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June 7, 1995

Criminal Justice System Task Force
San Joaquin County

County Administrator's Office

222 E. Weber, Room 707

Stockton, CA 95202

Dear Task Force Member:

The attached final report combines and slightly reorganizes
all the material submitted in the first four reports, and
includes the awaited changes to the system assessment. It is
set up in a binder to allow additional material to be added by
you during the implementation process.

For the meeting on June 14th, we would like to review the
individual commitments of Task Force members to the 88
recommendations, noting for the record anyone who cannot
support the overall program, and anyone's particular
recommendations that they are currently unwilling to
implement. This discussion should deal with the
previously expressed concern that many Task Force members

had not expressed their specific views. '

The issue of political accountability has proven more
complex then the initial discussion, and is "in progress.”
ILPP plans to include a specific mechanism for achieving
political accountability over implementation of the plan in a
draft transmittal to the Board of Supervisors. This document
will be shared with the Task Force first, in draft form, at the
June 28th meeting (which will also be the final meeting ILPP
will attend for this contract).

Sincerely yours,

Alan Kalmanoff
Executive Director

AK/ct
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San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

San Joaquin County retained the Institute for Law & Policy Planning
(ILPP) to “conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the [criminal jus-
tice] system” with the primary task of developing “an action plan to
address the critical present and future needs of the local justice sys-
tem.” The study’s motivation arises from a long-standing and con-
tinuing erosion of county resources through state budget realignments,
resulting in a $92 million loss to date. Changing attitudes towards
how to allocate criminal justice resources also drastically affect San
Joaquin’s ability to pay not just for criminal justice, but for all its ser-
vices.

The first of five reports, “Demand on the System” characterized crimi-
nal justice in terms of supply and management of resources to meet
demand. It showed that the willingness of a community to pay for
jail space or additional police officers has a greater impact on the size
and nature of a justice system (e.g., more jail space) than does an in-
crease in crime. It noted little recent crime increase while jail popula-
tion continued to rise, whereas a noticeable increase in juvenile ag-
gravated assault led to no corresponding increase in juvenile hall beds.
Also reported was that the current jail population is or could be clas-
sified mostly as medium custody, minimum and low-minimum. Non-
violent drug and property crime offenders make up half of the adult
jail population and violent offenders only 25%; 49% had an underly-
ing drug problem.

Although county justice spending for all agencies (other than the
Sheriff’s custody operations) is stagnant or declining, Stockton’s law
enforcement spending is projected to continue to increase. Thus the
valve that controls flow into the system is opening while the manag-
ing valves (courts, jail, etc.) are not. The report concluded that the
widening gap between supply and demand is a function of internal
conditions (limited options).

In the “System Assessment” and “Improving the System” reports,
ILPP found that inadequate management of the system as a whole
contributes to this gap. While the justice agencies individually are
well-run, single agency actions taken in response to immediate crises
often had the paradoxical effect of worsening the long-term likeli-
hood of rational system management. Although there have been some
attempts at coordination, there is not yet a successful mechanism in
place and supported by all decision makers. This element is essential
to any long-term, proactive plan.

June, 1995
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On the positive side it was noted that the impact of coordination of
certain court functions has been substantial, (cutting superior court
filings in half), and that budget restrictions have resulted in a more
efficient and progressive approach to juvenile justice. As with the
adult system, however, there is still inadequate juvenile coordina-
tion.

ILPP found that many problems arise from policies and practices that
justice agencies can control. Realigning these to support more ef-
fective resource allocation for public safety is entirely feasible. Yet
the agencies of San Joaquin County’s criminal justice system will not
be able —in the long or even short term - to fill the gap solely through
individual program and operational changes. Hence the possibility
of an inability to carry out mandated duties or even of county bank-
ruptcy is not far-fetched.

San Joaquin County’s leadership and the leadership of its compo-
nent cities are faced with the unfortunate but undeniable burden of
making their criminal justice system somehow work despite the nearly
overwhelming barriers to its success. At present the cities play a major
role in adding to criminal justice system volume (e.g., half of adult
felony arrests are made by the Stockton Police), but have no formal or
commensurate role in guiding or paying for it. It is necessary for all
of the justice agencies to begin managing the system as a whole.

The following areas in San Joaquin County require system attention:
¢  general coordination and management,

e  punishment philosophy with corresponding jail use and
alternative sanctions, :

*  management information,
e front-end efficiency and screening, and
*  duplication of effort.

