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SUMMARY

The California Probation Subsidy program was developed as a result
of a 1964 State Board of Corrections study which found probation services
to be inadequate. The study recommended that a cost-sharing plan be
adopted by the state to improve the level of local probatlon supervision
services. The program was passed by the Leglslature and signed into law
in 5.7 It was subsequently implemented in the 1966-67 fiscal year and
is now in its eighth year of operation.

The program provides state funds te counties for the development of
intensive supervision programs. These funds are disbursed to probation
departments according to their level of commitment reduction to state
institutions based on past commitment performance levels.

On March 31, 1973, iniensive supervision programs developed with
Probation Subsidy funds, were providing services to 18,367 probationers
(both adult and juvenile) in 47 counties. A total of 1,636 probation
staff were involved in these special programs. Of this number, 590
were deputy probation officers, 109 were supervising probation officers,
331 were clerical personnel, and the remaining staff were involved in
various support services. Average caseload size in the special supervision
programs 1s about 30 cases per probation officer in contrast to the
80-200 cases per officer found in the 1964 Board of Corrections study.

A number of innovative classification systems have been instituted
in Subsidy supervision programs. In addition, these intensive super-
vision units have employed a wide variety of program components in
providing enriched services to their cases. Services provided through
Probation Subsidy funds include individual and group counseling and
conjoint family counseling. Funds are also used to provide services on
a contract basis for psychiatric, psychological, and medical services
where needed. Additional features of the new special supervisicn programs
include job placement services, vocational and training prcgrams, drug
education programs, remedial education programs, anti-narcotic testing,
new placement programs such as specialized foster homes, group homes,
and community day-care programs.

The Probation Subsidy program has expanded from 31 participating
counties during 1966-67 to 47 participating counties in 1972-73. Commit-
ment reductions by participating counties have increased each year from

398 in 1966-67 to 5,449 in 1972-7%. Total program earnings for 1972-7%
were 102,068,210, as compared to first year earnings of 5,675,815 in
1960-6'7.

In the original legislation authorizing ntate aid for probation
aervices, Lhe following four program goals were cnumorated Por the progriun:

1) Lo increase the protection afforded the citizens of
this state,

#) to permit a more even administration of justice,
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3) to rehabilitate offenders, and

4) to reduce the necessity for commitment of persons to
state correctional institutions.

An evaluation of the attainment of these goals is presented in this report.

Tn reference to the first goal of lincreased protection of citizens,"
data collected on both. the state and national level have ghown that.reported
crimes have continued to rise in California, paralleling }ncreases in
national rates. Although California's crime rate is.con81§tent1y hlgher
than the nation, this can be attributed to the superior crime report}ng
system in the state. There is no indication that the PrQbat}on Sup51dy_
program has either increased or decreased public protect}on }n California
as measured by reported crimes. This is understandable in view of the fact
that Subsidy caseloads in terms of total numbers constitute such a small
potential influence on the total crime rate picture. However, 1l thg area
of juvenile delinguency only, there are indications which seem to point
to a decrease in measureable delinguency indices after 1969. (See
Statistical Fact Sheet No. 39, June 1%, 1973, California Youth Authority,
Information Systems Section). What this means in terms of Probation
Subsidy's impact on the goal of increased protection of citizens is
uncertain and subject to further study.

To evaluate the success of the second goal (i.e., "to permit a more
even administration of justice'), the variance in commitment rates for
participating counties was studied for the base period and the 1972-73
fiscal year. It was found that the range of commitment rates among the
participating Subsidy counties was reduced by 4lt percent. In addition,
the participating counties were shown to be more comparable in their
commitment practices in that there was an overall 40 percent reduction
in variance in commitment rates. In light of the above findings, it was
concluded that there was a '"more even administration of justice' under
Probation Subsidy as a result of these indicators showing less variation
in participating counties' commitment rates.

At this time no conclusive evidence is yet available to evaluate
the accomplishment of the third goal of Probation Subsidy - i.e., "to
rehabilitate offenders''. Preliminary analysis of recently collected
data on a matched sample of juvenile court Subsidy and regular probation
cases revealed no difference between the two groups in the area of arrests
and court findings (subsequent sustained petitions). Any interpretation
of the meaning of this study finding must necessarily await a thorough
analysis of the data. This detailed analysis is scheduled for completion
and publication in early 1974 and will include data on samples of adult
and juvenile Subsidy and regular probation groups. Comparisons of these
probation groups will also be made with comparable state parole groups
A method wam utilized in the report, however, to indirectly assess the.
achicvement ol this third goal. This method studied the overall criminal
courl. probation violation rates before and after Subsidy was‘institut d .
N?Lwﬁthntanding increascd use of probation, the data presented sh de .
JitLle change in th» percentages of adults reomoved [rom criminai oo t
probation by success™l termination between 1960 and 157? Thi §oz? tes
yhat “here has been nc decrease in the overall rehabilité%ive 1?f1n;10a .
ivencss of statewide probation programs as a result of Probatiin gzb;idy
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Finally, data was i

L) : presented showing that commitments t
gg;?aga52201£at;gg Subsidy counties had been reduced in theo1ggg g;ate

X r by percent from the base i it N

inai C period. Additionally, 4
facii?tss there has been no increase in the use of local inszituizinal

it may besciiciugezuiﬁ :ftﬁhe Subsidy program. From this information

. be ed that the Probati :

in achieving its fourth goal - i.:.fon Subsidy program has been successful

"to reduce th i
ment of p I . e necessity for commit-
state correctional institutioms."
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INTRODUCTION

This report provides a comprehensive review of the Probation Subsidy
program in accordance with Section 1825(k) of the Welfare and Institutions
Code, reviewing all facets of the Frobation Subsidy program--how it came
into being, how it was implemented, and what has resulted.

How the Probation Subsidy Works

The Probation Subsidy program grew out of a 1964 State Board of Correc-
tions study that found that probation supervision was woefully inadequate.
The program was passed by the Legislature and signed into law in 1965.
program goals were enumerated by this legislation: (1) to increase the
protection afforded the citizens of this state; (2) to permit a more even
administration of justice; (3) to rehabilitate offenders; and (4) to reduce
the necessity for commitment of persons to state correctional institutions.

Four

The program allocates state funds, which would have been used to in-
carcerate offenders and provide parole supervision, to the counties for
the development of adequate probation services. The theory is that this
not only reduces commitments, but also permits treatment of offenders in
their home communities where chances for rehabilitation are increased.

The Probation Subsidy program uses a statutory formula to determine
a participating county's "earnings." Participation by the counties is
entirely voluntary. Earnings are based upon a county's reduction of

adult and juvenile commitments to the State Department of Corrections and
the Department of the Youth Authority.

The benchmark by which a county - "earnings' are computed is its own
past commitment performance over a f: *--year period beginning in 1959 and
continuing through 1963, or the two y+.-. 1962-r3, whichever is higher.
This five-year or two-year average comn-iusnt rate is a constant "base
commitment rate! for the county.

Annually, this rate is applied agaimst the county's population to
determine its "expected number of commitmants." A county is entiltled Lo
subvention if its total commitments for any given year is less than its
"expected number of commitments." The amount of subvention is dependent
upon a formula bLhal provides varied amounts from $2,080 to $4,000 per
cana, with the larger amounts taking offect as counties increase Lheir
percenl, of reduction. 1In pgeneral, counties wilh a relatively low basce
commitmenlt rate need only reduce commilments by b percent Lo reach tlhe
$4,000 per case figure, while counties with high base commitment rates
may nced Lo reduce by as much as 2% percent Lo achiove the $4,000 Figure.

A county's earnings are computed annvally and are paid by the stale
as reimbnurgement for expenses incurred. Earnings =, be spent over a
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BACKGROUND OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY:
LEGISTATION, STANDARDS, AND PROGRAMS

A resolution was adopted by the 1963 session of the Legislature

proposing that a statewide study of probation be undertaken.

The Board

of Corrections was asked to conduct this study to evaluate probation services

and make recommendations.

After completion of the study in 1964, fifteen

recommendations were made for improvement of probation services in California.
The development of special supervision programs was one of these recommendations.

The 1964 probation study urged that the state adopt a cost-sharing plan

to improve probation supervision services.

State Aid for Probation Servicoes

legislation (Senate Bill 822) was passed unanimously by the 1965 Legislalure,

and the program became operative on July 1, 1966.

As specilfied in Section

1820 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, the intent of Subsidy is "o
increase the protection offered the citizens of the state, to permit the
more even administration of justice, to rehabilitate offenders, and to rednce
the necessity for commitment of persons to state correctional institutions."?
This was to be accomplished through strengthening and improving local proba-
tion supervision efforts so that more offenders, formerly committed to

state level corrections could receive intensive supervision while remaining

in the community.

Legislation

The Probation Subsidy law is covered in Section 1, Article 7, Sections

1820 through 1827, of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
included sections on:

Leginlative Intent

State Sharing of Costs

Establishment of Standards

Development of Standards

Procedures for Making Application for Funds
Approval of Application

Calculation of Commitments

Annua’l Commitment Rale

Reimbursement for Commitment Rate Reduction
Method of Reimbursement

Reimbursement, Under Unusual Condilions
Proper Use of Funds

Alternative Use of Funds

Report to the Legislaturc
Termination Date of Legislallion

’Smu Appendix A Cor the entire Subnidy law.

This legislation

1820
1821
1822
1823
1824
1825(a)
1825(b)
182%5(c)
1825(4)
1825(e)
1825(T)
1825(g)
1825(h)
1826
1827
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Subsequent Legislation

; i 1825 of the Welfare
: ; in 1968, amended Scctlon‘h 0 of the Welln
Senate Bill 274 1ntrogggzg gzction ‘85?(f)',t?t€§;gl; ;uild—up to

and Institutions.Code by it Tl yenr, thus pélmf bing 8 viidow of
excens earnings in thg ne e Srogran vas PO on Lo proation depas
e orove the‘mtenvices as much as posslbli, ;or program costs in
ments to improvg thele igrbe available to the county o 100,000 in
T toaen o fieoal ye r. For example, if a coun yommitments enough to
e ouran o flsca%ege?t.for one year and reduced ¢
zeizgiiimﬂzgg,gggfait would be reimburs

ed for the $100,000 program c;zzrand
the following
‘quarterly basis for the program costs !
could draw on a ‘qua
from the remaining $100,000.

titutions Code,

. with Section 1826 of the Welfare igi igsthe Legislature
} 7 accordan;ethe Youth Authority prepavec ihreperiod July 1, 1966 .
the Department o bsidy program which covered the p the Probation Subsidy
on the Probatggn §g6§ In addition to descrmb;ng hgxmendations for modifying
through June 9 . . .Od a number o rec : ore

i ~year period, : changes w

worked during this Zw:uggestgd. The proposed Legislative ¢ e e ives
the Subsidy law WZiation with a study committee compoih Depariment of
developed i Cozp a}tments, Assembly Office of R?seag értments, and other
Fion prObit%oi Ligislative Budget Committee, police dep
Finance, Joint Le
interested groups.

0 . . l .

Section 1821 was amended to permit 9ount1§s to 1n§1i§:_

oo djudicated pursuant to Section 601 WIC an me-
demonn at3 dults in special supervision programs. - e
demeanap aficant change since the original law restric
eages Siggi could be included in the Subsidy progrgm to
felons ld ersons committable to the Youth Autporle i
fiiiﬁ:nintopSection 602 of the Welfare and Institutions
gode.

i larify which cases are
ion 1825(b) was modified to ¢ : : .
S§Ctlngle zo the county in computing Probatlgn SubS}dy
Ca?i%ngs. Cases committed to the state for diagnostic
;urposes are not charged against the county.

111 .0 permit interpolation of
jection 1825(d) was modified to permi ’ ,
iigtgzgmentstable Lo the nearest one-tenth of one percnnt’
6Tfredﬁction in commitment rale.

Seclion 1825(g) was modified to broaden the provisions for
% imbursement under unusual circumstances. This section
iiiginally required that a par?icipating gounty earn lesse
Lhan one-half of the sum paid in the previous year becau?
of extremely unusual circumstances before the Director o

.

- %
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the Youth Authority, with the

of Finance, coulg pay
Jyear's payment. The section wag

making it possib
considered for hardship if it eay

the previous year.

”one-half,” thus
the sum paid

Section 1825(4
of commitmentg

) was modified to change the
to the "average"
criteria for part
counties under the alternative g

4 counly & cum el |

approval of Lhe Djroclop

Lo the priop
changed ton delele

le for g county to be

ned any sum lesg than

"actual® number
number of commitments in
icipation of the smaller

ubsidy plan. (Thig change
was made to correct an error in

Section 1826
Youth Author

Section 1827 wag deleted.

was modified to
ity to make perio
ience and results of th

of the law to the 91st day afte
the 1969 regular session.

During the 1971
in the Probation Subs

Senate Bill 354 wag 1
legislative session.
was March 4, 1972,
of the Welfare and T
for counties to use

excess earnings f

years. Previousl
earnings for one

fluctuations in P
with which they g
makes it Possible
program from year-

legislative sessio
idy law:

rogram size, depending
enerated earnings.

for counties to ope
to~year ang provide

better program planning.

Senate Bill 353 was introduc
session and was signed into 1
dJuly 1, 1972, This legislati

could use 40 (40 cages
commitment rate. It

the original legislation. )

require the Department of the
dic re

ports to the Legislature
e Subsidy program.

This section limited the effect

r the final adjournment of

n, the following changes were made

0 use excess
imes caused radical
on the consistency
This legislative change
rate a more uniform

S an opportunity for

25 per 100,000
population would he required to ue

ment. rate.) At Lhe time
legislaLlion wagn developed

into Lhe payment lable
Lthal had low commi ment
thal counlies with low
reduce Lheip commi Lmenl,

rates,
commitmenl.
rate by us

se 100 as Lhoir base commit-

the original ProbaLion.Subsidy

» an atbempl was made Lo build
a method of compen

sating counties

The payment table provides

rales would nol have Lo
i large a percentage in




. Experience
order to get the full ﬁ%,OQinzisiZiion P
indi t the original LE&LS- . reviously
lédliiiiin2§mpensate those C?untles gzzcgointies
iagqlow commitment rates and it reg;;s epsslation
with very high commitment rates-
helped correct these inequities.

i i hanges were made
i g 1972 1egislative 5es5101, the followlng C
Durin the 9‘7

in the Probation Subsidy law:

i tive March 7, 1973, made Signl-
Sgnati B;ii ;ioineiii; the Juven%le Homeg, Rangziiion
e Cam Sibsidy and the Probatlon.Subs1dy.
?ggﬁgi?pif the Welfare and'Insﬁizzﬁégﬁsngzdiazisjuvenile
amenged tocizzhozizia;;znzzeist Probation'Subsigycizgis
?2m62§ ?i? ca;; placements in other cougzliééns gOde
é88?5 vas auded to the Welfare and Instibie;tions de

rohibiting the payment of state camp S wone.

: h placements to counties receiving such ou o
izzntg'placements. This was done to prevent double
Subsidy for the same court ward.

