a variety of points.

Often relationships extended beyond the period éetvwcourt appearance and sentencing;
clients valued the ongoing association with thk Worker and this highlighted the need for the
project to offer at least some form of “aftercare”.

At the time of the evaluation, three of 21 partatipg clients were still actively involved in the
project; at the time of evaluation these clientd been involved for 4 months, 10 months (2
month involvement prior to prison sentence and &tmosubsequently) and circa 10 months.

For the balance of 18 participating clients who bzaided the programme at the time of
evaluation, and for whom duration on the progransrienown (14 of 18), time on the
programme ranged from 1 day to 8 months (intenswek in first month(s) only) and median
9.5 weeks.

Programme involvement for the 18 clients who hatedxhe programme at the time of
evaluation breaks down as follows:
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* In 12 cases, the WATCH project involvement effeeljpreflected the time from referral
to sentencing. For one of these clients, the lenfithvolvement was unclear as the
sentencing date was not available. Of the 11 difartwhom programme duration was
known:

In two cases intervention was a brief court basdigity only, sentencing took place
on the date of referral. WATCH involvement endethat point although in one of
these cases, the client went on to complete a sharse of AOD counselling
sessions.

For the balance of 9 clients, time on WATCH ranfyedth 9 days to 8 months
(although in the latter case management was interfisr the first two months and
less involved after that) with a median of 10 weétkis noteworthy however, that in
two of these cases, an ongoing relationship wastaiaed with the link worker at a
maintenance level.

The duration of treatment for these 11 clientemesented in figure 2.

* The other six clients had the following reasonseiit from the project:

After 6 weeks after evicted from accommodation orged for client by WATCH.
Lost to follow-up; unclear duration, potentially tgp8 months with one month
intensive work upfront.

Lost to follow-up; unclear duration, minimum two &ks to care plan preparation.
Prison sentence for breaching bail; unclear dumagit minimum 2 months.
Prison sentence for offending during stand-downyw&eks.

Prison sentence for offending during stand-dowrtiac8 months.

Figure 2: Duration for WATCH programme for 11 cliermanaged from referral to sentence

e * o * oo o * e
T e S N 1

01 2 3 456 7 8 91011121314151617 18 1920 21 2223242526 27 2829 303132333435

Duration of WATCH programme in weeks

Details on a case by case basis on referral soducation on WATCH programme and reason
for programme completion are given in Appendix 4.
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Needs identified

The needs identified as part of the care plannmgguure are as set out in table 7.

As is to be expected, almost all clients had AOénitfied as an issue. There was one of 21
participating clients for whom AOD was not iderdifi as an issue; AOD assessment and
counselling had been set up for this client prointzolvement with WATCH and the WATCH
care plan focus was on employment only.

Accommodation and employment/employment traininganke next most common issues.
Accommodation was an issue for almost 43% of paditng clients (9/21). Employment issues
affected almost 43% of participating clients (9/2ith a further 9.5% (2/21) needing
employment training.

Mental health issues were cited for two client§%8). and were a possible issue for a further
two, ie, potentially 19% of participating clients.

Other needs identified related to meeting probatmmditions, family relationships,
education/literacy, lack of motivation/directiongh use of social services (with resulting issues
with accessing assistance) gang affiliation andeantanagement.

It is notable that that the issues identified &egprimary areas of concern that the WATCH link
worker and client chose to address in the care fla@y do not necessarily reflect all needs.

Some of the assistance provided by WATCH is notais/from the listed issues, eg transport,
support for presentation in Court, and the supiat was offered in the form of a trusted
person to talk to, etc. This assistance underpimtigte activities undertaken.

Table 7: Needs identified

Issue Number of clien Percentige of client
AOD 207 95.2%
Accommaodatiol 9 42.9%
Employment 9 42.9Y%
Employment trainin 2 9.5%
Mental healt! 2 plus a further 2 possit 9.5% to potential 19
Meeting probation conditio 3 14.3%
Family relationshig 3 14.3%
Lacking motivationdirectior 3 14.3%
Education/literac 2 9.5%
High user of social servic 2 9.5%
Gang affiliation issue 1 4.8%
Anger manageme 1 4.8%

% AOD not identified as an issue for one of 21 g#ptting clients; AOD assessment and counsellimgteen set

up prior to involvement with WATCH
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Details on a case by case of identified needs, WA BCtivities and outcomes are given in
Appendix 4.

Services provided

The nature of the WATCH project meant that AOD aseeent and treatment was by far the
most frequently accessed service. Details on AQ&ieé activities are provided in a separate
section below.

