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Introduction

This evaluation was designed to provide a comprehensive assessment of the various
components of the Jackson Country Meth Task Force (MTF). Included in this document is a
detailed description of the methods used in the analysis, a description of the different types of
data analyzed, analyses of the different aspects and components of the task force, a summary
statement and a section devoted to conclusions and recommendations.

Through personal communications with United Way Director Dee Anne Everson, it was
determined that the evaluation would focus on Meth Summits, Task Force Participant
Evaluations, Southern Oregon Meth Project, Walker Fund grants and reports, and Task Force
awards and recognition. In addition, the evaluation also includes a summary of survey data
collected this past September.

Method

In a typical evaluation, a researcher sets out to assess the effectiveness of a program. To do so,
he or she typically has a set of pre-determined variables that can be measured before the
implementation of the program and after a pre-determined amount of time. Ideally, the
program involves a set of well-defined changes that are standardized, implemented at once,
and easily modified based on follow-up data. Most of you reading this will know immediately
that the program described above is very different from the MTF project. Though the goal of
this program is simpleT to end or curb the use and abuse of methamphetamine in Jackson
Countyt the means to that end are incredibly complex and include the help and devotion of
hundreds of passionate people spread across all sectors of the community. Additionally, there is
no single quantitative measure that evaluates the effectiveness of the Task Force. This is
compounded by the fact that there are in fact many measures that are, by their very nature,
unknowable, despite their satisfying the most important goals of the project: meth abuse
prevention and treatment.

There are also methodological problems with the program itself. Notably, the wide range of
community agencies represented by the MTF, all of whom interface with the meth problem in
different ways, make this project an exceedingly complex effort. Secondly, many of these
agencies have been working towards different aspects of the problem at hand so there is not a
robust preceding program to use as a benchmark.

All of these issues aside, what is left and how does one evaluate the efforts of the task force? |
have sifted through hundreds of pages of materials including meeting notes, memos,
summaries of meth Summits, emails, evaluations, grant proposals, and evaluations.
Consequently, much of this evaluation is based my own assessment of the various aspects of
the task force. There is both quantitative and qualitative data and | have made every attempt to
assess that data objectively and fairly.



To this end, my objectives at the outset of this project were:

e to clearly articulate the initiatives of the Meth Task Force and the methods used in
analysis;

e to provide a synthesis where possible by combining data related to the various
initiatives; and

e to provide an objective look at the progress of the task force to date.

Meth Summits

The Jackson County Meth Task Force hosted two Summits. The first Summit was held in January
2005. This Summit offered an opportunity for a community-wide response to
methamphetamine abuse. At this Summit, 96 community leaders met to discuss strategies
aimed at addressing meth abuse in Jackson County. At this first Summit, community leaders
discussed four focus areas, including specific strategies and action steps for each focus area. In
addition, the participants also agreed to reconvene in one year to review progress on these
strategies.

The second Summit, held in February 2006, featured almost twice the number of participants as
the first Summit. It was at this second Summit that the four target areas were further
developed and sharpened: Promoting Recovery, Community Education, Strengthening Families,
and Enforcing the Law. Furthermore, participants were asked to develop strategies for each of
these four areas, broken down into two the two broad categories of tactics and measurements.

Participants in the second Summit worked on only the Promoting Recovery and Community
Education aspects of the project. A summary of this second Summit is provided below.

Promoting Recovery Tactics

Participants developed a total of 36 tactics aimed at providing treatment for anyone who needs
it. These 36 tactics fall into the broad categories of education and outreach.

Of the 36 tactics developed, seven of these were related to education. For example, there was
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process. There was an expressed need for developing the workforce which alluded to the need

for more workers to help ease wait times for treatment.

There were also a number of tactics that related to communication and outreach. It was clear in

reading the notes from the Summit that one of the major barriers to promoting recovery was

the lack of coordination between agencies. There was also a sense that the expertise and
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for individuals in need. This theme was mentioned at all levels of the community. For example,

one of the tactics referred to greater outreach to health care providers to ensure that they have



the necessary information to make informed and efficient referrals. In addition, there was a

separate call for coordination of services between agencies as well as a stated need to better
understand the implications for families who have been impacted by methamphetamine abuse.

