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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Drug Courts in BLersfield and the Shafter Branch o :he North Kern lunicipal 

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 Kern 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 successfblly graduated fiom 

the program and those whose lives have changed were another indicator for program success. A 

sampling of 102 cases conducted in 1995 showed a successfbl graduation rate of 34%. Although 

early evaluations were generally positive in the assessment of outcomes, insufficient data existed to 
e 

determine whether Kern County’s Drug Courts were effective in maintaining high retention rates 

and reducing recidivism and drug relapse. 

The goal of i:his project is to evaluate the effectiveness of the drug court program in these two 

jurisdictions by measuring outcomes, including retention rates 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 fi-om the courts automated case management system was used to extract 

graduation and retention rates of drug court participants. 

Additionally, a list of drug court graduates fi-om May 1996 to December 1998 was cross 

tabulated with the jail’s inmate management boolung system to determine rearrests after graduation 

fi-om the program. The rearrest rate fiom the drug program population was compared to the rearrest 

rate of drug court eligible offenders who did not enroll in drug court. The recidivism data covers 

only two year and eight months time because the drug court case tracking system was not 

implemented until May 1996. a 
This analysis of the Drug Court Program in Kern County will provide significant insight into 

the drug court opera.tions in the Bakersfield and Shafter Courts and the extent to which the goals and 

objectives of the program have been achieved. 

11. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 

A. Kern County Profile 

Kern Couniy is the third largest county in California covering 8,172 square miles. The 

County is larger than the land area of Massachusetts, New Jersey or Hawaii. It is larger than the land 

areas of Connecticut, m o d e  Island and Delaware combined. The County’s elevation ranges from 

206 feet in the valley and desert iireas to 8,755 feet in the mountain area. About one-third of the 
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county is 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 mountains. 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 fiom portions of Los h g e l e s  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, 

Maricopa and McEittrick yielded rich fountains of oil and petroleum. The gold mining town of 

Havilah was the first county seat. In 1875, the capital was moved to Bakersfield. 

Aside from oil and gas, Kern County ranks the top 3 producers of vegetables, such as, 

carrots, garlic, watermelon, oni~ns, and bell pepper; h i t s  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 
0 

livestock productio:n. 

Kern County’s population is 634,000: 58 percent Caucasian, 32 percent Hispanic, 6 percent 

African American and 4 percent Asian and Others. The 1995 estimated population of metropolitan 

Bakersfield is 370,600.207,OOO of which is the estimated population of the City of Bakersfield. The 

mean income is $35,000 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 seasonally 

adjusted unemployment rate of 7.9% 
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B. Kern County Court Districts 

Kern 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 Municipal 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 b i n ,  Lamont and Taft. It has three authorized judges with a caseload of 34,13 1 cases in FY 

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

Ridgecrest and Lake Isabella and other small incorporated ana non-incorporated cities. It has two 

judges and one commissioner with a caseload of 32,423 cases in FY 1997/98. 0 
C. Drug Courts 

v of DrupJ C o r n  

During the late 1980's, Florida was experiencing high incidences of drug-related arrests that 

flooded the jails and the courtrooms. Drug addicts while on probation were quickly being re-arrested 

for new drug crimes. The revolving door in and out ofjail and the courtrooms was getting out of 

control. (Sate1 2) Courts became overloaded with drug cases leaving fewer resources available to 

deal 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 drug abuse and drug related crimes. Fonvard-thinking court officials in Florida realized 
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0 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 violations 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 violations in 1996. Many crimes (i.e., assault, 

prostitution, and robbery) are committed under the influence of drug or may be motivated by the 

need to get more rnoney for drugs. These drug offenders crowd the nation’s prisons and jails. 

