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SUMMARY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY STATEMENT: The Sauta Clara County Juvenile Diversion 

Program is an effective alternative to involving the pre-de-

linquent in the juvenile justice system. The project to this 

po~nt is achieving its objectives, although it should be possible 

to increase the impact of the program even further. 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT SECOND-YEAR ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

1. The project goal to reduce 601 referrals by 66% has been 

realized. There were 1005 pre-delinquent cases referred to the 

Juvenile Probation Department by police during the second year, 

which equals a 67~2% reduction of the ~eferrals predicted in the 

absence of the Diversion Program. 

2. Twenty-one percent of all program youth recidivated by 

becoming re-involved with the juvenile justice system. The re-

cidivism rate of program youth who were tracked for between one 

and two years (29.~) compares favorably with that of a sample 

of pre-program 601's whose records were examined for only a one 

year period (48 .. 5%) • 

3. A total of 110 community resources were used by police 

ut1Xing the first two proj~ct years which compares favorably with 

the use of 15 resources prior to the program. It should be noted, 

however, that 43.~ of all diverted youth were referred back to 

their parents for problem resolution. 

4. The operation of the Pre-Delinquent Diversion Program 
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yie11ed an estimated savings of $531,350, although malty of tbe 

Juvenile Probation Deparlment' s costs involved are fixE.\d, wbicb 

reduces tbe immediate savings for tbe County. 

SUMMARY FINDINGS lOOCH SUGGEST PROGRAM REFINEMENTS 

1. OVer half of tbe police referrals (54.8%) were settled 

at intake to Juvenile Hall and did not require furtber involvement 

witb the justice system. 

2. The County-wide ratio of 601 diversions to tota.l 601 

contacts dropped during tbe second year from 65.5% to 62.9%, with 

nine out of the twelve police d~parlments diverling proporlionally 

less of tbeir second year 601 conta.cts. Steps may need to be 

taken to maintain the pl'ogram. t s mome1J.tum. 

3. An observation of Juvenile Hall intake indicated that: 

a. Probation intake pel'sonnel divert youtb after~ 

rather than before the intake pl'ocess. 

b. Responsibility for juvenile safety inhibits 

diversion effort external to tbe justice system. 

c. Officers transporting youtb to the Hall for 601 

offenses have not necessarily made a resolute de­

cision that tbe juvenile should be booked£ 

4. According to a reS{;lurce survey, and contrary to popular 

belief, a substantial number of agencies offer 24-bour service and 

weekend assistance to pre-delinquentso It Should be noted, however, 

that further investigation by police is necessa27 to ascertain tbe 

appropriateness of these agencies in terms of rendering sbort-term 
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crisis intervention sel~ices for the majority of program youth. 

5. According to the records of agencies to which a sample 

of youth were diverted, 70.8% of the referred pre-delinquents 

made same contact with the agency recommended to them by police 

and 62.9% received some type of service. On the other hand, a 

sample of parents indicated that they had fol1~led the police 

recommendation in 51.2% of the cases and had received help from 

the agencies in 44% of those instances. 

6. Approximately 48.&% of the families contacted mentioned 

that the agency ~ervices were of some help, but as many as one­

third indicated that they thought the services were of little 

help. Despite such unenthused reactions tm'1ard the agency 

assistance, the majority of parents felt that the alternative, 

the Probation Department's Juvenile Hall, was not an appropriate 

reaction to the problem. 

THESE FINDINGS SUGGEST TEE FOLl.owING RECm-1MEN.DATIONS ~ 

1. Channel energies and funds toward training pa tro1men 

in techniques of crisis intervention, effective communication 

within the family conflict situation, and case referral to community 

agencies. 

2. Conduct a training program for Juvenile Probation Department 

Intake personnel focusing on diversion techniques before booking 60l's 

and on interaction approaches with police that would be more supportive 

of police diversion efforts. 

3. Channel energies and funds toward the development of 
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community-based agencies designed to deliver short-term crisis 

services on a 24-hour, seven-day-a-week basis. 

4. Continue and refine the Santa Clara County 601 Diversion 

Program and similar programs designed to divert youthi~ offenders 

away from the juvenile justice system. 
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1.0. PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

1.1 Problem Background 

Many juveniles in California whose behavior does not involve 

a criminal law violation are referred to Probation Departments 

under Section 601 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. Their 

behavior involves incidents of truancy, beyond parental control, 

incorrigibility, runaway, and other types of undesirable conduct. 

In Santa Clara County alone, the great majority of initial 601 

referrals to probation are settled without court action, suggesting 

that the handling of such problems be undertaken at the local level 

outside of the juvenile justice system. In addition, legislation 

may soon prohibit law enforcement agencies from making 601 referrals 

to the Juvenile Probation Department. Since the juven:t1es mentioned 

above may require some type of services, the problem at: hand involves 

the development of new mechanisms to meet the needs of 'these youth, 

mechanisms which do not nurture a delinquent or crimi~L identification. 

1.2 Project History 

The 601 Div~rsion Program is Santa Clara County's response to 

the development of alternatives to involving the pre-de.linquent in 

the juvenile justice system. It 'Was instituted on July 1, 1972 

under a Law Enforcement Assistance Association (L.E.A.A.) grant in 

an attempt to demonstrate a program model that would meet the needs 

outlined above. The program is spo,Mored by the County's Juvenile 

Probation Department and implemented by the 12 law enforcement 

- 1 -
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jurisdic:doDB in the County. It is based on the premise that law 

enforcement personnel can refer :pre-delinquents to sources of help 

in the community before official referral of the juvenile takes 

place. Implicit in this premise is the belief that sufficient 

community alternatives can be developed through coordinated efforts. 

During the first project year, the County contracted with the 

participating law enforcement agencies for diversion services. Each 

jurisdiction was to individually tailor a program to meet their needs 

by utilizing local community resources. Financial support was pro­

vided to the agencies in the form of a monetary base allocation for 

the first year coupled with supplemental ("subvention") funds based 

on each agency's program performance. The latter funds were to be 

used as base monies for the second project year. Mid-way through 

the first project year, L.E.A.A. ruled the SUbvention concept un­

acceptable and extended the termination date of the first year 80 

that the monies labeled "SUbvention funds lt could be spent in compli­

ance with federal regulations. 

1.3 Program ObJectives 

The objectives of the Pre-Delinquent Diversion Program are 

three-fold: 

1. To reduce anticipated Welfare and Institutions Code 601 

referrals to the Santa Clara County Juvenile Probation Department 

by 6f/p. 

2. To create within the geographic area served by each of the 

12 law enforcement jurisdictions expanded and improved services for 

pre-delinquent juveniles by: 

a. providing the res ources to all 12 jurisdici tiona which 

.. 2 -
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will aJ~ow them to improve services for pre-delinquents, 

either directly or through other agencies. 

b. Creating both an incentive and increased capability in 

the 12 jurisdictions to reduce referrals to the Juvenile 

Probation Department under Section 601 of the W & I Code. 

c. Evaluating the effectiveness of those resources developed 

and those agencies used in the diversion of 601 cases. 

3. To demonstrate, test and evaluate the Santa Clara County 

Pre-Delinquent Diversion Program model. 

1.4 Project Organization 

A project unit within the Juvenile Probation Department was 

created with the appointment of a project director, three consulting 

probation officers and two clerks. These personnel provided continuous 

fUll-time services to the 12 law enforcement agencies in such areas as 

program development, problem resolution and budget assistance. 

A project advisory connnittee, formed to assis"c the project 

director, was comprised of four representatives of local law enforce-

ment agencies ele.cted at large. This committee reviewed the diversion 

plans of participating departments, monitored revisions or amendments 

of these plans throughout the year, and made reconunenda tions to the 

project director. 

Each police jurisdicition appointed diversion officers re-

sponsib1e for coordinating their agencyts efforts toward diverting 

pre-delinquents from the juvenile justice system. See Figure 1 for 

organizational details. 

- 3 _It 

I 



.. _ .••. , __ ". __ •• ___ ... __ ........ _______ .1...... .••• __ ........ __ ' ________ ... _______ .. _ ..... ~ ... _. 

Probation Officer ' 
Consultant to Police I 

lEI 
~e*, 

Part I 
Time 

* = Officer 

Full 
[ Time 

! Sher~ff'S 
I Office 

One* 
Full 

Figure 1: Organization of 601 Diversion Program 

Police Advisory Board 
Four Police Representatives 

'-
I Prob~tion Officer 
I Consu1'b(1;'~:t to Police 

I 
~ 
~ 

lOne* I 
'2 time I 

Probation Officer 
Consultant to Police 

;~Jt. I 
IJI 
fonel!- I 

.Full i 

Time 1 





( 

( 

1.5 Training of Police Bartici~ 

Early in the first project year, the Juvenile Probation 

Department offered 21 hours of pre-delinquent diversion training 

to participating police officers. The training, taken advantage 

of almost exclusively by diversion officers, covered community 

social services, family system training and limited brief therapy. 

During the second project year, various diversion officers 

attended a f~w training conferences related to crisiS intervention, 

however, neither focused nor on-going training was obtained by the 

'oeat patrolmen throughout the County a These latter individuals 

make the large majority of initial contacts with pre-delinquent 

youth, and of course, decide on the initial disposition of the 

cases. 

2.0 RESFARClj l.reTHODOLOGY 

2.1 Objectives 

In order to conduct an on-going evaluation of the diversion 

program model, the following research objectives were accomplished 

during the second year. 

1. The data system used during the first year to enable 

analysis and evaluation of the program across all 

participating jurisdictions was refined and expanded 

to prcwide more detailed research data and new 

management information. 

2. The degree of success each law enforcement agency 

attained during the second year was determined with 

- 5 -



( 

( 

3. 

~-----------

re~e~ence to reducing its expected share of projected 

601 referrals to the Sa,nta Clara County Juvenile 

Probation Department. 

Client related and ~olice ~actors urmerlying the 

diversion decisions in each jurisdiction were studied 

in order to explain the differential experiences among 

the various jurisdictions and within the same jurisdic­

tion. 

4. The extent to which clients actually obtain services 

recommended by police was examined. 

5. A study of the impact of the diversion program on the 

Santa Clara County Juvenile Probation Department, and 

diversion resource agencies was conducted. 

6. The processes occurring within the Juvenile Probation 

Department with reference to the handling o~ referred 

pre-delinquent cases at the Intake level were examined 

as they related to ~olice action at such a level. 

7. A study ioTas made of the nature and number of co.nnnuni ty­

based diversion resources available in the County for 

the treatment of pre-delinquents. 

8. A cost-benefit analysiS of the Santa Clara County 

Diversion Program model was carried out. 

2.2 Research Design 

In order to reach the objectives listed above, the research 

design focused on a study of the effectiveness of community-based 

- 6 -
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treatment of ~re-delinquents and pinpointing approaches responsible 

for effective versus ineffective treatment of such youth. 

The effectiveness of community-based services for 60l's was 

measured primarily by the recidivism rate of diverted juveniles. 

An nearly program - late program" comparison design was employed 

which involved using each program youth as his own control. 

Additionally, a "post-test-only" design comparing program juveniles 

who were diverted with those who i'1ere booked, and a modified pre­

test/post-test design using a randomly selected group of pre-program 

60l's for comparison with program youth were also developed. 