.ve March 7, 1973. This
Bill 368 became effective : g
?22§Z?i{ion added Section 1825(é)t;o the P;ibizlziesggi;er
i i i dene e COonce
law. This legislation broa e
i i law enforcement age
ke it possible for local enfc : :
zZemihZ speﬁial $2 million approprlailontln;tu2260¥?8232rs
i i 1, or treatme
111 for the diagnosls, control,
E;lalleged offenders. The sum of 3150,009 was a1§o
a ropriated to carry out program evaluation studlgs s
ogpthe Probation Subsidy program. It‘further require
that the Director of the Youth Authority conduct a
review of the Subsidy program and make a report to the
1974 Legislature (1825(k)) -

i 825(4) of the Welfare and Institutions Code was
iz32§§2a1t05;110w the Director of the1¥outh Authorlty,ll
with the approval of the Director of ylnance, to annga by
adjust the dollar amounts in the Subsidy payment tab eh N
basing such adjustment on the Consumer Price In@ex ?a? er
than on changes in the cost to the state for maintalining
persens commi Lted.

Standards
QLTI s

fhe Deparlment of the Youth Aulhorily was required by Section 1822
Lhe Welfare and Institutions Code Lo enlublisch minimum standards for

the operation of "special supervision programg' davelgped under‘thc
Probation Subgldy program. These slondards for ”speclalisuperv1s%on
praprams! were based on the findings of the 1960 Board of Corrections
study and previous studies.

These standards were developed by the Youth Authority in cooperation
with local officials to remedy many of the problems identified in the

1964 probation study. These problems included:

(1) excessive caseloads,

(2) inadequate supervision of staff, (3) inadequate secretarial services,

(4) lack of classification systems, and (5) limited resources to support
intensive or special supervision program efforts.

Standards were developed for the Probation Subsidy program to cover
personnel standards, caseload size, staff supervision ratios, classifica-
tion systems, staff-clerical ratios, ancillary or supporting services on
which subvention funds may be spent, and for evaluation slandards.

The following material provides a brief description of iLhe seven
standards for the Probation Subsidy program:

1

n
.

Personnel Standards

Personnel engaged in special supervision programs are
required to meet the standards outlined in '"Standards

for the Performance of Probation Duties" established

by the Director of the Youth Authority pursuant to the
provisions of Section 1760.7 of the Welfare and Institu-
tions Code. These personnel standards cover administration,
personnel qualifications, periods of employment for
employees, method of selection, tenure, salaries, etc.

Workload for Deputies

The standards require that the average monthly workload
of a deputy probation officer assigned to special super-
vision programs be "substantially below' the absolute
maximun of 50 active supervision cases.

Supervisors Workload

The standards require that the maximum number of deputy
probation officers supervised by a full-time supervisor
not exceed six deputiés. They further provide that the
maximum unit caseload for a full-time supervisor shall

not exceed 300 active supervision cases at any given time.

Classification System

Probation departments are required Lo include as part of
their plan o gystem ol classificalion based on individuanl
necds of probalioners. Classification ig the technigue
or pyetem by which probabioncers are diagnosed and by which
di I'fering Llreatmenlt stralegicn are prescribed.

$lenographic Support Standard
One clerical position must he availdblo for every three

deputy probation officers employed Lo work in the special
supervision program. In addition, a full-time clerical
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position for each full-time supervisor is required. An ‘
alternative to this standard makes it possible for counties
to employ one-half of a clerical position for every 50
cases under special supervision.

6. Supporting Services Standard

This standard describes the kinds of supporting services
for which it may be appropriate for probation departments
to contract under special supervision. These services
include psychiatric, psychological, dental, medical,
employment, housing, and other supporting services.
Proposals for these services are subject to individual
review by the Youth Authority.

7. S8tudy and Evaluation

Under this standard, counties are permitted to claim
reimbursement up to 10 percent of the annual special
supervision budget for research purposes. Counties

are required to maintain necessary records for research
under the standard and are permitted to contract for
research services with other agencies relative to
special supervision programs.

Supplemental Subsidy Funds

As a result of the enactment of Chapter 1004, Statutes of 1972, a
"Supplement to Rules, Regulations, and Standards of Performance for
Special Bupervision Programs' was developed. A special allocation of
$2 million was provided by the passage of this legislation which permitted
supplemental Probation Subsidy funds to be used by local law enforcement
agencles for the diagnosis, control, or treatment of offenders, or alleged
offenders. These standards describe the types of programs eligible for
furnding with supplemental funds and include such programs as crisis inter-
vention, mutual training projects, staff exchange programs, special jail
counseling programs, law enforcement early intervention programs; and
outline the requirements for making application for these funds.

Program Monitoring

The Department of the Youth Aulhority ecstablishes the procedures to
be lollowed by a county participaling in the Probalion Subsidy program.
Counlies arc requirved Lo gubmil a Probalion Subsidy proposal each year to
Lhe Youth Authorily for review and approval prior Lo implementation. These
proposals include a description of thelr planned programs and the estimated
budgel required to implement the program. The Department of the Youth
Authorily reviews thesc programs to assure they meet established standards.

Requests for program modification during the year are processed in the game
manner as the initial proposal and musl

! be rovicwed and approved prior to
implemenlal.ion by the counly.
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Congultant's Field Contacts

Consultants from the Youth Authority's Division of Community Services
make routine contacts with the probation special supervision units during
the. year. During these contacts, they provide program consultation, become
familiar with the operation of the program, and arrange for staff training
programs where the need is indicated. Any deficiencies in the program

operation are brought to the attention of probation administrators so that
corrective action can be taken.

Annual Inspection Report and Evaluation

Once each year a formal inspection of all special supervision units is
made and a written report prepared. Thig report is maintained in the files
of the CYA Division of Community Services which monitors the Subsidy program
and is available for review by other State agencies. The Chief Probalion
Officer of each participating county also receives a copy of the report.
The purpose of the iunspection is for the consultant to verify that the
program meets the established standards and to make recommendations for
program improvements where appropriate. The report is based on information
gathered during several days of observation and from the routine contacts
made throughout the year. Areas covered in this report include a descrip-
tion of the program, administrative organization, staffing pattern, a
description of the classification system, trestment services, supportive
services, training programs, records and statistics, evaluation, and
recommendations. If any deficiencies are noted in the report, the Chief
Probation Qfficer is notified that corrective action must be taken.

Field Audits -~ State Controller's Office

Auditors from the Audits Division of the State Controller's Office
conduct field audits of the probation department's Subsidy program budget
to determine if the expenditures of Subsidy funds were made in accordance
with legal requirements. Funds unlawfully expended are recovered by
subtracting payments from future county claims. '
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f""”‘ DESCRIPTION OF SPECIAL SUPERVISION PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTED
NN o UNDER THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM

On March 31, 1973, special supervision programs, developed with

e Probation Subsidy funds, were providing services to 18,367 cases. These
’“‘ cases included 9,818 juvenile court cases, 7,522 criminal court cases,

and 1,027 lower court cases. There were 123 Subsidy units in U7 partici-
pating counties. These included 20 adult units, 4% juvenile units, and

“ 59 units providing services to mixed caseloads of adults and juveniles.
L

. TABLE 1
!- STAFF INVOLVED IN THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM
SPRING, 1973

ﬁi Full-Time Part-Time
"’“- Job Classification Total Positions Positions
N Number] Percent| Number| Percent| Number| Percent
- Total, all SEAFT.eeeeeseneeneoneneenns 1,636 100.0 | 1,203 100.0 | 433 | 100.0
“‘”* Total, Subsidy Unit staff positions. 1,030] (63.0) 988! (82.1) L2 (9.7)
i Supervising Probation Officers.... 109 6.7 99 8.2 10 2.3
’! Deputy Probation OFfficerS......... 590  36.1 583  48.5 7 1.6
. Clerical staffeseeeeeeecesrennnnns 331 20.2 306] 25.4 25 5.8
sl Total, other staff............ 606} (37.0){ 215( (17.9)] 391 | (90.%)
Sy Traininge.ceeseecessesens geeeee . 43 2.6 19 1.6 2l 5.5
' Psychiatric/Psychological™...... .- 16 1.0 3 0.2 13 4.0
Teachers/Tutors/Aides....... 59 3.6 12 1.0 47 10.9
VOLUNEEETrSeseessoacacasancnonane .o 2h6]  15.0 2 0.2 poJ It 56.%
Administrative.seeeeeass ereeneense 29 2.4 8 0.7 21 7.0
- REBEAYCHceeeaasacscasaasaes ceenen 21 1.3 17 1.4 b 0.9
I‘ O L T 182  11.1 154 12.8 28 6.5
”Wf fpoes not include staff hired through contract to perform these functions.
i bThe "other! category includes 124 full-time and 7 part-time community workers
L utilized by the Los Angeles County Subsidy program.
m As shown in Table 1, a total of 1,636 probation personnel were in-
: volved in the special supervision programs. Staff consisted of 590 deputy
Sl probation officers, 109 supervising depuly probation officers, 331 clerical
3 personnel, and 606 other staff involved in various support services, such
) as training, psychiatric and psychological work, tutoring, probation aide
i service, volunteer work, administration, and research.
i
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TABLE 2

MONTHLY AVERAGE NUMBER OF CASES PER PROBATTON OFFICER
IN THE SUBSIDY PROGRAM, BY COUNTY

SPRING, 1973

Monthly Average
County Number of Cases
Alameda..veveeeneas tecenases .
Amadort..e e eeennannne, cesunne ?g
Calaveras®.eeeeeeeesenennens, 10
Colusa@eeersacnnnnen. . “ee 33
Contra Cost@eesenseeenensn. .o 20
Del Norte.eeveveweinnuannnnn. 25
El Dorado.......... cevsurrians 33
Fresnoeereeeneennenas ceasieee 21
Humboldt.......... cecarecnas . 36
Inyo.e.eennan.... rasceseas e 5
Kerne.ovevevnnean.. tecctancnan EZ
Kings.eeeeeeeeeennn.. ceeriean, 26
Iasseneeeen.. crevueenas ceeen 28
Los Angeles**.......... cenan
Madera......... e, %
Marin....... tecsena cereae :‘. i
Mariposae.eeesveeennnnn... : 2
Mendocino............. e o 2
Merced...cvveuen...... « o >
Monterey............. ...:.... e
Nepaseieauwonn. creenean . . %
Nevada.eeviviuano,.... ..‘ o 2
Orange........ e :
Placerseeunennnnnnnnn. .. o 22
Plumac. 1rnoeeeeoeer L o
Riverside....veuuu.u..... o E
Sacramento...... L 2
San Benito....euoe...... .:.'. %
San Bernardino......... . o =2
San Diegoseeeveeeneennnn.n. . %
San Francisco......... e : 2
San Joaquin....... ceenan el s
San Luis Obispo....... ...:‘.. i
San Mateo.eeseeeuennnnn.. . .. =2
Santa Barbare............. . . 18
Santa Clara....... .....:.". 40
Shasta...... e o 22
Solanoe....... S o 3
Sonoma................... . 28
Stanislaus........... L 38
Sutterseeeee.e.... . o : 2
Tehama........ Seneea ..... . Y0
Tulareseeeeeennenn.... o 27
Tuolumne..... eneram X 27
Ventura............. RN 2
Y0loweeineinannnnn.. RO 20
Yuba. ..l Il %

*Amador and Calave
o half-time Deputy Probat
The Los Angeles figure i
separate Subsidy units.

ras Subsidy programs each consist

lon Officer position. °f only a one

5. an average of the caseload averages of 33
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There were 583 full-time deputy probation officers and 99 supervising
probation officers in the Subsidy program which resulted in a ratio of 5.9
to 1. These figures indicated that the counties were meeting the standards
set forth by the Youth Authority of a 6 to 1 supervision ratio.

Table 2 presents the monthly average number of cases per deputy
probation officer in the Subsidy program, by county, for the Spring of
1973. These averages range from a low of ten cases (in two counties with
only one half-time Subsidy probation officer) to a high of 42 cases per
officer. If the caseload averages for the two counties (Amador and
Calaveras) with only half Subsidy caseloads are projected for a full
caseload (i.e., 20 cases), and these averages are included with the case-
load averages of the remaining 45 Subsidy counties, then the overall mean
of this distribution of average caseloads is computed to be 30.71. This
average caseload figure for the statewide Subsidy program is well below
the maximum of 50 set forth by the CYA standards.

Table 3 presents a distribution of the types of classification
systems which were employed by participating counties during the Spring
of 1973. As can be seen from this table, the classification system most
widely used by the counties involved a screening process accompanied by
a case conference or case staffing. This system was used in 45 of the

L7 participating Subsidy counties.

TABLE 3

TYPES OF CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS
UTILIZED BY SUBSIDY COUNTIES

SPRING, 1973

Type of Classification Number of Counties a Percent of Total
System Utilizing the System™ |Participating Counties

Screening and/or case
conference to determine
eligibility of case for

selection.eeosecsss cheeee Ls 95.7
I-level systeMeeeeeveeeen 19 Lok
FIRO-Becevesonsonnnas cees 28 59.6
Polk classification

systemeseeeeess eeeasanans 2 4,3
OLhEr’e e eennnnnn. e 13 27.7

”Thirty—six counkies utilized two or more classification systems within their
respective probation departments. As a result, the number of counties utiliz-
ing each of the various classificalion systems in this table more than the
number ol Subsidy countlies (47).

hCluusii‘icaLion syslems specified under Lhe "olhor" calegory include: tLhe
Jesness Inventory, Tennessee Self-Concept Tesl, Ego-Typing, MMPI, Workload
Determined by Plan, FIRO-F, Polk System, President's Task Force Classification,

and Base Expectancy. .
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ost frequ

The FIRO-B System was the next m
. Next, was the I-

system and was used by 28 counties.
employed by 19 counties.

d Workload Determined
that some counties
total on the table

Other systems, including the Polk, Jesness, an
by Plan were used in 1% counties. It should_be noted
used more than one type of system, and that 1s why a
will exceed the number of participating counties.

omponents which were in
s the number of cases in-
This table shows that

Table 4 reveals the types of program ©
operation in the Subsidy counties as well a

volved in each type during the Spring of 1973. nat
the number of counties utilizing the major program components specified

on the form were as follows: transactional analysis, 16 cqunties;
I-level, 16 counties; conjoint family counseling, 36 counties; small'
group counseling, 39 counties; and individual casework,.all 4? coun@mes.
Twenty-five counties indicated the use of other'! technlques 11 their

Subsidy programs.

Overall, individual casework was the most widely utilized program
component , being used with a total of 15,769 probationers. I-level was
used with 3,541 cases followed by "“other" techniques with 3,190 cases
and small group counseling with 2,670 cases. Conjoint family therapy
was applied with 1,536 probationers and transactional analysls was used
in only 950 cases. The nother" program category includes 773 cases On
which FIRO-B treatment was employed and 170 cases involved in a behavior
modification program. In addition, there were also a sizable number of
cases in the 'other'!" category that were in various recreational and

activity group programs.

Probation Special Supervision Programs

re providing a variety of services to
lude individual and group counseling

In addition, funds are available to
asis for psychiatric, psychological, and
Some important features of the special
ervices, vocational and

Probation Subsidy programs &
probationers. These programs inc
and conjoint family counseling.
provide cervices on a contract b
medical services where needed.
supervision programs include job placement s
training programs, drug education programs,

homes, groups, and community day-care programs.