The “Action Plan” report represented ILPP’s efforts to concretize a
program of major cost-efficiencies, savings and new revenues. The
two objectives of this plan were to avoid a collapse of criminal justice
service and to develop a long-term management strategy for adequate
levels of service. '

ii
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Executive Summary

ILPP estimates that if all 88 recommendations are implemented the
annual “savings” (current and future) are between $4 million to $11
million. Unfortunately the possible future savings are not likely to
be enough to completely offset the projected budget deficits, or pun-
ishing cuts for criminal justice agencies.

ILPP finds that aggressive and innovative support from the cities in
the county will be necessary to meet costs over the next ten years.

Even if all efficiency recommendations are implemented and the cit-
ies play a major new role in programming light-weight offenders, to
simply maintain the current level of minimum service, the criminal
justice agencies would appear to require new revenue.

The following are the major recommendations:
Highest Priority

* Implement a revitalized population and criminal justice
management system (adult and juvenile).

*  Establish a jail and juvenile hall use policy and mission
statement.

e Design and implement a jail Pre-Processing Intake and
Classification Center appropriate to San Joaquin County.

¢  Develop a Family Crisis Intervention Unit which provides
intensive pre-screening for juvenile justice.

¢ Implement a public education program on criminal jus-
tice system management and costs.

e Management tools such as statistical summaries and
schedules should be developed.

. Institute an additional 1/2% sales tax
¢  Enact a utility tax.

*  Asingle senior person in the CAO’s office should be des-
ignated as the full-time and exclusive justice system co-
ordinator and expert, preferably with a small staff.

June, 1995
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Seek legislation, or negotiate an agreement, permitting
the reclassification of deputy sheriff positions into cor-
rectional positions. :

Continue to evaluate the 12-hour shift.

Expand court coordination efforts to include assignment
of municipal court judges to handle superior court crimi-
nal trials; cross assignment of administrative staff and
integration of court administration.

Implement a range of pretrial alternatives to incarcera-
tion.

Implement a range of post-sentence sanctions as alterna-
tives to incarceration.

Remodel Honor Farm Barracks H and I and convert to a
women’s facility. Shift most women to the Honor Farm
with a new security fence.

Second Priority

Add Juvenile Justice, including Juvenile Hall, to the Crimi-
nal Justice Information System.

Office of Revenue and Recovery access to CJIS.
Sheriff’s pool of screened applicants to fill vacancies.

Consolidate bailiff, courtroom security, civil process and
prisoner transport between jails and courts service func-
tions under the Marshal’s Office.

Establish working committee involving district attorney
and law enforcement agencies to ensure arrest reports and
supplemental reports are complete and timely submitted.

Re-negotiate MOU working conditions.

Eliminate Records and Communications eight hour shifts
which include a fourth overlapping shift.

Reorganize court administration to give the presiding judge
a partial workload to allow more time for court adminis-
tration and coordination.

v
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Smaller

Differentiated case management program.
Eliminate FTA bench warrants in traffic infraction cases.
Expand video arraignment to Stockton Municipal Court.

Provide settlement offers to the public defender on all cases
where offers can be made at least three to five days before
the scheduled preliminary hearing.

“Day Fine” program.
Review Pre-Trial Services release criteria.

Increase drug program (ADAP) capacity by one half-time
person.

Identify areas of probation responsibility that can be
handled by clerical staff instead of a probation officer.

Collect and evaluate pilot supervised release program data.
Transfer some probation responsibilities to other agencies.

Supervised Own Recognizance and release programs
staffed by probation officers.

Move all minimum security inmates from Honor Farm to
alternative programs.

But Important Recommendations

Regular CJIS users’ meetings.

Information Service as technical resource for CJIS decisions.
Commercial software f;)r simple CJIS data queries.
County-wide e-mail.

Sheriff Computer Aided Dispatch system.

Discontinue dictation of crime reports.

Reconcile reports submitted against report numbers issued.
Maintain paper file copies of One-Write reports.

Change to imaging based file storage.
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Review clerical staffing needs after the report writing system is modi-
fied.

Ad Hoc Crime Analysis Committee.

Manteca, Tracy, Escalon and Ripon shared communications and data
consolidation.

Re-evaluate operations lieutenants. Assign lieutenants to work week-
ends and night shifts. Assign community liaison responsibilities to the
Captain of Patrol.

Redesign Sheriff training program.

Periodic workload and response performance studies of patrol divi-
sion.

Adopt procedures for managing Sheriff’s calls-for-services worl‘doad.»
Community Service Officer.

Conversion of support positions from sworn to civilian étatus.

Better utilize STARS volunteers.