Lastly, there was an expressed need to know what services exist succinctly stated in the report
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communication between agencies.

Promoting Recoveryleasurements

Participants of the second meth Summit also derived 10 measurement variables. Not
surprisingly, these focused on two main areas: increasing access or availability of existing
services (i.e., increased safe housing, treatment capacity, and access to health care), and
decreases in variables with negative outcomes (i.e., crime rate, use of drugs in pregnancy, wait
lists for housing).

Meth Task Force Participant Evaluations

In August of 2008, Meth Task Force participants were asked to reflect on the success of the task

force over the previous four years. Based on these responses, L Q@S & dzY Yl NA T SR (KS
eight questions into two thematic areas below. It should be noted that only four evaluations

were completed so the results below should be reviewed with caution.

Partnership andDllaboration

A theme of partnership and collaboration emerged throughout the evaluations | reviewed. On
the positive side, all of the respondents felt that one of the most important influences of the
MTF was the increased focus on collaboration. There was an educational piece as well, in that a
number of the respondents felt that the task force had done a good job of helping them to
know what resources existed. The task force seemed to serve as a centralized agency to bring
these community partners together. For example, one respondent called the taskforce the
GAFGSel & G adfitbdz0dollabordtipre réspondents also talked about the MTF as
a driving force for the various local agencies. They spoke of the MTF as the force that kept these
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However, this sentiment was not widely shared, and there was a participant who detected an
undercurrent of flagging motivation, indicating that the core collaborative spirit had diminished
over time and that the organizations that were initially brought together by the MTF had
reverted back to a more competitive stance with respect to their relative places in the broader
system.

Awareness

The MTF evaluations also frequently brought up the idea of awareness; whether it referred to
their own individual awareness, awareness at the community level, or stakeholder awareness,



it became clear that this was an important role for the MTF. Many mentioned the Southern
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the meth problem. However, another commented that the efforts of the SOMP were not

limited to just individuals in the community, but also provided a great resource for agencies and

their employees.

The Southern Oregon Meth Project (SOMP)

The Southern Oregon Meth Project began in 2006 as a result of collaboration between the MTF
and KOBI-TV Medford and KOTI-TV Klamath Falls. It began as a multi-faceted approach to meth
use and abuse prevention by employing a comprehensive media campaign, visiting local
schools, and hosting community forums.

The media campaign included public service advertisements on TV, cable, radio, newspaper,
billboards, busboards, and internet advertisements. SOMP also included a project website that
served as a clearing house for the different aspects of the project.

According to a summary provided by the station, the two TV stations aired over 14,000 public

service announcements valued at $125,000. An Emmy-nominated public service program titled

G . NHzO I £ elN&dzeo&témesdr-addition, the TV stations also produced numerous

meth-related stories and special reports. They produced an Emmy-nominated series entitled & !
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addicts in recovery, law enforcement officials, state officials, and drug treatment professionals.

Christina Anderson, a KOBI-TV reporter, also made many educational presentations at schools
in the Rogue Valley area. The station estimates that Ms. Anderson made presentations to
approximately 7,000 students. In addition, Ms. Anderson and KOBI-TV/KOTI-TV General
Manager Bob Wise made many presentations to local community groups and civic
organizations.

Recently, KOTI-TV hosted three forums in Klamath Falls and a town hall meeting sponsored by
the A&E television network. These forums featured parents and students, community partners,
treatment professionals, and state and national politicians.

The SOMP won a Northwest Regional Emmy for community service in 2007 and was nominated
for two more Emmy awards for Best Interview/Discussion and Best Public Affairs Program in
2007. In addition, the project has won 13 other state and local awards.

The only quantitative data to date was a market survey collected by Leigh Stowell & Co., who
found that 70% of viewers in the Medford/Klamath Falls TV market were aware of SOMP in
2007. That number increased to 80% in the second full year. In addition to this data, the SOMP
was mentioned frequently by many of the task force participants and clients as an effective and
powerful component of the MTF program.



It was clear from many of the email communications analyzed in this study that the SOMP was
an invaluable resource for individuals affected by methamphetamine. Many of the emails
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note that Bob Wise answered many of these emails personally and was obviously a valuable
component of SOMP. Many of the emails reviewed for this evaluation were from students and
parents requesting presentations at their school, a clear indication that the message was
reaching one of the intended target groups.

