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I. INTRODUCTION

- The Drug Courts in Bakersfield and the Shafter Branch of the North Kern Municipal
Court were established in 1993 and 1994, respectively with the goal of providing drug offenders
an effective way of breaking the cycle of drug abuse by enhancing the likelihood of rehabilitation,
reduction of drug abuse, and reduction in the recurrence of crimes. The Drug Court Programs in
these two jurisdictions have been in operation for six years but a comprehensive assessment of the
effectiveness of the program has not been accomplished. Early assessments of the Kem County Drug

Courts came in the form of reviewing the photographs of participants taken as they progress in the

- program. Improvement in participants physical appearance has been and continues to be a significant

indicator of program effectiveness. Testimonies from participants who successfully graduated from
the program and fhose whose lives have changed were another indicator for program success. A
sampling of 102 cases conducted in 1995 showed a successful graduation rate of 34%. Although
early evaluations were generally positive in the assessment of outcomes, insufficient data existed to
determine whether Kern County’s Drug Courts were effective in maintaining high retention rates
and reducing recidivism and drug relapse.

The goal of this project is to evaluate the effectiveness of the drug court program in these two
jurisdictions by meésuring outcomes, including retention raies of participants in the program,

successful completions, reduction of drug use, recidivism, and evaluate the effectiveness of the

- process as perceived by participants. I will also attempt to assess the extent to which the goals of

the program are being achieved

Process evaluation was conducted through a survey of 149 drug court participants currently

in the program. The goal of this survey was to elicit raw data in the form of drug court participant

perceptions. The perceptions of critical program features such as the goals of participants, incentives
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and disincentives for program participation, as well as information relating to background of
participants such as education, employment status, and prior treatment. |

A sample of 100 surveys completed by drug court participants was also utilized to compare
educational and employment status before and after drug court participation.

Data available from the courts autorﬁated case management system was used to extract,
graduation and retention rates of drug court participants.

Additionally, a list of drug court graduates from May 1996 to December 1998 was cross
tabulated with the jail’s inmate management booking system to determine rearrests after graduation
from the program. The rearrest rate from the drug program population was compared to the rearrest
rate of drug court eligibie offenders who did not enroll in drug court. The recidivism data covers
only two year ari(l eight months time because the drug court case trackingv system was not
implemented until May 1996.

This analysis of the Drug Court Program in Kern County will provide significant insight into
the drug court operations in the Bakersfield and Shafter Courts and the extent to which the goals and

objectives of the program have been achieved.
II. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

A. Kern County Profile

Kern County is the third largest county in California covering 8,172 square miles. The
County is larger than the land area of Massachusétts, New Jersey or Hawai‘i. It is larger than the land
areas of Connecticut, Rhode Island and Delaware combined. The Cdunty’s elevation ranges from
206 feet in the valley and desert areas to 8,755 feet in the mountain area. About one-third of the
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county 1s situated on a flat valley floor at the extreme southern end of the San Joaquin Valley. This
valley is surrounded by a horse shoe-shaped rim of mouﬁtains. The Sierra Nevada Mountains
occupy almost a third of the county area. East of the mountains is occupied by a large expanse of
high dessert, which covers nearly a third of the county area.

Kern County was organized in 1866 from portions of Lo.s Angeles and Tulare Counties.
Discovery of gold in the bed of the Kern River in 1851 brought an influx of settlers. Oil was
discovered in 1865, and by 1900, the fields near Bakersfield and the surrounding cities of Taft,
Méricopa and McK:ittrick yielded rich fountains of oil and petroleum. The gold mining town of
Havilah was the first c.ounty seat. In I1 875, the capital was moved to Bakersfield.

Aside from oil and gas, Kern County ranks the top 3 producers of vegetables, such as,
carrots, garlic, watél;rnelon, onions, and bell pepper; fruits and nuts, such as, almonds, apples, grapes,
kiwi, grapefruit, lemons, nectarines, oranges, pistachios, peaches, and plums; and field and seed
crops, such as, cotton, hay, and alfalfa, in the United States. It is also third in rank in sheep and lamb

livestock production.

Kern County’s population is 634,000: 58 percent Caucasian, 32 percent Hispanic, 6 percent
African American and 4 percent Asian and Othérs. The 1995 estimated population of metropolitan
Bakersfield is 370,600. 207,000 of which is the estimated population of the City of Bakersfield. The
mean income is $35,00,0 to $49,000 with 17 percent of the adult population falling below an income
of $15,000. Kern County’s per capita income is approximately $13,500.

Kern County’s unemployment rate is 13.8% in 1995, which is higher than the statewide seAa»sonally

| ,adjustéd unemployment rate of 7.9%



B. Kern County Court Districts
Kem County has four court districts. One Superior Court situated in the City of Bakersfield,

serves the whole of Kern County. The Superior Court has 15 judges and four commissioners, with
a caseload of 26,805 cases‘in Fiscal year 1997/98. The Bakersfield Municif)al Court District has
jurisdiction over the metropolitan Bakersfield area. The Bakersfield Court has nine judges and two
| commissioners, with a caseload of 68,294 cases in FY 1997/98. The North Kern Municipal Court
District has jurisdiction over the Cities of Shafter and Delano. It has three judges with a caseload of

| 16,983 cases in FY 1997/98. The South Kern Municipal Court District has jurisdiction over the cities
of Arvin, Lamont and Taft. It has three authorized judges with a caseload of 34,131 cases in FY

1997/98. The East Kern Municipal Court District has jurisdiction over the Cities of Mojave,

Ridgecrest aﬁd Lake Isabella and othef small incorporated and non-incorporated cities. It has two

judges and one commissioner with a caseload of 32,423 cases in FY 1997/98.

C. Drug Courts
During the late 1980's, Florida was experiencing high incidences of drug-related arrests that
flooded the jails and the courtroorﬁs. Drug addicts while on probation were quickly being re-arrested
for new drug crimes. The revolving door in and out of jail and the courtrooms was getting out of
control. (Satel 2) Courts became overloaded with drug cases leaving fewer resources available to
déal with more serious and violent crimes. Jails became overcrowded that convicts were released
early. The escalating drug related arrests indicates that the traditional way of handling drug related
| cases by the criminal justice system has not been effective. Incarceration has not served as a
deterrent to d1ug abuse and drug related crimes. Forward-thinking court officials in Florida realized
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that' “It is insane to do the same thing over and over again and expect different results.” (Shoemaker
5) Thus, in 1989, the first drug court in the United States was born, in Dade County, Florida.
| The rise of drug related offenses is not unique to Florida. While crime in general continued
to decline, arrests of drug law viqlations are at a record high. According to the National Drug
Control Strategy, 1998 published by the Office of National Drug Control Policy, more than 1.5
million Americans were arrested for drug law violatioﬁs in 1996. Many crimes (i.e., assault,
pfostitution, and robbery) are committed under the influence of drug or may be motivated by the
need to get more money for drugs. These drug offenders crowd the nation’s prisons and jails.
According to Bureau of Justipe Statistics, in June 1997, the nation’s prisons and jaiis held 1,725,842
men and women, an increase of more than 96,100 over the prior year. The increase in drug
offenders accounts for nearly three-quarters of the growth in the‘federal prison population between
1985 and i995 while the number of inmates in state prisons for drug law violations increased by 478
percent over the same period. According to the National Institute of Justice’s Drug Use Forecastiﬂg
(DUF), data collected from 23 cities indicated that 51% to 83% of arrested males and 41% to 84%
of arrested females were under the influence of at least one ilﬁcit drug at the time of arrest. Most of
these con?icted defendants are incarcerated. Very few convicted offenders are lrequir.ed to undergo
frequent drug testing to monitor drug use after conviction. Few jails provide any treatment serviée
torehabilitate drug offenders, in Kern County treatment service provided in jail is not mandatory.
To ease jail overcrowding and to provide a more effective way of treating drug abusers, drug
courts mushroomed through thé nation. The early successes in Floricia coupled with the passage of
the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforceﬁent Act of 1994, which contained provisions for
federal support for planning, implementation and enhancement of drug courts, resulted in the
accelerated growth ¢f drug courts. (Belenko 7) According to the National Association of Drug Court
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Professionals (NADCP), in 1998, there are almost 400 drug courts in operation. (Satel 1) Sally Satel

in her Observational Study 6f Courtroom Dynamics in Selected Drug Court states that “every state
in the United States, except Rhode Island and Puerto Rico has at least one drug court in operation.
In California, where one quarter of all state prisoners .are convicted drug abusers, has over 70 drug
courté.” It is projected by the California Drug Court Project Web site that by year 2000 that the

number of drug courts in the United States will total 1,000.