According to Bureau of Justice Statistics, in June 1997, the nation’s prisons and jails held 1,725,842 

men and women, im increase of more than 96,100 over the prior year. The increase in drug 

offenders accounts h r  nearly three-quarters of the growth in the federal prison population between 

1985 and 1995 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 Forecasting 

(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 illicit drug at the time of arrest. Most of 

0 

these convicted defendants are incarcerated. Very few convicted offenders are required to undergo 

frequent drug testing to monitor drug use after conviction. Few jails provide any treatment service 

to.rehabilitate 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 the nation. The early successes in Florida coupled with the passage of 

the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, which contained provisions for 

federal support for planning, implementation and enhancement of drug courts, resulted in the 

I 

accelerated growth ofdrug courts. (Belenko 7) According to the National Association of Drug Court 
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0 Professionals (NADCP), in 1998, there are almost 400 drug courts in operation. (Satel 1) Sally Satel 

in her Observational Study of 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 

courts.” 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. 

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 offenders the possibility of 

dismissal of charges 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 participants are addressed 

in open court in front of a judge. The judge, however, presides over the drug court in a non- 

a 

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 Drug Courts which is comprised of the following Ten Key Components: 

1. Drug Courts integrate alcohol and other drug treatment services with justice system 

6 



2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

case processing. 

Using a non-adversarial approach, prosecution and defense counsel promote public 

safety while protecting participants due process rights. 

Eligible participants are identified early and promptly placed in the drug court 

program. 

Drug Courts provide access to a continuum of alcohol, drug, and other related 

treatment and rehabilitation services. 

Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other drug testing. 

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

Ongoing judicial interaction with each drug court participant is essential. 

Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of program goals and gauge 

effectiveness. 

Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective drug court planning, 

implementation and operations. 

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 ofjail over population. Kern 

County Sheriff Carl Sparks did not have any alternative but to release inmates early in order to meet 

a 1990 federal cowt 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 Californian article 

entitled Judges blast earZy inmate release, “It is ... hstrating. 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 attractive 

solution. Judge Hoover was very much aware, as countless criminal justice professionals nationwide, 

that 50 to 70 percent of the inmate population consists of drug addicts 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 Bakersfeld Drug Court was established by Judge Frank Hoover with the encouragement 

of fellow judge, Sharon Mettler, in collaboration with the Kern County Departments of Mental 

Health and Probatiton. With the cooperation of his co-judges, Judge Hoover allotted 50% of his 

court 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 
0 

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 th.e 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, evaluates 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. Iision 

In Bakersfield Ivlunicipal 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 i’hursday, 1:30 P.M. to 4:30 P.M. A typical drug court session involves the 

appearance of approximately 60 participants each court session. Each participant is called before the 

judge at whch 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 

e 

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, the longer hearings 

involve difficult issues. These issues are often discussed as group instruction. Participants are given 

certificates upon graduation and are applauded by the rest of the group. 

In Shafter, Judge Gary Ingle presides two days a week, three hours each session and serves 

approximately 20 participants each session. 

These Drug Court Judges are the central figure in the team effort that focuses in participants 

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 maintain a therapeutic 

relationship with the participants. (Satel 49) The Kern County Drug Court judges directly review 

the progress 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 receive sanctions, up to immediate incarceration if participants test dirty or miss therapy 

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

2. Interagency coc,Deration 

Intake interviews, evaluation of eligibility, acceptance and coordination of treatment in the 

Drug Court are performed by Substance Abuse Specialists who are employed by the Kern County 

Mental Health Department.. These specialists facilitate entry of participants into treatment and 

perform full case management. A Probation Officer provided by the Kern County Probation 

Department assessm appropriateness for acceptance to the program, monitors participants’ 

compliance and recclmmends sanctions for non-compliance. The Kern County Sheriff Department, 

District Attorney arid Public Defender Offices provide input in the development of the eligibility 

criteria for participants, treatment requirements, supervised release, or special treatment of 

0 

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

3. Program)- 

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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0 ' of drug addiction or alcoholism are identified at arraignment by these experienced probation officers 

or at pre-trial conferences by defense attorneys, prosecutors, or judges. Defendants deemed 

appropriate for Dru:? 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 Court, defendants 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 substanti a1 prior felony conviction 

genuine drug problem 

no'history of chronic mental illness 

no sexual offenses 
a 

The Substance Abuse Specialist performs an in-depth assessment of the defendant's 

substance abuse pattern, drug of choice, alcohol use, arrest record, public and social support, social 

history and status (Le. family of origin, socio-cultural background, exposure to abuse or violence), 