The following are examples of specific programs developed with
Probation Subsidy funds:

Community Probation CIificers

The Community Probation Officer job classificzation was
developed to enable probation departments to recruit and
hire staff from minority group communities. The program
utilizing these Community Probation Officers was established

-1%-

ently utilized classification
level system, which was

remedial educational programs,
anti-narcotic testing, new placement programs, such as specialized foster
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TABLE 4

NUMBER OF CASES INVOLVED IN PROGRAM
COMPONENTS OFFERED
COUNTIES INVOLVED IN THE SUBSIDY PROGRAM o

SPRING, 1973

Trans- Conjoint| Small
County i;:iongl Family Group Individual
— ysis|I-Level |Therapy |Counseling| Casework [Other
al, all counties. 950 | 3,541 | 1,536 2,670 15,769 13,190
) k]
Alameda...vevneen. 12
Amador...ve.. senes - 48? 77 7 925 653
Calaveras..eessces - - — p 2 -
Colusaeseeennannne * - - : 2 -
Contra Costa...... - - 3& !/ 26 -
Del Norteeeeenaass - 20 20 i -
El Doradoececeecss - - 1? ol zg -
Fresnoe..eeecan. - - 6 o
Humboldt..seeuuuns - 7; 52 1 208 i
Inyoeeeeeennnaansn - - & T °
Kerneeeooann 0 0 27 B
; ceseas - - 10 ‘ :
Kings.eeeoas.n veese 50 - 22 6? 79? 5
lasseneseseeeaeene - - [ 77
Los AngeleS.e.so.. 106 - 5 S 2 p
Maderaseeeeeeeanes - - 265 7?2 75 36
Marineeesscececnss - 4 2 =
MaripoBa.scesesess - 5? o > 29 &
MendocinoO.eeeecanes 30 - é - o !
— [
ﬂerzed.... ........ 37 120 17 ? ;gg o
onterey.eeeeeeen.. - 110 b 2k 110 .
Napaeseoosoosseseas - - - e
gevada............ 6 17 - 1; gg 2
TANEECs snancasses . 2 1,0 ‘ >
Placereseesseanese 9? ’ 8? 82 242 1,790 eo2
Plumas.... ------- [ had - 33 Q
Riverside-... cveos bl baad 13 :]i; 580 18
SacramentOeecae.. . - - 0 ¢
San BenitOeeo...n. - - 82 7 o 26
San Bernardinc.... - - 19 234 «
o - - - *
gan Diegoe...... .o 174 y86 150 15; 992 6
an Francisco..... 99 307 123 50 0 IS
San Joaquine..sv.. * * * * 2 2 +37
San Luis Obispo.. - )
. - 50 174
San Mateo...eseees 10 108 5k e 1;2 !
Santa Barbara..... 100 - 30 150 o
Santa Clara...ce.. - 20 12 5 o 17
Ohasléeeeeaseeans " - - 5 15 232 )
2g$ggz............ - 15 20 15 82 :
SLaniﬂlaun....:::: 17 : f :8 ?1? he
BULLE e cienemeanane - 8 6 i5 Lé? 6
| : fn .
;i?:?: ...... enasns 15 - 20 Lo q%o 110
Tuolum;é ........ "o - %6 5l 319 65
Ventura saweesss e - b 20 10 17 6
YOlO.-.::as-n----c - - 200 200 L"ao -
o csencsnas : - 32 10 173 -
eavec e R 119 24 30 j;}} *

* i . .
Program elements indicated as being utilized by county with no indication

of actual number of clients involved.
=
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i ips between
to facilitate communicatiogs and relgtlog:hlggczztznd
the special supervision clients of.mlnorl ym aoes oo
O e en et Taicunt oo oo s

isis intervention wi : _ *
;;:Séim;unity Probation Officer§ re}ay 1nfor2§:iggnre
garding the probationers' behavior to ;pe irma o
officers. Awareness of any nged the ¢ 1e$ tZtoring,
for special services such as job placemeg 3& M)
language interpretation, etc.,.are also. T ri c ol
attention of the probation officer. This p tg .
an example of gervices being brought closer
client and his community.

Community Day-Care Program

While living at home, juvenil:i agte2§m2 ﬁgsizmengagiogzzm
unity center during the dayti rs.
iﬁeatggzzmentycenter accommodates about.15 Juvgnile:nind
is geared to meet the individugl academlc,'soc;a,,tment_
emotional needs of each minor in a supportlve rea
oriented environment, including remedial acadgmlc i
classes, individual counseling, group counselin%% a
conjoint family counseling. Tregtment team.s a
include one deputy probation offlcer3 one aide, one 9
teacher (trained to work with educationally handicapped),
and volunteers.

Rehabilitation Officer

A Rehabilitation Officer works in a rehabilitatiog center
which receives wards 18 to 21 years of age. Services are
provided while wards are in custody and gfter relgage.
Services include: Educational and Yocatlopal training
programs conducted on and off the site. Minors are
permitted to maintain their employment tprough the

Work Furlough program, and they are perm}tteé tg

attend special classes or school, including junior
college.

Special Programs Developed Under Section 1825(3)
of the W&I Code

Section 1825(j) of Article 7 of the Welfare and Institutions Code
enacted by the 1972 Legislature (Chapter 1004, Statutes of 1972) broadened
the concept of the Probation Subsidy program and made it possible for. .
locul law enforcement agencies to uge a special appropriation of $2 million
for the diagnosis, control, and treatment of offenders or alleged offenders.
This legislation terminates on June 30, 1974,
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Programs developed in cooperation with law enforcement agencies
have enabled the latter to share in the Subsidy program. Some examples
of the types of brograms developed with these supplemental funds include
crisis intervention teams, staff exchange programs for orientation purposes,
Jail counseling programs, and law enforcement early intervention progranms.

Work Furlough Program

Supplemental funds are being used to fund the salary and
benefits of a Deputy Work Furlough Officer to conduct the
work furlough program in the county jail. The Work Furlough
Program permits an adult admitted to g period of incarcera-

He is, however,
required to spend all non~working time in custody. This

allows the incarcerated individual to maintain regular

employment to Support himself and hig family while serving
his sentence.

Youth Service Team Project

The Youth Service Team is a cooperative diversion project

by law enforcement and probation departments with schools
and welfare. Fach agency has designated a person trained
and experienced in working with young people to work on

the team. The team consists of some part-time members and
some full-time members. In addition to diverting individuals
from the juvenile Justice system, the Youth Service Team

has increased interaction of participating agencies'
personnel by ¢ross-training programs and through a team
approach to casework breparation.

The Youth Service Team includes a Deputy Probation Officer,
police officers, a welfare child protection worker, and
school counselor personnel. The specific objectives of

the Youth Service Team are to reduce the number of juvenile
referrals by 25 bercent; provide a community-based, short
term service designed to treat Pre-delinquent and delinquent
youth (i.e., incorrigibles, runaways, truants, family and
school problems); establish a closer working relationship
between personnel of the probation department and police
agencies and school districts.

Pre-Trial Release Program

This program is an effort to deal directly with problems
which arise as a result of the need to provide immediate

-16-




mmendations on newly .
rvices for people serving
The principal objectives

pre~trial release studies an§ reco
admitted persons'and counselling Se

; dition of probation. o
Zimihiz ;rgggct are to reduce the number of alleged offen

t v i o} t \j of those

de ained decrease the average dally length f sta O ,

SO detair,xed increase the use of alternatlves to a Jall pI‘ogram
]

i it incarceration.
and lessen tensions accomparying conditional 1nc

Jail Tiaison Assistance Program

This program is an attempt to allev%itea?i;:iziiswzighsiif
: i jall ad]
be at the root of unsatlsfa?Lory ja S0
sequent unsuccessful community Qerformange Sn prgzizizztion
The jail liaison assistance officer piov1§e?lazs eainle
i ‘ fter they enter jai ,

to probationers as soon afte ; o rer

i i ' department person

ntains contact with sheriff's : :
EZ;ding such administrative functions as gomputatl?n Ziists
jail term, good time, work time, school t}me,'etc., % Sete
in narcotics testing, and assists in reorienting probatiol

prior to release from custody.
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THE GROWTH OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM

DURING THE FIRST SEVEN YEARS

The Probation Subsidy program is in its eighth year of operation.
Table 5 presents the grcwth of the Probation Subsidy program during its
first seven years.

program has increased from 31 in 1966-67 to 47 in 1972-73. The

earnings for the first year were $5,675,815 in 1966-67.

program earnings climbed to $22,068,210 in 1972-73.

commitments totaled 1,398 cases in 1966-67, and increased each subsequent
year until reductions totaled 5,449 for 1972-73.

TABLE 5

The number of counties participating in the Subsidy

program

Total Subsidy

The reduction in

GROWTH IN PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM

Number of Average Median
Counties Reduced} Decrease | Decrease
Fiscal Participa- Program Commit-{in Rate of|in Rate of
Year ting Costs Earnings ments |Commitment|Commitment
1966-67 31 $ 1,632,064 5,675,815 1,398 16.1% 36.7%
1967-68 26 L o72,208| 9,823,625| 2,416 25.2 49.0
1968-69 L1 8,766,667 13,755,910| 3,319 29.3% 1.5
1969-70 L6 13,292,266| 14,200,160| 3,557 29.7 35.8
1970-71 L 15,624,005 18,145,142 4,495 38.6 Lo.9
1971-72 L 17,721,9661 21,550,080| 5,266 W3k Lo, b4
1972~73 L7 18,292,145) 22,068,210) 5,449 bk 9 48.8

Table 6 presents the yearly Subsidy earnings for each participating
county during the first seven years of operation of the program. All
counties which participated in the program at one time or another during

As can be seen

the existence of the program are included in the table.
from this table, Santa Cruz entered the Subsidy program during 1968-69

fiscal year and withdrew during the 1970-71 fiscal year. San Mateo County
participated in the Subsidy program for the first four years of the program,
withdrew during 1970-71 and re-entered the Subsidy program during the 1971-72
fiscal year. Marin County also withdrew from the program in 1970-71 and
subsequently re-entered during the latter part of 1971-72.

-8~
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TABLE 6

PROBATTON SUBSIDY

Subsidy Earnings

County 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73
Alameda $94k 000 $1,260,000 $1,240,000 $1,024,000% | $1,208,000 $ 904,000 $1,020,000
Amzdor * * * * - - ¢
Calaveras * * * - - - ¢
Colusa * 16,000 24,000 28,000b 16,000 24,000 36,000
Contra Costa 596,000 648,000 484,000 232,000 260,000 336,000 648,000
Del Norte 48,000 40,000 26,000 60,000 28,000 40,000 4k 000
El Dorado 100,000 104,000 108,000 100,000 72,000 96,000 116,000
Fresno 336,000 236,000 268,000 356,000 400,000 536,000 524,000
Humboldt 28,000 128,000 100,000 68,000 Lk 000 96,000 108,000
Inyo * 56,000 36,000 52,000 Lk 000 L0O,000 Lk o000
Kern 552,000 720k ,000 552,000 356,000 536,000 908,000 708,000
Kings * 164,000 80,000 68,000 6l4,000 60,000 56,000
Iassen * * * e Lo,000 36,000 36,000
Los Angeles 104,615 2,415,625 5,064,000 5,184,000 7,864,000 9,488,000 8,296,000
Madera 100,000 132,000 116,000 100,000 116,000 92,000, 68,000
Marin 88,000 104,000 88,000 16,000 * 22,000 220,000
Mariposa 12,000 12,000 16,000 16,000 24,000 28,000 16,000
Mendocino 52,000 52,000 L4 J000 64,000 56,000 48,000 40,000
Merced * * * 116,000 204,000 156,000 196,000
Monterey * 248,000 304,000 168,000 208,000 336,000 280,000
Napa 44 000 48,000 L 000 64,000 36,000 48,000 76,000
Nevada 84,000 56,000 56,000 56,000 72,000 88,000 76,000
Orange * * 836,000 1,052,000 1,024,000 1,652,000 2,068,000
Placer e e e e e e e
Plumas * * * * * 26,000 32,000
Riverside * * * 592,000 700,000 752,000 936,000
Sacramento - - - 24k 000 Lol ,co0 624,000 544,000
San Benito 6,248 e 32,000 40,000f 20,000 24,000 20,000
San Bernardino 303,200 352,000 L4l 000 246 ,360° | 652,000 512,000 616,000
San Diego * * 335,910 1,136,000h 1,432,000 1,540,000 2,032,000
San Francisco * %00,0008 612,000 81,200 2h2, 268 160,080 36,210
B8an Joaguin 372,000 520,000 564,000 528,000 564,000 644,000 680,000
San Luis Obispo 180,000 168,000 164,000 144,000 68,000 108,000 T4l , 000

IV et e o I .
A B i
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PROBATTON SUBSIDY

Subsidy Barnings (Continued)

1967-68 p
gzifmagsgb 8 164,000 268-69 1969-70 1970=71 | 194
S oyrbara ’ . =72 1972-
Pk o 125’000 116,000 242’000 $ 384,000
oA 348,000 i 16,000 6y
Solano 24,000 ? - 364,000
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Appendix Tables B through H present the annual earning§ for each
individual participating Subsidy county as well as 1n£ormatlon on actual
number of commitments, reduction in commitments, commitment rates and

percent reduction in commitment rates.

Table 7 shows the overall commitment reduction figures for both the
participating and non-participating counties during the first seven years
of the Subsidy program. The table further distributes these figures
according to the proportion of the reduction realized by the CYA and the

CDC.

The lower portion of this table presents the number and percent of the
total decrease in commitments distributed between the CYA and CDC. From
this information, it is seen that during the first year of operation of
the program, reduction of commitments to the California Department of
Corrections constituted two-thirds of the total statewide reduction in
commitments. During the second and fourth fiscal years, the reductions
were fairly evenly balanced between the Youth Authority and the Department
of Corrections. During the third year, the Department of Corrections
again constituted the majority of commitment reductions (57% vs. 42%).
During the two most recent years of operation of the Subsidy program,
however, the commitment reduction has been largely due to greater reductions
in commitments to the CYA.

Another interesting sidelight to the data in Table 7 is the decrease in
commitment figures of non-Subsidy counties in comparison to Subsidy counties.
During the seven years covered by the table, the overall percent decrease in
commitments for non-Subsidy counties fluctuated between 5.3 percent and 19.7
percent. In contrast, the Subsidy counties' decrease in commitments increased
steadily from 16.0 percent in 1966-67 to 44.1 percent in 1972-73.
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TABLE 7

PROPORTION OF COMMITMENT REDUCTION ATTRIBUTED TO CYA AND CDC,
1966-67 FISCAL YEAR AND SUBSEQUENT

(Showing Percent Reduction From Base Commitment Years)

Total CYA & CDC Commitments

Base rateeececieccesenesces
Expected commitments.......
Actual commitmentS..eecee..
Difference.eeeeeecacescnaces

CYA Commitments

Base rate..cc.een.s cseencaae
Expected commitments.......
Actual commitments......e..
Difference.eeeececnseas csasn
Percent decrease...civeen..