Eliminate lieuteﬁant or sergeants position in Records and Evidence.
Eliminate lieutenant or sergeants position in Communications.
Eliminate Case Management Lieutenant position.

Review the workload of the four lieutenants assigned to the jail.

Fifth lieutenant in Jail Division and assign lieutenants to night shifts.
Felony caseflow management program.

Develop procedures for transfer (cross-assignment) of superior court
support staff to assist municipal court staff.

Review fees and procedures for ordering costs in cases where counsel
are appointed.

Vertical case assignment system for public defender and district attor-
ney. '

Probation officers at courts to perform responsibilities mandated by
statute. :

Reduce time needed to complete Presentence reports and hold hear-
ing.

Limit Violation of Probation warrants for cases involving failure to pay
program fees.

Vi
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. Eliminate temporary employees, and coordinate Pretrial Services, jail
classification, and population management unit activities; allow crimi-
nal histories and DOJ manual rap sheets in the office; “Chain of cus-
tody” for Pretrial Services packets.

. Develop policies and procedures for interviews at the court to mini-
mize time needed to complete packets and to reduce a defendant’s
pretrial length of stay.

. Coordinate the exchange of information and development of policies

to facilitate the transfer of detainees and inmates to drug and residen-
tial treatment programs.

. Utilize Honor Farm barracks A, B and C for pretrial and sentenced
misdemeanant males and/or females.

. Expand video arraignment.

A Convert unused jail support wing into secure housing unit.

To Be Implemented in a Fiscal Emergency

. City prosecutors in Manteca, Lodi and Tracy handle arraignments in
these courts.

. Evaluate need for two attorneys in the Tracy, Lodi and Manteca courts.

. Assign adult supervision cases to bank caseload for monitoring pur-
poses only.

Limit adult supervision to most serious offenses only.

Move all pretrial detainees to Honor Farm.

Direct supervision dormitory housing for future beds.

Relocate female inmates to fenced facility outside main jail. Build 124-
bed Facility with security fence; house general population.

i Construct high security courtroom and support spaces adjacent to jail
core area. Move criminal courts to Matthews Road area.

Conclusion

The 88 recommendations are a strategic plan for a leaner and more
effective justice system, and the necessary revenues to support it.
Taken with the notion of “political accountability,” the 88 recommen-
dations provide promise to an otherwise bleak future. From this prom-
ise success can evolve.

Success depends on the Board of Supervisors implementing the pro-
gram through the power of the budget, and the administrative fol-
low through of the County Administrator. Also required are the lead-
ership of the District Attorney, the Presiding Judge, the Sheriff, the
seven cities and the business community, speaking as a single voice.
Leadership and political will are the main challenges.

June, 1995
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I. INTRODUCTION:

UNDERSTANDING THE ENVIRONMENT

A. Crisis

In 1991 the California counties’ association, County Supervisors’ As-
sociation of California (CSAC), completed a two-year project entitled,
Jailhouse Blues: Hard Time for County Taxpayers — A Study of the Rising
Costs of Incarceration in California.! The report, now four years old,
provided a detailed understanding of the forces that drive the com-
plex county criminal justice dynamic. The only change since the time
of its publication has been the worsening of state and federal financ-
ing of local budgets and toughening of criminal sanctions. Here is
what the report says about the overall impact of local justice opera-
tions on county fiscal health:

“ A fiscal cancer eats at the budgets of county governments in Cali-
fornia. Just as cancer attacks the human body and its vital organs
so does this fiscal cancer assault the financial resources of counties
and erode their ability to-perform all of their functions....The fiscal
cancer, of course, is the enormous outlay required to build and
operate county jails in California [and this is just]...the ‘tip of the
iceberg’.” CSAC Report (p. 1)

Like cancer there is no absolute cure and no certainty of recovery;
this is the reality that San Joaquin County, like all California counties,
must face every day.

Yet San Joaquin must face still more: As a county with one of the
highest welfare caseloads and one of the lowest property tax bases,
the winds of state and federal change blow harder on this county
than many, possibly any, other in the state.

On the following page is a graphic illustration of the fiscal cancer
diagnosed in the CSAC report and played out in San Joaquin County.
The black line is how much the county pays for law and justice ser-
vices; the white line shows how much state funding the county has
lost cumulatively from 1990-91 through the county’s most conserva-
tive estimate of proposed cuts for 1994-95. (Figure 1.1)

T Richard P Simpson, Sacramento, Calif.: California Counties Foundation (now

CSAC), September 25, 1991.