Defining Drug Courts:

Drug Courts are diversionary programs that are offered to drug and alcohol related offenders
as an alternative to jail sentence. Most Drug Courts offer non-violent foenders the possibility of
dismissal of chargés or reduced sentence if they plead guilty and agree to participate in the program.
Offenders who enroll in the program are required to participate in a strict regimen of monitoring,
drug testing, treatment, and mandatory court appearances. The progress of partigipants are addressed
in open court in front of a judge. The judge, however, presides over the drug court in a non- '
adversarial manner. The authority of the judge is effectively used to provide encouragement and

rewards to participants who do well and to impose sanctions to participants who fail to accomplish

the requirements of the program. Drug Courts go beyond the mere processing of drug and alcohol

cases through the criminal justice system. It focuses on treatment and resolution of the drug and

alcohol abuse problem rather than punishment. The goal of drug courts is to enhance the likelihood -

of rehabilitation and reducing drug abuse and incidences of re-offence.
The Office of Justice Programs of the U.S. Department of Justice published the definition
of Dnig Courts which is coinprised of the following Ten Key Components:

1. Drug Courts integrate alcohol and other drug treatment services with justice system
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case processing.
2. Using a non-adversarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel promote public

safety while protecting participants due process rights.

3. Eligible participants are identified early and promptly placed in the drug court
program.
4. Drug Courts provide access to a continuum of alcohol, drug, and other related

treaiment and rehabilitation services.

5. Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and bther drug testing.

6. A coordinated strategy governs drug court responses to participants’ compliance.

7. Ongoing judicial interaction with each drug couﬁ participant is essential.

8. Mohitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program goals and gauge
effectiveness.

9. Contimiing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court planning,

implementation and operations.
10.  Forging partnerships among drug courts, public agencies, and community-bases

_organizations generates local support and enhances drug court program effectiveness.

In 1993, Bakersfield, as in Miami, was faced with the problem of jail over population. Kermn
County Sheriff Carl Sparks did not have any alternative but to release inmates early in order to meet
a 1990 federal court order jail population cap of 1,648 inmates to the frustration of Kern County
judges. Bakersfield Municipal Court Judge Frank Hoover quoted in a Bakersﬁeld Califoﬁlian article

entitled Judges blast early inmate release, “It is ... frustrating. You sentence someone to a year in
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jail only to see them come back in two weeks...” Alternatives to jail time seemed to be an atiractive
solution. Judge Hoover was very much aware, as countless criminal justicé professionals nationwide,
that 50 to. 70 percent of the inmate population consists of drug éddibts and alcoholics, some of whom
can be dealt with more effectively with a treatment program such as a Drug Court Program. Thus,
in July 1993, Bakersfield Drug Court was established, and subsequently, the Shafter Drug Court in
1994. During this period, Bakersﬁeld Municipal Court had 2,073 drug related misdemeanor filings
and 1,934 felony filings while Shafter Court had 200 drug related misdemeanor filings and 149
felony filings. |

The Bakersfield Drug Court was established by Judge Frank Hoover with the encouragement
of fellow judge, Sharon Mettler, in collaborationA with the Kern County Departments of Mental
Health and Probation. With the cooperation of his co-judges, Judge Hoover allotted 50% of his
cou;t time to Drug Court. One of the initial problems encountered by the program was the reluctance
of the District Attorney’s Office and the Superior Court Judges to deviate from the traditional

adversarial processing of criminal cases. Drug Courts was seen as a radical departure from the

““tough on crime” culture of the criminal justice system in Kern County.

The Drug Courts established in Bakersfield and Shafter are post plea programs in which
defendants are sentenced upon successful completion of the program. Drug Court offers non-violent
offenders a program of monitoring, testing, and treatment with the goal of enhancing the likelihood

of participant’s rehabilitation, reducing drug abuse and reducing recidivism. Defendants charged

~with drug possession, use of controlled substances, driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs

and minor theft at the time of arrest are eligible to enroll in the program. In Shafter, only drug related
offenses are accepted in Drug Court. Shafter Drug Court also monitors PC 1000 diversion offenses.

The Kern County Drug Court is an abstinence-based, judicially supervised, program, that
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identifies, evalﬁates and recommends participation in existing community treatment programs,
requires regular urine testing and weekly court appearances. Once enrolled in Drug Court,
participants are referred to treatment providers based on an assessment of the participants individual
needs by certified drug and alcohol abuse specialists. In addition to counseling, participants are
required to attend twelve step or other self-help meetings, undergo frequent urine testing for alcohol

and street drugs, and to attend drug court hearings.

1. Judicial Supervision

In Bakersfield Municipal Court, Judge Frank A. Hoover dedicates 50% of his courtroom
caseload to Drug Court. Several other judges assist when needed. Drug sessions are conducted
| Monday through 'Thursday, 1:30 P.M. to 4:30 P.M. A typical drug.court session involves the
| appearanée of approximately 60 participants each court session. Each participant is called before the
judge at which time the participant’s progress is discussed openly with the judge. At these hearings
the judge tries to engage each participant and the group in a positive learning experience. Each
participant’s hearing can last from a few seconds to several minutes depending on the participant’s
status, level of compliance, and nature of individual’s discussion points. Often, thé longer hearings
involve difficult issnes. These issues are often discussed as group instruction. Participants are given

certificates upon graduation and are applaudﬁd by the rest of the group.
In Shafter, Judge Gary Ingle presides two days a week, three hours each session and sefves
approximately 20 participants each session. | |
These Drug Court Judges are the central figure in the team effort that focusés in participahts
abstinence and accountability for their behavior. The judges non-traditional role is assumed to be

critical to the process, thus is to outcome of the court. The judges take the important role of keeping
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participants engaged in treatment, while treatment providers strive to fnaintain a therapeutic
relationship with the participants. (Satel 49) The Kern County Drug Court judges directly review
the progreés of each participant on a weekly basis. The interaction between the judges and
participants is sometimes characterized as direct and personal. The judge encourages and praises
when participants comply with the requirements of the program but participants will get the judges
wrath and recéive sanctions, up to immediate incarceration if participants test dirty or miss therapy

appointments. Satel calls this interaction the “judge effect”.

2. Interagency Cocperation

Intake interviews, evaluation of eligibility, acceptance and coordination of treatment in the
Drug Court are pefﬁarmed by Substance Abuse Specialists who are employed by the Kern County
Méntal Health Department.. These specialists facilitate e;1try of participants into treatment and
perform full case management. A Probation Officer provided by the Kern County Probation
Department assesses appropriateness for acceptance to the program, monitors participants’
compliance and recommends sanctions for non-compliance. The Kern County Sheriff Department,
District Attorney and Public Defender Offices provide input in the development of the eligibility
criteria for participants, treatment requirements, supervised release, or special treatment of

participants sanctioned or incarcerated for failure to comply with the requirements of the program.

3. Program Components
At arraignment, probation officers assigned in the Arraignment Court interview defendants,
review the circumstances of the charges and past criminal history, and make sentence

recommendation to the Court. Non-violent misdemeanants who demonstrate characteristic patterns
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of drug addiction or alcoholism are identified at arraignment by these experiencéa probation officers
or at pre-trial conferences by defense attorneys, prosecutors, or judges. Defendants deemed
appropriate for Drug Court are given the option to undergo the treatment program offered in Drug
Court or continue to face charges through the traditional criminal justice process. If defendants
choose participation in Drug Cou;t, defeﬁdants plead guilty to charges and are referred to Drug
Court for intake evaluation.

Within seven days of referral to Drug Court, defendants are scheduled for intake evaluation
and orientation to d.etermine appropriateness of enrollment using the following criteria:
. non-violent charges against defendant
. no substantial prior felony conviction
. genuine dru g problem

. - no history of chronic mental illness

) no sexual offenses

The Substance Abuse Specialist performs an in-depth asséssment of the defendant’s
substance abuse pattern, drug of choice, alcohol use, arrest record, public and social support, social
history and status (i.e. family of origin, socio-cultural background, exposure to abuse or violencé),
educational background, employment, vocational needs, assessment of physical health and
psychological state, and history of involvement in the criminal justice system. The following
standardized assessment instruments are utilized:

a. Criminal case history, which provides the history vand pattern of criminal activity;
b. Intake orientation, which provides the defendant with an overview of the requirements of the

Drug Court Program, the program treatment policy, drug testing policy, and monitoring

| policy. |
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" C. Assessment of family history, employment history, level of educational attainment, use of

public assistance, drug use or preference, marital status, and current residence.

The Kermn County Drug Court utilizes a system based on three phases or levels of

participation. This system provides the mechanism to tract participants’ progress and recognize

accomplishments appropriately. A promotion from one phase to the next is considered an incentive.

Sanctions can come in the form of a demotion.

The assignment of the phase is based on a Drug Court team collaboration. This team is

comprised of the Drug Court Judges, the Probation Officer and Substance Abuse Specialist assigned

a.

b.

c.

f.

" to the case. Each participant’s performance is evaluated on the following factors:

Percentage of clean drug tests.

Co%npliance with treatment assignment

Compliance with support group attendance.
Compliance with scheduled Drug Court appearances.
Payment of Drug Court Fee of $75.

Accrual of new arrests or charges.

Phase assignment changes are noted on the Drug Court Progress Report.

4. Drug Court Program Phases

Phase ]

The first 16 weeks of Drug Court is considered Phase I. Requirements for participants during this

phase include the following:

1. Determination of treatment type, outpatient, intensive day treatment, or residential.

2. Drug and alcohol <ounseling at a qualified treatment facility three times a week. This
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includes one individual and two group sessions.