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 and 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 Kern 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 fiom 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 DIug Court Judges, the Probation Officer and Substance Abuse Specialist assigned 

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

a. Percentage of clean drug tests. 

b. Conipliance with treatment assignment 

c. Compliance with support group attendance. 

d. Compliance with scheduled Drug Court appearances. 

e. 

f. 

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

Payment of Drug Court Fee of $75. 

Accrual of new arrests or charges. 

BEmI 

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

phase include the following: 

1. 

2. 

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

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

A minimum of two Narcotics Anonymous (NA), Alcoholic Anonymous (AA) meetings , 

or Drug Cclurt Support Group meetings which focuses on relapse prevention per week. 

Participants must have proof of attendance by validated signatures on a “court card”. 

Drug screen testing one to two times per week, at least one day before court. The first test 

must have proof of attendance by validated signatures on a “court card”. 

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. 

a 
3. 

4. 

5 .  

Wrirten Progress Report from the treatment agency. 

b. 

c. 

Based on proof of compliance, the substance abuse specialist makes a written 

Court Card with legitimate signatures from NA or AA. 

Results from drug screening tests. 

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

l3asd.I 

Upon successful completion of Phase I, the participant will graduate to Phase 11. Phase I1 

usually lasts approximately four months. The requirements of this phase are the following: 

1. 

2. 

At least one group session per week on relapse prevention. 

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-classes provided by the Kern County Mental 
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Health Department and county contracted Ebony Counseling 

Literacy classes provided by the Kern County Literacy Council b. 

c. Vocational rehabilitation provided by the State Vocational Rehabilitation 

d. 

e. 

GED through Bakersfield Adult School 

Enrollment in Bakersfield Junior College 

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

5. Weekly drug testing. 

6. 

Participants who have successfully completed Phase I1 will advance to Phase 111. 

Biweekly or monthly court appearance, depending on participant’s progress. 

Phase III usually lasts approximately four months. During the first four weeks of Phase 111. 

The following are required: 

1. Weekly Drug Court appearance. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

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

Drug Screening test once a week. 

Twice weekly support group meeting attendance. 

Treatment meeting once a week. 

up lasting three months. The following are the requirements: 

1. 

2. 

Drug Court monitoring once a month. 

Drug testing once a month. 

3. Suggested, but not required to attend 12-step support group or treahnent meetings. 
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Recently, a Phase 111 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: 

0 

a. 

b. 

C. 

Weekly NA or AA meetings. 

Continue to work with NA and A4 sponsor on the 12-step recovery program. 

Inviitation to participate in the Substance Abuse Program on a voluntary basis. 

d. 

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

Regular follow up Drug Court appearances. 

5. -7 

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: 

a 

1. 

2. 

3. Financial Status 

4. 

Drug use history and treatment history of participant. 

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

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

management, dual diagnosis treatment. 

5. Access to transportation. 

6. Geographical considerations. 

7. 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 Specialist. The 

treatment assignment 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 hctioning 

of drug court, address court or provider concerns, and to encourage networking among providers of 

different treatment rnodalities. Participant progress 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. Treatment providers and counseling staff are encouraged to attend Drug Court 

status hearings when appropriate or necessary. e 
. .  6. Monltorlng 

Monitoring 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. 