June, 1995
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FIGURE 1.1 Comparison of County Criminal Justice Costs and State Revenue Losses
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Do not be misled by the dip in criminal justice costs: costs actually
rose in 1993-94 but Proposition 172 revenue allowed the county to
reduce its contribution, but this contribution is on the rise while state
revenue drops even faster. The trend is obvious: the gap between
costs and revenues is growing rapidly. In seeking out this study, the
county has realized:

e The agencies of San Joaquin County’s criminal justice
system will not - in the long or even short term - fill this
gap through individual program and operations actions.

e The possibility of bankruptcy or impossibility of carry-
ing out mandated duties is not far-fetched.
NaS

These facts are neither new nor unknown to any leader in San Joaquin
County’s criminal justice system, and they persist despite substantial
efforts by criminal justice officers to respond to budget cuts in the
face of rising demands. What can be done when agencies feel that
they have already done everything possible and more? The prob-
lems seem greater than the sum of the resources that are available to
solve them. Below ILPP lists some of the most salient factors which
make “crisis” not too strong a word to use for describing the state of
criminal justice in San Joaquin County.

¢  County criminal justice costs are rising while state supplied
revenues are declining at a much faster rate.

1.2
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e  The state continues to implement so-called revenue shar-
ing or trade off policies, all of which have resulted in net
losses to San Joaquin County.

e (California and the nation have implemented “tough on
crime” criminal sanctioning policies which promise to in-
crease use of jail beds, courtrooms and workloads of all
related agencies.

e  California is now considering legislation which would al-
low inmates sentenced to state prison to be housed in
county jails for up to 18 months.

e  Counties have extremely limited means of obtaining local
revenue; San Joaquin County in particular has not been able
to earn as much from these sources as other counties be-
cause of its demographics and configuration.

e  There is no statutorily granted authority, and in fact there
are constitutional disincentives, for criminal justice and
county government agencies to coordinate with each other
in the interest of system balance and efficiency.

e  Extreme fiscal pressures imposed on individual agencies
has limited their time and resources available to address
mutual problems.

e  Cities play a major role in adding to criminal justice sys-
tem volume (e.g., half of adult felony arrests are made by
the Stockton Police), but have no formal or commensurate
role in guiding or paying for it.

San Joaquin County’s leadership and the leadership of its compo-
nent cities are faced with the unfortunate but undeniable burden
of making their criminal justice system somehow work despite the
nearly overwhelming barriers to its success. It may not be fair, but
itis fact. The only other option is to admit defeat to a popular con-
stituency who must face an increasingly violent and growing juve-
nile population.

To underscore the pervasiveness of criminal justice system manage-

ment pressures, selected quotes from the CSAC Report appear in the

margins throughout this report. The aim is to maintain constant vigi-

lance of the complex factors which drive the system and the uncer-
tain environment in which it must be managed.

June, 1995
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B. Action

This study includes ILPP’s action plan for San Joaquin County’s crimi-
nal justice system combining recommendations and logistics.

The next chapter presents ILPP’s overview of the criminal justice sys-
tem with major system-wide recommendations in which all agencies
and offices will need to take a leading role.

ILPP estimates that if all 88 recommendations are implemented the
annual and future savings of doing so are likely to range from $4.8
million to $12.9 million; (these figures are order of magnitude only).
Subtracting likely costs from savings, the annual net system cost could
be as much as $3.9 million to $11.1 million less than at present, (de-
pending on when certain costs are incurred). Still, the savings pos-
sible through comprehensive streamlining of operational efficiencies
are not likely to be enough to completely offset the projected budget
deficits, or resulting cuts for criminal justice agencies.

To project criminal justice system budgets, ILPP began with two sce-
narios for the future:

1.  The Pessimistic Scenario which assumes the frightening
trends of the past few years will continue; and,

2. The Optimistic Scenario which assumes they will some-
how magically improve. The Pessimistic Scenario is more
likely.

The Pessimistic scenario assumes criminal justice agency budgets
continue to grow at their current rate, as does revenue. Other county
costs stabilize at their FY 1995-96 levels.

The Optimistic scenario assumes criminal justice budgets grow but
at a lower rate than they have, (i.e., than the pessimistic scenario).
The optimistic scenario also assumes other county costs rise only in
proportion to county population growth and revenue grows at 3%
annually.

In both scenarios, there is the need for additional revenue, shown in
Table 1.1 as possible combinations of new taxes.