Other services accessed by the link worker asgbainte WATCH programme were:
* Work and Income New Zealand (WINZ).
* Residential AOD treatment — tried unsuccessfullg¢oess for one client.
* Anger management course (one client).
» Literacy course — one client, did not engage.
» Supported accommodation and intensive day prografantial diagnosis clients
(provided by an AOD service; one client).
* Psychiatric assessment (one client).
* Intensive life skills course (one client attendeokhsidered for 3 clients).

Interestingly, access to services was a relatiretymal part of the WATCH based activities.
The bulk of activity related to the work of theKimorker himself. In part this reflected the
nature of client needs, their stage of readinessltivess issues and the need to work directly to
engage clients and build a relationship within WHierther activity could take place. This is
discussed more fully under “Client feedback”.

The types of activities undertaken by the link vasrwere very broad ranging. Some examples
include:

» Assisting to find housing; temporary or more perer@nnoted for at least 6/21
participating clients (28.5%).

» Exploring employment options and employment tragraptions and/or providing
practical assistance in seeking employment. Empdoyrand employment training were
identified as issues for 11 clients and noted esra part of WATCH activities for 7 of
this group (ie, 33% [7/21] of all participatingeiits).

* Support to meet probation conditions, includingireters and transport.

* Support in court and to meet court-based requirésney paper work.

* Work on engaging with respect to AOD; work on hanmimisation etc.

» Transport for a wide variety of purposes includatgending AOD and other
appointments, getting to court and probations, etc.

» Strengthening client links with family.

» Assisting with access to training and life skiltsicses.

» Liaising with client's mental health service (orewgt).

* Providing marae-based cultural activities.
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» Organising recreational experiences for exampleditraining and dive trips; one
client used the opportunity from diving to colléasbd and provide and prepare a meal
for his partner’s family, the first time he had édhis.

» Working with clients on aspirations and directi@gused on client areas of motivation
such as creative pursuits, music, etc.

» Accessing music tutoring (one client).

AOD assessment and treatment
Details regarding AOD assessment for participatirents are shown in table 8.

For two clients, it was unknown whether there wa®ivement in AOD related activity as a
part of the WATCH project.

Of the balance of 19 participating clients, AODesssnent was completed via the WATCH
programme for 11 participating clients and hadaalyebeen completed for a further five clients
prior to coming onto the WATCH programme.

AOD assessment was not undertaken for the baldrtbee@ participating clients; in one case,
the client was not appropriately motivated and lm#tbe engaged to that level and in one case
each, the probation service reportedly advisednagéior the client was screened only in a

brief court-based intervention lasting one day only

NB: There was an issue in some cases where AOBsesat had been completed prior to the
client coming onto the WATCH programme but the Wdrker was unable to access the results
for this assessment.

Table 8: AOD assessment

Numbers o Percentage clients where AC
participating clients information known
AOD assessment completed through WAT 11 57.9%
programme
AOD assessment completed prior to coming 5 26.3%
to WATCH programme
AOD assessment not comple 3 15.8%
Sub total 19
AOD activity as a part of WATCH unknown 2
evaluators
Total 21

All 11 clients who underwent AOD assessment asq@alNATCH went on to AOD treatment
(58%). Ten underwent counselling and one attendadtansive dual diagnosis day
programme, while living in supported accommaodation.
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Court data

Available data show?

* The number of charges in the 12-month period fat@wentry to WATCH versus 12
month period prior to entry to WATCH"

o

Reduced for 7/12 (58%) clients

0 Reduced for a further 2/12 (17%) clients, but sphnt at least part of their time

o

in prison while involved with WATCH

Increased for 3/12 (25%) clients.

* 1 0of 12 clients (8.3%) did not offend after invaiwvent in WATCH. A further client did
not offend for a period of 10 weeks while involweih WATCH but was subsequently
imprisoned for earlier charges.

* The total number of charges in the 12-month pefiaildwing entry to WATCH versus
the 12-month period prior to entry to WAT&Hvas reduced by 55% from 92 to 42
charges and there was a shift towards less seasitersding as shown in table 9:

47% of charges were for offences of minor seriossradter involvement in

WATCH versus 35% before involvement in WATCH

88 % of charges were for offences of minor or mitwomoderate seriousness

after involvement in WATCH versus 77% before invatwent in WATCH

12% of charges were for offences of moderate semiess after involvement in

WATCH versus 18.5% before involvement in WATCH

there were no charges of moderate to high seriegdnefore or after

o

o

involvement in WATCH

there were no charges of high seriousness aftehiement in WATCH whereas
4.3% of charges before involvement in WATCH werdigh seriousness.