Based on other sources reviewed for this evaluation, SOMP was not only a valuable resource
for individuals who have been affected by meth abuse in some way, but also a very visible
component for the other agencies of the MTF. Specifically, many individuals affiliated directly
with the MTF mentioned the SOMP as a particularly successful aspect of the program. Many
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provide services to meth abusers.
Walker Grant Applications and Evaluations

Since 2004, the MTF and the various community agencies that provide the services related to
the meth project have received over $650,000 dollars in grant funding from the Reed and

Carolee Walker Fund of the Oregon Community Foundation. These funds were distributed to 11

different community organizations.

The 12 evaluation reports produced by the Walker Fund produced a significantly varied
outcome. Some focused on increased access to treatment opportunities, some focused on

keeping families together, and some focused purely on educating the public. Also, these Walker

Fund evaluation reports all ask for the agencies to discuss whether they met their goals using
guantitative data; consequently, there are many different variables to consider. Taking a broad
view of these reports, however, produces a very different perspective and shows just how
much influence these grants had on the MTF project. It should be noted that there are a
number of funded projects that were not included in this analysis because no evaluations were
included with the documents reviewed. That aside, the impact is still quite impressive.

There were 12 total grant evaluation reports and funding for these twelve projects totaled
$291,003. From these reports, agents listed 8,329 hours spent on work devoted to the grant-
related projects. In addition, these 12 projects had affected 784 individuals in some way. This
number included everyone individuals suffering from meth addiction who received one-on-one

counseling to middle school students who helped to produce a public service announcement on

meth abuse. Another interesting metric is dividing the total amount of money funded by the
person hours devoted to the project, which amounts to $35 dollars per hour. In terms of the
number of 784 individuals listed above, this amounts to around $371 per person. These
numbers are based on the information provided by each individual agency and are simply one
way of looking at the larger influence on the local community. There are places where |
deliberately took a more conservative approach in interpreting the numbers. One good
example of this is evaluating the impact of the whole families project. In this evaluation, eight



families were indicated as being served through the funding procured by OnTrack. Not knowing
how many people there were in each family, | counted these eight families as an individual
which not only underestimates the total number of individuals served, but also does not nor
cannot adequately place a value on keeping a family intact. In addition, please note that
numbers from the SOMP were not included in this analysis because | did not have a copy of
their evaluation report. The outreach of SOMP would have added greatly to the overall number
of people influenced. That said, it is more difficult to assess the impact of that kind of outreach;
it was no doubt essential, but the projects included above were actually hands on projects that
could potentially influence individuals directly.

Survey Data
Method and Participants

Questions included in the survey were based on the four focus areas and sub-strategies that
were developed at the second Meth Summit. The survey was sent out by email to 71 MTF
participants. Seventeen of these email addresses were returned as no longer in use. Of the 54
participants who received an email, 10 responded to the survey for a response rate of 18.5%.
The written report as well as the graphs included starting on page 12, utilize percentages but be
aware that these percentages represent very few (10) respondents and should be assessed
accordingly. Survey respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of each of the four focus
areas and their related strategies. Effectiveness was rated using the following scale:

1= Not at all successful

2=A little success but a long way to go

3= Somewhat successful

4=Successful

5=Very Successful

6=Don't know/not enough information to answer

Promoting Recovery

Respondents were equally divided on this focus area, with responses ranging from very little
success to very successful. However, the picture was not as good for the first strategy
(treatment for everyone who needs it). Fifty percent felt that the MTF still had a long way to go
on this strategy and none of the respondents rated this as very successful. Similarly, 50% said
the MTF had a long way to go on the second strategy ¢ promote, support and educate.

Educating the Community

Overall participants felt that the MTF had done a good job educating the community. Fifty-
seven percent felt that they had been successful or very successful in educating the community.
An additional 43% said that the MTF had been somewhat successful. Correspondingly, 60% of
respondents reported that the MTF had been successful or very successful in bringing together



local media to create consistent messages around meth abuse and recovery. They were much
less positive about the second strategy, designing and implementing a comprehensive
prevention education program. Forty percent felt that the MTF had no success at all or very
little success.