14

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County '
Criminal Justice System Evaluation CHAPTER I: Introduction

TABLE 1.1 Projected County Criminal Justice Budget Shortfall and Required Offset-
ting Taxes, FY 2002-03

FY 02-03
Budget  Utility Sales
Scenario Definition Shortfall Tax Tax
Pessimistic ® CJ costs continue to rise $24 million 5% 1/2%
e Other county costs stablize at
FY 95-96 level
¢ Revenue follows current trend
e No recommendations
implemented
Optimistic ¢ CJ costs rise at 10% lower $2.5 million 2% 0%

rate than pessimistic scenario

e Other county costs grow with
population

e Revenue grows at 3%
annually

¢ No recommendations
implemented

The trends are obvious: the gap between costs and revenues is grow-
ing. In seeking this study the county assumed:

e  SanJoaquin County’s criminal justice system agencies will
not, in the long or even short run, fill this gap through indi-
vidual changes.

e  The possibility of not carrying out mandated duties is high.

These facts are clear to leaders in San Joaquin County’s criminal jus-
tice system, and they persist despite substantial efforts by all justice
officers to respond to budget cuts in the face of rising demands.
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To address the hypothetical possibility that no actions at all will be
taken to minimize criminal justice costs, ILPP has presented an analy-
sis of funding options. ILPP finds that some form of a tax combined
with aggressive and innovative support from the cities in the county,
will be necessary to meet costs over the next ten years.

As part of this project ILPP has met with diverse community and
business groups and leaders on many occasions to help educate the
public on the criminal justice system. The most important mission of
this education program is to clearly connect the services of the county
to the costs that must eventually be borne by the taxpayers. Unfortu-
nately the anti-crime fervor of the current political environment fails
to provide accurate information about the expenses of providing con-
stitutionally mandated duties. Even if all efficiency recommenda-
tions are implemented, to simply maintain the current level of mini-
mum service, the criminal justice agencies of San Joaquin County
require new revenue. The public can understand this message if the
leaders make a commitment to sharing it and to providing the public
opportunities for contributing their ideas and questions to the county’s
evolving management strategy.

The prospect for criminal and juvenile justice effectiveness in San
Joaquin County is not altogether negative: this study shows that many
problems arise from policies and practices that, together, justice agen-
cies have some control over. Realigning these to support more effec-
tive impact of resource allocation on public safety is very possible,
even within the constraints of a shrinking resource pool.

C. Report Outline

In addition to the Executive Summary, the final report contains 12
chapters outlined as follows:

1.  Introduction
2. System Overview

3. Managing the Resources: County Government & Informa-
tion Services

4. Managing the Flow: Law Enforcement & Detention

5. Managing the Case: Courts, District Attorney & Public
Defender

6. Managing the Offender: Probation & Alternatives

1.6
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7. Managing the Space: Criminal Justice Facilities
8. Juvenile Justice Assessment

9.  Action Plan Analysis

10. Action Plan Summary

11. County Budget Projections & Financial Analysis
12. Criminal Justice Funding Options

The Demand Report is included in the appendices.

June, 1995 1.7
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II. SYSsTEM OVERVIEW

A. Overview

Even in the best of times, there is one criminal justice organization
that rarely receives any funding, staff or mission. This organization
is also the first to be accused for any failure or inefficiency in criminal
justice, and the accusation is usually true. This organization is also
the most crucial to the effectiveness of all the other agencies involved
in local criminal justice. Its success not just influences, but often de-
termines, whether all the other agencies can fulfill their duties. This
organization is, of course, the SYsTeM itself.

San Joaquin County’s system is no exception to the rule: there is no
staff or money dedicated to the invisible infrastructure underlying
the success or failure of local criminal and juvenile justice.

The decline in real spending for most agencies makes this fact less
surprising. Figure 2.1 presents the total of net county cost of criminal
justice, including Proposition 172 funding and trial court funding;
the latter two are dedicated to the departments’ core functions. Omit-
ted are a number of special grant programs. Since FY 1991-92 most
functions have suffered a decline in real resources.