3. A minimum of two Narcotics Anonymous (NA), Aléoholic Anohymous (AA) meetings,
or Drug Court Support Group meetings which focuses on rélapse prevention per week.
Participants must have proof of attendance by validated signatures on a “court card”.

4. Drug screen testing one to two times per week, at least one day before court. The first test
must have proof of attendaﬁce by validated signatures on a “court card”.

5. At least one court appearance per week. Court appearance may be more than one depending
on the severity of the case. The Substance Abuse Specialist monitors the participant for
compliance, which include the following: . |
a. Wriiten Progress Report from the treatment agency.

- b. Court Card with legitimate signatures from NA or AA.
c. Results from drug screening tests.
Based on proof of compliance, the substance abuse specialist makes a written

recommendation to the Judge for advancement to the next phase or sanction for non-compliance.

Phase IT
Upon successful completion of Phase I, the participant will graduate to Phase II. Phase II
usually lasts approximately four months. The requirements of this phase are the 'following:
1. At least one group session per week on relapse prevention.
2. Weekly NA or AA meetings. The number of meetings are determined by need, work
schedule, and life skills project, as listed below.
3. Participation in life skills educational or vocational services such as:

a. Family counseling/parenting<lasses provided by the Kern Counfy Mental
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‘ . Health Department and county contracted Ebony Counseling
b. Literacy classes provided by the Kern County Literacy Council
- C. Vocational rehabilitation provided by tﬁe State Vocational Rehabilitation

d. GED through Bakersfield Adult School
€. Enrollment in Bakersfield Junior College

4. Payment of $75 Kern County Mental Health Drug Court Fee ‘

5. Weekly drug festing.

6. Bi-weekly or monthly court appearance, depending on banicipant’s progress.

Participants who have successfully completed Phase II will advance to Phase III.

Phase III usually lasts approximately four months. During the first four weeks of Phase I11:
The following are required:

1. Weekly Drug Court appearance.

2. Drug Screening test once a week.
3. Twice weekly support group meeting attendance.
4. Treatment me‘eting once a week.

Once participants successfully complete this period, participants advance to Phase ITI Follow-

up lasting three months. The following are the requirerhents:

1. Drug Court monitoring once a month.
2. Drug testing once a month.
. ' ' 3. Suggested, but not required to attend 12-step support group or treatinent meetings.
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Recently, a Phase III Follow-Up program was implemented after successful completion.

Graduates are required to appear in court after thirty, sixty, and ninety days of program completion.

New arrests, address change, if any, and status of employment or participation in job training

programs are monitored. Participants collaborate with the treatment provider’s case manager to plan

an aftercare plan. This plan includes the following:

a.

b.

C.

d.

Weekly NA or AA meetiﬁgs.
Continue to work with NA and AA sponsor on the 12-step recovery program.
Invitation to participate in the Substance Abuse Program on a voluntary basis.

Regnlar follow up Drug Court appearances.

Graduates are also encouraged to participate in a mentoring program and support groups.

5. Treatment Program and Referral

Drug Court participants are referred to the least restrictive treatment modalities compatible

to their needs. Treatment costs are borne by the participants. The following factors are considered

in determining the appropriate treatment referral:

1.

2.

Drug use history and treatment history of participant.

Other mandated terms of compliance, i.e. probation, social 'services, etc.

Financial Status

Other treatment needs, i.e., parenting classes, domestic violence counseling, anger
management, dual diagnosis treatment.

Access to transportation.

Geographical considerations.

Special needs such as language or physical challenges.
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8. Pregnancy.

9. Defendant preference.

Treatment is assigned at the time of orientation by the Substance Abuse Speciélist. The
treatment assignmeat if recorded in the Drug Court Agreement and the Drug Court Intake forms.

Drug Court staff collaborates with treatment providers with the goal of maximizing the
benefit to participants. Monthly meetings are held to update providers on changes in the functioning
of drug court, address court or provider concerns, and to encourage networking among providers of
different treatment modalities. Participant ﬁrogress reports are forwarded by treatment providers to
the Court on a regular basis. Weekly drug court calendars and case file updates are forwarded to
treatment providers. In addition, Drug Court staff meet bi-weekly with Kern County Mental Health
counseling staff. ‘T‘reétment providers and counseling staff are encouraged to attend Drug Court

status hearings when appropriate or necessary.

6. Monitoring
Monttoring of Drug Court participants is conducted on a regular basis by Substance Abuse

Specialists and the Probation Officer to assure compliance with the requirements of the program.

This monitoring is accomplished by phone contacts and regular Drug Court appearances. It is the

~ belief of Drug Court proponents that regular contact by Drug Court staff is vital to the success of

participants. Personal contacts will allow the Drug Court staff to ‘provide participants the
opportunity for positive reinforcément, help participants improve their self worth, assess their
treatment needs and recommend different treatment modalities, i.e. from outpatient to residential if
necessary‘, solve problems related to treatment issues, detect and prevent potentiaI‘ relapse, and

evaluate and determine graduation to the next phase.
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The Substarnice Abuse Specialists collect and review drug test results and treatment progress
reports received from treatment providers. Prior to the next status court hearing date, the Substance
Abuse Specialist make coﬁateral contact with participants in order to update drug personal and
economical status information of participants. These information is recorded in the Drug Court
Progress Report. Urine test results, treatment progress, and NA/AA attendance is recorded in the
Report as well. Progress Report of participants are completed and reported to the drug court judge.
The drug court judges reviews these progress with participants during their weekly court
appearances. The'Drug Court Judge recognizes progress by encouraging and praising the participant
from the bench in open court and in front of other drug court participants. Progréssive éompliance
with the treatment regimen is rewarded by reduction in frequency of urinalysis and status hearings,
praise and accolades from other drug court participants, promotion to the next phase or even fine
reduction.

Noncompliance to treatment requirements will result in warnings and admonishments from
the bench in open court, demotion to earlier phase, increased frequency of urine testing and court
appearances, confinement to the jury box until the end of the drug court status hearing, increased
monitoring and treatment intensity, i.e. residential treatment, jail confinement, and termination from
the program and reinstatement of regular court processing. Participants who re-offend and found
ineligible by the Judge, who consistently do not comply with Drug. Court requirements, and
participants who choose to decline the progra\m or discontinue with the program are terminated from

the program.
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IIL. KE-RN COUNTY DRUG COURT ASSESSMENT
Research

A vast collection of literatﬁre 1s available to assist local jurisdictions to start a drug court
program but research on the effectiveness of the drug court program has been somewhat limited..

In the Research on Drug Courts: A Critical Review by Steven Belenko, Ph.D., researches
conducted by several organizations resulted in positive reviews of drug court programs nationwide.
Results indicated that there was consistency in the findings from drug court evaluations despite the
structural and juri:;dictionél differences, methods used by eValuators, and limitations of data
available. Retention rates of participants in drug court are greater than offenders conQicted in the
traditional criminal justice process and those of engaged in conventional treatment methods. Drug
Courts result in cost savings and benefits to the criminal justice system. Drug use and criminal
behavior is significantly reduced while offenders are pgrticipating in drug court. Substantial
reduction in recidivism after participants complete the program has been achieved a well.

In the Observational Study of Courtroom Dynamics in Selected Drug Cour‘ts by Sally Satel,
M.D., it was determined that the dimension of the role of the drug court judge is a major importance
in the success of participants in the program. The development of an ongoing connection with the
participant has therapeutic value and serves as incentive for participants to stay in the program. This
study sﬁggested that future studies could explore the relationship between judicial alliance and
program outcome.

In An Outcome Program Evalua(ion of the Multnomah County S.T.O.P. Drug Diversion
Program, by Michael Finigan, Ph.D. participants in the drug program have less recidivism than a
sample of clients who were eligible but did not participate in drug court. The lower recidivism was
attributed .to the oversight of the program by a single judge, frequent drug testing and court
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appearances, aﬁd a method of pfoviding swift and sure punishment for program failure.

An assessment of ninety-three operating drug coﬁrts programs nationwide conducted by the
Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project at American University in Washiﬁgton
DC in 1997 showed that the drug court approach is effective in reducing drug use and recidivism
than the traditional adjudication process. The intensive supervision provided by the drug court
program, the capacity to promptly deal with relapse, and the capability to integrate drug treatment
with other rehabilitation services contribute to the effectiveness of the program. findingé also
indicated thét the program ‘reported high participant retention rates and cost effectiveness of the
program. The success of the program has been attributed to the judges close supervision, drug court
treatment services, and strict monitoring by the drug court team. Bg:neﬁts for families and children,
and prosecutors and police, and criminal justi;:e reséurce availability for more serious and violent
offenses have been achieved.

Additionally, research literature and information published by The National Drug Court
Institute, and the US Department of Justice, Office of Justice Planning offered an extensive variety
of research topics that crosses over several distinct features of the drug court program. These
rcsearch materials provided generally accepted measurements used in the industry to evaluate drug

courts.