There were several approaches employed to evaluate the various 

techniques used by police in diverting pre-delinquents. First, 

data were collected from police Juvenile Contact Reports on the 

number and type of community agencies used by the police departments 

in settling 601 cases. Second, a survey sampling both the clients 

and the community agencies involved in diversion recommendations 

was conducted. The purpOSI': of this survey was to examine the relation 

between the frequency and. nature of services rendered to pre-delinquents 

and the incidence of recidivism among such youth. A third approach 

involved a direct obseJ.~tion study of the police-probation interface 

at the Intake Level of probation. This study focused on diversion 

techniques employed before and immediately following the booking of 

a 6ol. 

The performance of participating police departments was evaluated 

quantitatively as well as qualitatively. The degree of program 

success achieved by each jurisdiction was measured in terms of its 

.. 7 -



( actual number of such referrals. Predictions ~ere based on each 

jurisdiction's pre-program referral record and were developed in-

dependently for each agency_ 

2.3 Instruments Used for Data Collection 

Several research tools were used to gather data for the 

evaluation tasks. Data collection instruments are described 

below along with the objective to YThich they pertain and the 

schedule by which they were employed. (Examples of the instruments 

can be seen in Appendix D, page 72). 

Research Objective 

1. Number and nature 
of Booked 601's 

2. Number and nature 
of Diverted 601's 

3. Nature of 601 
Incidents 

4. 601 Penetration Into 
Probation System 

5. 601 Recidivism 

6. Use of Community 
Resources by Police 

7. Availability of 
Community Resources 

8. Use of Community 
Resources by 601 
youth 

Instrument or Technique 

Juvenile Probation 
Department's Intake Form 

Police Departments' 
Juvenile contact Report 

Above two instruments 

Probation Department's 
Intake Unit Log and 
Records 

Collection Schedule 

Continuous 

Continuous 

Continuous 

Continuous 

Police Juvenile Contact Continuous 
Report 
Probation Intake Form 
Juvenile Hall's Confidential 
Log 

Attacbment to Juvenile 
Contact Report 

Continuous 

Agency Survey Questionna~e 13th through 20th 
project month 

Youth~gency Contact 
Questionnatie 

- 8 -
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Research Objective Instrument or Techniqu~ 

Direct Observation (Ride­
Along) 

Collection Schedule 

9. Police Diversion 
Techniques 

3.0 PROGRAM RESULT.) 

Direct Observation 
(Juvenile Hall) 

3.1 Flow o£ Pre-Delinquents Into the Program 

6th and 14th 
project month 

17th project 
month 

The number c£ project-eligible cases reportedly contacted 

during the second project y~ was 3,243, approximately 10% mor! 

than the 2,951 pre-delinquent cases contacted during the £irst 

1 year. The £1.01'1 o£ these juveniles into the program was relatively 

light during early summer months but this seasonal slump was similar 

to the £low o£ delinquent cases into the Department during the same 

IJeriods, as shown in Figure 2 on the £ollowing IJage. The flow o£ 

601 cases £luctuated irraticaJ.1y during £all and winter months, 

reaching IJoints o£ high activity in October, 1973 and March o£ 

both project years. The relatively low volume o£ 601 diversions 

at the end o£ the second IJroject year should be noted. 

3.1.1 Diversions 

!?ere i'ras greater county-wide diversion activity during the 

~ach case represents a unique incident to which police responded. 
Since some pre-delinquent juveniles became involved in more than 
one incident during the two year IJroject period, the number o£ 
cases exceed the number o£ juveniles contacted. 

,.. 9 -
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second ;pro,ject year than the first2 : 2,040 were reported.J;y uiverted~ 

versus 1,901 during the first year, reflecting a 7.3% increase. 

Furthermore, such activity was somewhat less sporadic than that of 

the first 3~ar (See Figure 2). Two periods of steady increase in 

the number of diversions occurred between JUly and October, 1973 

and between January and March, 1974, reaching high points of the 

program at the end of each of these periods. Police diverted 

signif'icantly fe"l'ler pre-delinquents during May and June, 1974 than 

at any other time during'the duration of the program3• 

The average number of diversions per month was 168 as compared 

to 163 per month during the first project year. A considerable 

amount of diversion activity by police involved repeated handling 

of 601 recidivists. Only 67.3% (2,654) of all the diversions made 

during the program represented single, one-time referrals to community 

resources. The remaining 32.7% were diversions of youth who had been 

involved in multiple 601 violations during the program. 

In general, the number of diversions per police department was 

directly proportional to the volume of residents under the age of 17 

within the jurisdictions. Notable exceptions included C8.!!Wbell ~~ 

Morgan Hill Police Departments which diverted unusually large numbers 
_ t-_ 

of pre-delinquents during the second project year, as can be seen in 

2The number of diversions increased although the ratio of diversions­
to-total-contacts decreased. This will be discussed on the following 
page. 

3It should be noted that data for the last month were not submitted 
by two small jurisdictions. 
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Table 1. Table 1 also shows that despite the county-wide increase 

in diversion activity, f~ve of the participating police departments 

sUffered significant decreases in diversions. 

I. 

More isPortant than the absolute volume of diverted pre-delinquent 

juven.j.le~, was the ratio of diversions to the to~al number of 601 contacts. 

As shown in Figure 3, not on;g did the county-wide ratio drop during 

the second year (from 65.5% to 62.9%), but nine out of the twelve 

police departments diverted proportionally less of their total 601 

contacts~ San Jose Police Departmen~ responsible for diverting the 

largest number of pre-delinquents, had the lowest ratio of diversions­

to-total-contacts (48.5%). Morgan Hill had the highest ratio with 

91.3% of thir contacts being diverted. 

It was expected that each law enforcement jurisdiction partici­

pating in the Dive,::ision Program would increase their ratio of diver­

sions to total 601 contacts as the Program progressed, aided by a 

broadened police acceptance of the diversion concept, and the 

refinement of :police diversion techniques. This pa.rticuJ.ar type of 

prog;:ess did not occur in roost jurisdictions and can be said to hay.!:. 

been inhibited, at least in nart, by the risi~~ber of recidivists 

with which the nolice had to -deale These "repeat offenders" may have 

been more difficult to divert than first-time offenders. 

3.1.2 Bookings 

The number of pre-delinguents referred to the Juvenile Probation 

Department during the second proJect ~ar increased 14.9% over the 

number referred during the first year (1,203 versus 1,050). As can 

- 12 -
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~~-------------------------

Table 1: Police Department Action Taken on 601's 

(First Project Year Versus Second Project Year) 

DIVERSIONS BOOKINGS 

First Year Second Year Percent of First Year Second Year Percent of 
change change 

San Jose 557 571 + 2.3 563 607 + 7.8 

Sheriff's 344 417 + 21.2 195 282 - 6.7 

Sunnyvale 146 li9 - 18.5 92 111 + 20.7 

Santa C2ara 233 li7 - 12.0 57 73 + 28.1 

Mountain View 167 84 - 49.7 22 39 + 77.3 

Palo Alto 69 61 - 1L6 30 23 - 23.3 

Milpitas li8 94 - 19.7 22 45 +104.5 

Campbell 169 252 + !~9.1 26 37 + 42.3 

Los Gatos 57 55 - 3.6 16 33 +206.3 

Gilroy 76 li8 + 55.3 22 35 + 66.7 

Los Altos 13 15 + 15.4 2 5 +150.0 

Morgan Hill 

l~;-[~:: --.-:~;--,-.~-. 
8 23 + 62.5 

-;OTAL ~~ --f G·6i 1050 2203 
-------- ----., I 

Percent change 
in total 601 
contact 

+ 5.2 

+ 11.1 

- 3.4 

0 

- 34.9 

- 15.2 

- .7 

+ 48.2 
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( be seen in Figure 2, seasonal highs and lows appeared similar to 

those which occurred during the first year with an early high point 

in October, a slump during the winter montha, and a consistently 

high booking rate during the spring. This seasonal flow of 601 t 8 

was also characteristic of the pattern of all delinquent intakes 

for the Juvenile Probation Department. The average number of pre­

delinquents booked :per month was 100.3 versus 81l- per month during 

the previous year. 

The actual number of 601 bookings was critical to the 

achievement of a major project goal: reducing by 66% the number 

of pre-delinquent referrals anticipated for the County during the 

year. In order to help achieve the county-wide goal, each juris­

diction was asked to reduce their anticipated referrals by 66%. 
During the second project year, 1005 in-county pre-delinquent 

cases were referred to the Probation Department, which represents 

a 67.2% reduction of the referrals predicted in the absence of the 

Diversion Program. 

Although the county as a whole successfully met its goal, two 

police departments did not reduce their predicted referrals by 66%. 
Figure 4 shows that Gilroy and Morgan Hill Police Departments ex-

ceeded the number of a~owable bookings for statistical success by 

36.09% and 22.77% respective1y4. San Jose, Campbell, and Los Gatos 

Police Departments were all within 3% of their respective statistical 

goals but did not actually exceed their limit. With only 17.06% of 

its number of allowable pre-delinquent referrals actually being 

4These percentages are inflated relative to larger jurisdictions 
because of the small number involved. 
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( booked, the Los Altos Police Department was by £ar the best in 

terms o£ meeting the statistical goal. 

It should be noted that, at the urging o£ mal'l;'{ of the par­

ticipating police departments, a new policy related to the 

statistical goal was established by the project director in 

conjunction -vdth the Police Advisory Board. The policy caned 

£01" a separate recording system £01" all 601 re£errals involving 

out-o£-county jtIVeniles. Data were gathered and reported £01" 

these pre-delinquents but were not compiled in the actual-bookings 

versus allowable-bookings calculations. The policy resulted from 

a growing awareness of runaways and £rom the recognition that both 

public safety and the welfare of many juveniles might be jeopardized 

by police restraint in booking juveniles who are traveling through 

the County. The number of out-o£-county 601'8 referred to the 

Probation Department can be seen in Table 2. 

3.1.3 ~ime of Day for Police Action 

The time of day 601 incidents were handled by police was ex­

amined in relation to the options open to the officers in terms of 

case disposition. As is discussed below, the services of many public 

and private agencies are available only during the hours of 8 a.m. to 

5 p.m. MOndays through Fridays. Agencies with extended hours exist 

but are limited. Table 3 shows that during these hours of peak 

availability o£ service agencies 76.2% of all the contacted pre­

delinquents were diverted whereas only 23.8% were booked. Bookings 

tend to exceed diversions when contact with the juvenile occurs 

- 17 -
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Table 2: Bookings of Ot.t-of-County Pre .. De1inquents per Jurisdiction 

DEPAR'J!MENT OUT-OF~COUNTY 601's % OF TO"'...AL BOOKINGS 

San Jose 93 15.3 

Sheriff's 26 14.3 

Sunnyvale 27 2J+.3 

Santa Clara 14 19.2 

Mountain View 1 2.6 

Palo Alto 3 13.0 

Milpitas 7 15.6 

Campbell 8 21.6 

Los Gatos 5 15.2 

Gilroy 10 28.6 

( Los Altos 2 40.0 

Morgan Hill 2 15.4 

TOTAL 198 16.5% 

L - 18 -
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TABLE 3: Time of Day Action Was Taken on 601 Cases 

Time of Day Total Contacts Diverted Booked 
No. % of total No~ I 10 of total 

contacts contacts 

Midnight - 7:59 a.m. 731 312 42.7 419 57.3 

8:00 a.m. - 4:59 p.m. 3707 2823 76.2 884 23.8 

5:00 p.m. - 5:59 p.m. 264 136 51.5 128 48.5 

6:00 p.m. - 6:59 p.m. 212 96 45 .. 3 116 54.7 

7:00 p.m. - 7:59 p.m. 273 123 45.1 150 54.9 

8:00 p.Ili. - 8:59 p .. m. 230 98 42.6 132 5'7.4 

9:00 p.m. - 11:59 p.m. 624 296 47.4 328 52.6 

Missing Data 160 60 37.3 100 62.7 

TOTAL 6201 3944 63.6% 2257 36.4% 

.. 19 -
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during the time period between 5 ;p.m. ~Ind 8 a.m. 