Table 9: Charges in 12-month period before andraW&TCH programme involvement

Total charges in 12 months prior to WAT(
involvement

Total charges in 12 months following entry
WATCH?*

Minor 32 (34.8% 19.6 (46.9%
Minor to 39 (42.4% 17.1 (40.9%
moderate

Moderate 12 (18.5% 5.1 (12.2%
Moderate tc 0 0

high

High 4 (4.3% 0
Total 92 41.¢

% Note: Data were available for 57% of participgtafients
#"Number corrected pro rata to account for thosatdiwho entered the WATCH programme less thandriths
prior to evaluation
% Number corrected pro rata to account for thosmtdiwho entered the WATCH programme less thandrithm
prior to evaluation
“*Number corrected pro rata to account for thosantdiwho entered the WATCH programme less thandriths
prior to evaluation
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NB: In some cases charges were not defined toxiemeneeded to apply seriousness scale
scores. For example, a charge of theft or obtaibindeception can be either “minor to
moderate” or “moderate” depending on the valueadfds in question. Similarly, assault has a
different seriousness rating depending on whethismninor, serious or grievous.

As all charges where this lack of clarity existgglaed in the period prior to involvement in
WATCH, a conservative approach has been takerasaimes the lesser seriousness rating in
all cases. This means that charges prior to invoére in WATCH may have been higher in
seriousness than indicated in the results presented

This assumption applied to 21 of the 92 chargékerperiod prior to involvement in WATCH
as follow:

Assault- severity unknow: 1
Assault police- severity unknow: 1
Theft— goods value unknov: 5
Shoplifting— goods value unknov: 2

1

Obtéin by deceptior— goods valu: unknowr: 12

53



Evaluation of the Whanganui-a-Tara Courts and He&WATCH) ProjectFinal report 20 August 2008

Discussion

A discussion of key results from the evaluationhef WATCH project is provided in this
section.

Overview

Overall evaluation results demonstrate that the WWATproject is meeting its objectives. The
Project is succeeding in providing real assistamzkis supporting a group of young adult
offenders, typically regarded as “hard to treai’ntake tangible gains in their lives. The
overriding testimony from the clients who partidgein the evaluation is that, because of their
involvement with the WATCH project link worker, tindives are better and they have
developed beliefs, attitudes, understanding ants skinich have been positively life-changing.
Critically, these changes have included positivistvith respect to AOD use and offending
behaviour.

The link worker was highly effective in engaginggailts; his notable ability to build rapport and
trust with clients and to provide intensive, persentred service strongly contributed to
tangible project outcomes.

In its design and set up, the WATCH project wad sgbported by key stakeholder groups
drawing on senior personnel in health agencies¢c®dhe judiciary, community consultants,
AOD treatment provider organisations and othemaaié services. This not only succeeded in
getting the project off the ground but in providimgolid foundation to support the project to
make a difference to young people who are highhsét

In its implementation, the WATCH project has noeggied as a conventional programme and,
arguably, the departure from a conventional apprdexs provided some of the effective
ingredients for the success of the project. In samynthe WATCH project has:

» Taken a holistic approach to well-being.

* Focussed strongly on building collaborative andueimg) relationships with clients.

* Focussed on whanau in the broadest sense.

* Worked from a harm reduction perspective.

* Focussed on community connectedness and drawnawléahge of community and

culture.

Planned process compared with operation in practice
In the main, the project was implemented as planviddsome exceptions.
Referrals to WATCH came from a variety of souraeish only 24% coming from Police and

lawyers who had been expected to supply the but&fefrals. This does not appear to have
been problematic in principle, however the link keats caseload filled quickly and the project
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lost visibility in the Court and with Police. Themsay need to be some consideration of how
best to link self-referred clients to Court pro@sswhere this is relevant and to keeping Court
and Police personnel informed when the projecperating at full capacity.

Client entered the programme post-sentence, pasirprand with various outstanding
community service requirements as well as at gaigts in their justice process. This mix of
client offending status has meant a departure fr@nplanned project process and there would
be merit at this time in reviewing the processdoide whether this departure represents a
positive direction for the project and ensuringtystems and documentation support the
preferred approach.

Additionally, the age range of clients was a deparfrom theoriginal project design and may
have had the unforeseen result that clients haé ewmplex offending histories and existing
obligations with Probation Services, etc. Agairsteyns need to support this situation, in
particular accounting for factors relating to exigtprobation sentence obligations.

Many clients did not exit WATCH once they were ssaied There is strong evidence that much
of the success of the project was built on the @gogr adopted by the link worker of building a
enduring relationship with clients and maintainaigeast some level of support beyond
sentencing. This is directly in keeping with the TW@H project aim of meeting the broad needs
of this group and these did not stop at sentendéidditionally, there is a need for consideration
of continuing to work with clients who incur custablsentences while participating in

WATCH. Both of these points have implications foamaging the capacity of the project.