Methodology

In order to conduct a process evaluation of the program, drug court participants currently
enrolled in the program and who appeared in court from January 25, 1999 to February 28, 1999
were asked to complete a three page survey by the Substance Abuse Specialists. Approximately 500
~ participants appeared in court during that period. Thirty percent or 149 Bakersfield Drug Court
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participants responded. Shafter Drug Court participant surveys did not make the deadline, thus
statistical analysis was not completed for these surveys. The survey is a three page document which
include a variety of questions, scales, and topics. Included are questions used by researchers in the
field of drug court research. The goal of the survey was to elicit raw data in the form of drug court
fmrticipant perceptions. The perceptions are of critical program features such as the reason offenders
enrolled in the program, incentives for retention in the program, detriments of program participation,
as well as items relating to the background of participants such as education, employment, public

assistance status, prior treatment, and prior arrests. (Appendix A).

The partici'pants who completed the questionnaire were mostly wémen (62%). Thirty-eight
percent of participants who completed the survey are male. An examination of the distribution of the
age of the participarts was completed. The bar graph in Figure 1 shows fhe mean age statistic af 32
years and indicates that the mode of the sample is approximately 30 years. This finding is consistent

| with other findings in drug treatment 1iterafure that the more serious consequences of drug
abuse/addiction do not emerge until late 20s, early 30s. In this study, the majority of offenders have
been arrested and charged with a drug and alcohol offense are approximately 30 years old. This
analysis shows that the program is able to target the offenders in their early stages of criminal

activity.
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. Table 1. Age Distribution of Sample

Descriptive Sample

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
AGE 148 18 69 32.39 8.79
Valid N
(listwise) 148

Figure 1. Age Distribution Sample

Age Distribution of Sample

iNo. of Oifenders

Std. Dev =8.79
Mean = 32.4
N=148.00

Age

The time participants have been in the program was also analyzed. The more time that a
participant has been in the drug court program, the more qualified they are to answer quéstions
‘which pertain to the program processes. Those who have been in the prograin fora relati;fely long

~ period of time will have moved beyond the difficult initial stagesv of the program which involve

detoxification and abstinence from drug use. Participants who completed the survey immediately
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upon entering the program may not have been able to comprehend the nature of the program or the

goals of the survey as clearly as more experienced participants. Table 2 indicates that the majority

of offenders in the sample have been in the program at least five months, and Figure 2 indicated that

many have-been in longer than five months.

Table 2. Distribution of Time in Program

Descriptive Statistics
N . Std , _
Valid  Missing Mean Median Mode Deviation | Minimum | Maximum
How long | 147 3 ]16.190 6.000 5.0' 4.563 1 24.0

1 Multiple modes exist.

Figure 2. Distribution of Time in Program.

14

12

-
o

No. of Offenders

Distribution of Time In Program (N=148)

1.0

15 4.0

30

6.5
50

100 . 140
8.0 120 170

Time In Program (months)
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Process Evaluation

The survey distributed to current drug court participants was designf;d to answer questions
that will evaluate t'hg participants perception of the effectiveness of the drug court program, the
offenders’ motivation for participation, characteristics that provide incentives and disincentives for
program participation, assessment of important treatment service provided by the program, and the
sigm'ﬁcant differences between the program and other prior treatment programs.

A statistical distribution that discerns the primary motivation for offenders’ participation in
drug court was tabulated. Knowing more about the main incentives enables the court to build upon
those factors and draw more people into the treatment-based program. The variable distribution
. “Chance to Get Dliug Treatment” in Table 3 was compared to the next variable distribution “Chance
to Get My Charges Dropped” in Table 4. Participants were asked on a 1 to 5 Likert scale to rank the

importance of each variable in the following order:

1 = Most Important 4 = Somewhat Important
2 =More Important 5 = Not Important
3 = Important

A significant number of respondents did not rank the choices given in the questionnaire by
level of importance. In many instances, participants rated all or more than one statement as most

important, more important, etc. instead of ranking by level of importance.
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Table 3. Distribution of “Chance to Get Drug Treatment” Variable.

Chance to get treatment for my drug problem

Count Cumulative Count | Percent Cumulative Percent
Most Important 117 117 79.59 79.59
More Important 16 133 10.88 90.48
Important . -9 142 6.12 | 96.60
Somewhat Importat , 2 144 136 97.96
Least Important 1 145 0.68 , 98.64
Not Important 2 147 1.36 100.00
Missing ‘ .2
Total , | 149

Of critical importance is the degree to which offenders participating in the program genuinely
desire to get help for their drug problem. Table 3 indicates that 90.5 percent of the sample consider

drug treatment to be a top priority to them. Only 2 percent consider drug treatment to be “Least

Important” and “Not Important”.
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' Table 4. Distribution of “Chance to Have Charges Dropped”

Chance to have my charges dropped

Count Cumulative Count Percen't Cumulative Percent
Most Important ‘ S0 50 42.02 . 42.02
More Important | 9 59 756 | - 49.58
Important 24 .8 20.17 69.78
Somewhat Importnat 15 98 . 12.61 82.35
Least Important 10 108 | - 8.40 9076
Not Important 11 119 9.24 100.00
Missing 30
Total 149

Table 4 indicates that approximately 50 percent of the sample considered “Dropped
‘ Charges” as “Most Important” or “More Important”. 18% considered “Dropped Charges” as “Least
or “Not Important”. The comparison of the two variables indicate that Drug Treatment is more of

an incentive for offenders to complete the program than Dropped Charges.

' Contingency Table Analysis
Table 5 is a contingency table with a cross tabulation of two variables. Offenders were asked
to indicate their past incarceration experience. That experience was cross tabulated with the variable
Chance to Get Drug Treatment. The hypothesis is that offenders who have been jailed in the past
for drug charges will consider the bpportunity to get drug treatment as important. Table 5 indicates
that indeed, 80 percent of offenders who have been jailed in the past for drug charges considered

getting drug treatment to be “Most Important”
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Table 5 Contingency Table. Dependent Variable: Chance to Get Drug' Treatment

Chance to Get Incar. For | Incar. For | Incar. For | Incar. For | Incar. For [ Incar. For
Drue Treatment a Drug an Alco. Other Drg &Alc | Alc & Ale, Drg
g . | Conv. Conv. Conv Conv. Oth & Other Total
Conv.

Most Important 48 10 13 2 7 2 82
80.00 90.91 76.47 28.57 87.50 100.00 { 78.10
More Important 3 1 1 4 1 0 10
5.00 9.09 5.88 57.14 12.50 9.52
Important 6 0 1 1 0 0 8
10.00 5.88 12.50 7.62
Somewhat Important -2 0 0 0 0 0 2
333 1.90
Least Important 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
1.67 0.95
Not Important 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
11.76 1.90
Total 60 11 17 7 8 2 105
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.0

Table 6 shows the cross tabulation of the variable past incarceration experience with the

variable Chance Not to Go to Jail. The hypothesis is that offenders who have been jailed in the past

for drug charges will consider the opportunity not to go to jail. It is interesting to note that only 40

percent of offenders who have been jailed in the past considered Chance Not to Go to Jail to be

“Most Important”. Eleven percent considered Chance Not to Got to Jail to be “Least Important” or

“Not Important”. The results of these cross tabulations indicate that participants sampled were more

concerned about their drug abuse then being incarcerated. It is encouraging to note that the

offenders’ motivation in participating in drug court is to get treatment for their addiction rather than,

escape incarceration.
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Table 6 Contingency Table. Dependent Variable: Chance Not to Go to Jail

Chance Not to Go | Incar. For | Incar. For | Incar. For | Incar. For | Incar. For | Incar. For
To Jail | 2 Drug an Alco. " | Other Drg &Alc | Alc & Alc, Drg
Conv. Conv. Conv Conv. Oth & Other Total
Conv.
Most Important 21 3 6 4 o2 0 36
42.00 3333 37.50 66.67 28.57 40.00
More Important 8 -0 2 1 1 0 12
16.00 12.50 16.67 14.29 13.33
Important 10 5 2 1 2 1 21
20.00 55.56 12.50 16.67 28.57 50.00 23.33
Somewhat Important 6 1 2 0 1 1 11
12.00 11.11 12.50 14.29 50.00 | 1222
Least Important 1 0 2 0 1 0 4
2.00 12.50 14.29 4,44
Not Important . 4 0 2 0 0 0 6
8.00 12.50 6.67
Total 50 9 16 6 7 2 90
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 | 100.00
F for R inine in the P

Participants strongly indicated ( 84%) that the judges support and genuine care for their

welfare is the factor that encouraged them to remain in the program. Another strong factor is the

weekly court appearance, urine testing and treatment (63%). Satel’s observation of the importance

of the “judge effect” factor in drug court courtroom dynamics has been validated in this study.

Participants indicated that “limited funds” is the greatest obstacle that could block their

success in the program (72%) followed by “relapse” (61%). Because participants pay for weekly

treatment and urine testing, their remaining and success in the program will strongly be dependent
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on their economic situation. Additionally, the recurring and controlling nature of drug and alcohol
addiction presents a strong fear of relapse for participants who are struggling to extricate themselves
from the addiction through the program. Continuous monitoring and supervision over the reco?ery
process through regular court appearances, urine testing , and frequent treatmenf and therapy
sessions is vital for the prevention of relapse.
Important Treatment Service

Participants indicated that “Couﬁseling” is the most important treatment provided by the drug
court programs (85%) followed by “therapy” (70%). The participants’ respbnse to this questipn is
indicative of the effectiveness of the treatment based approach utilized by drug courts. Ongoing

monitoring and evaluation of offenders is vital in assessing the effectiveness of treatment

modalities assigned to each participant.