3.1.4 Police Action b~ Day of Week 

The day of the week was found "bo be unre:L'9.ted to the type of 

action police took regarding 601 cases. Insignificant differences 
":~-

were found between the proportion of pre-delinquent referrals 1o(hich 

occurred during weekends (12:01 a.m .. on Saturday to 12 p.m. on 

Sunday) and the proportions of diversions made during this time. 

During the two project years 502 pre-delinquent cases (8.1% of all 

pre-delinquent cases) were initially contacted during the weekend. 

Approximately 51.8% of these weekend cases were booked whereas 

48.2% were diverted (See Table 4). 

3.2 Recidivism 

3.2.1 Recidivism of Project youth 

Due to the complex nature of the concept, recidivism was 

considered from two perspectives: frequency of re-involvement 

with the juvenile justice system, as documented by a police Juvenile 

Contact Report or a Probation Department Intake Form, and severity 

of re-involvement with the system, through either a diversion or a 

booking. In both cases, recidivism was lower for program youth than 

for a sample of pre-program youth, as indicated in Section 3.2.2. 

Approximately 21% (1,053) of ~L1 pre-delinquents contacted under 

the 601 program recidivated by 'oecoming re-involved with the jUV'enile 

justice system after they entered the program. This general recidivism 

rate was first examined by focusing on two distinct groups of youth- -

- 20 -
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No. of Weekend 
Cases 

-

502 

Table 4: Action Taken on 601 Ca.ses 

During the Weekend Days 

(July 1, 1972 - June 30, 1974) 

% of all Diverted 
Cases % of Week 'lo of 

No. end Cases iDive!'sion 

8.1% 242 48.2 6.1 

- 21 -
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- - those who were diverted for a 601 Welfare and Institutions Code 

violation by ~olice versus those who were booked for such a 

violation and were not ~resently involved in the juvenile 

justice system at tbe time of arrest. 

Of the 3,459 pre-delinquents diverted by ~olice upon first 

contact~ 20.4~ (706 juveniles) recidivated in terms of either a 

subsequent diversion or a subsequent booking. Approximately 9.1% 

(316) of the initially diverted youth were re-diverted "Idthout 

ever being referred to the Probation Department, while 11.3% 

(390 juveniles) were diverted and booked subsequent to their 

initial diversion. 

In contrast to the 20.4% recidivism rate of youth entering 

the ~rogram by virtue of a diversion, only 12.5% (193) of the 

1,548 juveniles6 entering the program via a booking recidivated7 • 

Approximately 865% (132) of these initially booked juveniles were 

subsequently re-referred to the Probation Department without ever 

being diverted. Although some of these 132 pre-delinquents 

569.1% of 'b:le total program juveniles. All youth who were free 

, , 

of juvenile justice system involvement at the time of their arrest 
were considered a part of the diversion program, even though the 
initial contact may have resulted in a referral to Juvenile Probation. 

630 .9f., of the total p'rogram juveniles. 

7 The l~ver recidivism rate among re:f'erred juveniles may be attributed 
to several factors. First, some of the 601's referred to ~robation 
may be more serious offenders and be ~1aced under ~robation supervision, 
during which time they are not eligible for the program and are not 
tracked. Such 601 violators may also recidivate by becoming involved 
in a 602 violation which may not be traced by the project data system. 
Fina.ll.y, since many of the more serious 601 offenders may be 16 or 17 
years of age, violations subsequent to their J?rogram entry may come 
under the jurisdiction of the Adult Probation Department. 

- 22 -



I' 

( 

l 

(comprising 2.6% of all prog~am youth) may have had problems of 

such a nature that they i'1ere impossible or inappropriate to divert 

to community-based resources. The relatively low recidivism. rate 

when compared to diverted youth suggests that this group represents 

an area toward which police should direct their diversion efforts. 

It should be noted however, that the proportionally small size of 

the group speaks well for the willingness of police to try, at 

least initially, to work with alternatives to Juvenile Hall. 

The recidivism rates of 60l f s handled by each individual police 

department can be seen in Figure 5. The type of program involvement 

of each department's non-recidivists can be seen in Figure 6. As can 

be seen in this figure, many non-recidivating pre-delinquents were 

handled by JWlenile Probation personnel without benefit of community-

bae.ed services. 

3.2.2 Pre-Program Versus Program Recidivism 

In order to compare the effectiveness of pre-·program treatment 

of pre-delinquents with that of program treatment, an examination 

was made of the recidivism of a group of pre-program 60l's. ~'10 

hundred and seven youth who had been referred to the Juvenile 

~obation Department between 1965 and 1972 for 601 Welfare and 

Institutions Code violations were randomly selected for comparison. 

Statistics stlggest that the conventional treatment of pre­

delinquent juveniles was not exceptionally effective. Of the 207 

youths studied, 22% re-entered the probation system for a third 

violation within a year, with the subsequent ~e-entry rate declining 

very slowly. A total of 99 youth (48.5% of the sample) recidivated 

in terms of at least one additional referral to Juvenile Probation 

- 23 -
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FIGURE 5 

RECIDIVISM RATES OF 60l'S BY 
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FIGURE C, 

( PERCENT OF NON-RECIDIVATING 60l'S BY 
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during the one-year time frame. 

In contrast to the pre-program sample's 48.5% case recidivism, 

only 29.2% of the project youth tracked between one and ~~o years 

recidivated. However, the entry levels of the juvenile justice 

system used for the comparison may be said to differ, de-pending 

on interpretation. On the one hand, juveniles in the sample who 

were referred to the Probation Department :previous to the program 

represent a later point of apprehension and erl"l.."':Y; and perhaps, a 

more serious, more well-developed offender. Therefore, oue might 

infer tr~t recidivism rates would be understandably higher. 

on the other hand, since no structured program for diversion 

existed then, one might assume that all types of 601's flowed into 

the Department; some involving problems of a serious nature, but 

also many involving small and fleeting problems. The inference 

would then be that the sample flow of 601's, representing an array 

of 601 severity, would be a valid comparison group for contrast 

~nth project cases. 

3.3 Flow of Pre-Delinquents Within the Probation D~tment 

The youth referred to the Juvenile Probation Department by 

police for a 601 violation penetrated the system to widely varying 

degrees. The cases of many were settled at the Intake level, however 

some cases went as far as Court processing and assignment to official 

supervision. 

3.3.1 Dispositions of Program Referrals 

At the time of this report, the initial dispositions of 2,126 

.. 26 -
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(94.4~) of the 2,253 pre-delinquent cases referred during the two 

project years were known
8• As can be seen in Figure 7, ClVer ha.l.f' 

of the cases for which dispositions were kn~Rn were settled at 

intake (S.A.I.). Although this number represents a decrease 

in pre-'Program S .A.I. 1 s (7Oj1 and 67.8"6 during Fiscal Years 19ro 

and 1971, respectivebY), ~t remains relatively high in light of 

the program philoso;pby -.rhich assumes that most pre-delinquent 

cases Should be handled at the community level. Since these cases 

were not only determined by Intake personnel not to be in need of 

specialized probation services (i.e., Supervision) but were often 

briefly counseled and returned to the community, it is assumed 

that police diversion techniques, if developed among line staff 

and used, could have prevented many of these S.A.I.!s from entering 

the probation system. Approximately 18.4% (392) of the youth re­

ferred were placed on Informal Supervision9, representing a slight 

increase ClVer pre-project years 10 Thirty-four cases (1.6%) were 

transferred to other counties and 17 (.8%) were awaiting probation 

o~icer action at the time of this report. 

Apnrox:tmately 24.3% (517) of the "Pre-delinquent cases that 

were referred were petitioned for Court hearing. This increase in 

the petition of 601 cases over pre-project ~ears accompanied b~ a 

8MiSSing data ivere due to the time lag between case processing, 
information recording, arA data transfer. 

9I nf'ormal Supervision involves aninf'ormaJ.. agreement between 
the juvenile, the parents, and the Probation Department for 
a period of six months. 
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( 
decrease in S.A.I.ts ma~ indicate that less serious nre-de1inquent 

matters are slowly being screened out by ;police and more serious 

matters are coming to the attention o£ the Courts. This assumption 

is StI.PPorted by the £act that 78.5% o£ the petitioned cases ,,,,ere 

placed under £ormal Probation Department supervision (70.6% as 

i'lardS o£ the Court and 7 .g~ as six month probationers). The 406 

cases placed under supervision equal 19.1% o£ all the program re­

£errals on wham data were known and represent an increase over 

~re-program probation decisions o£ 12% and 15.7% of all 601 re­

ferrals £or Fiscal Years 1970 and 1971, respectively. 

3.3.2 601 Bookings by Juvenile Probation Personnel 

At the beginning of the £irst project year, poli~ was estab­

lished such that 601 youth booked by any agent other than police 

would be charged against the jurisdiction in which the juvenile 

lived. It was thought that this type o£ re£erral is relatively 

uncOl!llllOn and could be diverted through cooperative e££orts between 

police and Juvenile Probation personnel. There were some attempts 

to establish channels o£ communication between Juvenile probation 

Department Intake sta££ and the juvenile divisions o£ various police 

departments; however, e££orts to divert these cases at Intake in 

lieu o£ booking were sporadic. 

By the end o£ the second project year (as shown in Table 5), 

the problem o£ 601 juveniles re£erred by agents other than the police 

and booked by Juvenile Probation Department personnel had decreased 

in size £rom the previous year but was still large.. Over 18% of the 
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Police 
Jurisdiction 

San Jose 

Sheriff's 

Sunnyvale 

Santa Clara 

Mountain View 

~l10 Alto 

MilJ?itas 

Campbell 

Los Gatos 

Gilroy 

Los Altos 

Morgan Hill 

TOTAL 

L 

Table 5: 601 Bookings by Juvenile Probation 

Personnel Per. Jurisdiction 

(July 1, 1972 - June 30, 1974) 

First Year Second Year Total 
N % N % N % 

151 26.8 143 23.6 294 25.0 

20 10.3 11 6.0 31 8.2 

11 12.0 12 10.8 23 11.3 

12 21.1 5 6.8 17 13.1 

4 10.3 4 6.6 

6 20.0 2 8.7 8 15.1 

4 18.2 2 4.4 6 9.0 

9 34.6 8 21.6 17 27.0 

3 18.8 3 6.1 

3 14.3 1 2.9 4 7.1 

1 20.0 1 14.3 

1 7.7 1 4.8 

219 20.9fo I 190 15.8% 409 18.'Cfo 
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total number of pre-de1ina;uents booked dur.ing the two projesyyears 

were booked by Screening and Intake staff without benefit c~ diversion 

efforts by police. TvTO jurisdictions had one-fourth or more of their 

601 referrals booked in this manner. 

