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SANTA crl,;A. COUNTY PRE .• DELD;QUEiIT DIVERSION' PROJECT 

'.IDlt.:.:.L REPORT IT 1972 - 73 

PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

I. Concept 

I This program is the result of an LFM grant proposal sponsored 

by the Santa Clara County Ju.venile Probation Department with the 12 

law enforcement jurisdi~tions of Sar.ta Clara County including the 

Sheri:ff's Office, San Jose, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, I·fountain Vim.l, 

Palo Alto, Campbell, Los Gatos, Gilroy, J"os Altos, l-!organ Hill and 

Milpi tas. In essence, this is a demonst:tation p:r.oject to determine 

the alternatives to referring the pre-delinquent child to the 

,juvenile justice system • 

Of' the 2,7J2 'Pre~delinqllent cases referred to the Juvenile 

Probation Department during 1971, 71 percent 'Here sr.ttled without 

Court actien. l'his is not to imply that great effort .ras not ex-

pended. Ind-=ed, properly clos:i.ng "official" pre-delinquent cases 

requires considerable effort. The point made here, hOrlever, is that 

the Juvenile Court process was not found to be necessary in nearly 

three quarteTs of the cases referred. 

It is the thesis of this pr!oject that law enforcem.ent personnel 

can provide the services necessa.ry in pre-delinqu~nt !!!atters before 

'/ 

1r..aw Enforcement i .. ssistance Administration established under 1'itle I, 

Part A, of t.he Omnibus Cril:::e Control and Safe streets Act of 1968. 

::/- 2 -
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"official refel:'rall/2 is made. This premise is based on the belief 

that sufficient; community alternatives can be developed through 

coordinated efforts. Obviously, a significant ~ercentage of pre-

delinquent cases investigated by p~lice are not officially referred, 

therefore, diversion is'a continuine progran. 

Hopefully, this will put inc:r;eased emphasis on family responsi-

bility which 'Yill reduce the involvement of la", enforcemont in family 

lJ1.atters of any kind. The absence of official records for l'ilnt are 

customarily family problems is a further advantage. 

Project objectives for the first year pro6ram "rere: 

1. 'fo reduce anticipated Vl & I Code 6013 referrals to the Santa 

Clara County J~tvenile Probation Department by 66 percent durine; 

the lis cal year 1972 - 73. 

2. To create within the geoE~aphic area served by each of the 12 

law enforcer.ent jurisdictions j',l Santa Clara County, expanded 

and improved services to the juveniles "lho, "lithont this progra.r:l, 

would nOI'll'.ally be referred to the Ju,-~nile Probation Departr.:ent 

under Section 601 H & I Cede,. by~ 

A. Providing the resources to all 12 law enforcement jurisdictions 

in Santa Clara County which will allow these jurisdictions to 

2An l/o1'ficial referral" applies 'When an officer ta~ms a minor into 
tempora~J custody and: (a) ~e prepares a written notice for the 
minor to appear before the Probation Officer, (citatio"l), and (b) 
he rnay take the minor without t\l'lJlecessary delay before the Probation 
Officer ~ (b oot'..ing) • 

3Uefinition of 601, i'Telfare and Institutions Code: Any person under 

1- 3 -
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3 - continued 

the age of 18 years '\<Tho persistontly or habitually refuses to ob~ 
the reasonable an'u\ proper orde1'5 or directions of his parents, 
guardians, custocHrtn or Gchool tl,llthorities, or 11ho is beyond the 
control of such 1- ~l'son, or any licrson rlho is a hubiturtl truant 
frol!l school 'Within the n:eoninr; of uny 1m·, of' this state, or .lho 
fron any cause is 2" clanCeL' of leading an idle, dissolute, 18\'1d, 
or ir.moral life, iG .,ithin the jm:iGdictioll of the JuvenileCOurt 
rrhich may adjudge such a porGon to be a I'lard of the Court. 

I. 
II. 

Runm'lays 
Beyond Controls 
A. 'Parent 
B. School 

III. Truants 
IV. In DanGer Of: 

A. Idle and dissolute 
1. VaGrants 
2. i'landerinz:: 
3. Ho visible r~~~D.l1S 

B. LeiVd 
1. Other thfJ1l P.C. 

C. Irr"ITIoral 
1. Other th::m P.C. 

of support, etc. 

Yiolai.ions 

Violations 

Under the H 8:. I Cone of CuJifornia a "60111 is essentially defined 
as n "pre-delinq.ucnt" ch:tl'.i, all{' who hDs not cor:'.mi·~tea a Penal 
Code or Ordim.nce violation, btl.t 11h05e bohavior is such that he or 
she COl:les ,-dthin t!'lC jUl'is'lictioll of the Juvenile Court • 

In aC'bual practice in tl::i.::; Count:: as ... ·;ell as ll'.I'lny o~hers tli.roughout 
the State hm-Iever, tilis dC1~inj,tion is r:urc loo::;cly applied. 

In so~e police juris~ict:i OllS Gr.J!;;C ordin'U1ce vio1atiOllSsuch as 
curfe',\ , vaGrancy, some t:y~cs of alcohol of!"enr<cs, etc." nrc treated 
as IIpre-delintluent" ratlw:,:: '..;h';Hl delinq,uent. The decision as to 
wheth:}r to refer n ninol' fc!' 601 or GO:? in ITllny cases is at the 
discretion of: the referring O.:'ficer based upon his opinicn of t!le 
overall situation. 

An exaJ!::ple might be the yot:11t;Gter ,·:ho is out after curfei, ;;to could, 
under tte i'l & I Code, b'3 cited for em ordinance violation but vlho 
r:Jly be citoi for Be~,:ohd Control or In l:f .. llGer 0:: ..• __ , delJ~l1ding upon 
the Officer f s evalu3.tion of t!~e s itu.:l~.;icn as it apperu's 'co him. 

For the ll1J...ryoses of this Projcet the ;} £: I Code dci'inition of a 601 
.rill be strictly ad!1e!''.:)U t.o in order that there be ur.iformty 
throughout the wel'le j i,U'isci.ictions. 

[-4 .. 
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improve services to juveniles either directly or through 

other agencies. 

B. Creating both an incentive and increased capability in 

the 12 jurisdictions to reduce these referrals and pro-

vide improved services to persons formerly referred under 

Section 601 of the'" & I Coue. 

3. To demonstrate, test and evaluate the pre-delin~uent diversion 

program model; i.e., to develop and test Q major diversion 

program model 'Which can potentially have gr~at impact on the 

juvenile and adult criminal justice systems. 

Organization 

The pIa ruling stages of the diversion project began in 1971 with 

meetings of department heads of Probation and la1'1 enforcement agencies. 

The general concept was agreed upon by all aeencies concerned. 

Operation of the :project unit began in June of 1972 '!-lith the 

a:p:pointoent of the project director, three consulting probation officers 

and two clerks. These personnel are housed at the Juvenile Probation 

Department. They provide continuo IS ftUl-time services to the 12 

law enforcement agencies. 

A project advisory committee was formed to assist the :project 

director. This committee consists of four re:presentatives of local 

law enfor(!ementelected at large. This committee reviews the 601 

diversion plan of each law enforcement jurisdiction and any revisions, 

anenc1ments or proposed budget adjustocnts '!-:hich occur throughout the 

j - 5 -
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program period with respect to these 12 plans. They In3ke rccomrnenc1a-

tions to the project director and certify that the plan pl'ov:i.¢les 

. ~ ~ '. • ••• - .. ,~rJP.fll1<' b:' ~Ac;surance that tbe program is being focused on the }.':t"oject 

Each police jurisdiction has appointed diversion officers 1'lho 

have the respop.sibHity of coordil}ating theil' !'.gcncy's ei'i'ol'ts to.lurd 

diverting YOW1gsters from the juvenHe justice f3ystem. The diversion 

officers and project cOllsulto.nk are ",oridng together i11itially in 

the area of program development, and location of cor.r:1mity resources. 

Emphasis has been placed on attel1l]?titlG to mod:Lfy exist ins curr.i'.:unity 

resources and to enhance their flexibility in meeting the needs cf 

police • 

. ~. 
( 

II. ADHINISTRATIOn 

4t Staff Selection 

The project advisory committee was elected. by the:. Cenel'al 

cOlnlnittee which developed the grant application. They arc as follovlS: 

• Captain Jack l~c?adden, 10s Altos Police Dcpar-;;r.lent 

Deputy Chief Ed 1I.cKa~,r, San Jose Folice Depa:t'tment 

Lieutenant Joe Ledesma, Santa Clal'& Police Dcp:trtment 

.. Sergeant fT.al Shur.ma;,r, i'!orc;an F~ll Police Depnri.ir.;ent 

• The advisory board and the Director of Probation Services for the 

.' Juvenile Probation Departr.;en-o sat as the oral board for the selection .. 
of the proje{::t directol'. Candidates i'or the position Vlere JUiTenilo 

• C. Probation l>epartr.1cnt supel":iGt)ry s"tui'f ~'ih~ volun~cc!."ed for 'che l".r~je6t. 

.1- 6 -
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Each applicant was given 30 ~~nutes interview to determine qualifications. 

" ~ 
m.P 

11 
On April. 26, 1972, Ray nielsen .Tas appointeel as the director'. 

• III the selection 0;: the probation officer consultant, an announce-

\ 
ment was :..18.de rrithin the Juvenile Probation Department that a:w experi-

enced probation officer i,as elisible. Each applicant .. as intervimTed 

\- by an oral board consisting of the project advisory committee and the 

project director. Each candidate ~Tas given a 30 minute intervimr. 

Subsequently, on gay 9, 1972, the three consttltants; Paul Jordan, Ed 

• Titus and Jerry Tocld .,.;ere selected. 

The positions for seruor typist clerk and budget account clerk 

VIere determined by tne adr..:inistrative services officer of the Juvenile 

• Probation Depa~tment on the reco~endation of a clerical supervisor's 
( "' 

oral board. 14rs. Tosca Pincolini and l·!rs. Mary Fidone ;-Tere selected. 

• staff Bacl:ground 

The following are resur::es of the project staff .:ith their experi-

en~e and qualificatior~ outlined. 

• RAY NIELSEn 

Education 

B.A. Public Ac1.r..inistration 

24 Units Graduate i.;or~ Administration of Criminal Justice 

• Experi.ence 

.. 1959 - 1964 Special Investigator, State of California 

1964 - present - Juvenile Probation Department, Santa Clara County 

• 1 year Delinquen4; ::;:nt~::e 1 year iJelir.9.ucnt Supervi:;icn 

1 year Delinquent Investigation 6 months COUl't Unit 

1- 7 -• 
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1 year Custody Investigation 1;} years Placement Unit, Supv. 

6 months Special Investigation, Supv (:) months Traffic Hearing Officer 

PAUL JORDAU 

Education 

11.A. The oloror , Counseling & Gu:i,dancc - Ph5.1osophy .. If.atheml'ltics 

Attended Gonzaga University, Spoy.anc, l':ashil1[fton (195h - 1961), 

Univer:dty of Santa Clara, Santa C1m:G:., California (1964 - :::.9(8). 

Also attended Sea't'.tle Univcrs5ty~ Urdvcrsii.y of San Francisco, 

University of California in Eerke1ey and Santa Cruz and other 

individual traininG y;orkshops and units in special:i.ze:u areas 

such as Conjo:tnt Fam.ily Therapy, Counseling, and particular 

Therapeutical theories (e .g. TransactioJ"l.ltl Analysis, Brief 

Therapy, Psychodrallla, Sel~sit:i.vit~r Training, E~havior !-!odii'ica-

tion, Drug Educ<1tion, I-Level, Ph'o-B, Gestalt, Reality Therap:,', 

etc.) • 

Experience 

Emp10:red fr.>r four yea:cs in t.ne arca of t.eaching and school 

administration; 1~as head Cif the l:atherr.'-.!.tics Department at 

Bellarr.rl.ne High School, ~aCOllk1., l'TashillGtol; emd at Coppel' Valley 

High School, Glennallen, Alaska, as dean of boys ancl vice-

principal~ Other str.!.)ervisory ex:pel'iellce iwu.ld inclUdo one year 

as pantor of a 500 s'lI.4'ire mile parish vihich included four cnurches. 
I . 

Probat':'on Cf':'icer for Santa Claro. Jhvenile I':(-ooo.tion Department 

for almost three years, triO and one h:lli' years in the Place!:ient 

Unit and the rest as project consultant ill the 601 DiVersion 

rrcjec-:'. Licon::;!)d. by :ne Sb.te of Calif'l,rnJ.r .. for family, rr.arriaee 

and child counseline. 

.1.- 8 -
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ED TITUS 

Educa~.;ion 

J'Unior College - Oakland C.ity Co11ep:e; Collec;c - San Jose Si;ate 

Cc.'llege. Currently enrolled at San Jose state University in 

kUblic Administration C;raduate work. 

• Employed one yea:!:' as a night attendant at Juvenile Hall; so"ron 

months as a group couns elor in Juvenile Hall; two years as 

~enior counselor and acting supervising group cotmsclor in 

• Juvenile }b.J.J.; ever three years as a probation officer in 

Santa Clal:'a County Juvenile Probation Department. Cortun11nity 

ioTork at the Santa Clara youth Village e.s a counselor and 

activities directo~~ • Training 

Received trto.inillg in the i'ollovling areas: Brief ~'herapy > 

T.A., Psycodrama, Fil:'o-13, Scciodrama, I-Level, Conjoint Family 

• Thel''"l'9Y, Gestalt, Sens:itivit~ Trainine; and Reality Therapy. 

Jq.nuary 1970 - June 197J. facilitated COr:l!:llUl:'i.cat~.on ~:ot'kshop 

at 300 Seventeenth St.l.'eet and at B1o::lso!:l H'!.l1 Elemcntcll-.1 School 

with Illnors using T.A., Psycodrar.a and Sociod:raln3. tec)1r,:!.ques. 

JERRY TODD 

Ed.ucation 

• B.A. Social Science - English 

,. 30 Units Graduate vTork in Public Administration 

Writing !-lasters T"r:esis at pres?nt twe 

• 
I- 9 -
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E:qlerience 

Employed two years as recreation leader in Cit~r of San Jose; 

one year as counselor in JU'rerrUe Eell; s'avcn years as 

Probution Officer in Santa Clara COUTlty JI,l.venile Probation 

DepartI:lCnt; 

2 years Inventigat.ion 6 months Cu.stody Investigation 

2~ ~real'S Court Unit 2 years Spl~cial Supervision 

Specialized ~raining 

60 hours Transac·u lonal Ansly:3is, 40 hours 31'i.:!i' ~hcrap:l, 20 !Iours 

Psycodrul:1:l, 20 hours I-Level, 3G how's !EJimlcr Sc~le, 10 hours 

Gestalt, 15 hours Firo-3, 20 hours Sensji,ivity J::railling, 10 hours 

Eeality 'l'her.:l'p¥, 16 hours Behavior l·:ouifJ.cation and 10 hour::; 

Dl'U8 Education. 

Financi,nl Plan 

The n:cchanics ':)of the financiRl plr:.n were 'ital;'!'.eti out 'l-lit11 -f'ar~iciI:antn 

fror.l each jurisdiction. An allQcation of ~:incnd:>l SnpIJOrt 1111<' ~:r0V:i.JCU 

mil1b:.tllil. ar~oU!"lt - to each jurisdiction to ,al1::M ~'v J~o c'oCin to i!::pact its 

Orin pr'Jblel!l. The size of financial SUppCll't -f:OS dcterr.ine':' '.;y t1,·:; 

pel;'centai:e of refel'l'als m.'lde by ea.ch jurist.1'lction 'It:.dl~c t:,c "past three 

years. 

Jurisdiction :Ease Snp?ort 

$ 10,(./,0 

Los Altos 11,2;6 

Gill'OY 11,312 

T- 10 -
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Jurisdiction 

Los Gatos 

Campbell 

Nilpitas 

Palo Alto 

Hountain Vie,'I' 

Santa Claro. 

Sunnyvale 

Shcri~frs Of~ice 

San Jose 

Fiscal qperation 

fuse Support 

* 32,040 

12,ll2 

13,064 

13,344 

13,960 

14,680 

16,480 

21,688 

67,760 

ConsiderinG that there arc 12 subcontracts between Juv'enile 

Probahion and the 10.1" cnf'orcc!'!lcmt jurisdictions consjd~rabJ.e effort 

vTaS e:xpended in :fiscal accotUltability lrithin {ine guidelines of .I"he 

State Fiscal A:ffairs m .. 1.l1llel. Budget instructions to the police 

,jurisdictions de-ted. July 12, 1972 coyered: persolmel, accounting 

systems, Gl'ant :project accounts, sUJ.J},Ilemental records, m::tinten:mce 

and retention of fiscal recorcs, consUltant services, audits, budGet 

revisions, equipment and Inontl:.1y bud.[;et reports. 

Research Contr~ct 

.. The procedure 'to selec"'" a consulting firm to provide research 

and evaluation ser-vices ::'01' the project ccni'orns to standarci. g1'unt 

conditions. 

1"- 11 -
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2. A list of nine ~onsulting firms in Caiifornia with competence 

'\ 

I, 

indicated in the areas of research anl evaluation was developed 

3. 

from a listing of consulting fi~ provided by staff of the 

Regional CCCJ office. 

Proposals were reviewed by a screening cou:.lJlittee composed of 

Ray nielsen, project director; Jerry Todd of the project staff; 

Bob Ragsac of the CCCJ Regio~al Planning Board; Deputy Chief 

McKay of the San Jose Police Department and Ken Hines, adminis-

trative se::vices Juvenile Probation Department. The vote of the 

committee taken on June 21, 1972 was in favor of th~ American 

Justice Institute proposal. 

TRAIIlIlfG 

Tae 601 diversion training for participating police officers 

amounting to 21 hours was cond.ucted during the montns of July and 

August 1972. T:'1e training ,.,as precent.ed in three sections: 

Coomunity Social Services Orientation 

Representatives from various cOl$lunity services organizations 

spOE-e to t~e training class presentir~ the various capabilities and 

linitatiol1S of their organizaticns. The first such session included 

a panel of professional people "from the Nental Health field. T'aey 

discussed the Co~~ty Uental Health De~artment and specifically, the 

Immediate Treatr:cnt Ser'/~ce and the childre!l' s adolescent services. 

Pri'.rate- crc;aniza~ions such as the Adult and Child Guidance Clinic and 

_ ..... ~ ... ," "'I!'~!''<.'t 

" 

the Fanily Service Associatipn and the Catholic Social Service e) . .'plained 

I- 12 -
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other organizations presented were the Department o~ ~v~ial 

Services, Job Corps, HUlllUn Resources Development, Public Health 

Department, Social Planning Council o~ Sant!:i Clara County and the 

Salvation Army. Each of thesE: organizations expressed a de~inite 

desire to coordinate Hith law enforcement agencies tOi'lard the ~urther 

development of resources. 

}'amily Systems Trflining 

This consisted of two three hour sessions presented by the staff 

developIllcnt of~icer of the Juvenile Probation Department and Paul 

Jordan of the project staff. This ,.,as a lecture situat:'on discussing 

systems theory overvim·/, family role conflicts, fanlily cOl1'.munication, 

and fune'Lianal and disflmctiohal family systems • 

Limited Brief 1berapy 

~'his ,,,,,s 12 hours of traininG prcnented by Doc;;or }'isch, ICD., 

Psychiatrist. Doctor Fisch presented techniques designed to assist 

the pofice officer ill anal;)'zinG a family conflict within a 1;r:tited 

period of time ar.,l discussed SOI:ie possibi}j.ties tm-lard family conflict 

resolut.ion. lie discussed ntress contrcls and coping skills and effed:;ive 

cO!!l!llunic,~tion techniques tQi'lurd relieving acute family stress. T'ne main 

emphasiS of the presentation was to understand and use brief therapy 

techniques "/Orking wi thin limited ti.l1'.e spans • 

IV. COHSULTAUT RE!10RTS 

'l11C fclJ.Qio'in3 ~n'e " .... 01-::ie,·:r; of t.~e :4: 1n.',/ cnfv!'c£!r.:ent I·ro:r'l.!TI3 

s\~bmittml i:;)" tho! p1.'ojeC't CO:1E Ulta!1i.;s. T;l~:>~ 31'0 ::;01:. in-::e:deti -:.:, 1:e :::11 

1- 13 
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lI! • inclusive, but are merely statements regardi:.1.g general approaches 

(~ taken by each jurisdiction. 
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• ... Project Area Description 
( 

In the lnrge metropolitan area of Santa Clara County 
.'" 

there are 11 jurisdictions with their own police department and .' f'our cities 11ho contract their police services to the Shcriff's 

Departmen+- and various tmincorporatcd areas sca'dered throughout 

the County • 

• 
These cities vary in size f'rom the City of San Jose with a 

population of 495~COO to the City of l·:onte Sereno "lith a population 

of 3,200. 

These cities are as diverse in populations and life st.yles as 

they are diverse in population size. 

( 
The north County area, ivnich includes Palo Alto, Les Altos Hills, 

r,os Altos an::1 various unincorporated areas, are primarily u]Jp<!!' middle-

'. ... ". class areas and their police problems are sim::..lar to lJolice problems in 

all residential cownmlities throughout the state. 

Just north of the City of Ean Jose are Santr> C2.ara, Sunn:rlale and 

ltlotUltain Vim·" vlhose popul:ltions are generally middle-class and, again 

they are essentially bedrocl!!. com.rnunities, alti:!oUt;:h thGse cities do have 

a cor~iderable amoilllt of in1ust~J in ~~e form o~ electronics firrr.s, and 

• large organizations such as !i.A.S.A. and Loc!:l1ecd. 'Their r.opu.l:ltion is 

mc~~ transient than t!13.t or t!J.e rest or 'the County, llue to the rather 

unstable labor characteristics of ae~ense an5 resea~~h contracts • . ' t '-.. , 

~ l5 -
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'" • Just South and vlest of the central City of San Jose are the cities 

(-, of Los Gatos, Caopbell, Cupert;ino and Nouta S<?rel1o, whose characteristics 

.... generally reflect those of the upper r.Uclcile-class, however, there are 

• p,reas in each of these cit.ies ,·;11ose popuhtion characteristics are those 

of the so-called blue C;)J.J.Ul' '·Iol'ker. POpulll t'lons in these areas tend to 

be somewhat I!1Qre stable th,<m those of the cer.tral peninsula area. 

• The extreme South County areas are qu'lte unique in that those cities 

and uninc:')r]?':)rated :=irens of ].:or5an Jiill and GilroY'Axe essentially rUl"al 

in nutw.'e a;'l0. their problems arc of a quite different Ik'1ture than the 

cities ane. jurisciict.:'ons previously described. 

In the central and northern most ul'eas. of Sant.a Clara County are 

the cities of San Jose and l.;ilpitus, ,.,hose J?oJ?lG.ations run the entire 

( gamut of t!J.·~ so:::iul, econor:l"i.c, and ethnic spectr.t:m. 

Due to the rat!'ler Inrsc size of the Cotmty, its popuJ.ation of 

app:ro;dmatel:J" l,l:'O, C':10, and. the divcr::;:i.ty precent :i.n boi:h ge?Braphical 

and soc::'o-eccn:::::ic p::;.s:.t,ionr- the probler;ls of each police jurisdiction 

arc as diverse :lna as varied as are the 11opulatio!1G of the abo'fe des-

cribed citi~s. 

In gcr.e.ral, Santa CJ.a~.'u County mirror!: aJ.l of' the characteristics of a 
~ 

':arge n:ctr';)poli:":an area -.dth tile con('c~.:it~nt. gl'oi-rin~ pain c!1D.l'(:t'.::teristic 

• of all rapidly exp'ln(ling <ll'eaSOI t!'llS t:,'P:! throuJhout the state and the 

... lfation • 

• t. 
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In driving from the extreme South end. of Santa Clara County 

through the northern mo::;t location in the County a :person would 

pass tp~ough areas rancing from rural to metropolitan to suburban 

and would essentialJ.y c.;nt a :picture of representative are&s that 

could be found in almost ~ny section or the United States. 

The corollary to this Q-;-i va '·I.ould be the recognition that the 

problems experienced throuuhout the country are all present in the 

County of Santa Clara and their solutions are as difficult here as 

anywhere, however, there is the opportunity to draw upon quite varied 

areas ,\-lithin the County for the solution of these problems. 

COUH'.ry POPUlATION - CERTIFIED - FEBRliARY 1, 1972 

San Jose 

Santa Clara 

Milpitas 

Palo Alto 

Nountain Viei-; 

Los Altos 

Cupertino 

Los Gatos 

Cdl!!pbell 

Gilroy 

Horgan Hill 

Los Al t05 Hills 

~ionte Sernu,=, 

Sarntoga 

UninCC1:po?'at.ed orcas 

TO'£AL 

~95,000 

92,100 

32,300 

55,lmo 

58,400 

25,100 

21,700 

25,100 

27~100 

13,600 

7,600 

100,300 

7,000 

3,200 

29,300 

157,700 

1,141~,oco 
L- 17 -
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.. • AIl1lU.<\L REPORT - 601 DIVERSION PROJECT - CAlIJI"BELL POLICE DEPARTl.:ENT 

Development of the 601 (pre-Delinquent) Diversion Project in: the 

C~bell rolice Department consisted nk~inly of expanding and refining 

their already existl'.lnt juvenilc btu·cau. Sergeant Fratl!; Furta,~ had 

been the juvenile bureau officer prior to the inception of the 601 .. Project and extended his services to include a more intenne 601 Diversion 

Program. Seri;eant DOll Dore is the backup man in the project and provides 

capable aid to the Diversion PJ.'oGrrun whcre and .,hen it is heeded. Both 

Sergcant Fttrta,·, and Sergeant Dorc at"tended the l~O-hour training proc;ram 

• provideJ by the JuvenUe Probation Department in tbe begirm:lng months 

of the prof,ram. Sergeant }'urtm·/ had also attended juvenile c,fi'icers 

training at 1.silO!:l.':ir prior to the beginning of the prograt:l. 

• t'r 

( 
Since Sergeuut !lirtm-1, as a ju.venile officer, ,-laS already well y,.no.,m 

in his area;his concentration durine the first quarter of the program 

consisted of r.18.ny personal contacts vith personnel in tl:o scbools and 

ot!l,er agencies in order to il"'.i'or1:! then of the :project and coordinate 

"their efforts to meet the g03,;!.5. The hiGh level of cooperation, par~icu-

larly bet-(;cen the sclioo]. 0.C]?3rtn:ent, "the Kental Health Departr..ent ar.d 

• the police departr.:ent in the Ca:l!pcell area attests to the good ,~orking 

relationship that exists bC~'leen the3e major agencies. SargeA.nt Furta;i 

. also ur.dertook the task, du.rin~ the first quarter, of' es'.;ablishing 

• procedure to handle the ;:01 I:linor in Ilis jurisQ.ic-!i:i.on's Diversion Prot;r:a 

and to roke the entire cO!Y.J:l:l.'1ity m·:are of his :project • .. 

• I 
\.~,. 

1- l8 -
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qua.rter tvas to improve several areas of the program, particularly the 

training and procedure of handling 601 type cases among the patrol 

division itself. He further felt that the 601 Diversion Program did 

give him some control over patrol procedures when handling juvenile 

cases, which he had not had before the program began. The patrol was 

informed that when handling the 601 juvenile the main objective is to 

keep the juvenile in the community if at all possible. Th~Y are to use 

the parents~ sc~ool and their owo'police agency as their primary refer­

ral source. Sergeant Furtaw, as the juvenile diversion officer, is on 

24-hour ca.ll and in that capacity, has been called a.bout tliO or three 

times a month while off duty • 

The Campbell Juvenile Bureau feels that the 601 program is a com­

mWlity program and that all referral sources should remain in the 

juvenile's community. In training sessions the patrol are urged to 

particularly handle the truant, the runaway~ the uncontrollable and 

the minor shoplifter in the Diversion Program and are given guidelines 

on horr to do so, Even though the patrol '~'as urged to handle these 

types of cases, each case is also reviewed and often followed uF by 

the juvenile diversion officer. The sixth month report from the 

campbell Police Department contains a thorough description of the co­

operative effort bet,reen the school department and the police department 

in handling the truant. The success of the program is due, in large part, 

to this cooperative effort and early detection program. A brief sUImnary 

of the early detection system and cooperative effort is this: the patrol­

man is requested to be watchful for juveniles on foot or in vehicles fiho are 

out durinc normal school hours. ':he officer :dll radio in and have the 

1- 19 -
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• school chec}~ to cietermine if the juvenile is truant and if so, he will 

take the juvenile to the deCiIl's office and deposit him. The officer 

'Will then fill out a brief F. I. card, providing the name of the juvenile; 

• date ttnc.l time observed anr} who he is '41th. He then tUl:'ns the card into 

the 601 juvenile diversion officer i-rho will do the norrr.al follovr-trp. 

Several [;00'1 602 (delinquent) arre::;ts for burglar~r, narcotics, etc., 

have come forth fl'o!:1 such a procedure and this side benefit aPl?cals to 

the pat~l'oll:l\ln. 'rhe 601 juvcnile diversion officer has also ll13.de it a 

• polic~· to m'l.ke daily appearances at the high school, .,here he orten 

particip~te::; i'li th t:J.e deans in interviC11s and admonitions to truants. 

For the more h:.loitu2l tl'lunt, Sergeant Furtmf has .lorked out an .. inf'ol"l;tQl pl'ob::.tion proGram in lillicn the minor and his parents reeet 10lith 
( 

the jttvcn:iJ.e divCl"sicm orficer :mu. set up a definite contract anrl terI!'.S 

of the pJ.'ob:l"t.l,:m. This con".;ract has proved very effective. A copy of .. the con~;ract, as "eJl as copies of letters sent out to the parents of 

truant c:h:iJ.ciren, are a".;to.cl1Cd at the end of' this report. 

Chief Don Eurr of tl~e CUl1!pbell Police Departnent has been 100% 

• behind the pro[rao sinct! its beginning and has /liven much encouraGer.:ent 

and support. At the present time, besides the services of' Ser,seant FUl:'ta.f 

and Sej;'gcunt Dare, the Chief hns also assigned an intern from Calii'ornia 

• state unj.vers:i:.;~r ill San Jose to the juvenile bureau. ?ne grant f'u.'lcis for 

the 601 Diversion Pro,jcct have been entirely expended on personnel services. 

The City of Campbell an:! the CaL'Jlbell Police Department have picked up the 

• 
1- 20 -

• 



( 

• 

• 

• 

• ( 

• 

• 

• 

• '" 

• 

... 

upon completion of one year in the 601 Diversion Program, 

Sergeant Furta~ finds that between the schools, the Mental Health 

Department and his own personal counseling, the Ill1'ljority of tl:.'e 

601 type problems can be effectively handled. As the program be-

Comes more ?ublicized and widespread, more parents are calling in 

about family problems which have been satisfactorily handled so far 

by a personal contact from the diversion officer or a referral to 

an appropriate agency. 

In other words, Sergeant Furtaw is satisfied with the results of 

the program and with the available community resources iL his area. 

He sees no particular need in the way of services at this time. A 

caseworker from the West Valley Mental Health Department runs a group 

for one hour every week at the Campbell Polic~ Depart~ent fbr those 

juvenile cases in the 601 Diversion Program which the ?olice officer 

feels are more chronic or who would benefit from th~ weey~y counseling 

sessions. Therefore , at this time, Sergeant l'urtaw :fo:.'esees no particular 

problem areas and looks forward to the coming year with prospects of 

continued success. 

It is notevlorthy to mention that the Campbell Police Department 

does have one 01' the best percentages on the basis of high number of 

diversions versus a low number of bookings. A random selection and 

fcllO'n'-up of diverted clients from the Campbell area showed a ninety 

percent initial contact rate between the client and the co~unity re-

source agency. :l:!s is in itself a significant successful trend. A 

more indepth follo'..:-up pzoogram looking to-.... ard the quality of the treat-

ment plan will be undertaken during the second year of the project. 

>~, ~ >.. .;1' :r 1 
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POLICE DEPARTMENT 

CIT Y 0 F C A r-,l P BEL L 

Addref.J all commonlatlonSl 

DONALD R. BURR 
CHI:l:F OF POLICE 

75 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE 
CAMPBELL, CALIi'ORNIA 95008 

(406) 37d·1211 

INFOR!'-lAL PRO·BATION 

Name 
______________________________________ Age 

Address Grade' --------------------------------------- ----------------
School 

Duraticn of Probation To ------------------------
The above named juvenile is being placed on probation for 

by the Campbell Police Juvenile 
Division. The terms of the probation and the probation itself Here 
agreed upon by both the juvenile and the parents. 

TERNS OF PROBATION 

A. Juvenile named above must: 

1. Attend all classes at school. (Exception: illness 
verified by parent) 

2. Obey all school rules and r-agulations. 

3. Obey all requests made by the p.:.rent. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

It is requested that should any of the conditions of this 
probation be violated, th~t the parent contact the Campbell Police 
Juvenile Division. 

Juvenile Officer 

Parents 

Juvenile 

.r - 22 -
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..-,~~~~>. Campbell Union High School District 
.'" ~. - -. ,'S.~~.?:."'j? 3235 UNION AVENUE, SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95124 0 (.:oS) 371-0900 

'JU.I:J.u.I. 

V. R. Rutlen, P residellt 
,~,...')'..r-~'" W. L. Murphy, Clerk 

F. Bonanno 

Nlehola. R. Man,OlI..,o 
District Suptlrinttllritlll 

Dorothy Coble 
M. Martinez 

(THIS LETTER IS SEl'."J! BY THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OFFICE TO THE PARENTS OF THE 

TRUANT AFTER IT FIP.8T APPEARS THAT A TRUANCY PROBLEM NAY BE DEVELOPING.) 

Dear 

Trua.'>1cy i.s defined. by the Ltate School Code 25 
ilany una. thorized absence-from class. a 

has been rel)Orted 

truant for classes on at CaJjipbell 
Hi!Sh E:. chool. 
These tru2.L'1 cies ~lill have a serious effect u20n his/he),­
gra.des. 
Continuance of this pa.ttern eould cause the stuc1eut 
sufficient loss of credit to bring about failure in 
one or more classes. 

- If you care to discuss the problem, I will be glad to 
talk with you at your convenience. 

SincerelYJ 

Dean 

Telephone: 379-4710 

J- 23 -
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, ... ~~~;:;:., Campbell Union High School Dhtrict . !J'iuiL. ... ' 

}~~~? 32as UNIONAVENUE, SAH JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95124 ,,(~al 371-<)960 
::;~~ ~ \ ~ ':1 

V. R. Rutle",' P tC.$iden 

Nlch~lo, R. Muntuono 
Jistrid SlJpt:rintt:ndent 

W. L. Murphy, Clerk 
F. 801'00nno 
Dorothy Goble 
M. MOTtinez. 

(THIS LETTER FROl.f THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OFPICE FOLLO~'lS THE FIRST LETTER '1'0 

THE PARENTS IF THE TRUANCY PERSISTS AiID IS T'rfE LAST STEP 13E;FORE REFERRIl'lG 

THE TRUA.NCY MATTER TO THE POLICE DIVERSIOIl OFFICER.) 

Deat' 

Tx uancy is defined by the State School Code e.s 
i1any ul1c?uthorized ab~ence from class. it 

has been reported. 

truant for classes on __________________ __ at Campbell 
High School. 

These t:ruarlCies will have a serious effect upon his/her 
grades. 
Continuance of t~1is pa!ct,ern could re.sult in the student. 
beinz referred to the local juvenile authori-::'ies. 

If yo~. '1are to disc:.ISS the proble!:!, I will he :?;l.ad to 
talk \,Iith you at your convenience • 

Sincerely, 

Deem 

'rele;;:>holle: 379-4710 

BI.AC,(FO:r;, file ... $CHo.OL. 8'l.:.", ... \u. "'ca·' $Ct'CCL C;Aioo.:!,,~.'" HI.;H $:'M:);:L c.\.WpeEt.:.. htG"t SCtt:)Ot... 
;-.an"'l·",,:f".P":"".~;:: ,'-" :'.,...,.'" '·'h IfI.t 1:...,.,<t J:'t •• .... r .. ~~.,~. yJ ~~).""' • .'1·4.r-:.'h."'JL 

Ott.. .a.cA.q Hli~ri "1;:~c.Jt. LE.!;'" J-liCH S-';<I"::Cit. PFC';i't <:'1 Ht;'1i: .: .... ::t. ' .• ~~,;"~o"'r H~ot -.c:;\104 "'L:"~..),,'I4S rt~~ ~':t1~?L 
h-ln:J· $"~"":.Il .. /',.I'If'l,J.jl t,~,J.· ::4H~.~ .'''~'':I'' d J-!: "'24~"'~i'~1I:':'oJ( 4-",: • .. ',."'11.,..,, .... r,.".,,11 .'~.f""'J t't ~U". ,"tt"..If: j l'ol 

, ), 



------------------~, '.<"-~ '---......f 

• 

:Iii AIrrWAL REPORT - 601 DIVERSIOH PROJECT - GILROY POLICE DEPAR'i}!EIIT 

• 
..... "" Chief Jim Laizure of the Gilroy Police Department began th~~ 

,. 
601 (pl'e-clelinqucmt) Diversion Program by assigninb O:fficer Ken 

• HtlXilell nni Officer Gil Horta as diversion officers to expand and. 

refine tho!:- a~'ea<ly <!:dsting diversi on p!.·or;ram. From the far end 

of the Count.y the Gilroy Police Department had already explored 

• many~\'ays of keeping the Iain'Jl's from the Juvenile Justice System 

due to the time consuming tr~nspol'tation to Juvenile Hall and central 

COlUl~~~r facilities. The unsiOleo. officers explored means of developing 

or coortlil'latinr; cor.mlwlity services to aid them in the in:plementation 

• of a coo:pcrative diversiomry and treatment effort. 

Dul'in~ the firnt months of the program Officer Ken l·:a;':\·lell was 

• prolu.:>teu to Ge:r.'eet.'Il1t and placed in charge of a patrol unit. Officer 

Dennis Tl'(/vtin Stl.cccecied Sergeant 1·1a:-:well as the diversion officer 

ancl very cHpabl;,/ and. enel'Getically continued to develop and refine 

• the divCl'sioll l)~.'~rDln; besides personally contacting various agencies 

and indiv:tdtt:tls i'Ii-H') could offer services to youth in the cOJr.muni'::;y. 

Oi';f.:i.c~r Trettin f s personal contacts Cluid:ly laid the [~ound i'TOrk to-

ward U lln:Ltea. effort in handling juvenile pro'olems e Upc."h the in'Tita-

• tiOll of tll'. Gilroy Dchool District Office, Officer Trettin attended a 

"lO:d~shor i-:ith adrlinistration and personnel from Gilroy Eiga School nnd 

JlUliol.' II:i~h School. Officer Trettin ,·,ras also instrl!1!:ental in forming 

• an nc/(;ive: cO!:.:ltmity citizen's O'oUJ?~ concentrating 0::1 e.x:plodng and 

deve:lo;pihg coru'!]uni t;r resources to proyi;ie adequate se:r-vices for youth 

• the [roup nnd during their ",leekly r.:eetip.gs the~l earnestly atter.:pted to 

J- 25 -
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assess the r.onununityts needs and properly plan a Il.tt:i.ted direction in 

wmc:, to channel their energies. Specialists in appropriate profes-

sional services 1~era ill'lited to share their experien<i!es and ideas 

and provide directed input as needed. Officer Trettin feels that the 

greatest success area in his 601 niversion Program is this cooperative 

and united effort between h~elf, school personnel and the active 

comounity group. rne largest problem area had been the lack of 

adequate counseling services and cowmunity involvement. H~Never, 

the prognosis for successfully overcoming the major portion of that 

problco appears to be well ,·J1thin reach. 

A crisis and. family intervention program entitled liThe Bridge") 

~ros bebun dUring the latter part of the first grant year for the 

South County area. Although tIle program is just beginning, it appears 

to be an important ahd much needed resource, particularly :ror families 

anrl youth on "lelfare progra1!!S. Officer Trettin states that the 

Patbiays S':mth organization has also concentrated more effort in the 

Gilrcy area t~fiard drug and crisis counseling of youth. The fact tha;b 

Officer Trettin has been SOUgllt as acansultant in all of the above-

mentioned prograns is in itself an exar:ple of a concerted coopero.tive 

eff'o!.~ 1>ith the police departnent • 

Officer Dennis Trettin and Gil iiorta atteniied. the 40-hour training . ,~ 

Qession offered by the Juvenile Prdbation Departr.:ent at the beginnin.g 

of t~e 601 Diversion Progr~~ and, in turn, atter~ted to relate the 

traini~~ and philosopp~ to their patrol divis~ons. CpSef' Laizurets 

tcw:lrd the :program in ti'le Gilroy Police Departl!.ent. In fact, Chief 
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Laizure, himself, initiat~d an innovative and interesti~~ project 

between his department and the high school. Chief Laizure gave a 

questionnaire to two control groups among the hieh school stlli~ents 

and subsequently one grou~ was followed up with rap sessions by the 

Chief hiIl'.self as well as intake personnel from the Juvenile Probation 

Department and the diversion officer and others from the Gilroy Police 

Department vlhile the other control group i'Tas allmTed to continue in 

their usual pattern of school and home life '11ithout the extra police 

contact. At the end of '~he test period the Chief followed up "Tith 

the same questionnaire in order to study the effects of the police 

contact on the attitudes and activities of that particular group. 

The overaD, result::: of the project have not yet been tablUated. 

Officer Trettin states that one of his main goals dUl'ing this 

next year is tm-mrd increased cOlr.!!lunity involvement, includin8 a public 

relations program to educate the overall corr.nunity regarding the diversion 

project and a cooperative effort to seek funds to set up appropriate 

individual and famil:.r counscling services. Officer Trettin,-rould like 

to see the 601 Diversion Project continue toward more indepth quality 

treatment and serv-ices. ?:e further states that another training scssion 

for the diversion officers, similar to last year's 40-hour blod';. ",ould 

be much more valuable nml, after the first year's experiences. Officer 

Trettin stated that h~ had the honor of beine; the first ~olice officer 

from Gilroy to attend the Juvenile Officer's Trainins COl~'se at Asilomar. 

He just recently completed the vleek long session • 

funds on op';aining personnel set"Vices ,-lith a ronir. .. al amount of'travel 
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and supply expenses. Officer Trettin's summary of the utilizntion of 

the 601 Diversion grant funds is attached to the end of this report • 
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601 DIVERSION 

~le proposal of the Gilroy Police Depart~ent for the utilization of 

601 divcrsionar'J funds is as foll01'lS: 

To establish a JuveniJ.e Diversion Officer ;'Tho will: 

1. Review all 601 referrals and Citations and determine appropriate 

action with stronG emphasis placed trpC'1 handling the. minors and 

their probler.,s in t!!C cOll]-'!lunity itself other than booking into 

Juvenile F.all. 

2. Enco~age referrals from the school in an effort to get these 

jttveniles referred before they have established a life style. 

Success in the early sta8cs of a potential 601 ;'lould further 

encouraGe th~ schcols to ref'er these people to us earlier. 

3. Encourage parents to contact the police department before they 

completely lost control of the juvenile. Vie would be in a 

better position to do this if we were able to assure them that 

the juvenile 1iOtJld be refer.!.'ed to "county prooationll only as a 

last resort • 

4.. Be able to inc.!.'ease home counseling vTith the juvenile and the 

parents in an attecrpt to resolve the pl'0blens lIhich a.!.'e causing 

the 601. 

5. Be t':o]; to incz'ease the police-co;,mselol' counseling at the school 

level beti/een th~ juvenile and the faculty members. This should 

prevent ~~ny of the juveniles from becoming truancy ~roblel:1S. 