Participants surveyed indicated that “a judge monitors my progress” is the most si gnificant
difference drug court experience has over prior drug treatment prograrhs attended (75%) followed
by “fréquent court hearings to mohitor my progress (73%). Once again, the ‘imp.ortance of the judges
direct supervision and genuine display of care for the well being of drug offenders have a
tremendous impact on the experience of participants in drug court. In response to this question, a
participanf Who has twice undergone drug treatment programs in the past added another significant

difference as follows: “The compassion from Judge Hoover and the counselors”.

Program Outcomes

B . ]3 1 . E

. Despite the strict requirements of the drug court program, Bakersfield and Shafter Drug
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Courts are retaining a significant percentage of participants in the program. Bakersfield Drug Court
retains 54% of participants in the program while Shafter Drug Court retains 65% of participants in
the program. Studies show that the retention rate of traditional drug treatment programs average
around 10 - 15 percent, and traditional treatment is not as rigorous as the drug court treatment
program. (Senjo 59) Th¢ nationwide retention rate averages from 60 to 70%. Because participants
are tested for drugs regularly while in the program, drug use by these participants are significantly
reduced while in the program. For most of thése participants who subsequently graduate from the
program, their use of drugs aﬁd alcohol are completely eliminated. Out of all participants who
completed the program, 43% successfully graduated _frorﬁ Bakersfield Drug Coﬁrt and 41%
successfully graduated from Shafter Drug Court.

Retention ‘and successful corhpletion of participants surveyed are attributed in a large part
to the role of a judge in drug court, the nature of judge-participant interaction in the program, and
the weekly court appearances, urine testing and treatment. |

A study of drug related offenders eligible for drug court in Bakersfield but did not participate
iﬁ drug court showed that 42% of these offenders recidivated. According to the Drugs and Crimes

Facts, 1995, most criminal justice professionals estimate that at least 45% of defendants convicted

of drug possession will recidivate with a similar offense within 2 to 3 years. Studies show that the

more frequently a drug offender is arrested for drug related violations, the more likely he or she
recidivate. A high percentage of drug offenders are also convicted of property offenses during the
time they are addicted to drugs. Aside from property offenses, the most c;ommbn type of arrests were
for drug possession, drunk in public, domestic violence, and drunk driving.

Participants who successfully completed drug court showed a recidivism rate of 17% which
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is significantly lower than offenders processed through the traditional adjudication process. Drug
Court programs nationwide reflect recidivism among drug court participants range between 5% to
28%. This low recidivism rate demonstrates that the program is effective in reducing recurrence of

crime, thus promotes public safety.

Dmg_ELeg_Bahics

Out of thirty-seven pregnant women in the program, seventeen had drug free babies, three had drug-
addicted babies, and fifteen are still pregnant. Bakersfield and Shafter Drug Courts also provide
residential treatment for pregnant women. Fifteen of these women are recipients of a grant from the

U.S. Department of Justice Office of Justice Programs.

Benefits of Drug Court
Jail Space

Drug Court as an alternative sentence to jail time has resulted in savings in jail beds for
mandatory 90 day jail sentence for “under the influence of drugs” offenses which make up 40% of
offenders accepted into the program. The savings is estimated at approximately $400,950 per year.
Not included in this cost saving are pretrial detention costs while defendanté are awaiting trial. This
saving does not factor the value of the capability to incarcerate more violent offenders as a result of
the drug court program. The Kern County Sheriff Department reported a 45% decrease in Federal
Housing Caps early releases in FY 1995-1996. The department attributes the decrease to availability

of alternative programs such as Drug Court, Work Release Program, and County Parole Programs.
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Family and Social Services

Parficipants who have miﬁor child\ren who have lost custody of their children due to drug
abuse regain custody of their children upon completion of drug court. Of 100 graduates from 1997
to 1998, eighteen have regained custody of their children. Seventeen drug free babies born to drug
court participants from 1997 to 1998 have resulted in substantial medical and social services cost
savings. It is estimated that a minimum of $250,000 is required to care for drug-addicted infants.

Many participants who were unemployed prior to enrollment in Drug Court and were
receiving public assistance Became gainfully employed upon completion of the program. Of 100
participants surveyed from 1997 to 1998, 70 were unemployed when they enrolled iﬁ drug court.
40% of the participants gained employment while participating in the program. More participants
are likely to gain émployment after completion. Fourteen of the thirty participants who were on
public assistance became self-supporting while still in the pfogram. Two participants are currently

attending college courses.

IV. CONCLUSION

The results of this analysis of Drug Courts in Kern County have demonstrated that drug
court programs do work. Recognition of sﬁbstance abuse as a disease-encourages therapeutic
treatment of drug and alcohol offenders. It is no longer reasonable nor effective to punish these
offenders by incarceration alone. Dépriving these offenders of treatment provided in a drug court |

program will not solve the problem of escalating crime and substance abuse. Drug Courts are not

“soft on crimes. More and more studies conducted by professionals and testimonials made by drug

court graduates have proven its effectivity and resulting positive outcomes.

Results of program outcomes, such as retention, graduation and recidivism rates, are
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consistent with findings documented nationwide. The provision of a closer supervision and treatment
modalities suited to the participants individual needs account for positive outcomes repdrted by a
growing nﬁmber of evaluations.

More evaluations must be conducted on the characteristics of drug court participants who
either completed or were terminated frofn the program. Exit interviews of participants must be
conducted to assess their experience and determine the factors and profile of participaﬁts who
succeed and fail in the program. Such a study will alloW program administrators the avenue to
assess and imprO\}e the treatment of participants and the operation of the drug court program.

In conclusion, this study had demonstrated that the Kemn County Drug Court Program has
met the program goals of reducing recidivism and substance abuse of participants, and enhancing
the likelihood of the participant’s rehabilitation. More importantly, the program has been successful
in effectuating positive changes in drug offenders lives. Several success stories and testimonies of
drug participants published in the logal newspapers have been validafed by outcomes documented
in.this study. Although these Drug Courts only target a small population of drug and alcohol
offenders (misdemeanor and minor felony drug and alcohol related offenses) in Kern County, they
provide the oppommity for offenders who are serious about seeking treatment for their drug and
alcohol abuse the v:iéble help and support provided by the drug court staff For those offenders who
are in their early stages of drug aﬁd alcohol abuse, the treatment provided and the strict regimen of

drug court will help curtail substance abuse and the commission of more serious crimes.
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APPENDIX A
Drug Court Participant Quesionaire

Drug Court Survey



DRUG COURT PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE:

A. Background of Respondent:

1. Age - 2. Sex
3. Marital Status: Single/Never Married_ Married___ Divorced ___ Widowed_
4. Children: No Children Have Children
Number of Minor Children
Residence of Minor Children:
Live with Respondent: Yes No
Number Living with Respondent

Number of Adult Children

Residence of Adult Children:
Live with Respondent: Yes No
Number living with Respondent

5. Educational Level: -

Eighth Grade or less

Some High School

High School graduate/GED

Up to two years technical training following High school
. Up to two years of college

Three/four years of college

Undergraduate degree

Post Graduate study’

Professional degree (Please specify):

T

6. Military Status: Active Military: Yes__ No __ Veteran Status Yes_ No
7. Employment: - ;
Full time job
Part time job
Not Working
Other: (Please specify):

8: Public Assistance: Yes No
Please Specify:

9. Drug Court Participation: Still In Drug Court Graduate _ Terminated

10. If Currently in Drug Court. How long?



11. If Graduate. Date Graduated . How long in the program

B: Prior Drug/Alcohol Treatment Program:
Please check in the space which applies to you:
___ Neverbeen in a treatment program before Drug Court Program
__ Have been in previous treatment program/s. Specify

C: Incarceration Prior to Drug Court Participation:
Please check in the space which applies to you: ,
- Incarcerated (jailed) for a prior Drug Related Conviction
___ Incarcerated (jailed) for a prior Alcohol Related Conviction
___ Incarcerated (jailed) for other conviction. Specify

D. Participant Comments: ]
1. Please indicate, by importance, the reason(s) you entered the Drug Court Program.
Rank importance by use the following rating scale:

1 = Most Important

2 = More Important

3 = Important

4 = Somewhat Important
5 = Least Important

6 = Not Important

__-__ Chance to have my charges dropped

____ Chance not to go to jail

____Chance to get treatment for my drug problem
___ Chanceto get a job

_____ Chance to get back with my family

____ Other (Please Specify)

2. Please rate the aspects of the drug court program which you feel most significantly
account for your remaining in the program. Use the same ranking scale as above:

____ The fact that I entered the program immediately after my arrest.

____The opportunity to talk over progress and problems with the Judge.

__ Fear of going back to jail if non-compliance to requirements of Drug
Court. '

_____ Weekly court appearance, urine testing and treatment.

_____The Judge provides support and genuine care for my welfare.

______ Other (Please Specify)

3. Please rate the circumstances that may contribute to unsuccessful completion of the
Drug Court Program. Use the same ranking scale as above:
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_____No support from family and friends.