3.3.3 Dispositional Differences in J'\1Venile Prob&tion Department 

Versus Police Bookings 

An examination was made of the action taken on 601 caSes 

referred by the police versus those referred by other agents and 

booked by Juvenile Probation Intake personnel. DuriAS the two 

project years, pro1?ortiona.1l:y more police-booked "Ore-delinquent 

cases were settled at Intake and proportionally less were petitioned 

than 1~ere Juvenile Probation Department-booked "Ore-delinquents (S~ 

Figure 8). Furthermore, a higher percentage of the police cases that 

went through Court proceedings were dis~1ssed or placed on a less 

restrictive form of probation than Juvenile Probation Denartment-

pooked cases. 

The release at intake of Significantly more police bookings 

than probation bookings, and the fact that proportionally more 

probation commitments result in petitions, suggests that many cases 

referred by police are divertable. There appears to be a need for 

a new trainiAg emphasiS, this time to included field officers, re­

earding the diversion concept. The relatively high percentage of 

probation commitments that do not receive follow-up action suggests 

that the Probation Department also raexamine its referral policy. 
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3.3.4 Diversion by the Juvenile Probation Department 

Observations of the screening and intake processes at the 

Juvenile Probation Department were conducted with the intent of 

tracing activities and decisions involved in handling pre-delinqUents 

a:fter the police decisions to "book" the yoU'fih have been made. 

~wenty-six observations took place ower a period of one month 

(November, 1973) and eventualJ.;y cove/red al~ the shifts of intake 

persOl'll:lel during both daytime and n.igho{,<:'ir.ae hours. 

The contacts viewed between ~re~delinquents and the Juvenile 

Probation Department were almost all a direct result of a police 

officer's decision to book a juvenile into Juvenile Hall. The one 

exception involved a case in which the juvenile decided to place 

himseJ.:f. in the custody of the Probation Department. The police 

decisions ,rare, however, often observed to be wavering and tentative .. 

That is~ there VTas often no effort or minimal effort made by the 

arresting officer to contact a community agency or the juvenile's 

;p§.rents. 

Police also exhibited no clear feeling that booking was man­

datory in many of these cases. In fact, during the booking process, 

police frequently mentioned factors relating to expediency and did 

not discuss appropriateness of placement or availability of probatiun 

alternatives. 

When the police officers brought the youths into the Hall, the 

intake probation officers typically asked for a verbal account of 

the incident leading up to the arrival at the Hall. Details such as 

the notification of the parents or guardian, the attitude of the 
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youth, and the prior record of the youth were brought to focus by 

the intake officer. In a few cases, suggestions l1lS.de by intake 

staff for an off-the-record family resolution of the problem lead 

to easily reached agreement~ to release the juvenile to his parents 

at this point. Parents were called by the police, who then were 

free to leave the youth at this safe pick-up point. No further 

paper work was filled out since the parents responded to the Rall 

immediately. 

In most (20, or 83.3%) of the cases observed, however, either 

parents could not be reached or could not respond immediately. It 

was at this point that both the police and probation officer felt 

that they were left with no other expedient alternative to booking. 

There }iaS no discussiqn at this point of the possibility of obtain-

ing services 1'01' the juveniles through an immedia'ce re1'erral to a 

community agency. It was agreed that the only immediate thing that 

could be dOlle was to transfer the custody of the juvenile from the 

police to the Probation Department. For this to be done, an intake 

form was completed, officially labeling the youth as a 601 referral 

to Juvenile Probation and technically labeling him as a "booking" 

rather than a "diversion". The police officer was then free to re-

turn to his beat and the intake officer proceeded to make 'l",hatever 

disposition on the case he felt was appropriate. In some cases, 

(seven, or 29.1%), the youth was released to his parents after a 

short three-way conference between the youth, his parents and the 

probation officer. Recommendations were sometimes made by the intake 

o1'ficer regarding the family obtaining outside professional help with 
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their problem. 

Three very meaningf'ul. things important to the development of the 

Diversion Program became apparent through the above described observa-

tions. First, at this point in time, the concept of pre-delinquent 

diversion in the minds of Ju:veni1e Probation Intake personnel is 

that of terminatipg the juvenile's nenetration into the Probation 

System after the intake process is cqmp1eted, rather than before. 

There are attempts to obtain services for the youth through use of 

community resources. However, the effort to do so is expended 

~fter the booking process is completed. Secondly, the issue of 

custody, and the requir~nents of organizational accountability 

and resnonsibi1ity for the safety of the juveniles in question 

aJ?llear to inhibit supportive action on the behalf of any juvenile 

external to the system. The implications of serving a jlNenile 

through informal channels weighed as heavily on probation as on 

police personnel. Third, it became apparent that ~he:police act 

of transnorting a -pre-delinquent to Juveni.le Hall is not alMt.:ys 

firmly rooted in a resolute decision that the youth must be booked. 

stronger direction, encouragement and assistance on the part of 

intake personnel during the pre-paperwork discussion with police, 

'Would obviate at least some of the unnecessary Probation proceSSing 

of pre-delinquent youth. It might also reduce the amount of time 

police officers spend out of the field. 
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3.4 Use of Community Resources for Diversion 

As interpreted by the program, a community resource was any 

party, group, or organization ~ithin the community which offered 

services appropri~:te for the treatment of pre-delinquent youth; 

except criminal justice agencies operating within the confines of 

their crime function. Criminal justice agencies could participate 

in the program as community resources when they offered innovative 

programs USing volunteers, agency staff during their time .. off, or 

paid professional people with social service orientations. 

3.4.1 Resources Recommended by Police 

The lIuse" of a community resource by police in the act of 

diversion'~s loosely interpreted by the program to include a 

wide range of police-youth-agency interaction. At the level of 

least interaction, "use" entailed suggestions ma.de by the police 

officer to the juvenile and/or his family, regarding agencies that 

could be contacted by the individuals concerned should they need 

further assistance. At the most intense level of interaction, 

police officers brought the concerned individuals to selected 

agencies, established ebannels of communication with the agency 

regardi~ the case, and conducted a limited follow-up of the case 

outcome .. 

In contrast to the pre-program use of 15 community resources 
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county-widelO, a total of 110 such alternatives to probation were 

used by police during the first two project years~ The sreat 

majority of these resources were either inde~endent~ operating 

profeSSional individua..ls or agencies, although parents were the 

most frequently used resource. Table 6 shows that schools were 

the next most frequently used resource, recommended for assist­

ance in l6.8~ of the diversions. Private and public agencies 

were used with similar frequency. 

Significant inter-departmental differences in the types of 

resources used for diversion were e'Vident, as can be seen in 

Appendix B, page 62. For example, L08 Gatos Police Department 

diverted approximately three-i'ourths of their 601 t S ba.ck to the 

parents of the juveniles, while ra.rely USing schools or public 

and private agencies. In contrast, Morgan Hill, and Campbell 

Police Depar"/::;ments diverted CNer hal:f of their 601 1 8 to schools, 

ivhile Sunnyvale Department of Public Safety served aP'.Proximate~ 

one-fourth of their diverted pre-delinquents through an in-house 

parent-youth discussion program. 

lOA survey of diversion officers representing the twelve participating 
police jurisdictions during the first month of the first project year 
revealed that the departments used 25 community resources in their 
pre-program efforts to obtain services for pre-delinquents. Six of 
the 12 departments had occasionally used the Department of Social 
Services, two departments had used Family Services, eight had used 
County Mental Health, five had used Catholic Social Services, two 
had used Community Services, one had used the Chicano youth Project, 
one had used the Y .M.C.A., three had used AduJ.t and Child Guidance, 
two had used churches, two had used Family Guidance, two had used the 
Drug Rehabilitation Center, two had used Chrysalis House, four had 
used schools, two had used Public NurSing, and the majority of 
departments bad "diverted" pre-delinquents to their pEU"ents .In terms 
of the use of these community agencies, the frequency of such referrals 
were, at best, sporadic. 
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Table 6: Types of Community Resources Used by Police 

(July 1, 1972-June 30, 1974) 

Resource # of Cases Referred i of Cases Referred 

Parent 1730 43.9 

School 662 16.8 

Public Agency 573 14.5 

Private Agency 519 13.2 

Religious Agency 144 3.7 

Police Program 133 3.4 

Relative 131 3.3 

Private Residence 49 1.2 

TOTAL 3941 100.~ 
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Intra-departmental changes were also evident between the 

types of resources used during the first project year as opposed 

to those used during the second year. There were significant de-

creases during the second year in the number of diversions to 

parents made by Santa Clara, Milpitas, Campbell, and Morgan Hill 

Police Departments; whereas there ~rere significant increases in 

such diversions made by San Jose and Sunnyvale Police D~rtments. 

Signi:f'icantly f'enver diversions 11ere made during the second year 

to public agencies by Los Altos, San Jose, and Mountain View 

Police Departments, yet there ",ere significant increases in such 

diversions made by Santa Clara and Milpitas Police Departments. 

Palo Alto Police Department made Significantly more diversions 

t,he second year to schools and Significantly less to private 

agencies. Only the Sheriff's Department displayed relatively 

stable patterns of resource usage during the two year period, 

diverti~~ almost half of their 601'8 to parents and the other half 

to schools; public, private, and religious agencies; and concerned 

community members. 

A list of agencies recommended in the diversion of 601'8 by 

police can be seen in Appendix C, Page 63. 

3.4.2 Resources Available for Use 

A survey of agencies in Santa Clara County was conducted 

during the first half' of the second project year in order to . 

give perspective to data concerning police use of community 

- 39 -



( 

agenciesll• One hundred and seventy-two out of 281 surveyed 

agencies returned the questionnaire, a 61.2% response rate. 

Of these, 14.5% indicated that they do not serve pre-delinquent 

juveniles. The nature and availability of the agencies indicating 

that they would serve such youth is discussed below and is depicted 

in detail in Ap:pendix C, J?8.-Se 63. 

The most commonly offered assistance among res~onding agencies 

involved general counseling and guidance (See Table 7A). Also 

widely available vTere info.r.mation and referral oriented services 

and assistance of an educational nature. Agencies pr~riding 

adoption, :foster care, or legal aid for juveniles "\ITere :few. The 

availability of temporary shelter, family planning, and alcohol-

related programs ,iaS r~lativeJ.y scarce. 

Few of the agencies that responded to the survey placed 

stringent eli~ibility criteria on the acceptance of juvenile clients. 