T h s  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. Persolnal contacts will allow the Drug Court staff to provide participants the 

opportunity for positive reinforcement, help participants improve their self worth, assess their 

treatment needs and recommend different treatment modalities, Le. from outpatient to residential if 

necessary, solve problems related to treatment issues, detect and prevent potential relapse, and 

evaluate and determine graduation to the next phase. 
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The Substarce Abuse Specialists collect and review drug test results and treatment progress 

reports received froin treatment providers. Prior to the next status court hearing date, the Substance 

Abuse Specialist make collateral 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 NNAA attendance is recorded in the 

Report as well. Progress Report of participants are completed and reported to the drug court judge. 

e 

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 

fiom the bench in open court and in front of other drug court participants. Progressive compliance 

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. e 
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, Le. residential treatment, jail confinement, and termination fiom 

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 program or discontinue with the program are terminated from 

the program. 
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111. KERN COUNTY DRUG COURT ASSESSMENT 

Research 

A vast col1e:ction of literature is 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 Reselzrch 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 fiom drug court evaluations despite the 

structural and jurisdictional differences, methods used by evaluators, and limitations of data 

available. Retention rates of participants in drug court are greater than offenders convicted 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 participating in drug court. Substantial 

reduction in recidivism after participants complete the program has been achieved a well. 
a 

In the Observational Study of Courtroom Dynamics in Selected Drug Courts 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 suggested that future studies could explore the relationship between judicial alliance and 

program outcome. 

In An Outcome Program Evaluation 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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0 appearances, and a method of providing swift and sure pupishment for program failure. 

An assessment of ninety-three operating drug courts programs nationwide conducted by the 

Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project at American University in Washington 

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 rehabiliiation services contribute to the effectiveness of the program. Findings also 

indicated that 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, end strict monitoring by the drug court team. Benefits for families and children, 

and prosecutors and police, and criminal justice resource availability for more serious and violent 

offenses have been achieved. a 
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 

research materials provided generally accepted measurements used in the industry to evaluate drug 

courts. 

Methodologv 

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 appearcd in court during that period. Thirty percent or 149 Bakersfield Drug Court .* 19 



0 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 

participant 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 participants who completed the questionnaire were mostly women (62%). Thirty-eight 

percent of participants who completed the survey are male. An examination of the distribution of the 

age of the participants was completed. The bar graph in Figure 1 shows the mean age statistic at 32 

years and indicates that the mode of the sample is approximately 30 years. This finding is consistent 

with other findings in drug treatment literature that the more serious consequences of drug 

abuse/addiction do riot 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 thai the program is able to target the offenders in their early stages of criminal 

activity. 

0 
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Table 1. Age Distribution of Sample 

Descriptive Sample 

m i 8  Valid N 
(listwise) 148 

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

18 69 32.39 8.79 

Figure 1. Age Distribution Sample 

Age Distribution of Sample 

50 "1 - I 
45 

'E 25 

.s' 20 .- 
15 

10 

5 
0 

1 149 I 

- 
4 
1 

Std. Dev = 8.79 

Mean = 32.4 

N = 148.00 

200 ~ 300 - 40.0 - SO0 - 60.0 - 70 - .O 

25 .o 35.0 45.0 55.0 65.0 

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 questions 

whch pertain to the program processes. Those who have been in the program for a relatively long 

period of time will have moved beyond the difficult initial stages 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 

Valid Missing I&' * 3 

many have.been i:n longer than five months. 

Table 2. Distribution of Time in Program 

Descriptive Statistics 

Std 
Mean Median , Mode Deviation Minimum Maximum 

6.190 6.000 5.0' 4.563 .1 24.0 

Figure 2. Distribution of Time in Program. 

Distribution of Time In Program (N=149) 

.I .8 1.5 4 .O 6.5 10.0 , 14.0 
.5 I .o 3 .O 5.0 . 8.0 12.0 17.0 

Time In Program (months) 
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E v M n  

The survey distributed to current drug court participants was designed to answer questions 

that will evaluate the 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 

significant 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 Drug 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: 
a 

1 = Most Important 

2 = More hiportant 

3 = Important 

4 = Somewhat Important 

5 = Not 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 treaitment for my drug problem 

Most Important 

More Important 

Important . 