____ Limited funds.

_____ Relapse.

____Re-arrest. ,

_____Drug Court Program requirement of is difficult to
"~ achieve.

______ Other (Please Specify)

4. Please rank the order of importance of the treatment/residential service provided.
Use the same ranking scale as above.

___ Detox

- Counseling
____Urine Testing
____Therapy
______Education/job development
_____Other (Please specify)

5. If your have participated in a prior drug treatment program rate the most significant
differences between your prior treatment program(s) and the drug court program. Use
the same ranking scale as above.

___ A Judge monitors my progress

___ Frequent court hearings to monitor my progress

______Frequency of counseling sessions

______Frequency of urinalysis

____ Possibility of sanctions being imposed if I didn’t comply with program
requirements.

______ Other (Please specify)

6. Do you think you would have succeeded with the drug court program as long as you
have because: ) s

Yes No No Opinion

The program provided drug testing

The program provided status hearings

You appeared before the judge less
frequently :

You appeared before the judge more
frequently '

Frequent attendance to NA/AA

Strict sanctions for non-compliance
with Drug Conrt requirements
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7. Please indicate any suggestions you have which could make the drug court program more
effective. . :

Thank you for your assistance in completing this questionnaire.
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R RVEY
Name = Intake date ) Graduation date
Finish date
o Before After
1. If you have children, how may children under Drug Court | Drug Court
~ the age of 18 live with you? o -
2. Are you:
A. Receiving AFDC/Geﬁeral Assistance (GA)? Yes - No | Yes No
B. Receiving food vouchers? ' Yes No |Yes No
.C. Living in subsidized/Section 8 housing? Yes No |Yes No |
D. Receiving free health care or Medi-Cal? Yes No |[Yes No-
3. Are you working? : Yes No |Yes No
A. How many hours per week:
4. If your are working, approximately how much do
you earn per hour or week?
5. Do you pay child support? ' Yes No |Yes No
6. What zip code do you live in? .
7 How many months did it take you to complete
Drug Court?
8. Are you receiving any other govemmént paid
assistance and/or counseliﬁg’, such as:
A. Social Security - Yes No |Yes No
B. Drug and Alcohol Abuse Coungeling . Yes No |Yes No
C. Unemployment Yes No |Yes No
D. Domestic Violence Counseling? - Yes No |Yes No
E. Employers’ Training Resource Assistance _ Yes No |Yes No
F. Other (indicate program) . Yes No |Yes No
9. What is the highest grade in school that you have
completed? ‘
10.  Are you attending school? Yes No |Yes No
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Her reward for gracuanng om the
Drug Tour: program :n Baxersfieid
Mureempal Court s 1o have samccs mmoved
Jom her nght foreaT: one &

it's & severm-siep process where the
once<iari tarzoos of *mom” on her leg and
a\uueom anc 2 name on her arm et lighter
and lgnter urdl they're compieteiy gone.
As of last weex her arm anc leg have just
faint dlue marks.

Everytung eise about the 23vear-old
Hickey s naturaily radiant and drug free,
a5 {ests durng the last i0 months have
cordrmed.

ter blue eves spariie. Her smiie lights
up 3 room Her blonde hair is styied and
shiny. Her weight is ideal Her personality
is busiiy. Her clothes are neat and wim
Her seif=steemn :s her high.

None of hat described her life on cank
from when she was 17 to Jan T this vear the
last cay methamphetamine poiluted her body.

AS & “rankster” her eves were vicant her
teeth were crooked and decaying her self-cur
hair was ragged and short: she looked
anorexsc 135 pounds comgpared tn 30 nows;
she was paranoi: her seif«sieem was il

The recovery of a drug addict is about
selfesteem. and thars why Drug Court
sover suthonzed the tat-
e i s autho-

£
DANCCAMPCTHE CALFORNIAN

Misty Hickey, who recently had a tattoo on her right arm removed as part of a drug court program, plays with her son

Tyler in their east Bakersfield home.

rzed teeth swaightening for other gradu-
ates — soft gums and crooked teeth are a
byproduct of drug use.

The tartoos are removed at Ciiruca Sierra
Vista while several dentists donate thewr
services 10 help with teeth. Hoover sad.

Hickey said she wanted the zaroo removal
tecause. “I dont want peopie 0 udze me
pefore they get 10 know me. ! don't want pec-
ple to look ar me that way ever agan.”

Peopte o look at her i her job as a clerk
an the new Risedaie Wal-Mart where she's

worked since August. going there from a 3
month job she had at the Green Frog Market.

“l love customer service and being
around people.” she said.

Her ability w hold a steady job conmrasts
with her meth life where she once had six
Jobs in five months. giving up on each one
of them She soid drugs instead to keep up
with her $150- to $200-a-week meth habit.

The seed of her drug use. she said.
began when she was nine years old upon
iearning the man she thought was her

father was really her stepfather. )

She said her mother didn't tell her much
about her real father. and so she rebelled.
That inciuded taking drugs and fetanyg
pregnant. Her son is bewmng rased by ?wr
mother because her drug use Xept her
from being acle to rase him.

She nas a second child. 2-year-ld Tyler.
born in her marriage o Phillip Hickey, 4
mechanic. who encouraged her 0 stop

using drugs.
: Piease tumn to COURT/ A2




COURT: 30 percent graduate and stay clean, an above-average ratio

Continued from A1

But her tumaround didn't begin
undl July 7. 1997 when she was jailed
for 47 days on a 3-year-old warrant for
{ailing to complete a work release pro-
¥ram on a previous drug charge.

she was taken before Judge Hoover
who asked her. “How long have you
heen a drug addict?” She recalls now
that Hoover “was the man who got me
10 admit 0 myself thu [ was a drug
addier”

She remembered Hoover from a
ot appearance :n 1983 when she
thought. “He's not going 1o help me.
He's just a judge.”

Bu: a theme of Dm'xz Court stuck

with her. “Theyll love you unt! you
love yourself”

She sobered up in jail She went to
counseling, took drug tests at her own
expense after she got out. and went to
drug court where she soaked up
Hoover's encouragement and envied
the graduates who were applauded by
the audience.

Drug Court was started by Hoover
in 1993. It's had about 3.000 paruci-
pants since then. and Hoover esn-
mates that 30 percent graduate and
swy clean — a much higher percent-
age than other optons.

Hoover said 40 percent stay sober

" .snger than they otherwise would. but

1

they go back to their old ways. The
firal 30 percent don't make any
progress, It's a program of regular
court appearances, drug tesung and
Hoover cheerleading such as:

¢ “Look at that tan. When you use 2
fot of crank, you are pale.”

¢ “Youre going to graduate next
dme. Youll deny the crinanal justice
system one more number.”

® “You might be having wouble with
success ‘¢ a man who atter clean ests
tested circy). Butyou can doit YouTea
likeable. competent, capable person.”

¢ “The Hoover spin is there is not a
chemical answer for everything.”

Hickey stayed clean qunt:il Jan 7

when she tested dirty. She went back
before Hoover who didn't give up on
her. “He patted me on the back when |
needed it.” she said “Especially me,
because [ don't have my dad (Hoover
is about her dad's age).”

Now Hickey talks about her accom-
plishments. When the tamtoo is com-
pletely gone. it means to her “Tve
accomplished something else. I'm
clean and sober and my arm looks like
it was when | didn't use drugs.”

When she accomrplishes things.
““that right there is wonderful It makes
being off drugs worthwhile. I get more
self esteem. I get more courage that [
can do this.”

1
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Behind closed doors in every neighborhood, a gener-
ation of adults is ctoosing the highs of drugs and aico-
hol over the joys of a first birthday or the sound of a
child's contented laughter. '

The cansequences 0 society already are rumbting
with seismic proportions: negiected, abused children of
drug-ang-alconol-addicted parents are flooding the
sthaols, the'social wellare system, nospitals ang the
courts.

Drug addicts, ofien abused and neglected as children
themseives, are overioading these same institutions.

0ld answers, such as onson sentences lor drug users, don't appear
tq Je working. Sut some renabilitation efforts, thougn stlll controver-
sial, are showing promuse. In an ungoing series of stories, The

Laliformianis

foltowing local familles drougn an adyssey of drug

aadicion and atempts at rehabilitation. The seres 1s analyzing the
roots of this generational groblem and examining possible solutions.

DTSR A
-Sering Kern County since 1368
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Judge Frank Hoover explains why his courtis better than the other choice the participanthas.

By TAMARA KOEHLER
Cadtorman s wrer

olding his Bible for all to see,
Orlando Bailey paced the hailway
outside the couroom, eager o 30
qsice and tel! how he'’s cieaned up
hisact °
“Um here because | had these
wATANts o clear up - i didn't show up for a few
; cases - no pig deal,” the 22.
ther of two said last week. “But |
raven’ used in months. [ve found Jesus. I''m here
10 wil them I'm in ne (Bathany; men’s home now,
so ['m woriang my own program.”

Presumption was Bailey’s first mistake in

FELX ACAMC/THE CALFCRNL:

Bakersdeld's Drug Court last week and probably
won’t be his last. say the veteran counselors who
screen partucipants.