Residence locale and age constituted the only two restrictions 

employed by lnOre than an occasional resource (See Table 7B). 

stipulations regarding family income were sometimes set forth in 

combination with either age or residency requirements. Slightly 

more than half of the responding agencies indicated fixed and/or 

sliding scale fees, however almost as many indicated that no fees 

were charged for services rendered (See Table 7C). 

contr~ to the beliefs voiced by mapy diversion officers in 

~e "Directory of Social Agencies and Services fI, compiled and 
published by the Santa Clara County Social Planning Council, 
was used as a source listing for the mail survey • 
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Table 7: The Nature of CommUllity Agencies 

Available to Serve Pre-Delinquent Youthl 

Table 7A: Services Offered by Available Agencies 

Service Offered Number of Agencies Percent of Agencies 

Adoption 4 2.7 

Alcoholism 15 10.2 

Child Care & Protection 18 12.2 

Counseling & Guidance 64 43.5 

Clothing 12 8,,2 

Day Care 21 14.3 

Drugs 22 15.0 

Educational 47 32~0 

Family Planning 12 8.2 

Information & Referral 53 36.1 

Legal 5 3.4 

Mental Health 31 21.1 

Physical Health 20 13.6 

Recreation 40 27.2 

Suicide Prevention 15 10.2 

Vocational 20 13.6 

Volunteer 21 14.3 

Shelter 12 8~2 

TOTAL2 426 100.0+ 

lIncluding Survey Respondents Only, N=147 
2 . 
Allowing for more than one se.:rvice per agency 
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Table 7B: Eligibility Criteria of Available Agenciesl 

Criteria Number of Agencies Percent of Agencies 

Family Income 3 2.0 

Age 16 10.9 

Residential Locale 19 12.9 

Family Income and Residence 3 2.0 

Family Income and Age 5 3.4 

Family Income, Age, 
6.1 Residence 9 

Age and Residence 11 7.5 

Age and Alcoholism 1 .7 

Age and Medical Illness 1 q7 

Age, Residence, Handicap 1 .7 

Residence and Ethnic Group 1 .7 

Residence and Court Referral 1 .7 

Mental Retardation 4 2.7 

Ethnic Group 2 1.4 

Blindness 1 .7 

lfandicap 2 1.4 

Court Referral 2 1.4 

Alcohol-related 1 .7 

Medical Illness 5 3.4 

Mental and Medical Illness 2 1.4 

TOTAL 90 61.4 

lIncluding Survey Respondents Only, N=147 
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Table 70: Fees of Available Agenciesl 

c Fee Number of Agencies Percent of Agencies 

Fixed Fee 30 20.4 

Sliding Scale 33 22.4 

No Fee 58 39.5 
Fixed and Sliding Scale 4 2.7 
Fixed Fee and No Fee 3 2.0 

Sliding Scale and No Fee 9 6.1 
Fixed, Sliding and No Fee 1 .7 

TOTAL 138 93.8 
, 

lIncluding Survey Respondents Only, N=147 

Table 7D: Hours of Operation of Available Agencies1 

( Availability Number of Agencies Percent of Agencies 

Monday - Friday 82 55.8 

Everyd.a~r 17 11.6 
Seasonal 2 1.4 

8 a.m. - 5 p.m. 80 54.4 

8 a.m. - 12 p.m. 6 4.1 

8 a.m. ... 9 p.m. 12 8.2 

8 a.m. - 12 a.m. 1 .7 

12 p.m. - 5 p.m. 3 2.0 

24 hours a day 28 19.1 

TOTAL 130 88..4 

lInCluding Survey Respondents Only, N=147 
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earll .. project interviews, the mail sUEVey indicated that a number 

of agencies render serv'ices for t)l'e-delinquent youth round-the­

clock and on weekend~o Although over half of the responding 

agencies ~Tere open only on weekdays, almost 13% operated seven 

days a week. Moreover, l~ of the agencies offered 24-hour 

assistance to pre-delinquent youth (sae Table 7D). It should be 

noted, however, tllat seYeral of these agencies render long-term 

placement services "I"Thich may not be appropriate for the short-term 

crisis needs of pre-delinquent cases. Further investigation by 

police is necessary to ascertain the appropriateness of the 

round-the-clock agencies in terms of serving the majority of 

youth handled by the Diversion Program~ 

3.4.3 Services Recommended by Police Versus Se~ces Obtained 

by Clients 

As shown in Table 8, 23 unique types of services were re­

commended by police for community-based treatment of 601 juveniles. 

However, ~ithin the Sa%~:~a Clara County Diversion Program model, 

there is no structured apparatus to ensure that treatment recommended 

by police during the diversion process is actually received by the 

pre-delinquent and/or his family. The extent to which recommended 

services 'Were actually obtained was examined by means of a two-part 

study. The first part surveyed (via personal interviews) the 

community-based agencies to which 127 rando~ selected pre­

delinquents had been diverted by police between July 1, 1972 and 

---------------.----
12rrechniques of stratified random sampling were used to ensure the 

inclusion of juveniles from all the participating jurisdictions. 
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( Table 8: Police Recommendations of Sertrices for D:i.verted 601 t s 

Service Number of' Percent of 
Recommendationsl Recommendations 

General Counseling 1803 43.5 
Parental Guidance and 1651 39.9 

Problem Resolution 
within Family 

Shelter 216 5.2 
Drug Coun..~eling 163 3.9 
Group encounters and/or 95 2.3 
Recreation 

Family Planning and. 1.J.O 1.0 
Pregnancy Information 

Vocational Counseling 30 .7 
and/or Refer~l 

Psychiatric and/or 38 .9 
Psychological Counseling 

Educational Counseling 34 .8 
and/or Referral 

Information and Referral 13 .3 
Transportation Out of 10 .2 
County 

Medical Advice and/or 8 .2 
Examination 

Deportation 4 .1 
Legal Aid 5 .1 
Marriage 7 .2 
Awareness of Law by 3 .1 

"Ride Along Program" 
Alcoholism Counseling 3 .1 
Care and Protection 6 .1 
Suicide Prevention 3 .1 
Referral to Out-of-County 1 .05 
Police Department 

4 Tutoring .1 
Religious 1 .05 
Clothing 3 .1 

TOTAL 4141 100eo% 

1Allowing for more than one-service per case 
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February 1, 1974. The second part of the study surveyed (by 

means of telephone interviews) the families of 75 jweniles 

who had been diverted during a similar time period13• 

Based on the sample sizes indicated above, agenc;z records 

showed t:l!lt 70.8% of the referred pre-delinq.uents made some 

s.ontact with the agency recommended to them by 'Police and 62.910 

of these jweniles received some type n~ service. Records further 

showed that police personnel initiated the contact in over half 

the cases, whereas clients were the initiating party in only 35.5% 

of the cases. 

Findings from the client survey indicated that a smaller pro-

portion of pre-delinquents followed through on police recommendations 

than was indicated by the agencies. According to the client reports, 

5l.g% of the surveyed families had contacted the agency to which 

police had diverted them, but only 44% had actually been served bI 

the agencies. However, an additional 18.6% bad previously secured 

some type of COmmunity-based treatment on their own. iihen asked 

why they had not followed through on the police recommendation; 

three parents indicated that their child refused agency services, 

two jweniles stated that their parents would not allow them to 

l3Responses :from the diverted jweniJ.es and their families regarding 
agency contact were compared with available responses from the 
community agencies to which they were sent, composir~ a matched 
SUb-sample of 54 cases. Results from this comparison indicated 
an 87% (47 cases) correspondence in answers regarding whether or 
not there had been youth-agency contact. Of the seven cases in 
which a discrepancy in information existed, six involved an agency 
indication that there had been contact and a client indication tha'c 
there had~. One case-involved the opposite indication. 
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receive agency services, three parents felt that the family had 

resolved the problem themselves, one did not clearly understand 

the recommendations, and one found the agency's service unavail-

able to them. 

Survey results brought to light the issue of exactly how 

many clients were actually referred to agencies by police. As 

~orted by 26.6% of the parents interviewed, the police did 

not refer the family to a community-based agency although a re­

ferral 1-TaS indicated on police paperwork submitted to the 

Diversion Project. 

When questioned about what the police did do, seven parents 

stated that the police couns,eled their child either at the police 

station or at home, t'\'10 indicated that the police counseled and 

released their child at the scene of the misbehavior, six parents 

said that police either notified them to pick up their child or 

brought the juvenile home (without counseling), and one parent 

stated that the child ~~B simply questioned at the police station 

and released. As many as four :parents who were intervi~d iOOic-

ated that, to the best of their knowledge, the police did not take 

any action whatsoever aside from filling out the Juvenile Contact 

Report. The discrepancies between police records and client re-

sponse may be accounted for by inaccuracies in either police 

reporting or in client recollection of past occurrences. 

After diagnosing and clarifying the problems involved in the 

pre-delinquent Situation, police most frequently suggested that 

the youth obtain general counseling from profeSSional agencies or 
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parties withi:;} the community. Agency reports 'VDrii'y such recommend­

a.tions) as evidenced by their records of having rendered seneralized 

counseli.E.5...1!errices to 94.8% of the },'outh who made contact 1dth them. 

EYrthermore~ 87.8% of the clients themselves reported receiving 

eeneralized counseliAS fram the agencies. Almost as frequently as 

counseling, it 1'1aS recommended by police that the youth return 

home for parental guidance and home-based unified family probl~~ 

solving .. 

~mny pre-delinquents were sent to various community resources 

for shelter; h01iever, providers of .. .lch a service were more often 

relatives or ~riend8. Such arrangements were only su~ested or 

overseen by police, and thus had to be agreed upon and implemented 

by all parties concerned. Another treatment often recommended was 

peer-group and/or parent~youth encounter sessions which were con­

ducted by private psychologists, churches, two participating police 

departments, Sunnyvale and San Jese, and other agencies. These 

diSCUSSions not only al101ied the pre-delinquents to vent their 

problems among other youth in similar situations, but also enabled 

them to gain perspective by viewing other families' approaches to 

their problems. 

other services often recommended for the pre-delinquents by 

police were drug counseling, familypla.nning (for gi.rlB who were 

either sexu.ally involved or were pregnant), vocational trailling, 

psychiatric examination end/or treatment, and continuing education 

for those who had drOJ?P'ad out of school prematurely. 

Agencies which revealed case information stated that as many 
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pre-delinquents were served on a short-term crisis basis .as were 

treated on a long-term basis of ~ a month. Typical treatment 

sessions lasted between half an hour and one hour, and ranged from 

one f~ssion (31.2%) to nine or more sessions (26.2% of the jwrenilea 

served.) Client reports, supporting ·the agency data, revealed that 

42.4% of the pre-delinquent/agency contacts were one-session viSits, 

although a significant number of juveniles and their families (24.2%) 

indicated that they had attended nine or more agency sessions. The 

length of such sessions were typically under half an hour. 

According to the agencies surveyed, community-based treatment 

for all but 14 of the 80 pre-delinquents (17.5%) served had been 

terminated at the time of the survey. In almost half of these 

closed cases, the agency had judged the pre-delinquent problem 

to be solved and in one case a parent had made this judgment. Two 

juveniles and their families had moved from the area, two had had 

financial difficulty in continuing the services and three simply 

refused to continue treatment. 

3.4.4 Client Attitude Toward Services 

Only ~iO parents (3.2% of all ~hose receiving services) felt 

that their child's community-based treatment program was very 

helpful in terms of resolving the pre-delinquent problem. Approx­

imately 45.4% felt that.the agency services were of some help, but 

as many as one-third of the parents indicated that theY,thought 

the services were of little help. Despite these unenthused reactions 

toward the agency~id, the majority of parents felt that the alternative~ 

the Probation Department I s Juvenile Hall, was not an appropriate reaction 
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( to the problem. The 15 parents (2fP/o) who, to the contrary, 

indicated that their child should have been sent to Juvenile 

Hall, stated that such action would either have impressed the 

seriousness of pre-delinquent behavior upon the juvenile (11 

responses), have provided the control that the parent could 

not (3 responses), or would have prevented the child from run­

ning away (1 res:ponse). 

All the interviewed parents of the juveniles who were 

diverted to a community-based agency were asked if they felt 

that they themselves could not provide the help their child 

needed concerning the pre-delinquent problem. Only 35 out of 

the 75 (46.~) admitted that they could not provide adequate 

help. Of' the 17 :families who were charged a fee for the aid 

they received, eight (4%) found it difficult to pay_ In fact, 

four families terminated the services due to a lack of financial 

resources. 

3.4.5 Client Resistance to Agency Help As Reported by Police 

In several cases, the reason, according to police reports, 

that the pre-delinquent was simply sent back to his family for 

problem reso.lution was that the family refused to use the pro .. 

fessional services of the originally recommended agency. During 

the two project years, 323 police reports made specific reference 

to a case in which the families of diverted pre-delinquents 
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refused the assistance of a community agency14. 