6. AtteI.1J?t to de"lelop co~unity resources for tile oVernight hOUSing 

of juveniles 'lhen they refuse to go home or the parents .!.'ei'use 

to alia;.! the jtr.renile to come home. This i,ould be i'ar ],Jreferable 

to COO~:::"llJ .4~., :'1 ,,--- ju:re~ile i:l'to a jail cell 'Pen'J:'rt[ t::e c~u:ise::"in;; 

contact by the officer. 
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7. Develop community resources of professional people, such as 

psychologists, sociologists, and family counseling organizations. 

There would be on an on-c::tll basis when the situation arose where 

they were needed. 

8. }·1ain+'ain a profile record on all juveniles .Then at.tempts are made 

to divert them from the criminal justiC'~ system. This 'Would not 

o~ give us a firm basis for evaluating the program, but would also 

p~ovide a ready made background for the juvenile probation department 

in the cases of our failure to divert the 601. 
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AIJNUAL REPORT - 601 DTVERSION PROJECT - LOS ALTOS POLICE D£PAR'J!·!.ENT 

~In the initial steps of the project, the Los Altos Police 

Department selected Sergeant Ed Dunn as the diversion officer on 

as lias needed" basis. In October, 1972, Sergeant Ron Jones succeeded 

Sergeant Dunn in the project. The Divel'C\ion Unit is supervised by 

Captain R.G. Brannan, Detective Division Co~~nder. Sergeant Dunn 

received training.at the Juvenile Probation Depart~ent and received 

further training at -;;:leaton College, Hhenton, Illinois. Sert;cnnt 

Jonas ,.,0.5 trained "in-house". 

The administration felt tru~t the diversion o~ficerfs role should 

be on an as needed basis as the depart~entrs theory has been that of 

diversion lor;g before the conception of the 601 project. Em.;ever, at 

this time, the Los I~ltos Police Depart~ent adJ::J.inintrntive staff is of 

the opinion that Ron Jones has so contributed his expertise to the depart-

ment in handling 601 :problems that tl:e Chief feels that Sergeer.t Jones f 

tunc allot~ent for tile progrm:1 should be broadened for t1:e fiscal :,-ear 

1973 - 71~ to a hnli'-tir.lc position. Thus, a l:l3.j:)r reodifj.caticn chane:e 

in the departmentfs first year is tl:at of cnal".,ein3 tr.e di-rel'sion officer's 

p::lsition to a half-tine position 1'1'01:1 an "as-need",.;'!' :posi~icn • 

Duri!lS the first ~"ear of the project, Los Altos t:.seJ thei.r funds 

for Sergeant Ron Jo.r.as f ;3:1d Ger£eant Ju.nn f s sa:ary. 

SC1'6eant -Jones felt that in ord.er to develo:p thz prOiP'2.r.l i.r. his 
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mino!'s in the Los Altos coomunity ",ere. After assessing these needs 

• he felt there 1.,er~ uses for voltmteer crisis foster llomes, good 

communication Hith the schools, and coordination bet,.een the law 

enforcetlent agency and COI:J,!!l1.111i tj' res ourees • 

• 
Serc;eant Jones, in conjunctIon v!ith Steven DeShazer, developed. 

the first tHO .;.,icensed foster homes in the COlU1ty relative to the 

• 601 Diversion ?roject. Sergeant Jones used both homes during the 

J:J.onth of Decmioer, 1972. 30th homeS vlere licensed by !·:id.-Eeninsula 

Family Services. One home 1'ms initiallJr found and. set UJ? by Sergeant 

Jones on a volunteer basis. On one o.::casio11 a beyond control girl 

• .lho refused. to retU!"n home '}G.!> :placed witb parental conscn'l; in th,= 

foster 110::£ for a period of five ,,:eel~s. The effort '4as very success-

f'ul ani the ciner .returned back home to her par",nts. 

Serr:;eant ';ones developerl e:-.'})ertise in tlle 3. rca of ::a::1i~t counseling 

as a result of' his 'Ho!'!:.il.g on n team basis with clin.icians from jiorth 

County !·:ental Health ane ;.ild-Feninsuln. ~'amily Service li\l;el:des. 

with t'!!e cooperation has 'been recei';ed fr.;)!!! ~~!:e lio!'th County con:rr:ur.i'tj· 

• agencies. 

Sergeant Jones has eF.:plo;:ied t:1C role call tl'aininc; tec::nique s.:; a ..,.. 

• method 0= keeping tte patrokrm informed. 9.S to t!:.e dcvelc-:p:eu:'.:,s in the 

601 Project. '1.'he rrl1ljol'it~.i of Sergeant ,Jones' time haG bee::. in counse:!..ing • 
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• department's 601 referrals are from the patrol and about GCf/u are 

from a comb5.n~tion of parents and school. Sergeant Jones advises 

that he is on a 24-hour-call basis ~nd the screening process with 

• the afol.'eJ:lentioned diversionar;i! foster homes is f'_ method of con-

trolling the type of referrals from the field officers to the 

volunteer homes as a p!"ccaution to not over-.... !orkill[S the homes. 

According to Sergeant Jones, Chief F.cnsh3H is satisfied as to the 

e' co~rdinution bet',-:een his depal't~ent, the COll'l.!:l\Uli t~r resources, and 

the schools in a combined effort at kecpinJ minors out of tIle 

Juvenile Jus~icc Syntem. 

• 
Captain :i3r{l,nnan and Sergeant Jones advise that fut1.U"c diversionary 

tactics ",ill be a more concentrated effort to·.:o.rd thc C01!'.!:lUllity in tne 

• form of reini'orcing cor::nunication i'lith p'lrents an:1 the scho'.)ls. 

( 
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ANNUAL REPORT - 601 DIVERSIon PROJECT - LOS GlI.TOS POLICE DEPARTI.:EHT 

Los Gatos Police Chief Harold A. Johnson established the 

position of juvenile officer in his departn:ent in conjunction 

'With his "601 Pre-Delinquent Diversion Project". Officer Scott 

Tuttle was assigned as the ~irst juvenile offic~r, in addition 

to his Crime Prevention Division duties. lie undertook not only 

juvenile case worl.: but also the development of suggested 

procedures for the processing of all juvenile-involved caRes 

in the Department • 

Sergeant Richard Dor~ois, aided by Officer Tuttle, organized 

meetings and establisl-.ed working relationships .rith persOlmel 

from the schools, public and private agencies, interested key 

people in the comr.l\mity and with churches antL the press. 

Chief Johnson had demonstrated his interest in and support of 

the 6o~ Di ..... ersion Project from the early planning stages on and 

assisted in the development of a "ell organized and ;.,ell defined 

program • 

Officer Tuttle has participated in forty hours o~ training 

provided by the County Juvenile Probation repart~ent at the 

beginni!~ of the p~og~am and ~ete~ spent three dayS at Asilomar 

attending a Califol'nia Youth Authorit::r sponsor.ed ;.;?r}~shop in ,·;hich 

he was i~rited to pal~icipate because of his damonstrated interest 

in ·(I.or~:ill~1·;i -;;,h ~ trrenilcs • 
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•• Officl~r Tuttle continues to train and explain procedtu~es for 

juvenile casework among the Operations Division personnel in an 

on-goinS, one-to-one basi$. He feels that the :patrol training, 

• conducted on a personal level, accomplishes a great deal i~ the 

area of j~le~enting depart~cntnl philosophy and policies. 

• As patrol officel's gain confidence and experience in handling 

juvenile, family crisis and hlw~n emotional situations, a definite 

attitudinal chan3c is noticcable on the part of the officers. Officer 

Tuttle fecls that c)~osure to juvenile problems may be a sizeable step ., 
in the lnolding or changine of philosophical and attitudinal outlooks 

in police. It is also his opinion that officers may ~h~erience con-

sidcrable frustration in dealinG ,dth juV"enile and facily problel!lS 

• as such situations present ,·ride ranees of" options and require more 

" .subjective value judE;l.::ents due to the human factors involved. t·m.ereas 

there n.rc guidelines ani regl<1ations under .. ,hich many police activities 

• are cont1ucted, there are fe{f such applicable when dealing with h\.U:'.an 

emotional Gituations. 

The juvenile officer revieHz all juvenile cases, coupled with 

• emphasis on training Operations Divisicn personnel. TOi-:ard the latter 

goal, Officer T\tttle, in conjunction -.iith Hest Valley l·;ental nea:.th 

personnel, has established a training program in ~amily crisis inter-

vention, ...,hich will be initially attended by seven Los Gatos patrol 

officers. This pro5ram, (fhich 1Yill cor..t:ence in the fall of the :lear, 

is scheduled for joint attendahce .. lith paraprofessional (volunteer) 

• .nel!:beTS of the co:rztmi.t.;y .:ho "(lill 1:c1:9 in t:~e prq::ran • 

• 
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At the pres~nt time, Officer Tuttle is available on a 24 hour 

on-call basis to aid patrol officers in d~clding the most appropriate 

dispositions of jtrV'enile cases. He estimat,~s that he is called 

approximately six times a month during evening and nighttime hours. 

In the Los Gatos 601 Diversion Project, grant runds have thus 

far been used alr.lost excJ u.sively for salary subvention, with the 

Town, through the Police ~eportment budget, providing n~cessary 

transportation, equipr.1ent and supplies vTithout charge to the project 

funds. 

As the Project becOl:;es n:Ol"e '1ide1.~' knO'l'1n in the Los Gatos area, 

Officer Tuttle receives an increasing n~~ber of telephone calls and 

personal contacts directJ.y fr0r.1 troubled parents and/or juveniles" 

The P;>;,oject statisti:::s do not reflect ';he majority of t!1ese c0ntacts 

as recorus are not Il".3.i.~-:"l5 ,led on voluntary counseling or initial 

inter·d.e'\': sessions. In f1.ct, Officer Tuttle feels that ll'.any people 

ivould not turn to the :police for assistance or ac1vice if they thought 

records and files .Iere e!:lployed. 

In conjunction ;';ith t!-ie Los Gatos Project, the i'lest Valley branch 

of the County l·:e!ltal Eealth Department has established :l ti·;enty-four 

on-call service "lhich :permits :patrol officers to trl?nsPQrt persons to 

ti:e :psychiatric 'tard at Good Sa$!.ritan Hospital rind to sur..r.:on the mental 

health ·,;o!"ker assigr.ed for counseling services, no I:atter lo{;~at the hour; 

'E1C Stail-,:a;rs 1iome I~Ol' Girls bas a1::;0 o:~fered to tnke any birl on a cr:i,sis 

ser-vices has not been ntl!::.erically e:.:tellsive, the iI:lportant thin6 is the 
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modification of the systeJ:l to permit such emergency counseling and 

placement • 

~eetingn - generally on an individual c:sis although occasionally 

in group settings - l:'~ve been held 'lith personnel ot the I·lenta1 liealth 

Departoent, hiGh school counselors a~A of such private groups as 

StaiX1·tays HOl:le for Girls, the Center for Hl.!l!!an Cor.:nunications, the 

Switchboard, Hine. Quone Chilclrens' Shelter and various family counselors. 

In general, the degree of cooperation and acceptance has been high 

throushout the CO!!llllun:'ty and continues to increase as aHal'eneSS of 

the project becomes tore widespread. 

In discussing considerations for the ~uture progress of the 

Project or a si~ilar program, Officer Tuttl~ feels that the greatest 

need for L"'!p!'ovement ar.:i a~ditior,al services lie in the pre-police 

diversion area. Nan:r of the jUvenile cases presently handled by the 

Department would not have to COl:le to the attention of the police had 

COJn!!lunit? diversion or deliniluency prev:ntion programs been available~ 

Society often creates deliniluents and "losers" because of the lack of 

such cour:.sel i.ug and p:::si7;ive action pr-:JC;l"a;:l$. 0i':'icer ~uttle sees n 

continuing police/coJ:".l:.t:.:-d.ty at~ituc1.in~1 CP.£l.!18e as a necessity, i{hereby 

dealins ... -I1th causes rat.her than effects onl::,." , ,mulcl have the higbe!' 

);)1'i ori t;r • 

or 
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ANNUAL REPORT - 601 DIVERSION PROJECT - l-U1.PlTAS POLICE DEPAR'l'l-tE:N'! 

The 601 Diversion Program 'Hithin the l~ilpitas Police Department 

gotoff t.o a fairly succesS1fuJ. start due to s/;!veral factors. Sergeant 

DiSf.tlvo of' the !-1ilpitas Police Depal'tment i~as, at that time, on leave 

to the Californi~ Youth Authority on a consUlting basis and had the 

overall re::;:?OllSibiuty for Santa Glul'a Count;',r as reeardsprojects that 

the California Yout'!1 Authorit;'l had an interest in and so was deeply 

involved in the development Of the progl'am in its early stages. 

Add!';ionally, assigned to divcl'sion fo.rthe first several. months was 

an e:-:perienced jttvcnile officer, Detective Lucy Car~.ton, rlho had ex-

tensive prior e;.;perience in }Jantlling jttVenile cases 1'/ithin the City 

of' lalpitas. 

In addition, the Chiei' of Police of the City of Eilpitas, Chief 

Mur.ray, -,;as actively involved in the early development 0:' the project 

in that city and rlas instrumental in setMng up policies and ]?l'ocedures 

and seeing that they .,ere carried out throughout the entire departm~~ 

in regard to the hnndli~~ o~ 601 cases. 

:rhe diversion of'ficer in Hi1:pitas i'TaS givcn complete responsibility 

1'01' all 6:)1 cases and even thOUGh the initial contll.ct ,'lith the youngster 

m.i5ht not have been l1Ulde by the identi:f:ted dive!.'sion. o:'~icel', in almost 

all cases t·he diversion o~ficer vIas .reaponsible for i'ol1o~dn[; up cases 

handled by Jii~epatrol to see that the case ,·;as prope}!'ly disposed of • 

I 

!J').l'i:'lf; the It'.st ::;i;: m':mth:; of the proj.:!:::;:', the (lc?ve r.:entione:1 

Sergeant DiSalvo returned i'rom leuyc to the California Youth J\uth,rity 
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• .... and asstuned the duty of diversion officer. His e:·:tensive experience 

with juvenile vlork, as well as his familiarity with programs through-_. 
out the State, due to his expcriences with the Yo~th Authority, had 

f! 

a considerable impact upon the program. 

~:. 
iL 

The organization of the 601 Diversion Project in the City of 

Ni;Lpitas consists of one identified diversioll offi(!er responsible 

• directly to the Chief of Police • 

Milpitas Police Department uses almost all of their grant funds 

for salaries of the diversion officer. 

Due to the fact that the police department hadjuvclulc specialists 

alreau~r, there was little need for r.Juch reorganization of the police 

department'::; oystem. EO\olever, there vias considerable discussion and 

implcn:entation of procedures for the control of the processiag of 

601's for the City of I.jilpitas und for the collection of data pertinent 

• to the evaltmtion component of the project • 

The police dcpartment's extensi":e contacts throughout the commlmity 

and its previouE Good relai:.bnsr:ips '..:ith schools en..'1.Oled the police 

• department to make a fgirly smooth trnnsitiQn to diverting 601 juveniles 

specifically. 

-
Additionall:r, du.ring thep!'oject year the police depart:!:cnt becaJ!:e 

interc::d;ed in the posGibilit:r of 1"ori~ing more close1;,' ,.;ith the I'robation 

• 
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Bureau in that Ci+;r in order to 1:1ore effectively deal with problems of 

delin~uency prev(ntion and diversion. It appears that at the writing 

of this !"eport i·ilat there will be an operational youth Service Bureau 

in the City of Nilpitas in September of 1973 which will furth"l,r assist 

in the diversion of 601 juveniles from the Juvcnil~ Probation Departoent. 

In acWi tbn to the developoent of the youth Service Bureau in the 

City of }!ilpitas, there ·t-rill be a proBram instituted in the secon;i 

project year .1hereupon officers will be assigned to specific schools 

for the ptu:;?ose of delin~uency prevention and school liaison. 1t is 

anticipated that this .:ill aGain augnent the diversion efforts of the 

Hilpi tas Police Departr:ent and .rill contribute to their continuing 

success in t1e second project year. 

It appears, at this t:i..l;lC, that the Nilpitas Police Department has 

been nost successful in the area 01' controlling the processing of 

juveniles through their own departr.:ent ami in maintainin6 c;ood contacts 

with establi3hed co::-;nunity agencies. There are several identifiable 

gaps in services 'Hithin the Cit:," of Milpitas that ,mayor TJ'.ay not be 

filled. by the YOUt:'1 Sel-.;ice :Bureau. T"nere seelnS to be a need for n:ore 

ei'f'ort on the part of the police department to develop resources to 

handle cOU1~sc::'ing and. faItily problems 'wi thin the city itself, rather 

than h:winS to refer them to agencies located primarily in the City of 

San Jose, "ith its conco::litant problerr..s 01' travel and distance. 

It is anticipated in the second year of' this project l-lilpitas 

Police Dcpcrtr..ent ;.;::.1.1 con~in1.te to be ::;ucC'essful in c.i'rerti115 ju\'eni:J..~s 
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from the juvenile jllstice system. However, emphasis will be placed 

lIpon further identification in Baps of services within the Hilpitas 

area and the attcmpted development of resources to fill those gaps • 

'l-lhile it is anticipated that the already good relationsh1p with 

the school district 1'1iJ~ continue, as well as be enhanced by new 

programs being considered in the ~econd year, there does seem to be 

a need for more effective proBrems aimed at P3ndling the truant 

problem and other family problems within the City itself. 

In the second year of the project there 'tTill be attempt$ made 

to identii'y and utilize more i'lill.;y those resources, hOi~ever scarce, 

that have to date not been developed or utilized in the fin't project 

year • 
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AllHUAL REPORT - 601 DIVERSION' PROJECT - HORGAN HILL POLICE DEPARlJ-OOfr 

Sergeant Ha.l ShunrvlaY of the Horgan Hill Police Depa.rtlrtent had been 

involvccl "lith the 601 (pre-delinquent) Diversion Project in the early 

development sta.ges prior to the July 1, 1972 beginning date as a member 

of the Police AdviSOl'~r Board. Chief Jow Boreno ,~as also in strong 

support of the program und readily lent his in:.'luence and encouragement. 

Therefore, the Horgan HiD. community, including its public and private 

agencies, "lere "rell a\'lare of tbe diversion program many months prior 

to its inception. 

The ttSe of the Grant funds has been entirely on personnel services 

and covered one-calf of Sergeant Sl!tlml.;ay's salary plus a small percentage 

f.or clerical help. SerGcnnt ShurllVTO.Y was already ,,'ell knO".m in his 

co~unity as a Juvenile Officer and even thoush only half of his tirr.e 

.... as to be devoted to the 601 Diversion Project, many more hours of 

cOUllGeling and case rlOrk had to be added each week. The teleph~:me 

calls from parents, from youth themselves, from interested people in 

the cOl!urrunit:,' alone added. l1'1:lny hours to the ncheduled school and community 

taL~s and r.:eetings, case • .;o:ck and :paper work. Sergeant Shurm-my found 

tb:lt there ''illS little outside help available to him in the area particu-

larly in the lliuht-time hours. 

Cooperation beb-len the police and the school personnel has been 

excellent. Sei:i5eant ShuI:r.vay and the Helf:\ ,e and Attendance Officer of 

the school distirict have outlined definite ~rocedures tOHarci the handling 
I 

" 
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they have very little on-going prob1er.l3. Perhapc the greatest area of 

Success in Norgan ifillfs 601 Diversion Project is the band1ing of the 

school sitt~tion. Sergeant Sh~ay has established a student volunteer 

pl'ogran in the Live Oak Iiigh School for the purpose 0:' peer-counseling. 

Sergeant Shttml'lUY has also developed a successful program of contract 

probation bc',r7\,een himself and the students in naed of' such control. 
n 

'.> Sergeant Shurm'1ay~ _.~l::; that the Greatest need at this tir;e is in 

the area of proi'essional counseling 'Y1ith both on-eoing and follO'\'1-'up 

proerans as ;·:ell as recreation:l.lprograms. Some help h?.s been given 

• in this area throUgh the services oi' the "Bridge" PJ:ogram .... hich has 

just 'besun for South County area in t!le latter part of this .first grant 

year. Tile "BridGe If pr08ran offers 24-hour-a-day crisis intervention 

ana. counselinG service for youth and their families in the South Count~r 
.8 __ . 

area. ~cr£e:1nt 5htmr.·my ha:;, been or-e of those intrw::cntal in helping 

thc ':131'i6.8011 project obtain its grant and begin its program. 

• E ....... en thou.:;h the l':o!'t;an !iill Police De!1artment bad Qne oi' t:1e best 

percentaz'.!s, cons i<le ring the m:.tlbel' diverted to the nuncer b':)of;.ed in 

JUvenile ::::111, the total m,;mber does not re:'lect many of the cases 

• hand leu • As mentioned prcYiot.:.Sly, zr.anjr parents Hi til troubled far.lilies 

advice fror:l Sergeant Shu.r:r .. :ay. 

e, 

" 
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in illegal activities. Sergeant Shumway feels that ~~ny youth cannot 

stand up to peer press~c unless they have a definite excuse that 

takes them off the hook. Stating t~~t their probationary status would 

be jeopardized Gives them that excuse besides the fact that it also 

gives them a certain status in the eyes of some of their peers. 

Sergeant ShunrrIaY further feels that the majority of youth pl7nbleltlS 

begin .'lith cuttine classes and truancy and hence his emphasis on the 

school programs "lill :pay orf in the future. Attached are three of the 

forms that Ser~e~nt Shwrrrlay has used effectively during the past year. 

Chief Jo:m ].!oreno~ as well as Sergeant Shunn'/ay, has devoted much 

energy to establishing a solid and well defined Juvenile Bureau and 

program that '\orill not only be effective at the present time., but 1·rill 

encou!'a(!;c on-goine projects and ex:panded progrrunsfor the futlll'e!. 
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JOHN Po. MOREr-;O 

CHIEF OF POLICE 

, 

11$99 MONTEREY STREET * MORGAN HILL. CALIFORNIA 95037 * PHONE (406) 7792101 

It has been brought to my attention that _____________________________ __ 

has beon involved in activities "hich fall under the jurisdiction of 

juvenile Inw. It is necessary thC!t \;c tt"}~e steps to prevent any further 

activities of this nature. Therefor-c, we" are requesting that yo\.:. and 

________ ~ ________ , appear at the Horgan Hill Police Department on: 

D"te: Time: 

It is our desire to assi~t yo~ jn preventing any further incidents of 

this nature. If you want any further information, plcnse cC!ll 779-2104 • 

Very truly yours, 

Morgun Hill Police Dcp.:lrtnent 
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School: 

Date: 

fi rst U()me 

Birth O()te.: 

HORGAN HI LL POll CE v[PAR1"J.jEflT 

601 Diverslor. 

H.I. Last Name 

Th r s for::l I s to be camp I cted b~' t and 

depos 1 ted ilt the !':organ Hi II Police Dcpart~ilent i\S follows: 

Sergeant Huro 1 d Shur.",/ay, DC'ldgc; iI7 

I i --t--' 
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CllY Of .MORGAN ~\ll 
"Sovlh Sanla Clara Valley" 

CITY HALL 
liSC;C; SOUTH MONTEREY STREET 

Phone (""08) 779-3121 

MORGAN HILL. CALIFORNIA 95037 

Pollce Department John Roo Horeno 
Chi ef of Pol1 ce 

Denr __________________________ __ 

On ________________________ you were uQvise~ by __________ __ 

and this department that your child's attendance 

record lndicetes a non-conpliance of the Education Cod.e regarding 

attendance. Record.s as of this date indicate that the situation 

has not been corrected. 

It 1s nOH necessary that further action be taken as explained 

in our prio~ notification. 

Enclosed is Juvenile Citation issued for vio---------
lation of Section 601 of the ' .. lelfare & Insti tutlon Code. Truancy • 

This citation is a referral to Santa Claro County Juvenile 

Probation Depart~ent which will send f~rtr.er instructjons from 

its depnrtment • 

Sincerely, 

John R. Horeno 
Chief of Police 

By: ------------------------

Copy~ C.W.A. Office 
School Record 
Police Dept-
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.. • AnNUAL REPORT - 601 DIVERSIon PROJECT - lWUlf.r.tUN VIDf POLICE DEPAR'l'1l.ErlT 

At the beginning of the project year the Nountain Vie,~ Police 

• Department selected Rocky Castellano as the designated diversion 

officer. Officel.' Christi Penkoff i'laS er:ployed as an assistont to 

the diversion stoff under the direction of Lieutenont G~liotto to 

• :pr:i.nnrily '\fOrk idth fennlE: clients,_ In September1 1972, Shuron Gishi 

'\'laS etiplo~(ed on a part time basis as a clerical aide to the diversion 

prograJ:1. Buth Officers Pen.~off and Castellano i'lere involved in the 

training sessions held at the Juvenile Probation Dep:ll.'tl:!ent. Officer 

Castellano received other training by enrolling in courses at the 

University of California, Danto Cruz. 

Since the development of the 601 Diversion Project in i;he llotlntain 

Vici." Police Department, the only personnel ch'Ulge has been the hiring 

of Officer Carolyn Ghlson, 1-1ho is replacing Officer Christi Penkoff 

• '\-1:10 resigned in June, 1973. Officer Ohlson "ms fO!'lllerly a Probation 

Officm' in Fresno, CaJ.ifornia, "Ihex-e she received most of her training 

in ~amily conflict intervention. 

• To initio.tet!~e 601 Diversion ProGram in the ~-!otmtain VieiY Police 

Deparh:ent, t.he m.:ljority of their ft.;,nds i-ras used for saJarics and. a 

S[;lall ',Portion 1VUS used for operating supplies i'or the juvenile 'unit. 

One of the changes that the 601 Diversion Project has t.'.:lde ill the 

!':0unt3.in iJiC1T Police Departr.lcnt "as to modify the depal'tr.:ent I s procedures 

• m:mmt1 l'elative to the handli!:ir of j1.l':cniles. The juvenile btU'co.u 

• 



• 1 • 

• concept was droppad and most jL.'Venilc matters i'Tare hnndled and followed 

up by the community l"el3.tioM-Cl'irr.~ prevention uni.t. All officers re-

ceived training in the changes relative to the 601 t·,Tel:fare nnd Inst~:tutions 

• violators, hnndled by Officer Castellano. :rne PAL progran which is co-

ordinated by Officer C&stella~o was another proEram modified in order to 

incorporate th-:- theory of the 601 diversion concept. Cor.sequent to the 

• modification of the departme nt r s procedures r..allual reln ti ve to juvenile 

matters, the field patro~n diverts more 602 as well as 601 cases than 

in the past. Officer Castellano is of the opinion that the nodji'ication 

of the procedures manual actunlly gives tl:e field officer ~::Jre altcrrotives 

• in rn:llr..ing an effective diepo~i tion of' all cases. 

Officer Caa'.;ellano advises t::'at Chiei' Schutz has been very en-

• thusiastic reGarding th(;1 operation of the Divcj's'lon Project and the 

participation of his staff. It is this consu1.tant IS opinion that the 

entire depa:ctr.;ent has be:m very active in the Diversion 1:'rot;rao and 

• members h~ve been mQ?..ins every effort to ~a?e the pro[rao a success in 

the ir.ountain Vie", comu.n:i ":.y • 

To ()perate the 601 pr05ra!.!l in the 1·:O:lntaiu Viei,' Police Department, 

• Officer Co.stelluno indicates tha'!; he S-pe!lQS appro:d!!!ately4% of his t.i.l::.-e 

interv·i~:n·ling and cotl:!seliuG in tZ1c oi'i'ice and about 5~ counseling in the 

i'ield anti ~rppro:.:i::.ate:!.y l~ 0:' his tiJ':e on the pI!cne. Ofi'icer CD.ste~l~no 

• further in:licates t~at he li}:e5 to !:lnke person!ll contacts l;ith his clier..ts, 

as be :'eels t~at he gets better l'e:;1,;J. ts in t:1:l.S l.~nner. Accon:i.ine t.:, 
.... I' 

Off:i,cer Castell3.n?, !'!C spends about: "three hours J;c:.' case. A large per-

• ('all to inkoc1uce ti':c 601 cliversion concept • 

• 
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• Officer Fen.~off stntett that she originally l1l::l.de all initial 

appointments in the client's home, now she finds it is more effective 

to have appointments in the office. She spends appro:d.mataly 7Oj".; of 

• her time counseling, lO~ on the phone, J.5~ on report writing, and about 

5% in training and transportation. 

• Rocky Castellano advised tllat the I·iounbin Viml school offic:!.als 

are a',rare of the diversion concept and are including him in school 

affairs and in the decisio~l malr.ing process, i.e., parent-teacher 

conferences, staff ceetings, etc. 

• 
The Nounta1 l;1 Vie,T Police Department receives 5Cj~ of the 601 

refe!'l'als from parents, 3C<;~ from schools, 10% from patrol~ 5~ from 

• cOJr.nlunity aGencies anci. 5% from minors lookine for help. 

Accordil"'.g to Of ricer Castellanv, Chief Schat:&: er:!phasized the need 

• for case ',;ork interv .... ntion 01' truant cases. One method that O,fi'icer 

Castellano fl3.S fotmd to be effective and flppro:r:rio.tc in handling the 

vinor ;.,flo i'.asoecolile truant is seen in the f'ollO'\.;ing stllter.~ent: Xl' a 

mino!' is p~.c::ea. ul? :for tl'u~ncy ana. the: :parents cannot be reached, the 

• 
arecontactec1. 0pon the :parent IS arrh'c.l at the police dcpnrtlMmt, a 

rap ;;ession is held and t!H? minor is released to the parents w!~enevcr 

• aJ)prJpriatc. 0i'ficer Cnstel1ano advises thA.t the p:1rents and ~chool 

aU.thorities are very pleaser11dth this !Le.-choJ. of handlinG this typn of 

p.l'oblem. 

• 
l 
I' 
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Accordine to Of£icer Peru~o~f, one of the tec~~ques that 3he has 

used an:1 has .found to be st.:ccessful ·..,orl"..ing ~.;ith ti:e truant has been 

role playinsrd. th the minoJ' in a school session. She hils ,·r.:.rked 'With 

counselors to re-arl'nnt:;c SOl:\e minor's schedule to eliminate some of 

the reasons for trltancy al1d to atter.rpt to build the school schedule 

around the minor's needs. 

Anothel' t:ethod that t11e diversion officers have used in handling 

the truant problem is t.hat of prevention as the~r hco.ve set up an ar-

ran[,;cment 1-lith school officials to '\~rite letters to p:lrens, advising 

that their child 1'II1S becoming truant and will be given thirty days to 

t'.ake an adjustment. A copy of the letter is sent to Officer Castelleno 

anI Officer ?en?;.o~f and they i.rn .. m~diate1y respond by contacting tee 

parents in an ef:~ort to pre "lent the Cllild from cecoting a legal truant. 

According to Officers rctikoff ann CasteJ~an~, ~he agencies that 

they huve fomO, appropriate for referrals are: Catholic Social Service, 

}'ami1j Service, l':enbl Health, :md school counselors. They also had the 

use of cou11selinB anci guiliance services from a !Iloto!:cyclc club that "jas 

initiated 'cy I .... alt High School stuuents, the Moun'tain Vie,,' Police 

Departncnt and th~ City P.ecl'ea.tion Departn:ent. 

:Both o:,;':('iccrs t".eet monthly 11i'"h l·:ountain 7:'e .. : ::n:5. 10s Altos l~nion 

HiGh School District Deans m:5 1"eprc~entatives fl'Or.:i tl'!"= (!or.~,::·.~~ ty aGencies 

lrho c.ssist thE.' ~"oun~ people in t:::lt area. TI''''pu..r:yo::;e of t~e r.:ce:tings is 

to C;~;jm-ltle the 0FCl'u-;;ion of each uc;ency and hO~'i each could be util:".~e:l :"n 
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• 
The Mountain View Police Depnrtment. has been very succeSsfUl in 

th&ir accomplislunent of one of the objectives of divertine ~nors 

from the criminal justice system. For relntetl statisiiics please refer 

to the rescarcll area of this report. 

• 
Officer Castellano ndvised that the administratlve staff iloUld 

like to see a Youth Service BUl'eau in the City of !';oul1tain View as 

~oon as possible, due to the e:-:perience Gained in the first project 

• year. 

• 
( 

• 
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ANNUAL REPORT.. 601 DIVERSION I'ROJECT - l~ALO ALTO POLICE D3?ARTl·!ENT 

The Palo Alto Police Departr.lcl1t administrators selected Officers 

James Decious and Lynda Pritchett as the desiGnated diversion officers 

under the nupervision of' Captain Bullel'jallll antI Serneunt Gardner duxitlG 

the first months of the pl'~ject. In AUi;ust, 19/'2, Cfficer Decious 'rlas 

transferred to another division in the department and Officer Bill Butler 

was selected to assist Lynda Pdt::!hett in the GOl Diversion Program. All 

three officers received tl'aining at the Juvenile Probation Department 

and both officers Pritchett anl Butler have been attenaing college in 

the evening, takingcoarses relevant to techniCl.ue and theory in family 

counseling. In June, 1973, l·~s. Catherine Talbot ,,,as employed by the 

department and .... ;il1 assist I..ynda. and Bill after nhc gracltmtes from the 

Police Academy. 

To implor.;ent the 601 Diversion Progl'am in the Palo Alto Police 

Department most of the grant funds 1·:ero used on personal sularies and 

some on office supplies and transportation. 

Officers p~·itchett and Butler cOllcentl'atec1 mott of their efforts 

to'\olard de'\lel~'ping: a com:nunity !'eSQUl'ce 1.!l'lt Lynda ten:ls "crisis home 

intervention" • 30th officers worl~ 'With steven DeShazer of Hid-PeninsUla 

Family Services. Steven, Bill and. Lynaa de';elopcll a short procedures 

n:anual of Guidelines for 'the patrol officers ::md the ·:latch COIl'.lT!enQer's 

use , ... hen Officers P!'itchett and 3utlcl' arc off duty, and for late hours~ 

A format for leGal i'orrr..s, i.e., ..... ~niver of liability and i:ransportation, 

i 
.. I 
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• 
Attorney approved the legul forns, however, approval ;'Ias not forthcomiIlfl 

0'" 
in the matter of transportation of ruinors by the police officers. The 

responsibility of transportation lies '.rith the Director of Hid-Peninsula 

Fandly Services • .. 
Both diversion officers advise that the majority of their time is 

spent in counseling. Officer Pritchett advises that she spends about 

• eight hours per case on a personal basis and she uses the telephone for 

initial contacts for certain ;:;.ppointments. Even though a nUI!lber of 't-!ork 
---.. .... 

hours are spent on each case, Officer Pritchett advises tbat in-house 

counseling is not solving problems as anticipated due to the fact that 

beyond control problens tend to take time and involveo~nt. About 

% of the FaloAJ-To l'eferrals ,,'ere froo parents, abottt 'f~ 'Were from 

( 
tbc schools, and l,%:from minors themselves. 

According to both officers, a large amount of their t:.ree in the 

initial st::-.ge of the project , ... as use:l in role call tra.izling to educate 

the patroI.-nen -:0 the 601 concept. According to both officers) the 
e. 

Chief has been velY satisfied with their coordinated effort,in the 

izpleoentation of the 601 program in the department and in the cO~~Q~ity. 

• According to Officer Pritchett, one 0-': the larbest problem areas is 

truancy; hen'lever, because there cas been good trust and a rlorki.n!:,; relntioll-

ship beti·:een the police ce}:artJ::ent and the school i'lelfare and Attendnnce 

so that v:hen a minor is finally referred to the po).ice department he is 

placed: in'!';o cu.stody. Lynduand 3ill :'",el th:l.t by f:he ti:!:.~ the s~!1oo1 

• 
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have been exhausted. 

The Balo Alto Poli~e Department has two diversion officers and 

there are three other police officers working on campuses in the 

Palo Alto School District, .rhere their duties are more or less liaise.' 

between the police department and schools. It is believed that talk 

sessions, and socialization on campus with students, improve the 

police rapport w~th the student population • 

Both officers are especially pleased with the assistance of the 

following community rcsources: catholic Social Services:t Mental HeaJt h, 

Palo Alto Community Drug Board, Special Problem Counselor, Phil Bliff 

of Cubberly High School and vlilbur Junior High School. 

One area that Officer Butler ~rould like to see expanded in tbe 

Palo Alto Polic~ Department is the Volunteers Bureau, that is, 

community volunteers, yOl.mg and old, worldng in a coord ina ted effort 

with the police department in ~elping to guide fell.ow citizens lvbo 

may have family social problems • 
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ANNUAL REPORT - 601 DIVERSIOn' PROJECT - SAN JOSE POLICE DEPARTI·SNT 

During the firnt year of the 601 Diversion Project, in regard 

to San Jose l'olic.i~ Dcp..1.rtt:1ent, many changes have occurred in the 

handling of this particular type of juvenile within the police de-

partment itself. 

San Jose Police Department is one of the prime organizers, planners 

and developers of the 601 Diversion Project and had staff involved in 

the development of the program in its in:i.tial stages. 

Additionally, the San Jose Police Departnent had an operational 

diversion program on the first day of the project ;year with the nssign-

ment of two juvenile sergeants ful 1.-timc to the project • 

T'ncse t'rlO serGc:mts, along '~ith their iI!rr:lediate sh)erior, proceeded 

to institute those organizational cho.nges "':i.thin the police department 

that \·1(~re necessary fo.!' the data gathering and tr.c consistent processil'..g 

of 601 juveniles throU£;h their Dim system. 

ChanBes .. :ore made in policy regarding the handling of this particular 

category of yomlgster, a~ "Tell as char.e;es being :r.ade in ollerational and 

records keepi~~ procedures. 

This developPlent and organizational change l:as gene 011 throt18hout 
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.~. 
that the data gathcrinn process is of such a stage of development as 

( to be fairly efficient ~ if properly utilized. 

One of the possible p1'ob1e1:'.s that has developed in instituting 

• the 601 Project ,·rithin tbe San Jose Police Departr.lcnt is in the area 

of data gatherinG_ 

• Year end statistics) in the opinion of this consultant, do not 

accurately reflect the nl~ber of actual diversions handled by the San 

Jose Police Depart~ent • . . 

• One of the possible e)~lunations fo~ tte rather low n~~ber of 

diversions recorded by project staff in recnrds to the ~an Jose 

Police Department could be the lack of attention to added paper work 

• ( by both the patrol division and the juvenile bureau. 

It has been fairly Hell established by this consultant that the 

• two asnie;ne1 diversion r.eri3~ants do, in most cases, adeqt:;:J.tely record 

and transmi .... the inforr.-.ation eatherecl on diversions that they, theo-

selves, personally hnndle • 

• 
.j 

During the nc)x project year there will be addei eophasis on 

Ba~he:ring sone of 'the da't(l t!1n.t i·,as lost due to inattention to paper 

work in the first year. 

In. the initial stUf,C[; of the project the overall project coord:tnator 

for the San ,jose Police Departr:ent was Captain, nO',J Deputy Chief l·;ci{ay 

of the San Jose Poli::!e Dc};:artrr,ent. AssiGned to work directly in diversion 

" 
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wer~ Sereeants Bye and Sanfilippo and they have continued in this 

--- ( capacity to the present time. One change in the project sta~f has 

been the nssigruaent of Lieutenant Knopf of the Juvenile 3ureau as the 

administrator directly responsible for the Diversion Project upon the 

• promotion of Captain 1I.CICa~' to Deputy Chief. 

At the present time the staff. of the Diversion Project, in regards 

• to the San Jose Police Department, consists of Lieutenants Knopf and 

Cl:Ja-y, slrpervisillg Sergeants Bye and Sanfilippo and collaterally over-

seeing the operation of the Juvenile Bureau staff as regards diversion 

• cases. 

The great majority of grant fun1s used by the San Jose Police 

r 
Depart1'lcnt is utilized in the area of personal services, i.e.~ salaries 

l, for the ti-:o serGeants and some clerical, as well as a certain percentage 

toward the time spent supervising the project by Lieutentants C~eary, and .. ::< ,";. 

Knopf. 

One additional use of grant funds which has not been utilized to 

this date is approximately $13,000 set aside for training purposes • 

• ~ler the past year, the San Jose Police Department has been 

a:tteI::)?ting to obtain training in crisis inteNerntion and in casework 

techniques ~or dealing ~ith the 601 type younsster thrOUgh various 

• private and/or l?ublic agencies. 

TIley al'eprcsently in the final negotiations stages ".dth a pri,yate 

• consultant firm to train several police officers in crisis intervention 

\ 
" 
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with the idea that these officers wi~ in turn, train the entire patrol 

divis~on in these techniques. 

It is this consultant's opinion tha.t the Diversion Proe:rrun has 

been very favorably received by the San Jose Police Depari!:!ent as 

regards the police ac1rllinistration. There seems to be a consistant and 

favorable attitude toward this type of effort throughout the police 

administration • 

It is difficult to determine the actual attitudes of the patrol 

division due to its rather large size, horlever, there 1-1ill be some 

attempt to determine their attituJ.es andcccpcrat:i.on during the second 

project year. 

One conclusion that can be drai-iU from the police departments I 

perfo~~nce in the program during the year is that policies and procedures 

approved or aGreed upon ~J the police administration are generally quite 

effectively canted out by the line personnel, as evidenced by the rather 

low number of bookings for a city of this size. 

The ~act upon the co~~unity served by the San Jose Police Department 

seems to have been, for the most part, favorable. The Diversion Se!"8eants 

have nede reny contacts .. rithin the community ,;lith public a€;encies, schools, 

private resources, parents, etc. and they report that their general 

reception has been ~avorable. 

Thel'e was som'.; initial ::e::l.ction 'frO::l r:~n~l schools teat sone l=!',::;"cler"::; 
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might develop in the handling of truants. Although some problems had 

developed, these do not seem to be nearl:,' as major as anticipated. 

After Rn initial period of surveying 1'lhut liaS available in the 

cornmtmity and some trial and error attempts at utilizing these resources, 

the police deportment nOi'l ha::; a fairly Goo,l idea of "Ihn'!; resources are 

available, .... ;hich have been efft;!ctive fo:;- theo)anu, ... here the gaps in 

services are. 

SOI!!C new programs have been instituteu and some liaison instituted 

with many resources tl.L!'oughout the cOll'..l!lunity tJmt may, in 'the future, 

prove e':':ective in filling some 0'£ the eaps identified. 

In the opinion of this constutant, San Jose Police Department has 

been successftli in t~e area of the administrative implel:!entaticn of 

the project 'th~")U;Shout the department and the ef.fective control and 

processing of the 601 jvvenile t:!1l"ough th-~ir o .. -:n systel:1 • 

E'er..r effective the~r have been in effectin~ an attitude change or a 

real a:g>::.oeciation :'01" the procram throughout the line staff is uncertain 

at this ti.!:le. 

Ano'!:her successful area. in wnich the San Jose Police Depal'tn:ent has 

been a.ctive is in the set'!;ing up and. miirt:.d:d:!g of liaisons nnd pr::lcedures 

with ot:"er p\lolic and. private agencies. Alt!!Oursh much neecs to be still 

deve10~ed along these lines, the first beginninSs were m~de in this first 

:project 71re-::r • 
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One of the problem areas identified by tbis consultant is 

mentioned above and this relates to the adequate gathering of data. 

fo~ resource purposes for the project. As indicated earlier in this 

report, the San Jose Police Department/s diversions approximately equal 

their boo~ings. It is the opinion of' this off'icer that there is a. 

loss of data, perhaps through the laclc of understanding by the 

patrolman as to the importa~ce of gathering this type of information • 

Another problem area indicated in this first project year is the 

diff'icluty of obtainjng and disseminating information and training 

throug.lJ.out a depa.rtment of this size. Hopefully, some of this problem 

can be alleviated in the second project year if San Jose is successful 

in obtaining an outside consultant to assist in this type of training • 

Some of the goals of the second year of the project refer to 

pl'oblem areas indicated above. Increased training for patrol, as well 

as the Juvenile Bureau, better dnta gathering and a mOre concerted 

attempt to determine the line officers actual attitudes to~~rd progr~~s 

of' this type and increased utilization of co~~unity resources will be 

the primary goal of the project staff in the san Jose Police Department 

in the second project year . 
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FIELD OFFICE~'~ GyIDE - 601 W&I PROJECT 

Pr.ob 1 em Back.ground 

In California, as well as in other states througho~t the nation, there is a 
need for program models I',hich will successfully and .demonstrably illustrate 
that it is practical and feasible to divert from the Juvenile Justice System 
large numbers of youn~sters who are now being referred to, processed and 
supervised by Juvenil o Probation Departments. 