CDC Commitments

Base rateececscncscccecaces
Expected commitments.......
Actual commitments.........
Differenceseeeesecccese oo
Percent decreaseceeeees eees

Total Decrease in Commitments

CYA Decrease

Numbereincessscancsnnncannas
Percenteeeesecaens Ceseasens

CDC Decreasc

Number..eeeeasesae Gesvannen
Porcenleeeeeeenenes et esesenm

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69
Non- Non-~ Non-
Subsidy [Subsidy |[Subsidy {Subsidy {Subsidy |Subsidy
Countieg {Counties|Counties|Counties!|Counties| Counties
60.9 6h.b4 61.2 63.8 60.4 82.2
8,757 | 3,096 | 9,620 | 2,435 | 11,309 882
7,359 2,627 7,204 2,102 7,990 726
-1,398 -h69 | -2,416 =333 | -3,319 -156
16.0 15.1 25.1 13.7 29.3 17.7
30.1 30.3 20.5 28.3 29.9 22,8
k,332 1,456 4,793 1,081 5,594 352
3,872 1,296 3,599 1,109 b,162 k25
-460 -160 | ~1,194 +28 | -1,432 +73
10.6 1.0 24 .9 0.0 25.6 0.0
30.8 3l .1 30.7 35.5 20.5 ho. b
bb2s | 1,60 4,827 | 1,354 | 5?715 530
3,487 1,331 3,605 993 3,828 | 301
-938 -309 | -1,222 -361 | -1,887 -229
21.2 18.8 25.3% 26.7 33.0 L4z.2
1,398 469 2,416 33% 3,319 156
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
L60 160 1,194 - 1,432 -
32.9 3.1 Lo 4 0.0 Lz, 1 0.0
938 309 1,222 %%% 1,887 156
67.1 6.9 50.6 100.0 56.0 100.0

-l om




TABLE 7 (Continued)

PROPORTION OF COMMITMENT REDUCTION ATTRIBUTED TO CYA AND CDC,
1966-67 FISCAL YEAR AND SUBSEQUENT

(Showing Percent Reduction From Base Commitment Years)

Total CYA & CDC Commitments

Base ratecicececuen. cvencan
Expected commitments.s.....
Actual commitmentsS...c.e...
Difference.eveeecencennan .o
Percent decreas€ceececec...

CYA Commitments

Base rateeveeecevecsens caee
Expected commitmentse..c...
Actual commitmentsSeseencee.
Difference..e.o.. cssoieaas .
Percent decrease.....ecc...

CDC Commitments

Base rate......v... ceevnaa
Expected commitments.......
Actual commitments...... cee

Difference..eeeeereescceaiane
Percent decreasfeceesecesss

Total Decrease in Commitments

CYA Decrease

Number..eeeeocesss enesunes
Percenteoveenns cesescnacas

CDC Dbuerecase

Number.eeeeosu. seescvesanaa
Porcenleeeeeeeeeeeness P

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72
Non- Non- Non-~
Subsidy |Subsidy {Subsidy [Subsidy [Subsidy |Subsidy
CountieslCounties|Counties|{Counties|{Counties{Counties
61.3 79.6 62.k 45.5 61.1 77.9
11,982 24k | 11,654 525 | 12,132 315
8,425 196 | 7,159 Lon 6,866 270
‘3a557 —48 —41495 '28 ‘57266 —45
29.7 19.7 38,6 5.% 43,k 4.3
%0.1 28.7 %0.6 20.4 20.1 28.6
5,834 88 5,715 235 .1 5,978 116
4,091 104 3.17% 262 2,775 150
-1,793 +16 | -2,542 +27 | -3,203% +3k
20.5 0.0 Ll b 0.0 5%.5 0.0
31.2 50.9 31.8 25.1 31.0 49.3
6,098 156 5,93 290 6,154 199
L, 33k 92 3,986 275 4,091 120
-1,764 -6l | 1,953 -55 | -2,063 -79
28.9 k1.0 3%.0 19.0 %3%.5 39.7
3,557 48 | 4,495 28 5,266 45
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1,793 - 2,542 - 3,203 -
50.} 0.0 | 56.6 0.0 | “¢0.8 0.0
1,76k b8 1 1,9u3 28 | 2,06% I
49.6 | 100.0 b3.4 | 100.0 5.0 100.0
2%~

e s
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PROPORTION O COMMITMENT

TABLE 7 (Continued)

REDUCTION ATTRT
1966-67 FISCAL YEAR AND Sypomers

(Showing Percent Reduction From Bage Commitment Years)

Total cva & CDC Commitments

Base rate

CYA Commitmentg

Base rate...............
Expected commitments

Amtual commitmentg,
Difference........... .

Percent decrease.

--------

CDC Commitmentg

Base rate..............

Expected commitments
Actual commitmentg

---------

Difference..... .......
Percent decrease.

- X
-------------------

CDC Decreasge

Number......
Percent....

......

. 1972-73
Non-
Subsidy Subsidy
Counties|Counties
61.b | gh.>
12,342 310
61893 275
-5, 4}4‘9 —35
Ll 11.3
30.2 27.2
6,072 114
2,641 118
—3,431 +L‘.
56.6 0.0
31.2 9.0
6,270 196
h,252 157
—29018 _39
2.4 19.9
100.0 100.0
3,431 -
63.0 0.0
21018 35
37.0 100.0
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THE EVALUATION OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM

The aim of evaluation is to assess the extent to which the imple-
mentation of a program is accomplishing its avowed goals. According to
Section 1820 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, the Probation Subsidy
program was intended to accomplish four general goals: (1) decreased
use of state correctional institutions, (2) more even administration of
justice, (3) increased protection of citizens, and (4) rehabilitation

of offenders. To what extent have these goals been achieved?

Decreased Use of State Correctional Institutions

One goal of the program was "...to reduce the necessity for commit-
ment of persons to state correctional institutions...!" Table 8 compares
commitment rates for the 47 participating counties from the base period
of the legislation to the 1972-73 Fiscal Year. Presented in this table
are both individual county rates and the mean rates for all 49 counties.
During the base period these counties had a mean commitment rate of
67.5 commitments per 100,000 population. By the 1972-73 Fiscal Year,
however, commitments from these counties had been reduced to 34.0

commitments per 100,000 population, a reduction of 50 percent from the
base period.

Figure 1 illustrates the effects of Probation Subsidy on the use of
state commitments, county probation, and "other" sentences for criminal
court cases. From this figure it can readily be seen that since the
initiation of Probation Subsidy commitments to state institutions have
decreased drastically, the use of probation has correspondingly increased,
and the use of the "other" sentences has changed only slightly.

Figure 2 shows how Probation Subsidy has influenced the use of state
commitment for new Juvenile Court wards across the state. Here again,

it can be seen that commitments to the state have decreased drastically
following the onset of Probation Subsidy.

8till another perspective is provided by Table 9. In 1972, the
criminal courts of California sentenced 49,024k convicted felony offenders,
a significant increase over the 30,840 sentenced in 1965. Since 1965
the percent not sent to state youth and adult corrections has risen 21
percent, from 70.5 percent of the total to 85.3 percent. If the 1965

commitment proportions had been experienced in 1972, there would have been

7,28% more felony defendants sent to state level corrections programs than
were actually sent.
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e e =Y TABLE 8

o BASE PERIOD TO F.Y.
o CHANGE IN COMMITMENT RATES FROM
1972-7% FOR 47 PARTICIPATING COUNTIES

COMMITMENT RATE
Base F.X. Percent
Govnty Period” | 1972-73 | Change
| 6.5 4.2 | -36.1
Amador. b.6 | 3.8 | -29.k
c 40,5 20.8 ~48.6
Calaveras 85.6 16.3 -81.0
Colusa . : :
Contra Costa 53.0 - 25.2 -52.4 Figure 1
Del Norte 117.8 32.3 -72.6 .
El Dorado 70-2 ?ég “Egg Criminal Court Dispositions
Fresno 70. . -43,
Humgoldt 56.1 29.1 -48.1 1955~72
Inyo 119.3 30.7 -7h.3
s} Kern 120.8 gﬁ; -25; 100 . :
! Kinegs 5.2 . -24, : \ :
i Laseen 62.2 1.6 | -81.4 fistmme Probation . :
g Los Angeles 63.5 23-7 -46-2 R Statedcommitment :
Madera 102.1 1.5 -39, ;
Marin 21.8 13.4 -38.5 g mive Other H qurns
Mariposa 101.1 h2.3 -58.2 8 75 ' &
Mendocino 59.2 bo.0 | -32.4 b : grevant
Merced 71.7 27.9 -61.1 3 : W
Monterey 53,8 26.3 -51.1 & : g““‘
Napa 46,3 23.7 | -48.8 g Pl
Nevada 101.5 | 3h5 | -66.0 o 5 - aupmrpusin
Orange 48.9 15.8 ~67. . . o :
Placer 25.% 52'9 +11§.g :’é F""“““&““W"y,. —_— ““lllll“ E
Plumas 73,2 7.9 | -89.2 » :
‘ Riverside 7L .4 26.1 -64.9 ° {
: Sacramento 62.0 4.6 | -32.9 8 :
gan gemtow 63.7 35.7 AN e 25 ‘uh
: an Bernardino 70. 48. -31. . . e g
San Diego 62.2 27,? __gg ? §4 F“ﬂmw“‘m\ﬂm m: oy gy,
San Francisco 67.9 65.8 _3:1 & i
g San Joaquin 93.7 37.0 | -60.5 :
L San Luis Obispo 50.8 -
18.2 -6h.2 :
i g:itmgsob 1. 22.8 -26.7 0 ) '
: a arpars "
%ig Santa Glara 82 fgg jg-g 1955 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 711972
Shasta 58.2 bp.m _18.0‘ Year
Solano : k9.9 20.0 _39‘5
[ Sonoma k7.0 20.5 | -56.% L .
gtzglslaus 116.2 62.2 46.5 86rime in California, Bureau of Criminal Statistice, 1960-72.
u er . - . .
; 57.1 . - : . .
gzilama 102.5 gg g ggﬁ bIncludee both straight probation and probation plus jail.
are 65.0 ’ Toce L .
32"%3““ 6;-2 ?2,‘5 7?;'8 ‘ ®Includes commitments to both CYA and CDC.
niura I * Tl ; )
§0;§0 ?533? iz"; ng;g dIncludes straight jail, commitments to CRC (mental hygiene), and fines.
uva . ~%0. 1o .
Meamb ﬁw&i“‘“&*—ﬂ-_ '
Standard Deviation® 22722 1241;3 -49.6 ?
| 2195963 or 1962-¢3, U A

whichever wag higher,

A test of significance compari
S1E paring tw :
A a probability of less thap .ogw ° correlated means Yielded a t=9.90 with
test of significance compari, :
€ ng t :
With a protabilisy ur s gn v.vgqcorrelated Variances yielded a t=3.51

~26-
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TABLE 9

COMMITMENTS AND SENTENCES OF FELONY DEFENDANTS CONVICTED

! IN CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL COURTS, 1965-1972

By Type of Sentence

%From data presented in Statistical Facts on the
California Youth Authority,

Some concern has been expressed that the reduction in commitments of
offenders to state-level corrections has increased the population of local
institutions, thus shifting the burden of institutionalization to local
government. Tables 10 and 11 address this issue.

February, 1973,

Table 10 shows total jail population on a midweek day in early September
of each year since 1965. The sentenced prisoner population has declined during
this period while the number of unsentenced prisoners has increased significantly.

A}

-28-

-29-

a b b b b b c ~C
Figure 2 Type of Sentence 196571 19667 1967 | 19687} 1969°| 1970°| 1971°| 1972
Total 0,840]32,000 |34,683 {40, 4 0,568 k9, ,018 49,024
Proportion of New Juvenile Court Wards Committed : _ 7 7 7 3|10,477150,568 49,9501 56,018 49,
| to the Youth Authority, 1955-72% Prison, Dept. of
; oritys 1955-7 L Corrections 7,184] 6,731| 5,990| 5,492| 4&,940] 5,025| 5,408| 5,66
| .20 i Youth Authority 1,910 1,831 1,993{ 2,056| 2,197{ 1,873 1,973| 1,515
| H i Probation--straight 9,0301 9,883111,070113,53619,470{19,24921,738 {17,606
| i o Probation and jail 6,627| 6,871 9,265|11,524113,718 {14,564 | 17,703 {17,318
| . Jail 4,6931 4,777| 4,335] 5,283| 7,020| 6,118| 5,771 4,062
‘ A . Fine 276) 596 5701  919) 1,112 988] 04| 436
iy L Civil Commitment:
! .15 H . Rehabilitation Center 869 961] 1,195) 1,3891 1,855| 1,903| 2,250 2,08k
% ; - Mental Hygiene 251 350|265 278| 256| 230 31| 339
% o g . Percent Distribution
% :§ § e Total 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0} 100.0| 100.0] 100.0| 100.0
3 é .10 E i 3
& ' . Prison, Dept. of
| & : L Corrections 23.31 21.0] 17.3] 13.6 9.8 10.1 9.71 11.6
3 ; L Youth Authority 6.2} 5.71 5.8 5.1 L3l 3.7 3.5 3.1
! : il Probation--straight 29.31 30.9] 31.9| 33.k] 38.5] 3&.5| 38.8] 35.9
i : ' Probation and jail 21.5] 21.5{ 26.7| 28.5| 27.1| 2¢.2| 31.6| 35.3
i .05 i o Jail 15.21 1.9 12.5] 13.0{ 13.9| 12.2| 10.3 8.3
i - L Fine 0.9 1.9 1.6 2.31 2.2 2.0 1.3] 0.9
3 i . Civil Commitment:
f i i Rehabilitation Center 2.8 3.0 3.4) 3.4 3.7 3.8 b1 L.2
i ; o Mental Hygiene : 0.8 1.1 0.8 0.7] 0.5 0.5 0.7] 0.7
2 0 I ; . 8Crime and Delinquency in California, 1969, p. 33
: 1955 56 57 58 59 L : ) : S .
> 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 1972 L CCrlme and Delinquency in California, 1970, p. 19
Year | Crime and Delinguency in California, 1972, p. 42

b




TABLE 10

CAIIFORNIA COUNTY JATL POPUIATION*AS
OF ONE MIDWEEK DAY IN SEPTEMBER

The data appearing in Tables 10 and 11 indicate that there has not

% been an increase in the utilization of local institutionalization as a
Percent Pergen a reSu}t of the Probation Subsidy program. Rather, the numbers and pro-
Y Total | Unsentenced Sentenced Sentenced | Unsentence portions of sentenced prisoners in county facilities have actually
ear C67.2 32.8 decreased slightly since the program's inception.
1965 | 24,091 7,890 16,201 7 .
1966 | 21,794 7,160 14,334 65.8 3.2 In conclusion, the data presented in this section indicate that
, 10 63.9 36.1 the Probation Subsidy program has been extremely successful in achieving
1967 ) 217 o > . its goal of reducing the use of state correctional institutions, and
1968 | 24,974 9,617 15,357 61.5 28.5 furthermore, that the accomplistment of this goal has not been offset
, 6.8 4z.2 by the need for increased institutionalizatiou at the local level.
a 1969 | 25,471 | 11,000 14,471 56. .
1970 | 26,035 10,205 15,830 60.8 39.2
1971 25,500 11,000 1k, 500 56.9 43.1 More Even Administration of Justice
1972 | 2k,92k 10, 794 14,130 56.7 4%.3

Prior to Probation Subsidy it was observed that commitment ratesz
from one county to another varied widely. In fact, county commitment
rates ranged from a low of 22 to over 119 per 100,000 population during
the base period. Accordingly, another goal of the Probation Subsidy
legislation was to reduce this variation in order to '"permit a more
even administration of justice."

*Orime and Delinguency in California, individua} repgrts
for the years 1965-71. Data for 1972 appears in Crimes
and Arrests Reference Tables, 1972, page 91.

The total population of juvenile homes, ranches, and camps in
California, as shown in Table 11, peaked at 2,992 in 1968-69. 1In
1972-73%, this number declined to 2,612, a decrease of 13 percent, even
though California's juvenile population continued to increase during
this period. Many juvenile halls are now below capacity.