Somewhat Importnt 

Least Important 

Not Important 

Missing 

Total 

count 

117 

16 

9 

2 

149 

-~ ~~~~ 

Cumulative Count 

117 

133 

142 

144 

145 

147 

Percent 

79.59 

10.88 

6.12 

1.36 

0.68 

1.36 

Cumulative Percent 

79.59 

90.48 

96.60 

97.96 

98.64 

100.00 

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 
e 

Most Important 

More Important 

Important 

Somewhat Importnat 

Least Important 

Not Important 

Missing 

Total 

count 

50 

9 

24 

15 

10 

11 

30 

149 

Cumulative Count 

50 

59 

83 

98 

108 

119 

Percen t 

42.02 

7.56 

20.17 

12.61 

8.40 

9.24 

Cumulative Percent 

42.02 

49.58 

69.78 

82.35 

90.76 

100.00 

Table 4 indicates that approximately 50 percent of the sample considered “Dropped 

Charges” as “Most :hportant” 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 variable’s. 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 opportunity 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 
Drug Treatment 

Incar. For 
a Drug 
Conv. 

Incar. For 
an Alco. 
Conv. 

Incar. For 
Other 
Conv 

Incar. For 
Alc, Drg 
& Other Conv. 

Conv. 

28.57 87.50 

Total 

82 
78.10 

10 
9.52 

8 
7.62 

2 
1.90 

1 
0.95 

2 
1.90 

105 
100.0 

Most Important 48 
80.00 

10 
90.91 

13 
76.47 

2 
100.00 

More Important 3 
5.00 

1 
9.09 

1 
5.88 

0 1 
57.14 12.50 

Important 6 
10.00 

0 1 
5.88 

0 

Somewhat Important 2 
3.33 

0 0 0 

Least Important 1 
1.67 

0 0 

Not Important 0 0 2 
11.76 + 100.00 100.00 Total 60 

100.00 
11 

100.00 
17 

100.00 
2 

100.00 

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 will1 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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Incar. For 
an Alco. ‘ 
Conv. 

Incar. For 
Other 
Conv 

0 

0 

2 
12.50 

2 
12.50 

9 
100.00 

16 
100.00 

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

Chance Not to G8 
To Jail 

Incar. For 
a Drug 
Conv. 

Incar. For 
Drg &Alc 
Conv. Total 

36 
40.00 

12 
13.33 

21 
23.33 

11 
12.22 

4 
4.44 

6 
6.67 

90 
100.00 

Most Important 21 
42.00 

4 
66.67 33.33 37.50 t 12.50 

28.57 

More Important 8 
16.00 

1 
16.67 

0 
14.29 

Important 10 
20.00 

1 
16.67 

2 
, 55.56 12.50 

1 
28.57 50.00 

Somewhat Important 6 
12.00 

0 2 
11.11 12.50 

1 
14.29 50.00 

Least Important 1 
2.00 

0 0 
14.29 

Not Important 4 
8.00 

0 0 

Total 50 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

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. 

to Suc:cessin_the P r o m  

Participants indicated that “limited finds’’ 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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0 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 tlvough the program. Continuous monitoring and supervision over the recovery 

process through regular court appearances, urine testing , and frequent treatment and therapy 

sessions is vital for the prevention of relapse. 

7- 
Participants indicated that “Counseling” is the most important treatment provided by the drug 

court programs (85%) followed by “therapy” (70%). The participants’ response to this question 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. 

ce of Drug Court F r o m r  D r u ~  T r e w t  Pro- 

Participants surveyed indicated that “a judge monitors my progress” is the most significant 

difference drug court experience has over prior drug treatment programs attended (75%) followed 

by “frequent court hearings to monitor my progress (73%). Once again, the importance of the judges 

a 

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 

participant who has twice undergone drug treatment programs in the past added another significant 

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

P r o g r a m s  

Despite the strict requirements of the drug court program, Bakersfield and Shafier 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) The 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 these participants who subsequently graduate from the 

program, their use of drugs and alcohol are completely eliminated. Out of all participants who 

completed the p r o ; p n ,  43% successfully graduated fkom Bakersfield Drug Court and 41% 

successfully graduated from Shafter Drug Court. 