In California many children and youths whose behavior does not involve a 
criminal law violation are referred to Probation Deoartments under Section 
601 of the Juvenile Court Law. Their behavior involves truancy. "beyond 
parental control", "incorrigibility", etc., arid other imprecise definitions 
of undesirable conduct. 

It is evident that many of the delinquency problems facing our community. 
particularly those falling under Se~~ion 601 W&I. can and should be 
handled on a local level without il,'Iolving the youth or the parents in 
the Juvenile Justice System. 

There 1s increasina evidence that the Juvenile Justice SYstem rather than 
being helpful for some children has in fact \lorked to their detriment. He 
are. in this Droject, trying to identify children that can be handled with 
greater effect throuoh other resources. The thrust of the project is 
tOl'/ard the child just oetting into difficulty and not the one already in 
the Juvenile Justice System. 

The 601 Diversion Project of the Juvenile Probation Department that was 
instituted on July 1. 1972 under a LEAA grant is an attempt to demonstrate 
such a program Model that will meet the needs outlined above • 

. . -. - -

Compiled by: 

HiSERT III 8EliT ;.:r,p nOOK 
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I. OBJECTI VE$ 

A. The 601 Diversion Project has several objectives: 

1. To improve the effectiveness of the police officer by refer~ing juvenile 
cases to community agencies rather than booking into juvenile hall. 

2. To reduce the anticipated W&I code o~ 601 referrals to the Santa Clara 
County Juvenile Procation Department by 66~ during fiscal year 1972-73. 

3. To create "it:,in tne area served by the San Jose Police Department 
improved services to juveniles. 

4. To demonstrate. test. evaluate. and measure diversion proqram 
model wfdeh can have 9reat impact on the Juvenile Justi/ce" System . 

5. The providinQ of immediate assistance andjor treatment for pre­
delinquent youth. 

6. To identify. evaluate and begin to "increase utilization of corrmunity 
resources • 

7. To increase ;nter-agency cooperation and achieving effective diversion 
from the Justice System. 

S. To increase the ar.:ount of time and resources tilat Law enforcement can 
expend to reduce the referrals of pre-delinquent youth • 

II. HAHDLING OF JUVE~:ILES U:iGER 601 }luI PROJECT 

A. Juveniles in violation of 601 W~I code tha'. are counseled/reprimanded 
and released to parents (or other depart[l'.mts vlnen runaway): 

1. Field officer's disDosition optir',s are: 

a. Arran~~ juveniles return to home, or to department 
handlinp case if another jurisdiction's runaway 

b. Close case at own discretion exercisino Sec. 626a W~I Code, 
Refer case to San Jose PO's social Horker, or on duty Juvenile Officers 

c. Refer to diversion officer for follow-up 

d. Refer to corrmuni t" resources known to fi e 1 d offi cer 

e. File JCR in all cases 

B. Juveniles that require temporary removal from home: 

1. Crisis situation Hhere cooling-off period is required 
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a. Suggest parent or guardian make temporary placement in relative's or friend's home 

b. Refer case to San ~ose PO's social worker and/or on duty Juvenile Officers 

c. Attempt to defuse situation using own counseling ability 

d. File JCR in all cases 

II I. JUVENJlES THAT DO NOT COl~E UNDER THE 691 WEt! PROJECT 

A. Juveniles on formal nrobation with the Juvenile Probation Department or 
California Youth Authority 

B. Juveniles tak~n into custody ~nder section 602 i~&r Code {Criminal charges} 
or dependent chi ldrer. L,,:i~;' 600 W&I 
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COMrt~NITY RESOURCES 

SOCIAL IWRKER - ASSIGNED TO SM JOSE POLICE DEPARTHENT 
277-4000, Ext. 4781 

Hr. Richard Green will handle cases relating to family cris'fs and child protection • 
His workinq r.ours are from 1500 to 2400 out of the Juvenile Unit. Days off are 
Saturday and Sunday. 

SMITA CLARA CQUIlTY DEPART/·tENT OF SOCIt,L SEaYICE; 
~5 West Younger Avenue. San Jose 95114 
299:'·1121 

Public Assistance: Provide eligible persons and families with financial assistance, 
socfa-'--s-ervlceTand certification to receive health care (through California l1edical 
Assistance Program) and Food Sta~ps. 

Social Services 
Information Rnd ~eferral Services: To assist persons in secur1nq needed services and 
to 'provfdii 'friformatTonabour-sOC1a1, I'ehabfl Hation, heal th, emp loYlllent, and other 
serviCes. 

Vocational Services: People on aid who need help through work experience. training 
a,;cf Job placement • 

Chil dten 
ProteCtTve ~ervices for Children: Aided and not aided responding to complaints from 
agencies. schools and individuals, to families wit.h proble~5 which may have resulted 
in neglect, aDuse. exploitation. de1inquency (substandard poor cnild care practices) 
or deli nquency of chil dren. Faml1 i es are prov; ded with gui qance, ane;! otller cneraputi c 
efforts in exercising their responsibility as parents. Th';s service is non-punitive 
and c:arries no legal authority. Therefore, when services cannot be used or are refused, 
and a child·s life is in imm0diate danger. the problem is referred to appropriate 
legal autnorities. 

ThC;!.2-ged 
Protective Services for the Aging: Casework service to protect aaing persons who 
are not receiving aid from ~xploitation or mistreatment; to prevent dissipation cf 
their assets; and to help de\'~se plans for self-care • 

Foster Care 
Su-p"ct'visfon and Licensing: Through the authority the State Department of Social Welfare. 
Fu11-time and part-time day cere and foster homes for childr~n under 16 years of age, and 
residential care homes for adults aged 65 or older. 

Placement Services: Fat' children eligible for AID (AFDC) who cannot live with their own 
fariiff,cs-;-fcr-~adufts e 11g i b 1 e for AID payments who need care outs i de the i r o~m or 
family· s home • 
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I COIl111unity Resources (con't) .. 2-

,. 
t ft,DULT AND CHILO GUIDMCE. cLIme 

1165 Park Avenue, San Jose 95126 
292-9353 
Medical Director: Lois Lowden. M.D. 

SERVICES: An outpatient psychiatric clinic for diagnosis and trei~nt of mental and 
emotional disturbances. Individual and group psychotherapy, counseling and guidance, 
and medication supervision are availabl~ • 

ELIGIBILITY: Services are available to all ages without regard to race, color. creed. 
or ability to pay • 

CATHOLIC SOCIAL SERVICE 
2175 The Alameda, San Jo~~ 95126 
243~0994 
Executive Oirector: Helen S. Hansen, ACSW 

SERVICES: Professional Counseling for individuals, families, and groups; recruits and 
licenses foster homes for placement of children; counsels families whose children are 
in placem~nt; foster parcmts discuss mutual prob·/ems in a monthly group meeting; coun­
selin~ unmarried parents and their families; operates tlcDonald Home, a group home for 
unmarried mothers. Provides services to the aging through counseling aged people, 
through l'iarian (Friendly) Visiting, through Senior Clubs throughout the county. 

l Operates John XXIII Senior Center, 175 East San Fernando, San Jose 95113. Provides 
,~, reaching out services to loiexican-/lmerican families. 

CATHOLIC YOUTH ORGA:HZATI011 
2175 The Alaw~da, San Jose 951~6 
244-1486 
Executive Director: Larry Donaton; 

SERVICES: Group ~/crk servi cos to juni or high age boys and 9i rl sin downtown San Jose 
area througll small Froups. Tratning and in-service consultation to teen and adult 
volunteers engaged in parish high school programs. Resident camp located in Occidental, 
Ca. Drop-in Center in East San Jose, Search program for juniors and seniors in high 
school • 

FMIL Y SERVICE ASSOCI.-'TF':I 
55 East Empire, San Jose 95112 
295-7664 

Open six days a w~ek- week days 0900 to 2100, Saturday 0900 to 1700 

SERVICf..S: Stren'.lth~·)s fnr'i1v life th.rouah individual, falirn:y4~·un·it.~ grp~p counseling, 
play ".:herapy. ;;,'isis ir.trnention, rap sessiogs. ana Horking withan.v t'<:ciitllanu 
welfare dgencies 011 ::>Ett~if of tro:.r:Jled families. The service is aV3i1aule to evcljone 
regardless of incone. creed, . .race or filmily status \'1;'0 is set~king help with ;Jroblc/i1s 
in personal. family, or sod ... I adjustfi1~r.ts • 
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Community Resources (con't) 

MENTAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION 
1572 Los Padres Blvd., Santa Clara 95050 
247-1770 
Executive Director: Glorian H. Ross 

-3-

Suicide and Crises Servt£e 
~;fi:"'." >.'., ", . • ;~>"';~v,.~/ .. L:. ... :'\t,j. ~·.:.,\.'"~ose··;~~128 
t, , .. ~ .~,. • "" ;. .. : ... , !:,,'II:'(lt(::i"!cy - ~ui'-,,~t:·4··"ous1m!::.:. Ext. 247 286-5442 !;.t t...l!$.' •• lIIt .. .. .. ;:r 

Program Coordinator: Stephanie Vance 
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SERVICES: a?4 hour, seven Jay week emergency telephone :mswering service manned by 
vo' Unt'lers • 

REHABIUTAnON NEtHAL HEALTH SERVICES, WG. 
846 Jackson St., Santa Clara 95050 
86 South 14th Street, San Jose 95112 

.293-.6]41 
tlirector: Leonard H. Gove; a 

Adolescent Residential Center - Residential in-patient facilities for adolescents and 
young adults (16-22) who are experiencing emotional, social adjustment problems and need 
to be removed from stressful living situations. Individual and group therapy programs, 
psychiatric services. socialization and recreat1o;~rograms are provided • 

Mental ~ealth Centers 
Central Community Hcntal Health Center 
645 South Bascom Ave., San Jose 95128 286-5442 
In-Patient Ext. 265, 293-0252 
Drugs & Alcohol Ext. 354, 286-5442 
Suicide & Crisis Service 287-2424 

SERVICES: a. emergency 24 hours a day; b. out-patient; c. in-patient; d. partial 
hsopitalization; f. alcohol treatment services; g. drug abuse; h. consultation for 
agencies and g~'OUpS; i. information and education 

SOCIAL PlAN~ING COUNCIL 
277 W. Hedding, San Jose 95110 
Information & Referral 275-6740 
Director; Charles Quinn 

SERVICES: The Soc:al Planning Council of Santa Clara Co. fs a voluntary association of 
individ~als, social ~gen~ies and organiZations fOI~ed for the purpose of planning, 
develoPlng and coordlnatlng health and welfare services • 
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Community Resources (con't) 

YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU 
1668 East Sapta Clara St., San Jose 95116 
251-7462 
Director: Frank Gomez 

4 t: - -

SERVICES: Direct cQunselin9 with chilcren and families; intensive group work with 
acting out youngsters, with drug problems, or other identified needs; coordination of 
effort with other agencies already rlOrking in the area. ~j~ have the services of a skilled 
full time staff from ~:ental Health. Juvenile Pr·obation. San Jose Police, and Welfare 
Counselors. 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY DRUG ABUSE CLUnC 
2320 Moorpark Ave •• San Jose 95128 
286-5442 
Coordinator: Robert Campos 

SERVICES: 1. Comnunity oriented, walk-in, out:-patient clinic which provides/direct 
services for dt'ug users and their families. (Individual and group therapy"\'" ·t~:)nseling. 
work programs. detoxification) 2, ~;ethadone maintenance program for hero"::lt1/dddicts. 
3. Drug education and consultation in corrmunity. . 

SA~ JOSE POLICE ATHLETIC LEAGUE 
P.C. Box 270. San Jose 95103 
277-4000, Ext. 4725 
Athletic :oordi~ator: Sgt. James J. Guido 

SERvrCES: Provide a variety of athletic programs to our youth in fostering and encourag~ 
ing the A~erican princirles of goodwill, friendship, and guiding them toward responsible 
and mature citizenship. 

SJl.NTA CLARA COUIHV 
Conciliation Ccurt 
191 tl. ist SL, San Jose 95113 
299-3741 j 299-3742 
Supervising ~arr1age Counselor: Warren W. Weiss 

SERVICES: :1arri noe counseling; diagnostic; conjoint: involvement; usually limited to 
three sessions of IJP to two hours each. 
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COmTIuntty Resources (can't) 

THIE MEXICAN-AMERICAN YOUTH PROJECT 
55 East Empire" San Jose 

-5-

2St-7671 Hours: 0900 - 1700 Hon-Fri 

SER!VICES: The Chicano Youth Projcr:t is sponsored by Family Service Association of 
Santa Clara County. a united funded agency. It is an integral part of the regular 
Family Service program. The services provided by the project are many, h~~ever, 
couhseling is the r.Jain emphasis in most cases. The stre;;t worker approach is u~~d in 
many cases by the proje!ct's staff. The clientele served by the personnel of the project 
is Ina'fnly Chicano. About 95% to 98% of an the people served are of Spanish Surnames 9 

the rema~nfng percentage is composed of other races. OVer 75% of the clients sen·cd are 
youngsters under the age of 18 year·s. 

FISH OF SOUTH SAN JOSE 
clo St. Andrews Luthera.o Church 
5805 Cahalan Avenue, San Jose 95123 
295-2424 

24 flour Service .., 

SERVICES: Emergency assistance for clothing, furniture, food, transportation, baby 
sitti~g, homemaking services for the ill. Problem assistance. Read to the blind. 

PLArWE:D PAREtlTHOOO ASSOCIATI ON 
28 No. 16th St., San Jose 95112 
294-3032 
Executive Director: Pat Miller 

SERVICES: Education on birth control; pelvic examinations and prescription; pregnancy 
confirmation; counseling for unplanned pregnancy - including counseling for abortion; 
referrals for vasectomies and for infertility problems • 

CHILDREN'S HOfoIE SeC! ETY OF CALI FORllIA 
1010 Ruff Drive. San Jose 95110 
293-8940 
District Director: Ruth W. Canada 

SERVICE'S: Counseling in regard to unplanned pregnancy inc1uding referral for abortion. 
if ~esired. Counseling to any parent with continuing service available regardless of 
parent's decision to keep the child or plan adoption. Service to couples wishing to 
adopt a child • 

,r - 69 -

-', 
"" ..... ' 

1 
I 
l 

I 



• 

• ~ 
If 

~-. 

• 
1 

• 

• -" 

\. 

• .J 

• 

• ~' --
I 

i ,. 

• r , 

Community Resources (conlt) 

BUDDY PROJECT 
VOLUNTEER BUREAU OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
244-5252 
Program Coordinator: Joyce Sasse 

-6-

SERVICES: The purpose of the Buddy Program is to provide Buddies. mature men, to boys 
in the area who at prescnt do not have 'satisfactory male influence in their homes. 
Interviewing and placement is being done by professionally trained soc1alworkers. They 
are looking for !:lIen who wi 11 prov; de the type of warmth., stabil ity, patience and depend­
ability a boy can look up to as a real "Buddy. I! 

VOLUNTEERS OF ANERICA 
Brandon House 
1716 E. San Antonio, San Jose 95116 
258~6146 
Executive Director: Lt. Maj. Swiger 

SERVICES: An emergency shetter for women and childl'en in stress situations; referrals. 
limited food baskets, laye:tes, clothing. limited transportation for clients. spiritual 
counse 1i ng 1 f reQues ted, soci a 1 excurs ions. profess i ona 1 cas~ork, 24 hour servi ceo .' 

( ALUl1 ROCK COUtiSElLWG CENTER -(EAST SAN JOSE AREA) 
c/o St. Phillip's Church 
5038 Hyland, San Jose 

SERVICES: Effective Decerrber 1, 1972 at 0800. lion-callI! counselling service \'lill be 
offered to f3mi1i~s residing east of Highway 101 with 601 w.I.e. problems who are 
referred by police officers or sheriff's deputies. The service will be available 
Hondaythrough Saturday from 0800 ~ 24!J0. No service will be available O/", Sundays. 

Officers handling assignments east of Highway 101 \'Iho wish to make referrals may 
do so by dialing 259-2,)20 (switchboard answering service, 2346 Alum Rock Avenue) 
and advising the operawr that they have a 601 diversion mattel" and that they ~rish 
to be connected to the on-call couns~lor. The answering service will have ~.listing 
of the on-call counselors. Fees will be cnarged on a "sliding scale" comparable to 
those of United Fund Counselling Agenc.ies. Appointments will be kept at st. Phillip's 
Church, 5038 Hylilnd I~here space has been reserved by the Center for counselling serviCes • 
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AUimAL EEP0F.T - GOl DIVBRSI'.)H ?~CJECT - SAI1?A. CrARA PJLICE DE?AR'i18NT 

• 1<; 

.~ 
The Sahta Clara Police Dcpurtr.lent E01 Diversion Pr:)jcct is an 

~ e~tension of the type of "lor;: done by the poll ce cl€'.l':Jrtm~nt for the 

• past ni neteen years. The :police juvenile btu'cau 1S staffed by five 

( detective serceants and one policc'tJcJn:J.n. It is under the supervision 

of Lieute!lar-:; Joseph LedesI:a. Lieutebant LedCSL'k'g, is on the Police 

• Advisory Board :)f the Santa Clara Cour."'.;:r 601 Di'lersion Project • 

Sergeant Don Gri~es is the director of the 601 D!vcrsion Project and 
J. 

is assisted 'by po1ice',olOrr.an Faula Florentine and Sergeant Pl1il Tho!:rpson. 

// 
Ea.ch n:er.:bcr 'Jf the Juvenile Bureau i!> e:·:pe~'ienced in counseling and 

~ is called on to assist in the pI'oject when necded. 
r 

\ 
.\ 

At the present tine the staff re!:lains tI!e same a.s above. The 

( 
.~ police department usec1 the majority of the Gr;:nt i'Wl'iS to .. :al'd the 

diversion o:'i'ice:>.'s I sal!lries ani the renalninc:; portion fo!' office 

" "'-, supplies. 

• Dfie I::-'\jor orGani:::ation chanGe ·iue to t1:e ir"TlJ.emcntation of the 
,'! .. 

601 Divers ion Project, is the fp.ct that pntl'')J...-:;::m hrt\"e "teen advised 

• officer. Acc01'ding to 5cl'8eant Grir::es, a' -: t~e staff is ".: 0-!;al1y in-

volvelj i:! the di-,'el"sion :pro;p'ar:l. Ee ad'ri:::r:s th::l.t :w receives [iood 

',... 

• constantly se,;::: :.1.uvice re.-snrdinc fe1 re:'errals. r.r~cl ~'/~urE:ne::;s 'Jf 

cO!!lll:.unity re81JU!·ces. 

,f 
\." ... 

• 
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In methorls of operation, Sergeant Grimes and Officer .?lorcntiI'!c 

make personal contact ~n all 601 ca~es and after initial interview, 

it is dctenaincd if additional professional counseling is in order 

or if the problcl:I has ceen resolved. l·lany cases are seen on a re-

pea ted basis ana parents and juveniles are always advised to contact 

the police department if problems or crises arise. The averaee time 

spent on each case is approximately three hours. Approximately 85% 

of Sereeant Gri~es' time is ~pent on casework. Thos~ cases needing 

counseling uzu~lly are referred to Catholic Social Service. Sergeant 

Grimes states tbat approximately 8o-tv of his cases are the direct 

result of patrolr.en, or school officials advisin~ the pa~ents to 

rn.'lke contact ,dth him. Approximately 2(}~ of the cases are from 

p::n'cnts ,.,ho h:we a problem but don't knGv' where to look for help 

and cnd up calling the Santa CIQra PoHoe Depart.r.!ent. 

The co!!!muni ty a[;('ncies which are utilized b~r Sergeant Grimes a.t'e: 

}.:en~uEl Health, Frotective Sel'vices, Adult and ChiJ.d Guidance Clinic, 

Farell~;s' al1.tsio.e:, ahd Catholic Social Service. '?ne Santa Clara Folice 

DCPul"-{::nent also has a built-in referral agency in the form cf a 

JU\"cnile AdviGory Council .... :;dcn }:as formed in 195~l for the purpose of 

divcr'uine 601 and 602 cases, and is cC!:iposed of an attorney, retired 

collc[e dean or girls, Cat!lOlic Pr:'~st, Frc·testant ?-:inister, marriage 

and. f;udly cOUImelor, police lieutenant, and a secreta!'y. 'fhe council 

pl'E:doI:'".immtly hanlles first-tir.;e la'.>l viol:ato1'3, but occ&sionally h::11o.les 

601 cc.ses • 

S. Garter, 3. senior Sodolo.£Y sT.'.ldent at the t:ni"Jersity 0:' S:mta Clnra • 
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• 
l>1rs. Carter's status 'vus th:lt of a sociolotrJ practicll!:l intern for 

• ( the police dep.,1.rtmcnt. One or her assigned duties "las that of 

gathering fol101'T-UP data on the diverted cases. The question of 

how a family tackles a problen subsequent to div'crsion contact 

• was explored by T.1eallS of a questionnairemailedtofa!!l.il:i.es "'hose 

children had not rc-entered the system on ally 2evel. Questionnaires 

vere sent to fa.!uilies Ylhe~e there had been conta't bet;';een a police 

officel.' and the parents, {{here the parents were m-mre that a police 

• officer had spo::en to their child. 

Of the 65 fRr:lilies su..-.-.:eye1, 74% cor.;pleted Dnd returned the 

• questionnaite. Onl~r tv;o inquiries -.Iere returned by the Post Office, 

indicating that the i'm:l'i1y had T.1:>ved and left no fon,arc1ing address. 

• ( According to the :::'acilies surveyed, most c::msulted the poli:::e 

department on their O'.'o'l1. initiative. Host of the i'amilies respon1.ed 

to the diversion officer's offer of assistance and cOI'...ferred ,,;i-:'!'1 

him at th~ Santa UJ.al'a Police Depc.rtr.:ent for about for-:::'::-filt<1 minu'!;es 

on the averaGe. 

Th.e o_uesti';:mnaire re7ealed t!1at m:>st i'al!'.ilies did not contact an 

• outside aGency, but decidei to wJrk it out lli t!1:'n tile f~~iJ.y. O:1ly 

se\"en fanilies stated tlmt counseling 1·ms rec::>!:'.!:~n:1eQ, o'l these cnly 

t"lO actually- 1'1:l·:'e contact ;'lit:, the H[;ency. I':ost 0'S: the fanilies -,:ould 

. ' 
• try to i ... or:-: :'0.1:':5.] -:'" problems out on their o .... m • 

the servicos received from ;.;ental Health, Catholic Social Service, and 

• 
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• tl:e school district. Sereeant Grirees relates that he is elnted to 

see that o'1;her community agencies realize that tee police have input 

'f!Io 

... into their S;YSb:lll; and that the police are concerned about lllinors I 

• lleli'arc and not just concerned about locking then up. He attributes 

-II. 
success to the fact tr,at community aeencies, police and probation are 

'Workin£: t03cthcl'. Sere:eant Grimes also :feels that it is difficult to 

motivate families to go to private counselors. 

• 
Sergeant Gril!:cs fecls that the most ir.Iportant person in the success 

of t!le project in the Santa. Clara Police Depart.c:.ent Ss the patrolman as 

he is the one 'I-Iho enters the crisis situation. Sereeant Grimes has used 
I" 

role call train-lng in vlh"i.ch he has covered the various aspects of crisis 

dHfusi'.)D anci outlininc; the goals of the project to tile patrolmen. These 

conccpts are also implemented on a one-to-one basis 'When officers are 

• tal1:nd ,-d.th c1urinEr coffee-b!.'eaks un::l at other tir:(;s. The concept of 

having out-of-ju.risci.iction ru..'la·tluys retu.rned to the h0l:19 aeencies has 

been t!!C !1arde::;t to sell. A search is unrler:-Ia;:,r to obtain a s~il1.ed in-

• structol' to fu.rtLr.r the aoilit~ of the ~atrol of:'icers in cl'lsis inter-l,mtion. 

Accor.:1il"..g to Sergeant Gri!:;es, the largest problem he ins faced as a 

diversion officer !l:1S been that of truanc:{ an1 other school re1-atcd pl'cblel:''s. 

po.rtar.,'e to the Santa Clara COI:'!::Wlity as hopefully it ,.;ill c:pen :!<:M 

avenues to e;.:pand seri!ices to the S::.nta Clara cOr.'.P.lWlit;r. SerGeant Orir.zes 
( 

"loLUd. li!:c to see t::e 601 concept intro.:luce·i into the ?olice A('acl~F.~· to 

• 
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ANNUAL REPORT - 601 DIVEF.SI~1i PROJECT - SHERIFF'S DEPARTHEiiT 

In conjunction ~ith thc601 Diversion Project, the Sheriff's 

Department established a Juvenile Bureau under the capable londer-

ship of Serceant Faul Prickett. In previous years the majority of 

the 601 cases in which the Sheriff's Department had contact ;,'ere 

either referr=d to the Juvenile Probation Department or booked into 

Juvenile HUll. Tnerefore, i~ ;,~s necessary to expend much energy 

il.nd time establishing a solid, 'Hell defined 601 Diversion FroC;ram 

'Within the Sheriff's Department • 

t'lith the capable aide of Officer Dan Johnson and Maria SantaCruz, 

Sergeant PaQl Prickett not only carefully explored services and re-

sources throuehout the cO~7.unity, but cilieently attecpted to train 

and accustom the patrol divisions with the availability of nore proper 

referrals ,'lith in the COmtlUIlj.ty and ;'lith the proper ?,hilosophical and 

attitudin::;l change necessary to deal "lith juvenile and fnmily problems • 

Tne ne1{ Jltvenile i:>areau earnestly unoJertook the tas~ of handlil18 the 

majority of the 601 cases that were now being re-routcd to their office 

for follml-up in diversion case work ana planning • 

The Juvenile Bureau staff attended a 40-!:our special training eon-

ducted by the In-,renile Probation De:partment at the be~inl1ing of ~he 

601 Diversion Project. In the Sheri~f's DQP~rtcent the grant funds h~ve 

been used exclusively to obtain :personn.el se!'Vices and travel expenses. 

, 
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time in case work and counselin~ and is aided in tr~t area by Officer 

Dan Johnson. A roUSh estimate of their =emaining time is approximately 

2~ in administration and developing nmT programs and 2CJf, in training 

patrol. lnitiall;y it was necessary for the Juvenile Buteau staff to 

spend a great :portion of their time in personal contacts with agencies 

from practically all areas of the County. Because the Sheri:ff's Depa.rt-

ment services sections in nearly a~ areas of the County it was necessary 

for them to work with other police juri~dictions in establishitlg co-

operative eff~rtc with n~erous abencies around the County. For ex~le, 

the North County Hental HeaHh unit has stated that they ,dll charge no 

initial intervievr fee for 601 diversion families that ha"re been referred 

to them by the diversion officers in their catchment areas. ~~is ,~ill 

definitely aid the Sheri~frs Department in referrals from the Los Altos 

Hills and Cupertino areas. !·tid-reninsula Family SeC'Vices, vThich also 

handles the Los Altos Hills area, has indicated that they Hill charge 

no fee for the first three counseline sessions for w<..lk-in 601 type 

adolescents. The vlcst Valley !'!cntal Health unit has also been most 

cooperative uith the S'he:::-iff1s Departrccnt in bantlli~~ .'Iul.·.th and rami~' 

problems in their c,atch:::er.t area. 

In conjunction wHh the South County police jurisdictions, the 

Sherifffs Department encouraged and sup:ported the newly ftmCiea. crisis 

and family intervention pr06!'ar.t entitlec. "The Bric.ge lt which no-.. services 

youth cnd f'ardlies on vleli';.u'e in the South COU.'1t~r area. 

In t!-;~ Enst si'i<:! 0:' the CO'.int.;)', t':e "Alum !tee:-: COl.:nseliP3 Cent.er" 
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• Departoent ana S~n Jose Police Dcpa~~mcnt. 

co::zpetent and experienced counselorz cmd zoci::.l ",:ol·y.ero, \-;:-:0 lived. 

in the area, to C<;l on-call to the patrol c$.vi:;:ion-; after oruinur:i 

• wor}i.ine; h::rUl'S '~hcn ;::t~:cr services are clc::cr:i ciC',:n. 

Polline the (;hurcnes in the COW1';;:;, SC1'e;cnnt 1rickctt sent n 

• qucst1.onnnire to eacll Fl':;'c::;t anj l·::'nister e:\p]t>rine tbc:il' c-:>:'fGration 

ana the services t!ley :T.'ly have 

in their or.·n cOi""Jnltnitics. ?!".te I 
end of this report. • 
dc&irc t·~ help appc'1rs t") 0'3 e;ooci. 

nore ti.rnc o.v<'lilable dU!'in:.:; the seco!':c1. YCSJ' of t:,o pr-;)2:rc.!:1 to follO'.l-Up 
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· .. results or off':>!" further suggcst,ions un:! aid if needed. ~'lC 8heriff's 

DI:j;Mrtment's Juvenile Bureau al~o ilaG o.n imprcGGiv'J dnta collection 

.. file systcm nnd record system on each of thai!' cases which n-tdes them 
• 

in thei.r fol1O"1I-up proeran an1 research pro&;r'ms. 

Because of.' his involvement and cn(~. gj', Hcrue3nt :Paul P:dt.'kett 

has been recently naI:!ed as Prcsident of the S::-.nta Clara County Juvenile 

• OffJ.cers' Association, anl1 rras t.lIso chosen l-~' the California youth 

Authority as one of fOl'ty representatives "lh'J ':lerc invited to ntten£i a 

state-,ddc law enforcement an1 probation mitVilc-rn,:m:lGer::ont conference 

• at As ilOl.~r • 

SerGeant F!'i-::l~ett stated that prior to the GOl Diversion Progran 

the juvenile ur:it in'!:>he Steriff's Dopa:t·tment \~as alnast c1..:r.ictly an 

• investi£utive unit and h9.s be:::n e;q::ln:~cu ·cecp'.wc ot the p!,,1c3r~1!I 'into a 

Juycnile 3ureau "hicn ~o.n(iles all juvQnile r.l'lttcrs nn"!. jt:venile divisions. 

Duri!1f; the past yenr, Sert;cant Pl'icy.ct.t ::;nd hi::; cL~tf'f not only handled 

• the add~d c::'.se rfork, but :;lso Det up definite Gui.:;cline:; an,] procedures 

for handlinG juvenile cases in their <1cp::trtl!l'.~I·lt. Serceant Prickett. 

feels th:tt t~le patrol are bcco::ling r.:orp cOllsclon::. (If the .T\;vcnile E!.lXeau 

• and are not only r'JutinE all juvenile r;t·i'.ttcl'S tu t:!~ Iltu'eau, but a!'e 

. .,' ,. -, .... also beginning t:;, '-lork W:l th the Bureau on a ~:.!.verS10n an'-1 rl'even,,~on 

basiS. 
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TO: SHERIFF JAJ.!ES GEARY, "IA CAnAIH NOSmITC 
FRC!·1: SEl\GEI\U'£ pAUL PRICiG'LT, JUVEiITLE UrDT 
Sl.i'BJECT: Rlii'IAi-lAY CAUSES AS PERCErr::.D BY IlIVOLVED !-!nJO!tS 
DATE: l!,AY 1, 1973 

The sheriff l !,; Office Juvenile Unit, Detectivt: Division, has, as a 
?'lrt of its duties 11l1tler the PP.E-DELI!!QliEifr PR·:)JECT has b::!en spendi%'l.g 
a lnree nlllour,t of its t'.5.n;e c.n ruml'\~ay cases. In order to det~rlt.ine 
the rout causes 0;: talmace l'ur.a,,;ays, each returned run:r,{ay ;.;ho .:as 
:rollm·'~up contnr;ted by Deputy D. Joll!.son or r.:yse1f, 'W1S aSt;ed -.. hat 
their reuson .. mn fo:t.' the::'r le~lVin.::; hoce. Their "/iew of thc bas:'c 
reason or problcm 'V1:lS recorded on the Juvenile Contaci, Report wr;itten 
up UTter the interview. 

All of the JUvenile Contruct Reports from the above cases frcm the 
dnte Jllly 1, 1972 throueh kpril 3C) 1973 'l-lere sur-leyeu by Sgt. Prici:ett. 
The total nun:ber of cases surveyed -was 132. Also recorded in the 
survey 'liaS the I1l3e and. sex of the involved l:'j.nors. 'Ihere were 105 
i'cr.l.1.1es nnd 75 n.;:'l.les. By agc, the followine b!"eak-dc-... 'Tl ... as determined: 

Age Number of Cases 
8 1 
9 :1 

10 :1 
II 7 
12 11 
:13 20 
ll~ 43 
15 40 
16 32 
3.7 26 

R'.:!fer to attached I!hal't for perccntaee analysis of age, sex, and 
rr::aSOl)S for run::mays. 

The bUsJ'c causes and the nu.':!ber of (!ases ",ith e:lch cause are listed 
tiS follo',·:s: 

Dl'ue I.Lt:.:::C, 4 cnGes; x:\inor a self-'/i~tb of the Cirug scene '.!j 

co.usc (,)f leavin~ h,:~e. 

Alcoho:i. Abuse) 1 case; minor a self-victim of a drir.?'.ir:3 pro·oletl. 

F.r.:otion:-t1 D:! :::rtur1::mce, 12 cases; J:linol' !;:l,S sf-riour; psycnoloGi'.:al or 
pS;)'ch::';;d:;dc p:co·oJer.:s, or is ,maer .~:ct;reme stres~ • 

pc~r c;ro',.}:? pr?11er.',s 01" pressures, 7 ,'&ses; nino!:' :rielded. to in!"luence 
of friendS to leave 110m3 as the in-t?:ine; to do. 

Desire for !n'le?en:1en<:c, 17 cases; r.dncr has de{ir.:..te, strcn~ Qesi:-es 
to be on hiS/her mn: ".'lithot:.t -parental, cchool, or socie~y res':~rhirlts. 

~~chfJoJ 0.1);1. f>~j1o~1 G:.-ctcn;i.: :~r~ C:-.;.~2Z; lt~"!.nf);' \lT~e t; 't~; ~:.l\: [':,,";.;1:?5, 5f!!.."')~1 
d: 5ci-pl.l.;1C, etc., or Uturnl~c.. ofr-' b~" t:10 edu.::a1.i~~r-.:\: 5:.~.:t C~. 
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ROIl'.lnce, ).0 canes; i~"':atU3tion olaffai:r with boyfriend/girfriend 
as basic catlse. 

Pregnancy, 1 case; Ci~l ~~set over Uttdanted pregnancy, or to keep 
parents from ~owi~. 

Home and Parents (ser!c~ problems), 51 cases; broken or disfunctional 
homes, step-parent 'P~"lmr.z, alcohol or druB ll'!Jllse problems in home, 
complete lack of ais~~?line in the home, or excessive dtscipline in 
hOlne, conflict ar.d ~.r!.-..:::ent ovel' family goals, mental illness in home 
or serious cOr.'.ffitUlic::.t:'on "oreakd01ms in home, etc. Host of these type 
problems require e~~ive professional treatment. 

Home and Parent Prob::-e-::s (clnor, 1+9 cases; t:UslJnderstandings or 
cottmunications hre~~a~~ns which can be easily overr.ome or corrected. 

To Accompany a Fricn:J, c ca~es; to l'cinforce a friend ,~ho had problems 
and the desi!'c to rt;:n ~"'"'3.y, or keep a friend company on runaway. 

Attached to this rep;:\rt. are two charts which illustrate the data 
tlCntiollcd in "this ner~""a."'!.1em. 

jef 
5-7-73/2330 hrs. 
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

FOLLOW-UP REi~RRAL FORM 

601 DIVERSION PROJECT 

• 
CR, ________________ _ DATE ____________ _ 

}nNI,R'SNAME (Last, First, Hiddle) ___________ . ____________ _ 

• HE-REFERRAL TO ________________________________________________ DATE _______________ ___ 

NEW TYPE OF SERVICE NEEDED __ ~ ___________________________________________________________ _ 

• REASON(S) FOR RE-REFERRAL 

---------------------------------------------------------.-------------------------------------
OFFICER, _________________________________ __ 

• 

.:I - 83 -
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Ollie. of ,the SIN),/It 

CO' 'n~''J 01 ~:::""""L' ':.'I C'.::,-. '.:'\ 180 West Hoddlng Stroot 
W - • __ • U .... "" San JO,SII. Callforn.a ,9S1 10 

------------------------------------~--------------------------------~~~~---------.---~Hforn2a Jamos M, Geary, Shotlfl 

( 

CR# ______ _ 

date 
-----------------

Dear 

This letter is to advise you that your child 
has not beerl attending classes at -------------

The school hasrnade a referral to the Santa Clara County Sheriff's 
Of1'ice Juvenile Vni t. This referral is ba.sed upon t:'leir feeling 
that the contacts that they have had with you and your child have 
not solved the problem that apparently exists • 

California State Law requires that children attend school, and 
both the child and/or his parents are liable to court action 1'01' 
the child'S .f':;.ilure to attend school. 

"le are requesting that you contact the school immediat~ly and 
correct this situation. If the school advises us tha.t they have 
not heard from you "Ii thin one 1'1eek, we viill investigate this 
referral. This may result in ~Tour child being re!'erred to the 
Santa Clara County Juvenile Court, and you, as parents, to the 
District Attorney for prosecution. 

A copy of this letter has been sent to your child's school. 

If you need a.ssistance reGarding your child's behavior, we will be 
happy to assist .you in any ,lay ,'Ie can. For information or 
assistance, please call the Jm'enile Unit, at the folJ C?l'ling ohone 
numbers: Central Count~r - 299-2211, ~;orth County - 9b7-6908, ext. 
2211, South Cou..'1ty - 663-2681, ext .• 2211. 

Very t1.'uly yours, 

Jfuv.ES M. GEARY, SHERIFF 

By ;;:£-"V/l;&f,>-'~~ 
Frank J. Mosunic., Captain 
Detective Division 

PP:gs 

An EqU<i1 O,IEPor!unlty Employer 
-l- - 04 -
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180 \". Hedding Street 
San Jose, California 95110 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
YOUTH REFERRAL FORM Phone: 408-299-2211 

lC,uth'" :/1 .. " ___________________ ..... _____ _ OAt" of Ref"rra1 _____________________ ~.-----------

~ithout thl~ progra~. would youth have been \ddre •• , ________________________________________ ___ 
referred to J.P.D.? Yes___ No __ _ 

·llT ___________________________________ ___ Zlp ______ _ 
~a9 Subj. foreally arrested7 Yes ___ :10 __ _ 

).O.~. ______________ P,O.8. _________________________ __ Agency Apr", Date Tlme _______________ __ 

.~hool, ________________________________________________ __ 
Cont~ct Person, ______________________________________ __ 

; ... the t" I S to: p (~t he r _______________________________ _ P .. r~nt·s £np~ 

'utherIStep=other ____________________________________ _ F ~ t he r _______________________ Pho n e _________ __ 

;p .... unity Resource Agen¢y ____________________ _ 110 the r _______________________ Phone ______ _ 

\ddreas' ________________________________________________ ~ You t h £ .. p. 7 _______________ Phon I!! ________ _ 

Ineldent _________________ ~ _______________________________________________________________________________ ~--------

u¢ h~reby give consent for the Santa Cl~ra County Sherlf('~ Oepartrnent to r~lease lnform~tlon. reports or record. 
~he~ MAy deeD pertinent to that coo~unity re~o~rce a~~ncy In th~ Juvenile Diversl"" pnd Con~unlty R~source Developncn~ 
rrogr1m to Which the dbo~~ n~oed minor ~., be ~cnt. Ye further glv~ CDnsent for the IcsourCe .~e"cy or a~encies to 
ret~rn .11 .nioro~tion deemed necess.ry br the Sheriff to aid Ln pr05r~o research and evaiu~tlon. 

~e qn~erstand thac all such Information rcceivrd by t~e above authorized recipient agencies must be k~pt 
:ont ldential. 

1inof ______________________ ___ ?arenc ______________________ ___ Referring OCficCi ___________________________ ___ 

( RESOURCE/AGESC, O[SPCSITIOS 

i~ AGENC\, Plp.3se cQ~plete form and return ~ithln l weeks ncting: 

[ " 0 
! • 0 
I. ~ 
' . 0 
·O'E: 

In~~ial intake appointoent 1s concluded. 

Your agency cannot aake contact; 

Cont~ct is Qade but child/parent refuses services, or, 

Contact Is aade and another intake appolntacnt is scheduled and kept. 

FOR QUESTICNS, PLEASE CALL YOUTH RCFER.AL UNIT. 

hl1~ ar pArents appeAred for !nta~e: yes___ No __ _ 

)$ Co~t .. (t I:ldc as .:I r'l~ult of reach-o'H? Y"s __ ::0 __ 

00 a?pearallce, di.d age'lr.y attempt to reach-out: Yes ___ No __ 

s :hltd/~arl!J\t nOll recclving services? 10:5 __ 1'0 __ 

YPI! of S~rvice or Progr~~s ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ __ 

OHXE~TS: (Action t~k~n by agency, initial react.ons to intake. problecs. etc.) 

\ i\epr~sent4ti\le Agency O~te 

.. ,'. 
340.2 

J._ 85 -
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[ ... "'~~! 10 - fHOM 
·~··.t DB? ,PATROL DIV. JtJVENILE UNIT, DETECTIVE DIV. 
~ ~ ~I ._.========_~==~:=====~~ 

". ''-.,- : I SUUJECT DATE 

C~';I::_::~ FnUJ, DISPOSITION ON YOUR JtN8ar.E CO~Tfl.CT ROPORT, IR73 III p' 173 

SGT.IDEPe __________ ...;ASSIGNED FOLLO',{-UP DETECTIVE 

.. The Juvenile Contact neport which you \frote on 
------------------------,----------------------

alleging ___________ , & which you disponed of in, the following manner;: 

• _Juvenile HaUl, __ Citation" ._Shelter, _A:rrest & Release, _Other, _Other-

601 Diversion;; waG" closed in the folloWing manueL':: 

( 

to~ \-J&I Cnse reclassified to 601 \-;&1 by' Juvie Unit nnd i-unor placed in 601 Diversion 
p'~ogranl .. 

_601 \-&1 Case reclassified to 602 \-~I by.Juvic Unit. See "Corrrnentat' for reason. 

,_GauD was- referroci" to Juvenile Probation, which took the following dispositidn:: ... 
Settled At Intake 

(Closed Hithin 1..a Hours) -.. 

_Privat.e 
losti tution . . ' , 

Juv .. Rahab .. 
-Facility 

Informal 
-SUpcrvic;ion 

Callf .. Youth 
-Authority 

Foster Home 

"lard of Court 
-Probation 

-lLdult Court 

_Other 

P'.O. :: 

6 Months 
-Pro~ntion 

_Depe\i1dent Child 

_Case WilS retained by tho sio Juvenile Unit and the following disposition was' made:! 

Referred to COifu1JUluty resource for 
ap-propriate treatment. 

Parented rolloir-up &. discipline 
adequate" No Further Action .. 

Juvenile Df;"OTtCld from the Juvenile 
"Jii5tlce System .. 

Informal Probation to the sio Juvenile 
Unit .. 

. Field Deputyls' nction adequate, Parents' 
!lotified, No Further Act-ion. 

Other --- --------------- ,--------------------
• In tho 'future on Erimilal· cases, pleaso contact. n Juvenile Unit Officer,_ or lsooo Q1 CitaJtion 

to the S/'O Juvanile Unit .. 