The requirement for AOD assessment was not me6bgy df clients. This point is discussed
further below.

The planned process for the Judge to sign off erclre plan and for the client and link worker
to regularly report back to the Judge to reviewgpess at two-weekly reappearances in Court
did not happen. Stakeholders have indicated cléfaalythis is an unrealistic expectation given
the way the Court works.

There are conflicting views on the scope of thk Worker role. Some have indicated that the
emphasis planned for the role was on “linking”attirather than providing intensive service
and on a narrow AOD and offending focus. In practite role was much more taken up with
providing intensive support directly to clients, kkimg holistically and with a whanau focus.
Some steering group members have reported thav#issalways the intention. The uncertainty
in this area requires attention and it is suggetstatdthere would be benefit in formally
legitimising the hands-on approach taken by thiewarker and the need to explore and work
through a wide range of options for clients, ansueimg that systems and resources clearly
support this style of work.

55



Evaluation of the Whanganui-a-Tara Courts and He&WATCH) ProjectFinal report 20 August 2008

Project outcomes

Discussion on specific project outcomes is stractuo align with the areas of interest identified
for evaluation purposes:

* Changes to alcohol and drug use and associateithiezlibeing.

» Social assistance received and social outcomes.

* Reduction in recidivist activity or changes to tyyfeoffending.

* Clients’ attitudes towards services or servicestuates to clients.

* Changes to clients’ perceptions of themselves rethied others’ perceptions of them.

The evaluation data must be approached with som#gooaThere are inherent limitations given
the very small numbers of clients. This is exacetbéy issues in obtaining offending data via
the courts. Data was obtained only in relationhtarges faced (not convictions incurred) and
only for a total of 12 clients (57%). Five clierf25%) and one parent were interviewed. It is
strongly recommended that suitable data collectethods are built into the design of the
ongoing project to better support future data asigly

Changes to alcohol and drug use and associated hisalvellbeing

Results indicate that 84% of WATCH clients wereyided with an AOD assessment, either as
part of the WATCH project or prior to entering WAHCNearly 58% participated in formal

AOD treatment (outpatient counselling or residériteatment). Where clients appeared to be
pre-contemplative in relation to their readinesaddress AOD issues, the link worker focussed,
appropriately, on engaging the clients in a procégmsitive change.

It is not possible to specify changes in relatiomlcohol and other drug dependence and abuse
for the client group as a whole as no baseline ureasvere recorded and there are no records
showing AOD use and related problems during onafpoint of exit from the project.

When questioned, most clients interviewed for thauation reported decreased AOD use,
better recognition of the impact of AOD on theuds, and a reduction in problems associated
with AOD use. One person reported approximatelyywae of abstinence from cannabis since
participating along with marked reduction in alcbbensumption. The client attributed this to
his involvement in WATCH and, notably, was oneld# tlients who did not undergo AOD
assessment or treatment as part of his involveriendid however work intensively with the
link worker on a number of issues and attendechtmsive residential life skills programme.

Interestingly, despite these changes the clieisepl little emphasis on the AOD component of
the WATCH project.

The balance between engaging clients and ensuraiglients undergo an AOD assessment
requires ongoing consideration. If the latter © teadily overlooked, an opportunity to
maximise use of the incentive of a less punitivetesece may be lost. However, it appears that

% As set out in the evaluation request for quote
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many clients gained significantly from developingetationship of trust with the link worker
and part of this was built on the perception thatlink worker was prepared to work with the
clients on issues that were of highest priorityhtam.

Undertaking clearer measures of AOD dependencalanske at entry and exit to the project
also provides a dilemma in that, while the infornimatgenerated would be valuable in terms of
outcome measurement, such an approach may be ptalziesto WATCH clients and may put
client engagement at risk.

Social assistance received and social outcomes

Results suggest that WATCH clients received a rarigecial assistance tailored to their
individual needs. Much of this assistance waskassac level which, for most clients, reflected
where their needs lay.

When a client entered the WATCH project, the linkrker focussed on developing a
partnership with the client and meeting their imratgineeds (as defined by the client). For
many, this meant for example, getting to Courtioreton the right day; getting to Probation
Service appointments; getting to their AOD assess@gpointment and finding a place to live.

Circa 33% of clients were supported to gain empleytand/or to attend employment related
training. A number of clients were helped with telaship issues with partners, family and
children. Circa 28% were assisted with finding eittemporary or permanent housing.

Critically, the numbers belie the gains that ckemiade which can only be reported from a
gualitative perspective.

For many clients, one of the most valuable asp#dtseir involvement was in having someone
they could talk to and rely on. Some gained supjeocbnnect with their culture and valued
working with someone of their own culture.