Strengthening Families

Overall respondents were evenly divided on the success of this focus area. A quarter of
respondents said there was a long way to go yet and 38% said the MTF had been successful or
very successful at strengthening families. Looking at the individual strategies, 50% felt that they
had been only somewhat successful at developing community mentoring resources and
another 40% felt they had been either successful or very successful. For the second strategy,
establishing strengthening families as a community norm, 50% felt the MTF had been at least
somewhat successful. Clearly this focus area produced a mixed response and these results
could depend greatly on the specific perspectives of the individual respondents.

Enforcing the Law

Overall responses to this focus area produced the most varied response. Fourteen percent felt
the MTF had no success in this area however an equal number of respondents felt they had
been very successful. Looking more closely at the individual strategies shows a great deal less
optimism. Fifty percent of the respondents felt that the MTF had no or very little success in
conducting an assessment of law enforcement needs and existing programs and advocating for
needed changes. Because of the way this strategy is worded, it is in unclear which aspect
individuals are referencing. That said, because of the negative responses to this strategy, it
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saw a quite negative response with 60% of the respondents indicating that they felt that the
MTF had fell short on this strategy. As with the first strategy, it is unclear which of the aspects
individuals were referencing in responding to this question.

QuantitativeSummary

Despite the low response rate, the survey data does reveal some interesting information about
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graphics of the results discussed below). The good: educating the community, specifically, the
effort the MTF has put into bringing together local media was rated very high. Another bright
spot was strengthening families. The respondents were also generally positive when referring
to the individual strategies for strengthening families. The bad: respondents felt that the MTF
has not been successful on either of the strategies under promoting recovery. This might be
one area where the MTF might look to re-focus energy or revise the strategies. Also, according
to respondents there is still much work to be done in the area of law enforcement. This focus
areat as well as the individual strategies associated with itT were all rated quite low.

oy
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Qualitative Summary

In addition to the information based on the rating scale, respondents also answered three

open-ended questions about the MTF. The first open-ended question asked respondents the

following: dHave there been any one of the four focus areas that has fared better than the
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bright spot. More specifically, these responses all identified the media campaign as a successful

component of the MTF. Related to this another of the responses talked about increased

collaboration between agencies and that the MTF provided a unifying effect on these different

agencies.

Respondents were also asked which of the four focus areas had fared worse than the others.
Not surprisingly respondents identified law enforcement most frequently. A number of
respondents complained that, although law enforcement agencies were willing to listen to new
ideas, it was the actual implementation of new procedures that was lacking. Two individuals felt
that promoting recovery was lacking and one mentioned the lack of housing and employment
opportunities for individuals in recovery.

Lastly, participants were asked if they had any additional thoughts about the program. Three
people responded to this question each of these emphasized the importance of the work being
done by the MTF. One wished that the MTF would expand its focus to include other forms of
addiction. The other two respondents listed the value of having the MTF as an organizing
agency and that because of the efforts of the task force, the disparate agencies have increased
knowledge about the services available to community agencies.

Conclusions

The MTF has had mixed success in accomplishing the goals that have evolved over the last few

years. One of the most encouraging aspects of this evaluation is the degree of consistency

across the different types of data reviewed. This is helpful because it lends a degree of
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force.

Weaknesses

Based on the available information, there were a number of areas that could be seen as
shortcomings. First, though many acknowledged the increase in collaboration between
community agencies, many felt this was still a significant hurdle in dealing with the bigger
picture issues related to meth abuse. It is clear that the initial efforts of the MTF got many of
the right partners on board, but that there is still much room for improvement in the terms of
real collaboration between community agencies. Again, because this is based on subjective
data from the MTF participants, it is difficult to know the degree to which this is an actual
shortcoming of the program. Moreover, it is unclear what the barriers to increased
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collaboration are. One possibility is that much of the groups initial energy was spent assembling
the different community agencies and educating these partners about the services available to
individuals struggling with meth. Given that more than one participant noted the dissipation of
energy in the MTF, this is a distinct possibility. The MTF may want to devote time to discussing
ways to reinvigorate task force participants.