Retention and successful completion 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. 
e 

A study of drug related offenders eligible for drug court in Bakersfield but did not participate 

in 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 fiom property offenses, the most common 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 natj onwide 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. 

Free B W  

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 e 
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 defendants 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 1995-1 996. 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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Participants who have minor children who have lost custody of their children'due to drug 

abuse regain custoey of their chldren upon completion of drug court: Of 100 graduates fiom 1997 

to 1998, eighteen have regained custody of their children. Seventeen drug free babies born to drug 

court participants fiom 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 in drug court. 

40% of the participants gained employment while participating in the program. More participants 

are likely to gain employment after completion. Fourteen of the thirty participants who were on 

public assistance became self-supporting while still in the program. Two participants are currently 

attending college courses. 
e 

IV. CONCLUSIOY 

The results of this analysis of Drug Courts in Kern County have demonstrated that drug 

court programs do work. Recognition of substance abuse as a disease-encourages therapeutic 

treatment of drug 2nd alcohol offenders. It is no longer reasonable nor effective to punish these 

offenders by incameration alone. Depriving 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 reported by a 

growing number of evaluations. 

More evaluations must be conducted on the characteristics of drug court participants who 

either completed 01: were terminated fi-om the program. Exit interviews of participants must be 

conducted to assess their experience and determine the factors and profile of participants who 

succeed and fail in the program. Such a study will allow program administrators the avenue to 

assess and improve the treatment of participants and the operation of the drug court program. 

In conclusion, this study had demonstrated that the Kern County Drug Court Program has 

met the program goals of reducing recidivism and substance abuse of participants, and enhancing 

the likelihood of &e 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 local newspapers have been validated by outcomes documented 
a 

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 opportunity for offenders who are serious about seeking treatment for their drug and 

alcohol abuse the viable help and support provided by the drug court staff. For those offenders who 

are in their early sta,ges of drug and 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 couxrr PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE: a 
A. Background of Respondent: 

1. 
3. 
4. 

5 .  

6. 
7. 

8: 

9. 

Age 2. Sex 
M a n z  Status: Singlemever Married- Married - Divorced -Widowed- 
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 

Educational Level: 
Eighth Grade or less 
Some High School 
Hipb School graduate/GED 
Up to two years technical training following High school 
Up to two years of college 
Th*ee/four years of college 
Undergraduate degree 
Post Graduate study 
Professional degree (Please specify): 

Military Status: Active Military: Yes - No - Veteran Status Yes- No - 
Employment: 

Full time job 
Part time job 
Not Working 
Other: (Please specify): 

Public Assistance: Yes - No 
Please Specify: 

Drug Court Participation: Still In Drug Court - Graduate - Termicated - 

10. If Currently in Drug Court. How long? 



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

@ B: Prior Drug/Alcshol Treatment Program: 
Please check in the space which applies to you: 

-- Never been in a treatment program before Drug Court Program 
-- Have been in previous treatment p r o g r d 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 

4 = Somewhat Important 
5 = Least Important 
6 = Not Important 

' 3=Important 

-- Chance to have my charges dropped 

-- Chance to get treatment for my drug problem 

-- Chance to get back with my family 

Chance not to go to jail 

Chance to get a job 

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 fiom family and friends. 
-- Limited funds. 
-- RelapFe. 

Re-arrest. -- 
-- Drug Court Program requirement of is difficult to 

acheve. 
-- Other (Please Specify) 

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

Detox 
Counseling 
Urine Testing 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- Therapy 
-- Educatiodjob 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 arinalysis 
-- 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: 

No NoOpinion Yes 

The program provided drug testing 
The program provided status hearings 
You appeared before the judge less 

You appeared before the judge more 

Frequent attendance to NNAA 
Strict sanctions for non-compliance 

with Drug C01u-t requirements 

frequently 

frequently 
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7. Please indicate any suggestions you have which could make the drug court program more 0 effective. 

Thank you for your assistance in completing this questionnaire. 