Reduction in recidivist activity or changes to typeof offending

All clients interviewed for the evaluation repori@deduction in offending since their
involvement with the WATCH project. Data on chardmsed in the 12-month periods before
and after WATCH involvement were considered bodimfithe perspective of numbers of
charges and seriousness of offending.

Data on numbers of charges faced in the 12-montbgsebefore and after WATCH
involvement supported a reduction in offending behar. Additionally, there was a notable
reduction in seriousness of charges.

One client, who had a significant offending histatid not re-offend after entry to the WATCH
programme.
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The validity of Court data analysis was signifidatitnited by issues of veracity with client
data which meant that Court data were availablefty 12 of 21 participating clients. It is
strongly recommended that suitable data analysthads are built into the design of the
ongoing project to better support future data asigly

Clients’ attitudes towards services or services’ éitudes to clients

Change in clients’ attitudes to services is diffita measure. All of the clients and the parent
interviewed noted that the link worker had workéftedently (in a positive sense) than other
helpers and agencies that they had encounterée jpast. This mainly referred to the link
worker’'s warmth, acceptance, ability to reallydist going the extra mile and being willing to
develop ongoing relationships and connections alints and whanau. Because of these things
clients and whanau (where they were involved) tieddink worker in very high regard. They
viewed the link worker as someone who could helpeWer this attitude is or will be
generalised in any way to other services is na tbbbe determined from the information
gathered in this evaluation.

The project provided many of the clients with apartant experience of developing a
relationship of trust with someone outside the arahcommunity. This is viewed as a
significant achievement of the project.

Notably, the trust that clients developed in tind& livorker provided the basis wherein an AOD
assessment and further treatment became possible.

There was no feedback with respect to changingtiitedes of services to clients, and, thus, the
results are non-conclusive in this regard.

Changes to clients’ perceptions of themselves, otiseand others’ perceptions of
them

This outcome can only be discussed in relatiohéoctients for whom interview or whanau
interview took place.

Of the five clients interviewed, two strongly indied that their perceptions of themselves have
changed. These clients made significant life chamngale participating in the WATCH project
and indicated that during their involvement the kearned different approaches to life and
were in situations that they would not have thoymigsible before their involvement. Both of
these clients had reconnected with family and angatrticular noted that involvement in the
WATCH project had made a significant differencétte way in which family saw him.

Two clients, both of whom were still active or omgg, did not report on changes to perceptions
of themselves except to note that despite thetassis with WATCH, they still felt constrained
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by other circumstances (in one case due to loBsapice and in the other in relation to what the
client regarded to be less than satisfactory mémalth treatment).

One client initially reported that his view of hietshad not changed although this was prior to
gaining full time employment with assistance fro/AWCH and the client reported a very
positive attitude to this.

The parent interviewed noted the positive changessaw in her son during the period that he
was involved in the project.

Critical success factors: recommendations for future action

The WATCH project was designed as a “proof of cqtitmitiative ie, the project was
undertaken to test the viability of the approactl tminform further development.

The evaluation results demonstrate the viabilitthef WATCH project in the following ways:

* Clients were successfully recruited and engagéiderproject.

» Clients were predominantly categorised as havindiame to high levels of need.

» Key service providers supported the project andigenl services to WATCH clients.

» 58% of clients had AOD assessments and follow egtitnent directly as a result of their
involvement in the project.

* 8.3% of clients have not reoffended since theiolmement in WATCH.

* The total number of charges in the 12-month pefialdwing entry to WATCH
programme versus the 12-month period prior to et/ ATCH programme was
reduced by 55% and there was a notable shift toslass serious offending.

» Clients and whanau participating in the evaluati@mre overwhelmingly positive about
the project and the gains made as a result of itneitvement.

The evaluation has highlighted a number of critezaicess factors for the WATCH project.
These factors point strongly to the following recoendations for strengthening the WATCH
project and for successfully implementing this tgb@roject to reduce repeat offending and
improve health outcomes for young people with ragh implicative addiction needs.

1. Engage link worker(s) with appropriate skills angiadjties

“The choice of person to be the link worker is “ajor”.

The link worker role is the linchpin of the WAT CHiggect and effectively the success of the
project is dependent on the successful operatidmi®fole. The qualities and skills that the link
worker brings to the role are significant in getiegpositive outcomes from the project,
meeting the needs of both the client group andgssabnal stakeholders. This appears to be
fundamental to effective service delivery.
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Key link worker qualities identified in the evali@t include: natural ability, young age, strong
sense of cultural identity, a fit with the culturdéntity of clients; qualifications and experience
Key skills cited include: engagement and rappoidmg, tenacity and ability to build effective

relationships with clients and stakeholders.