FIGURE 2.1 Criminal Justice Resources1 ¢
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figures "approved" in 1994-95 budget; custody fgure estimated.. 1994-95 figures
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“There is probably no
public policy area in the
United States that is more
closely or extensively
studied than the justice
system.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. vi

“Qpuer the past six years,
[San Joaquin County
criminal justice] services
costs have increased from
62 percent to 67 percent of
available general revenues...
If historical trends con-
tinue, within eight years
(1997) non-discretionary
services will require 100
percent of general rev-
enues...”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 21

“The majority of services
provided by the county are
for residents living within
the cities, yet most of the
revenues are derived from
sources outside the cities.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 8

June, 1995
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“Does a high incarceration
rate result in a low crime
rate? Does a high crime rate
mean that incarceration
rates will also be high? For
every claim of cause and
effect, there seems to be a
contradiction. The data
appear so inconsistent as to
suggest that a decision to
send an offender to jail is
based on factors beyond an
immediate case

being tried.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 14

“The California Legislature
should exercise extreme
restraint in the enactment
of additional laws that
establish new crimes,
extend length of sentences
and make more sentences
mandatory. In addition,
any such measures, when
proposed as legislation,
should contain a “justice
system impact statement”
which estimates the cost
impact of the proposal upon
the justice system.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 31

ILPP has found that no single agency is responsible for the internal
problems San Joaquin County has with managing local public safety.
All agencies have individually invested significant time adjusting to
budget cuts and reorganizing staff and workloads to be more effi-
cient in carrying out their own duties. Several examples have already
been cited in the Introduction.

On the other hand, ILPP has found that the part of the criminal jus-
tice operation that local leaders do control — in other words, the part
that the state’s fiscal abuses are not responsible for — could be signifi-
cantly improved in terms of gains in both efficiency and effective-
ness. How can this be? No agency is the “squeaky wheel,” but there
is significant room and resources for improvement even within the
fiscal limitations that now exist.

The paradox is resolved by looking to the system “organization” it-
self. There are certain essential elements of criminal justice effec-
tiveness that cannot be addressed by any single agency. Only agen-
cies working as an organized team can realize the possible improve-
ments. Thus the first step of really implementing fundamental change
is for all agencies playing a role in the system to recogmze its impor-
tance to their individual existence.

Second, only a unified system of the elected decision makers can craft
rational policies to lobby for at the state level. Because of the struc-
tural weakness of the criminal justice system as authorized by the
state constitution, and because of the state’s traditional and perva-
sive approach of ignoring county level consequences of state level
actions, an important system function must be to look after its own
interests in state government. This is not happening in an organized,
San Joaquin County-specific manner. Responses to state cuts are just
that, reactive responses. San Joaquin County’s need and impending
disaster require a systematic, persistent and supported plan of action
for state legislation. This is its only opportunity to have an impact on
its external environment, but this route cannot be optimized without
a strong system group in place.

The following areas in San Joaquin County require system attention:
General Coordination and Management

Effective management groups require leadership, depart-
ment head participation, worthy issues to meet over, and
logistical support to study and carry out supported action.

2.2
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The many criminal justice management groups that have
existed in the county since ILPP’s last review have suffered
from the lack or one or more of these elements.

Punishment Philosophy with Corresponding Sanctions

Cuts are made to make the bottom line add up. Cuts that
are made to support a larger mission of what the local com-
munity wants from its justice system are impossible because
no such mission exists.” The irony for the county is that
strong community and system support exists for a wide
range of punishment sanctions from jail to electronic home
monitoring, yet only the most costly sanction - jail - can
rely on continued funding. And becauseit is costly, a mini-
mum level of beds to keep criminals off the streets is hard
to maintain.

A system decision needs to be made that establishes the
county’s mission for punishment and creates a commitment

to achieve this mission. Without a mission and a plan to

develop a continuum of punishment options, the imme-
diacy of jail crowding will keep all punishment funds
trapped only in high cost, maximum security jail beds that
hardly anyone supports. A mission statement and pun-
ishment system need to explicitly distinguish those crimi-
nals we must lock up to protect our safety from those who
must be punished for breaking the rules in order to avoid
punishing the taxpayer by treating all offenders alike.
Criminals we fear ought to be isolated from the commu-
nity; offenders with whom we are angry may not need the
same security approach.

Management Information

San Joaquin County departments provided ILPP with lit-
erally thousands of documents to describe agencies,
workload and costs. Not a single one of these provided
information on the system’s health. There is no document
which contains the minimum information needed to un-
derstand even the magnitude of demand on the system and
the resources required to absorb it.