As shcmn in Table 9, l72 (4.4%) of the families of diverted 

juveniles reportedly rejected the police recommendation on the 

grounds that they couldn't afford such services. Fifty-five 

families (l.4%) stated that they felt no need for fUrther assist­

ance, and 68 (lo7%) indicated that they preferred to settle the 

problem by themselves within the family setting, Other reasons 

fox refusing to use an outside agency were not specified by the 

remaining 28 resistant clients. 

l4It should be noted that, since the format. of the Juvenile Contact 
Report does not directly call for such information, these 323 re­
ferences representing 8.2% of all diversion reports may be only a 
modest indication of such client resistance to agency assistance. 
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( Table 9: Reasons for Client Refusal of 

Agency Assistance 

Reason Number Percent of Diversions 

Cantt afford agency help 172 4.4 

Prefer self-help 68 1.7 

Don't need agency help 55 1.4 

Uns~ecified reason 28 .7 

TOTAL 323 8.2% 
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( 4.0 COST BENEFITS 

4.1 Predicted Flmf ~f 601 CasesThro~gh Probation 

In order to determine the cost benefits of the 601 Diversion 

Program, it "Vias necessary to predict the number of pre-delinquent 

referrals that 'WouJ.d have flowed into the County t s Juvenile 

Probation Department had there b~en no program. Statistics 

gathered on the flow of 601 referrals during three pre-program 

years15 se~red as the mathematical foundation of the prediction 

and regression formulas were used to arrive at exact numbers of 

601!s expected for both project years. Based on such calculations, 

it was anticipated that 2,758 pre-delinquents ~rou1d be referred 

during FY 1972 had there been no Diversion program and 3,360 would 

be referred during FY 1973. These 601's were then hypothetically 

dispersed through the probation system in similar proportion to 

the flow which occurred during the three pre-program years. 

Table 10 shows the predicted number of601's compared with the 

actual number the;!; flowed through the probation system durin.'1 

the two project years. 

4.2 QPel'ations Analysis 

The development of community based alternatives for pre­

delinquent juveniles has impacted the DGpartment in several ways. 

Although the flow charts discussed earlier indicated that the 

15Fiscal Years 1969, -1970 and 1971 
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Ta.ble 10: FlOW' of 601 Referrals Through the 

Juvenile Probation Department 

(Predicted Versus Actual) 

Level of Fiscal Year 1972 Fiscal Ye a.r 1973 
Probation Predicted Actual Predicted Actual 

601 Referrals 2,758 1,050 3,360 1,203 
a) Juvenile Ha.ll 2,568 1,017 3,128 1,162 
b) Citations 190 33 232 41 

Delinquent Intake 2,758 1,050 3,360 1,203 
a) Settled at Intake 1,906 587 2,322 579 
b) Infor:mal Supervision 378 192 460 200 
c) Pending 22 30 27 160 
d) Petition 452 241 551 264 

Investiga.tion 452 241 551 264 

Court 452 241 551 264 
a) Transfer 4 12 4 22 
b) Dismiss 67 43 81 63 
c) Non-liard 50 20 61 21 
d) Ward 331 177 405 188 

Delinquent Supervision 759 389 926 409 

Pla.cement 91 111 

Dependent Child 3 2 

TOTAL 2,758 1,050 3,360 1,203 
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~ vast majority of initial 601 referrals are settled through non­

judicial action, all referrals made to the department i~olve the 

delivery of some services involvi~ time and money (See Table 11). 

Every juvenile "nho is im tially referred to the department comes 

through Delinquent Intake at a cost of $20,,96. Every 601 juvenile 

't<fhose case is closed at intake requires a;pprox:tmately 1.1 "I:rork hours. 

Agreements concerning informal suPervision made at intake take 1.42 

work hours~ The cost of such suPervision has been calculated to be 

$421 .. 49 per case. As a juvenile becomes more involved in the 

probation system, the efforts expended in the delivery of services 

increase geometrically. Once the decision has been made to peti­

tion the case of a 601 juvenile; processes of investigation, 

ajudication, and sometimes incarceration are necessary--~each 

involving specialized staff. 

Further compoundi~ the strain on the system is the fact that 

the cases of 601 juveniles are decidedly more time consuming to 

treat than those of 602's. It takes a~roximatef[ 2.36 hours to 

initiate the petitioning process for a pre-delinquent juvenile, 

whereas o~ 1096 hours for a 602 juvenile. The investigation of 

a 601 case~ costing $203091, takes approximatef[ 7.7. hours, compar~ 

to 6.3 hot~S for a 602 case o Furthermore, the predominance of girls 

involved in 601 violatioD£ contributes still more to the work strain 

involved in handling pre-delinquents; since the initial petition 

process for a female juveniles takes 2.81 hours as opposeduo 

approximately 1.92 hours per male. 
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TABLE ll: JUVENILE PROBATION SYSTEM COST 

LEVEL OF PROBATION COST ~:umT MAN HOuns PER UNIT ~ 
1. 601 Referrals 

a~ Juvenile Hall $ 36.32 

b. Citation .78 

2". Delinquent Intake 20.96 

a. Settled at Intake 1 .. 1 

b. Informal Supervision*' 421.49 1.42 

I c. Pending 
\.J1 
0'\ 

d. Petitioned 2.36 

3. Investigation 203.91 7.7 

4. Court1 20.69 

a. Transferred 

b. Dismissed 

c. Non-Ward Probation*' IJ.21)~9 21 

d. Wards on Probation*' 42l.49 21 

5. Delinquent Supervision*' 421.49 21 

6. Placement* 799 • .57 21 

lCourt costs for Juvenile Probation Department personnel only 

* "':ra 
Indicates cost and man hours per month 
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4.3 Cost Benefits 

A projection of the 601 Diversion Prog~amts impact on the 

Juvenile Probation system in terms of cost benefits can be seen 

in Table 12. The ntunber of 601 juveniles predicted to be referred 

during the two :p~oject years (had there been no ;program) 'Would have 

cost the Probation Department no less than $1~7852319 and 51,645 

hours in the delivery of services. With the Diversion Program in 

operation during this same time frame, the cost of servicing pre .. 

delinquent referrals was approximately $744,756 and 23,930 hours 

yielding an initial ttsavingsll of appro.."'Cima.tely $1,040,563 and 

2 7 , 715 hours .16 

Some of the benefits discussed above were offset by the cost 

of opera:tS-ng the Pre-Delinquent Di"rersion Program. For example, 

as shawn itt Table 13, the participating jUl'isdictions 'Were alloted 

and spent varying amounts of money for purposes of diverting pre-

delinquents. The cost of obtaining such police services was 

$346,401. other project e~enBeR such as probation personnel, 

supplies, transportation, and research and evaluation brought the 

total cost of p!"oject operation for the two year period to $50;>",.0..3 

and an indetermin~nt amount of manpower time. This yielded. a total 

savings to the County of $531,350. 

It should s.lso be recognized that the operation of the Juvenile 

Probation Department iuvolves certain fixed costs, despite the 

fJ.uctuating intake of pre-delinquents, which make the IIsavings" 
: 

16It should be noted that a time lag between case referral, dispOSition, 
and data recording prohibits an exact up-to-date analysis at any one 
point in time. 
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4.3 Cost Benefits 

A projection of the 601 Diversion Programts impact on the 

Juvenile Probation system in terms of cost benefits can be seen 

in Table 12. The nUll1ber of 601 juven:Ues nredicted to ?e..;:~ferre~ 

duripg the ~iO yroject years (had there been no program) would have 

~st the Probation D~tment no less than $1,785,319 and 51~645 

hours in the delivery of services", With the Diversion Program 5t 

operation during this sarne time frame, the cost of servicing pre-

delinquent referrals was approximately $744,756 and 23,930 hours 

yielding an initial "sa.vings" of approximately $1,040,563 a.nd 

27,715 hours .16 

Some of the benefits discussed above were offset by the cost 

of operating the Pre-Delinquent Diversion Program. For example, 

as shO"Rn in Table 13, the participating jurisdictions were alloted 

and spent va.rying amounts of money for p~oses of diverting pre-

delinquents. The cost of obtaining such police services was 

$346,401. other project expenses such as probation personnel, 

supplies, transportation, and research and evaluation brought the 

total cost of project ~eration for the two year period to $509,213 

and an indetenninant amount of manpO"iVer tiJ'lle. This yielded a total 

savings to the County of $531,350. 

It should also be recognized that the operation of the Juvenile 

Probation Department involves certain fixed costs, despite the 

:f'1uctua.t1ng intake of pre-delinquents, which :make the "savings" 

16It should be noted that a time lag between case referral, disposition, 
and data recording prohibits an exact II]?-to,-date analysis at any one 
point in time. 
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Level of Number 

Probation Predicted 

Referral 6,118 

a) Juv. Hall 5,696 
b) Citation 422 

De1in. Intake 6,118 
a) SAl 4,228 
b) IS 838 
c) Pend. 49 
d) Petition 1,003 

Investigation 1,003 
Court 1,003 

a) Transfer 8 
b) Dismiss 148 
c) Non-Ward III 
d} Ward 736 

De1inq. Sup. 1,685 
Placement 202 

Dep. Child 

TOTAL 6,118 

Table 12 Time and Cost Differences Between 

Predicted and Actual 601 Referrals 

(July 1, 1972 - Jllile 30, 1974) 
. 

Time (hours) Cost ($) 

Actual Predicted I Actual Predicted Actual 

2,253 

2,179 206,879 79,141 
74 329 58 

2,253 128,233 47,223 
1,166 11-,6.51 1,283 

392 1,190 557 353,209 165,224 
144 
517 2,367 1,220 

517 7,723 3,981 204,522 105,421 

517 20,752 10,6g-r 

34 
106 

41 (2,331) (861) (46,785) (17,281) 
365 (15,456) (7,665) (310,217) (153,844) 

798 35,385 16,758 710,211 336,349 
161,513 

5 73 701 

2,253 51,645 23,930 $1,785,319 $744,756 

( ) = figures not added into total because they are included in other categories. 

Time 
Savings" 
(hours)l 

271 

3,368 
633 

1,147 

3,742 

(1,470) 
(7,791) 
18,627 

161,513 

- 73 
:('7,7 '1::;;-

27(715 

~reed redources should be viffi~ed in terms of absorbtion and redistribution rather than savings. 

Cost 
fSavingsll 

($) -

127,738 

81,010 

187,985 

99,101 

10,055 

(29,504) 
(156,373) 

373,862 

161,513 

- 701 

*-t, 011-0, 563 
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TABLE 13: AC'ruAL DIVERSION PROJECT EXPEND1'l"URES BY JURISDICTION 

CONSULTAl'iT & 
JURISDICTION PERSONNEL TRAVEL PROFESSIONAL COMMUNITY OPERATING TOTAL 

(SAL~RIES) SERVICES RESOURCES EXPENSES 

" 

$ oj, $ 10 $ oj, $ 'to $ % $ cfo 

*San Jose 97,568 81.6 9,996 8.4 12,000 10.0 119,56~: ., 34.5 

Milpitas 18,262 95.8 405 2.1 397 2.1 19,064 5.5 

Sheriff's Office 43,238 96.0 1,800 4.0 45,038 13.0 . 
Morgan Hill 14,207 100.0 1 111.,207 4.1 

. 
Los Gatos 9,879 99.15 53 .5 9,932 2.9 

Gilroy 16,179 100.0 16,179 4.7 
, 

Campbell 18,578 100.0 18,578 5.4 

Mountain View 21,860 1.00.0 21,860 6.3 

*Pa10 Alto 13,425 69.1 3,928 20.2 322 1.7 1,765 9.0 19,4hl 5.6 

Los Altos 8,539 92.5 419 4.5 240 2.6 31 .3 9,229 2.7 

Santa Clara 22~!~30 93.9 900 3G8 209 .9 338 1.4 23,879 6.9 

Sunnyvale 29,174 99.1 ~2 .2 100 .4 96 .3 29,430 8.4 

TOTAL $313,~43 9O.4~ $17,507 5.1'1> $12,871 3~7% ~2,680 .8'{, $346,401 100.~ . . 
* Expenditures from the last month of the project year were not submitted by this Police Department 
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l 

estimates above somewhat misleading. The "savings" indicated 

above should be viewed, therefore, in terms of absorbtion and 

red:i.stribution of freed resources rather than dollar savil'.lgs. 