Page 4 



f--' 

I 

DRUG COURT SU RVEY 

Name Intake date 

Finish date 

I .  If you have children, how may children under 

the age od 18 live with you? 

2. Are you: 

A. Receiving AFDUGeneral Assistance (GA)? 

B. Recekkg food vouchers? 

C. Living in subsidizedsection 8 housing? 

D. Receiving fiee health care or Medi-Cal? 

3. Are you workin_e? 

A. How many hours per week: 

If your &-e working, approximately how much do 

you earn per hour or week? 

Do you pay child support? 

What zip cod2 do you live in? 

How many months did it take you to complete 

4. 

5 .  

6. 
I 

* .  

Drug Coart? 

Are you receiving any other government paid 

assistance andor counseling, such as: 

A. Social Security 

8. 

B. Drug and Alcohol Abuse Counseling 

C. Unemployment 

D. Domestic Violence Counseling? 

E. Employers' Training Resource Assistance 

F. Other (indicate program) 

What is the highest grade in school that you have 

completed? 

9. 

IO. Are you attending school? 

Graduation date 

Before 

Drug Cou It 

After 

Drue Court 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 



APPENDIX B 

Newspaper Articles of Drug Court Participant Testimonials 



\+ Grassroots eff ort 
was key to stadium 

Brister fills in for L 
Elway, helps keep W 
Broncos unbeaten at Stockdale 

Sporii, C1 Spom. C 1 - 
Monday, Noverrrber 9,1:4 

Drug c o w t  1 1  

1 r l  A one a1 a nme 

Misty Hickey, who recently had a tattoo on her right ann removed as part of a dnr 
Tyler in their east Bakersfield home. 

morked s n c e . h g u  gomqthm h m  a >  
monrhpb sne had at rhe Gleen i b g  !darker. 

'I love customer semce  and bem3 
around people." a e  sard 

Her abhty u) hold a xeadyjob con- 
WL+ her meth Me ahere she once had nx 
pbs m rive months. tpuq up on u c h  one 
of !hem She sold arqs ~naean to keep up 
wxh her $ 1 3  to S2Khweek medr habit 
The seed of her dmg use. she sard 

benan when she was m e  yeam old upon 
emmq the man she thoiignr :\s ner 

9ANCUh4Ol7!iEWKX(NL*N 

ig court program, plays with her son 



Continued horn A1 
But her m u r i d  didn't b@ 

luidl July i. 1997 when she was @ed 
Ibr 47 days on a .%yewaid warrant for 
tuling to complete a work release p m  
rm~ on B pmlous dnig charge. 

She was taken before Judge Hoover 
who asked her. *How long have you 
hrrn B drug ddia'?" She rpcails now 
il~v Hooverwas the nmn who got me 
1 0  & u t  io myself h i t  I was a drug 
iiiIibrt.- 

S!ie rememberxi IIooyer from 3 
oun zpgprmce n 1.92J wnen she 
d~iiughr -He's not going m help me. 
1 Ir's jus1 P judze.' 

But a thenie of Dny Court stuck 
I'  

with her: They1 !ove you undl you 
love yoursell" 

She sobered up in jail She w n t  th 
counseling, tmk drug tern at her fin 
cyme aRer she got out. and went 
drug court where she soaked up 
Hooveh encoqemen t  and eniied 
the graduates who were applauded by 
the audience. 

Drug Court HZ stated by Hoover 

pants since then and Hoover em- 
mates thar percent giduate and 

ciem - P suCi i.igLter percent- 
aee than other opoons 

Yoover sud 40 percent say sober 
:;ngPr s'an they othemw would but 

in 1%. It's b a d  about 3.030 p m u -  

i 

they go back to their old ways 'Ihe when she tened w. She weN back 
5r.d 30 percent don't make any before Hoover who didn't give up on 
prugres It's a propun of re@ her..'HepaaedmeonthebackwhenI 
c o w  appearances, drug tesdng and needed it." she said 'Ewaally me. 
Hoover cheerleading such as because I don't have my dad (Hoover 