2. Provide adequate support for the link worker

A key issue identified in the evaluation of the W@H project related to the difficulties
associated with operating a single person serViei. raised a dilemma in relation to project
resources and it is critical that this is manageersure continued effectiveness and
sustainability of the project.

Effective project outcomes and project sustainighigquire that the link worker role is
adequately supported to allow:

* The link worker to be available to “do the work™ttviclients.

» The link worker role to have a consistent, visiplesence in the Court to be seen as
a service on which the judiciary can rely; in thsence of consistent presence, there
needs, at least, to be a system that keeps the @mrmed regarding the link
worker’s planned presence or absence and avaitablecity for new clients.

* The link worker to perform at the intense level dewhed of the role on an ongoing
basis.

* A good match between the link worker and the cjins was identified as
contributing to good client outcomes and this opjpaty would be expanded if there
was more than one worker.

* Intensive orientation to the role including oridida to other agencies that support
the project and time for ongoing maintenance d€edtalder relationships. These
opportunities need to be factored into the projegbarticular intensive orientation
to AOD treatment and treatment options includiregitment for co-existing
disorders.

The potential in the role for “burn out” if theseteria are not met needs to be considered in the
interests of longevity in the position and susthilitg of any such project.

The link worker role and the project as a whol® aéxqjuire the support of an appropriate
organisation, as further discussed below.

NB: The recent decision to have an AOD worker iartbas been seen by some as a way to
alleviate the issue of the link worker needing ¢ddoth “in Court” and “doing the work”. The
proposal is that the AOD worker would refer clietdthe WATCH link worker. It would be
critical that the AOD worker was able to engagerd as readily as the WATCH link worker in
order for this to be successful.

3. Utilise an appropriate host organisation for theopect
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Wesley Community Action provides an effective “hdrfa the WATCH project for two key
reasons:

The strengths-based approach is embedded in thaisagional culture of Wesley
Community Action and fits well with the intentio the project.

Wesley Community Action organisational infrastruetprovided the necessary support
and accountability mechanisms to support the WAT®dject. These mechanisms
include: a team approach, a structured and compsaleesupervision system,
professional development structures, managemeposuand attention to
accountability.

Both of these elements are seen as critical tonigeing success of WATCH and should be
factored in to any similar initiatives.

4. Provide the “right” programme

“What the programme does” forms an essential dahesuccess of the WATCH project.
“What the programme does” inextricably combineshiibe services provided and the style of
support.

In essence, the following were identified as thecal elements in the “programme” delivered
by WATCH:

The programme:

Focuses on developing a therapeutic relationship @ach client and works intensively
alongside the client to support positive change.

Identifies and accesses the right skills and ttwlslients to turn their lives around.
Provides access to a support network to help slienthe above.

Provides timely responses in all support accegsaticularly, with respect to AOD
assessment and intervention.

Underpinning all project activities are:

A focus on “relationship” as the primary meansuport positive change. This includes
taking care to ensure that other services are pppte and effective for the client and
providing the client with a strong sense of suppod an ongoing connection with the
link worker.

A strengths-based, holistic approach to workindhwltents which in practice includes
taking a flexible and broad thinking approach tdradsing needs, using a wide range of
options, and providing assistance for the basiesh(sis transport to appointments) if
this is what a client most needs.

Application of a harm reduction philosophy, for exale, a strong focus on engaging
clients and focussing on areas of need that clemetsvilling to address.
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* A motivational approach ie, working “where the oliés at” in terms of their readiness
to change.

* A focus on whanau and community. This involves gegtion of and respect for clients’
relationships with whanau and community and goaul\kadge of the community and
the subcultures with which clients identify. Notglthe community focus is often
missing in AOD programmes, and appears to have aéely ingredient in the success
of this project.

5. Ensure support from other agencies

Support from Police (at all levels), Courts andBimebation Service are critical to the success of
the project. The link worker needs to develop amdhtain respectful relationships with these
agencies.

Timely access to a range of relevant servicesppat clients is essential. An orientation
process that introduces relevant services to WAT@H assist in achieving this. Given the
focus on AOD assessment and treatment, supportA©D providers, in particular, and their
willingness to prioritise WATCH clients for assegsmhis critical. There appears to be merit in
ensuring that AOD agencies remain involved in ttegget at a senior management level to
ensure ongoing support for the WATCH project, givesource issues in the AOD sector.

6. Employ effective project set-up and design

The following are recognised as critical aspectsetaup and design:

» A strong project driver and champion.

» An effective project working group that includesagpropriate cross section of
stakeholder representation. Support from judgesPatide Prosecutions is seen as
essential.

» Careful set-up to ensure stakeholder expectatibpsogect outcomes are realistic.

* Having the link worker in Court with an official lein the court room.