Table 8 (page 26) compared commitment rates for the 47 participating
counties from the base period to the 1972-73 fiscal year. During the base
period the distribution of county commitment rates had a range of 98 -

(119 - 22 + 1). By the 1972-73 fiscal year, however, this range had

been reduced to 55 (66 - 8 + 1), a reduction of 44 percent. In addition
to individual county rates and mean rates, Table 8 also presents a
commonly used measure of dispersion known as the standard deviation.

This statistic indicates how widely a group of scores vary around the

mean; the greater the variance, the larger the standard deviation. During
the base period the standard deviation of county commitment rates was 23.3.

TABLE 11

AVERAGE DATLY POPUTATI{ON IN CALLIORNIA
COUNTY YOUTH CAMPS AND SCHOOLS
1965-66 through 1972-73*

i
e
H
H
i
%
I
i
|
|
.

By the 1972-73 fiscal year, however, this figure had been cut to 14.5.
This reduction of nearly 40 percent means that the participating counties
Average Dai have become significantly more homogeneous in the degree to which they
ge Daily . . . . .
Year Population commit persons to state correctional institutions.
; 1965-66 2,669 Another perspective is given by Table 12 which presents frequency
‘é 1966-67 2,648 distributions of commitment rates per 100,000 population for the 47
£ ‘ 196768 2,817 participating counties during the base period and the 1972-73 fiscal
i ' 1968-69 2,992 L year. In this table the reduced variance of commitment rates discussed
i 1969~70 2,787 ' above can readily be observed. For example, it can be seen that during
: 1970-71 2,750 ’ : the base period only 26 counties (or 55 percent) of the 47 counties had
1971-77 2, lih6 i;? commitment rates which fell within the three mont frequent categories
1972-7% 2,610 o (50 - 79). During the 1972-7% fiscal year, however, %% counties (or

*Statistical Facts on the Californin

70 percent) huad commitment rates falling within the three most frequent
Youth Authorily, November, 107%

' 'z categories (20 - 49).
y e 15 \i
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TABLE 12

TOR
© COMMITMENT RATES
FREQUENGY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GO By, 1972-73

4% COUNTIES DURING BASE PERIOD AND

FREQUENCY .
cominent 8ates | | wR P
Pop 3 I ent
Population Number Percent Number|Perc
Total L7 100.0 Iy 100.0
QLA L
100 and over 8 1;.? : -
qQ - W 1 4.3 - -
8 - 8 2 17.0 - -
NG : 0 B -
& - 82 9 19.1 8.
G0 - KO 9 | | 2| k2
o - ko & | 2.8 M )
o - % 2 4.3 | 10 21.%
ig S 2 b3 1 12 iz.g
L; — g, < > 7 .
0 - ¢

sistenc

Again, these data show that there was atgieaziziimziitogfsizze insti¥
ameng the participating counties with respecth o e e ng the Base
{utidns during the 1972-73 fisyal year than there as B elation, ehie
Joriod of the Subsidy legislation. In the te;m§ of tt el
P$}{%tt\ w is indicative of a ''more even admlnlstrat}on of jus e
gin;;itﬁggéicgl to conclude that this goal of the legislation has been
achicved since the program's initiaticn.

Inereased Frotection of Citizens

. ) ' ver-
Hopeful that Probation Subsidy cmgld soileho\gl help Stelonfﬂéieelegislation
. 3 e ~ the early 196Q's, the desligners
inereasing crime rates of ' ; o " One
included as a poal the increased protection of the stgte s c;tlzzgzittedly’
mossure of the level of protection is the reported crime rate. p
{he reported crime rate is not a precise measure of crime since 3 LS e
influenced by a number of other variables. Tor example,‘reporte *Céicated
depend on the public's willinguess to report them. Studl?S ?ave 13 o
only small proportions of some kinds of crime (like ShOpllfii:lng' and rap
are antunlly reported, while larger proportions of other crimes are
yeporiod.

Another Tactor influencing veported crime rates is the quglity of B
the existing crime reporting system. For many years, California has ha
4 better data collection system on reported crimes than any othe? state.
Pherefore, it might be oxpected that a higher percentage of committed
orimes would be recorded in this state than elsewhere, which would .
result in apparently higher crime rates for California. Figure 3 and

Table 13 compare California and United States crime rates from 1960 to
1972. These data show that California has consistently higher crime
rates than the national rates for both total crime and crimes of personal
violence and consistently lower crime rates for willful homicide. Willful
homicide (including murder and non-negligent manslaughter) represents a
type of crime which is unlikely to be affected significantly by crime
reporting procedures. For instance, the probability of a murder being
reported in any jurisdiction in 1960 was probably close to 100 percent,

as it is today; hence any increase in reported murders is probably due

to an actual increase in murders rather than tc improvements in crime
reporting systems. One conclusion to be reached from these data is that
it is California's superior crime reporting system which accounts for

its consistently higher reported crime rates as compared to national rates.

TABLE 13

SELECTED CRIME INDICES IN CALIFORNIA
AND THE NATION

~Rates per 100,000 Population

United States™ California®
Year Total Crime|Violent| Willful | Total Crimel{Violent! Willful
Index Crime |Homicide Index Crime |Homicide

1960 1,126 160 5.0 1,586 238 3.9
1961 1,141 157 L7 1,564 23% 3.7
1962 1,194 161 4.6 1,618 233 3.9
1963 1,295 167 4.5 1,726 240 3.7
1964 1,443 189 4.9 1,899 262 .2
1965 1,516 198 5.1 2,062 275 4.8
1966 1,671 218 5.6 2,190 298 b 7
1967 1,926 251 6.1 2,443 34y 5.4
1968 2,240 295 6.8 2,783 Lo9 6.0
1969 2,483 325 7.3% %,045 Lhg 6.9
1970 2,747 361 7.8 3,261 L2 6.8
1971 2,907 293 8.5 3,527 515 8.1
1972 2,830 398 8.9 3,527 540 8.8

Percent

Change

1960-1966 L8 .4 26.2 12.0 . %8.1 25.2 20.5

1966-1972 69.4 82.6 58.9 61.0 81.2 87.2

aFrom Crime in the United States -~ FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1970, 71,
and 72.

bFrom Crime and Delinquency in California ~ California Bureau of Criminal
Statistics, 1960-1972.

~3%
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Figure 3

Total Crime, Violent Crime and
Willful Homicide Rates in California
and the Nation, 1960-72
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*From Urime in Ualifornia,

Bureau of Griming] Statistica, 1960-72

FBI, Uniform Orime Reports, 1970-72
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It is also apparent from the data in Figure 3 and Table 13 that the
Probation Subsidy program has neither increased nor decreased reported
crime in California. Rather, reported crime rates in California have
continued to rise, paralleling increases in national rates. Therefore,
to the degree that reported crime is a valid indicator of level of "public
protection" Probation Subsidy has not been successful in achieving its
goal to increase protection. On the other hand, there also is no indica-
tion from these data that Probation Subsidy has reduced public protection
in California. The obvious conclusion is merely ‘that crime rates have
increased due to fcrces that are national in scope.

The most probable explanation for the failure of Probation Subsidy to
reduce reported crime in California lies in the fact that reported crime
is an extremely gross measure. While it is impossible to determine exact
numbers, it is apparent that only a small percentage of the total crimes
reported in California are actually committed by persons who are on
probation caseloads. Furthermore, since Subsidy caseloads (adult and
juvenile) in 1972 constituted less than 10 percent of the total active
probation caseload for that year, their potential for affecting the
overall crime rate was negligible. In other words, even if criminal
activities among Probation Subsidy caseloads were reduced to zero, we
still would probably not expect crime rates to be decreased significantly.
Consequently, a more appropriate evaluation of Probation Subsidy can be
obtained by directly examining the dégree to which Probation Subsidy has
been effective in reducing the criminal activity of its probatiocners, and
by making comparisons, where possible, with conventional probation and
state parole. These are the objectives of the next section of this report.

Rehabilitation of Offenders

For most correctional specialists a major goal of any correctional
program is the rehabilitation of the offender. Unfortunately, "rehabilitation'
is very difficult to define in terms of readily available data, which makes
this a difficult goal to evaluate.

One type of measure which reflects a program's degree of succesy in
rehabilitating offenders is the type of removal from the program. For
example, when a probationer is found to be rehabilitated, his probation
may be terminated. If a probationer is terminated early, before his
probation has expired, it is a definite sign that he has responded well
to the program and is considered to be rehabilitated. A regular termination,
however, can represent a range of rehabilitative effects from successful
to marginal (but not negative enough to be considered a total failure).
Finally, if the probationer is arrested for a new offense or otherwi.se
violates the conditions of his probation, it can be concluded that :he
program has failed to some degree in its efforts to rehabilitate him.

From Table 14 it can be seen that there has been little changr in
the percentages of adults removed from criminal court probatior caseloads
by termination (success) and violation (failure) between the years of 1960
and 1972. The fact that these percentages vary by less than 5 percentage
points during this 1% year span is quite remarkable considering the dramatic
changes which have occurred in California's criminal justice system during
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this period. The consistency of these data therefore suggest Lhat, despite o
the enormous increase in probation caseloads following the initiation of .

Probation Subsidy, there has been no consequent decrease in the overall % to defz2idizezzzeiviitiimzuzﬁ 2ieth::tpiizzntigmig ga?i:tEZé ;?ntbz veed
. ] e CIrli a stene.

E;habilitative effectiveness of county adult probation programs acrosg However, this is not the type of data which i . Ser t
e state. e ) e ata which is necessary in order to
' conduct valid comparative evaluations of the rehabilitative effectiveness
of specific correctional programs within that system. This is because
these data are influenced by a number of variables which are unrelated
to the actual rehabilitative processes yet which may exert considerable

ADULT DEFENDANTS REMOVED FROM PRORB - influence on the success rates of the various programs. For example,
ATION IN CALIFORNIA certain types of administrative policies may directly influence the

CRIMINAL COURTS BY TERMINATION O - B

N OR VIOLATION, 1960-72 e percentages of cases terminated or violated. When such policies differ
from one program to the next it is impossible to use terminations and
violations as valid measures of success and failure.

TABLE 14

Termination

Other variables which invalidate the use of such broadly based
data are those associated with the types of offender assigned to the
programs. For example, 1f the criminal backgrounds of the offenders
assigned to two correctional programs are significantly different, other
conditions being equal, the program receiving the less severe cases
will have the better !"success' rate as indicated by a higher percentage
of cases being terminated. Therefore, in conducting comparative
evaluations of correctional programs it is necessary to control for
differences in types of offenders assigned to the programs.

Total . .
Total Percent|Percent Violation

Year Number|Percent | Number|Percent Early [Normal |Number|Percent

19602 9,779{ 100.0 | 6,160] 63.0 9.2 | 53.8 | 3,619] 37.0
1961a 11,728 100.0 | 7,391 63.0 | 5.3 | 57,7 | b330 37.0
1962a 11,618 100.0 | 7,632 65.7 5.6 | 60.1| 3,986 34.3
1963a 11,956 100.0 | 7,494 62.7 9.4 | 53.3 | 4,462 37.3
1964a 12,810) 100.0 | 8,210| 64.1 | 0.8 53.3 | 4,600| 35.9
1965b 13,612} 100.0 | 8,531 62.7 12.4 50.3 | 5,081 .
1966b 13,937] 100.0 | 9,275 ¢€6.5 2.3 k2.2 | 4,662
1967b 17,534 100.0 [11,490] 65.5 19.5 1 46.0 | 6,044
1968b 15,657 100.0 | 9,928 63.4 15.3 48,1 ,
1969b 18,571 100.0 11,552 62.2 16.3
197ob 23,987] 100.0 | 14,853 61.9 | 18.8
1971b 26,875| 100.0 17,192]  64.0
1972 27,097| 100.0 {17,798 65.7

Such considerations emphasize the need for undertaking thorough
comparative evaluation studies of the various program alternatives
within the criminal justice system. These studies should address the
primary question: Which types of offenders when exposed to what types
of correctional programs exhibit the best rehabilitative effects?

37.3
33.5
34.5
5,729 36.6 A study such as this is underway by the Department of the Youth
45.9 | 2 019 3 Authority and is nearing completion at the present time.2 The study
’ 37 employs matched samples and statistical techniques (analysis of covariance)
43.1 | 9,152 28.1 to control for differences among the populations in offense type, age,
ethnic origin, base expectancy (a measure predictive of violational

i

c J o Lol
¢l 9.683 36.0 . behavior), and length of time on field supervision (the '"at risk" period

|

¢ c | 92,2991 4.0 during which the sample cases were being supervised in the community
and were thus liable to commit further crimes and be arrested).

| a .

| From Delinguency and Pr

§ b Stati§tics, 1960-65.

| From Crime and Delingue
Statistics, 1966-72.

This breakdown is no longer provided in BCS report
5.

obati . . .
ation in California, Bureau of Criminal

Although the analysis of the data is only in the initial stages
and is far from complete, some preliminary results are available.
These results relate to a comparison of Subsidy and regular juvenile
probation with respect to the degree of recidivism which occurred during
the first 12 months of supervision.3 Table 15 shows the mean numbers

nev i . .
J in California, Bureay of Criminal

Another interestin
| Lhe percentage of early |
! , early 1960'n.  These dnla
j arc.currently necognized g
explralion of Lheip normal
Probation Subsidy. However, th
1 A the available data.

: . Possible by 1 .

ermi has i ¥ Table 14 ig :

ind?itlons 8 increased dramaticall °>Lhai.
ate that a mych lar ‘ally since lhe

“Thn design of this study is described in Appendix 1.

Z
‘Comparisons between matched Subsidy probation and state parole groups
are currently underway. Results will be available in futurs reports.
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and percentages of felony, misdemeanor, and total arrests amo
gz::pfhof Subsidy and regulgr probationers. It can be seeimfiggm:ﬁggzd
iy re:t t?ere are no signi icant differences between the two samples
s monthgecf t9 the adgus?e@ mean numbers of arrests during the first
Lorgon s of field supervision. The Subsidy sample had a slightly
orge thean number of felony arrests (0.53 to 0.4k arrests per case)
miego regular'probatloners had a slightly larger mean number of ’
anor arrests (0.59 to 0.56 arrests per case). It 'should be

noted that 66 percent of + i
. the Subsidy group and 74 percent
Prodbation group had no felony arrests during the sfudy pergidthe bl

n

O?mzzii gi;f:isng'a;rests recorded in Table 15, then, are the prggicgean

cases. ra of the Subsidy cases and one fourth of the regular
TABLE 15

MEAN NUMBER OF ARRESTS AMONG

OF SUBSIDY AND REGUTAR JUVENLLE COMATCHED OURS

URT PROBATTONERS®

Type of Arrest o

 S—

Program Total

Felony

Misdemeanor
Mean | Percent Mean

Percent {Mean P@rcent.