·coaxE1;rrS"::~ __________________ , 

• 
Ey ____ ~ ______________ , ______________ _ 

• 
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. County of Santa Clara 

California 

Olllu of the Shetlf' 
180 West Hedding Street 

San Jose. Callrornla 95110 

James M. Geary. Sheull 

The Santa Clara county Sheriff's Offi~e, along with the eleven 
other law enfo':':'lement agencies in Santa Clara COU11.ty, have 
started a COUl.ty wide Juvenile Diversion Program. This Diversion 
program is ain,_d at the pre-delinquent youth with identifiable 
delinq~ent tendencies as defined in Section 601 of the Welfare 
and Institutions Code. These tendencies include, but are not 
limited t.o, the f0110"1ing problems: parental control and 
behav'ior, school control and attendance, drug use and abuse, 
abuse of alcohol, sexual misconduct, minor l3w violations, 
runaways, etc. 

'I'he basic goal is to divert the involved amenable youth from the 
formal Juvenile Justice System, i.e., Juvenile Hall, Probation, 
court, etc., and have the 1m·, enfo=coment agency treat the youth 
through counselling. If the law enforcement agency is unable to 
properly treat the youth's J?roble~, a referral is mac.e to an 
appropriate co~nunity resour.ce for p~oper treatment. The Santa 
Clara County Sheriff's Office Juvenile Unit would like to add 
your church to it's list of useable cOr£llllunity resources. 

In interviewing and counselling ~2 youths during the first 
quarter of the Diversion Progranl (July - Septem~er, 19n), it 
was found that a majority of t:1G. int.c:-:vie\'led youths came from 
dysfunctional families and were only a part of a more serious, 
involved family prob10m. !1any of these problems can be treated 
by properly trained and int,e:-:estad com:mni ty church personnel. 

The Sheriff's Office Juvenile Un~t h~s !earned that there are 
pet'sonnel in the va:-:ious chlJ.reh~s in Sant.a C:"ara who are well 
qualified by experience, educa~ion an~ license ~o assist the 
Sheriff's Office and othe:-: CO'.tnt.~' In.':, cn::orccment c:gencies in 
follow-up counselling on some of these problem-youth cases. The 
advantage of using a clmrc~-typc cO!i.!n'.mity ~:e::;ource is that it 
should be able to provide peer gr.OU? CnCOtlrAgenent long after a 
formal counselling program expil'cs. 

An Equal Opjlortur.ilj Empioyer 
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The main problem now is the developing of a list of churches 
which have staff ",illing and capable of assisting. Therefore, 
the Sheriff's Offioe Juvenile Unit is oo:npiling a list of 
churches with available professional and lay assistance to 
handle the referral of a problem youth and his/her problem 
family. This list will he distributed to the Juvenile Units 
of ~ of the Santa Clara County la-w enforcement agencies •. 

This is en opportunity for your church to provide a positive, 
much needed service to the youth of your co~unity, to assist 
in the preve~tion of crime by helping potential violators, and 
to make your corr~unity a safer place to live. 

If you Hill fill out and return the attached questionnaire, 
your church will be placed in the County Church Resources 
Directory. You will then be contacted as the need arise~ in 
your community. If a good response is obtained from this 
letter, no particular church will be overloaded with referrals. 

please direct any inquiries to Sgt. Paul Prickett, Juvenile unit, 
Detective Division, phone 299-2211 in the Central area; phone 
967-6908, extension 2211 in the North County area, and phone 
683-2681, e>:tension 2211 in the South County area. 

Thank you for your consideration and possible r~spon~e. 

Very truly yours, 

JN1ES M.~~Y, S~ERIFF 
/ .. ~ ---..... ;. .".~. -. ~ ~ By ,~", .... \.. r /' ..o'I'..1t'~l :r;.,!'....P'-\ ~~ . ..:. 

..... rot ..., ~.t_ '., ... -'" pjY ~~<'f'~'---~ 
V-,~.f.flt!'\:t ... V""FV f/ ~; .... ~r ~ 

Frank J. l{osunic, Capt.ain 
Detective Division 

PP.:gs 
encl .. 
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Oil/eo 01 the ShlJrlff 
180 Wc~t Hcddl,1q Stlcel 

County of Santa Clara San Joso. Call/ornla 9511U 

---:' ,C.'difornia --------'---------------:;a-;;,-es-I.I-:G-;;'y:Sh-C'-'fI ---
DETECTIVE DIVrSION 

JUVENILE UNIT 

Church Resource Survey 

CHURCH: _____________________________________________ ___ 

Oenominatlon!Confrence/faith: -----------------------------------Address: ________________________________________ Phone_: ________ __ 

Area of Influence: 
STAFF (Counse 1 i n9) Education/Degrees Licenses 

pastor: ________________ -----------------------------------------
Assistant: 

--------~--------------------------,------------------
Assistant: ------------------------------------------------------
Assistant: ------------------------------------------------------lay Ass i~tant : __________________________ _ 

Church has org<'lnized Youth Program: yes_. NO __ • 

Type of youth Program: ______________________________________ ___ 

Willing to Counsel youth & Family Problems: yes ___ ; NO ___ • 

tnte rested I n Rend v ing Re Ferra 1 s? yes _; l~o_" Are your se rv ices 

limited to your members, members of your,Faith, or your denomination? 

yes_; NO_" Check here __ if not interested in any participation. 

Co~~nts, Unique Programs, etc.: ______________________________ __ 

. -------=-----------------
-------------------------------
Please fill out and return within 2 weeks. Thank you. 

Phones: N. Co.--967-6908 Xt. 2211; S. Co.--683-2681, Xt. 2211; 
Central County--Z99-2Z11. 

Sgt. paul Prickett 
Dep. Dan Johnson 

An Equal Oppor.unit~ Employer 
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ANNUAL REPORT - 601 DIVERSION PROJECT - SUNNYVAt.E DEPAR'll·iENT O? PUBLIC SAFETY 

The history of the 601 Diversion Project in the City of Sunnyvale is 

rather unique in respect to most of the other diversion IJ't"ograms through-

out the county. The City of Sunnyvale utilizes the public sa.fety system 

of organization in that the police and fire functions are combined. Each 

public safety officer is trained in the techniques and procedures of each 

function and are utilized in each function at a fairly consistent rotating 

basis. This has necessitated some adjustments in project personnel as 

outlined below. 

Initially, two staff members, Lieutentant Barba and Detective Kendrick, 

WEre assigned to th~ project at the outset and these two officers were in-

volved in the trairJing offered by the Juvenile Probation Department and 

outside resources during the first ~onths of the proGram. These two 

officers were also instrumental in developing the procedural changes 

necessary for the operation of the program within the departt:lent. 

In Januar~ of the first project year these officers were ~ssigned to 

the fire protection function and Officer Enslen and Lieutenant Burrmr were 

assigned as the identified diversion officers for Sunnyvale. 

Subses.uently JI :L'1 re.sponse to department needs ti1e:re was another change 

in diversion staff which occurred in ap)?roxireately the last n:onth of the 

project year. At this time, ~ieutenant Seely has ¢lrect responsibility for 

the 601 Diversion Prograr:l and functions primarily as a coordlnator, in 
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addition, foUr public safety officers Q~er~ting out of both the patrol 

and special services division have responsibility for divc~sion contacts 

in their particular specialty. 

These personnel char.ges have resulted in seve!'a1 different styles 

of bandling the diversion process within the city and each has been 

successful in its OWll particular way • 

In the first several months of the project Dlore emphasis was placed 

upon the personal contact by the diversion officer Idth the 60l's that 

were referred. Detective Kendrick and Lieutenant Barba made a considerable 

amount of direct contact with 601 juveniles and their emphasis was more 

on personal contact than upon the referral process. 

starting in .Januar.r .:ith Officer Enslen and Lieutennnt Burro;." more 

emphas is lot-as placed upon referring 601 juveniles to community reSOUl'ces. 

Officer Enslen expended considerable effort in contacting community 

resources and in maintaining liaison with the available resource~ in 

the Sunnyvale area. Considerable headli/:l.Y ',-as made in eztablishing 

procedures with the local school district and other resources ~rithin 

the area • 

At the present time, under Lieutenant Scely, the diversion project 

in the City of Sunnyva.le is ~ore broacl1~' based in that several o:!:':'icers 

are involved directly in diversion ~~th the entire department beL~g 

responsible for diVersion contacts on a one-to-one basis. Toe 

coordination and liaison ~ction is carried on by Lieutcn~~t SeG~r 

prillUlrily • 
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It is this consultant's opinion that 601. Diversion Project has had 

a significant impact upon the Sunnyvale Department of Public Safp,'hy oVer 

the past project year. There have been many liaisons established with 

community resources and some enhancement of public cafety's own programs 

has occurred. 

The department has modified its Oh~ system to the extent that it can 

accomodate the new procedures for handling the 601 juvenile and this 

modification has been effective. 1nel'e has been consistent support of the 

diversion project thrOUGhout the year and it it. anticipated that this 

support will continue in the future, both from the admin~,strative levels 

of the Sunnyvale Departr:lent of Public Sa.fety and the line sta.ff. 

In res'pe~t to the project's impact upon the community, the feedback 

over the past year has been favorable. The two resources ~mich are 

primarily us'edby the department are Sunnyvale I s own pared-youth discus-

sion group, run jointly by the de'part~ent and the Departmen~ of Public Health, 

utilizing public heaJ.th pel'!3o;mel, department personnel and cOIT'.munity 

volunteers. In additicn, the department has utilized, to a great extent, 

the Community Schools Prog!'nm in the Inkewood Village area.. 

Good communication and liaison seems to be estab1ishcu and continuing 

with the Comrr.unity Schools Progra..>n which, incidently, has a diversion 

project of its aIm, and the t,,:o programs ?Xe working e!'fectively together 

tl.t this tirr.e. 
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One prima~' resource that was used, as nentioned above, is the par~nt-

youth c1iscussior. group of the Sunnyvale Department of Public Safety, -.. hicll 

handles minor 601 to 602 type probleme in a rather unique, fo~ a police 

department, method. The minors and their parents arc referred to this 

discussion group b~f b-;''Ch the public safety offict!r$ and by self referral 

and tl!eir problems are discussed in a group setting over a six week peri~d. 

At the present time, all cases whic\j seem to in'/olve family problens 

are reviewed by Lieutenant Bryce of the department, who tb:n attempts to 

enlist the minors and their parents in the attendance at the dj'>ctlssion 

group for the six week p2r~od. The groups are run by volunteers from the 

connnunity, by Lieutenant Bryce a.nd by Public Health Dep:lrtment personnel. 

The COl1'.;nll."1:l:.ca;'ion problem3 and family conflic~.s that are present .. 'ithin 

the f~~ily situation are discussed in the group Sl cting and an attempt is 

made at resolving these problems. 

Although no hard data is available at this tim! , the protirw~ does 

seem to be effective ar.d the feedback from the parents and tlJe rr.::nol's h.'1.S 

has been favorable. 

At the present time, the ~jority of grnnt funds utilized by the 

Sun1wvale Departm~nt of Public Safety is in the area of personal ser.ices. 

Due to the rather unique orDanization of the Sun.'1~-Jale Depart:r.ent of 

Public S<~fety ;.rith i~s concon:itant effect upon the 601 Diversion Progr<'.!:: 
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over the past year, considerable emphasis will be given in the second 

yea.r' to the assessing of the impact of' these departmental cbanges and 

~eorganization upon the project, itself. To date, the transition of 

one phase to another has gone very smoothly and the st~tistics 

gathered by the project staff indicate that there has been a consistent 

level of service offered to the clients in the Sunnyvale arf:a over the 

past year, regardless of the personne~ that were involved in the 

diversion project itself. 

It is anticipated that in the second year of the 601 Diversion 

Proj ect in the City of Sunnyvale that more emphasis ~rill be giverL to 

developing resources other thnn those that are already established 

and to strengthening the ties and liaison between those community 

agencies already being utilized • 

One of the problem areas that seems to be rl),ther universal through-

out the county~ i~ th~ lack of ade~uate co~unity resources to handle 

the influx of' 601 type cases during the evening: hOUl'S • 
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attempt to develDp and coordinate community-based alternat5.ves to thl; 

Juvenile Justice System. The concept of diversion is implemented at 

the police level by twelve law enforcement jurisdictions, each of which 

has shaped a distinctive approach to the problem in conSonance with the 

nature of' both their police force and community • 

The objectives of the program were three-fold: 

1.. To reduce anticipated He1fare and Institution Code Section 

601 ref'erra1s to the Santa Clara Co~!ty Juvenile Probation 

Department by 66% during FY 1972 - 73 • 

2. To create expanded and improved services appropriate to the 

needs of' those juveniles diverted within the twelve 

participating law enforcement jurisdictions • 

3. To demonstrate, test and evaluate the pre-delinquent diVersion 

pl'ogram model. 

The first objective concerning the reduction of' 601 referrals w~s 

ea.sily accorr.plished~ Based on a prediction of 4,81~3 pre-delinquent 

referl'a1s for FY: 1972 - 73, police agency participants vTere required to 

reduce such referrals to no more than 1,647. On a county-wide basis 
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actual 601 re~errals during the program. year numbered .only 1,002 or 60.8% 

of the nwnber a.llol·red. All of the participating p.olice departments indl,"'· 

vi dually accomplished the goal, with their respective levels .of success 

varying fr.om 123% t.o 189%. Pa~t of tha successful accomplishment .of this 

goal must be attributed to the nature of the statistical base of the pro-

gram. Research findings pinpointed several weak aspe~ts of the prediction 

process used by program develope\rs which contribu4;ed to c.. rather inflated 

and misleading fotlndation against which "success" was measured. Nevertheless, 

results were encouraging. 

Of the pre-delinquent youth referred t.o the Juvenile Probati.on Department 

during the project year, 55% were settled and released at intake, ,'hieh com~ 

pares favorably ~Tith the 68% released at intake during the previous year. 

This is still al'lindication, however) of c.onsiderable disparity between 

police and l'Tobation decisions regarding the appropriate treatment of 601' s. 

Although the majority of all reparted police contacts (65.5% or 1,904 

juveniles) .... rere ha.l'ldled by diverting the juvenile t.o a resource in the c.om­

munity, this diversi.on rate appears to be only a maderate .one cansidering the 

availability .of juvenile justice system alternatives. The discrepancy bet-

ween the successfully loh" bcoking rate based .on predictions (as mentioned 

above) and the .only mcderate diversion rate may pcssibly be attributed to a 

difference in the reporting .of diversion and bocking data. Hnerea.s every 601 

referral t.o the Juvenile Probation Department was recorded and submitted for 

project statistics, it is likely that certain 601 incidents which were handled 

using diversion were not reportec1 due to factcrs inv.olving case confidentiality 

and/or polica diGtaste for additional paper ''lork. 
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The overall recidivism rate for the diverted p~c-delinquents was 24.3%: ~ 

which is significantly lower than the rate of 48.5% found for a one year 

cohort sample of' pre-program 601' s. '!his sUBsests that divers:ion away from 

the formal jl1venile justice s:-istem was more effective than booking in helping 

pre-delinquents avoid f\trthe~ trouble. 

A second project gC)a.1 concerned the i::!provement and ~xpansion of COln-

munity based services for pre-delinquent youth. 'll,le achievement of' this goal 

.was vie'ded from four perspectives: police awal'enes~ of community resources, 

police knowler1ge about these resources, po1ic.:: ~ of cOll1lr'unity resources, 

and police ~evelopment ££ such resouxces • 

Based on the findings of an organizational study of tha law enforceoent 

a.gencies, police accomplished the ;nost in the aI'ea of resource ~age. Before 

the prograo began, services for pre-dc1jnquents were infrequently sought by 

police, and from or.ly approximately 15 con:munU~r resources. !l;)r the twelfth 

program month, a total of 89 such resoln-ces had been used in treatment recom-

menc1ations .made by police to pre-delinquents. Although most of the 89 

resources were either cO!l1.-nunity agencies or ind1epenaent professionals, parents 

(considered collectively) were used as a resource in J5.4% of the cases. 

In the case of the ~~jority of' diverted juveniles, police rec0~ended 

either generalized professio~al counseling or home-ba.sed 1lroblem resolution. 

Both recolT'.n:endations \.,ere accompanied by various aC:OU!1+;S of counseling by 

the contacting police 0fficer. Police aleo advised rr.any 601' s to seek oth!::!r 

services such as temporary alternative shelter, group encounters, recr.eational 

activity, a.'1G drug ccunsel:nG. ~1e o}:tent to '.:hich the se::.-vices recon:::e!1aed 

were actuallv oh+':'lin .. A h,. +hn •• ~.ri-\" ~ - __ .L , 
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investigation indica:ted that th(~re ma.y be little follow through on 

recommended trea.tment; programs • 

There was e. moderate am'OU!1t of progress on the part of law enfo:t'cers 

in the area of resource awa~eness. Such progress, however, ~s less 

easiJ.¥ der.;crJstr:-.ted due to the high level of initial awareness. During 

the first month of the pre/gram, police representatives were able to cite 

collectively almost 100 c'ommunity resources that were a;'railable ;for their 

use at that tir:le. 

The least amount of lJl'ogress was made in developing cQrr.munity resources 

and learning about the nature and capabilities of existing service a.gen~les. 

Late in the program year poJ.ice verbalized frustrat:l'.on as t\) which agencies 

could and would res~ond to various problems of the 601 juveniles. Some 

attempts to develop appropriate and responsive agencies were made by police 

but the atte~ts were few. 

The thJrd progr~~ objective concerned the testing and evaluation of the 

diversion program model. This project phase was accomplished through resear.Ch 

conducted by The Am~~ican Justir.e Institute. Evaluation efforts were directed 

toward a Idde range of issues including the cost impact on the Juvenile 

Probation Department. The cost of pr'oviding probation services to the nll.'llber 

of 601 juveniles anticipated to enter the probation system during P;C 1972 - 73 

had there been. no Diversion Progra:lI is $754,292.16 and appro:dmateiy' 23,058.46 

personnel hours. The actual number of 601' s referred to the Juvenile Probat~.on 

Department during the fiscal year necessitated expenditures of only $261,564.99 

and 6,995.32 ~OUl·5. The di~ference yields an initial savin~s of $~92,727.l7 

and 16,073.74 personnel hours. Sotle of these benefit& are offset by :program 

- xii -
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·"e'" costs yielding a final $avings of $289,716.94. These freed resources must 

be viewed however, in terms of absorbtion and redistribution rather th~l 

savings • 

• ~aluation efforts were directed to~~rd other issues relating to the 

program model including the treatment needs of pre-delinquent juveniles, 

the general preparedness of participating police forces for diversion 

• activities, the impact of :hc program on facits of the Juvenile Justice 

System, police-probation coordination, an& the effectiveness of diversion 

mechanisms in terms of the recidivism of "treated" youth. Evaluation 

results are reported in more detail in later sections of this report. 

'1lle general conclusion reached is that this and similar diversion 

programs should be continued and expanded • 

• 

• 

.' 
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RECONMENDATIONS 

In light of research findings, the following recommendations are made: 

1. He-structure the statistical base of the program for 

purposes of increasing the validity of the measurement 

of police success. 

2. Define explicitly the role that the police officer 

will take in the diversion process; i.e., case .rorker, 

referring agent, etc. There may be inter-departmental 

differences in the role assumed by the police officer. 

Variance between an oEficer's action and his training 

~phasis, and varianc~ bet~een an officer and his 

superiors in role perception is counter-productive if 

not conflict producing. 

3. Channel energies and ::und,s to:.ard training the police· 

force for their chosen ;.;ell-defined role: techniques 

of fami:1y therapy and counseling for the case gc:;:-ker 

role, and knowledge a.~d develop~ent of corr~unity 

agencies for the re~erring agent role. 

4. Channel. energies and funds to~~rd training patrolmen 

in t(.lcnniques of crisis inter.rention and effective com-

munication .dthin the family conflict situations, despite 

their De?art~ent!s choice o~ the above-mentio~ed roles • 
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.,. • 5. Diagnose those 601 cases which reach the intake level 

." 
( of probation for careful analysis of previous treatment 

;. from community-based resources • 

• 
6. create definite and consistent intra-departmental police 

procedtL."es regarding the handling of 601 incidents. 

7. Conduct follow-up activities on diverted pre-delinquents 

by either police personnel or a designated "coordinating" 

agency in order to insure the delivery of services to the 

youth and in order to render some degree of accountability 

in the diversion process. 

• 8. Examine the use of "freed" time in the Juvenile Probation 

( Department resulting from reduced admissions. 

• 9. Continue and enlarf,e this and similar progra~s designed 

to divert youthful offenders away from the formal 

Juvenile Justice s,ystem • 

• 

• 

• 
- 'JC'{ -
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I. Introduction 

There are three basic assumptions lmich suggest the need to divert 

pre-delinquents from the formal Juvenile Justie-) System. 1) Sheer 

numbers make it impossible from an economic standpoint tr) deal effectively 

with all YOWlg people guilty of violating juvenile codes. 2) Exposure 

to the fOl'mal Juvenile Justice System labels a chill! as a delinquent. Once 

the label has been applied, a new process may begin: that of learning and 

conforming to behavior that the role prescribes. 3) Treatment for the 

problems that underlie misbehavior is most effective if it involves the 

family and if it takes place as close to the juvenile's own environment 

as possible. 

The 601 Diversion Program is Santa Clara County's response to the 

development of alternatives to involving the pre-delinquent in the 

Juvenile Justice System. The program is sponsored by the Santa Clara 

County Juvenile Probation Department and impl~mented by the 12 law enforce-

ment jurisdictions of Santa Clara County. The project is based on the 

premise tha:t la',i enforcement personnel can refer pre-delinquents to sources 

of help in the community before official involvement of the jllvenile takes 

place. Implicit in this premise is the belief that sufficient community 

alternatives can be developed through coordinated efforts. 

~ne objectives of the Diversion Project were three~fold: 

. 
1. To l'ecluce anticipa.ted Helfare and Institutions Code 601 

referrals to the Santa. clara. Juvenile Probation Department 

by 66i durins fiscal year 1972 - 73 • 

- 1 - 'i,i 
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• ~ 2. To create expanded and .irnproved se1"Vices appropriate to the 

" 
(' needs of those juveniles diverted within the 12 participating 

* law enforcement jurisdictions • 

• 
~ 3. To demonstrate~ test and evaluate the pre-delinquent diversion 

p!"ogram model. 

II. Organization of the Santa Clara County Diversion Project 

A. Personnel 

A project unit within the Juvenile Probation Department ~~s created 

with the appointment of a project director, three consulting probation 

officers and two clerks. These personnel provided con~inuous full-time 

services to tne 12 la'l enforcement agencies in such areas as program 

c development, problem resolution and budget assistance. 

A project advisory committee, formed to assist the project director, 

ft~S comprised of four representatives of local laN enforcement agencies 

elected at large. This committee reviewed the diversion plal'ls of 

participating departments, monitored revisions or amendments of same 

• throughout the year, and rr4de recorrmendations to the ~roject director. 

'" 
Each police jurisdiction appointed diversion officers respcnsible 

• for coordir.ating their agency's efforts to\':a!"d divertir.g pre-delinquents 

from the Juvenile Justice System. Depart~ents formed individual sub-
'-' 
'''' contracts bet:,'een themselves and the Juvenile Probation Department. A 

• ~ ... . .. 
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detailed discussion of the unique financial stru"·.are of the program can 

be found in Appendix D. 

B. Training of Police Participants 

TWenty-one hours of 601 diversion training was offered to participat-

ing police officers during the i'irst two months of the project. ~e 

training, taken advantage of almost exclusively by diversion officers, 

was presented in three sections: 

1. Community Social Se~rices Orientation 

2. Family Systems Training (lectures regar~ing family role 

conflicts, family communications, etc.). 

3. Limited Brief Thera~J (analyzing family conflicts and 

~ working toward problem resolution). 

III. Research Methodology 

• A. Objectives 

In order to evaluate the diversion program moiJel, the folloHing 

• research objectives were accomplished: 

1. A data system to enable a uniform analysis and evaluation 

• of tile diversion program. across all partici~a.ting jurisdictions 

was created. 

- 3 -" 
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• .. 
2. The degree of success each law enforcement agency attained 

<i: 

10. during the project period, :dth reference to reducing its 

• expected share of the projected referrals to the 

.. Santa Clara County Juvenile Probation Department was determined • 

• 3. Client related or police factors underlying the diversion 

decisions in each jurisdiction were studied in order. to explain 

the differential experien~es a~ong the various jurisdictions 

and withiu the same jurisdiction • 

• 
4. The unique application of the diversion program within each 

participating jurisdiction and its effectiveness was examined • 

• 
5. A study of tbe impact 0: the diversion program on tbe 

Santa Clara Juvenile Probation Depal'tment, a.'ld diversion 

• resource agencies ~~s conducted • 

6. A ."needs" survey of a sample of pre-delinquents (601 cases) 

referred to the Santa Clara Juvenile Probation Department 

• was conducted in order to determine their characteristics, 

defined program needs and services received via probation staff. 

• 7. Agency baseline data Nere developed for the Juvenile Probation 

Department a'ld for each participating law enforcement agency at 

the beginning of the project Period regarding staff'ing, budget 

and services. Follo:.;-up data \wre collected for comparison • • 

• 
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8. To the extent possible, the diversion program services 

utilized in various jurisdictions were compared with the 

services rendered referred cases handled by the 

Juvenile Probation Department. 

9. A study ~~s conducted of the increased knowledge gained by 

law enforcement personnel regarding diyer~ion resources 

during the project • 

10. A cost/benefit analysis for each of the agencies involved 

in Jlrocessing 601 cases ~as carried out. 

B. Rese~rch Design 

In order to reach the objectives listed above) the research design 

consisted basically of stUdying the effec~iveness of co~~unity-based 

treatment of pre-delin!luents and pinpointing approaches respc!lsible for 

effectiye treatment versus ineffective treatment of such youth. The 

research approach e:nployed both an "early program - late program" compari-

son design which involved each subject as his o'om control, and a pre-test! 

post-test design using a rando~y selected group of pre-program 601 

juveniles for comparison ~lith !lrog:ram youth. 

The major difficulty in the design I·ras the absence of a true control 

group against (ihieh to evaluate the behaVior of program youth.~ost such 

evaluations i·:ere necessarily based on the juyeniles I o~m baseline behavior 

which did no~ control adequately for differences that would have occurred 

over tme in spite of the program. The :ii{eal control ... fould ha',"e been to 

create a program and r.::>n-progrnm group by. random selection; ho-::ever, 

ethical considerations rulej out that possibility. 
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c. Subjects 

The.ma.;l.n subjects in this study inclUded 2,906 reported pre-delin-

qttents contacted by the participating police. These juveniles, who were 

either diverted to a ~ommunity resource (1, 90!~ youth) or referred to the 

Juvenile Probation Department (1,002 youth) between July ~ 1972 and 

June 30, 1973, were determineo eligible for the program on the basis of 

two main criteria: that the youth had violated the 601 Section of the 

Welfare and Institutions Code by being truant, beyond the control of 

parents and/or school, in danger of leading a lel.,rd and immoral life, 

vagrant, or involved in running a"lay from home; and that the youth was 

not under any type of Probatio:1 Department supervision at the time of 

the violation. 

A samplcr of 101 of the diverted juveniles \'lere randomly selected for 

a. separate phase of the study .,hieh examined factors associated .,ith 

recidivism: The parents of these 101 pre-delinquents tiere also involved 

in the study thrOUgh their participation in a ::}uestionnaire survey which 

focused on the nature and frequency of the juveniles' contact .nth co~unity 

resources. 

A sample of 20'7 pre-delinquents were involved in yet another phase of 

the study. Tnese randomly selected youth had been referred to the 

Juvenile Probation Department betlveen fiscal years 1965 and 1972, years 

preceding the Diversion Project. These youth were the subjects of an 

examination of pre-delinquents' needs for treatment and services. 

Theparticipatine; 1a\'! enforcer.\cnt agencies ~':ere also cc!'!si~ered as 

subjects of the study. The perfo~ance of the 11 ~olice departments and 
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booking rates) recidivism rates of youth handled, distribution of 

diversion work among department perSonnel, use of and agreements with 

community resources and the dep3rtments' use of project funds. The 19 

specially designated diversion officers from the departments .rere the 

subjects of a sub-study regarding the specialists' diversion techniques 

and police use of and knowledge about community resources. 

Selected Juvenile Probation Depal'tment ];lersonnel were the final 

group of subjects involved in the study. Twenty-six of the 42 de];luty 

probation officers -working in the Delinquent Supervision Units \,ere 

interviewed in order to discover whether the diversion ];lrogram impacted I' 

probation officer work patterns effecting juveniles under supervision • 

... .. 
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D. Methods or Data Collection 

1. Classified by Research Objectives 

The ~esearch objectives are given below along with the instrumen~ 

used ror data collection and the collection schedules pertaining to 

each objective. (Refer to Appendix C for examples or the instruments 

used.) 

Research Ob.iective 

A-I,;tributeG of Diverted youth 

Attributes of Booked youth 

Nature of 601 Incidents 

Needs of 601 Youth 

601 Penetration into 
Probation S,ystem 

601 Recidivism 

Use o~ Co~unity Resources by 
Police 

Use of Co~unity Resources 
by 601 Youth 

Attributes of Diversion Officers 

Police Diversion Techniques 

InstrUl:lents Collection Schedule 

Police Departments' Continuous 
Juvenile Contact Report 

Juvenile Probation Continuous 
Department's Intake Form 

Above tHO instrll.11Jents 

Juven~le Probation 
Department's Records 
Room cards 
Case liistory category 
Sheet 

Continuous 

4th project month 

4th project month 

Juvenile Prob~tion Continuous 
Intake Unit Log 

Police Juvenile Contact Continuous 
Report 
Probation Intake Form Continuous 
Probat.ion Dc:partn;ent' s Continuous 
Confidential Log 

Attachment to Juvenile Co:'tinuous 
Contact Report 

Youth-Agency Contact 
Ql!estionnaire 

B~5eline Organizational 
Survey 

B~seline Organizational 
Survey 

11th project month 

1st and 9th pro,j ect 
month 

1st and 9th project 
month 
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2. Classif'ied by Subjects 

A variety of different methods of data collection ~/ere employed. 

The methods, their associated techniques, and the subjects on which 

the data were collected arc as follows: 

Method 

Analysis of 
Documents 

Technique 

content analysis 
Statistical compiiations 

Mail Use of attitude scales to 
Questionna.ire measure background of 

respondents 

Personal 
Interview 
(Structured) 

Focused 
Interview 

Group 
Interview 

Open-ended and closed 
questions 

Attention focused on 
given a.rea 9 respondent 
urged to ta.lk freely about 
area 

Small group of respondents 
interviel'led simultaneously 
using above techniques 

Use 

cost Benefit 
Analysis 

Baseline Data 
Collection 

Delivery of 
services 

Organizational 
Survey 

Police program 
content and 
problems 

Sub,iects 

Juvenile Probation 
DepaIt ment 

All 601'$ contacted 
Under Program 
(2,906 juveniles) 

Parents or 101 
Sampled Diverted 
Youth 

19 Diversi(:m Offic.er: 
of 12 Pa~ticipating 
Department!, 

19 Diversion Officer: 
of 12 Participating 
Departments 

Examining yrork 24 Juvenile Proba~ 
patterns of' tion OfficelrS from 
Juvenile Pruua.tion Delinquency Super-
Officers. vision Units. 

Probation Depart­
ment consultant's 
perception of 
police programs 

Ju\>enile Prlobation 
Department • ,s three 
c.onsuJ:!mnts to the 
poliCe 

Gase Study Cross-sectional and Pre-delinquent Sample or pre-pro­
gram 601 j UV'eniles 

Participant 
Observation 

longitudinal collection of Needs Survey 
data for intensive analysis 
emphasizing factors in 
socialization 

Interactional recording Ride with Police 
for analysis of 
diversion by 
:pc.trOl!l!en 

l?olice Patrc)lmen 

~<~.r 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

rI. ]?rogram Results 

A. Character~stics of Program Juveniles 

1. Youth Diverted to Community Resources 

During the first project year, 1,904 ju.~niles or 65.5% of all 

those handled under the project were diverted. The typical pre­

delinquent diverted Has a caucasian betlfeen the ages of 13 and 16. 

(Specific characteristics of diverted juveniles can be found in 

tabular form on the follo·..n.ng pages, Tables .1 through 5). Further-

more, the youth had repeated]l" experienced problems similar to the 

one leading to involvement in the program but had, in most cases, r'l0 

pre·-program contact with the police. Diverted youth were most; often 

inv'olved in runaway incidents, but Here also frequently involved in 

truan~y and beyond control sitt~tions.l As would be expected in such 

t-,r.pes 0:::" behavior, the "vid,ims" or individuals most often harmed by 

the 601 violations Here either the juvenile hbself or his immediate 

family. In only a few cases we~e these acts directly harmful to 

businesses, schools or community members • 

2. youth Referred to Juvenile Probation 

Of the 2,906 pre-delinquents handled under the progra'll during 

the first year~ 34.5% or 1,002 I"ere referred to the JUvenile Probation 

Department by l'Rrti<!ipating police jurisdictions ("booked"). As 

sho~~ in the tables on the follo~~ng ~ages, the profile of the youth 

lrt shoulo be noted that the various behaviors included ~~der the 601 Section 
of the ~{elfa!'p. and Institut:i ons Code ',!ere so inter-rela.ted that strict cate­
gorizations by ir,cidents were often difficult. In man::r cases ,juveniles ",·mo 
were beyond the control of "the parents often C<'l."!\e to the attention of the 
police through lewd and in:mc.ral behavior or throueh rlL.'1ning a'~:ay; or trunnts 
~:erc disc01rcred because they" apPea:ced to patrolli!1g police to be ',a.grU1"1t o!' 
wandering • 

"~.~~fl>·\ .. 
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• TD.ble 1: ABe of Pre-Delinquent "r"uth 
<I: 

Contacted Under PrOgl:>Wll 

--• Age in Years Diverted Booked Total 

N ~ N % 1'- 1% of Tota 
• Youth 

1 

10 or under 59 92.2 5 7.8 64 2.2 

• II 51 75.0 17 25.0 68 2.3 

12 125 71.0 51 29.0 176 6,.1. ., 
13 235 66.8 117 33.2 352 12.1 

• ( 14 381 61.8 236 38.2 617 21.2 

15 488 65.9 253 34.1 7111 25.5 

16 366 6?.8 217 37.2 583 20.1. 

17 196 64.9 106 35.1 302 lO.4 -
18 3 100.0 a 0 3 .1 

TOTAL 1,9011 65.5 1,002 34.5 2,906 100.0 

lI.ean Age i'or Diverted Youth == 14.5 years old 

• Mean Age for Booked Youth = 14.7 yeal's old 

• 

• - 11 -
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l-hle 

Female 

Table 2 

Sex 

TOTAL 

Sex of :' 'fe-Delinquent Youth 

Contacted Under Program 

Diverted Booked 

N % N 10 

912 71.6 362 28.4 

992 60.8 640 39.2 

1,904 65.5 1,002 34.5 

Table 3: CUltural Bad:ground of 

Total 

N 
~(' of To 

Youth 
tal 

1,274 43.8 
1,632 56.2 

-
2,906 100.0 

Pre-Delinquents contacted Under Progra~ 

- -
Cultural :&.ckgrot1..'1d Diverted Booked ':rotal 

N % N % u $ of ':rot 
Youth 

a1 

Caucasian 1,530 68.5 705 31.5 2,235 76.9 
Negro 47 116.5 54 53.5 101 3.5 
Mexica!l 275 55.9 217 44.1 492 16.~ 

other 22 51.2 21 48.8 43 1.5 
Hissing Data (30) 85.7 (5) 14.3 (35 (1.2) 

TOTAL 1,904 I 65.5 1,002 34.5 2!9C6 100.0 

- 12 -
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Table 4: School Leve:t of Pre-Delinquents 

Contacted Under Proeram 

School Level Diverted Booked 

N oj, N rip 

Elementar.r 156 76.5 h8 23.5 

Junior High 427 65.3 227 34.6 

High School 1,190 64,4 659 35.6 

High School Graduate 4 57.1 3 42.9 

College 3 100.0 0 0 

Continuation SChool 27 51.9 25 i 48.1 

Drop Out - 2 100.0 0 0 

Not Attending 28 41.2 40 58. 

Nissing Data (67) 100.0 0 0 

TOTAL 1,904 _ 65.5 1,002 34.5 

- 33-

'.'- ... ' ~+- ..... ..,. ,'. ' 

Total 

If 1'% of' To 
Youth 

tal 

204 7.0 

654 22.5 

1849 63.6 

7 .2 

3 .1 

52 1.8 

2 .06 

68 2.3 

(6)7) (2.3) 

2~906 100.0 
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Table 5: Ty-pe of 601 Incidents Involving 

Pre-Delinquents Contacted Under Program 

Type Incident Diverted Booked Total 

N i N i N 1% of Tot 
Youth 

a1 

• Rt:.naway 873 64.7 477 35.3 1,350 46.5 

Beyond Parental Contro 509 52.9 453 47.1 962 33.1 

Beyond School Control 43 62.3 26 3rr.7 69 2.4 

Truant 387 91.7 35 8.3 422 14.5 

Lel'ld and Immoral 84 89.4 10 10.5 94 3.2 

Wandering 1 50.0 1 50.0 2 .06 

• ( 
110 Support 1 100.0 0 0 1 .03 

Vaflrant 6 100.0 0 0 6 .2 

TOTAL I 1,904 65.5 
I 

1,002 34.4 2,906 100.00 

• 
-, . 

• 
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B. 

typically booked differed somewhat from that of the typically 

diverted youth. The group of pre-delinquents referred to Probation 

was slightly older and racially more heterogeneous than the diverted 

youth. As shOlffi in Table 5, runav18.Ys ~lere again the mo.st . frequent 

601 violators; however, juveniles' ;io were booked for being beyond 

the control of their parents number almost us many as the runaways. 

Proportionally more of the booked youth were females than of the 
" 

diverted youth. 

Flow of Pre-Delinquents into the Program 

Tile number of project-eligible pre-delinquents reportedly contacted 

by participating police- departments during the first year ~Ta.s2,906 

(as compared inth tee over zealous prediction of 4,843 pre-delinquents). 

The flow of these juveniles into the program was relatively light during 

the early summer months but this seasonal slump was typical of the flow 

of delinquent cases into the Department in past years, as shown in 

Figure 1 on the follol'ling page.-The flo.1 of project cases flUctuated 

irratically during the fall and winter months, reaching a peak in 

March 1973, with 318 cases handled during that oonth. The number of 

contacts hovered around the average monthly figure during the last three 

months of :the project year. In general, the rate of pre-delinquent 

contacts made by police participating in the program ~~s ~ot ~~ikethe 

typical Juvenile Probation Department trends involving the intake of 

delj,nquent cases. 

J' 

1. Diversions 

County-wide diversions irratically increased throughot~t the first 

half of the proj ect 'year reac11ing one high point of 196 C!a.sesduring 
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FIGURE I' 

FLOW OF PRE-DELINQUENTS INTO PROGRAM BY TYPE OF POLICE ACTION 
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January 1973, and reaching a peak of 211 cases during March 1973. 

An overview of diversions by project month and by police department 

can be seen in Table 6. The average nuwber of diversions per month 

was 159. As shown in Figure 2, 9~fo or 1,713 of all the diversions 

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

resources. Oae hundred and sixty-four juveniles (8.6%) however, 

required further action by police for being involved in two separate 

incidents, 24 juveniles (1.3%) for three separate incidents, and 

three juveniles (.2%) were diverted for ej' ... her four or five separate 

601 violations • 

San Jose Police Department, responsible for a Jurisdiction with 

192,060 residents under the age of 17,2 understandably diverted the 

largest number of pre-delinquents during the year (558 juveniles, 

or 29.3% of the county's reported diversions). The Sheriff's Office 

was second in terms of reported diversions (343 juveniles) and the 

remaining jurisdictions fell into a descending order by diversion 

volume that closely paralleled the order by jurisdictional volume of 

juvenile residents (See Table 12 on page 33) • 

2. Bookings 

The flOly of 1,002 pre-delinquents referred to the Juvenile 

Probation Department during the program's first year fluctuated 

slightly more than the flo'", of diversions (See Figure 1 on 'Page 16). 

2D~t~ ;e;c-o~t~i~e~ ;r~m "General Population Characteristics, California", 
U. S. Department of Cor.anerce, 3ureau of the Census, 1970. PopuJ.ation 
figure.s current for Febrl1ar'J 1973 \o[ere provided by the Santa Clara County 
Planning Department. T'nese ~·;ere used in conjunction :dth percenta;;es of 
juvenile residents from the Census. 
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NI3 6: 
601 DMRSIO!'.'S llUlU!,Q FIRST l'R0JEC"r YEAR 

(FY 1972 - 1973) 
13Y MON'!'}! AND BY POLICE DEPAR~h"l' 

JULy AUGUST SE~':nE.'l CC'i~llER tlOVE:t.nER DECEHllER JANt:A!tY FEBRUARY PAnCH APRIL Jot.:.y .'I'U!l'R "rqrAt 
POLICE D!!:PAR'lY.Strr N i tI '1> rl 1- N 1> " " 1. II 1> 11 'f, N % N ~ Ii 1> N 'f, N ~ N 1. 

San Jonc 70 12.5 46 8.6 lJ8 8.6 42 7.5 50 9.0 52 9,3 46 8.2 46 8.2 49 8.8 24 4.3 46 8.2 37 6.6 558 29.3 

Shcriff'1I Office 26 7.6 7 2.0 21, 7.0 29 8.5 36 10.5 32 9.3 35 10.2 17 5.0 23 6.7 40 U.7 40 U.7 34 9.9 343 18.0 

Sun.nyva10 5 3.4 3 2.1 2 1.4 ., 4.8 14 9.7 12 B.3 18 12.4 16 U.o 38 26.2 7 4.B 116 li.O 7 4.8 145 7.6 

santa Clara 1 0.8 18 13.5 17 12.8 15 U.3 6 4.5 1\) 7.5 7 5.3 11 8.3 19 14.3 13 9.8 8 6.0 8 6.0 133 7.0 

MOlmtain V~.ev 3 1.8 9 5.3 10 5.9 16 9.1,1 17 10.0 ., 4.1 20 U.8 9 5.3 21 12.4 23 13.5 21 12.4 14 8.2 l70 a.9 
I 

l'v1.o Alto " 5.6 12 16.9 2 2.3 4 5.6 6 8.5 7 9.9 4 5.6 9 12.7 8 U.3 6 a.5 4 5.6 5 7.0 71 3.7 

Milpitas 8 6.8 13 ll.O 14 11.9 6 5.1 11 9.3 1 0.8 7 5.9 3 2.5 23 19.5 15 12.7 6 S.l 11 9.3 U8 6.2 

r"ll'l:J?beU 5 3.0 3 1.8 3 1.8 23 13.7 16 9.5 II 6.5 33 19.6 24 J.4.3 19 U.3 13 7.'1 17 10.1 1 0.6 168 8.8 

Los Gatos 12 21.1 6 10.5 6 10.5 12 21.1 6 10.5 3 5.3 3 5.3 2 3.5 5 8.B 0 0.1t 2 3.5 0 0.0 57 3.0 
. 