» Using an approach that uses the motivation of tharCappearance to prompt clients to
be more open to help than they may otherwise be

* Project procedures that account for clients’ ddfercircumstances such as ongoing
service for an incarcerated client, and the morepdex support needs of a client with a
more complex offending history and existing senésnc

» A project structure that legitimises the very broadge of activities that form the
support needed by clients.

» Link worker access to flexible funding to suppb toroad types of assistance needed.
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Appendix 1: Information sheet/Consent form/Intervie w template for
clients/whanau

Project WATCH Impact Assessment Information Sheet

Project WATCH has been offered by the Capital and Coast District Health Board (DHB) as a
pilot project The DHB wants to check out the impact of the project and an important part of this
is talking to people who have been part of the project this far. We would like to invite you to
take part in this process.

Who will interview you?

Louise Kirkwood and Paula Parsonage are the team working on the impact assessment for the
DHB and they will be the people talking to you.

What's involved?

Louise and Paula would like to talk to you about your experience of Project WATCH. This will
take about half an hour. The questions will be about what you think of Project WATCH, for
example whether it helped you in any way and about how you are going now. The interview will
be private but you can bring along a support person if you would like to.

Louise and Paula will need to take notes. The notes will only be seen by them. They can send
you a copy if you want one. They will ask you if you agree to being quoted — having some of
the things you have said directly written into the impact assessment report. Your name will not
be used with the quote or anywhere in the impactas  sessment reports.

Louise and Paula would also like to look at your file. They will look at the files of all of the
people who have been in the project. You will not be able to be identified from the information
we use from your file.

What will be done with the information?

The information you give will be confidential to the interviewers and will not be given to anyone
else. The information you give will be mixed together with information given by other people
and presented as a summary in a report. Your name will not be used in any reports so you

will remain anonymous . You will be asked if you would like a summary of the report.

Your well-being and the well-being of others are very important. You need to know that if you
say anything that makes the interviewers think that you or someone else is at risk of serious
harm the interviewers will talk to you about this and may need to tell someone else.

Your choice

You can choose whether you want to be interviewed and whether you give permission for your
notes to be looked at. Whether you say yes or no won't have any effect on your participation in
the project. You can also choose not to answer a question in the interview. You have the right
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to withdraw the information you gave in your interview up until the time it becomes part of the
report.

Your help in this is very important and much appreciated. We are doing the impact assessment
to help the DHB to decide whether Project WATCH is a good way of doing things or not. If you
need to get in touch with the DHB Project Manager, Julia Carr, her contact details are:

Julia Carr

Senior Portfolio Manager

Capital and Coast District Health Board
Telephone: 04 385-5999

Thanks

Thanks for taking the time to consider this.
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Project WATCH Impact Consent Form

We need to get some information from your file. You will not be able to be identified from the
information we use from your file. Are you happy for us to look at your file?

D Yes D No

It would be helpful when we are writing a report if we can include some of the actual words that
people say. When we do this we make sure that nobody can be identified. Are you happy for us
to use some of your actual words in our final report?

D Yes D No

Would you like a copy of the interview summary?

D Yes D No

Would you like a summary of the report findings?

D Yes D No

Contact details

| agree to take part in an interview for the Project WATCH impact assessment.

Signed Date

Print name
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Project WATCH interview sheet

Details re involvement in Project WATCH __ (confirm clients know project by this name)

Introduction questions

1.

2.

3.

4.

How did you first become involved in the project?
When did you become involved? [Note if involvement still current].
What were your reasons for agreeing to be part of the project?

Did your family get involved? [Probe: how, degree, why, why not]

Core questions

5.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

What were some of the best things about being involved in Project WATCH?

What were some of the not so good things about being involved in Project WATCH?

Did you get what you expected? [Probe: more, less]

What was it like having to re-appear in Court regularly? Do you think this had any affect on
you [Probe positive and negative]? Did you get to appear before the same Judge each time
— was that helpful — not so important?

Overall, how much do you think Project WATCH helped you? [Probe details of how project
has helped/not helped; most helpful /least helpful]

Have there been other things in your life that you think might have helped you during this
time? [Probe: Also not helped you?]

What could the project do better?

Now that you know about being involved in the project, do you think it was a good choice to

be involved? Would you choose to be involved again?

Would you recommend Project WATCH to your friends or other people your age? [Probe:
Why or why not?]

Thinking back to the time before your involvement with the Project, and thinking about how
you are now — has there been any change in the way you see yourself? Your future? Has
the project had any influence on this?
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15. Is there anything else that you would like to say about the project?