Subsidy Probation

(N = 8
8.3) 1.09 | 100.0 0.53 4L8.6 |0.56 51.4
Re%ular Probation ‘ N
N =
1313) 1.03 | 100.0 0.4k 42.7 o 59 57.3

From Table 16 it c
. an b
differences betwean e twoe 5een that there gre al

number of felon i
N ¥y mi
Subsidy Probatiog SdemeanOr, and

. T 111 m
tained petitions D culpability. The

mber of 0,51 gug-
-48 per case for the

]

The "adjusted mean' j
11 cases had been
Bage Expectanc
ment of the means is
procedure whi
Base Expect

the resylt of
) an ; ;
ch mathematlcally takes isgge::lve statistic
co

al matching
T1sk" periog

unt the effects of

-38-

e E o - o TR S—— - g s o e e v e Ll >

JORE o N s . . - 9 1 T 8 o B SRR i3 s 3 4 RUE: § 3 3 E . B By p .
fVERES . - . : R i FEE e i ] BN L LR o . T :
B N . B 3 i i d - EaE g _ ' . b 2 . o S S R R

e

regular probation sample of 1,313 cases. The percentages of findings
classed as felonies and misdemeanors were 47.6 and 52.4 respectively

for Subsidy probation compared to 42.8 and 57.2 respectively for regular
probation. It should be pointed out that 81 percent of the Subsidy
group and 86 percent of the regular probation group had no felony
findings sustained during the study period.

TABLE 16
MEAN NUMBER OF FINDINGS OF CULPABILITY RESULTING FROM RECIDIVISM

AMONG MATCHED GROUPS OF
SUBSIDY AND REGULAR JUVENILE COURT PROBATIONERS®

Type of Findingb

Program Total Felony Misdemeanor

Mean Percent | Mean |[Percent Mean |Percent

Subsidy Probation
(N = 843) ' 0.510| 100.0 | 0.243| 47.6 0.267{ 52.4

kegular Probation
(N = 1313) 0.4841 100.0 | 0.207| L42.8 0.277| 57.2

®Means are adjusted for Base Expectancy Score and Time at Risk.

Findings refer to sustained petitions.

This preliminary analysis suggests that Subsidy probation and regular
probation are very similar with respect to rehabilitative effectiveness
with similar juvenile probationers. A future report will compare the
effectiveness of these two probation groups with a similar juvenile
CYA parole.

In conclusion, initial indications are that Subsidy Probation does
not appear to be substantially more effective than regular probation
with regard to the rehabilitation of a comparable group of more serious
juvenile offenders. - This finding is, of course, only tentative in that
it is based on a limited analysis of immediately available juvenile probation
data. A great deal of additional data is currently being collected on both
juvenile and adult probation and parole which will add substantial information
as to the degree to which this final goai has been achieved. Until this
data is analyzed, any conclusions regarding this final goal should be held
in abeyance.
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APPENDIX A

ARTICLE 7. STATE AID FOR PROBATION SERVICES
{Added by Stats. 1965, Ch. 1029)

1820. LEGISLATIVE INTENT. It is the intent of the Legislature in en-
acting this article to increase the protection afforded the citizens

of this state, to permit a more even administration of justice, to
rehabilitate offenders, and to reduce the necessity for commitment of
persons to state correctional institutions by strengthening and improving

the supervision of persons placed on probation by the juvenile and
superior courts of this state.

L4

1821. STATE SHARING OF COST. From any state moneys made available to
it for such purpose, the State of California, through the Department

of the Youth Authority, shall, in accordance with this article, share

in the cost of supervising probationers in "special supervision programs”
established by county probation departments to reduce commitments to

the Department of the Youth Authority or the Department of Corrections.
(Amended by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1415,)

- ««—iwzx::v‘i- 2

1822, ESTABLISHMENT OF MINIMUM STANDARDS., The Department of the Youth
Authority shall adopt and prescribe, subject to approval by the State
Board of Corrections, minimum standards for the operation of "special
supervision programs." A "special supervision program" is one embodying
a degree of supervision substantially above the usual or the use of new
techniques in addition to, or instead of, routine supervision techniques,
and which meets the standards prescribed pursuant to this section. Such
standards shall be sufficiently flexible to foster the development of
new and improved supervision practices.

1823. DEVELOPMENT OF STANDARDS. The Director of the Youth Authority
shall seek advice from appropriate county officials in developing

standards and procedures for the operation of "special supervision
programs."

1824, APPLICATION FOR FUNDS. A county shall make application for sub-
ventions toward the cost of special supervision programs to the Department
of the Youth Authority in the manner and form prescribed by the department.
Any such application must include a plan or plans for providing special
supervision and a method for certifying that moneys received are spent
only for these special supervision programs.

TS T IR
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1825. APPROVAL OF APPLICATION. (&) No county Shall'ie_izt;t;iica:ion
receive any state funds provided by this article until 1 P

is approved and unless and until the minimum sténdaréshprEZCEQZEGOE{y
the Department of the Youth Authority are‘comp}led wizona
on such terms as are set forth hereafter in this sect: .

PER CAPITA SUBSIDY IN RELATION TO PERCENTAGE DECREASE
BASE COMMITMENT RATES/100,000
(Adult and Juvenile)

(b) A commitment rate for each county and for the state as a whole

thority by computing P Percent of
shall be calculated by the Department of the Youth Authority by ]

. ed F decrease from 40~49 50~59 66—69 70-79 80~-89 90-100
. ; state and county population, expresse : .
the ratio of niggcggglgﬂzﬁzztEZn, for each of the calendar years 1959 ** base rate 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
in a rate per i e .
tzrough 1953. Thé average of these rates for atﬁounty~£gr ;;ici:z:ryizr 0 percent—~—=—w~ - -

i q t two years of e periodq, - - - —
period or the averagebOfetﬁztia;or tha{ county, however, if the base rate 1 percent----- $2,285  $2,180  $2,135  $2,105 $2,085 $2,080
ﬁlgher, shall be the ':;e ts per 100,000 population, the rate shall be 2 percent~~em~- 2,570 2,360 2,265 2,210 2,175 2,160
is lowgr than 40 commé 'fntheprate is higher than 100, the rate shall be 3 percente—m~- 2,855 2,545 2,400 2,315 2,260 2,240
establ%shed at 40, anThl number Of commifments shall be the total of the 4 percent--—--- 3,145 2,725 2,535 2,420 2,350 2,320
establlsbed at 100, N € ctody of the Director of the Youth Authority and 5 percent——ee~- 3,430 2,910 2,665 2,525 2,435 2,400
new commltgepts to t ?t;:nts zo the‘custody of the Director of Corrections, 6 percent——-—- 3,715 3,090 2,800 2,630 2,520 2,480
the new.c§1m1na1t§0migs ective departments. The county and state popula- 7 percent-—--- 4,000 3,275 2,935 2,735 2,610 2,560
a§ certified bzh tecertgfied by tﬁe Department of Finance to the 8 percent-—me~ 4,000 3,455 3,065 2,840 2,695 2,640
tion shall be faJul 1 of each year. Persons committed to the Depart- : 9 percent—-—mm—- 4,000 3,635 3,200 2,945 2,785 2,720
Controller as :'ons znd subsequently discharged under Section 1168 of . 10 percent~~--~ 4,000 3,820 3,335 3,055 2,87Q 2,800
mentPof ioézgz :nd persons committed to the Department of Corrections ‘ 11 percent—---- 4,000 4,000 3,465 3,160 2,955 2,880
thethznge artment of the Youth Authority for diagnostic study only g ii percentme———- 2,008 4,000 3,600 3,265 3,045 2,960
o nt Eo Section 1203.03 of the Penal Code oxr Section 704 ox 1752.1 e pe?cent “““““ »00 4,000 3,735 3,370 3,130 3,040
gﬁriﬁz Welfare and Institutions Code, shall not be counted as having been ' ig gzigzzt “““““ :'888 2’888 Z'ggg irggg i'iég g';gg

. ini i tes under this sub-~ Ny - ’ ’ ' ’ ’ '
committed for purposes of determining commitment rate = 16 percent~---~ 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,685 3,390 3,280
division or subdivision (c). 17 percent—~——r- 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,790 3,480 3,360

(¢} An annual commitment rate shall be calculated at the end of ig percent ~~~~~ 2,888 2,808 4,000 3,895 3,565 3,440
each fiscal year for each participating county and for the state as i 50 g:ig:gt “““““ 1" 000 4'080 2'888 3'888 3'328 g'ggg

- . . St o d ) usin o &V peXienite .= ' 4 4 ' ’ ’
a whole in a like manner tﬁ tha; dis?riﬁigeéniiuii:v;zgin ) ? i 21 percent=m=-—- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,825 3,680
the population figure of the July 1 inc ' L 22 percente---- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,915 3,760
. . i1 23 percent-----— 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,840

: . a1 t to this - ! ! ! ! ' ’

(d) The maximum amount: that may iﬁ P?li vo 1 §°§“§§l§§§S§§§unt°in the - 24 percente—--- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,920
article is determined by obtaining the interpolated dc ) | 25 percent-=--- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
table in this subdivision for such county's base commitment rate and its .y

percentage decrease, interpolated to the nearest one-tenth of 1 percent, Over 25 percent 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000

in rate of commitment and multiplying the appropriate dollar amount by

the "commitment reduction number."  The "commitment reduction number"

ig obtained by subtracting (1) the most recent annual commitment number

from (2) the product of the base commitment rate and population of the

county for the game year employed in (1). The Director of the Youth

Authority, with approval of the Director of Finance may annually adjust

the dollar amounts in the ensuing table, beginning with the 1973-1974

fiscal year, to reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index established

by the U.S. Department of Labor and given a weighted average for California

by the California Department of Industrial Relations. The first adjust- i
ment shall use the December 1971 index as the base. Payments per un- ’
committed case shall in any event not exceed the average annual per

capita cost of maintaining wards in Youth Authority institutions.

(e) The state will reimburse the county upon presentation of a valid
claim based on actual performance in reducing the commitment rate from
its base rate. Whenever a claim made by a county, pursuant to this
article, covering a prior fiscal year, is found to be in error, adjust-
ment may be made on a current claim without the necessity of applying
the adjustment to the allocation for the prior year.

(f) If the amount received by a county in reimbursement of its ex-
penditures in a fiscal year is less than the maximum amount computed
under subdivision (d), the difference may be used in the next two
succeeding fiscal years and may be paid to the county in quarterly
installments during such fiscal years upon preparation of valid claims
for reimbursement of its quarterly expenses,

=1
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{(g) In the event a participating county earns le§s than the sum Qaid
in the previous year because of extremely unusual c1rcumstance§ Cla}med
by the county and verified by the Director of Fhe Youth Authprlty with
the approval of the Director of Finance, the Dlrector.of the' Youth
Authority may pay to the county a sum equal to the prlor‘year's Payment,
provided, however, that in subsequent years the county will be paid only
the amount earned.

(h) Funds obtained under this article shall not be used to support
existing programs or develop or expand new programs in juvenile homes,
ranches, or camps established under Article 15 (commencing with Section
880) of Chapter 2 of Part 1 of Division 2 of this code, except that
funds obtained under this article may be usad by a county that has not
established a juvenile home, ranch or camp to pay for its juvenile home,
ranch or camp placements in other counties.

(1) Counties where the average number of commitments in the base periogd
as established by subdivision (b) is less than 30 may elect either to
comply with the procedure set out above or, as an alternative, to receive
from the state 90 percent of the salary of one full-time additional
probation officer or, in the event there are' fewer than 20 persons
placed on probation annually otherwise eligible for commitment to state
institutions, the county would be entitled to 90 percent of the salary
of a half-time officer. 1In the event a county chooses the alternative
proposal, it will be eligible for reimbursement only so long as the
officer devotes all of his time in the performance of probation services
to supervision of persons eligible for state commitment and persons
participating in special supervision programs and (1) if its base rate
is below the state average, it does not on an annual basis exceed the base

state rate, or (2) if its base rate is above the state average, it does
not in the year exceed by 5 percent its own base rate.

_ Fj? As a supplement to earnings received by counties pursuant to sub-
division (d), a sum of two million dollars {$2,000,000) is hereby

appropriated for the 1972-1973 fiscal year. This sum shall be dis-

tributed by ?hg Director of the Youth Authority through the allocation
to each ?art1c1pat1ng county of an amount not to exceed 10 percent of the
counties' earnings generated in the 1971-1972 fis i i

> . cal year. This special
allocation may.be used,.notw1thstanding the provisions of Section Eggl or
any other section of this article, for the diagnosis, control, or treatment

of offenders or alleged offenders b
. Yy local law i 1
the county, subject to standards, o orcement oElisted b

rules » i i
the Director of the Youth Authority,  #nd regulations established by
In addition, one hundred fift
appropriated for the 1972
county for carrying out progr .
Di;ector of the Youth Authority. gach 60unty particpeci?ied.by the
studies shall be required to enter j jFating in these

into . g
state. Such agreement shall Specif & contractual agreement with the
be reimbursed.

3
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No county shall share in any additional funds.approprlated :z t?:iide
subdivision unless it enters into an agreement with the sta;e v P
such evaluation or is granted an exemption by the Y?uth Aut o;unz.Bo
The provisions of this subdivision shall be terminated on ’

1874,

' i i i de by the Director of the
%) A review of this article shall be ma . :
Youéh)Authority and a report made to the 1974 Legislature by the f£ifth
day of the 1974 Regular Legislative Session. .
y(Amended by Stats., 1968, Ch. 1l; amended by Stats. 1969,C§h.82212;d
Stats. 1971, Chs. 829 and 830; and amended by Stats. 1972, .

Ch. 1004.)

1826. REPORT TO LEGISLATURE. The Depaftment of the Youth Az;ﬁzz;tznd
shall make periodic reports to the Leg%slatu?e on the exper
the results under the provisions of this article.