An hour later, the long-time cocaine addict
tried o spin fus -ale on the courts substance-
abuse specialist Carol A,

“Here's my plan. see.” he said. widecyed Wit
earnestness. “Maybe you ought to write this
dowt.® . -

“No way,” Arv repded with a see-right-through-
you gnn. “You dor* well us what youre going i0
do. Ve rell vou And vou can either follow it or do
the *jail’ nme.”

Minutes iater, judge Frank Hoover acted on

» Pigase tum to DRUG/ A8
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ACEOUNLAN ANd take Asponsibdity fur thewr

SXPerT them. as long as a persan eveniladiv
sueeerds Sometnnes [foover doles onl 3

f‘N »- Contrued from A
.~ 1‘ AfY'Y meonumenidanon by onder-
l d ¢ Bauley 10 cone back i a few
l 't ue +2ys with a dec.sion. Our way of
the hignway to Lerdo Jail, he

n ()[u‘ 10kt Baley
l “Man'" Baley sant stompung
ml& out of the courtroom. *{ thought
thus was going o be way ditfer-
ent”

[t was another day, another addict in
Bakerstield's Drag Court, where judicial
founi-iove 7as taken the plave of raditona
CNURA wateneing. [ty a cout whers people
W nusdemeancr arug ance alcohol cnmes
+re oven a chance rather than a jud term, and
the jiuize opeaks words of encouragement
ke, “You look tood, man!” to newty sober
welepmanis.

nig connts wre the Lutest tactic i the war
<N urigs, 3 place wnere social work collides
With emmnad stuce and, for the most part
LorAM 10 O working

e very feast. 2rsy cowts are offening
0 Lo PrCUC probivit of jalis and prs-
Ons overcrowded wath drug nifenders. And ar
~e5L 33y prponents bke Hoover. these chans-
IMAGC Sourty are turmng lives around by
Ltaciang e root of e probiem: agdichve
eemavor.

Neasiv 20 percent f crumes (ront theft o
° ect to murcer are related o dncs
NG, ACCOMUng (0 raonal studies DY
.S. Deparument of jusoce. Those studiey

De L

iso found that drg ang aicohol abnse s the-

wror i % pereent 1o 90 percent
e cases xeen in juveniie and tumily
CONT = 1 5LABSNC *ha doints 1 the ore wsid-
s ~0Cl proplem of the bivakdown of the
‘amy,

The rast to the taxpaver for ircaung-the
sroniem throih pumsnment is staggennsg.
Aiconon and other amg-relited cnme cost
.3 billion in 14990 - a figure that
wpirdd to $159 mullion w1495, accory-

Seany
g 1o ihe asuce Department

By not whirrsang the orob em of addlicton,
«rug ana aiconol upusers simply are femoved
‘ram society for 3 <unt n jail, then released
Hack (o communiiey where they stat the
wupdiesion evele all over usn, Hoaver sud

T Waar Bz U I IEXUPUNE 3
H7t Ee Rt (0 60w wildh Uils st Cirus
inat dund Gui” Hoover s, “Yokd vied 1 selv-
e the ssune case 20 tines, We're ponnng
VTGOS WHORAL Of IR 1t PN eng
Ul 1 WAtet) QUE DY Stwiakd e spenl
Or sctioois and veum nestigaon and thead-
uient and breaking tie cycle ot 1ts ongin -

The court of conversicn

The :uea of drug couns was hom out of
nenguuon Qan 27 lnh.um g

Last August, the Bureau of Jusuce
ANNANCE APaTUY Thal DV AnwIing Nono-
ent aelenaants (1o yal ume 1o treatment
Lug cours cowd lower tne reCIdasm rale.
:ncTease successiul reatment outcomnes and
xave Lumavers MK} per delerdant n jail
TOSS one.

¥ oun N A easy adertutne mamu to jai. the
WY 1 ANUUNZ buL

(M onenianon day. when new pmcmpants
are ncocinated to Doue Courw they leam
tiwr e Wil Bevonie 3 Qurmy of seheduies to
AP, WeeAIV GTUZ lests and count appownt-
Hients with long wauts, Gaily 12-step program
HIEPURSS A Ctidhett i treant ent

Then tey are wid Ytey st pay for eveny-
June thetmoseives,

“Hey. vou court come ip with e mnm-y
Jnl! Lonrn supstanee amnise

~4-nm~c \ntcl.m Quintana taid i growp of 18
WwWenMmers Us wovh

No grunts of any kang fund Us: drug court,
Wil Qves Uume WG A St - Ixite, coun-
~OR W DROEIBoN ofTicer - Cumiblete auton-
iy Hoaver stends s ajlemoons unnmne

o

anw conn: e as

Mumerai Coun uge. wisnana and Anc are
EIEeoven oy e Kem Counny Mentar Health
Denannwn wiuch sets agoe pan of its annw-
W IRKIREE JOF Unr Suances and e drux coust
Mrucrn.

Heawmr ke ttuy sef-paning ene of Dnig
et & Sep further, sang it s another feason
WRY 0L COUMS 4PN the COMVIY ART R
2 PO favew.

There v nu governient hangnuls ZOINR
nere” Hooves <ud, “I'nson s 2 govern-
INEN IPOLAM. Where the Laxpaver pays for
evenuung Tlus o aweont 20etang faupie o be

? Wit has dewn adiow tor slips, even

A O IWA A KD kes R R

He 0eprivis on two srraaireainew counr
WHEN = AN gw] UIUNIA - tO TR ACOM.
Menanons, xl feperals tollowss telr tead.
SR WeneTL T et eI KD KDOW the
e CON R 1 kbt C plat

vy il twe

4 tadne lof e
 tents L Crvon of

Arysumd.and

Sheryt Garcia telisthe court about her
baby, bom drug free.

Biblein hand, Ortando Bailey waits 'or
drugcourtto begin.

newcomers. “It's KB. (Kick Butt) Quiniana,
because i don't mess around.” L]

Last week. 2 woman siond before Hoover
and nmsed her dirty drug Lemt was 3 mistake
mace by the lab. Hoowver looked 0 Quintana,
who mouthed the worax “No way.”

The woman wa 10kd to ke U te agun
-nat aflemoon and came hack 10 count the
vt

Next a pregnant waman sanintenss up in
the white line before floover x vench wna
1amsted she was not high. tler woms were
sred Akt her pupiis the aze of pin esdts
Homwrs everpreent smue younshed, and e
gowrred Al the woman, She hid tven tiene
nmerms Umes befure, each Uie Wit 4 am

arug tes.

0K mhmhl'hw "I you
mmmwﬁhmmﬂpmﬂ{um,
Test af your sentence (a year). You're pregnant
and sull 1sing - that dany doesn't have a

" choce. | Smply Wil not tolerate you tweaking

(ngestng methamphetamne) for two.*
About 40 percent to 50 percent of those

" who come to Drug Court fail or decide they'd

rather toush out 8 jaul sentence. The ouher haif
mmMnMM@l possible

From the bailifls to the counseiors to the
judge, everyone who works in Drug Cournt
wears the glow of converts. There’s justce
gowng on in Division B and lives are actually
bemg saved. says Ken Tory, & prooazion officer
who is Hoovers nghi-~ana man. .

“The diffcrence in here ts we taik o these
peopie like Uvey're hurnan beings, not bues,”
say3 Tory, who worzs with the hard core

and maxes
datons to Hoover. “For many of them, it's the
first time someane in the court system has
gotten down 10 the human level with them.
And believe me, that makes them squirm 2 jot
mmmmmmmwm

A national trend

- Bakerstield's Drug Court, formed in 19%3,
was the second in California and one of the
firs 10 in the nabon. Some take only (elony
drug cases, othery Like Hoover’s only musle-
meanor. But all operate on the premise thal
treament and the watchful eye of the Drug
Cammmmm:mlnmma
natrve to straight purushiment.

Last month, Hoover was lnvned by
President Clinton to meet in Washungton with
two other drug court judges to discuss the
gv-mpmblundjmmuenolm:mm
relation Lo drug akhcoon

mlm-ﬂlm.m:molmw»
na uve among youths ages 12 to 17 nearly dov
bled, following a I3-year decline. Peopie
between the ages of 16 and 2] alwo are uang
other illicrt drugs such a8 methamphetanunes
and PCP at Nigher rates than any other age
group, according to the 1994 National
tousehold Survey on Drug Abuse.

AL the same time, juvenile crume rales are
rising even while agul crume raes have (allen
for three straight yesn. i .

One day ast week. the court was filled with
people under age 35 - homemakers, college
stugens, hookers and tueves, . 1

One. named Maria. sat waiting 1o be called,
impatent yet cunous about the program.
Mans has Lived her wen-age yean selling her
M(umwm"umknm
“Oh, well, thal’s the way it ia." she sayy with &
wnse srrule, rubbing 3 bruzse on her neck made
bynmanwhommhulhenmbdm
She doesn't bat an eye a3 she lells how her
mmwmmnmco{n
sn:-my-mm«-mema-m
boytnends. H

But her snsecraciang veneer splintered
when she spoke Wit Afy, 8 woman whose
mmmmwmm
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Throughout this year,
The Calitsrmians tol-
lowing local milies
tirough an adyssey of
drug addiction and
atiempts 2t rehatiiita-

. Bon, The toliowing

{nour
DOUSE: e,

and Railures some Kem County women
wha underwsm rehabliltation have
expenented dunng the I:nm
months,

N

HIC I

powertul women, possbilines -
zrd Bemadette Parks was nght
nere i the ruddle of it all.