'Look at that ran When you we P is about her dad's age).' 
lot of aank. you are pale.' Now Hickey talks about her accom 

You're golng to graduate n e a  $khments. When the tan00 is com 
M e .  You1 deny rhe &anal jcsdce p 1 W  gone it m m .  to her %* 
synem one more number' accompbhed sometlung else. rm 

Tou mi@.t be having rouble wkh clean and sober and my axm look Wte 
NCCeSS :3 2 TA? HtO &A- de&? w it was when 1 didn't use drug%" 
t& L7:j. SGL~OU M do it. X i i i ~  a When she accomsiishes things. 
&&le. Lumwmr capable person' % !  r;ghr ihere 's aoRderfuL It nukes 

-The Hoover spln is there is nm a being off drugs worthwhile. I get more 
chemiol answer for everyr.!!g.." self esteem I get more courage that I 

' 

Hickey stayed clean imil Jan 7 candothk" I 
I 

I Q 

. -. . -. .I.. 



. . .  . , . .... 

Judge F rank  Hoover explains why his cour!  is better t h a n  the other cho ice  me pan ic ioan t  has. 

drug-ano-alcohol-addided parent 3re Iloodinq Lhe 

hoW cO\zg addim. onen abused and neglected as children 
!hemserves. are overioaaing these same inniMions. 

Old 3nweTs .  such as onson sentences lor drug users. don't aopear 
10 be 'workinq. 9m some ranabi1it;ition efforts. h o q n  slll conirovel- 
:ial, ars showing 7romise. In an ringoing series 01 dories. The 
Ca/i/omran I: !ollowinq local families hrougn an odyisey ol drug 
3 0 d i C h  and atlemots at rehabilitation. ?'hhe x n e s  i s  anatymg the 
rooc 01 L9is generational omblem and eramininQ possible solutions. 
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ADDICTS. .ey come come from all walks of life 
-i%llEnmdhlM 

HDwn u l d  k. %e's a hunbmk. : 
w we.  the !and I = m r  an0 wrr 

ulvwrnu to be the sanu- v l q  nun 
u) dmg ad&coon u) blot oul memp 
ne, of being niolesied or abused 
*ha I h q  wem >arry' 

While the young make up Ihe 
w o n w  of drug coun defendenu. 
thm a i s  am thm who h s e  s7wde a 
Irlcamc rym Of amce abbuy. in 
the p u p  of newmmcn Lua week sat 
an rlouly alcohobc M \ m m s  bent 
nu. bwred for ha secona dmnkcn 
dnmnohon 

si have a IOC or hope for her." i Bakersfleld Munlclpal Court drug reialed cases 

in hem. me for LI PMC. 

'Rople M stcmayx sddrn and 
drunlu d they want :o. bur lh is 
w h y  I wk them when they WDSOn 
whether we're bung uln on 
hem: II y o u  son or daughter had a 
dmq problem who would you c d ?  
The doctor or the police!' fioover 
sad 

!lower beem the D ~ u g  Cwn. mth 
CoUWgue J&e 3 a u n  !4euier. Since 
then. two other dmq court3 have 
s p u q  up in Kern Counr; - one in 
Ildeeerrn and one 111 S i u k  
By the end of summer. Hoover 

hopa to s t a n  a sirmLv pmqrvn rn 
Juvenile Cam.  where he believn 
immnnon wll pmduce m m  hmw 
mulw -It's the qn 'm rhrle they m 
)wng theory,' he md 

Successstories , 

S'xe 1951. atcut 3.W nmriolent 
drug offaden vho otnerauc vaud 
h e  uken up space m the aiready 
overcrowded Lerdo lad have gone 
*ugh H m w s  DNg Coun 

InastudyoiICL!cassHamand 
h i l s t l b f 0 u n 0 ~ ~ Y c l s n  
tended to be employed and rmmed 
.Alcoho'!a m e d  rn m p n d  u) me 
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