Gllo:o:r 0 0.0 8 10.5 U 14.5 7 9.2 6 7.9 6 7.9 13 17.1 3 3.9 3 3.9 5 6,6 12 15.8 2 2,6 76 4.0 

Los Altos 1 7.7 2 15.1, 1 7.7 0 0.0 7.7 1 7.7 4 30.8 1 7.7 1 7.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 13 0.'1 , . 
Morgan Hill 1 1.9 1 1.9 ., 13.5 1 1.9 4 7.7 10 19.2 6 ll.5 9 17.3 2 3.8 7 13.5 0 0.0 4 ,,7.7 52 2.7 

'l.'otal 136 7.1 6.8 " .6 8.5 9.1 8.0 10.3 7.9 11.1 8.0 9.0 .6.5 1904" 100,0 

-
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fiGURE 2 

~ POLICE EFFORTS EXPENDED TO 
RE-DIVERT INITIALLY DIVERTED JUVENILFS 

( MEASURED BY JUVENILE INVOLVEMENT IN DIVERSION STREAM)i 
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1 ILLUSTRATION DOES NOT DEPICT JUVENILES WHO ENTERED THE 
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As with the diversions, the low point of monthly bookings 

occurred during tae fj.Tst project month, however, the peak of 

bookings ~ms reached as early as October 1972, when 121 juveniles 

were referreu to Probation. An overview of 'bookings by project 

month and by police department can be seen in Table 7. It 

initially appeared as if the peak number of book~ngs in October 

was due to an increase in the number of truants accompanying the 

start of school. Data on the types of 601 incidents booked dur­

ing that month, however, show only 1.7% of the month's referrals 

were for truancy violations, and that only 4.9% of all the truants 

contacted were booked. other explanations for the sharp rise in 

October are not obvious, but a seasonal rise during the fall 

months seemed to be a pattern for all delinquent Juvenile Probation 

Department inta.1{es (See Figure 3). The average number of juveniles 

booked per month was 84" 

Several conditions prevailed during the fi~st project year 

t~at seriously affected the flow of bookings. Research findings 

show that during the first project year four releva.nt r.:bnditions 

prevailed: 

a) Although Police representatives displayed an awareness 

of' available agencies in their cOmJnQ'lity, they "Tere at 

a .loss as to ~nere to obtain many se~ices for particular 

pre-delinquent problems • 
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TABLE 7: 
GOI 1I00KIl:OS DUnn!G FIRST PROJECT mn 

(FY 1972 - 1973) 
BY Mo:rrl! AIID DY POLICE DEPARn.:Eln' 

• 
J1JLY AUGt'Sl' s::PT!:l·!D~ OCTODEH N')\'l::!.:Dl:!!1 DBC~WEn JJ\IIUARY Ft'B!1!ARY l

'
J\RCH APRIL lIAY JUNE TOTAL 

!',),LICE DE!'AH':;-!E!i'r N 't N ~ N i 11 '/. 11 % !! ~ l/ '/. II 1> N 'f, N % N i N 'f, N 'f, 

~Qn ':;)fJ~ !.9 3.6 38 7.1 211 3.5 
~ . 

77 14)1 5G 10.5 27 5.0 h7 B.B 110 7.5 62 11.6 49 9.2 57 10.7 39 7.3 535 7.3 

Sheriff':) '~frice 15 B.l 16 B.G 19 10.3 17 9.2 13 7.0 9 4.9 17 9.2 17 9.2 16 B.6 17 9.2 12 6.5 17 9.2 185 18.5 

Sunnyva1<: 9 10.3 1 1.1 ~ 2.3 1~ 13.8 (') G." 
I 

6 6.9 6 6.9 G 6.9 5 5.7 11 12.6 13 14.9 10 ll.5 87 8.7 . 
Ollntll Clara 4 7.1 2 3.6 h 7.1 5 B.9 5 8.9 2 3.6 II 7.1. 7 12.5 6 10.7 6 10.7 7 12.5 4 7.1 56 5.6 

/·:oun1..n tn View 0 0.0 3 IG.7 0 0.0 2 ll.l 2 11.1 2 ll.l 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 11.1 5 27.3 2 11.'. 0 0.0 IB 1.8 

1'1110 Alt.,) 0 0.0 1 3.G II 111.3 1 3.6 1 3.G 3 10.7 6 21.11 2 7.1 3 10.7 1 3.6 5 17.9 1 3.6 rB 2.8 

XUpltlln 3 13.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 11.5 5 22.7 1 11.5 1 1,.5 2 9.1 2 9.1 3 13.6 2 9.1 2 9.1 22 2.2 

COr.lpbC'll 0 0.0 1 II.? 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 25.0 1 11.2 2 8.3 1 4.2 If 16.7 2 8.3 6 25.0 1 ~.2 24 2.4 

LoD (into:) 1 6.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.3 3 10.D 2 12.5 2 12.5 1 6.3 2 12.5 4 25.0 16 1.6 

Ciilroy 1 5.0 1 5.0 1 5.0 5 25.0 4 20.0 1 5.0 1 5.0 4 20.0 2 10.l) 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 2.0 

Lo~ Al1..QIl 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 66.7 0 0.0 3 0.3 

~:orenn 1!!11 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 12.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 12.5 3 37.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 8 o.B 
- -

~~t~~. 52 5.2 61, G.1. 54 !i.11 121 12.1 913 9.B 53 5.3 87 8.7 82 8.2 10719.7 !ltl 9.6 109 10.9 7f) 7.9 1002 100.0 
'. 
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FIGURE 3 

SEASONAL FLUCTUATIONS IN FLOW OF PROJ ECT CASES 
VS. AVERAGE JPD DELINQUENT INTAKE 1 
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b) There existed few explicit procedures or agreements 

between police departments and community resources 

regarding ho .. , and by .mom pre-delinquent cases would 

be ha.ndled. A similar lack of procedural unde!"stal1d-

ing existed between many departments' patro~en and 

their supervisors. Both weaY~esses lead to L~consistent 

program peri'ormance on the part of police and freQuent 

doubts regarding agency use • 

c) MOst of the police had little training to ade~uately 

perform their ro:'.e in the diYersion pl'ogram. In 11 out 

of the 12 police departments,3 it .tas only the diversion 

officer .mo !"eceived initial preparation from J'uvenile 

Probation staff. There rras little, if any, ongoing 

training of those individuals aside fron an occasional 

conference attended by one or two indiViduals, and there 

was little transfer of :kno~Tledge or technique from the 

small corp of officers to the hu.~dreds o~ patrolmen 

county-~ride doing much of the initial contact t10rk vrith 

pre-delinquents • 

d) Almost all of the available agencies maintained Honday-

through-Friday, 8 a.m.-to~5 p.m. work schedules. One 

ex;,sting agency, Immediate Treatment Service of County 

Mental Health~ operated on a 24 hour availability schedule, 

but was not deSigned to respond to -the pre-delinquent and 

his problems. 
- - - _.- - - ~ - - - -
3sunnyvale Department of Public Safety often sent a patrolman to these 

.... __ .!_ ... ~_.-:- _ _ .. w_· 
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These four conditions exerted an influence at the ~oint of 

contact between police and the pre-delinquent that would often 

result in a ret ::~ral to Juvenile Proba.tion rather than a diversion 

into the community for treatment. For example, an examL~ation of 

the time of day diverted juveniles made contact with the police 

reveals that the majority of cases were contacted between 5 p.m. 

and 8 a.m. Table 8 shOI.,s tb~t :in contrast, on:l¥ 40% of the bookings 

occurred between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. and that 60% of them took place 

~Then almost all agencies ;,ere unavailable as alternatives to 

Jiuvenile Hall. 

Had the four conditions discussed above not intervened, pol~ce 

. action to book the juvenile may have decreased considerab:l¥. 

Officers t'lould have knol-al more often wh~re to obtain services for 

ma~y peculiarly pre-delinquent problems; they ~rould have been 

able to follol" clearly-established departmental procedures to 

divert 'the juvenile using methods agreed upon in agency coordinated 

programs; and they ~lould have been trained to adequate:l¥ d.=al with 

the immediate crisis, defusing the situation until such time as 

appropriate agencies could provide relief • 

c. JurisdictionaJ Difi'erences in Program Participation 

1. A.pproach 

llie 12 jurisdictions participating in the program were aUowed 

1atitw3.eenoug..lJ. to create "tailor-made" approaches to their diver-

sion activity. The law enforcement agencies were describeJ by 

their respective Probation Departoent Project Consultants in terms 
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Midnight to 8 A.M. 

8 A.M. to 5 P.M. 

5 P.M. to Midnight 

Hissing Infol'mll.t1on 

TQTAL 

• ! 

r.:ot'(!nn I LOS 
lf1ll Altos 
N i N '/. 

2 25. 1 33.3 

1 12.5 

5 62.5 2 66.6 

8 100,0 3 100.0 
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TABLE 8: Time of Day Booking Occured by Referring I\)l1ce DeP\,<1"tment 

POLICE DEPARTJ.:ENTS 

Gilroy" Los Cll1l1pbell r·!ilpitll1l Po.10 r·:OU!ltain Snnta Sunnyvale GatO!) Alto VieW' Clara 
N i N d,. Ii 10 N <f, 11 'f. N t{, N i N 'f, 

II 19. 2 12.6 1 4.2 1 4.5 8 21:1.5 3 16.7 8 14.3 15 17.2 

12 60. 5 31.3 9 3.7.5 II 50 6 21.4 10 55.5 27 41:1.2 36 ',1.4 

3 15. 8 50. 111 58.4 9 lio.51 13 46.4 5 27.8 19 34 31 35.6 

(1) (5.) (1) (6.3) (1) ~.5') (1) (3.6) . (2) (3.6) (5) (5.~ 

20 100,0 16 100.0 24100.0 22 1~ 28 100,0 11:1 100.0 56 100.0 137 100.0 

• • • 

'. 
Sherit'f SIUI ':ose ToW Total Office 

rl i N $ N i 

30 16.3 78 14.6 153 15.3 

71 38;3 220 41.2 lioB 1i0.7 

79 42.7 203 37.9 391 39.1 

(5) (2.7) (34) (6.4) (50) (5) 

185100.0 535 100.0 1002 100.0 
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police departments become evident (as shown in Table 9 on the 

fo:L10wing page) 'I These program facits are discussed below, 

first in relation to all the participating departments, and 

then in relation to their affect on the performance of specific 

deJlartments • 

a) PrograIrt Staff 

The size of the police forces involved in the program 

varied tremendously. The largest department ~~s faoed witil 

disseminating the diversion concept amidst a staff of 565 

st-Torn staff I,hile the srnalle~t had to deal .nth 16 sworn sta.ff. 

Although the number of staf? involved in any one department 

was note:-:orthy, the thrust of the program centered around a 

core of specially desiF,nated "Diversion Officers." The 

number of Diversion Officers per police department can be 

seen on the follm!ing pa.ge. (Refer to Appendix F, page137, 

for a discussion of the background and traL~ing of the 

Diversion Officers.) 

b) l-Tork Load Allocations 

Allocations of work loads differed ~ongjurisdictions 

since departments ';/,ere imrolving both :pa.trol:nen and Diversion 

Officers al1d making both initial and i.'l-depth conta.cts l-rith 

program juveniles. Departments responsible for the large 

jurisdictions, a.lr.1ost by necessity, made 80 to 95~ of their 

initial 601 contacts through their patro1reen. They dlf'fered, 

hOI-rever, on tbeir in-depth handlinG of ca.:;es. One depart::wnt IS 

patrolmen funneled only 10% of all their initial-contact cases 

- 26 .. 
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TABLE 9: T'£PES OF PRooF.A].! PARTICIPATIOn BY POLICE DEPAR'n.SNT* 

POLICE DEPARTHrulTS 

::;: I:"" 0 ~ n ::::: ~ :;::: I Cfl Cfl Cfl 
0 0 ..... Col .... cT I:> § ~ 

~ C4 I-' C4 '! I-' ',.... . ::l i1) 

:> '1 to 0 cT 

~ 
'1 

III ~ 0 ..... <: III ..... 
::l I-' ID (II c+ :> ..... ...., 

c+ c+ ~ Col ~ ~ n IU ...., 
~ 0 0 C4 I-' I-' 

C4 C4 0 ID ~ f4 

~ ~ t::I 
III 
to 
c+ . 

PROGRAM STAFF 
Uumber full time 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Number 3/4 time 1 
Number 1/2 time 1 1 2 1 
Number part~time 1 2 2 . 
DISTRIBUTIO!~ C!F HORK 
~ 60l's initially contacted 
by Patrol 25 70 75 75 75 80 60 80 90 95 80 
~ 6o1's initially contacted 
by Diversion Officer 75 30 25 25 25 20 40 20 10 5 20 
% 60l's contacted in-depth 
by Diversion 0~ficer 100 70 75 75 75 90 80 . 90 80 10 75 

Handling sL~le cases P P P P P P P P P P P 
Handling tough cases DO P,DC DC! DO DO DO DO no DO DO DO 
Handling initial contact P P 
Handling follcrrl-ups DO DO DO DO DO DO DO DO D.0 DO DO 

USE OF Fl.n:ns 
% for sa1a::-ies 100 100 100 100 lOO 80 90 90 95 85 r- 95 
~ for. operating su~lies 5 5 10 1~ 

'k for travel 15 5 1 15 5 
<{. for training 

UNDERSTAi:D:mSS HITH 3E:SCURCd 
With Scnools 

stiff policies I x x x x 
Flexible poJ.icies x x x x x X x 
None 

With Parents 
Stiff policies 
Flexible policies x x x x x x x x x x x 
None 

With Other AgenCies 
Stiff policies x x x x x x 
Flexible ~olicies x .x x x x 
None 

DO = DJ:VERSIOii OnrCER 

lstif.f policies r:: Def'ini;,e ?roce::U!"es a:ld. p-:Jlicies regarding .,'hich cases police 
will l' .. ;t"-:ii.le ar.c. at. ~n::'at ,!?oin't. 

Flexible policies = Ag!:'ee:::ents e.:d st bu" are o!'ten circu.::r/ented or disregarded. 
None = lio explicitabree::;ents - 'Police accept any and all. l"ei'erra,ls • 

* As reported by the Juvenile Probation Depart:::entfs three project consultants to 
the ~olice depart:::ents. 
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to their Diversion Officers, whereas the other passed along 

approximately 75% of all thei~ initial contacts for further 

follow-up by the Diversion Officers. The two smallest 

jurisdictions differed as \Olide1y; one making a.lmost all of 

their 601 contacts through their Diversion Officer, and the 

other handling appreximately 7010 of their initial contacts 

through their patrolmen.. A detailed presentation of the 

a.ctivities to which diversion officers devoted their time 

can be seen in Appendix E, Table 1 on page 133. 

There appeared to be a strict adherence among all depart-

ments to procedures reGarding patrol handling simple cases 

alone, and Diversion Officers doing follo~-ups. The same 

uniformity applied to the Diversion Officer h~~dling , 
"tough cases" except for one department (los Altos Police), 

whose patrolmen also handled difficult ~re-delinquent 

situations • 

c) Use of Funds 

As shown in Table 10, it was anticipated that police 

departments would direct the money allocated to them to~~rd 

a nwnber of ilTlY')rtant areas: personnel, travel: consulting 

and professional services, conmunity resource development 

and operating expenses. It was hoped that a son:el,J'I.at 

balanced disperseI:'.ent of funds .lould enhance pro9'2o.'11 

development :per jurisciction. As shO}Jn ~ Table 11, 91.5~ 
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JURISDICTIOliS 

San Jose 

Milpitas 
-

Shcriff's Office 

l,~orGo.n Hill 

Lon GutOt; 

Gilroy 

Campbell 

Mountain Vimr 

Pula Alto 

Los Altos 

Sontn Clara 

S UIlIl]IYU] C 

Ti)'~!AL 

• • • • • 

T..~BLE 10: A!'jTICIPATED EXPENDITUHES FOR POLICE DEPARTl·rr::HTS 
FEPJlONI'lEL TH/I.VBL COi'iSULTArlT & COj·1NUNITY 

PROFESSIONAL RESOURCES 
SERVICES 

Mileage' Confercnce 

53,231.00 5000 400 8,000.00 1,129 

12,262.00 lW5 

20,788.00 900 

9,251.13 480 518.87 

9,1110.00 1800 900.00 

9,112.00 1,700.00 

11,912.00 200.00 

12,305.00 200 600.00 

8,1100.00 1800 1,594.00 

9,156.00 700 150 1,000.00 

12,535.00 570 880.00 
., 

14, l!ll~. 00 1664 672,00 

$182, 23G.13 *J.3,519.0( $550 $16,061,.00 1,129 

.' 

• • • 

OPERATING TOTAL 
EXPENSES 

67,760~00 

397.00 13,064.00 

21,688.00 

390.00 10,640.00 

200.00 12,040.00 

500.00 11,312.00 

12,112.00 

855.00 13,960.00 

1550.00 13,3It4.00 

250.00 11,256.00 

695.00 14,680.00 

16,1,80.00 . 
$4,837.87 $218,336.00 



'4.., • • • • • • • • '. • Ii, j.. 

, 

CONSULTANT & 
JURISDICTION PERSONNEI, TRAVEL PROFESSIONAL COMr.rUNITY OPERATING TOTAL 

(SAlARIES) SERVICES RESOURCES EXPENSES 

$ of 
fO $ ufo $ % $ ~ $ "/0 $ i 

San Jone 51,767.52 90.6 5,380.21 9.4 57 ,11~7. 73 32.1 

-l('Nilpi to.s 9,607.80 92.3 405.00 3.9 3971100 3.8 10,409.80 5.8 

Sheriff's Office 18,063.04 96.6 632.52 3.4 18,695.56 10.5 

tl.orgnn Hill 10,6110.00 100.0 10,6110.00 5.9 

Los Gatos 6,289.09 99.2 52.55 .8 6,341.64 3.6 

Gilroy 9,112.00 80.6 1,700.00 15.0 500.00 14.4 11,312.00 6.4 

Campbell 11,912.00 98.4 200.00 1.6 12~112.00 r 6.8 

Mountain Vie,~ 10,871.01 96.1 182.12 1.6 262.97 2.3 11,316.10 6.4 

Polo Alto 8,1811.00 81.5 1,718.00 17.1 49.00 .6 75.00 ,8 10,026.00 5.5 
*·Los Altos 543.11 611.8 39.110 4.7 225.09 26.9 30.51 3.6 838.11 .5 
Santo. Clara 1l,722.30 91.9 570.00 4.5 131.lt2 1.0 337.12 2.6 12:,760.84 7.2-

Sunnyvale 14,11111.00 85.8 1,6611.00 10.1 672.00 4.1 16,480.00 9.3 

TO'11\L $162,855.87 91.5 ~10,591.25 5.9 $2,305,51 1.3 $2,327.15 1.3 $178,079.78 100.0 
-

* Expenditures from the lost month of the project year were not submitted by this Polic~ Department 

, 
, .. - ,." "''''''~'; , .. ,.~."', . ,~ .... , "',,,,,,,,~,,~,<,,.,.- ~ ............. ,-,--"""'-,-~<;-,-~~ 

<~ ,. ,- • "" ~" • •• ,'.. ."~ "h ,', ~_ Jlt..t,r ita "tt;aAA~g.¥\iitlnWk'$WfMrVeitPi#.If;;f.ttt:k4&4"'iWg*i·Wfld'(f:i!iH?~fi)''ii'%@:\ii1tiE3gHiat,,;Ji!t$bpjn;£t'jW'3iS;1N.ArWf3l~ 
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and 1.3% for operating expenses. only 1.3% were directed 

toward obtaining expertise outside the field of law enforce-

ment (consultant and professional services) to assist develop-

ing approaches to the new police functions. None of the 

participating jurisdictionn expended any funds for the 

development ')f community resources • 

d) Understandings ~Ti': Resources 

It was anticipated that police would establish wider and 

more functional channels of communications with resources in 

the community to fac~litate the obtaining of treatnent for 

pre-delinquents. Forty-two percent (five out of twelve) of 

the departments established certain definite procedures and 

policies with schools regarding which 601 cases would be 

handled by police ~~d the amount of pre-referral effort 

necessary ~n the part of the schools. The re~ining seve~ 

departments had somewhat flexible policies set up with regard 

to schools; tnat is, certain explicit and L~p1icit agreements 

~xisted but were often circumvented or ignored for expedience. 

San Jose ~:as the only jurisdiction with strict u!1derstandings 

with parents whereas the rest of. the departments had flexible 

procedures. Seven of the departments had set definit,~ 

l>rocedures and policies t{ith other community agencies, -::.th 

the remaining five departments haYing no such agree::lents • 

2. Effectiveness of Approach on Case Outcome 

The performance of the 12 police departments ca:l be viet,ed in 

light of the above factors: plus many others, including the nam re of 
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the jurisdictions, the nature of the partIcular ca.ses handled, the 

amount of agreement displayed by Juvenile Probation staff regarding 

the department's judgement on booked cases4 as seen in intake dis-

position:;; of booked 601' s and~ later court dispositions of' 601' s 

petitioned at intake, etc. T'nese factors are discussed iJ~Jo~" to-

each department in connection with the following measures of prcgrarn 

success: the department t s ratio of bookings to a.lloHable bookings, 

their ratio of diversions to votal ~01 contacts, ana. the recidivism 

rate of' juveniles divp.rted by the uepartment. 

a} San Jose Police Department 

San ,rose Police Dep~.ri;~ent \.,as fa~lced Irlth several t.nique ~:t'ob-

:!.ems - it _laS rm:;ponsible for the largest vol'.lllle o£ juveniles 

residing in any jurisdiction in the county a..'ld had the ':'argest staff 

in t-1hich to instill the concepts and techniques of :r~·':!-.lellnqUlImt 

diversion (See Table 9). T',.'O sergeants, ass::~ed to the project on 

a f'u.ll-time basis, handled approximately five ?i::l'cen~ of initial 

conta.cts tTith 601' s and did follo~r-u:p work w:it:l t1;e more difficult 

cases (approximately 10;1) • 

During the first year, San Jose Police Department established 

rigid. policies lvith Schools and .lith parents regard: .•. .:; the l>.a.,'ldling 

of 001 cases, 3,,'ld more flexible policies .lith various community 

agencies. One of the Depart:nen't' s iI:1pol'tant resources 1'01' pre-

delinquent diversion (s~ was the case with most other departments) 

was the juvenile! s parents. As sho .. n in Table 13, well OVer one-third 

4suCh evidence ai' agreement or disagreement r.ega~dinG cn.ses dces not, at 
this point, shm·, the appropria.teness of' decisions !::a:ieby either the 
police of!'icers or;,Juvenile P.cooation staff. T'.1e intention here is 
simply to e>."]?Ose existing discrep?.Ilcies. 

_ ~2 _ 

I' 

1" 
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TABlli .L2: .HANK ."'Wl!j.K U~' J:VL.LUJ!i J)J!,rJ\!1'J.'lvlL1~'J.'" .o~ tJu v J:JJ.~J..I.I.I:I rvru,utu.J.Vlt iT J,,I,llJ,U 

.nmrSDICT,(ON1, ANTICIPATED 601 REFERRALS TO JUVENILE PROBATION 

FOR IT 1972 - 73, AND SIZE OF STAFF
2 

POLICE DEPARTMENT .ruV1~NILE POPUIATION II ANTICIPATED 
601 REl!'ERRALS3 I/: SWORN OFFICERS 

San Jone 192,060 2,286 565 

Sheriff 61,818 708 462 

Sunnyvale 36,007 (4) 392 156 

Sunt.a Clara 54,800 (3) 283 III 

!'lotmtain View 15,300 (6) 240 63 (6) 

Palo Alto ,15,733 (5) 202 100 (5) 

Milpitas 14,987 lC6 32 (8) 

Campbell .- 14,877 128 33 (7) -, 

Los Gntos 8,559 124 29 

Gilroy 5,317 (11) 79 25 

1.os Altos 8,383 (10) 76 23 

Horgan Hill 2,971 -39 16 

TOTAL 1,141+,000 4,743 1,615 

Rank orders are designnted in () if they appear out of order 

~erived from i'igu,t'e provided by Santa Clara County Planning Department and "General Population Characteristics, 
Cnlifornia", U,S, Department of COll1!Jlerce, Bureau of the Census 1970. 

2Number of sworn officers on the department's force, disc1uding court baliffs in the case of the Sheriff's 
Department. 

3Hith no diversion program in operation. 

"! • 
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TABLE 13: Use of Community Resources by Police Departments 

.,e Renouree Police Departmento 

1t.orgtul !J:>s Gilroy !J:>s campbell ~!ilpita!l 
.p!uo Nountaln Santa SUl'nyvaJ. ! Snerli'l" San Jose TottU. Toto.l. Ifill Altos Gatos Alto Vic .. Clara Of rice 

"" 
11 i N 10 N i Ii i N 10 1/ i u 'f. N 'f, II 'f, N '/. 1l i n i N 'f, 

l'!1rent 21 37.5 I, 20. 44 55.7 115 77.6 95 56.2 69 57. 38 50.7 46 2;"' 1 70 46.7 30 18.3 60 411.1 219 37.3 841 ql.3 

Private Rcoidenee 1 1.B II 20. 1 1.3 1 1.7 0 0 0 0 1 1.3 0 0 2 1.3 2 1.2 4 1.1 7 :)..2 23 1.1 

Private Agency 1 1.13 II 20. 4 5.1 'I 6.9 1 .6 6 5. 25 33.3 31 17.8 16 10.7 17 10.q 5'~ lq.9 ll7 19.9 286 lq.O 

Publie ,'eency • 10 17.2 4 20. 12 15.2 2 3.5 10 5.9 15 12.11 II 5.3 IIG 22.1 17 11.3 28.17.1 56 15.4 157 26.7 361 17.7 

Hel1gioufl AgtJney 1 1.8 2 10. 3 3.B 0 0 0 0 3 2.5 0 0 8 3.9 27 18. 1 .6 112 ll.6 36 6.2 123 6.0 

Police Proernr.\ 1 1.8 1 5. 0 0 0 0 1 .G 1 .8 0 0 II 1.9 1 .7 2q 14.6 0 0 23 3.9 56 2.7 

School 17 30.11 0 0 13 16.5 6 10.3 <;2 51.2 23 19. 2 2.7 56 26.9 13 8.7 56 34.2 30 8.3 18 3.1 296 14.5 
'. 

Relative 0 0 0 0 ? 2.5 0 0 0 0 II 3.3 5 6.7 11 5.3 4 2.7 6 3.7 17 4.7 10 1.7 59 2.8 

TOTAL 52 109.0 19100.0 79100.0 sU 100.0 109 100.0 121 100.0 75 10u.J 200 100.0 150 100.0 611 100.0 363100.0 :;87 100.0 2035 100.0 

.' /I 
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of San Jose's diversion recommendations went to pcrents, over one-

quarter to public agencies, and alMost one-fifth to private agencies 

" in the comm~'ity. Distinct ~rom any other depart~ental approach, 

San Jose hired an in-house social l'lOrker I·rho handled rr.any cases. 

• Each department's decisions to book certain pre-delinq,uents Wel'e 

examined in terms of the amount of supportive action displayed by 

Juvenile Probation stafr. Approxim~tely 55% of San Josets booked 

juveniles \·rere released at the intake level of' the Probation Depart-

• ment, and only 23.210 were petitioned (See Table 14). Although this 

re)?resents a ravorable reduction from the percentage trend of previous 

years for "SAIts" (settled at intake), it still reveals a hie;h degree 

• of discrepancy in pol:i.ce versus probation estimations of l'lhich 

juveniles need probation services. Of all the juveniles booked by 

San Jose, 16.3% ,rere r.;atle {'lards of the Court, sho;-ri.'1g ah increase of 

., 5.3% ovor the past yea.rs· countY-I·ride trends (See Table 15) • 

In terms of one of the program goals (~or each police depart;r.ent 

to book less tr.an one-third of the n~~ber of 601'3 predicted for 

• their jU!'isdiction), Sun Jose ,·ras statistically 128;:' successful. 

Had the~r referred 7'77 pre-aelinq,uents (o~e-thi:L'd of the nUl":lOer p!"e-

dieted for the jUl'isdic"tion had there been no prog!"a::t), they ;·rould 

• have aohieved 100% 0:.' their ::;tatistical goal. At year's end, they 

had. referred onl~r 558 juv'eniles' or 68.8~ 0:.' their "allo\·;ables" (See 

Figure 4). In 'livid con'trast to this succeGs, hOI·reyer, I·rae their 

• per fOrr.'..a.nce in ten',s ot' t11e ratio oi' diversions to total 601 contacts • 

- 35-
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~\DLE 14: Intake Dispositions ot 601t s Booked by Police Departments 

Police Depnrtments 

Dlapoaitions Morgan LOD Gilroy 1.06 Campbell Nllpltas Palo iV.ountaln Santa Sunnyvale Sheriff's Ssn Jose lUll Altos Gntos Alto View elora Office 
N ~ n 'f, N '/0 N <{. N 10 N ~ N 'f, N '/. N 'f. II 'f, 11 'f, N <{. N ~ . 

Settlp.d at Intak~ 4 50.0 2 (.(-..7 13 65.0 10 62.5 15 62.5 11 50.0 IiI 50.0 5 27.8 27 48.2 4(. 52.9 III 60.0 293 54.f 551 55.0 

\walting Probation 2 25.0 2 12.5 2 7.1 3 5. lj 2 1.1 13 2.t 24 24.0 
)ffi\;cr Action 

[nformal Supervision 1 33.3 2 10.0 1 6.3 2 8.3 5 22.5 4 14.3 6 33.3 9 16.1 16 20.7 31 3.6.B 105 19.( 184 ~6.4 

'et1t1oncd 2 25.0 5 25.0 3 18.8 7 19.2 5 22.5 8 28.6 6 33.3 16 28.6 21 24.1 39 21.1 120 22.1 232 2~.2 

'rans fcrred Out 1 11.5 1 5.6 1 1.0 2 2.3 2 1.1 4 .r, 11 .01 

TOTAL 8 100.0 3 100.0 20 100.0 16100.0 24 100.0 22 100.( 28 100.0 18 100.0 56 100.0 87 100.0 85 100.0 -35 100.( 1002 100.0 
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, 
!·:organ LoB )1IrpoDitionn 11111 Altos 

If cf, n 't. 

rard 1 12.5 

lismissed 1 12.5 

Month Probation 

ependcnt child 

!ndlng 

TCI!J\L 2 25.C 

• • • • 

'!ABU: 15: Cow't Disposition of' Petitioned 601's Booked by Police Department" 

(As Percent of' Total Bookinss) 

Police Departments 
Los Gilroy Campbell Hilpitas Palo }:ounta1n Sant.a Sunnyvale Ontos Alto View C'dra 

~ 't. If ~ If 'f, n tf, n 'f, 11 'f., N <f, ~~ <f, 

2 10.( 3 18.8 II 16.7 3 13.6 5 17.9 4 22.~ 12 21.4 17 19.5 

3 15.( 1 4.2 1 3.6 1 5.6 1 1.8 

1 1f.6 1 3.6 1 5.6 1 1.8 1 1.2 

~. 1.8 

2 8.3 1 4.6 1 3.6 1 1.8 3 3.5 

5 25.0 3 18.8 7 20.9 5 22.8 8 28.7 6 33.4 16 28.6 21 24.2 

• •• • • 

Sheriff's San Jose County- County-
Office wide wido 

II 'f, 11 

'" 
II 

'" 
26 14.1 87 16.3 164 16.4 

6 3.3 23 4.3 37 3.7 

3 1.6 7 1.3 15 1.5 

1 .5 2 .2 

3 1.6 3 .6 14 1.4 

39 21.1 120 22.5 232 23.2 
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FIGURE 4-

POLICE DEPARTMENT BOOKINGS 
JUNE I, 1972 - JUNE30, 1973 

(AS PERCEIIT OF EACH OEPARTMEIITS AllOIVED BOOKIIIGS TO MEET PROGRAN GOAl) 

FAILURE TO ACHIEVE GOAL - ___ _ 

100 ~------------------------------------------.----.-.------~~;;-
100 % - ONE - THI RD Or PROJECTED REFERRAlS FOR FY 1972-73 
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the participatinG departments (See Figure 5 and FiGure 6 ,. 

~ais phenomenon of successful eoal achieveoent o~ the one hand, 

and poor performance in terms of a diversion!co~tacts ratio on th~ 

othel" hand, was eVidenced in many of the dep3.rtt::onts. Such evidence 

supports the research contention discussed earlier resarding the 

wecl-lmeGs of the statistical "success" base of the procra.'ll del"ivc;d by 

program developers. It tr~ also be attributed, in some sr.~l ~art, 

to the fa.(;~ that there a.re differences bebrecn departments in '1;he 

amount of paperwork cOlllpleted a.nd submitted on their 601 conta.cts. 

Impol"tant to the estirr:1.tion of jurisdictior.a1 effectiveness is 

an exa.'llination of the recidivism of youths diverted by the :police 

departments. Seventeen percent of the pre-dolinquents dii{erted by 

San Jone Police Dep3.!'tt::e~t became irsolveu in l;eli'are nr;d ~[nsti'tutions 

Code violatio~s subseque~t to their divernio~. ~~is reprcse~ts a 

rate l~ hiGher than the COU!1tyw~';ide trend for :pos-t··diversion recidivism. 

Figure 7 sho~·rs that the Departt::ent did not a:ttc::Jpt to re-diyert the 

majority of recidivis-ts, but rather l"ei'erred thc!:l to Juven:ile ?raoation • 

b) Sheriff's Department 

The Sheriff" s Depart:nent ,·laS i:aced \d,th tile !"esllonsib:i1ity for 

the second larGest a;rea. in te!':':!s volur.e of juveniles (Sec Table 12 on 

pase 33) ar.dthe second 1a!'gest sta!'!' of swo::-n pel"SOlllnel in :"hich to 

insti.ll tl:e concepts a!1d techni1ues ct' p:-e-delin'luentdiver5lon. One 

ti;::e ~y a. depu~:r ar:n a. cle!'1\:. 7hesc :'nOi',;idt:nJ.s :ucle ;:o;~ 0:" iJ),c 

- 39-
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FIGURE :; 

POLICE DEPARTMENT DIVERSIONS 
(AS PERCENT OF TOTAL 601 CONTA CTS ) 
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FIGURE 1 
RECIDIVISM RATES OF DIVERTED 60l'S BY TYPE OF REINVOLVEMENT 

AND BY POLICE DEPARTMENT DIVERTING THE YOUTH 
BO~--------------------------------------------------~ 
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initial conta'ts with bOl juveniles; however, they did IUrther case 

work and extenzive follm.,- up vri th as much as '75% of' their to'ta.l number 

of 601'e contacted • 

As sho,of!1 in Ta'ole 9 on page 27, the Sheriff's Department estab-

llsbed :t'airJy rigid policies and :procedures with schools reearding 

tbe handline of 601 cases, 11ad If.ore flexible :policies with parents, 

but made no procedural agreements Inth other agencies in the conununity • 

Similar to many other departmen't' s diversion patterns, a great :nany 

of their diverted juveniles \·rere rex'erred black to their ~ents for 

coo:perative problem reso1tltion. Public and 7i.lri-:ate agencies \vere 

sU{;gested over 30~ of the tir:Je ar..d religious. agencies I·rere recor.t'11ended 

over 11% of the tine (See Table 13 on page 34). FArly in the project 

year, the Sheriff's Diversion Te~~ :polled aJ~ the churches in the 

County to eauge the interezt and ca:pabilit:i.es regarding cOi:!!:lunity 

treatment of' pre-de1in1uent juveniles. Many favorable responses ~:ere 

retuned, pro'v'iding one base for services :for the Sheriff' z Department • 

Intake personnel at the Juvenile Problati.on Department proved to 

be supportive of Sheriff" s booking decisions in only 40~ of the cases 

referre:3. Sixty percent of the bookings l'I'ere settled atinta.}~e and 

releas ed (only l~ belOIT :past years' trends), and 3CJ1o Here petitioned 

(See Table 14 on :page 36). As s110'tm in Table 15 on :page 31, approxi-

l!'..a.tely ll~% or those juveniles booked '·:-ere n:ade "lards of the Court, 

sno<ring a..'1 :L'1crease of 4~ over past years' countY-I·ride trends. 

In tel"::lS 0:' the :pl'Ot;ram Goal rC5a.rding :-educed bookin.:;s, the 

S:'1eri::'f's Of':'ice ','as statisti~ally 1231:, successful. Based on 

, , 
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predictions, they I.,ere a.llowed 241 bookings during the year to ac.'1ieve 

the program goal and they booked only 185 (76.% of their "allowables", 

as shovffi in Figure 4 on ~age 38). Viewed from the perspective or a 

diversions/total contacts ratio, the Sheriff's Department's perfo.rma.nce 

appe&r less successful than is indicated above. Figures 5 and 6 on 

pages 40 and In, s't!oW' that 65% of all their contacts '.d.th 601' s vlel"e 

diverted, eY.hibi~ing the third lowest ratio in the County. This 

reversal in perfo~ce levels, discussed in the section above re~ard-

ing San Jose, I:'.ay be similarly attributed to the I'leak statistical base 

of the program and the department's inco!:::plete processing of paper .. ;ork • 

The recidivism rate of youth diverted by the Sheriff's Department 

was used as a furt~er measure 01' the Department's proGram effective-

ness. Approximately 157, of their diversions bec~~e involved in a 

subsequent violation ot· the \'Telf'al'e a.'1d Institutions Code. As sho,m 

in FigU1'e 7 on page 42, this approximates the coun·.~y-\dde trend for 

post-di¥ersion recidivis~. T.'1e Department did not atte~pt to re-divert 

most o:f these J.rot:.ths, but rather referred them to Juvenile Probation. 

c) Sunn~r .. a1e Departme!1t of Public Safety 

Surmyva1e ranked fourth of' all participating jurisdictions in 

terms of: volume Qf juve~ile population, but based on previous years' 

booki'!1g patterns, ra.'1.~ed third in ter::ls of anticipated re."'erra.ls for 

the proj act year (See Table 12 on page 33). ~"'he ntu:iber 0:'::' their s·,;orn 

officers also placed th~ third in departr-ental size~ The ~'1i~ue 

na.ture of their Public Safety Orga.n~zation influenced. their shiftbg 
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individuals assumed the fUll-time position of Diversion Officer at 

different times during the year. These individuals, intended to 

function as progl'am coordinators, handled only 5% of the initial 601 

contacts and approximately 101, of the more eh~ensive contacts with 

juveniles. 

Sunnyvale's police established set policies rdth the schools in 

their jurisdiction reearding the ha~d1ing of pre-delinquent juveniles, 

and made some flexible procedural policies .. lith parents and other 

comm~~ity resources (See Table 9 on page 27). Schools in S~~nyva1e 

were used as resources far more than in most other jurisdictions and 

parents t-rere used siG!1ifica.~tly less. As sho~m in Table 13 on page 34, 

the Department, itself, provided a service program for almost 15% of 

their diverted juveniles, (pa.rent-you"th disct~:;sion groups) • 

Similar to the Departments previously discu5sed, S~~nyvale ofri-

cers differed ,-rith Juvenile Pt(,bation Intake stafr in over half their 

judgcr.\ents reGarding the appropriate treatment of thei!' bookea 601 

cases. As sho:m in Table 14 on page 36, aL'!lost 53% of' Sunnyv-0e's 

booked juvenile:; ... rere released at intake. Of' the pre-delinquents who 

'ler.e booked> 19. 5% ~rcre made Wards of the Court, 9.5% more than pr-::vious 

years I trends. Once agai."'1, some improvem.ent is sho.m in the cOOl'dina-

tionof police and probation action, .ho;\'ever, fre:ruent discrepancies 

still exi$t~ 

In terms of the progTa~ Boal relating to a reduction in bookinGS, 

S~'1n:,rJ'ale -;';G!.~ stlltictically l35~ ::;uccess:~ul. '!hey ":ere ::lllo:-;ea 133 
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bookings during the year for full goal achievement and actually booked 

only 87 juveniles (65.2~ of their "allol1aoles" as shown in FiGures 4 

a.."1d 5 on pa,ees 38 and Ito). From this perspective, Swmyvale had the 

second lOI'lest ratio a.mong participating departr.:ents; again, possibly 

attributable to the mitiGatbg :t'actors discussed for Sa..'1 Jose and the 

Sheriff's Depa.rtment. 

~e :recidiv:i sm rate 01' youth diverted by the Sunnyvale Department 

of Public Safety Ims used as a further measure 0:: the Department's 

program effectiveness. S~<teen percent or their diversions bec~~e 

involved in a subsequent viobtion of' the \,zelfare and L'1stitutions 

Code. 'nlis appro:d .. "lates the countY-idde trend for post-diversion 

recidivism. As sho:m in Figure 7 on pa.ge 42, SU!1.'1Y'rale did not at-

tempt to re-divert most of these youths, but rather referred the~ to 

Juvenile .?roba·bion. 

d) Santa Clara Police Depart~ent 

~anta Clara, despite its ra.:l1ting of third in tert:S of juveniles 

residing within its jurisdiction, rar.ked .fourth in terms of the nu;::be~ 

~f 601 bookint;s anticipated for the 1'i!'st project year (See Table 12 

on page 33). The jurisdiction I,'~S met Inth the task of ir.stilling 

the concepts and techniques of pre-delinquent diversion in a staff of' 

111 sworn police personnel. One serGea~t, assigned to the project on 

a :t'ull-time basis, 1·.-aS a.ssisted pa.rt-tin;e by t; ... o othe~ of:.'icers. 

These indi\"idual:> :rAde O!ll,y l~ of the initial contac-;;s ~Tit3 601' s 

but did further ca.se I·tork with as much as 80% of the entire mlI:tter of 

601's con"l;c.ctcd (Gee Table 9 on PaGe 27) . 
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During the first project year, Santa Clara Police set up rigid 

policies with several community agencies but had more flexible under­

standings \:ii.;h resources such as parents and schools (See Table 9 ). 

Over 46% of their recommendations involved the juvenile's return to 

his parents for a cooperative settlement of the problem. or the 

comm~~ity a~encies used, those of a religious orientation received 

the most referrals from this police department • 

As ShOIYn in Table 14 on page 36, Santa Clara Police evidenced 

one of the least ~ounts of Juvenile Probation staff opposition to 

their judgements regarding the treatment needs of their booked 60l's. 

Slightly more than 4~ 01' ... hese juv'eniles ,'ere released at inta.1te" 

lnth 28.6% o~ those boo!-;ed being petitioned, and as many as 21.4% 

being made Hards of the Court (See Table 15 on page 37). 

The achievement of the program goal in'lolving the reduction of' 

:previous 601 bool-:ings .;as successfully accor::plisned by Santa Clara 

Police, ~ .... ho ;:e1'e statistically, l!ll~ successful. 3y the end of the 
_/ 

first project :,'ear, they had referred 56 pre-delinquents or only 

58.li of the nur!":oer allmled the:n according to t!J.e project oo':;ectives 

(See Figure 4 on page 38). From the perspective of diversion activity, 

they C!aintaiaed a moderately high ratio of dh"ersionsto total 601 

contacts - - - better than the.larber, previou::;ly discussed. dep:J.rt-

ments but lo~·rer than the sr.:a1ler iefartr,:c!l:ts :iiscussed beloW"_ 

In furt~er estirr.ating Santo. Clara'£; program efi'ectivE:ness, :nea-
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Thirteen-and-one-half percent of the Department's diverted pre-

delin~uents became involved in a subsequent violation of the 

• Welfare and Institutions Code. As sho~~ in Figure 7 on page 42, 

'A' 
this is somewhat smaller a rate than the countY-l-ride trend for 

post-d~version recidivism. The Department tried to re-divert 

slightly more of these recidivists than they booked. 

• 
e) Palo Alto Police Departcent 

As shov.'Il in !l.'a.ble 12 on page 33, Palo Alto ranked fifth among 

• the departments based en the number of juveniles residine within 

its jurisdiction and on size of its police force (100 Sl-iOrn person-

nel) - - - hOI'lever, due to its pre-program booking patterns, it 

ranked sixth in terms of the anticipated number of 601's it would 

refer to probation t-rith no diversion proeralll in operation. T-,.,ro 

officers, assiened to the project on a half-time basis, handled 

approxioately 4~ of the department's initial contacts with 601's 

and follo~;ed through iiith more extensive cc.se work on approximately 

80% of the contacts (See Table 9 on page 27). 