Who'd have thought it, the 33-year-
, oid says. gnnrung as she humedly
putfed on a agarette between semi-
nars at the Baxerstield Women's
Bustness Conference on Apnl 1S.
* Three years ago, when an alley was
her bedroom and methamphetamine
-addicts her imuly. it was all
Sermuietie could do W scrounge up a
aveal 6 2 bath

. I.:maphcebmmmmhope.

133 Now, here sne wasin a throng of

business wonten, with her ruuis paint-
st bneht red and a year of sobriety
~furune n her sian,

“This s grear” Bemadette said.
“Thi s petso grear”

iJermudertes life these dayy s a
st of Steps forward, she xayy.

Theer vy wark 10 1o on her sed-
e sy hat tnner sense of
wihed Dy the veors of cnig
i She works at the Dvert
-1 U nter. 10 pay ol biee bill

= D AN Qe Al I Relp the news

comers @ the peosgaan. She mosts
MOULALY WITH 2 VINANGIGG COnnseor,

A carmer 3 siowiy aidng theoe m
\«mﬂ-mmmmﬂnap
* others. jeport i0 work Svedaysa
“week. be and

JLSter an ~in-law 1n they
Romertal: Jfef throe sons e
With thetf wuu 1. 3nd she saw them for
the (irst ame m Ve years at
Chnsymas,

Dealing with those lost years, and
the hurt her sons must teel s a con-
stant stukgle for Bermadette, 3 all
thun woran with a sheath of stuny
brown haur.

But today, & the Business
Conference. she » gnnnuig from ear
to ear. Today is a good day.

Sylvia J;mmillo

WO nurses came to the Desert

Counseling Women's Center

eariier thus month to tell Syiva
Jaramullo the dreaded news.

Her tnfant son's lungs are damaged,
hurt by the cocane sne used dunng
her pregnancy.

*{ can't forgve myself vet.” she
says. *“How do you do that”

Last week. she wrote her 2-month-
old son. Angel. 3 iecer teiling hum of
her arug aadicuor. She's sorry, she
didn't mean 1. she will make it up to
tum {or the re= of his life.

“Even if he haes me [T under-
stand.” says the 2].yearold mother of
frve. “But he deserves the truth,”

Meanwtule. sie wall have o keep a
close cye on lwn There will be ups
ANA AOWNS, enisodes of severe ing
congesuon, e nuirses told her. Bt
there s a chance te will \gnow o of it

Sor now, s damaged hings are the
pruy nign of Sviviay dmig tuse dunng
prexrancy. There nught be others as
he TOWS ~ iemmung diihilities, nere
VOUEY I

B\u&manwmm
lucky, she says, because she was able
0 swp using the powerful drug while

Currenty, ane 13 staying with her

suil pi Cocamne, more than any
Other narcotc, wreaks havoc on fets-
e, angemng growmg biood vessels,

rorquny the chdd's hean rate danger-
ousiy hugh

Angel was bom druz-free. He sleeps
weil doesnt pitet like crack-babies
bom to mothers sull using, The dam-
age was done earty 1n Syba's preg-
nancy. She quit when three months’
pregnant, alter leasrung she was carry-
g a cruld. But the frst three months
of pregnancy are cntical, 3 tme when
MOSt MAYGS OrZans are forrrung,

{n 45 days, Syhia hopes to com-
plete her Teatment In the women's
center and retum w her hometown of

. Albuquerque whese her four other

children are staying with relanves.

Thetr father. Syha’s boytnend. is in
Jail for a few weeks after police arrest-
e fum for dmang without a ticense or
wnsurance.

My eldest boy keeps asiang me
when ['m comung to pick tum up,”
Syh1a says. “He asics. “When are you
gong to be cone woriang trere Mom?”
[20ld fum [m here woriang *

Is not a lie, she says Recoveryisa
career, her most important job. some-
tung she wall have to work at the rest
of her life. sne savs.

SUuliudy rusus

ADDICTS.

»-Continued trom AS

*1 have a tot of hope for her.”
Hoover said lazer. “She’s a heanbreak-
ing case. the land [ see over and over
in here. The story for women i partc-
ular seems to be the same - they turn
to drug addiction to blot out memo-
ries of being moiested or abused
when they were young.*

While the young make up the
majority of drug court defendents,

there aiso are those who have made 3 |

lifetime career of substance abuse. In
the group of newcomers last week sat
an eiderly alcohoiic on veteran's bene-
fits, busted for his secona drunken
dmang violanon.

“People can stereotype addicts and
drunks all they want 0. but thus is
whnat | ask them when they quesuon
whether we're bemng soft on cruninais

.ey come come from all walks of life

! Bakersfleld Municipal Court, drug related cases

Cnmnal cases n Sanarsfieid Muncpa Court 1994-95 facal year:

* 4,500 teionies — 2000 of hose onug cases
« 26,000 miscemesncrs — 10.400 of these drug cases

A sampie of 102 cases (hat went BwouGh the Municow) /\

Courrs Dnug Court revesied the OROwNg SatSDCS: v v

o
0% -y

!
|
l 147 failed cases P9 55 successtul cases
|
|
'r
!
!
I

here: If your son or daughter had 3
drug problem who would vou call?
The doctor or the police?” Hoover
sud

Hoover bezan the Drug Court with
colieague Judge Sharon Mettler. Since
then, two other drug courts have
sprung up in Kern Councy - one in
Rid

Counseiing ‘Nomen's sneiter
asunst tne advice of her coun-
sejors.

Sheﬂa(‘mkh&lenwm

The Z>-vearoid mother of fve
{eared loswng ner cruidren w her
etranged husband. somegung that
fie Juvensie Count dectued last month
wordd bre tn thexr Dest nterest for now.

Conk stiggied with 3 methamphet-
wrune aneton tat ted Rer i and
out of Bakersdcid’s Drg Court. and
(naily to the wwiter where she suaged
for four reonths,

Conns :am 2t ihe snelter say they,

- antw. shars sty detals of Cook's -
Zacsion. only that it was a “termuna-
ot agaunst advice.”

Judge Frank Hoover, who mez

Cook tn Dnzg Court, says he has great .

hope {or her conunued soornety.

and one n Sharter.

By the end of summer. Hoover
hopes to start 3 similar program in
Juvenile Court, where he beiieves
intervention will produce more lasung
resuits, “It's the get ‘em while theyre
young theory,” he said.

Success stories

Since 1993, about 3,000 non-violent
drug offenders who otherwise wouid
have taken up space in the aiready
overcrowded Lerdo Jail have gone
through Hoover’s Drug Court

In a study of 102 cases. Hoover and
his staff found that successful cases
tended to be empioyed and mamed.
Alcoho'ics seemed (o respond to the

Pl TETTSN T et

ks
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Cther

meron  Manuana

Qg Count’s tr far
more olien than cocmne or herotn
widics.

The court is not without criges. but
the cnticism is low-key.

We would probably be paying
close attenton 10 wnat this cowrt does
if it weren't [or the overcrowding in
the jail,” saud Distniet Attorney £d
.akeis. “Despite all the hype. [ think
these courts do very litle good in the
long tun | think theres a very smail
percentage of drug adaicts who act
ally want to get off the drugs.”

Jaget’s opinjon 13 1understandable,
considering his pont of view. says
Publie Defender Mark A Amokd

*It's easy to fall into 3 pattern of

purushing clients for wrongs, but

_ we're deating wich the problem of

Amnoid worked closely with a simi-
lar drug court :n Yolo County wnere
he served as assistant public defenaer.
But Bakersfieid's drug court is the
mOSt successful he's seen.

“Because success raze is 50 hich. |
think it shouid be expanced to mciude
felony drug cases as well," Arnoid
sad.

Curreryy, e court oty hanales
Mmisdernesnor Urug cases, which are
usuaily uncerthe-niluence arrems.

There are testimonies to the suc-
cess of drug courts, of trearment va.
punishment.

and Ary are |
Lhumdve. s are women fike Debbie
director of the Desert

not Jus pure ity in
many of these cases,” Amoid said.

Counsehng Women's Center.

“ENT SUERC. TE CauFCRN,

Castaneda 1ok a rocky road to rec
ory, appeanng nuMerous times dei
Hoover unal he Anally sentenced !
w0 three years in jad

“Others would have given up
me. but | got tired of the druc:
things had sunk tn through my st
and starts wrth reatmens Yuough
drug coure Finally, [ just got it &
now {'m nemng others.”

. That land of tesumony 1s hew
evary day 'n Hoover's court, wm
Many success stones return -
"hi" to the judge and bring in th
drug-tree babies to show o
“There's something special going
in here.” says Hoover, in his boom
big vorce. *Call it God. or a tug:
power 3ut there’s some real hea
gongon’
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