A second prominent shortcoming is the availability of services. Numerous sources mentioned
lack of funding for meth-related services. Though lack of funding in general was seen as a
significant challenge, a number of individuals noted specific shortcomings like availability of
employment and housing for individuals in recovery. One person noted that there was too
much focus on families at the expense of individuals. In short, there was a consistent call for
greater resources for the community agencies dealing with the methamphetamine problem.

Similarly, the issue of law enforcement was one that came up throughout the analysis. Though
many noted the sincere efforts by law enforcement agencies and their willingness to engage
and work collaboratively with the MTF, the one consistent theme throughout was that they had
not followed through on recommended changes. Mentioned as possible reasons were the
political nature of the law enforcement, the decrease in collaboration from the judicial system,
and overall lack of leadership. Another possibility that was not mentioned is that it is possible
that this focus area has also suffered from the overall let-down that some task-force members
have noted.

Lastly, though this last aspect was not a weakness mentioned by task force participants, there
was a clear lack of participation in MTF evaluation attempts. Evidence for this can be found in
low participation rates for both the August 2008 MTF participant evaluation and the most
recent MTF survey this past September. It is unclear whether this was a function of the
traditional lack of enthusiasm regarding evaluation projects or whether it reflected a larger
issue related to the project itself. The end result is a diminished capacity to assess the progress
of the MTF. The task force would be well-served to underscore the importance of evaluation as
a key component of the overall project.

Strengths

This evaluation also revealed a number of positive aspects as well. First, there were two areas
that came up as strengths throughout the program: education and collaboration. The MTF has
done an admirable job of assembling the appropriate parties and serving as an organizing entity
for these agencies. Many individuals noted this aspect as a particular strength. In addition,
many saw the MTF as an educational entity providing a valuable clearing house for information
related to the interconnected nature of available services and the agencies that provide them.
Though this was not stated specifically, it was clear that many people felt grateful for the
knowledge they had gained as a direct result of the efforts of the MTF.

Equally important was the aspect of collaboration. Participants noted the new spirit of
collaboration created by the MTF and the energy that these initial collaborative efforts brought
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about. However, more recently, individuals have felt that in some cases these early
collaborations did not carry over to into implementation. That said, there was a very strong
sense of positivity connected to the collaborations that evolved during the initial roll-out of the
MTF. A number of individuals spoke of a renewed sense of passion that they felt as a result of
not only the collaborative nature of the MTF but also through learning of so many other
committed individuals.

Lastly, the Southern Oregon Meth Project was the single most frequently mentioned bright spot
of the MTF. It should be noted that because of the unique nature of the SOMP, there is no real
downside so it stands to reason that the reactions of both MTF members as well as members of
the community at large list this as a positive aspect. | say this not to diminish the importance of
the SOMP but to acknowledge that the goal of the SOMP is quite different than that of most of
the other community partners.

In closing, there are two things that stand out as important and they must be looked at

together. First, though the total number of people touched by this project will probably never

be known, it can be estimated, and, where possible, | have attempted to do so. For example,

analyzing a small portion of the project reveals that the efforts of community agencies directly

affected hundreds if not thousands of individuals in some way. This number does not include
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so effectively through the Southern Oregon Meth Project.

However, the other unknowable variable is simply the price of inaction. As so eloquently stated

by one of the survey respondents: dTo bring all the different players in the community together

is a great step unto itself, to focus on a shared issue together and have specific strategies that

everyone agrees on is another big step, but the outcomes in a short time frame demonstrate
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Graphs

Focus Area 1: Promoting Recovery
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Strategy 2: Promote, support and educate
on issues of housing and employment for
people in recovery
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Strategy 1: Bring together local media
to creat consistent messages around
meth abuse and recovery
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Focus Area 3: Strengthening Families
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Strategy 1: Develop community
mentoring resources for families
impacted or at risk of impact by meth.
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Strategy 2: Work to establish
investment in strengthening families as
a community norm.
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Focus Area 4: Enforcing The Law
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Strategy 1: Conduct assessment of law
enforcement needs and existing
programsand advocate for needed

changes.
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Strategy 2: Create system of support for
incarcerated individuals struggling with
mental health and substance abuse
issues during and after release from jail.
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Overall, how would you rate the
success of the Meth Task Force?
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