“Given the predisposition of
California voters and most
political leaders to incar-
ceration rather than
programs of prevention and
treatment, as well as the
financial crisis confronting
these programs, there is
little reason to believe that
these programs will be
financed at a level to reduce
the potential for criminal
behavior in California.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 25

“The major problem facing
our criminal justice system
is the inability to apply
sanctions to convicted
defendants. This creates a
lack of respect for the justice
system which leads many
defendants to disregard
notices to appear in court.
Subsequent warrants lead
to more failures to appear
(FTA) and more warrants.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 44

“If, on the other hand,
members of the justice
system at the county level
determine jointly to
examine [system] questions
and begin to get some
answers as to what is
actually happening in the
systems within their own
counties, an improved
control of the costs of
criminal justice might be
established.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 26

June, 1995

2.3



FINAL REPORT

San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

“Until [system] questions
are studied and answered,
the county justice system

will continue to operate

seemingly out-of-control in
terms of an ongoing general

fund budget impact.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 26

CJIS contains nearly all of this information, but it is not
used to provide a system organization with management
information. Understanding the problem is the first step
to solving it. Reasonable access to complete information
would hasten decision making at all system checkpoints.

Front-End Efficiency

San Joaquin County, like nearly all counties, is configured
to spend its resources at the back end of the system pro-
cess. Pleas happen on the brink of trial. Pretrial release
decisions are made long after offender information and eli-
gibility have been objectively assessed. Events occur at the
last possible moment. The time between when a release, a
plea or other action can occur and when it actually does
occur is a 100% unnecessary expense of time and money.
Delays are often the result of insecurities on the part of in-
dividual personnel who might make an incorrect release
or plea decision. Double and triple checks combined with
waiting it out until it seems safe is, however, an insurance
policy that the county increasingly cannot afford and typi-
cally does not require.

Duplication of Effort

The one finding pointed out by all interviewees was a sense
that there is duplication of effort in processing offenders
into and out of the criminal justice system. This local find-
ing finds corroboration in ILPP’s observation of the pro-
cess. Basic offender information and criminal histories are
two obvious examples of information that up to five or six
agencies independently collect.

None of these problems are unique to San Joaquin County’s criminal
justice system. In fact, the county would probably rank high in a
California county comparison of optimizing the five areas laid out
above. San Joaquin's relatively good showing is still not enough to
pull it out of a fast deepening pit. Ata time when county leaders are
working hard to streamline their own operations, more must be done.
The next section points out examples and consequences of inefficien-
cies in the areas of coordination, punishment philosophy, manage-
ment information, front-end efficiency, and duplication of effort.

24
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B. Overall System Findings

1. General System Management and Coordination

Executive and Operations Committees, recommended by
ILPP as part of a jail population and criminal justice sys-
tem management system, remained in active existence for
less than a year.

Consequent management committees have lacked clear
leadership, dedicated funding, mission statements or strong
consensus.

Committee review of issues has been hindered by a focus
on and concern over individual budgets. More attention
should be devoted to the impact of system problems on
individual agencies.

Staffing reductions and program changes because of agency
budget cuts have not always led to improved system effi-
ciency. Some cuts have actually had the opposite effect by
increasing pressures on the rest of the system:

¢  Closure of Honor Farm beds reduced the lowest cost
sanction appropriate for the most common classifica-
tion of offender. (210beds of the farm are being phased
back into operation.)

e  Custody personnel overtime costs have been exacer-
bated by the elimination of an attrition pool in the
Sheriff’s budget.2

e Use of part-time employees in Pretrial Services was
apparently a cost cutting decision. Training costs, high
turn-over and consequently weakened judicial confi-
dence make it, however, a high cost reality.

The County Administrator’s Office indicates that the attrition pool was eliminated

for three reasons, including the “virtual absence of attrition” br several years and
a pool of previously laid off officers to fill vacancies. The attrition pool, however,

was originally created to eliminate overtime costs related to training; the use of
laid off deputies as per diem employees was only a temporary measure that ended,

upon union agreement, when the Sheriff's Office was able to rehire officers.

“The “justice system” at
the county level is fre-
quently not a system at all,
but a collection of sepa-
rately elected entities, each
of which is doing its best to
acquit itself of some serious
responsibilities. Each
separate entity in the
system has its own goals
and responsibilities, none of
which may have any
relationship or relevancy to
the sound management of
the total local justice
system, let alone the
problem of jail
overcrowding.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 25

June, 1995
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“A cap on its jail means

that a county must beona
deliberate path to finance,

additional jail space with all

design and construct

due dispatch. However,

construction of needed new
space does not necessarily

provide the county much

respite from a court-ordered
ca. This is the case, despite

the fact that a county has
gone to the substantial

expense of constructing and
staffing a jail facility which
may have been designed to

provide some room for
growth for at least a few
years.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 10

e It has been the DA’s policy to file driving with a sus-
pended license (DWLS) charges as infractions instead
of misdemeanors. Fines from misdemeanors is a ma-
jor source of revenue for the courts; the significant
difference between fines for infractions and misde-
meanors will result in less overall revenue. Although
revenue from fines for DWLS went primarily to the
state at the time this decision was made, such revenue
is expected to revert to the county this year.

o  Waiver of PSIs as part of a negotiated plea to alleviate
probation workloads may have the effect of increas-
ing workloads down the line as these defendants of-
ten fail probation and must have significant work com-
pleted by probation as a consequence.?