• During the first project year, Balo Alto established no hard 

~~d fast policies or procedures _nth schools, parents or other 

commQ~itJ agen~ies regarding the handline of pre-delin~uent problems. 

• The depa.rt:r.ent did create certain flexible policiez in agreement 

with these resources, but they {"ere not rigidly o.d.~el"ed to. Over 

ha.lf of the officers t recoT.mendations for corr.lnQ'1ity services in-

volved the juvenile's return to his parents for cooperative problen 

• resolution. C"ver one-thir':: of the Palo .r..::'to dh-ersio~s .... ere referred 
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to private agencies, provin~ to be the highest proportion of refer­

rals by any jurindiction to agencies or a private nature (See Table 13 

on page 34} • 

Only half of the booking decisions made by Palo Alto police 

officers to obtain probation services for some of their 601 contacts 

receive1 supportive action from Juvenile Probation personnel. As 

shown in Table 14 on page 36, 50% of their bookings were released at 

inta.'te, ho, .... ever, as lliany as 28.6% \-Iere petitioned. Of their year's 

bookings, l7.~ ~ere finally declared Wards of the Court, 7.9% more 

tnan County trends oi' this disposition in pre-progralll years (See 

Table 15 on page 37). Palo Alto achieved the program goal of reduced 

bookings, being statistically 159% successful. Figure 4 on page 38 

ShO~lS that they referred 28 pre-delinquents to th~ Probation Department, 

only 40.7% ai' the nUJr.ber they Vere allolved in order to achieve the 

objective. From the pers~~ctiv~ ~f diversion activity, 71.7% of the 

601 contacts reported by Palo Alto lvere diverted (See Figures 5 and 

6 on pages 40 and 41). 

In further enti!iati;~g .Palo Alto's program e:.'fective!1ess, tr.easures 

of recidh-is:n :.ere taKen among their divel'tcd youth. The Department I s 

diver~ed youth exhibited the hiehest rate of recidivism of any diverted 

by the participating departments i. beconing involved in subsequent 

violations of the i'lelfare and I.!1",titutions Code a.t eo l"q,te of' 1~. 7'10 • 

As sho;.:r. in :ir;uro 7 on :page 42, this is h. 7~ abo',;e the cOu..'1tY-iline 

trend for ?ost-diYcrsion recic.ivisrn. The D.epartment at.tempted to 

re-divert tl:e !:?jorit:,- 0:' th'3se youth, but uJ:Lin.a;:el::r referred tl:~!:l to 

JU'fenile Probation. 

•. lon-
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f) }I~ountain View Police De:partment 

}/JOuntain View ranked sixth in terms of the volwne of j uV'eniles 

residing within its jurisdiction and the size of the police force 

Which ne~ded to be traL1ed for .their proera~ participation (See 

Table 12 on page 33). Based on its previous patte:t'ns of bookings, 

it ranked fifth among the departments in anticipated 601 referrals 

to the Juvenile Probation Department for FY 1972-73. One officer~ 

assigned to the program on a full-time basis was assisted part-time 

by another officer. These Diversion Officers rr~de approxi~Ately 

20% of the initial 601 contncts and did further case work with 90% 
of the department's total 601 vol~~e (See Table 9 on page 27). 

During the first project year, some fle:<ible policies ./ere estab-

lished between Mo~~tain View Police and schools~ parents of pre­

delinquents an'l other co::munity resources. As sho:-m in Table 13 

on page 34, no one type of resource received the burden of 

Hountain Viel'" s diversions- - - parents, public agencies and sch()ols 

were suggested by o~~icers with much the s~e frequency, with 

private agencies also used in ~aP~ cases. Occasionally, pre-delin­

quents were detained in the po1i~e depar~~e~t's holdinG cells in 

order to "thi!tk about their problm:s. " 

Based purely on statistics, !·buntain Vie." Police Department 

exhibited the best initial perro~~~ce of the 12 participating 

jurisdictions. T'ney e!1countered the hiGhest incidence of supportive 

action by Ju.enile Frobation Depart~ent percor~~el in terms of 

decision reinforce:::.e:-it. As s!lOi.'l1 in Table, 14 on page 36, only 27. &f, 
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intake and as many as t\<.'O-thirds \ofere either petitioned or placed on 
... 

Informal Supervision. This represents the le~nt conflict bctween .. the police and probation judgements as to wtrich 601 cases nee1 proba-

tion supervision. furthermore, over 22% of the pre-delinquents 

referred ultimately ~'ere made vlards of the Court. Table 15 on page 

37 shows this proportion to be i'avorabIy the highest of a.l'lY of the 

departments. 

In keeping Inth 1,10untain Viet.,' s successfully selectivc booking 

• performance was their perforw~ce in te~~ of the ra.tio of diver-

sions to total 601 contacts. From this perspective too, 1.~0u.'1tain View 

exceeded the ac!1.ievement of other departments by diverting 901, of 

• their l'eported 601 contacts (See Figures 5 and 6 on pages :'0 and 41). 

The recidiviST!! rate of youth diverted by 1,!ountain Vie~ .... Police 

• was used as a further ~easure of the Department's pro€l'arn,ef~ective-

ness. Apprc)."irr.a:tely l8t]~ of their aivel'Jians became im"ol'leCi in a 

subsequent violation of the vlelfare and Tnstitutio!1s Code. This ,rate 

was the second hi&~est among those eY-~ibited by the partici~atinb .. 
itepartrnents. As shot-:n in Figure 7 on page 42, 1"0u.~"!:n.in Vie:! 

attempted to re-divert the g!'eat majority of these you.ths, ra~her 

than refer thel:! to Ju-;enile ?robation. 

g) Hilpitas Police Dcpart::1.?nt 

l/lilpitas ra:1ked ar.10"g the 1I:r':'ddle-size" c'ollartr.:er.'7.z, bc5r.g 

• responsible for the seventh lar2;ef>t nUo':lbe~ .or ~l!·J'en:'le resid-=nts a~:i . , the ei;rti:;h .lo.r.z;est Gta:-::' of ;:'.:orn personne.l r.ce:iinz ~;!'aini::~; :~or 
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their extended diversion activities. ft$ shown in Table 12 on page 33, 

they also ~anked seventh based on a predicted number of 601's they 

were E'xpected to refer to Juvenile Probation during FY 1972-73 had 

there been no progr~. One full-ti~e position allocatc~ to the pro-

ject b;'{ the Department IvaS filled temporarily by one of:f'ic~r and, 

later by the Department's designated sergeant. These individuals 

handled apprllxit:'.ateJ.y 20i of the jurisdiction's initial contacts 

with 601's and 90% of the more extensive Gal case work (See Table 9 

on page 27). 

During the firbt year, lulpitas Police Depurtment ~stablished 

relatively rigid policies ~dth schools regarding the h~~dling of 601 

cases, and more flexible procedural agreements with parents and othe~ 

community reSources. Table 13 on page 34 shot-IS that of tl) 12 pal'tic-

ipating depart~ents, they referred the second largest proportion of 

their divert~d 60l's back to the juvep.'les' parents for farully 

resolution of the problem. Appro;-:::il::ately one-fi:"'th of their diver-

sions (·rere referred to schools, tnth public agencies being reco:.unended 

to serve 12.h% of the diverted pre-delinquents. The I4ilpitas Diversion 

Officel' occasionally used ~'Titten contracts bet""~en himself and the 

juvenile, itn-olving prol!lises 0:: more positive behavior from the 

juvenile in the future. T'nese "contract probations" .'erc not unlike 

Juveni:e Probation Departr.:en-t's Ini'orr.".al Superv!.sion. 

~!ilpitas ~ppro:dmn.ted tile cClunty-:dde nOr::l in terms of the ar.:Ol4'1t 

or sup:portive action tlley received fro::; Juvenill1 Probation staff 

rega-cdi!lg t::'eir boo:::ed cases. As .~::'o\;n in T.:loJ.c:; 14 a'1d 15 Oil ?:!ges 

36 and 37, half.' or their bo01~ed. Gal's ..... ere released at intru:e, a..'1d 
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only 13.6% ult:ih'1.tely bec(lJ:1c tvnrds or the Court. Based on the 

progra.ll1 goal of' a specific reduction in 601 bookings) l-iilpi tas W'l).S 

165% succeosful :i.n achieving its objective. VhH ... ed tro:n the per-· 

spcctivc of divcrsio~ nctivity, their p1'o~ram parti~ip~tion was 

Similarly succc3sful. or nJl the pre~delinquents reportedly 

contacted by l·;ilpita.::: Police, 8h.3~ \.,.o1'e diverted • 

In further eati!:'.o.tins Hilpitas I progrDJn effectiveness, mcasure~~ 

of recidivism were to.l'cn aTl'.onc their dive:rted youth. A.lmost 12% 01' 

thei:;.' di'/crs:Lonz bccarr.e involved in a SUbsequent violation of the 

t-lelfare and Institutions Code. This h'nS appro:dll'.o.tely 1(~ below 

county-~:id.e trends 1'0)' post-c1i'tersion recidivism. As 5hl'\\11 in 

Figure 7 on pa.3C 42, l·lilpita.s a.ttempted to re-divert u:ost of these 

youths, rather than rerel:' them to JuV'enile Probation. 

h) Ca.r.:p'::lell }'olice Dcpa.rtrnent 

Statistic::l.l.ly, Campbell f-olice Department ~las faced ',lith much 

tbe SOT:,C jurisdictio!lnl rcspolldbilities as :.-as l·tllpitns Pi)lice. 

As shOI·m in T2,i;le :'..2 on 1".:13C 33, CQ.!::pbe.ll hnd o.'1_'nost the sa:ne number 

of ju\'cnUes rcsidin:.; \-:itbin its botL'ldnries a;.d just one less officcr 

on its :'orcc fOl' "<rhom probra.m indoctrination "as hecessa!".{. One 

sergeant, assi(;!lc1to the project on a. i'ull-ti.:::e ba.sis, tlade 25~ of 

thl;'! dep3.rtt:lent' s irdtial conta.cts \dth 601' s and a.ppl·oxb.a.tel~r 75~ 

of the fll.!'ther casc ~;ork tha.t \·.(1.S done ~dth these juveniles • 

fle,:ible pl'oce1m'a,1 l;o':;'ic::'cs :1ith scl:ools D.~d ra.rcnts in "vb~ co:n-

It1Ul'lity, but r.o real :l.::';l"co:J;ents hct~;ecn the Dcpai.'tt:\cnt au:} nny othol" 
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community resources. Under'standabl-v, approximately half of their 

.recommenda.tions for zervicc! for their pre-delinquents involved use 

of the schools, vhilc alr.;ost as ma..'1Y involved the juvenile's return 

to his pa.rents. H .. 1.ny inf'ol'"!:'.a.l "probations" ,{ere set up by the 

Diversion Of ricer in \·:hich the juvenile promised to exhibit !:lore 

• positive behavior in thc future and to occasiona.l.1y contact the 

officer. fhotoGraph.:; 01' each diverted juvenile ~:e_'e taken as part 

of the Orficer's diversion procedure. 

Supportive a.ction on the purt of Juvenile Probation personnel 

~'as not often evident reGurding the 601 t S Campbell booked. In a:p-

proxima.teJ.y 62% of the cases, the juveniles ~/ere released at int~-ce 

• and in only 16.7% of tlle cases did the youth become i-lards ot' the 

Court (See T'~bles 14 and 15 on pages 36 and 37). The Department 

"'''as allo::ed to book 43 pre-delinquer.ts during the f'irst project 

• year to achieve the Goal of a specific reductio~ in 601 bOOkings • 

As shown in fiGure 4 on p308e 38, they booked onl:r 24, (or 55.2% 01' 

their .,Iallm:ables"), thus beinG 144~ successful. In. teres of' diver-

• sion activity, they displu:red a hier. ratio or diverted 60l's to 

total 601 conbacts (Sec FiGures 5 ~~d 6 on pases 40 and 41). 

In further e:;tiIr.atinc C~T!lJ?bcl1' s program ef'.rec~iveness, measures 

• of recidi':ism '.lere tn.kcn a .... one their diverted yot-th. Fi-:teen and 

one-half percc:lt of the Dcpa,l'''cn:cnt' s diverted pre-delinquents beca.::le 

involved in a subsequent ,iola.tion of the !']elfare and L'1stitutions 

Code, apprb:<in:atin6 thecoul1ty-ldde t.!'end for ~ost-ciyersio'1 recidi' ... ism. 
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i) Los Gatos Felice Department 

Ics Gatos Felice Depa.rtment ra.I1ked n:tnth among the departments 

in terms of the number of juveniles residin~ within it!; jurisdiction 

and the n~ber of sworn personnel on its fo~ce in need of training 

for its eA~ended diversion activities (See Table 12 on pa~e 33) • 

One officer, assigned to the project on a three-quarters time basis, 

made appro:d.mately 25S at' the Departz:;ent's initial contacts Idt.it 

601's and conducted more ~A~ensive contacts and follow-ups with 

approx~:na.tely 75% ot' the Department's 601's. ))uring the fil;'st year, 

Los Gatos Police eS'tablished flexible ~olicieo '!lith local scl.ools 

and with parents regarding the ha.'1dling of 601 juvcmiln.s, but made 

no rea::" procedural agreements tdth any other community resources • 

Xhe great majority of their diverted juveniles - - - proportionally 

more tba.'1 a.'lY other department - - - w'ere re'curned if') their parents 

for cooperative resolution of the problem .vithin the family (See 

Table 13 on pabe 34). Some 10% of' the dh"crsions Il'.l;.de Use of the 

schools in the co~~unity. 

As indica.ted in Table 14 on pa.;e 36, ros Gatos ~ras a.:nong the 

many de}?artments \·lhich disagee1 ',ri~h probation action on their re~ 

ferrals !:lore tha.'l ag!'eed. Over 621, at' the 601 r S \·ihom. the nc:pa!'tment 

adjudged to be i., need of probation services \-rere released at inta:.;:e 

and Qnly 18.8~ ~',ere ulti:nately nade ~lards of t!lC Cour~ (See Table 15 

on page 37). Los c-atos ,laS aole to r::eet the llrogra.';l goal of' redl~ced 

bookbgs, being,. in fact, 162{J successful.. TileY' boo}.ed only 16 pre-

delinquents 0.1;' 38.1~ oz' their "alloh"'C.bles If. In tC-i:::lS or diVersion 

total reported GCl contacts (See FiG:!res 5 Md 6 on :pages 40 and 41 ) • 
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The recidivism rate of youth diverted by Los Gntos Police was 

used as n f\u'ther measure of the Depnrtment' s pro[;ra:n e!'fectivencss. 

Ten al'ld one-half percent of their diversio~w bcco.r.:e involved in 

subpequcmt violations of the Helfare and Inctitutio.:1c Code. This 

was over 5% lo~:er tiw.n the COll.'1tY-lride rate of Ilost-diversion recid­

ivism. As ShOlffl in F:\gure 7 on paee 42, Los Gato:> attempted to 

re-divert sliGhtly more of the recidivists than they referred to 

Juvenile Probation • 

j) Gilroy Police Department 

Gilroy Policl~ Department ranked eleveni;h ru~onr: the partidpnt-

ing. jurisdictions in terms of its volume of juvenile recidents, and 

tenth according to its number of s-"orn personnel for i.-hom progrnm 

indoctrinntion ~ras necessal"J (See Table 12 on paGe 33). One 01Ticer J 

assigned to the project on a full-time basis, HU:; a::;sisted part-ti!':le 

by another officer. These individtmls l:i3.de alJproxir.:ately 25% of the 

Department's initial GOl cO!1tacts and did 1u:!.'thcr case i.-ork ~rith 

approxil:lately 75~ of the total 601 ca.selo2.:'i. DUl'in!:; thc :,)cfl.r, Gilroy 

Police create1 no'l1C flexible policies \dth ~choolf; a.'":\l parents reG~l:"d-

ine; the handlinG of 60l's, but nOI!C .. rith all;)' ot!1cr a..:;cncies in the 

con:munity. As sholffi in Table 13 on p~ge 34, oyer onc-half of their 

diversions were referred back to the parent::;, yet ne-iero..l \'icnt to 

schocls and. public aGencies. As ,ms the caze in ;,;ol.l.'1tain View, pre-

delinqUents were occasionally detained in t!~e police :::tation 1 s holding 

cell to "thin.k about :;heir probI e!:1S • " 

by Juvenile Prollation Department perso:lncl. Sixt~'-fi-!e pel'cent of t.he 
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601 cases they booked were .released at intake and 15% t·/ere later dis­

missed after Court. Only 1CJ1o were ultimately made Wards of the Comt 

(See Tables 14 and 15 on pages 36 and 37). 

, . ". .... . "'.w ,..... _ ~ . ~ ,. ~ " . ~ '. ,.' 

were allO}led to refer 27 pre-delinquents to Juveni1~ Probation. 

Since they on:i.J actually referred 20 youth, or 71}% of' their "aliow-

abIes" (See Fieure 4 on page 38) they were statistically 126% su\:~-

ccssful. Viel"ed from the perspective of diversion activity, as 

shoHn in Fivu-es 5 and 6 on pages 40 and 41, 79.'C/o of' their total 

''e011tacts with 60P'S \,ere diverted. 

In further estimating Gilroy's program effectiven~ss, measures 

of recidivism ~:ere taken ar..ong their divert.ed youth. Fourteen and 

one-half percent of the Depa.-~~ent's diverted pre-delinquents became 

involved in a subsequent violn.tion of the W'elfare and Institutions 

Code. As sho~-m in Figure 7 on page 42, this is slightly belo';{ the 

COI.mtY-I;'ide trend for post-diversion recidivism. The Depnrtment 

attempted to re-divert most of these youths, rather tr.an refer them 

to Juvcn:l.le Probation. 

k) Los Altos POlice Department 

los Altos rnnked tenth among the 12 departments by its volume 

of juvenile residents, but ranked eleventh according to the ntl1ioer 

of s~:orn personnel ilhom had to be ac-quainted ' ... '"ith the proe,-ram (See 

Table 12 on page 33). Based on its pre-p~ogra~ pattern of 601 

rerer~al.:;, it al::;o ra:-.ked el~ventl~ i:l the r:1.l.-::oer of antici]?atcd 601 
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referrals for FY 1972-73. One officer, nssiened to the project on a 

ba~f-f;ime basis, tr.a.d.e appro:dma.tely 7CY/o of the department I s initial 

601 contacts and did furth~r case t'lork t-lith 70--:' of.' the total. As 

shorm in Table 9 on page 27, the Department established flexible 

procedural policies h~th local Scilools, parents and other resources 

in the cOmr:lunity, spreading its diversiotS a1.r::ost ev€n~ beth'een parents, 

private citizens, and public and private agencies (See Table 13 on 

page 34). 

AlthoUGh the Departoent's decisions to refer 601's to Juvenile 

Probation ~>"ere fe'tf~ the majority of them we2:e not 'tfell supported by 

int~~e perso:mel (See Table 3.4 on page 36). statistically, the goal 

achievement displayed by Los Altos Police was 189% successful. As 

sho~m in Figure 4 on paGe 38, they boo:!-':ed only 11.6% of the n\1I:1ber 

of :prc-deli~l(!.ttents t'hey "ere allOl·:ed for achieve:ner.t of the objec-

tive. The 1)epal't:nent' s diversion per:'o:nr.a.nce .,;as equall~{ as 

successfUl ~~th their dive~sions ~~ountL~g to 81.3% of their total 

601 contacts (Sec Fig1lres 5 and 6 on paGes 40 c...'ld 41). 

In fUl~her est~~ti~G Los Altos' :progr~ etfectiveness, ~easures 

of l"ecidivisz:: I..-e!'e ta.'~en a.-::ont; their diverted youth. Appro:-:i'1:ately 

15.4% of their dhersions bec~e irwolved i-'Yl a sU'osequent violation 

of the \·;elfa.!"e a!1u Inztitutions Cod.e~ sliGhtl:," beloiT the COll.'1ty--;dde 

trend for post-ciivec-sioh recidivisn. As Sho;.;11 in Figtc:'e 7 on Fat;e lt2, 

UlS Altos attc::.pted. to re-divert all of these youths, but e'rent,.;>".y 

referred over half to JUvenile Probation • 
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1) !,1orGan Hill Police Department 

ll,organ Hill ranked the last among the 12 participating jurisdic-

tions in terms of the vol~~e of its j~renile residents, the number of 

its anticipated 601 rei'errals, and the size of its police force in 

which the concepts and tec~~iques or pre-delinquent diversion had to 

be instilled (See Table 12 on paee 33). One sergeant, assigned to 

the proj ect on a half-ti.'ne basis, made a.p})l.'oxir.1at ely 25% of the 

Depa.rtment's initia.l conta,cts with 601's and conducted further ca.se 

work a.."!d follmr-up Hith virtually a.ll of the pre-deli!1quent,s contacted 

by thc Departme:l'~. As shmm in Table 9 0:1 page 27, l,:organ Hill 

Police rstabl~shcd certain rigid policies with local schools regarding 

the handline (If 601. juveniles and more flexible procedural agreements 

with paxcnt~. No real policies i'rere created in agreement t-rith other 

community resources. Similar proportions of the Department's divcr-

siom~ I-!cre referred to both parents and schools :-rith the bulk of the 

reminder Going to public a.gencies (See Table 13 on page 34) • 

As ",as the case o;dth mos~ of the other participating police 

departments, the decisions r'.ade by l.~orbc:{l Hill to obtain probation 

services i'or certai!1 of' their 60.1' s were not o:'te!l rei!lforced b~r 

Juvenile Probation personnel. Half of their refer.l"a,ls ~'lere relE"-:l.sed 

at intake, and only 12.5~~ of their cases "ere ultir.'.ately !:1ade\':a:rds 

of the Court (See Tables 14 a.'1d 15 on pages 36 a.>1Q 37). In t('lrrs 

of the proG!'al:1 goal of' reduced 601 bookint;s ~ 1,lbrgaIl Hill Police 

were 139;S success!'u1. They ~iere allo-:,'ed to book 13 pre-delinquents 

durine; the "Je~r to achieve the statistical objective, a..'"ld as sholm 

in Figure 4 C!l pa.ge 38, referred only 60. 'r/o of that nll.;~.ber. Tneir 
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llerf'ormance diverting juveniles '..ras similarly successful. or the 

total number of pre-delinquents the Department contacted, 86.7% were 

diverted (See Figures 5 and 6 on pages 40 and 41) • 

The recidivism rate of youth diverted by ll.organ Hnl Police, 

used as a further measure of the Dep~rtment's program effectiveness, 

strongly supported the approach used in that jurisdiction. Only 

7.7% of their diversions became involved in a subsequent violation 

of the ~lelfare and In~titutions Code, proportionally fe,rer than any 

diverted by participating jurisdictions. As shown in Figure 7 on 

page 42, Norgan Hill attempted to re-divert most of these youth, 

rather than refer them to Juvenile Probation • 

D. Recidivism of Program Youth 

An important factor in the assessment of program success is the effect 

of the treatment on the client. The recidivism rate of the pre-delinquent 

youth diverted under the program was used as an indicant of program effec­

tiveness. Recidivism iias examined from b'o perspectives for the diverte:d 

youth: first, focusing on only those youth who had a period of approxirr4tely 

one year in Which to recidivate; and then focusing on the program youth as 

an entire group, with cut consideration of time to recidivate. 

One hundred and thirty-six youth diverted during the first month of 

the project year had approxit:"4tely one year during \.;hich they could become 

involved in subse~lent violations of the Wel~are and Institutions Code. 

As sho'\>,"l} in Figure 8, 16.9~ of these youth (23 juveniles) became inyolved 

in one other Violation of the Cede, 5.9'1> (ei&"lJt .]uyeniles) in b:o other 

viola.tions, and 1.5% (tt-IO juveniles) became involved in three subsequent 

viola.tions.. A total of 33 (24.3%) of the first-month dive:r,sions recidiYated. 
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FIGURE 8 

RECIDIVISM RATES OF DIVERTED 60l'S VS. SAMPLE OF 
PRE -PROGRAM 60l'S REFERRED TO J PO 
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The recidivism rate for all the diverted youth was understandably 

even lower than the rate for those handled during the first month only. 

Approximat&ly 16% of all the youth became involved in subsequent incidents 

in violation of the lvelfare and Institutions Code - - - 12.2% (232 juveniles) 

became involved in one (reported) incident, 3.2% (60 juveniles) became 

involved in two, .4% (eight juveniles) became involved in three, and .05% 

(one juvenile.) became involved in six incidents in violation of the code 

subsequent to their diversion. 'nle Hay in which recidivists were handled 

by police varied. Approximately 46% of the recidivists w'ere re-diverted 

(7.3% of all the diverted youth). 

It should be noted that a complete interpretation of project case 

recidivism would be premature after only a year, however, results are 

encouraging. There are a numbe:r- of differences between traditional policy 

and the diversion approach 'Hhich may account for lowered recidivism. 1) The 

601 Diversion Program places an empha.sis on the treatment 0:: a pre-delinquent 

act at an ea:r-lier point in time th<;l.n the probation stage of' the jU" ... enile 

justice system. 2) The program atte!:1pts to stimUlate at least initial 

treatment at the point of police-juvenile contact. 3) Initial treatment 

often takes place in the home or the school, the ver"J real settings .:herein 

the problems frequently arise. 4) The type of services the Dive~sion Program 

attempts to ma}~e available are aimed at fa~ily involvement as opposed to 

treatment administered to the juvenile alone • 

1. Compa:r-ison with Recidivism of Pre-Program youth 

1n o~der to compare the effectiveness of pre-?rogr~~ treatmp.nt 

of pre-delinquents lvith that of p1"ogram treatment, an e:<a.'nination 

was made of the recidivism of a group of pre-program pre-delinquents • 



• 

. -
• 

• 

• 

• 
... 

• 
» ... 

• ~ 

<>' ~1 ' "" 

. 

Two nundred and seven youth \·rho had been referred to the JU'''enile 

Probation Department bet~reen 1965 and 1972 for 601 violations were 

randomly selected for the comparison • 

statistics suggest that the conventional treatments of pre­

delinquent juveniles were not exceptionally effective. Recidivism 

was relatively high (See Figure 8 on page 61). The sample of pre­

program juveniles was examined under a one year cohort design. Of 

these 207 yout~s, 22% re-entered the system for a third violation 

within a year, Inth the subsequent re-entry rate declining very 

slowly. A tCltal of 99 youth (48.5% of the sample) recidivated during 

the one-year time frame • 

In contrast to the sample, project case recidivism was low 

(See Figure 8). However, the entry levels of the juvenile justice 

system used for the comparison may be said to differ, depending on 

interpretation. On the one ~and, juveniles in the sample who were 

referred to the Probation Department previous to the program represent 

a later point of apprehensinn and entry; and perhaps, a more serious, 

more" well-developed offender. Therefore, one might infer that 

recidivism rates v:ould be understandably higher • 

On the other hand, since no structured prog~~ for diversion then 

existed, one might assume tha.t all types of 601' s flmled into the 

Department: some involving problems of a serious nature, but also 

many involving small and fleeting problems. The inference I"ould 

then be that the sampled flo;., of 601' s, representing an array of 

601 severi~y, ~ be a valid comparison group for contrast with 
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I~~ 2. Factors In~luencing the Difference in Pre-Program Versus 

Program Recidivism 

A study concerned with the effect of antecedent and L~tervening 

va.riables influencing ;;he differences in recidivism discussed above 

~~s conducted using daia on a second unique sample of 101 diverted 

youth. The variables examined w~re the youths' contact with the 

criminal justice system prior to his diversion, the kinds of police 

aetion taken in response to the offense, and the COInmWlity based 

treatment (if ~~) actually received. The follo~~ng definitions were 

used ill the study: 

No Prior Contact: No record of any of~ens~ or contact with 

the Police except for traffic tickets. 

Prior Contact: This was distributed into tl\,O categories: 

police contact and Juvenile Hall booking. In the former 

instance ~ offense report or Juvenile Contact Report is 

filled ou'\, and the contact l ... ould receive a case number • 

This procedure is not an arrest. In the second instance 

the youth receives an identification nQ~er and is either 

cited or trE...'1sported to Juvenile Ra.ll. Prior contact im-

plied that this procedu:ce took place previous to the youth 

being diverted. 

1'1'0 Future Cor.ta.ct: This pertnined to those youth that had 

been diverte:i and had no subsequent contact I ... ith either the 

police or Ju .... enile Hall. 
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Future Contact: This referred to those youths that bad ~clice 

or Juvenile Hall contact after being diverted. S::>me of these 

youth:; fell under the category of multiple diversj.ons (second 

or third diversion:). 

The sample stuoied was composed of 101 pre-delinqu~nts dontacted 

between July 1, 1972 and April 13, 1973, the first nine months at the 

study. The population was 1ivided into four groups as sho~m oelow 

(each juvenile being categorized twice cl.ccording to the criteria.): 

Group A: 55 juveniles having "no prior contact" 

Group B: 46 juveniles having "prior contact" 

Group C: 7) ,;uv':!'liles having "no future contact II 

Group D: 26 juveniles having "future contact" 

The group of juveniles with no prior contact was comprised of 

55% females, 45% males, and had a group mean age of 14.3 years old. 

Thes~x ratio of the group of pre-delinquents with prior contact, 

differing significantly with that of the "no priors", '.· .. as 37% females 

to 63% males. The mean age of the groups differed only slightly 

(See Table 16). 

An examination of the recidivist grou!' (" ':uture cO:ltacts") versus 

the non-recidivist:; suggests that the ::o.dors 0:: prior contact, age, 

type of offense and sex are related to recidivism. 

3ixty-three precent of the nO:l-recidivists ("no future conta.~tstt) 

had no prior contact with either probation or police. Pre-delinquents 

in this group were cO:lsiaerably younger than recidivists. Furthermore, 
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TABLE16: CHARACTERIS'l:ICS OF J1NENILES STUDIED FOR RECIDIVISM 

ANtI POLICE/PROBATION C01lTACT 

CHAR'l.C TERIS TIC NO PRIOR PRIOR I NO FUTURE: F'JTURE 
CONTACT COH?ACT CONTACTl cmmeT 

SEX: . 

Male 45.5% 63.~ 58.7'fo 38.5~ 

Female 54.5"/0 37.Cf/o 41.35& 61S~ 

MEAN AGE: 24.3 14.9 13.1 14.5 

:REASON FOR DIVERS Iozr : 
Runa,~ay 61.8~ 47.8% 56.afo 53.~~ 

Beyond Parental Control 25.5% 43.5'~ 32.0% 38.,~cJ: 

Beyond School Control t 5.3% 0 

Truant 12. T10 )- 8.7'fo 6.7"/, 0 

lewd and Immoral t 0 'r.TIa 

~uture indicates after the first diversion of the youtn. 

t3 . 

- 66 -

TOTAL 
POPUiATION 

53.5% 

46.5"/0 

lll.5 

55.4c;b 

33.6% 

4.0% 
5.a:{, 

2.0% 
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of the 56 runaways in the tota.l sample of' 101 juveniles, as many as 

75% had no future contact with either police or probation. III con-

trast to the non-recidivists, the "future contact" group was comprised 

predominantly of females and youth with prior contact. 

Based on evidence provided by the sample (See Table 16 on prc~ 66), 

female pre-delinquents tend to have fewer reported involvements ~n 

Welfare and Institutions Code violations prior to their contact with 

the di'~rsion program; however, once detected, they seem to ey~ibit 

more recidivism than do males. Recidivism appears to be more prevale .. t 

among older juveniles and less prevalent among runaHays. Finally, the 

more conta~t a pre-delin~uent has 'Nith either police or probation 

before his entry into the diversion program, the more lL~ely he is to 

recidivate following his community-based treatment. 

E. COlllJllunity Resources 

1. Police Use or Resources 

As interpreted by the progra'll, a community resource I-.1:1S any party, 

group or organization :dthin the cOI!':.!llunit.y l-.i1ich offered services a.p-

propriate for the treatment of pre-delinquent youth; except criminal 

justice agencies operating ~~thin the confL~es of their crime function. 

This allowed these latter agencies ~o participate in the progr~ as 

community resources when they o:'fered innovative progra.::!S using 

volunteers~ agency staff during their tim~-off, and paid professional 

people of social service orientations • 

The "use" of a cOllXlunity resource by:police in the act of tiiversicn 

was loosely interpreted by the program to inclUde a ~~de r~~ge of ~olice-

youth-agency interaction. At the leant level of interaction, "use" 
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entailed suggestionG made by the police officer to the juvenile ane/or 

his family, regarding agencies that should be contact.ed by tile indi-

viduals concerned. At the most intense level of interaction, police 

officers brought th~ concerned individuals to appropriate agencies, 

established cha>mels of communication with the agency regarding the 

The approaches to diverting pre-delinquents used by the 12 police 

departments ar.e presented in Pigure 9. The three Juvenile Probation Department 

consultants to the police were asked to categorize their respective police 

departments in terms of the departments' use of community resources and the 

Since larger jurisdictions have a greater 

number of contacts with pre-delinquents during any designated time than 

smaller jurisdictions, the ordinal rank in the table does not refer. to the 

absolute frequency of diversions, but rather to the ratio of diversions to 

. ..Jmokings • 

In contrast to prc-p2'ogr'am performance, 9. total of 89 community resources 

were used by police during the first project year. This reflects a signifi-

cant ct'untY-I'lide increase of 74 resources over pre-program use, repositioning 

the various police departments on the "approach typology" discussed above 

(See Figure 9 ).All but three of the 89 resources were either independently 

operating professional individuals or agency representatives. The three 

that were not were parents (conSidered collectively, the most frequently 

used resource), friends and relatives. As shown in Table 13 en page 34, 

approximately one-third of the agencies ~eceiving 60l's were public, one-

. ~:'·:Hl.rth private, one fourth schools a.'1.ri one-tenth of them ;.rere .religious 
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Figure 9 

:p:aOGRPJ·r :U,PACT OU THE IJd'URE A:m FREQUEnCY 
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agencies. Special police programs received approximately five percent 

of th~ juveniles diverted to agencies. 

Early in the project year, a handful of community agencies expressed 

distressed anticipations o-f burgeoning, caseloads, due to the f'lO~l of pre­

delinquents into the co~munity for treatment. These premonitions turned 

out to be unfounded, as can be seen by' Table 1, Appendix B, page 109. 

l'his complete listing of the agencies used by police and thi~ number of 

juveniles referred to each agency clearly shows that no one agency was 

overwhelmed ~dth suddenly inflated caseloads of 601's. 

As was discovered in a survey of the diversion officers during the 

first project month (See Appendix C for survey instrument), few community 

resources were being used by the 12 jurisdictions in any of the departments' 

pre-program diversion activity. Any community treatment accorded these 

601 juveniles as a result of police recommendation before July 1, 1972 

emanated from approximately 15 agencies throughout Santa Clara County 

communities. 5 In ml)st cases, 601's ;'lere either returned home with no 

treatment to spea.".I; of, or !I'ere referred to the Juvenile Probation Department 

far conventional probation serrices. 

5six-of ~h; ~2-d~p~rt~;nts had occasionally used the Department of Social 
Services, t'IlO de:;Jartments had used Fa.:nily Services, eig.'1-!t had used County 
Mental Health, .:'ive had used catholic Social Services, t:'lO had used 
Community Services, one had used the Chicano youth Project, one had used 
the Y.H.C.A., three had used Adult and Child Guida:lce, bro had used churc!1es, 
two had used Family Guidance, t~·ro had used the Drug Rehabilitation Center, 
two had used Chrysalis 2ouse, 1'Our had used schools, b.'o had used Public 
Nursing, and the majority 0.:' departments had "diverted" pre-deli:1quents to 
their parents. In te~s of the use of these co~~unity agencies, the 
frequency of such referrals 'frere, at best, sporadic • 
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2. Police Knoldedge about Community Resources 

• - Police knol11edge about resources that were a.vailable :h1 their 

~ 

,." .. 
... 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

•• 

community was measured as a distinct variable separate from the ~se 

of same. The use of the diversion officer survey presupposed that 

the j\~isdictional liaisons (as diversion specialists) would best 

represent the resource aWareness of their respective police depart-

ments. Each office~ was asked to indicate ev~ry,resourc.; that was 

currently available in his/her community ·,mieh could be used to serve 

the needs of pre-delinquent youth. 

During the first month, the majority of departmental responses 

(unique responses given by any of the departmentd diversion officers) 

cited from two to 10 available resources. (Six departments cited this 

number of resources). Four departments cited between J~ and 21 avail­

able resources, and two departments were ar~e of over 59 available 

resources in their con:munity. Host orten recognized were agencies 

such as County 1-1enta1 Health and Catholic Social Services (each by 

14 of ~he 17 officers); Protective Services (by 10 officers); 

Family Services (by nine Officers); Adult and Child Guidance (by six 

officers); Salvation Army, Youth Service Bure~u and churches (each 

by five officers); and Job Corps a~d Suicide and Crisis Service 

(each by four officers). 

A total of 96 unique resources were cited, many of I'alieh were 

recognized as available only by one or t~ro officers, due ~o their 

unique location in one community. As indicated by the diversion 

orficers, many of' the resources cited had not been tested as to 

appropriateness or responsiveness to:program needs. Thu~, the 
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openness :..:: che question rc:ncouraged and allo\ol'ed ~Ol' the maximl'm 

indication o~ police awareness as to resource availability. 

Police knowledge of available community resources was once again 

tested through diversion of~icers during the ninth project month as a 

dist:i.nct variable. Such al,areness increased Idth program duration 

but not as much as the increase in the use of the resources. Early 

program police y~owledge of available resources had been considerable 

(due some~nat to anticipatory preparation ~or the coming program). 

One hundred ana sixteen reeources were cited as being available at 

the eight nnnth mark, only 20 ~ore county-wide than at the beginning 

of the project. There was an indication of some in~orlllation excl'ange 

between departments as reflected in the increased frequency of 

responses for many of the resources. Since the early test indicated 
,.. 

a considerable a,mreness of these resources,o the later test results 

shol'led a less vivid increase of knm/ledge than o~ actual use. 

Thus, ~rior to J~ 1, 1972 it appears as if a important inhibitor 

of the police practice of pre-delinii.uent dhersion I'las tne lack of 

some outside stimulus (money, inter-jurisdictional competi~ion, etc.) 

not the lack of police a',ia.reness of available cornnu..?J.ity resources • 

6 - - - - - - - - - - -
A true "pre-test" indice.,"tion "an copfounded by two factors. First vias the 
factor of l?,'rt:>-:::rog!"a:n anticipato~.· l'repa!'atio!1 on the pa:rt of l':'.a.ny la:,' 
eni"orcemcn't ae:e~:!ies. Tne se':!ond factor involved the three to four l .... eek 
tim5.ng delay ,~jr ~1:e a,1.r::i-r:iztra-:io:: of the early test, al1o~~:ing :'cr 
additional ?:10 .. :1e;t;e to be gainc:3.. 
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F. Services for Community Treatment of Pre-Delinquents 

1. Pre-Delinquents' needs for Services 

A separate phase of the evaluation study was conducted in orcer 

to profile pre-delinquents' needs for services. It was expected that 

an examination of such needs would suggest whether appropriate types 

of community treatment were being recommended by police for 

pre-delinquent juveniles • 

A sample of 207 pre-delinquents, referred to the Probation DeJartment 

between 1965 and 1972 was randomly selected from the Department' s record 

room file. A comparison between the sample and the diversion project 

population's attributes can be seen in tabular form in Appelidix A, 

Tables 1 through 5. 

Fifty juveniles were randomly selected from the at )ve-merrtioned 

sample of 207 youth to be subjects in an in-depth examination of pre­

delinquent problems. The case histories of these 50 were studied using 

techniques of content analysis. In s~arch for indications of needs for 

services, documents such as COUl·t reports, medical reports, letters 

from pJ-acement institutions, probation officer reports, school reports 

and police forms were read. The categories used as guidelines for the 

content analysis can be seen in Appendix G, page 140 • 

a.) Family Relationships 

A need for family therapy was perceived to be the most press­

ing need of 601 referrals. Reports of investigating and supervis­

ing probation officers recommended either vleeld.y counseling for 

the entire family ~~it, handling of the problem by the family 

.lith no outside professiona.l help, or simply an increase of f<~mily 

love and affection for the juvenile (in 28,lh and 8 percent of 

the cases, respectively). 
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The great majority of parents (whose desires were made known in 

the case histories) ~:anted their child to live at hOine and in 

o,ver one-third of these cases, the probation officer supported 

this desire. However, an equal numhe~ of the juveniles were 

seen to be in neea of relative or foster home place~ent, and a 

substantial n~~er were felt to b~ in need of some type of 

institutional home (llt%) • 

The natural parents of 40% of the sa..'1lpled juveniles were 

divorced, and either raising their children alone or with fre­

quently changing mates. Several parents were mentalJ.y or emo­

tiona~~ disturbed, several were alcoholics or methadone 

patients, and Of Ie was frequently in jail. F-cJllily counseling 

was emphasized in all cases of juveniles who had stepparents 

(22% of the 50 sampled juveniles) and in all case whe!"e siblings 

Here known to the Probation Department (1&,t, of the sampled 

juveniles). Increased a.ttention by pa.rents was also seen to be 

important for the juvenile violators from large f8-~1ies of 

five or more children (juveniles from larGe families comprised 

24% of the sample) and for juveniles ~rhose families were ~lelfare 

recipients (14%). other probation officer reco~endations in­

cluded the obtaining of vocational training, regimented group 

life (the armed services), and in some cases, permission to marry • 

b) School Performance 

~.' The case histories indicated that ~~ of the juveniles 

needed stimula:tion to revive their ir:terest in school. Over 

• 70{;, '(iere either habitually truant or cunFtantly cutting classes, 
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yet only eight percent displayed academic failure and needed 

special remedial courses. Fourteen percent had failing grades 

due to incomplete work, 18% had fair to average grades and 12% 

maintained flood grades. 8everai of the pre-delinquents were 

reported to have exceptionally high IQ's. The need for an 

educational incent~ve was further displayed by the success of 

the juveniles assigned to a continuation school • 

c) Social Development 

Analysis found that another pressing need of the pre-

delinquents was guidance and direction co~cerning their social 

development. A significant segment of the sampl·e' s case his-

tories revealed drug involvement. Although in most cases this 

involvement ~~s not the prime reason for the referral, the 

problems o~ 36% of the juveniles were complicated by their use 

of drugs. 

In a s~er number of cases (12%), the juvenile's use of 

alcohol was found to be problematic. iihen the analysis focused 

separate~ on the sample's female referrals, 12% of the girls 

were referred for reasons involving the;~ sexual behavior. 

Police Perce:ption of Ser.rices l'Teeded 

The survey ~inistered to Diversion Officers during the first 

and nintJl project ISonths al1o~'Ted the pinpointing of services. perceived 

as necessar.! for cO:;~lL'1ity treatment of 601 's but not. available at 

that ti.~e. Durir:g the first testing, 11 of the 17 officers stated 
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that the most needed lllmvailable service was a temporary shelter for 

pre-delinquents - - - a place they could stay for a day or two Ixntil 

the tension and emotion surrounding their problem could be relieved. 

The servi~e next most frequently found to be lackin~ was a cour.~eling 

or crisis-oriented resource that ~ras available around"the-clock. 

(One such resource existed at that time, Immediate Treatment Service 

of the County's t.fental Health Department, lmich was !'el,;o:!'t~d to be 

unwilling to respond to pre-delinquent type cases). Eight out of the 

17 officers indicated the need for such a 24 hour service. Four 

diversion officers reported the need for counseling sessions that 

could be conducted in the home of the pre-delinquent instead of in 

the office of the professional counselor. Three officers mentioned 

the lack of a training site for the pre-delinq~f-nt's whole family at 

which harmonious family living could be demonstrated and practiced. 

other needed services mentioned by one or another of the 

diversion officers .lere youth orier.ted cotrmunity activities, sex 

education counseling, private agencies to serve juveniles whose 

families vrere in an upper economic bracket, suicide prevention, low 

cost counseling centers, counseling which focused on juveniles' 

psychiatric disturbances, vocational services, counseling by clergy, 

new peer group opportunities, a.ld more protective service. 