(amended by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1415.)
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PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM TOR 31 COUNTIES
Participating Counties APPENDIX B
(Actual Costs for 1966-67 Fiscal Year)

far F ..
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County Txpecled Actual Percent
Estimated Base 1966-67 Actual Difference 1966-67 Redue ~
< Population commit- | Commit- 1966-67 | Expected/ {Commitment { tion in
county 7-1-66 ment Rate ments commitments| Actual Rate Rate Subsidy
Alameda 1,047,500 64.5 676 4o -236 42,0 34,9 $ olk,000
Contra Costa 531,000 53,0 281 137 ~14h 25.8 51.3 576,000
é Del Norte 18,100 117.8 21 9 -12 bo.7 ‘ 57.8 48,000
ﬂ El Dorado 45,500 70.9 32 7 -25 15.4 78.3 100, 000
i Fresno 415,600 70.6 293 209 -84 50,3 28.8 336,000
.‘ Humboldt 106, 000 56.1 59 52 -7 49,1 12.5 28,000
& Kern 334,300 100.8 337 199 -138 59.5 41.0 552,000
L TLos Angeles 6,957,200 63.5 4,118 4,369 ~49 62.8 1.1 104, 615"
! Madera ul, 700 102.1 u6 21 -25 47,0 54,0 100,'6;)0:
% Marin 196,900 21.8 43 21 -22 10,7 50.9 88,000
' Mariposa 6,200 101.1 6 3 -3 u8, 1 52.1 12,000
"} tendootno 51,200 59.2 30 17 -13 33.2 43.9 52,000,
n Napa 76,600 6.3 35 2y -11 31,3 32,4 W, 000:
"% Nevada 25 300 101.5 26 5 -21 19.8 80.5 84,000
L Placer# 75,100 25.3 19 21 +2 28.0 - *
. Sacramento 624,300 62.0 387 437 450 70.0 - -
¢ San Benito¥ 17,500 | 63.7 11 é -5 34,3 46,2 *
. San Bernardino 657,400 70.3 ug2 382 -80 58,1 17.4 303,200
San Joaquin 278,800 93.7 261 168 -93 60.3 35.6 372,000
‘ San Luis 5bispo 103,000 50.8 52 7 -45 6.8 86.6 180, 000
' San Mateo 540,400 31.1 168 127 -1 23.5 24 164,000
<4 Sonta Barbara 2147, 400 59.5 147 96 -51 38.8 4.8 201,000
_ Santa Clara 927,300 38.2 354 212 -142 22.9 4o.1 568,000
. ' hasta 77,400 58.2 us 39 -6 50,4 13.4 + 24,000
! Solano 164,800 k9.9 82 52 -30 31.6 36.7 120,000
" Sonoma 183,600 7.0 86 62 -24 33,8 28.1 96,000
_ Tehama 28, 300 102.5 29 13 -16 45,9 55.2 64,000
Tulare 191,300 65.0 124 60 -6y 3k 5L.7 256,000
BN  Tuolumne 19,500 67.2 13 b + 71.8 - -
m Ventura 318,000 48.8 155 126 -29 39.6 18.9 116,000,
: Yolo 80, 900 73.1 59 2y -35 29.7 59,1 140,000
14,391,100 60.9 8,757 7,359 -1,398 51.1 16.1 $5,675,815

*#Fligible for 90 percent of salary of cne full-time probation officer,

' Total
o )
i
o
§
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PROBATTON SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 36 COUNTIES
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- Participating Counties APPENDIX C
Actual Costs for 1947-68 Fiscal Year -
County Actual
Estimated Base Expected Actual Difference| 1967-68 Percent:
Population |Commitment 1967-68 1967-68 Expected/ |Commitment{Reduction

County 7-1-67 Rate Commitments {Commlitments Actual Rate in Rate Subsidy
Alameda 1,065,5¢) 6U4.5 687 372 ~315 34.9 k5.9 $1,260,000
golusa 12,700 85.6 11 7 -l 55.1 35.6 16,000
gontra Costa 515,100 53.0 289 127 =162 23.3 56.0 648,000
Del Norte 18,000 117.8 21 11 -10 61.1 48.1 1:0, 000
El Dorado 45,500 T0.9 32 6 -26 13.2 81,k 104,000
Fresno 420,700 70.6 297 238 -59 56.6 19.8 236,000
Humboldt 105,900 56.1 59 27 ~32 25.5 54,5 128,000
Inyo 14,900 119,3 18 i -14 26.8 77.5 56,000
Kern 339,900 100,8 343 167 -176 ho,1 51.3 704,000
Kings 68,400 85.2 58 17 -41 2.9 70.8 164,000
Los Angeles 7,032,400 63.5 L, u66 3,841 -625 54,6 ih.0 2,415,625
Madera L5,200 102,1 L6 13 -33 28.8 71.8 132,000
Marin 201,200 21.8 Ly - 18 -26 8.9 59.2 104,000
Mariposa 6,200 101.1 6 3 -3 8.4 52,1 12,000
Mendocino 52,000 59,2 31 18 -13 34.6 41.6 52,000
Monterey 246,100 53.8 132 70 -62 28.4 47.2 248,000
Napa 77,600 6.3 36 24 =12 30.9 33.3 48, 000
. Nevada 25,600 101.5 26 12 -1l La.9 53,8 56, 000
Placer% 75,100 25,3 19 26 +7 3.6 - ¥
Sacramento 631,700 62.0 392 4531 +59 1.4 - -
San Benito¥ 17,900 63.7 11 6 -5 33.5 47,4 #
San Bernardino 667,700 70.3 469 371 -98 55.6 20.9 392,000
San Francisco 47,500 67.9 508 408 ~100 54,6 19.6 ko0, 000
San Joaguin 284,400 93.7 266 136 -13%0 47.8 hg.0 520,000
San Luils Obispo 104,300 50,8 53 11 -42 10.5 79.3 168,000
8an Mateo 555,400 3.1 173 157 -36 2h.7 20.6 1hk, 000
Santa Barbara 249,800 59,5 149 g5 -5 38.0 36.1 216,000
Santa Clara 966,800 38.2 369 256 ~113 26.5 30.6 452,000
Shasta 78,400 58.2 46 31 -15 39.5 32,1 60,000
Solano 169,200 | . 49.9 . 8l o -4l 23.6 52,7 176,000
. Sonoma 187,500 7,0 88 k2 =46 22,4 52.3 184,000
' Tehama 28,500 102.5 29 10 -19 35.1 65.8 76,000
" Tulare 192,800 65.0 125 62 -63 32.2 50,5 252,000
- Tuolumne 21,600 67.2 15 U -11 18.5 72.5 44, 000
Ventura 330,800 48,8 161 113 -48 34,2 29.9 192,000
‘Yolo 83,900 3.1 61 30 -31 35.8 51,0 124,000
Total 15,716,200 61.2 9,620 7,204 -2,116 " 15,8 25.2  |$9,823,625.

e

e

e

e

*Eligible for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation: officer.
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PROBAINION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 41 COURIIES

B
Lok
N
4
., Participating Counties . APPENDIX D
e (Actual Costs for 1968-69 Fiscal Year)
. Gounty Expected Actual Percent
o Estimated Base 1968-69 Actual Difference 1968-69 _Reduc~
i Population Commit- Commit- 1968-69 Expected/ | Commitment tion in
! county 7-1-68 ment Rate ments (Commitments| Actual Rate Rate Subsidy
i Alameda 1,069,900 64,5 690 380 -310 35.5 45.0 |$ 1,240,000
A colusa 12,200 85.6 10 L -6 32,8 61.7 24,000
Contra Costa 550,800 53.0 292 171 -121 31.0 41,5 48k, 000
] Del Norte 16,700 117.8 20 11 -9 65.9 iy, 36,000
?f,g El Dorado 45,400 70.9 32 5 -27 11.0 84.5 108,000
L Fresno 417,300 70.6 295 228 -67 54,6 22.7 268,000
!’ Humboldt 101,500 56.1 57 32 ~25 31.5 43,9 100,000
- Inyo 14,500 119.3 17 8 -9 55,2 53.7 36,000
R Kern 340,700 100.8 343 205 -138 69.2 4o,3 552,000
L Kings 66,200 8s5.2 56 36 -20 54,4 36.2 80, 000
Los Angeles 7,101,400 63.5 I,509 3,243 -1,266 5.7 28.0 5,064,000
. Madera 43,400 102.1 4y 15 -29 3.6 66.1 116,000
Marin 207,400 21.8 45 23 -22 11.1 49.1 88,000
S Mariposa 5,900 101.1 6 2 -4 © 33,9 66.5 16,000
- Mendocino 51,900 59.2 31 20 -11 38.5 35.0 4y, 000
i Monterey 246,400 53.8 133 57 -76 23.1 57.1 304, 000
P Napa 80,200 | L6.3 37 26 -11 32.4 30.0 44, 000
Nevada 25,200 101.5 26 12 -14 47,6 33.1 56,000
Orange 1,317,800 48.9 6Ll i35 -209 33.0 22,5 836,000
R Placer 74,800 25,3 19 28 +9 37.4 - %
o Sacramento 631,100 62.0 391 509 +118 80.7 - -
. San Benito 18,100 63.7 i2 4 -8 22.1 65.3 32,000
" San Bernardino 683,900 70.3 481 370 -111 54,1 23,0 iy, 000
R San Diego 1,297,200 62.6 812 706 ~106 54,4 13.1 395,910
o San Francisco 748,700 67.9 508 355 ~153 h7.4 30.2 612,000
u, San Joaquin 288,100 93.7 270 129 -1 uy,8 52,2 564,000
- San Luis Obispo 105,400 50,8 54 13 -4 12,3 75.8 164,000
y San Mateo 553,700 31.1 172 161 <11 29,1 6.4 4y, 000
i Santa Barbara 254,900 59.5 152 103 -4g 4o,k 32.1 196,000
n Santa Clara 1,011,900 38.2 387 259 -128 25.6 33,0 512, 000
777 santa Cruz 115,200 69.2 | 80 48 -32 h1.7 39.7 128,000
47 Shasta 79,200 58,2 46 3l -12 42.9 26.3 48,000
| Solano 172,600 49.9 86 61 -25 35,3 29.3 100,000
M sonoma 194,600 47.0 9 45 46 23.1 50.9 184,000
o Sutter 40,900 57.1 23 11 -12 26.9 52.9 48,000
. Tehama 29,100 102.5 30 9 -21 30.9 69.9 8k, 000
B ruiare 192,400 65.0 125 60 -65 31.2 52,0 260,000
M Tuolumne 20,400 67.2 1k 7 -7 3.3 49.0 - .28,000
' Ventura 350,100 48.8 171 119 -52 34,0 30.3 208,000 .
Yolo 84,400 73.1 62 23 -39 27.3 62,7 156,000
Yuba 47,700 75.0 36 23 -13 u8.2 35.7 52,000
Total 18,709,200 60.U4 11,309 7,990 -3,319 a7 29.3 {$13,755,910

¥Eligible for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation officer.
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PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 46 COUNTIES

Participating Counties APPENDIX E
(Actual Eurnings for 1969-70 Fiscal Year) '
county Exvoghed Actual Pereent
Falimabed Bas,, 10,70 Actual Difference 1004-170 - Reduc~
Population counit - gcornib- 1669~70 Expected/ [Commitment tlon in Substdy
county 7-1-69 ment Rate ments Commitments| ProJected Rate Rate Faruinrs
Alameda 1,051,100 6l.5 678 4oz -256 40.1 37.8 1,024,000
Calaveras 13,700 ko.s 6 13 +7 94.9 - -
golusa 12,100 85.6 10 3 ~7 24.8 71.0 28,000
gontra Costa 560, 900 53,0 297 239 -58 h2,6 19.6 232,000
Del Norte 16,600 117.8 20 5 ~15 30,1 - YU 60, 000
El Dorado 45,600 70.9 32 7 -25 15.4 78.3 100, 000
Fresno 437,500 70.6 295 206 -89 49,3 30.2 356,000
Humboldt 101,000 56.1 57 4o ~17 39.6 29,4 68,000
Inyo 15,700 119.3 19 6 -13 38.2 68.0 52,000
Kern 340,000 100.8 343 25y -89 4.7 25.9 356,000
Kings 70,200 85.2 60 43 -17 61.3 28,1 68,000
Lassen 18,400 62.2 11 3 -8 16.3 73.8 *¥
105 Angeles 7,000,800 63.5 4,046 3,150 -1,296 45,0 29.1 5,184,000
Madera 4y, 900 102,1 u6 21 -25 46.8 54,2 100,000
Marin 203,600 21.8 Ly 40 -4 19.6 10.1 16,000
‘Mariposa 6,100 101.1 6 2 - 32.8 67.6 16,000
Mendocino 53,500 59.2 32 16 -16 29.9 Lg,5 64,000
Merced 107,600 1.7 77 ug -29 4y, 6 37.8 116,000
Monterey 244,900 53.8 132 90 ~42 36.7 31.8 168, 000
Napa 80,800 46.3 37 21 -16 26,0 3.8 64,000
Nevada 26,500 101.5 27 13 -4 k9.1 51.6 56,000
Orange 1,378, 300 48.9 674 11 -263 29.8 39.1 1,052,000
Placer 80, 300 25.3 20 22 +2 27.4 - *
Riverside 442,500 4.4 329 181 -148 40.9 45,0 592,000
Sacramento 632 600 62.0 392 331 -61 52.3 15.6 24, 000
San Benlito 18,800 63.7 12 2 ~-10 10.6 83.4 4o, 000
San Bernardino 687,500 70.3 483 413 =70 60.1 4.5 246,960
San Diego 1,366,500 62.6 855 571 ~284 .8 33,2 1,136,000 °
San Francisco 706,900 67.9 480 451 -29 63.8 6.0 81,200
San Joaquin 293,900 93.7 275 143 -132 48,7 48,0 528,000
San Luis Obispo 96,800 50.8 kg 13 -36 13.4 73.6 144,000
San Mateo 550,400 31.1 171 162 -9 29.4 5.5 36,000
Santa Barbara 260,900 59.5 155 106 <49 40.6 31.7 196,000
Santa Clara 1,032,600 38,2 394 307 -87 29.7 22.3 348, 000
Santa Cruz 120,100 " 69.2 83 92 +9 76.6 - -
Shasta 81, 300 58.2 47 39 -8 48,0 17.5 32,000
Solano 174,800 49,9 87 69 -18 39.5 20,8 72,000
Sonoma 204,100 47,0 96 37 ~59 18.1 61.5 236,000
Stanislaus 199,000 116.2 231 153 -78 76.9 33.8 312,000
Sutter 42,400 57.1 24 pes _-10 33.0 hz.2 40,000
Tehama 29,800 102.5 31 10 -21 33.6 67.2 . 84,000
Tulare 194,000 65.0 126 70 ~56 36.1 iy,5- 224,000
Tuolumne 21,000 67.2 14 8 -6 38.1 43,3 21, 000
Ventura 369,100 48.8 180 119 -61 32.2 34.0 © 24b, 000
Yolo 86,700 73.1 63 34 =29 39.2 be.u 116, 000
Yuba iz, 700 75.0 36 25 -11 52,4 30.1. 44,000
Total 19,549,500 61.3 11,982 | 8,425 -3,557 43,1 29.7 $14,200,160

¥Eligible for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation officer.