For example, several existing staff positions were recently 

shifted to assignments involved with the Department's devlaping 

Youth Service Bureaus. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table A-l: Sex of Project Youth 
( 

Sex Number Percent 

Male 2361 47.2 

Female 2646 52.8 
.. 

TOTAL 5007 100.0 -

Table A-2: Cultural Group of Project Youth 

Cultural Group Number Percent 

Anglo 3862 77.0 

Black 165 3.3 

Mexican 915 18.3 

other 65 1.3 
, 

TOTAL 5007 100.0 

l'able A-3: 601 Offenses of Project Youth 

Offense Number Percent 

Runaway 2766 44.6 

Beyond Parental Control 2064 33.3 
Truant 1055 17.0 
Lewd & Immoral 149 2.4 

Beyond School Control 122 2.0 

Shoplift-Petty Theft 36 .6 
Vagrant-Wanderil1g 8 .1 
No Support 1 (~Ol) 

TOTAL 6201 100.0 
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PARENT 

Department Yr. 1 Yr. 2 
N 'f, N oj, 

San Jose 221 39.9 281 1'9.2 
Sheriff's 159 h6.5 218 52.3 
Sunnyvale 31 21.1 47 39.5 
Santa C10ra 66 119.6 34 29.1 
I~ountain View 43 25.7 24 28.6 
Palo Alto 38 55.0 35 57.1, 
Hilpitas 67 56.7 33 35.1 
Campbell 96 56.8 71 28.2 
Los Gatos 44 77.2 la 74.5 
Gilroy 114 57.9 74 62.7 
Los Altos 4 30.8 h 26.7 
t-lorgan Hill 20 38.5 33 24.1 

TOTAL 835 43.6 895 43.9 

APPENDIX B 

Tab~e B-1: Use of Corununity Eesources by Police Departments 
(First Year Versus Second Year) 

PUDLIC AGENCY SCHOOL PRIVA'fE AGENCY RELIr.rOUS AGENCY POLICE PROGRAM 

Yr. 1 Yr.2 Yr. 1 Yr.:: Yr. 1 Yr.2 Yr.l Yr.2 Yr. 1 Yr. 2 
Ii 'f, N i N 'f, N i N % N <j, N <j, N rip N <j, N rip 

149 26.8 85 11'.9 16 2.9 37 6.5 101 18.2 97 17.0 31; 6.1 12 2.1 21 3.8 112 7.4 
50 14.6 52 12.5 27 7.9 29 7.0 50 14.6 61 111.6 36 ~0.5 20 4.8 
25 17.0 11 9.2 48 32.7 13 10.9 15 10.2 3 2.5 1 .7 19 12.9 37 31.1 
11 8.3 36 30.8 12 9.0 12 10.3 13 9.8 31 ?6.5 21, 18.0 2 1.7 1 .8 1 .9 
27 16.2 13 5.5 50 29.9 18 21.11 29 17. l f 17 20.2 5 3.0 2 2,1, 2 1.2 3 3.6 
3 4.3 I, 6.6 1 1.4 8 13.1 25 36.2 12 19.7 

12 10.2 43 45.7 25 21.2 4 4.3 6 5.1 4 1'.3 3 2.5 1 ,8 
10 5.9 6 2.4 61 36.1 172 68.3 1 .6 1 .6 
2 3.5 7 12.7 5 8.8 2 3.6 5 8.8 4 7.3 

11 Ih.5 5 4.2 11 14.5 5 4.2 I, 5.3 28 is.7 3 3.9 4 3.4 
3 23.1 4 26.7 2 15.4 6 40.0 1 7.7 
611.5 2 1.5 17 32.7 85 62.0 1 1.9 I, 2.9 1 1.9 1 1.9 

309 16.3 264 12.9 1273 14.1, 3e9 19.1 252 13.3 267 13.1 108 5.? 36 1.8 46 2.1, 87 4.3 

RELATIVE PRIVATE RESIDENCE 

Yr.l Yr.2 Yr.l Yr.2 
N i N rip N i N i 
9 1.6 11 1.9 5 .9 6 1.1 

16 11.7 26 6.2 h 1.2 11 2.6 
6 4.1 4 3,11 2 1.4 4 3.4 
I, 3.0 1 .9 2 1.5 

11 6,6 67.1 ll.2 
1 1.1, 1 1.4 2 3.3 
4 3.11 7 7.4 

. 
3 3.2 

1 .11 2 .8 
1 1.8 1 1.8 . 

2 2.6 2 1.7 1 1.3 
l7.7 2 15.4 1 6.7 
5 9.6 13 9.5 1 1.9 

59 3.1 72 3.5 19 1.0 30 1.5 

.... 1.' 
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APPENDIX C 

C011.lillrlITY RESOURCES AVAIlABLE FOR PRE-DELIHQUEN'r YOUTH IN SANTA CrAM COUH'IT 

Resource 

, 
0'\ 1. 
UJ 

Diabetes Society of S.C. Valley 

Interfaith Migrant Ministry 2. 

3. Women In Community Services, Inc. 

II. national Organization for Women 

5. California State University, San Jose 
Speech & Hearing Center 

6. Santa Clara County Parks & Recreation Dept. 

7. Family Service Association - Sl.IllIlyYale Office 

8. Mental Health Association 

9. Scottish Rite Institute for Aphasia 

10. South Valley Clin:i.c, SCVMC 

11. Agnews State Hospital 

12. Saratoga youth & Community Center - City 

13. City of Falo Alto 

14. Blase Bolton Children's Center 

15. Dann Services, Inc. 

16. Shoreline High School 

Services Ava~lable 
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X X San Jose, CA. 

X X l~organ Hill', CA. 

X San Jose, CA. 

X X 

XX XX San Jose, CA. 

X XX S I.IllIlyYa Ie, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 

X XX Falo Alto, CA. 

X X X Gilroy, CA. 

X X San Jose, CA. 

X X X Saratoga, CA. 

XX X X Falo Alto, CA. 

X XX Falo Alto, CA. 

Palo Alto, CA, 

X X Los Altos, CA. 
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CC!·lNUNITY RESOURCES AVAlIABLE Fon PRE-DELINQUENT YOUTll nr SANTA CLAF.A COUN'l'Y 

Resource 

I 
~17. California nural Legal Assistance 

18. Center for Human Communication 

19. Young Life 

20. Children's Health Council 

21. Catholic Social Service 

22. Sta.te of Calif. Dept. of H.R.D. 

23. Neighborhood Youth Corps liS 

24. Department of Rehabilitation 

25. Santa Clara Co. Bar Ass'n. Lawyer Ref. Servo 

26. Easter Seal Society 

27. Sunnyvale Community Services 

28. Coumunity Coordinated Child Development 

29. Mountain View Police Activities League 

30. Community nelations, City of Palo Alto 

31. Alexian Brothers Hospital 

32. El Caad.no Hospital 

X 
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X 

XX 

Services Available 
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COJ.j·lUIIITY RESOURCES AVAIlABLE FOR PRE-DELH1QUENT YOUTH IN SANTA ClARA COUNTY 

Resource 

I, 

0\33. 
V1 

134• 

I.O.O.F. Childrens Home 

Poison Control Center 

35. 
36. 

Community Association For Retarded. Inc. 

los Altos Rec. Dept. 

37. Santa Clara Co. Housing Authority 

38. American Lung Association 

39. Comounity Services Section, Dept. Health 

40. Community Hospital, Los Gatos-Saratoga 

41. San Jose Rescue V~ssion 

42. The Salvation Army 

43. Nat'l Chap. Cystic Fibrosis Research Foundation 

44. American National Red Cross 

4-5. Volunteers of America, Brandon House 

46. Santa Clara Co. Conciliation Court 

117. Hope Workshops 

48. st. Joseph Welfare 

X 
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COl·2-1UNITY RESOURCES AVAIIABI£ FOR PRE-DELINQUENT YOUTH TIl SANTA crARA COUNTY 

Resource Services Available Eligibility. Criteria Fee !lours Location 
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~ 49. Sight Conservation Research Center ~ X San Jose, CA. 

50. Arbuckle Children's Center XX X X Ix Pc X y X X San Jose, CA. 

5l. Santa Clara Co. AJ,.cQholis!Il 'rr.::atment Prof. X X San Jose, CA. 

52. San Jose You~h Commi~sion X X X X San Jose, CA. 

53. 'Family Service .of M:l.d-Peninsul.a X X X ~ ~ X Falo Alto, GA. 

54. Gilroy Parks & Recreation Dept. ~ ~ X X Gilroy, CA. 

55. Guide Dogs for the Blind, Inc. X San Rafael, CA. 

56. Children's Hospital at Stanford X XX X t< Stanford, CA. 

57. Community Resources, Inc. X X X X San Jose, CA. 

58. Santa Clara Co. Mental Health X XX X X X X San Jose, CA. 

59. YM.:!A Central Branch XX X X X San Jose, CA. 

60. Santa Clara Co. Head Start X X XX San Jose, CA. 

61. Santa Clara Valley youth Village X X X Santa Clara, CA. 

62. Human Resources Development (HRD) X X San Jose, CA. 

63. Contact Telephone Ministry X San Jose, CA. 

61~. East Valley Yl4GA X X X 1.: X X X San Jose, CA. 
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CO;'::·lUNITY RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR PRE-DELINQUENT YOl.;TH m SANTA CrARA COUNTY 

Resource 

City of Hountaill View Parks & Recreation 

Goodwill Industries 

67. Problem Pregnancy Information Center 

68. Alateen 

69. Chryralis, Inc. 

70. FeninsUla Center for Blind & Visually Imp. 

71. Boy Scouts of America 

72. Gilroy Childreu' s Center 

73. northwest Yl.r:A 

74. Volunteer Bureau 

75. Family Planning Alternatives, Inc. 

76. Community School of Husic & Arts 

77. Economic & Social Opportunities 

78. Junior Achievement of S.C. County 

79. The Salvation Army Booth Memorial Home 

80. J.layor's Youth Council 

x 
X 

X 

ServiCI~s Available 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

XX 

X 

X 

XX 

X 

X 
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XX X XX 

XXX 

X X 

X XX 

XX 
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XXX X 
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I~ountain View, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 

X San Jose, CA. 

X Santa Clara, CA .. 

X San Jose, CA. 

X Palo Alto~ CA. 

Santa Clara, CA. 

Gilroy, CA. 

Cupertino, CA, 

Palo Alto, CA. 

San Jose & Sunnyvale 

X Mountain View, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 

San .Tose, CA. 