Responses on the ninth month test indicatp.d that some 

d~velopment had taken place over the eight month period in the area 

of critical services for pre-delinquent tr0atment (See Table 17). 

Several jurisdictions had dC'Ie.1.oped resources to snelter p!'e-delin-

quents on p. temporary basis (only thre~ officers indicated such a 
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TABLE 17: stRVICES FOR PRE-DELINQUENTSl : 

,r 

POLICE I'ERCEPI'I0NS OF NEEDED SERVICES VS ACTUAL REC01.fi.lENDATIOliS 

• Perceived as Perceived as 
needed but needed but Actual Recommenilations 

Tl7E SERVICE not not 
available available number Percent 
1st J.1onth 9th l·~onth of cases of cases . 

• General Coun:;eling 2 x3 895 43.7 x 
Parental Guidance and 
Problem Resc>lt:.tiotl 
'Wi thin Facil.y I~ 795 38.8 

Shelter x x 99 4.8 
Group Encount.ers and/or 
Recreation x x 64 3.1 

Drug Counselil'lg 59 2.9 
Family Planning and 
Pregnancy Intormation x 26 1.3 

Vocational Counseling 
and/or Referral x 23 1.1 

Psychiatric and/or • Psycholof,ica:L CounselinE x 22 1.1 
Educational Coun:;eling. 
and/or Rei'E:rral 22 1.1 

Infortl'1tion and Referral 9 .4 
Transportatio.\l Out of 

• 
County 7 .3 

Nedical AdviCE! and/or 
Examina tion 6 .3 

Deportation 3 .2 
Legal Aid 3 .2 
Emergency 3 .2 
A'Wareness of I,a~7 by 

IIRide Along :PrQgram" 2 .l 

• Alcoho1iso Counseling 2 .l 
Care and Protection x 2 .1 
Assistance '0:; Relati-;e 2 .l 
Suicide Prevention x: 1 .05 
Referral to Out-of-C.)unt: 
Poli ce Department 1 .05 

Tutoring 1 .05 

• Reli.gioul) x 1 .05 

-
TOTAL 2048 lCO.O 

1. Allowing for !::orc than one service :per case 
2. Sp(:!cificBll:r out-re<tch counselinG nn::1 2e-hour counseling • 3. Spcci ~i en 11:," 2:, -ho~r c::ur:~fJl~~nG 
4. S:pecificalJ.:r l:tng-tc!:'n fQcter- h':n:es 
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service need as opposed to 11 on the early test). Other previously 

.... 
cited services in the "needed-but-not-available" category, which were 

• developed during the year were sex education counseling, suicide 

p:revention services, vocational. ::oer/ices. t.·.d cot:nseling by clergy. 

Some jurisdictions had ~eveloped resourc~: for in-the-home counseling, 

but this service ~~s still cited as being needed • • 
The mO$t frequently cited service still considered as needed 

but not available ~ra.s a 24 hour counseling :resource. Seven officers 

• (only one less than on the earlie::- test) . ...3.de this response. OVer 

the eight month interim, several services were found to be needed that 

were not mentioned on the pre-test. A few officers cited such services 

• to be Bi6 Brother type of companionship, long-term foster homes, and 
" 

hospitalization for pre-delinquent~ with ,ucre serious psychiatric 

problems • 

• Services Actually Reco~ended for 601's by Bolice 

As shown in Table 17, 23 unique types of ser'l'ices were recolllIllended 

by police for co~unity based treatme~t of 601 juveniles. Ai'ter 

• diagnosing and clari:;rin6 the problems jnv0lved in tb~ pre-delinquent 

situation, police !:!ost frec;.uentIy suggested that ·rne youth obtain 

general counseling from professior.al agencies with:l.n the c0l'l1.J:1u!1ity. 

• Almost as frequently reco!i'~"!lellued .;as tha.t the youth return home for 

serrices that could be ob~ained only there: those of par'~ntal 

guidance and home-bar-eJ unified fa::ri.ly problem solving • 

• l'arJ¥ prog:!"a::l J:olice :p!<e~onitions aoout the critical n~ed for 

temporary shelter for 601's ~ere not altogether unfounded, as is also 
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shown in Table 17, ~age 77. During the year, many pre-delinquents 

Here actua.lly .> ent to va,riou,<; sheltering community resources; 

• however, providers of such a service were more often informally 

employed parties such as relatives or "the other parent lf in broken 

home situations. Such arrangements ,Tere only suggested or overseen 

by police and thus, had to b~ agreed up~n and implemented by 811 

parties concerned. Another treatment often recommendad was ~eer 

group and/or parent-youth encounter sessions which were conducted 

• by such varied aeencies as private psyChologists, churches and two 

participating poUce departments. These discussions not only 

allowed the pre-delin~uents to vent their problems among othe~ 

youth in similar situations, but also enabled them to gain 

• perspective by vie~iing other families I approaches to the 'Problems. 

other services often recommended for the pre-aelinquents by 

• police were drug counseling, familJ planning (for girls ~no were 

eicher pregnant or sexually involved), vocational training, 

psychiatric examination and/o!, treatment, and continuing education 

for those who bad dropped out of sChool prematurely • Table 17, 

• page 77, depicts the various types of services that were judged by 

police to be needed by characteristically different pre-delinquents. 

A conwlete listing of the ag~ncies that were used to obtain each 

• kind of ~ervice can be fauna in Appendix B, Table 2, page Ill • 

• 

• 



• 

... 
4. Services Actually Obtained by Pre-Delinquent!; 

• A study I'iS.S done on a sample of' 101 pre-delinquents in order 

to determine the likelihood of and the processes involved in a 

601 actually obtaining services in the connnunity. Of the I,<)pulation 

studied, the success of' a diveNion rested on the hope that the 

• f'amily screen~d by the diversion of'f'i~er would f'ollow ~he recommenda-

tion f'or services given. The overwhelming problem was that none of' 

the ;,"'-rties involved were either responsible or accoWltable for ·t.~e 

delivery of such services. It has lef't entirely up to the f'runily 

to take thu first step. Any number of ft;H.tors may prevent a f'amiJy 

from getting professional .:;uidance: unfaniliC'.rity with service 

• agencies, lack of transportation, employment respon.:ibilities, or 

other problems within the family unit. 

The question of how a family t~ckles a p~oblem subsequent to 

• a. diversion r.ontact ';.Tas explored b;y' means of a qUestionnaire mailed 

to families ~1110se children thus fa:.' had not re-entered the system 

on any level (See Appendix C). Qu~stionnaires were sent to families 

• where there had been contact between a police officer and the pare~ts 

or where the pal"ents wel'::=! al·;are the..t a police officer haJ ~poken 

with their child. 

Of the 65 fa'llil.ies s\Cveyed, 7)~% completed and returned the 

,.( questionnaire. Only t~:() inquiries ;..'ere :re":urned by the Post Office, 

indicating tha.t the frudly had moved and left no forl>'a.!'Jing address • 

• 

• 
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According to the families surveyed, most consulted the police 

on their own initiative. The law enforcement agency is viewed as 

the next logical step vmen the parents' authorit~ is ine~fective. 

MOst of the families responded to the diversion specialist's of Eel" 

of assistance and conferred with them at the Police Department for 

an average of 45 minutes. 

~e questionnaire revealed that most families ~~ contact 

an outside agency, but decided to work problems out within the 

fami~. Only seven families stated that counseling vms recommended 

(coinciding with data. provided by the police depa.rtments' repoI'ts). 

Of these, only two actually ll'.a.de c:>ntact I·nth an agency. Three 

other families 1-rere involved wit1: counseling previous to the 

diversion. Thus, most of the families are trying to resolve 

problf~ms on their 01'111. on the whole, 65% felt that they have 

been successful in that the situation had improved or no longer 

exist.ed. The remainder felt their conflict had stayed the same or 

gotte~ worse, this second group being more likely recidivists if 

these problems are not worked out. About 68% oE the families 

felt that the 3el"rice was helpful. 

From the s~rey it can be Concluded that many of the families 

that responded to the questionnaire preferred to ~'lOrk their 

problems out on their mm and were somewhat successful. Too many of the 
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families, however, (35%) are still having difficulties ~~th their 

children. The tone of some of the questionnaire responses reveals 

that some of the parents are really struggling with these problems 

and do not knew how to ask, or where to go for help, indicating that 

counseling is originally recommended in too few cases. In those 

that were directed to an agency, only one family follol ... ed through. 

These findings L.dicate a strong need for follow-up after a 

diversion takes place. A cry for additional help is voiced in the 

returns. Problem solving is not an easy task. Families need 

prodding and encot~agement until the conflict has been resolved. 

otherh~se, it vdll again become a police concern. 

Discussion of Results 

A. Cost Benefits Analysis 

1. Flow of Past 601 Gases into Juvenile Probation Depa.rtlllent 

• Figures 10 and 11 on the following pages display the flow 

• 

• 
~ 

• 
~ 

C. 

of initial 601 referrals through the Juvenile Probation system during 

a two year period previous to the instatement of the 601 Diversion 

Program. These juveniles Here either first time violators or .rere 

repeaters not under a~ type o~ .Juvenile Probation Department 

superviSion at the time of refer~al. During FY's 1970 and 1971, 

a large number 0:' the cases (7~ and 68% respectively) ;·rere closed 

at intake after brief cou!lseling and returned to the cO:-:rr:lunity. 

Another significant number of cases (14% in both yeal's) ~Tere placed 

on Informal Supervision, v;hich involved. an ini'orn:al aGreement beti,een 

the juvenile, tt.e parents a.r:d the Probation Departl':lcnt for a period 

of six months. A slightl;," larger group (15% an:l 17'f:" respectively) 
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required Co'".'+; hep.">:'ings, resulting in 12% and 15%, respectively, 

being placed ~ , fo~ probation. 

2. Predicted FJ.:>w of 601 Cases 

Based on the number and dispersion of initial 601 referrals 
. 

1'01' these t~;o years, an average rate of flot., of these juveniles 

through the Probation system was determined (3ee Table 18). Using 

an averaging process Ivlli;Jh did not take long range departmental I.,ork­

load trends into cons id€.!ration , 7 a prediction ~ras made as to the nUlIl-

ber of initial 60l's that would have been referred had there been no 

Diversion Progra'll (appro.>:1mately 2,680)~ These antidpated 60l's 

were then hypothetically dispersed through the system in simi~ar 

proportion to the previous ti'lO years. 

A comparison of this prediction and the actual number of refer-

rals made ;·rhh the Dive1:'siol1 Program 1.""1 operation reveals only some 

ai' the impact of the program. With the va.rying lags bet~'leen the time 

~1' re~errals and their concorui'!;ant dispositions, only 97.7% of the 
~--~ 

cases COQld actually be traced t~rou&~ the system. Furthermore, 

stvtiscical impact is even n:ore impressive if actu.aJ. referrals are 

cOIDp3.red t'Tith the even larger predictions of the :Jriginal progra'll 

developers (Sec Table 18)., 

7From 19G5 until early 1970 thel'e 1'!aS a fai:dy regular rise a!1d fall of 
referral rate (annually cli:n1::Jinf, appro:,:2r.'atel:>' 2"/J ai'ter every SQ~er 
declinc). Ho',rever, Se'l,rtcr:-;'er ] ~70 disp1a:red a ver-J U!1usual lo~r in all 
referra.ls I·,ith a slo,;>, clhb t11rough the spring of 1971. Durins that 
SUI:'.mer (just prev.iot7.s to the l'rriting of the Diversion Progra::l proposal) 
refcl'rals lC"Jeled off and then bega.ri dropping. This ll.'1cxpected ar:.d 
il"'reg:ll~r ttu"!1 of c'\te:i"!;s f:\.lvlr~ t!1e :9re'.:·icu31:,- Gte3.d~'" tre!" .. d ur:d;!pcr..:'!able 
and difficttlt to ~::e fer pt;.::''I~r;Q~es of prec1ictior:s. 

8using regresnion equations, a prediction of 2,758 pre-delinquents was made. 
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TABLE 18: 601 Referrals to Juvenile Probation Department1 FY 1970 - FY 1972 

FY J.970 FY 1971 F'i" 1970 + 71 
AV.B.'RAGE ()F-

FY'S 1970+1971 

No. Cases '}c 01' '.['Ota.l No. Casen ~iJ of 'fotal No. Cases ~iJ of Total 
601 Referrals 601 Referra.ls 601 Re feI'ra.ls No. of' CMes 

1. 601 Referrals 2712 26119 5361 2680 

a. ,JU'o{enilc Hc.ll 251}3 93.8 21150 92.5 4993 93.1 21196 

b. Citation.:: 169 6.2 199 7.5 368 6.9 181+ 

2. Delinquent Intnke 2712 26119 5361 2680 

a. Dettle!} nt Intake 1907 70.3 1796 67.8 3703 69.0 1851 
, b. lli!'Ol'H~n.l G\lpcrvisiol 368 13.6 368 13.9 736 13.7 368 
~ c \ . PendillC 20 . " 25 .9 115 .3 22 

1'1. Petit:i 00(:,1 !~17 15.4 460 17.4 877 16.4 438 

3. Investi~ation h17 15. 11 /160 1'( .It 877 , 16.4 438 , 
11. Court 1117 15.1~ 1160 J. 7 .l~ 877 16.4 438 

0.. 'l'ra.ns f~rc:u. Out 6 .2 2 .07 8 .1 4 
b. Disminccd 87 3.2 41 1.5 123 2.4 64 
c. tIon-loiul'u Probation 1,8 1.8 h9 1.3 97 1.8 48 
d. Hards on .n.'obation 276 10.2 368 13.9 644 12.0 322 

5. Delinqucllt ::i'lpervision BOil 29.6 538 20.3 13112 25.0 671 
6. Plo-cement 1511 5.7 24 .9 173 3.3 59 

" - . 
TOT:\L 2712 100.0 26119 100.0 5361 100.0 2680 

1Uot i:'lcludine Ha.rde or 601' s involved in modifications of' COUI't Orders. 
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3. Operations A.t1al~rsis 

The development 01' cOll'.munit,y based altcrnatives for ?re-delin­

quent juveniles has impacted the Department in several ~rays. Al­

though the flow charts discussed earlier indicate that the vast 

majority of initial 601 referrals. are settledthroueh non-jUdicial 

action, all referrals made to the department involve the delive~J 

of some services involving time ~nd mc:ney (See Table 19~. Every 

juvenile vlho is initially referred to the department comes through 

Delinquent Int~~e at a cost of $20.96. Every 601 juvenile whose case 

is closed at intake requires approximately 1.1 l'/ork hours. Agree­

ments concerning info~al supervision made at intake take 1.42 work 

hours. The cost of such snpervision has been ca.lculated to be 

$421. lL9 pe1' case. As a juvenile becomes more invulved in the pro­

bation system, the efforts e~?cndea in the delivery or services in­

crease geometrically. Once the decision has been made to petition 

the case cf' ~ 601 jt:.Yenile; processes of investigation, ajudication, 

and sometimes il:carceration are necessary -

specialized sta"i'f's. 

each involving 

Further compoundinG the strain on the system is the fact that 

the cases of 601 jUveniles are decidedly more ti:ne consuming to 

treat tha.:l those of 602' s. It takes approxirr.ateljr 2.36 hours to 

initiate the petitionins process for a pre-delin~ucnt; juvenile, 

whereas only 1.96 hours for a 602 juvc:1i1e. The investigation of 

a 601 case, costing $203.91, t&.kes approximately 7.7 hours, compared 

to 6.3 hours for a 602. case. Furthermore, the predo~ina!1ce of girls 

invol\'c~l i!l COl -.J'iolationn cor. ... ;ri'ht::f:.~s still more to the ;·;ork strain 
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LEVgL OF PROPATION 

1. 601 Hcferrnls 

a. ,Tuvenile Hnll 

b. Citntior.. 

2. Delinquent Intake 

n. 8~ttlcd at Intake 

* b. Inform:il. Supervisi<":n 

c. rctlding 
0) 

Pi~tHioned CD d. 

3. Investigation 

1/ • Court I 

a. Transferred 

b. Di:.:missed 

* c. Non-vlard probation 

d. Vl:lrds 
0)(-

on Probation 

5. Delinquent Supervision~ 

6. Placement 
-J(. 

• • • 

TABLE 19: JUVENILE PROMTIOr:i BYSTEM COST 

COST PER UNIT 

$ 36.32 

20.96 

421.49 

203.91 

20.69 

421.49 

421.49 

421.49 

799.57 

~Court costs fol' Juvenile Probation Department 1>ersonnel only • 
.j(. 

Indicates cost and mo.n hours 1>er month. 

• • 

MAN HOURS PER UNIT 

I. 

.78 

1.1 

1.42 

2.36 . 

7.7 

21 

21 

21 

21 

• • 
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involved in handling pre-delinquents; since the initial petition 

process for a fcw~le juvenile takes 2.81 hours as opposed to approxi-

mately 1.92 hours per male. 

4. cost ;Benefits 

A more precise picture of' the 601 Diversion Program's impact 

on the Juvenile Probation system. in terms of cost-benefit ca.T! be 

seen in Table 20. The number of initial 601 juveniles predicted to 

be referred duri~g FY 1972-73 b~5ed on averaging, woUld have cost 

the Depart:r.:ent no le~s than $751~,292.16 and 23,068.46 hours in the 

delive~r of services. Vlitn the Diversion Program in operation dur-

ins this same time frame, the cost 01' servicing :initial 601 refer-

ra1s Has approx:i.Jr.ately $261,56h.99 and 6,995.32 hours (See Table 21. 

It ShOl!ld be' noted, once again, that c. referral-disposition tir.1e lag 

prohibits an exact, up-to-date analysis at any time). 

A.T! e"en niOl'e drw.atic impact can be seen by comp3.!'ing the 

Juv'enile Pro":;·ation Depal'trr.ent prediction of total 601 referrals 

anticipated for FY 1972 ',ritll the actual number of' ini-!;ial re1:'errals. 

If ~~e nQ~ber of referrals had been as many as the predicted 4,843, 

the depart:::ent ;'lould have e;-:pended $1,360,151';'. 61~ ancl 43,959.5 hours, 

a::: sbo:-m in Table 22, in thedeliverJ of sel"'J"ices. Tne actual num-

ber or." 601's cost the department only $261,564.99 ar:d 6,99).32 hours. 

Tne dii'ference bet~·;een the prediction based on averaginG a..'1d the actual 

re!.'errals vollu'!',e ;-,rields a "se.vinGs" of $492,727.17 and 16,073.74 

rr.a~hom .. s, ,·mUe the difference using progra'1l developers' pre:iictions 

Tnble::: 23 ann 21; ). Some of these benefits are offset by progra.r.l costs 
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TABLE 29: Actual 601 Referl'als for Project Year VS. Projection Based on 

Two Year Average {FY 1970 and FY 1971} VS. Projection of 

Program Developer~ 

No. of lio. of No. or Projected 
Level of Probation Projected Referrals Referrals Predict-Actual Referrals ~ Averap:ing2 ed by Developers - , 

Initial 601 Referrals 1002 2680 4843 

a • Juvenile Hall 970 2496 450&-

b. Citations 32 184 334 

Delinquent Intake 1002 2680 4843 

a. Settled at Intake 551 1851 3342 

b • Informal Supervision 184 368 663 

c. Pending 23 22 38 

d. Petitioned 233 438 794 
, 

Investigation 233 438 794 

Court 233 438 794 

a. Transferred Out II 4 4 

b. Dismissed 39 64 116 

c. Non-Hard Probation 15 48 87 . 
d. Wards on Probation 164 322 581 

Delinquent Supendsion 179 671 1210 

P1aceJ:lent 
I 

89 159 

TOTAL 1002 2680 4843 

ll~odest estin:ate of number of detention days for actual 601 f s. The conservati're 

approximation is based on the assUJnI:ltion that every 601 not disolssed at int!lke 

and not cited stayed one day in Juvenile Hall. Averabe ~eriods of detention for 

601 f s,have proven to be lengthier than one day; 

2using regression equations, the number of 601 referrals for the project year was 

predicted to be 2,758 • 
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TABLE 21: COST OF PROPATION SERVICES FOR PROGRAM 601' s VS. 601' s PREDIC':ffiD BY .A3r;·~FAGINGl 

"'_,)I"C"" 
tt~!AN'1 

, 
LEVEL OFPROEATION PREDICTED REFERRALS ACTUAL . 

J3!1.SED ON AVERAGING COST HOURS REFERRALS 
'('·.3~~J 

~ .... ~ 

1. 601 Referrals 2,680 
, 

1002 

0.. Juvenile Hall 2,1'96 $ 90,654.72 970 $ 3';.~·30.40 
• 

181+ 143j~2 
ii " . 

b. Citation 32 
" 

2. Delinquent Intake 2,680 56,172.80 1002 21,001.92 

Settled at In~';ake 1,851 2,036.1 551 " a. ".. ..~., 

".;./;;~ 

b. Informal Supervision 368 155,108.32 522.~6 184 71~~'4.16 , 
" . 

'.' c. Pending 22 23 ~"'~ 

. 

d. :petitioned 1~38 1]033.68 233 . 
3. Inv .. ~stigation 438 89,312.58 3,372.6 233 47,511.03 

4. Court 438 9,062.22 233 4,820.7.7 

a. Transferred Out 4 11 

b. Dismissed 64 39 
2 48 (20,231.52) (1,008.0) 15 (6,322.35) c. Non-VTard Probation 

d. 
2 Hards on Probation 322 (135,719.78) (6,762.0) 164 (69,124.36) 

5. Delinqllent Supervision 671 282,819.79 14,091.0 179 75,446.71 

6. Placement 89 71.161. 73 1.869.0 
TOTP.L 2,680 $754,292.16 23,068,,46 1002 $261,564.99 

1 Based cn the'.lvCro.6e 601 referrals for ,FY 1970 - 1971 
2110t included in totals since it is cumulated ,,11th Delinquent Supervision category 

•• • 

"?<lAN" 
HOURS 

24.96 

606.1 

261.28 

549.88 

1,794.1 

(315.0) 

(3,441~.0) 

3,759.0 

6,995.32 



• 

\0 
f\) 

• • • • • • • • • 

TABLE 22: COST OF PRObATION SERVICES FOR P~OGruu 601' s VA. 601' s PREDICTED BY PROGRAM D MLOPERS 

LEVEL OF PROBATION REFERRt\W PREDICTED COST "MAN" ACTUAL COST 
tiMAN 

BY DEVEI.OPEHS HmmS REFERRi\ IS HOURS 

1. 601 Hcferrals . l~, I3IJ 31 
1002 

u. Juvenile Hn11 . 1~, 508 * 163) 730. 56 970 $35,230 •110 

b. Citation 331, 2,605. 2 32 24.96 

2. Delinquent Intake 1, ,8113 101,509.28 1002 21,001.92 
\ 

n. nettled at Intake 3:31.~2 3,676.2 551 606.1 

b. Informal Dupervi:.sion 663 279,447.87 941.4() 184 77,554.16 261.28 

c. Fendina 38 23 

d. Petitioned 791~ 1,873.81~ 233 549.88 

3. Investigation 791~ 161,904.54 6,1l3.8 233 47, 51l.03 1,794.1 

4. Court 
, 

794 16,427.86 233 4,820.7'( 

a. Tr.o.nG~~erred out l~ I 1l 

b. DiGr.1issed 116 39 
2 

87 (36,669.63) (1,827.0) (6,322.35) (315.0) c. Non-Hurl! Probation 15 

d. 
2 Hnrds on Probation 581 (2h4,1385.69) (12,201.0) 164 (69,1211.36) (3,444.0) 

5. re1inquent Supervision 1,210 510,002.90 25,410.0 179 75, 446.7J. 3,759.0 

6. Placement 159 127.131.63 3.339.0 

TOTAL 4,8L~3 *1,360,154.61~ 1~3,959.5 1002 $26:1,,564.99 6,995.3~ 

IT01jaJ. referrals for FY 1972 ,.,ere predicted to number 1~,81~3 by JUvenile Probation Department. This prediction ,,,as 
m1r1e in 1971 when previous years indico.ted a steady 8%-10i~ rise in total referrals to JUVenile FrobatiOll Department. 
The ~u:nber of juvenilen involver) in the various stu6es of the system nre baGed on t.he average percen"ts ofc1isposi~ 
tions chu':lnB IT 1970 - 1971. 

2not. 1.1,('J , .. led in t.otrJJ.G s:Jncei t iG Cllllllllnted ,~i th. Delinquent SuperviJion cuteIJory. 

• 



• 

• 
.. 

• 
" 

• 

.'.f 

• 

I • 

.. 
' .. 

• to- 'I.: 

• 

... 

( 
' .. 

TAIlLE 23: COST BEl'I'EPIT I OF PROGRA!4 OPERATIOIfL 

(AVERAGING) 

1. 601 Referrals 

a. Juvenile Hall 

b. Citation 

2. Delinquent Intake 

a. Settled at Intake 

}J. Informal Supervis5.on 

c. Pending 

d. Petitioned 

3. Investigation 

4. Court 

a. Transferred out 

b. Dismissed 

c. Non-Hard Probation2 

d. Wards on Probation2 

5. Delinquent, Supervision 

6. Placement 

TOTAL 

COST 
SAVINGD 

35,170.88 

77,554.16 

41,801.55 

4,241.45 

(13,909.17) 

(66,595.42) 

207,373.08 

71,161. 73 

$492, 727.1'{ 

"NAN" HOURS 
. SAVInGS 

118.56 

1,430.0 

261.28 

483.8 

1,578.5 

(693.0) 

(3,318.0) 

10,332.6 

1,869.0 

16,073.74 

l:sased on a comparison bev.·Teen providing probation services for progran E01' s 
as opposed to probation serrices for a predicted nuober of 60l's based on a 
wo year average • 

2Not includ.ed in total since it is computed in Delin9.uent SlIpervision savings. 
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TABLE 24: COST :BENEFIT II OF PROGRAl.r-

(DEVELOPER'S SCHEHE) 

LEVEL OF PROBATION COST "J.~N" HOURS 
SAVIlmS • SAVINGS 

~. Initial 601 Referrals 

a • Juvenile Hall * 128,500.16 

b. Citations 2,580.24 

2. Delinquent Intake 80,507.36 

a • Settled at Intake 3,070.~ 

b. Informal Supervision 201,893.71 680.18 

c. Pending 

d. Petitioned 1,323.96 

3. Investigation 114,393.51 4,319.17 

4. Court 11,607.09 

a. Transferred Out 

b • Dismissed 

2 c. Non-Hard P>:obation (30,347.28) (1,512.0) 

d. Wards on Probat::'on 2 (175,761.33) (8,757.0) 

5. Delinquent Supervision 434,556.19 21,651.0 

6. Placement 127,131.63 3,339.0 

TOTAL $1,098,589.65 36,964.18 

~ased on a comparison bet,reen providing pro'oation services for program 601' s 
as opposed to pI'obat5,on s':rvices for a p>:edic-;;ed nun;ber of 601' s based on 
statistical program development. 

2Not included in total since it is computed in Delinquent Supervision savings. 
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of $203,010.23, lea.ving a 1'inal "savings" ot· $289,716.94 in the case 

pI' the first predi ci;ion nnc1 $895, 579 .1~2 in the ca.se or the original 

developers' prediction. 

5. Resource Allocation 

a) Personnel 

• ,;1. question to \'lhich diversion p.r.ogra:n evaluators rarely, 

(if ever), address thecselves is the use made of these resources 

"freed-up" through probation alternatives. Investigation of 

• this ~atter is a difficult, yet critical part of' the a~alysis of 

program impact. In a time of a spiraling econo::v irith increas-

ing costs of operation, freed resources must be discussed in 

terms 01' absorbtion a~d redistribution, ra.ther tha~ savings. 
,e 

lv',an..v of -che ma.nhours elininated in the processing of 601' s ;·rent 

tOI\rard the creation of three line staff' positions, in the fOrI:l 

of Diversion Program consulta.nts to the 10.:., enforce:nen't juris-

• dictions and a first-line supervisory position created for the 

purposes of directine; thE! proGram. 

• b~ Caseload 

A..'1 a.nalysis of the Depa,l'tment' s delinquent super-dsion case-

load fluxuation bet .. :een July 1971 a'1ol June ]'973 s\lgt;ests a..'1other 

~. 
\ ,. 
\ 

use of the freed re::;ources - - - the il:lprover.:e!1t in the quality 

of ser-vices for juYc!1iles under departmental super-vision. 

'\ ". Figure 12 displays tae nllr.loer of' delinquent jU\'eniles (601' s ani 

602's) on the averaGe ca.seload "f a probation officer in a::y of' 

• <r .,( 

the dcpartr::ent' s si:,: supervir-io!l units. F1'o::1 Au£;ust 1971 u:!til 
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FIGUR E Ii. 

--IMPACT OF DIVERSION PROGRAM ON PROBATION OFFICER CASELOADS 
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Narch 1972 there \·:u.s a gradual decrease in caseload follo~ .... ed by 

a. sharp increase durinc; I·arch and April of 1972. In :,b,y of 1972, 

however, la'., enforce::tent jurisdictions l·jho l .... ere expecting to 

participate in the co~ine Diversion Procram, beG~~ preparing 

their police forces in concept and in practice. The pre-project 

morlth of June shol·.'ed a reJ.atively sharp decrease in caseload due 

to the abOVe-I:lentio:1ed r:.nticipation in combination with the an-

nua.l summer decline in Ju .... enile Probation Depar~!llent l'lork load. 

This seasonal sIacl:, ho:·:e· .. er, failed to follow the prevailing 

tendency of a fall l1psl-ring. In contrast to previous years, the 

del:inquent supervision caseload average continued to dec:r-ease 

gradually to a 1m·; of 58 juveniles in r-rovember. l{ith t.,O small 

exceptions, the following months exhibited a steady decline, 

resulting in an ave raze caseload of 55.9 juveniles per probation 

officer in Eay 1973. 

6. Implications 

~e at~~ical shirt in caseload average has import~~t implications 

involving the use of Jtr~enile Probation Depart~ent re~ources. tfihile 

the avera5e d,eli:.quent caseload. declined, the nu.::iber of supel"rising 

probation of ricers reI:'.:?ined constant9 ; sUGgesting either a .fork "slo ..... 

dOlm" or t>~'1 increase o!~ sCr'.rices to the continuing caseload of juveniles. 

Irtterviet·rresults "lith a sU!:iple of delinquent supel:"lision proba.tion 

officers indicate both are occuri!1B • 

90ne Deputy Probation Officer pooition vms vacated early in the program, 
but it l'las filled t:·;o r.:onths later. 
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• 

• The officers, unaw'are of the exact statistical effect ot' the 

Diversion Program, described. differences that have evolved in their 
.. 

work pattern over the past year. It ',ras noted that there ,.,erc 1'ewer 

• Dlst~~ces of telephone contacts involvine simple reasst~&~C~ or a1-

monishment, and less t~~e spent with superficial problems. The 601'5 

that are being assigned ~or supervision nere described as being more 

serious violators of the vlelt'are and Institutions Code, some"t;imes . 
being simul.ta.~eous4r invol'red in categorically 602 incidents. Some 

probation officers irl1icated. that the tke previously spent in these 

t-rays .vas nair being used for t10re l.'reque!lE, l":on"!:acts, (including 

• additional group seSSions), with the~ b02's and more serious 60l's. 

other oI'ficers stressed a.'1 bcrease in the length a.'1d intensit~r of 

contact with the juveniles they superdsec. • 

• ( 
Finally, there Has felt to be a n:arked decrease in the derr.ands 

ma,.de directly on probation officers b:{ sci;ool authorities concerning 

truancy bookinGs. Previous to the Diversion Prot;2'am, school officials ..... "-, 

frequently co:rt;a,cted probation officers as soon as proble~s .-rith 

students developed - - - contacts ~miCh often resulted in debate over 

the a]?propriateness of such treatment. iro".; on~r did these requests 

• seem to dl'lin11e, but a new support see:::ed "to be reini'orcing probation 

oi'ficers' policies of probation alter~tives. 

• Despite the above chanGes in l'lork pat~crns coasting the services 

to probaticners sOl!:el'lhat, a l-:or}:: "slol[ do;,-:1" :.;as evident. DUi-ing the 

'~. later months of the project; the De]?art:ner:"t enGaged. in budGet hearings 

• C 
.... Officer's positions not fully being utilized by the JUvenile Probation 
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• Department. The positions were !'inally retained, but to/ere designated 

to be soon absorbed in the Department's developing youth Services 

Bureaus. InteI-"rielvs with probation ofi'icers f'urther coni'irmed the 

.' "slow down". 

• 

• 

• .. 

• 

• 

• l. 

• 

::8. Interpretation 01' Program Success 

The success or failure of the Diversion Progra~ must, at some point, 

be viewed in terns of the pre-determined project goals I·mich structure the 

measurement of progress. One of' the progra'U goals was to divert tt%-thirds 

of a predicted number of' pre-delinquents anticipated to flow into Juvenile 

Probation had there been no ~rogram to direct them into the cormnwlity for 

treatment. The prediction of'L~,843 juveniles \o:as based on previous refer­

ral patterns oi' participating jurisdictions to Juvenile Probation. Since 

this prediction assumes an important place in the interpretation of' proeram 

success, an &nalysis of' its derivation ~~Q its affect on proGram structure 

is discussed belmr. 

1. Prediction Process Used b;',r Program Developers 

a) The number of all pr:e-delinquent jU'lreniles referred by each 

of' the 12 jurisdictions (plus the california Riehl'lay Patrol) 

were re~orded f'or FY's 1968, 1969 ~~d 1970 • 

b) A three year sum oi' these referrals 1'or all jurisdictions 

collectively and int.. ividually allo·,.;ed the Qete~nation of 

the percent 01' total pre-delinquent referrals made by eac.i1 

jurisdiction. Tnese sa'lle percents ~rere applied in cstima:t­

ing the contribution of jurisdictions regarding 601 

referrals (See Table 2'3). 

c) TIle n~bcr of Qelin~uent referrals were then no~cd on a 
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TABLE 25: Pre-Program 601 Referrals to Juvenile 

Probation by Jurisdiction 

• Jurisdictions Fiscal Yea.rs Number of % of 
. 601 County-rt:i.de 

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 Referrals Total 

Morgan Hill 19 23 32 74 0.80 

los Altos 59 45 . 41 145 1.57 

Gilroy 57 48 47 152 1.64 

los Gatos 65 92 79 236 2.55 

Campbell 72 96 76 244 2.64 

YJ.lpitas III 138 105 354 3.83 

Palo Alto 107 133 147 387 4.18 

Nountain Viet, 147 168 143 458 4.95 

Santa Clara 153 210 178 541 5.85 

Sunny-'/ale 172 . 275 302 749 8.10 

Sheriff's Office 423 434 494 1,351 14.61 

San Jose 1,339 1,557 1,469 4,365 47.20 
-- -- -- --

Sub-Total 2,724 3,219 3,113 9,056 97.92 

calif. High. Pat. 62 71 59 192 2.08 

TO~.u. 2,726 3,290 3,172 9,248 100.00 

• 

• L 
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half-year basis, i.e., the number of delinquent referrals 

£rom Ju~ 19b8 - December 1966 and ~om Jan~J 1969 -

J~ 1969 were noted separately for FY 1968 • 

d) It l-laS determined that during this three year period, an 

average of 47% of yearly referrals occurred during the 

first half of the year. 

e) Since the proposal was prepared during the later part of 

1971, it Has assumed that approximately 46% of the total 

delinquent referrals for the year had been made during 

the first half of 1971 (1% belmr the average due to 

unusual ~Tork load trends discussed in the f'ollo;..i.ng sec­

tion) and that appro:dmately 51t% remained to be made. 

Thus, the number of all delinquent referrals made by 

jurisdictions for FY 1971 I-raS predicted. 

f) H:i.th a four year pictura in viel'r o:t" all deli.Tlquent refer-

rals made by jurisdictions, it I'ras determined that the 

Juve.l'lile Probe,tio!} Department work load involving these 

delinquent cases l'laS, increasing at al"l avera.ge of appro xi-

mately 15% pCI' year. Based on the predicted delinquent 

referr~ls for F'I 1971, the calculc.ted aver~ge· increase 

led to a predicted number of delinquent referrals by 

jurisdiction!'; for F'I 1972 (the first proj ect year). 

g) In revie~rinE the composition of delinquent referrals dur-

ing FY's 1968, 1969 and. 1970; it I-raS determined that 601 

referrals w~ac up approx~ztely 26~ of the total delin~uent 

referrals by j~isdictions • 
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h) Based on the average percent tr..at 601 referrals annua.1.ly 

contributed to the Juvenile· Probation Depart~ent work load, 

the number of 601 referra.is by jurisdiction Has r>redicted 

for YI 1972 (the .first proj ect ~rea.!') to be .4, BIG. 

2. Neaning and Hisapplication of Prediction 

The 4,81~3 predicted 601 referrals for FY 1972 representea all 

601' s .mo .Tere a.'1ticipated being referred to Juvenile Probation 

Department by the 12 participating jurisdictions plus the 

california Highlm.y Patrol. Thit number \-.-as used as a. basis against 

which the success of the first J;;l'ogram year was measured. There 

are several reasons I·;hieh made the year's statistical foundation 

both Ivea.'lc and. misleading • 

First, all predictions 'lrere based on a count of 'total 601 

referrals ~~e by jurisdictions. This inclUded not only initial 

referrals, but also re-rei'er:..'als I·rho :..-ero viards and re-referrals 

involved I·rith modifications of Court Orders. The elie;ibi.lity 

criteria for progrc:.:-n 601' s, hO\.;ever, included unsupervised refer­

rals only (accordi:tg to the project, these refcr2'als are both ne., 

referrals a.'1d repeat referrals ~no are not currentlY under 

Juvenile Probation Depart~ent supervision). Tnis discrep~'1ey 

partially accounts for the large "o':cl,,;,p2"edict::'on ll o:~ 4,843. 

A se::!ono. factor involved {taS a.'1 unanticipated reversal of 

Juvenile .Probation Departr.:e!1t ;·;ork load tl'cndz. Fro!:) 1965 U!ltil 

early 1970 thel'e ;·;as a fairly re.3tllar ri:;~ ar.c fall 0: referral 
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rate (annually climbing app;~ximately B% after every summer decline). 

However., September 1970. displayed a very unu::;ua.110t'l' in referrals., 

with a slot'l' cli1:lo through the spring ot' 1971. During the summer, 

just l>revious to the t·ll'iti..rlg OZ' the proposal, rei'el'rals leveled off 

a.'1d then began dropping. At this time, the prediction for the second 

half of FY 1971 was n-Ade. Instead of using the 4'f% average half year 

work load assttr.lption, it lias assulned that only 46% of the year's 

referrals had been made and a heavier-than-normal second half l'I'Ould 

be encou.'1.tered, making the rise T.'!ore in tune ~rith the previous years' 

trend. Em-rever, the expected "recoveI"J" did not occur and the overall 

departnental ~lork load did not increase. 

TI'TO inter\'ening variables l!'.ay be offered in partial explana.tion 

of the unexpected decline in IoTork load. The first may be t.he experi-

mental practice of diversion on the part of police departrr.ents in 

anticipation of the fOl~al Juvenile Probation Department "rogram. 

The seco!1d factor n:Uy be the aJJ:iost simultaneous chanee in the pre-

siding JU:l;:;e 0::' ,ju;'enile COU1:t a.'1d the subtle concol!litant chanGe in 

philosophy reGarding h~'1dlinG of juvenile offenders, 

3. Recor.'_':1enclation for Ire;', statistical Base 

Since the Diversion Project c0!13iders only unsupervised 601 

referrals as stati:;tically eligible, the pred:i.cted nUJ:lber of: reier-

ral:; for the seco!1u project yea.l' :;nould be based on pre'riou3 trends 

involvil'lE; o111~i tL'1supervised 601 ca:;es. T'ne natural yearly ::'luctuation10 

lOA ria:,!!ra'" :-lu;:u:ltic:1 is :~e!"ci!1 ~eant to 1'e the r:l"';e of yea~l:;" C!~:tl::Ge, 
barl"ing -:::'e inter--.-cution of i:l::o~;at:."~"c proErart.o i!1".~o:"'/i!1C 3j-"3tc::1 C!:a.'1be. 
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oj;' tL'1supervieed 601 referrals is an important 'laribale in the 

prediction process. Table 26 on the follOlTing paGe display;s60l 

referrals over the three yeD:r period. previous to the first proj ect 

year. Betl'i'een IT 1969 and 1970 there \"las a 7. 7cj, i.'1crease of such 

referrals to the department. Betl'leen F".l 1970 and FY 1971 there ~ras 

a 2.3% decline. Over thethrce ;)."ear period this indicates an 

overall increase of 5.2% in referrals (approxinately 2.610 per 

year) • EAi;ending this calcula.tion to a four year period (to in­

clude IT 1972) I'Tould :nea.'1 that the number of re1'errals \'Tould probably 

be 2.&% greater than those d1lring PI 1971; or 2,718. This, rotL'1ded 

to 3,000 "rould be a more realistic num!Jer of' anticipated rei'errals 

on >Thich to base the fina."lcial stl'ucture and statistical success 

of the project. ll 

llA goal of: boo;dne; less than one-third. of this SUE;ested statistical 
base IIOuld mean ?f 1973 COU!1tY-',;ide bookings ofpre-de1inque:1ts necaS'" 
sari1:l' being le!:;s tha:! 1,000. Since !'irst year prosra:n efforts resulted 
i~ l, O~2 c".)o1::'!!£:.3, ~e~::>!:r1 ~·T::ar ef~c:tJJ::;, C::lplc~,;i!::: ::o::'a rC:':!.!1eq, ru-:.d .} 
develope.1 diver~ior! "te~11!1i~.J.1J.eG, 3!~o1.~.ld 2·e:Ui3ticall~.r be able to t!eet 
this £;oal • 
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TABLE 26: PRE-PROGP.AM 601 REFERPJ\LS TO JUVENILE PROPATIO:rt-

FY'S 1969 - 1971 

. 
MONTH FY 1969 F'I1970 FY 1971 

JULY 159 137 142 

AUGUST 149 1.56 150 

SEPTEJ1BER 178 186 174 

OCTOBER 255 237 239 

NOVEMBER 183 236 249 

D:'CEHBER 217 195 207 

JANUARY 2~~ 263 262 

FEBRlJARY 251 258 246 

MARCH 236 315 299 
1 

APRIL 261 270 250 

MAY 243 277 295 

JUNE 141 182 136 

TOT,I\L 251'( 2712 2649 

1. Not including Haras or 601' s involved in modifications o:~ Court or':'ers 
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Age in Years 

10 or <.mder 

11 or 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 or 18 

APPEIIDIX A 

Table 1: Age of Pre-Program 601' s Referred to 

Probatior vs. Program 601's 

All Program 601 Referrals I Sample of Pre-Frogram 
60l's Under Program 601 Referrals 

, 
N cJ, N 10 N ,J 

fO 

64 2.2 5 .5 8 3.9 

244 8.4 68 6.8 18 8.7 

352 12.1 117 11.'{ 36 17.1J 

617 21.2 236 23.6 41~ 21.3 

741 25.5 253 25.2 56 27.1 

583 20.1 217 21.7 31 15.0 

305 10.5 106 10.6 14 6.8 

TOTAL 2906 100.0 1002 100AO 207 100.0 

Table 2: Sex of Pre-Program 601' s Referred to 

Pr~bation vs. Program 601's 

Sex All Program 601 Referrals Sample or Pre-Program 
601's Under Program 601 Referrals -

N '/0 N % N % 

J.fale 1274 h3.8 362 36.1 91 44 

Female 1632 56.2 640 63.9 116 56 

TOTAL 2906 100.0 1002 100.0 207 100 
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APPEIIDIX A 

Table 3: Cultural Background of Pre-Program 601's 

Referred to Probation vs. Program 601's 

~.'~' . :.~. . i AU Pror;ram cOl Referrals Sample of Pre-Progra 
it·:.,: . ': B3~ f;':1.d ' 601' s Under Program 601 Referrals 

N 'fa tT 
0' % N % 

Ca ucasian 2235 76.9 705 70.4 161 77.8 
i 

Ne gro 101 3.5 54 5.4 . 6 2.9 

Me xican 492 16.9 217 2l.7 20 9.7 

ot her 43 1..5 2l 2.1 1 .5 

':!.~i't!g'Data (35) (1.2) (5) (.5) (19) (9.2) 

TOTAL 2906 100.0 1002 100.0 207 10:1.0 
., 

Table 4: Living Arrangements of Pre-Program 601's 

Refened to Probation vs. Program 601 Referrals 

--
Who Juvenile Lives With 601'5 Referred Under Program Ere'-Program 1 

601'5 Referred 

N rfo N 10 

Both Parents 398 39.7 16 32 
One Parent 316 31.5 20 40 
One Parent and £t(.;pparent 226 22.6 11 22. 
Other Eelative 38 3.8 
Board/Fos~er Home 13 1.3 3 6 
Child Care Insti~ution 3 .3 
Indepen:lent 2 .2 
f.lissint; Data (6) (.6 ) 

'l\)TAL 1002 100.0 50 lao 

1 Based on s;:mpJe oi' 50 juveniles -'Ih'.)se case histories were studied in -tlepth. 

- 107 -



• 
-t ..,...--' 

• 
APPENDIX 11. 