*%¥E11gible for 90 percent of salary of one half-time probation officer.
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PROBATION SUBSILY PROGRAM FOR 4l COUNTLES

Participating Counties APPENDIX. F
(Actual Costs for 1970-71 Fiscal Year) '
county Brnectoed Actunl Percent
Bebintod Ruse UAPO-T Az fual Difference 197C-71 FLeduc =
- Population commit- commit- 1970~71 Expected/ |Commitment tion in :
county 7-1-70 ment Rate ment s Commitments| Actual Rate Rate Subsidy
M \lameda 1,064,600 64.5 687 385 -302 36.2 -43.9 [$ 1,208,000
o pmador 11,900 u3.6 5 9 +4 75.6 - -
{calaveras 12,700 40.5 5 8 3 3.0 - -
}kpolusa 11,900 85.6 10 6 -4 50,4 41,1 16,000
I contra Costa 555, 900 53,0 295 230 -65 INN -21.9 260,000
g Del Norte 14,400 117.8 17 10 -7 69,4 ~41.0 28,000
{EL Dorado 42,000 70.9 30 12 -18 28.6 -59.7 72,000
Y. Fresno 407,700 70.6 288 188 ~100 46,1 ~34.7 1400, 000
| "Humboldt 98, 200 56.1 55 nn -11 44.8 -20,1 44,000
i Inyo 15,460 119.3 18 7 -11 u5.5 -61.9 44, 000
M Kern 325,400 100.8 328 194 -134 59.6 -40.9 536,000
.+ Kings 64,600 85.2 53 39 -16 60.4 -29.1 6k, 000
W Lassen 16,400 62.2 10 - ~10 0.0 -100,0 40, 000
Los Angeles 6,99, 000 63.5 4,y 2,478 -1, 966 35.4 -4, 3 7,864,000
7 Madera 40,800 102.1 42 13 -29 31.9 -68.8 116,000
. Mariposa 6,000 101.1 6 - -6 0.0 -100.0 24,000
'}{Mendocino 51,000 59.2 30 16 ~1h 31,4 -47.0 56, 000
B Merced 105, 300 71.7 76 25 ~51 23.7 -66.9 204,000
. Monterey 247,100 53.8 133 81 -52 32.8 -39.1 208,000
- Napa 77,500 46.3 36 27 -9 34.8 ~24.8 36,000
' Nevada 26,100 101.5 26 8 -18 30.7 -69.8 72,000
" Orange 1,420,000 u8.9 694 438 -256 30.8 -37.0 1,024,000
. Placer 76,800 25,3 19 36 +17 46,9 - %
‘l*‘Riverside 452,200 R 336 161 -175 35.6 -52.1 700, 000
W sacramento 638,700 62.0 396 295 -101 46.2 -25.5 4ok, 000
" .8an Benito 18,100 63.7 i2 7 -5 38.7 -36,3 20,000
) san Bernardino 674,200 70.3 y7h 311 ~163 46,1 -34.4 652,000
- San Diego 1,354,100 62.6 848 490 -358 36.2 42,2 1,432,000
" san Francisco 703,700 67.9 43 41y -64 58.8 -13.4 242,368 .
% San Joaguin 284,700 93,7 267 126 -141 U3 ~-52.8 561,000
'?-’;San Luis Obispo 105,800 50.8 54 37 =17 35.0 ~31,2 68,000
® santa Barbara 261,200 59.5 155 126 -29 48.2 -18.9 116,000
~.Santa Clara 1,065,500 38.2 oy h2g +18 39.9 - -
 Shasta 77,500 58,2 u5 48 +3 61.9 - -
| ‘8olano 166,600 h9.9 83 53 ~30 31.8 -36.3 120,000
Sonoma 200,200 47.0 gl 24 -70 12.0 -4, 5 280, 000
Stanislaus 192,500 | . 116.2 224 154 -70 80.0 -31,2 280, 000
| Sutter 42,000 57.1 ‘24 8 -16 19.0 -66.6 61, 000
¥ ‘penhama 28,700 102.5 29 1k ~15 48.8 -52.4 60,000
Mulare 186,100 65.0 121 56 -65 30,1 -53.7 260,000
- Puolumne 21,600 67.2 15 13 -2 60.2 -10. 4 6,774
' Ventura 377,400 48,8 184 93 -91 24,6 49,5 36H, 000
- ¥olo 90,300 73.1 66 39 -27 43,2 -40.9 108,000
. Yuba 43,800 75.0 33 11 -22 25.1 -66.5 88,000
l?ﬁotal 18,674,500 62.4 11,654 7,159 -, 495 38.3 -38.6 {$18,145,142

 i%E11Eib1e for 90 percent of

¥

salary of one full-time probation officer.
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PROBAT] ON SULiSIDY PROGRAM FOR 47 COUNTIES

Participating Counties - APPENDIX G
{Actual Cocts for 1971-72 Fiscal Year)
county Lxpected Actual Perdent -
Estimated Base 1971-~72 Actual Difference| 1971-72 Redug~
Population gomm’ 5= . commit- 1971-72 Expected/ [Comnitment tion in

‘ § 7-1-71 ment vate menks Cotent tmenths actual Fate Take fubeidy
i {Alameda 1,080,700 64.5 697 471 -226 43.6 -32.4 |'$ 904,000
.fiynador 12,500 43.6 5 9 +u 72,0 . -
,wQCalaveras 14,200 10.5 6 12 +6 84,5 - -
L ';"fycolusa 12,400 85.6 11 5 -6 40,3 -52,9 2lt, 000
.Contra Costa 570, 900 53.0 303 219 ~-8h 38.4 -27.6 336,000
?jnel Norte 14, 600 117.8 18 8 -10 53,7 -54.,4 40, 000
iEl porado 46,100 70.9 33 9 -2l 19.5 -72.5 96,000
{a iFresno 421,500 70.6 298 164 -134 33.9 -l g 536,000
lg?jHumboldt 100, 300 56.1 56 32 -2 31.9 -U3,1 46,000
! _,,;_"«-?Inyo 16,000 119.3 19 9 -10 56.3 -52.8 40,000
Kern 335,600 100.8 338 111 -227 33.1 -67.2 908, 000
"Kings 65,000 85.2 55 Lo -15 61.5 -27.8 60, 000
?tgLassen 17,200 62.2 1 2 -9 11.6 -81.3 36,000

| Los Angeles 7,024,600 63.5 4,461 2,089 -2,372 29,7 -53.2 9,488,000
' Madera 43,000 102.1 - HU 21 -23 48,8 -52.2 92,000
IrEMarin 207,200 21.8 L5 23 -22 11.1 -49,1 22,000%
. Mariposa 6,700 101.1 7 - -7 0.0 -100.0 28,000
| ‘Mendocino 51,700 59.2 31 19 -12 36.8 -37.9 48,000
l;f.Merced 107,400 TL1.7 77 38 -39 35.4 -50.7 156, 000
IMonterey 251,400 53.8 105 51 -8l 20.3 -62.3 336,000

! Napa 81,500 46.3 38 26 -12 31.9 -31.1 48, 000
g Nevada 27,900 101.5 28 6 -22 21.5 -78.8 88,000
l;TOrange 1,498,000 48.9 733 320 -U413 214 -56.3 1,652,000
Miplacer 80, 000 25.3 20 ko +20 50.0 - #F
¢ Plumas 12,200 73.2 9 - -9 0.0 -100.0 36,000
‘Riverside 472,200 U4 351 163 -188 3k.5 ~53.6 752,000

B {sacramento 649,000 62.0 4oz 246 -156 37.9 -38.9 g24, 000
! san Benito 18,600 63.7 12 6 -6 32,3 49,k 24,600
W San Bernardino 696,600 70.3 490 362 -128 52.0 ~26.0 512,000
l;"San Diego 1,394,700 62.6 873 488 -385 35.0 -4h,1 1,540,000
'San Francisco 703,300 67.9 78 430 -48 61.1 -10.0 160,080
_'San Joaquin 297,700 93.7 279 118 ~161 39.6 ~57.7 644,000
'E‘San Luis Obispo 107,500 50.8 55 28 -27 26.0 -48.7 108,000
B san nateo 556,800 31.1 173 163 -10 29.3 =5.9 40,000
" ‘Santa Barbara 267,800 59.5 159 105 ~51 39.2 ~34,1 216,000
P Santa Clara 1,101,000 38.2 421 537 +116 48.8 - -
'Shasta 79,500 58.2 4s 27 -19 34,0 -41,6 76,000
* . Solano 177,100 49.9 88 75 -13 u2.3 -15.1 52,000
- Sonoma 213,100 7.0 100 33 -67 15.5 -67.1 268, 000
" 'Stanislaus 201,600 116.2 234 111 -123 55.1 -52.6 o2, 000

) sutter 42,800 57.1 24 12 -12 28.0 -£0.9 48, 000
“Pehama 30,500 102.5 31 15 -16 kg, 2 -52,0 64,000
Tulare 194,100 65.0 126 60 -66 30.9 -52.4 264,000
Tuolumne 23,400 67.2 16 7 -9 29,9 -55.5 36,000

s Ventura 395,100 48.8 193 100 -93 25.3 -48.1 372,000
LYolo 93,800 73.1 69 31 -38 33.0 -54.,9 152,000
- Yuba 45,700 75.0 34 25 -9 54,7 -27.1 36,000
= Total 19,860,800 61.1 12,132 6,866 -5,266 3U.6 -43.4 | 421,550,080

‘f§Subsidy eardings for Marin County pro-rated at L of actual earnings as Marin only participated in the propgram
Actual earnings would have been $88,000 for the entire fiscal year,

‘%duving the last quarbter of fiscal year.
- ¥¥Elipgible for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation officer.
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PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 47 COUNTIES

Participating Counties . APPENDIX H
(Actual Costs for 1972-73 Fiscal Year) '
County Expected Actual | Percent
Estimated Base . 1972-73 Actual Difference 1972-73 Reduc -
Population Comnit- Commit - 1972~73 | Expected/ |Commitment | tion in
county T-1-72 ment Rate ments Commitments Actual Rate Rate Subsidy
Alameda 1,095,800 64.5 707 Y52 255 1.2 ~36.0 $ 1,020,000
Amador 13,000 43,6 6 L -2 30.8 -29.4 ' *¥
Calaveras 14, koo 40.5 6 3 -3 20,8 -48.6 %4
g colusa 12,300 85.6 11 2 -9 16.3 -81.0 36, 000
contra Costa 583, 400 53.0 309 147 -162 25.2 ~52.5 648, 000
"} Del Norte 15,500 100.0 16 5 -11 32.3 -67.7 I, 000
..._El Dorado 49,300 70.9 35 6 -29 12.2 -82.8 116,000
I.Fresno 429,500 70,6 303 172 -131 40.0 43,3 524,000
W8 Humboldt 99,800 56.1 56 29 ~27 29.1 -u8.2 168,000
| Inyo 16,300 100.0 16 5 -11 30.7 -69.3 Llt, 000
il Kern 341, 900 100.0 342 165 -177 48.3 ~51.7 708, 000
'.Kings 68,200 85.2 58 uy -1 6.5 -2l4.3 56,000
1l Iassen 17,200 62.2 11 2 -9 11.6 -81,3 36,000
L T.0s Angeles 6,966,900 63.5 i, hou 2,350 -2,074 33,7 -46.9 8,296,000
13,900 100.0 4y 27 -17 61L.5 -38.5 68, 000
. 208,500 40,0 83 28 -55 13.4 -66.4 220,000
Mariposa 7,100 100,0 7 3 =l 42,3 ~57.7 16,000
Mendocino 52,500 59,2 31 21 -10 ko.0 -32.4 40,000
Merced 111,100 71.7 80 31 -49 27.9 -61.1 196,000
Monterey 254,600 53.8 137 67 ~70 26.3 -51.1 280,000
84,400 - 46,3 39 20 -19 23.7 -48.8 76,000
- 24,000 100.0 29 10 -19 34.5 -65.5 76,000
1,565,200 48.9 765 2u8 -517 15.8 -67.6 2,068,000
83,500 40.0 33 Iis 412 53.9 - *
12,700 73.2 9 1- -8 7.9 -89.2 32,000
Riverside 485,700 7h.u 361 127 -234 26.1 -64.9 936,000
cramento 668,100 62.0 by 278 ~13F 1.6 -32.9 5l , 000
" San Benito 19,600 63.7 12 7 -5 35.7 -43,9 20,000
‘_San Bernardino 699,700 70.3 Lg2 338 -154 48,3 -31.3 616,000
¥San Diego 1,448,300 62.6 907 399 -508 27.5 ~56.0 2,032,000
I%San Francisco 685,600 67.9 466 451 -15 65.8 -3.1 36, 210
an Joaqu!» 299,900 93.7 281 111 ~170 37.0 -60.5 680, 000
an Luis Obispo 110,100 50.8 56 20 -36 18.2 -6l 2 14k, 000
iSan Mateo 560, 100 40.0 22l 128 -96 22.8 -2, 9 3814, 000
aasSanta Barbara 269,600 59, 5. 160 69 -91 25.6 -57.0 364,000
anta ¢lara 1,140,800 40.0 us56 523 +67 45.8 - -
~hshasta 81,800 58.2 48 39 -9 47.7 -18.1 36,000
L§Solano 182,400 49.9 91 55 -36 30.2 -39.6 1M, 000
N nonoma 219,800 47.0 103 us -58 20.5 -56.,4 232,000 «
) vfbanislaus 207,300, 100.0 207 129 -78 62,2 -37.8 312,000
?‘ ’ 1t 200 57.1 25 21 -1 47.5 -16.8 16,000
B 31,200 100.0 31 12 -19 38.5 -61.5 76,000
' 198,700 65.0 129 62 -67 31.2 -52,0 268,000
23,800 67.2 16 h -12 16.8 -75.0 48,000
410, 900 48.8 201 121 -80 29.4 ~39,7 320,000
96,100 73.1 70 y3 -27 .7 -58.8 108, 000
46,000 75.0 35 2h ~11 52.2 ~30, 4 4l, 000
20,106,000 61,4 12,342 6,893 ~5,4l9 3.3 4,1 422,068,210

salary of oné

full-time probation officer.
salary of one half-time probation officer,
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APPENDIX I

A DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY STUDY FUNDED UNDER
SECTION 1825(j) OF THE WELFARE AND INSTITUTIONS CODE

Background

Realizing the need for a more thorough assessment of the Subsidy
program than has been available in the past, the California Legislature
enacted Section 1825(j) of the Welfare and Institutions Code, one of the
provisions of which made available $150,000 to conduct evaluation studies
of the effectiveness of this innovative program. On March 7, 1973, these
funds became available to reimburse counties for participating in program
evaluation studies specified by the Director of the Youth Authority. Unless
granted an exemption, each county participating in the Subsidy program was
required to enter into a contractual agreement with the state to provide
such evaluation in order to qualify for their share of a special $2,000,000
supplemental earnings allocation also made zmvailable through this legislation.

Rather than encourage each of the 47 Subsidy counties to undertake
separate evaluations of their Subsidy programs which would result in an
uncoordinated, potpourri of data, it was decided that a single evaluation
project using uniform measures and techniques carried out over a sample of
representative counties would best fulfill the intent of the legislation.
Therefore, the California Youth Authority developed and proposed a plan in
which 15 representative Subsidy counties would subcontract with the CYA to
perform the evaluation. The counties to be involved were contacted and
agreed to thig plan. The Youth Authority accepted the responsibility for
conducting the overall assessment of the Subsidy program in these counties
under this plan. The 32 remaining Subsidy counties were permitted waivers
from participating in the study. The 15 counties selected to participate
represent approximately 75 percent of the overall statewide population.

Study Population

In an effort to complete the assessment of the Probation Subsidy
program for inclusion in the review of the program for the Legislature
by January, 1974, it was decided to choose a cohort of cases that came
into the Subsidy program in 1971. The reason for this decision was to
allow a sufficient period of time to elapse in order to compare the outcome
(success or failure) of cases participating in a Subsidy or conventional
supervision program. It was found that the 15 selected study counties
represented 87 percent of the statewide adult cases entering the Subsidy
program in 1971 and 74 percent of the entering juvenile cases. It was
also decided to conduct separate assessments ol the juvenile and Lhe adult
programs, since these populations exhibit unique differences.
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found in actual subsequent offense rates could more reliably be attributed
to the types of correctional programs to which the subjects had been
exposed rather than to the client selection process of these programs.

Besides background characteristics related to violational behavior,

the study plan callsd for the collection of two additional types of data
on each case being studied:

measures of the treatment process and outcome
measures.

Treatment process data relates to the specific elements of the correc-
tional programs to which the cases were exposed. Examples of this type of
data are types of program experiences, amount of contact between the subject
and his probation officer or parole agent, and special treatment techniques
or services employed. The intent of the collection of this information was

to assist in identifying and isolating any program elements which were
responsible for successful correctional treatment.

This information was
extracted from probation and parole case files.

Outcome measures used in the study include data relating to the
probation and parole performance of all cases studied. These measures
are the criteria against which both the background measures and process
measures were to be evaluated. Arrest and disposition data were collected
in most cases for a uniform 12 month period of field supervision following
each subject's assignment to his particular correctional program. The
"study period" was adjusted to accouat for '"non-arrest liable! periods
such as detentions in jail or other 24 hour facilities. Also, the arrest-
disposition records of subjects with less than 12 months of field supervision

were weighted appropriately to correct for their reduced total arrest
liability.

The actual arrest-disposition data is being provided by the Bureau of

Criminal Statistics for adult subjects and from probation case files for
juvenile subjects.
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