0akland, CA, 

San Jose, CA. 
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Co:.:MUNITY RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR PRE-DELIllQUENT YOUTH IN SAIITA CLARA COUNTY 

'81. Birthright 
0\ 

Resource 

co 82. Black Council on Alcoholism 
I 

83. ll.ental Health Services 

81f. Calif. Ass 'n Neurologically Handicapped 

85. West Valley Hiking Club, Inc. 

86. Guidance Associates 

87. San Jose Police Activities League 

88. Y.W.C.A., Cambrian Center 

89. Juvenile Court Schools 

90. Upper Room Drug and Crisis Center 

91. San Jose Peace Center 

92. Multiple Psychorophy & Counseling Center 

93. l-lilpitas youth Center 

94. Children's Home Society of California 

95. San Jose Rescue Mission (Arbutus Youth) 

96. California Dept. of Rehabilitation 

x 

X 

X 

Services Available 

XX X 

Ix tx 
X 

IX Ixx 
Ix/X Ix Ix Ix 
AX X Ix 

IX Ix x 
IX 

IX OC ~ 
IX Ix 

IX tx Ix [X x 
Ix 

!xix 
IX Ix 'Ix 
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Location 

San Jose, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 
Sunnyvale, CA, 

San Jose, CA. 

X San Jose, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 
X San Jose, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 
San Jose, CA. 

Sa~ Jose, CA. 
X Sunnyvale, CA. 

X Milpitas, CA, 

San Jose, CA. 

X San Jose, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 



COMHUNITY RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR PRE-bELINQtrENT YOUTH IN SANtl'A CLARA COUll'rY 

0-. r;rr. 
\0 98. 

Resource 

Opportunities Industrialization Center 

YMCA 

99. Planned Parenthood of S.C. Co. 

100. 

101. 

102. 

103. 

104. 

105. 

106. 
107. 
108. 

Operation SER 

Project mEA - ~ANT DEAFNESS EDUCA'l.'ION 

Rancho Rinconada Park & Recreation 

Hiramonte ~~ental Health Sel,rices 

Santa Clara County Drug Abuse Clinic 

The Collective, P.A. Drug Center 

Campbell Children's Center 

Hosquitos Eastside Action Club 

Santa Clara Valley Medical Center 

109. ging Quang Children's Center 

110. S.C. Co. Dept. of Social Services 

lll. West Valley ll.ental Health Center 

112. north Co. Mental Health Center 

113. Family Service Ass 'n. 

X 

XX 

X 

X 

X 

X XX 

X X 

X 

Services Available 

x X 
XXX 

X XX XXX xtx X 
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XX X X X IX X X 

X X 
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X X IX 
X X 

X X 
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X San Jose, CA. 

X San .Jose, CA, 

X San Jose" CA. 

X San Jose. CA. 

X San Jose, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 

X l'alo Alto, CA. 

X San JClse, CA. 

X Palo Alto. CA. 

X San Jose, CA. 

X San Jose, CA, 

X San Jose. CA' 
X X Los Gatos, CA. 

X San Jose, CA, 

X Los Gatos, CA. 

Palo Alto, CA. 
l·\ountain View, CA. 

1 
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CO!>lJ.!UNITY RESOURCES AVAITABLE FOR PRE-DELINQUENT Y01JTH TIl SANTA ClARA COUNTY 

Resource Services Available Eligibility Criteria Fee Location 
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X xx San Jose, CA. 

X X San Jose, CA. 
116. Assistance League of Santa Clara County X X San Jose, CA. ~ 

117. East Valley Medical Clinic X X X X San Jose, CA. 
li8. Listening Pose X 

I 
X Gilroy) CA. 

119. Frances Presley Children's Center X X X X X X XX 

120. Santa Clara Plan, Inc. X X X X X X XX San Jose, CA •.. 
121. Chicano Youth Yroject X X X X X XX San Jose, CA. 
122. Lorna Prieta Regional Center x: X XX XX San Jose, J·!ountain V. 

123. Santa Clara Co. Girl Scout Council X X X San Jose, CA. 
124. Catholic Youth Organization X XX X X X X San Jose, CA, 

125. Eastfield Children's Center XX X X X XX XX Campbell, CA. 
126. Alviso Community Da!~0~.re Center X X X X X XX AlviSO, CA. 

127. Family & Child Psychiatric Medical Clinic X X X X X X X San Jose, CA.' 

128. Drug Abuse Information Service X X 

129. Stanford Medical Psychiatry Clinic X X X X X X X 

130. Santa Clara Co. Heart Association X X 

X 

X 

.. X 

X XX I San Jose, CA. 

X XX I I 
Stanford, CA. 

X X San Jose, CA. 
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COl·a·IUNITY RESOURCES AVAlIADLE FOR PRE-DELINQUENT YOUl'H ill SANTA CLARA COUliTY 

Resource 

South Co. Nental Health Center 

Psychiatric Clinic, Kaiser Permante 

South Peninsula Jewish CommUhity Center 

Child Development and Diagnostic Center 

Violet ~ce ~~ternity Home 

Indian Center of San .Jose, INC. 

Pathway South, Inc. 

Adult and Child Guidance 

Social. Planning Council 

Job Corps 

Information & Ref~rral Services 

Youth Career Action Program 

Counseling Associates 

Community Devel~)mental Services for Children 

Youth Outreach, Arbutus Camp 

Services Available 
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Locatioe, 

X X San Jose, CA. 

X X Santa Clara, CA. 

Palo Alto, CA. 
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X X 

X San Jose, CA. 

X San Jose, CA. 
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X XX 
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X X 

x XX 

XX 
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San Jose, CA. 
Gilroy, CA. 
San Jose, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 
San Jose, CA. 
Los Gatos, CA. 

San Jose, CA. 
Sa.n Jose, CA. 
San Jose, CA. 
San Jose, CA. 
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AFPENl)IX D - 11. CASE ~ fiLE NO 2. TYPE OF CRIMe 

JUVENILE CONTACT REPORT 
3. MINOirs NAME (LASr, fIRST,MIDDLE) - 4. VICTIM 

.. -5. ADDRESS CITV 6. ADDRESS CllY 

7. PHONE a. SCHOOL 9. PHONE (RES.) (BUS.) 

10. ~XIIl. RACE ,12. DATE 01' lllRTH 13. AG£/l.4. HEtGHT J 15. WEICHI10. HAIR 117. EY~5 18. LOCATION OF OffENSE 

19. SOC. SEC. NO. I :10. DRMRS I.lCENSE 121. VEH. lIC. NO., YR. & MAKE 22. DATE & TIME 01' OffENSE 23. DATE REPORTED 

24. CRIME 125. CODE Se<.;Ti?N 26. VALUE OF !'ROPERTY 27. llECOVElIED 

28. POLICE DEPARTMENT I 29. ~:e a. TIME OF ARREST 30. PRIOR ARREST 31. ADVISED Of RIGHTS 

DYES DNa DUN/(NOwN DYES DNO 
32. DISPOSITION 33. ON PROBATION/PAROLE 134. PROBATION OFFICER 
DJINENILE 

OCIT,\11ON o SHetTER 
o ARREST & o OTHER Om DNO HALL RElEASE 

35. PARENT/GUARDIAN 36. ADDRESS Clf'( 37. 1'tI0NE . 
38. PARENTS NOTIFIED .139. Oil TE a. TIME 1.0. BY (NAME & eAOOE NO.) 

.. \1: Ra'ORTiNG PARTY -42. ADDReSS CITY AJ.PHON£ 

M. NA¥..ES AND DISPOSITION OF co.VIOt.AT~S OR SUSf{;CfS Nl-Me IN NEGlECT CASES 

46. AAIIfSTING Off\C£R ~7. DATE & llMEOI' REPORT 48. BCAT NO. 49. ClASS 

~ (3-11) P.o. 33300 @_ 

~.~~~~~D~ ________________________ ~ __________ ~ 

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
-7:1 -

POLICE DEPT. FILE COpy <)-J02 



file No. & Status 

APPENDIX1J 
IHTAKE AND RELEASE SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

Juvenile Probation Department 

P",ition Due 
Pelition No. ____________ :.-_____ _ Assigned P.O. _~ ___________ Unit _________ _ 

Advis"d 01 Righ,. by 00'8 __________ _ 

D<I'e 
OSS Yes ______ No _____ _ 

Received _______ Adm\ttlJd To _______ Citation 

Time Admitt.,d _--' ____________ Time Arrested 

PLEASE PRINT 
Minor's Nome 

Address ________________ • ______________ Zip Cod., 

ass Worker 
Ext. _· _____ Ca .. 'No. 

_________ Telephono 

Sox M F Birth Dote Birth P lac" -------"~T~A.,T;;.:----------;e"'o;;Cu;;::~~T-:'----

Social Security No:>. 

Length of Residence 
In Cau n t y ---oc=:-----,=_: 

""'05., ypqs 

Driver's license No. _____________ _ 

Religion Ethnic Drncent 

Marks or 

Hair ________________ ___ 

Scars ____________ _ Ht. ____ _ Wt. Complexion 
Eyes _______________ _ 

S~haal _____________________________ -------------------Grade 

Reason for Referral: 600 601 602 (Explain) 

Involved With: 

Father's Nom" 
1..".:5T MiOD!..t 

F othe,' ~ Address ___ "-____________________________ Work Phone Hom. Phono 

Malher's Nome _____ ~~---------------~~------------:-~~~---------------~~:_----------t.A5T rlA5T MfDDL'- ~"'DCM 

Molher's Address 

Guardianl 

______________________________________ Work Phone 
Home Phon .. 

Stepparent's Nome ------------:-L-A-S~T-------------------~'~,~"-ST~--------------M-,~O~D~L~'-----------
Guardianl 
Steppor .. n,'. Addres. ______________________________ Work Phone ________ Home Phon .. 

Marital Status of Paren's 
1. Unmarried 
2. Mor./liv. Tog. 
3. Mar. InlactlNot Liv. Tog. 
4. Separated 
S. Divorced 
6. Unknown 

DISPOSITION 

Court CoSt! Yes No 

Prevo R'lferrals 

1. One 
2. Twa 
3. Three """(HT-' NOTJrU:O flY 

4. four 
5. Five or more "EeClveo BY '~IC~"TURt) 

PERMANENT RELEASE 
REI.EASE TO REI.EASEO BV TIME 

Courl Hearing Dote Intake Completed By 

White. FOLDER Pink· RECEPTION Yellow -RECORD ROOM Golden Rod - J.H. 

OATE 

G-O!O REV. 7/70! 
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TO: Agency Directors 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

nATE: 

American Justice Institute 

Services for Pre-Delinquent Youth 

October 19, 1973 

The Santa Clara County Juvenile Probation Department has received 

£ederal grant monies for a demonstration project to divert pre-delinquent 

youth to community agencies for services.. l>1'..any agencies in the County 

which provide services to such juveniles are unknown to the participating 

Police Departments who are attempting to develop resources with some of 

the grant funds. 

As project evaluators, the American Justice Institute is currently 

surveying social agencies in the County to determine the availability 

of agencies ",,,hich can be used by police for their referra.ls of pre­

delinquent youth. 

Would you please fill out the brief questionnaire enclosed .regarding 

the appropriateness and responsiveness of your agency and return the 

form as soon as ~ossible. A self-a~dressed stamped envelope is a.lso 

enclosed. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Enclosures 

JB/tp 

Appreciatively, 

THE AMERICAN JUSTICE INSTITUTE 