--..... - , ( 
.. 

• 
Table 5: Marital status of Pare:nts of Pre-Program 601' s 

Referred to Probation 1'rs Program 601 Referrals 

.. ::..w-I_'.";.-._ 

Parents' rt.arit~\l Status 601's Referred under Pre- Progrru\~ 
Program 601' s Referred1 - -

N i N '10 -, , 

Ma.rried-L~:ing Together 447 114.6 llf 28 

• Married-Separated 51 5.1 11 22 .' 
Divorced 374 37.3 20 1.10 

One Parent Dead 75 7·5 

Both Parents Dead 2 .2 3 6 

t . Unmarried 9 .9 2 4 

MiSSing Data (41f) (4.\'~) 
,--

TOTAL 1,002 100.0 50 100.0 
- --

i· 

• 

• lEased on sample of 50 juveniles Ifhose ca.se histories lrere studied in-de1'th • 

• 
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APPENDIX B 

TABLE ll'. 

POLICE USE OF COt·ft.1UN1TY R:gSOURCES 

Agency 

Parent 
Schools 

Elementary Schools 
Junior High Schools 
High Schools 

Flamily Service 
County l,:ental Health 

Elast Valley Clinic 
Central 1t.ental Health 
Immediate Treatment Service 

Catholic Social Service 
Departm.ent of' Social Services 

}1rotective Services 
Relative 
Private Psychiatrists 
Youth Servi,ce Bureau 
CounlH~ling Assoc· ltes 
Police Dept. Social i'i'Jrker 
Community Schools 
Churches 

Lat.ter Rain 
Boely Life 
Young Life 
Teen Challenge 
Order of the Iamb 

Adtllt & Child Guidance 
Sur,n~Nale Dept. of Public Safety Youth Grp. 
Private Residence 
Hos:pi tals 

ChiLldrens Hospital 
Agnews State Hospital 

Social Planning Council 
AIUln Hock Counseling 
Inforn!:a tion & Rej'erral 
Family Association 
Mexican-American Chicano Program 
Out of County Police Departr::ents 
Informal Pro'!Jation Officer 
Continuation School 
Private Physician 
Planned Parenthood 
Job Ce>rps 
PAL 
Guidance Associates 
Bridge! 
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No. of 601's 
Referred 

840 
280 
(9} 

(63) 
(208) 
~07 
105 
(6) 
(5) 
(4 ) 
76 
72 

(19) 
60 

·48 
43 
41 
38 
36 
33 

(3) 
(1) 
(4) 
(1) 
(I) 
33 
27 
21 
20 

(2) 
(1) 
14 
14 
1.0 
7 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
It 

"/0 of All 
Diversiol.1 

35.4 
il.8 

( .4) 
f2.7~ 8.8 
4.5 
4.4 

.3 

.2 

.2 
3.2 
3.0 

.8 
2.5 
2.0 
1.8 
1.7 
1.6 
1.5 
1.4 
( .1) 
(.04) 
( .2) 
(.04) 
( .04) 
1.4 
1.1 

.9 

.8 
( .08) 
(.04 ) 
.6 
.6 
.h 
.3 
.3 
.3 
.3 
.3 
.3 
.3 
.2 
.2 
.2 
.2 
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• Police Use of Community Resources 

1" 
No. of 601's % of All Agency Referred Diversions 

• Foster Home 4 .2 
,.. Alteens 3 .1 

neighborhood Youth Corp 3 .1 
Alcoholi~m Center 3 .1 
Therapeutic Co~~unity 2 ".08 

" 
Screening and Counseling 2 .08 
La Raza 2 .08 
Stairways 2 .08 

i Police Departments in County 2 .08 I 
\ Bie Brother 2 .08 
i Leeal Aid Society 2 .08 , 
1 Good Sam House 2 .08 

• ~ Police Department Ride-along Program 2 .08 • r Private COlflpany 2 .08 
Nttltiplc P'ny~cotherapy 2 .08 

, Campus Life 2 .08 
~, Ylt.CA 1 .04 
~ Santa Clara Dental Clinic 1 .04 

Militar~ Academy ,1 .04 • , 
Youth Center 1 .04 \, 
U.S. ImmiGration Dept. 1 .04 
Fire Chief l. .04 
Private Tutor l. .04 
Los Gato:; Community Center 1 .04 
Center for Neuroloeica1 Jfandicap]:ed 1 .04 

• Family Intervent:i.ob Asso. l. .04 
youth COl:'J:tunity 1 .04 
Hotline 1 .04 
Mine Quong 1 .04 
Vucational School 1 .04 
Peer Counsel 1 .04 
Nid-!'ennim;ttla Counseling 1 .04 

• Family e, Child PGychiatric l-!edi. Center 1 .04 
Family COiT.r.mnity Counseling 1 .04 
School Ae~ l·bI.1 Program 1 .04 
Childrens UeaJth Council 1 .04 
Red Cross 1 .04 
Emergency- Screening & Counseling 1 .04 

, 
" \'\ 

8"'i tchbor.rd 1. .04 '<, 

~i Little League 1· .04 
lffiD 1 .04 
Childrcns no;;,e Society 1 .04 
Stanford Job PIn cement 1 ~04 

I 
\ • 

,~ 
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APPENDIX B 

TABLE 2: COl-!/.fUNIT'1 F.ESOlTrlCES USED BY POLICE FOR SPECll'IC SERVICES 

TYPE SERVICE 

Alcholism 

Child Care a~d Protection 

Counseling and Guidance 

FOR PRE-DELINQUENTS 

CCXolMlJNITY RESOURCE 

County Nental Health 

Relative 
Parent 

Social Planning Council 
County Hental Health 
Youth Services Bureau 
Catholic Social Service 
Family Service 
Church 
Department of Social Services 
Adult and Child Guidance 
Local Schools 
Childrens' Hospital 
Stain·:ays 
Therapeutic l:oI:l.':luni ty 
Infor~~tion and Referral Service 
Relative 
Police Program 
AI-Teens 
Counseling Associates 
Screening and Counseling 
LaRaza Unida 
Y.H.C.A. 
Private Psychidrist 
Public Hospita]s 
J.!exican-Chicano Project 
Family Association 
InforI:l3l Pr.:>bation E!:;:plo:,ree 
youth Center 
Fire Chief 
Alum RQck ~~ounselin6 
Private Tutor 
Los Gatos Co~unity Center 
Red Cross 
SvTi tch Board 
Good Sar.~ritnn House 
Family Intervention ~ssociation 
Peer Counseling 
Hid-Peninsula Coun'Gcling 
Family and Child Psychol~S'J 
The Britibe 
Fami''Y COI:"JUunity 
Alcoholif:m Cen-:er 
Guid~n~e AS50cia~e3 

Child.ren' s ~:C~l.t:l !;c:-r::cl' 
Heighborhood. youth Corp. 

-lll-
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·r 
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T"iFE SERVICE 

Drugs 

Educational 

Emergen.cy 

Family Plannil1jt and Pregnancy 

Information and Referral 

Legnl 

It.ental Health 

(continued) 

CCMMUNITY RESOURCE 

Youth Service Bureau 
Catholic Social S~rvice 
Family Service 
County Nental Health 
Local Schools 
Relative 
Counseling Associates 
Churche~ 
Private ~sychiatrist 
Hospitals 
Private Physician 
Police Department Program 
Guidance Associates 

Local Schools 
Continuation Schools 
Mill tary Academy 

Family Service 
Local Schools 
Counseling Associates 

Catholic Social Service 
County Nental Health 
Department of Social Service 
Community Schools 
Information and Referral Service 
Private Physician 
PlattnedBarenthood 
Police Program 
Continuation School 
School Age lI~other' s Program 
Children's Home Society 

Social Planning Council 
Information and Referral Sp.rvice 
Hotline 

Legal Aid Society 

County Hental Eealt'.l 
Department of Social Service 
Local Schools 
Children's Hospital 
Stain'laYs 
Information and Referral. Selr.rice 
Hospital 
Private Psychiatrist 
Agnew State Hospital 
Cente1C for net.::Ql.)cric~l ihndico:pped 
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APPElIDIX C 

I" CA~ 011 FilE NO 7, TYrt Of CAIME 

JUVENILE CONTACT REPORT 
3. MJNOIr$ NAMf (WI, flq~r. AA!tlOl!, 4. VICtIM --- -. 

.. -A. AOOUt.s OIY (). AO~£SS ellv 

7.PHONt &. SCHOOl. 9. PHONE IRES., tBUS.) 

10. SUI II. RACE 112. DAlE Of BI~IH 13.~CiII •• HUGHI .1 U.WE1GH111()' HA1~ 117. EVES 18. IOCAIiON Of 011 [N~t 

19. SOC. &C. NO. 120. OilMRS UCC,.SE rl. vtH. lie. NO~ YR: & "'''KE 22. DAlE & IIMf Of OffeNSE 23 DAlE AlPORILO 

24. OIM! r~' CODe Sl.CIION 260. VAlliE Of PIIOf'fRIY 21. RtCOvt"ED 

28. I'CA.Kf DlPARTMfNI I '2\1, DAlE ... I~ Of ARREST :10. I'RtOR AR~t$1 31. ADVI~D Of FIG 

DYES DNO OUtn:NCr .... N DYES [ 
:no ol$POSnlQN J3. ON PI1OMllON/PAl>Ol! 1::4. reoaAllON OfflctR 
DJtNENlI.E o CITATION o SHelTER D:~1~& DOTH£!! DYES Dt.o HAll 
~ PAJlf.NT/GUARDfAN 36. AO()qESS ClIY li. fttON£ 

38. rMENTS NOTIfIED 1:19. DAre & TIM!: 40. 6Y (NAME 8. I\.I.DGe NO.) 

. . 

.C!, ItEJ'CmrNO , AAlY 42. AOORfSS ClIY 4J. "tIONE 

1./. DAI" & loME Of ~i~r 

~ (3-7\) P.O:)3;3:;» OoaMM ~.~~~~-------------------~----

COUNTY Of SANTA CLARA 
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APPE1t'OIX C 
INTAKE AND RELEASE SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

Jllvclnil~ Probotion Oeparlment 

Fllo No. a. Sial us Polition Due 
P.,i'ion No. _________________ _ Auigned P.O. _______________ Unit 

Advind of Righi' by 001. _______ _ 

Dol. 
DSS V •• ______ No ____ _ 

Received ________ ".!miUed To _________ Citalion ________ _ 

Time Admiitod _____________ Tlr.'o Arro.ted 

Pt.EASE PRINT 
Mlrl0r·. Nom. ...... ., , ... , 
Addru~ _____ , ____________________ Zip Cod. 

DSS Wo,k.r 

E.t. ________ .Co •• No. 

.... 'DOLI. 

Ag. S... M F Birlh Dot. _____ .,...._ 
Birth Ploc. -------."'.1":.;';,;;,---------;,"0;;,u;.:.7,7.-----

Social S.curil)' No. ______ _ Oriv~r'. Licon •• No. _____________ _ 

Lenglh of R .. idonce 
In Count,. Religion Ethnic: Oucont "0.. .,,,. 

Hair _____________ _ 
Mork. or 
Sco,, __ ~----__ -----

HI. ____ _ Wt. 
_____________ E)'e' _____________ _ 

School ________ , ______________ ~------------------Grod.-__ --------

RClclon (or Referral: 600 601 602 

Involv.d Wilh: 

• Father', Nam. 
..... llf ",.sf MICOLt 

F athor'. Acid, ... ' _____________________________ Wo,k Phone Home Phone 

Moth.,'1 NQm·----~.~A-.~T--------------r-.~"-.~T-----------~~ .• ~o~.~.~----------------~~.~.o~,~~-----------
Mo''' .. ·• "d<l,o .. 

Guordianl 

________________________________________________ Work Phone 
Homo Phon. 

Stepparent'. Nome - -------------7.-=.":.:', ----------------::.::,-:.~:',;--------------·--: ... ~':;:.:::07L-;:<---------
Guardianl 
Steppa,enl'l Add, ... __________________________________ Vlork P hone _________ Home Phone 

Mori'ol Starul of Poron" 
I. Unma,,,.d 
2. Mor./Liv. Tog. 
3. Mar. InroCl/Nol Liv. Tog. 
4. 50"oro,od 
S. O,vo,ced 
6. Unknown 

OISPOJ.TION 

Court Co .. V ... No 

Prov. R,!f~trals 

1. One 
2. Two 
3. Throe 
~. Four 
s. Fi"e Ot more 

PcRMAt~ENT RELEASE 
f,,:L.Ii:AIIt TO REL£it.SEO UY 

Caurl Hoaring Oat. 

Whir •• fOLDER Pink .RECEPTION Yellow. RECORD ROOM 
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• 
APPEnDIX C 

BASELINE ORGANIZATIGNAL SURVEY 

~-------------------------------------------------------------
POLICE DEPARTMENT _______________________ _ 

• NUHBER OF YEARS ''lITH P. D. NUNBER OF YEARS WITH JUV. SECTIon ---------- -------
1. Indicate the last level of school you completed: 

High School 

Some College (Najor ) 

2 yrs. of college (t,!ajor ) • 
4 yrs. of college (Hajor .> 
some graduate work (l.!aj'ir ) 

Graduate Degree (!.lajor ) 

(I 
2. Have you ever done case work wit}: a Social Service agency Yes 

N~ber 'Of years Type 

3. How many hours of your total work week is devoted to diversion? 

Number of hours on diversion ---------
• Number of hours in total ./ork week 

• 

• 

• 
-.I 

, 
'. • , 

• 
1< .• 

-----
4. Specify the kinds of training and how many hours of training you have 

received to prepare you for your diversi·::m duties with this project? 

Kind of training Number of hours 

5. Approximately how many hours of diversion work have you done prior to 

this project? 

6. vlhat are the resources and services that are now available for you to 

use for diversion in your Comnunity? 

Name Type of Service 

7. ~~at kind of resources and services for diversion are now needed but 

are not available: 

- 116 -
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C. In your op~m.on, what type of Juvenile in your Connnunity is in most 

need of service (i.e., age, race, ethnic gr~up, situational problem) 

9. Listed below are some of the activities involved in the 601 Diversion 

Project. l~at ~ of your time per week as a Diversion Officer do you 

spend for e~ch? 

% Administ~ation Meeting ---------_______ % Training 

of, Paper "Work ---------' 
~ Contact "Wi~h juvenile --------
of, Contact with juvenile and family ---------% Refer~al development (contact with agencies) ---------

_~============~%~other diversion duties, ____ ~~------__ ----
specify 

100% 

lO. Are there any other duties involved in diverting juveniles that are 

not listed above? What percen~ of your time do you devote to these? 

11. How ~ould yoa rate your community's concern with the 601 case (Allocation 

of resources, provision of services, citizen involvement, and cooperation)? 

Circle the most appropriate number on the scale. 

No A great deal 
Concern 0 1 2 3 4 5 of concern 

---~----~----=----~~---~----~----

12. h~at are the co~munity resources that your department's juvetule 

section used. within the last year? Specify the number of referrals 

made to each. 

Resource Approximate Number Referrals 
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13. Number the people listed below according to how much iunuence you 

think they ~ hnve on a pre-delinquent juvenile in your community, 

and then nQ~ber theb according to who you think should have the most 

influence on a pre-delinquent juvenile in your community. 

Use: 1 = ?40st influential on juvenile 

2 = 2nd most influential on juvenile 

3 = 3rd most influential on juvenile 

4 = 11th most influential on juvenile 

5 = 5th most influential on juvenile 

6 = 6th most influential on juvenile 

Parent 

School Authorities 

Policeman 

Professional Counselors 
Other ( ______ ) 

Now 
Influential 

------
Other ( ) ____ _ 

- llB -

Should be 
Influential 
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APPENDIX C 

SURVEY OF SERVICES TO PRE-DELIIiQUENTS 

Please answer each questiort completely. If you do not understand a ql.lestion, 
please write down "do not understand". 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Relatiorship to youth Parent 

Guardlan 
F05ter Parent Other ____________________ __ 

Youth's age Sex Male 
Female 

1. 

2. 

What was the partic"lar complaint? 

Beyond control of parent 
Runa~yay 

Other (Flease explain) 

Beyond control of sch~ol 
Truant 

What prompted yo" to call the 

School 

Santa Clara Police Department? 

Church 
Friend ===== Other (please explain) 

3. What kind of contact did you have with the Santa Clara Police Department? 

Officer spoke with you and your child at your hom~ 
You and your child carne to the Santa Clara Pelice Department 

and spoke with someone of the Juvenile Bureau 
Phone conversation 
Hail 
Other (please explain) 

4. How long did the officer ?pend talking with you and your child? 

15 minutes half hour one hour more than cne hour 

5. What did the officer recommend? 

_____ Conta~L a ~ounseling agency 
_____ Work it out within family 

." 

Work with school per30nDal ===== Other (please ey.pl~in) 
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6. If you chose to work this problem out within your own family, how did 
you go about it? 

7. If counseling 'Was recon:mended. 

a. Did you contact a counseling agency? Yes No 
Name of agency 

b. How many times IlG:;vc you gone for ccunseling? 
I ·time 2-3 times 4 times or more 
. 

c. Are you stiil going for counseling? Yes 

d. Do you feel that counseling has been helpful? 

8. Has this difficulty with your child, 

Become better Become worse 

No 

Yes No 

----- Stayed the saoe Problem no longer exists 

9. How do you feel about the service the Santa Clara Police Department 
offered when this incide~t occurred? 

Service was helpful 
Service helped a little 
Service did not help 
Service made problem more diffi::ult to solve 

10. Do you have any co~ents or suggestions on how this procedure or 
service can be improved? 
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POLICE: DEPARTMENT 

Dear 

APPENDL,( C 

CITY OF SAN JOSE 
CALIFORNIA 

P. O. f)OX 270 

95103 
201 W. MIS~;ION ST 

T£L£PHON£292.31 

This letter ;s to addse you that your child __________ _ 
has not been attending classes at ___ , 

The school has made a referral to the Juvenile Division of the San Jose 
Pol i ce Depart!:~nt based upon their feelin.g that contacts that they have 
had "'/ith you and yOU1' child have not solved the problem that apparently 
exists. 

California State Law requires that children attend school and both the 
child and/or his parents are liable to court action for the child's 
failure to attend school. 

He are requesting that you c'ontact the school i/1T!1cdiate1y dnd correct 
this situation. If the school advises us that they have not heard from 
you W1 Hill invest'ig.1te this referral !,/hich wilY result in your child be­
ing referred to the Juvenile Court end his parents to the District Attornej 
for prosecution. 

If you need assistance regarding your child's behavior \'I'e will be happy to 
assist you in any \'lay \/e can. For infomation or assistance please call 
the Juvenile Division, 277-4000 Ext. 4781. 

RBr1:aek 

Very truly yours, 

J.f}vOL ~l 
it l? /71/.;.c/r1'-'-'" 

RonERT B. ~::JRPHY ~.. 1/ 
CHIEF OF POLICE ~ 
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APPE'IIDIX C 

County of·Santa Clara 
California 

Dear 

,Ollie. ot 1110 nllerllf 
180 \\laM IIf1cJdinll fillt)Ol 

Son Joso, CLlIH"'llIJ 95ttO 
Jllm-;'~M.·G"~t;;s;;p7iii 

CR/f ___ , __ _ 

dnte 
---------~------

This letter is to advise you that your child __________ _ 
has not been attending cla,sses at ---------------------------------
The school has made a referral to the santa Clara County Sheriff's 
Office Juvenile Unit. This referral is based u90n their feeling 
that the contacts that they have had 'With you and your i'hild have 
not solved the problem that apparently exists. 

California state La.w requires that children attend school" and 
both the child and/or his parents are liable to court action for 
the child I s i'ailure to attend school. 

He are requesting that you contact the school immediately and 
correct this situation. If the school advises us that they have 
not heard from you 1-:1 thin one \"leek, we Hill i:lvestigate this 
referral. This may result in your child being rei'erred to the 
Santa Clara ·County Juvenile Court., and you, as parents, to the 
District Attorney for prosecution. 

A copy of' this letter has been sent to your child's school. 

If you need assistance regarding your child I s behavior, we \'1ill be 
happy to assist you in any way we ca..'1. For information or 
assist.~ance., blease call the Juvenile Unit .. at the fol1owir.g "Chone 
nUl':lbers: Central County - 299-2211, i:orth County - 967-6908, ext. 
2211, South Cou.'1ty - 683-2681, ext. 2211. 

Very truly yours, 

JA).SS X. GEA.lty, SHERIFF 
..---/ -/1 ..-, c 

3y Pr,.,,"V~( , ~~~c. 
F're.nk J. :.!o5unic, Captain 
Detective Division 

PP:gs 
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AFPEIIDL"{ D 

For a portio~ of the project year, the Santa Clara 601 Diversion 

Progrru:t introduced and tested an innovative concept in public finance 

at the local govern.'nent level. The mechanics of the financial plan 'Were 

'Worked ou·t '\dth participants from each jurisdiction and involved the 

follo-fling steps. 

Each jurisdiction indicated that a certain base 1eveJ of financial 

~IUWfJ.t i: >lo'lud be necessary if they i·rere to realistically approach the 

task of reducing 601 referrals to the Juvenile Probation Department. 

Three principle u1ternative approaches for providing this support developed 

from th'!se discussions. 

The first concept S%;Ce$ted that financial support sbould be awarded 

to each jurisdiction on the basis of the percentage of county-wide 601 

referrals to Probation from each ~urisdiction - in other words, put the 

money \Olhert~ t.he llroblem is. To mnlte sure that no at~']?ica1 situation af-

fected the figures for a jurisdiction during one specific year of experience, 

it was decid.ed to average the referrals of the past three ~lears. The results 

of this analysis are presented in Table 5 on page 122 • 

Examination (If the figures in l'ab1e 5 sho1'ls that rei.'erra1s range 

from o.8Oji by l(organ !-!ill to 47 .2o-~ of referrals by San Jose. Af"'.;er ex-

amining these figures it became clear to the co~~ttee th~t allocating 

support dollars on this basis would not be acceptable because it would not 

l'ro\"ide enOuE!! ;::on~J to th~ srr.n.J].el· ,jurisdictions. For exo!:!ple, if' 

$375,000 could t:'€~ obtained 'for pl'.)Cram sukPort, ~·:orE:;nn :r.ill "!oulri only be 
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eligible to receive 0.80% of that amount, or $3,000. Half of the 

jurisdictions in the county would receive less then $14,250 under this 

formula, probably not enough money to have any countY-~li~1::: impact on 

the problem • 

The second alternative considered represe!lted the antithesis of the 

first approach. This second alternat~ve involved the sugges~ion that an 

equal amount of money be a'ilarued to each jurisdiction. It Was quickly 

judged to be impractical because it put too little money into the Sheriff's 

Office and San Jose, where the bulk of thp. referrals have been coming from • 

A committee began to search for some middle ground between these two 

extreme positions which would be acceptable to the majority of jurisdictions. 

While involved in tr~s process, the idea of a subvention, based upon 

performance, began to emerge. This suggestion involved providing eac!} 

department ,'lith a minimtun base of support , ... hich would latcrbe augmented 

by additional money based upon the 'Performance of eact! jurisdiction in 

accomplishil"..g the goals of the program. 

As the concept ,~as refined, the committee agreed upon a formula 'Which 

embodied the best features of these three alternatives • 

First, each jUl'isdicti~n "was to be guaranteed a basic unit of financial 

support for the program year. The co~~ittee's purpose was to get eno~Gh money -

at least a ~inimum amount - to each jurisdiction to allow it to begin to 

ill'lpact its own problem. Each jurisdiction was to l'eceive $10,000 in !lbase 

dollu!'s;" hO'iever, San Jose, because of its size, -was t:> receive $30~OOO. 
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For the twelve jurisdictions the "base dollars lf total $140,000. 

In addition, each jurisdiction was to receive a "base dollar supplement." 

The size of the "base doD..ar supplement" "TaS to be detennj.ned by the percentage 

of county-wide 601 referrals made by each jurisdiction durinG the past three 

years and servEd to shift additional dollars to those jurisdict50ns with the 

larger caseloads. $80,000 -was to be allocated on this basis. 

Tab:.e 1 on the following page presents the "base dollars" and "base 

dollar supplements" for each jurisdiction and for the coun\,y as a whole. 

$140,000 in "base dollars" and $80,000 in "base dollar supplement rl funds 

total $220,000 in "Base St.,1?Port" for the county-wide "}!rogram. The "Base 

Support" for the twelve jurisdictions ranges from $10,640 for the City of 

l-iorgan Hi]~ to $67,760 for the City of San Jose. 

The concept of a IIsubvention" cased upon pro61'am perforr.:ance rounds 

out the i'i~ancial plan. To present the SUbvention concept, hm,ever, it is 

first necessary to define the perforrnnce criteria upon wpich the SUbvention 

forcUla will rest. 

4843 t'l & I Code 601 referrals were exp~cted during f:i.scal year 1972-73. 

The first year goal of the :program. was to reduce these refe:aals by tHo-thirds 

(3196 referrals). If more cases could be diverted, so much the better, as the 

long term progran goal is to divert all 601 referrals. 
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TABLE 1: CALCUIATION OF BASE DOLIAR SUPPORT 

FOR EACH IAH ENFORCE1·lENT J1JHrSDrCTImf 

- Base Supplement 
Basic Allocated by 

Jurisd;iction Dollars % of Referrals Base S\.rpJ)ort 

Horgan Hill $10,000 0.80 = 640 10,640 

Los Altos 10,000 1.57 = 1,256 ll,256 

Gilroy 10,000 1.64 = 1,312 11,312 

Los Gatos 10,000 2 .. 55 = 2:040 12,040 

Campbell 10,000 2.64 = 2,112 l2,ll2 

Nilpitas 10,000 3.83 = 3,064 l3,oe; . 

Palo Alto lO,OOO 4.18 = 3,344 13,344 

Hountain VievT 10,000 4.95 = 3,960 13,960 

Santa Clara 10,000 5.85 = 4,680 111-,680 

Sunnyvale 10,000 8.10 = 6,480 l6,480 

Sheriff's Office 10,000 14.61 = 12,688 21,688 

San Jose 30,000 47.20 = 37,760 67,760 
----

Sub Total $1.40,000 97.92 = $78,336 $218,336 

Calif. H:i.ghl,ay Patrol ° 2,,08 = * * 
Total $140,000 100.0 $78,336 $218,366 

*The Califomi<l Hiem'Tay Patrol 1'10uld be eligible 'for $1,664 on the basis 
of 2 .. 08% of referrals; !lO\~ever, they 'vrill not be :participating financially .. 
The $1,664 l'IOuld bring tne 100% total to $80,000. 
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On the other hand, any reduct~on of less than one-third (1598 referrals) 

would be unacceptable and the CCCJ would not bc asked to award a sUbvention 

if program performance fell below this minimum acceptable level. These limits 

then provided the acceptable boundaries for program performance. 

The County Juven~le Probation Department t00k the lead by ind~cating 

that the sUbvention should be tied to·program performance at achieving the 

program goal. For example: 

~ Success at \?al Achievcnent 

100% 
9Of, 

8~ 

7Cf/: 

6~ 

Less than 50%, ~~cceptable 

P~ferral Reduction Required 
at Each cf., Success Level 

3,196 

2,876 

2,557 

2,237 

1,918 

1,598 

A $50 sUbvention per case reduc~ion appeared to be a dollar figure 

which ivould be attractive enough to ~ ~rve as an incentive and still keep 

total program costs rrithin re::tnonable limits. At *50 per case reduction, 

dollars were tied to perfor~~ce as indicated below. If the program goal 

were exceeded, a ll'.axiInum of $159,800 .. :o.s to be set with the $50 per case 

reduction figure adjustej. 
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~ Success at Subvention Earned Referral Reduction Subvention $ 
Goal at Each Requircd at Each Per 

f.£hievement ~ Success Level ~ Success Level Reduc~ion 

100% $159,800 3,196 $50 

9'J"b 143,820 2,876 50 

80% 127,840 2,557 50 

70-10 1ll,1360 2,237 50 

6o:f, 95,880 1,918 50 

50% 79,900 1,598 50 

Less than 5et1o 0 

Table 2 sUlllIl'.arizes the financial plan. Column 1 indicates the allocation 

of $218,3:15 in "baze support" for the program. Column 2 indicates the number 

of referrals each jurisdiction will need to divert to meet the program goal 

of diverting 3196 cases during the progl"an year. The dollar amount in column 3 

is the result of multiplying the referral reduction nu:nber in column 2 by $50. 

T'nese were planned to be the SUbvention earninBs. The total income to a 

jurisdiction would include the SUt!l of its "base dollars" plus any SUbvention 

it earned. T'oe "base dollars l1 'Would be provided to each jurisdiction at the 

beBir>..:-,-ing of the prOEraJ:l period. The IfSubvention ll would be paid at the end 

of the "tvTelve T:lonth program period. 

ColQ~ 5 of Table 2 presents the per capita cost of the program per 

referral reduction for each jurisdiction. 
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TABLE 2: 

Earnings by Jurisdiction nnd Cost per Case 

Bnse Support Plus Subvention, assuming 10Cf/J Efi'ect:lvcness Towal:'d Goo.l Achievement 

Referral SUbvention 
Reduction Earn:i.~S Base Support 

Base ut 10(f~ at 10 0 Plus 
Jttrisdir.i:ion Support Effectiveness Effectiveness g,'.l.bvention 

I 
, 

ll.ore;an Hill 10,640 26 1,300 11,940 

Los Altos 11,256 50 2,500 13,756 

Gilroy 11,312 52 2,600 13,912 

Los Gatos 12,0110 82 1~,100 16,140 

Campbell 12,112 84 4,200 16,312 

Hilpitas 13,064 122 6,100 19,164 

Polo Alto 13,344 134 6,700 20,044 

~~ounta:i.n View 13,$160 158 7,')00 21,860 

Santa Clara 1!~,680 187 9,350 24,030 

Sunnyvnle 16,1180 . 259 12,950 29,430 

Sheriff's Office 21,688 467 23,350 45,.038 

San Jone 67,,760 1,509 75,450 143,210 

Sub-Total 218,336 3,130 156,500 374,836 

CnH·r ll"lrrh"laV Patrol 0 fi6 3.:100 3.300 

'fOTAL :~2182336 3z196 159,800 378,1.36 

• • 

$ per 
Cose 
Cost 

459 

275 

268 

197 

194 

157 

150 

138 

129 

114 

96 

..-22. 
120 

75 

119 
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Early··Year Financial Restructuring 

In Septemb~~, 1972 (the third project month) representatives fro~ the 

California Council on Criminal Justice notified the Santa Clara County 

Juvenile Probation Department thut the planned SUbvention pa~7.Qent to cities 

participating in the 601 Diversion Project was unall~wable and that sub-

vention p:lyments 1dth grant monies had to be paid to the cities involved 

nnd expended by them during the first .project year. The objection 

revolved around a new interpretation of Stand?':"~ Grant Condition Humber 16, 

to wit: 

IIGrant funds may not, without written approval by CCCJ, 

be obligated prior to the effective date or subsequent 

to the termination date of the grant period. ~ligations 

outstanding as of the tennination date shall be liquidated 

uithin 90 days. Such obligations must be related to r;ooc1s 

or services provided Dnd utilized within the grant period." 

The ruline that the SUbvention concept was unacc~ptable necessitated 

major revisions in the fir~ncial structure of the project. Two options 

appeared viable. 

The first enco~assed a plan that would retain the cowpetitiveness of 

participating police departments. It provided for the p;:lyment of an en-

1arged basp. allocation per jurisdiction at the start of the second project 

year, desiGnated us second year funds to 'ce dispersed in keeping idth the 

above Grant Cond.ition. This enlar£;ed base per jm'isdiction ' .... ould, !1~ .... ev(!r, 
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jurisdictional development of resources appropriate for the treatment of 

pre-delinquent youth • 

The second option apparent at the time was, in fact, accepted in 

early Nay, 1973 (the 11th projee:t month). CCCJ granted a tvlelve month 

extensiQn to the first project ye~ so that the money allocated to the 

program could be spent within the first "year". An alternative to the 

subVention plan was decided on in which reimbursement would be made on a 

cost-re~~bu=sement baSis, and total reimbursement would be the total of 

the base support, plus the amount previously set aside as subvention for 

~ach j~isdi~tion. 

In essence, the agreements between the Juvenile Probation Department 

and the police de~tments (and the Juvenile Probation Department and CCCJ) 

became a 'ti.;o-year contract. The IIsubvention" monies became available to 

each jurisdic.ion on July 1, 1973. The base fUnds unc)~ended by this date 

'Would rer.ain available to the appropriate jurisdiction on a cost reimburse­

ment basis until June 30, 1974. 

The SUbvention of $50 per case as discussed above was eliminated and 

no j1l.l,'isdiction':; funds were reduced had it proved to be less than 100% 

Effect 

Two major effects of the ~nent restructuring of the financial basis 

of the progl'B.l!l 'lere a:pparent. Durin!'; the period of restructuring ntter.;ptz, 

several police de:pa!'7,::.em::5 nctii'ied thu Jcve!lile Probation Depru.'J.;meut that 
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their continuing pnl'ticiI.J:l.tion in the program • .... ould be difi'icult, if 

not impossible, and tllnt 't:hey '>"ould seriously re-con:;ider re-neeotiating 

their 'ti-Iclve month CO!ltracts ,dth the Juvenile Probation De:partment. 

Furthermore, after the "illeGitrur.acy" of the subvention structure was 

announced, th~re was evidence of a slight decrease in police enthusiasm 

and coo:rdin.~ted effort regarding program participation (See Figure 3, 

:p<'lge 3l~ of 'chi:! text; specifically, bool--.ing volume after December, 1972). 
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APPENDIX E 

TIME ALLOCATED TO DIVERSION OFFICER ACTIVI1'IES 

.. (As reported by Diversion Off~cers) 

Activity Hours Devoted , Hours Devoted 
1st Project I·bnth 9th Project Month 

Average Model ! Averarr.e Nodel 
. 

Family Contact 21.8 20 26.9 20 

Juvenile Contact 20.0 25 27.1 23 

Pa.per l'lork 15.8 10 18.2 10 

Agency Cor.tact 13.4 10 12.8 5 

Training 12.1 8 5.9 5 

lofeetings 6.6 7 6.6 8 

Speech 3.0 .8 

Arrans:;;eroents (l.lisc. ) 1.7 3.4 

Investigation 3.6 .3 

Travel 2.3 0 

Conferences .3 
I 

I The mode :r<;;prese11ts the most frequently occurring hour-amount indicated. 

vfuen no mode is indicated, only one or two oTficers responded • 
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The various duties involved in diversion work and the time allo~ated 

to each facit further characterized ear~ police approaches to the diver-

sion program. Activities oemanding much o~ the officers I time during the 

1'i:r'st project month (in descending order based on time allocation) '"ere 

.·~nh),cts made with the family group associated with the pre-delinquent, 

contacts made with the pre-delinquent himself, paper work involved in case 

processing and diversion training • 

Fami.J.y sessions (involving either counseling or exploratory discussion) 

absorbea bet~leen 20 to 40Cf, of the n;ajority of diVersion off'icers \ work loads 

(according to 11 Officers). Sessions '.dth the pre-delinqu:.nt alone, chal-

lenged almost as much of the officers I time, .rith nine officers estimating 

20 to 32% of their time and one estimating 48~ of his ~ime being devoted 

to this aspect of diversion. l 

Ten officers l'cported paper ~lOrk as taking from 10 to 2~ of their 

diversion time, four reported 20 to 25~ and one rep()rted as much as 48% of 

his time being absorbed by paper !:ork. Early in the proj ect, an important 

thrust of the Pre-DclinQ.lP,nt Diversion Pro~ect was the attempted t!'aining 

of the police liaisons as diversion specialists. Thus, a significant por-

tion of some of the off'ice!'.5 I t.ime ~:as devoted to such training. Eight of 

the officers indicated from 10 to 20<% of their project related time .,,-as 

devoted to training, and two es'tirr.a,ted a.s mu~h as 33 to 48~ of thed::- time 

1;':0 -r1~S~i;'ct ~c~o~l; ~f thought a,q:leared to dichotor.lize the of:'icers. 
i·~ost felt th!l.t they could ade1ua-::;t11.y and e:-:~ectively asSUrne the Z'ole of 
"c~se worker" and novote relative:'..;r long periods of tir.e to inr:i'ridua1 
case~. ~e r~mainin& officers believed their role ~-as ~ore appropriately 
effo~ti'fel"r "case rcf'errer" - - - -t.!1at i:;, to ,?ui:1r .. ly a:-.a1.r::e a ;J!"oole:1-
Iratic situation and l.'efel~ it to a mOl'e s:gec:'a1iz13:J source O!~ service. 
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being spent in thi3 way. Other diversion activities cited by the officers 

(in descending order of time allocation) were contacts with community 

resources, ancilliary meetings, investig~tion of cases, travel and 

miscellaneous arrangements. 

Findings from the second diversi.on offj cer intervie\vs conducted during 

tbe ninth program month showed that the type of duties involved in diversion 

work changed only slightly compared to the distribution of time allocated to 

thi:: Y"'~'ious duties. :New activities engaged in by diversion officers includ-

ed the deliverance of diversion-related speeches and participation in 

diversion-related conferences. The majority of time ci~voted to the di'lersion 

duties was again cons~~ed primarily by family and juvenile ~~unseling, bow-

ever, to a. mucb more dominating degree. Whereas 11 officers again estin:ated 

family counseling to be taking beb'een 20 to 40% of their time, three 

officers indicated as much as 50 to 70% of their time. 

Even more significant \18.S the increase in time spent counseling 

juveniles alone. lilbile 10 officers (one more than l,n the e:;u-lier interview) 

indicated 20 to 30% of their time ~~s spent counseling juveniles, three 

estimated bet~een 35 to 48% of their time and two'estimated over 60% of 

tbeir time "as being absorbed by this. There ,lere indications that paper 

work ~as becoming more time consuwir.g. Seeming to decrease #~th the above 

increases was time devoted to such things as agency contact: meetings, 

in'lestigation and trEl,vel. 
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APPENDIX F 

Background and Training of Divereion Officers 

At the start of the program in July 1972, there were 17 police 

officers interviewed as diversion specialists. Three of the officers 

had less than 10 months previous police experience, three had bet~leen 

three and five years previous police experience, eight had from five 

to 12 years experience, ~~d three had over 15 years of working experi-

en~e as police. Almost half of the officers were ne,., to ,.,orking .juvenile 

offenses at the onset of the project; but three had approximately two 

years of such experience, four had between six and 12 years of such 

exper:'\~nce, and one had as much a.s 20 years of c <perience l>"Orking with 

juvenile incidents. 

The et\ucational leyel of the diversion officers vtaS !'elatively high. 

Almost half of them had graduated from a. four year college, six of them 

had completed t .. .-o ye(l.rs of college and hro had some college training at 

the time of tbe first interview in mid-July. Although their educational 

emphasis was most often Police Administration, (eight out of 17); other 

areas of focus int~luded psychology, business administratio!l., accoun'ting, 

social ~rk and criminology. Only three of the officers had done previous 

case~oriented : .... ork outside of the realm of la • ., enfOrcement. 

The diversion-rela'ted training most of the officers received up to 

a.nd including the fourth week of the project covered such areas as 

pra.ctice counseling and role play, resource devclopl':Icnt, project 

administration: social ~sycnology, and techni;ues of crisis intervention. 

In general, the most training had been jn the area of cOIL~seling and role 
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play. One officer bad received 44 hours of such training, four officers 

had received between 19 and 26 hours, and 10 officers had receiv~d ap­

proximately three to five hours of this type of training. Social psychology 

and crisis intervention techniques were the next most frequent types Of 

project related preparation; w~th one officer having had received from 40 

to 65 hours 'of each, three of~icers having had received from 16 to 25 

hours of each, and 12 officers having had received appro:d.mately three to 

10 hours of both types of training. Most of the aboye~mentioned training 

had been offered by the Juvenile Probation Department during the first 

four project weeks. 

During l·:a.rch of 1973, approximately eight months after the first h'aS 

conducted, a second test,ing was administered to the police departments I 

diversion officers. In the interim personnel changes \.;ithin several 

departments affected the composition of the original gl~up of program 

liaisons. Two departments had replaced their original diversion officer 

with a new individUal and two departments assigned an additional officer 

to speciali,ze in pre -delinquent diversion~ 

Although many of the diversion officers received on-Going training 

throughout the eight month Period, the f~equency and intensity of the 

training declined and its. eophas is shifted. Hhel:'eas the br.1k of t;~,Jdy 

training for almost 8.11 the officers \m,s counseling practice and role 

play, only four of the 19 officers had any further training of this type 

(two of \\'hom. had less than four hours during the eight months). Another 

area. ~{hich dre\</' less effort and attention ,';as crisis intervention 

techniques, where af,ain, only four officers fursued fUrther training. 

It appeared as if these areaSilere ones in which on-the-job ex::perience 
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provided more information for diversion officers to exchange in informal 

"rap-sessions" than could be provided in fOl'Ill8.1 structured training sessions. 

Emphasis was placed instead on resource development, with eight of the 

officers spending between four ar.d 24 hours of training in this area • 

Social psychology was an area. in which a moderate but continued amount of 

training was received. Four officers pursued betwe.-,r, 10 and 24 hours itl 

this area, and six o.?ficers pursued between t~ ... o and 10 hours of such 

training. 
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APPENDIX G 

GUIDELnffiS USED FOR CONTENT ANALYSIS IN NEEDS ZWDY 

Family Relationshius 

Par~nt relationship: 

status 
problems 
attitudes 
employment 
life style 

Parent-Juvenile relationship: 

attitudes 
approach 
mode of ties 
problems 

Juvenile-Sibling relationship! 

number 
attitude 
record with JPD 
problems 

School Perforrznce 

Attendance 
Grades/Test Results 
Attitude 
Behavior 

~fedical History 

Afflictions - past/present/psychosomatic 
Affect on berzvior 
Institutionalization 
Professional reco~endations 

Nental - Emotional ProblstlS 

Type 
Affect on behavior 
Institutionalization 
Professional reco~endations 

Social Deve'on~ent 

Relationship with peers 
Sexual ir.rolyetr.ents 
Use of dru&s/alcohol 
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Probation Office~ Recommendations 

Custody 
Supervision 
Treatment 
Adjudication 
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