16. Do you have any feedback about this interview process? Any suggestions about how we
could improve the interviews?

Supplementary questions

Project WATCH services

17. How did you find the alcohol and drug assessment? [Probe: Useful/ not useful etc]

18. After the assessment, what help did you get with alcohol and drug issues? How helpful
was this? Did you stay with it or drop out early? (Reasons for this)

19. Have you had any alcohol and drug assessments/treatment before this? [Probe for when,
type, duration]

20. Can you tell us about how using drugs/alcohol was related to your offending?

21. What other support/services were provided for you as part of Project WATCH?

22. How helpful were these? (Ask for each service/support type)

Impact of Project WATCH

23. One of the aims of Project WATCH was to help people reduce the harms that can come out
of drinking alcohol and taking drugs. To what extent would you say you were helped you
with this?

24. Have you made changes to your alcohol and drug use since being part of the project?
(What sort of changes?)

25. How about offending? Has that changed since your involvement in the project? Would you
say you are offending more or less since being involved in the project? [Explore type of
offending; relationship between offending and AOD use.]

26. How has your life been since you got involved with the project? [Explore: physical, mental,
whanau, other relationships, wairua, living situation, what are you doing with you time?
What has changed in your life since involvement?]

27. Are you still receiving any treatment or help? [Probe to find out what this is, ie courses,
counselling, or help from various agencies etc].

Anything else
28. Is there anything that you thought we would ask about today that we haven't asked about?
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Project WATCH interview sheet: whanau

Introduction to Project Watch __ (confirm know project by this name)
1. How did you first learn about the WATCH project?

2. How were you and your family involved? To what extent?

Assessment of Project Watch
3. What do you think were some of the best things about the WATCH project?

4. What were some of the less good things?
5. Overall, did the project deliver what you expected? [Probe: more, less]
6. What do you think could have done better?

7. To what extent do you think the project made a positive difference? [Probe: physical,
mental, social, whanau, wairual.

8. Have there been other things in (young person’s) life that might have helped during this
time? [Probe: were there things in their life that didn’t help?]

9. Would you recommend the project to others?

Impact of Project Watch

10. Do you think [young person’s] alcohol drinking and/or drug use has changed since being
involved with the project? [Probe: what sort of change — reduction, increase, different
substances, more or less harmful — reasons why, and probe for any impact the project had]

11. How about any changes to their offending? Has that changed since their involvement?
[Probe changes in terms of links with alcohol and drugs; number of offences and severity.
Probe for reasons and impact of project.]

12. Overall, how has [young person’s] life been since their involvement? [Probe in dimensions
outlined above]

Now that you know about being involved in the project, do you think it was a good choice to be
involved? Would you choose for your family to be involved again?

Anything else
13. Is there anything that you thought we would ask about today that we haven't asked about?

14. Is there anything else that you would like to say about the project?

15. Do you have any feedback about this interview process? Any suggestions about how we
could improve the interviews?

68



Evaluation of the Whanganui-a-Tara Courts and He&WATCH) ProjectFinal report 20 August 2008

Appendix 2: Example of key stakeholder interview pr ~ ompt sheet

9.

WATCH Stakeholder questions

Would you describe your involvement in project WATCH?
What feedback have you had on project outcomes thuiar — positive and negative?

From your perspective, what has worked well in thé°roject?

. From your perspective, what has worked less well ithe Project?

To what extent do you think the project has achiewits aims? What factors indicate
this (prompt for key indicators/measures and how usd in practice)?

Who/what do you see as the drivers for Project WATE? Who provides governance
for project?

What criteria do you expect to see being used in¢hProject WATCH evaluation?

What do you think is a successful outcome for WATCHon an individual participant
/whanau basis, across the project as a whole?

What do you think have been the critical success ¢¢ors in WATCH?

10.Overall, what, if any changes would you like to semade to the project?
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Appendix 3: Key stakeholders

Contac Role
1. Julia Car Senior Portfolio Manag Primary & Community Cat
Capital & Coast DHB
2. Wayne Skipag Intersectoral team manag
Capital & Coast DHB
3. Judge John Walk | Executive Judg- Wellington Regiol
4. Judge Mark Behrens  Judge Wellington District Court
5. Marc May District Prosecutin Manage
Wellington - Kapiti - Mana
6. Teroera Puna (Cliv. | Wellington Polict
7. Mike Bryan! Regional Commissione
Ministry of Social Development
8. Huia Wikaire Assesso
Tenths Trust (at the time of the WATCH project)
9. Roger Brooking Clinical Manage
ADAC
10. Jeanette Katel Rangataua Mauriora Ki Porir
Takapuwahia
Porirua
11. Colleen Parkinso Service Manage
Parole, Release on Conditions, Home Detention
Provision of Information.
Wellington Community Probation & Psychological Sees
12, Robert Srich Link worker
Wesley Community Action
13, Tom White, Team Leade

Wesley Community Action
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