‘¢ The crime analysis units of all county law enforcement
agencies, except one, have been given a low priority.
Many do not now have a unit assigned specific re-
sponsibility for the function. Although there is regu-
larly some exchange of crime information at an infor-
mal level among detectives and officers, there is no
organized county-wide crime analysis system. The
ability to coordinate interagency efforts to apprehend
offenders and control crime patterns has been virtu-
ally eliminated.

o. In the absence of system management, the court popula-
tion capacity order (including the judge assigned to the jail
lawsuit) has become the default “manager”:

e  Alarge percentage of pretrial releases occur under
authority and mandate of the court cap order. These
releases are unsupervised and automatically deter-
mined, without the kind of more thorough back-

This increase should be weighed against possible savings in the amouwnt of time
pretrial defendants spend in jail. Again, the importance of a strong system man-
agement group is required to perbrm a complete weighing of all the issues and
consequences.
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ground check required for PTS or the court to make a
release decision.* Having the court cap force a release
is both less efficient and less safe than having PTS and
the court exercise their respective authority in effect-
ing one.

e  There continues to be no failure to appear (FTA) noti-  “A local justice system can
fication unit to minimize failures to appear in a sys- reflect strong differences
tem where most pretrial releases are unsupervised.5 4mong ifs participants on

. . the conduct of law enforce-
There was a brief attempt to notify defendants of court " prosecition, defense,

dates, which was discontinued after a brief period of  jcarceration and a variety

operation.® A full evaluation of the potential or limi-  of other justice policy

tations of this project was not completed. . issues. The very nature of
the issues that the system
deals with tends to divide
and drive it apart rather
than draw it together and
promote cooperation
among its parts.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 25

Comments regarding jail staff reliance on the judge assigned to the jail lawsuit to
make release decisions ranged from none (County Counsel) to special cases only
(jail staff). ILPP found the judge was called several times a week br release
decisions, including releases to ADAP, despite the fact that the Sheriff has exten-
sive authority to make both pretrial and cap releases and the lack of any provision
in the consent order to call the judge br such releases. Because of the number of
times the judge is called to make releases, he is no longer required to be part of
the rotation for duty judge assignments.

Lack of an FTA notification project was attributed to public dender opposition;
the public defender actually opposed personal contact with deéndants after ap-
pointment of counsel. Such contact was not part of the FTA notification unit
proposal.

Observers indicated that the post card notice procedure was in operation 6br
about three months, although the pilot period was set br six months. Discontinu-
ance of the program after results were “not significant” may have been premature
without further analysis of the reasons for the unsatisfactory results, such as return
of post cards because of invalid addresses.
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There has been a dramatic increase in the average
length of stay (ALS) for detainees and defendants re-
leased under the court cap. The increase can only be
due to longer case disposition times and longer sen-
tences imposed by the courts for several reasons: The
1992 and 1994 tracking studies showed similar pat-
terns for proportion of felonies to misdemeanors, types
of serious offenses and warrant arrests. The impact
of an FTA effectively doubled the ALS for persons ar-
rested on such warrants. Court cap releases for sen-
tenced defendants are based on net time (two-thirds
of imposed sentence), which means defendants can
be released after serving only one-third of their sen-
tences. Nevertheless, the ALS for misdemeanor cap
releases (pretrial and sentenced) was still 11 days and
nearly 24 days for felonies. This is a significant in-
crease over ILPP’s review of this data in 1992.

The high number of FTAs, failure to report and, now,
failure to comply (both program participation and
payment of program fees) reflect a system that gener-
ates its own demand. These lead to increased data
entry or case processing for court staff, court time to
dispose of warrants, attorney time to review, defend
or prosecute, probation time to file violations of pro-
bation and reports, and, ultimately, jail time.?

An example of such an instance was bail of $250,000 br a person arrested for
operating a fraudulent smog checking business. Bail in this case was reduced by
the judge in charge of the jail lawsuit.

In contrast to fines, which probation can convert to conmunity service where
there is documented inability to pay, program fees must either be paid or con-
verted to jail time. Some judges expend considerable efbrt to work payment
problems out, but the general policy is to allow one re-reerral before program
termination and jail.

2.8
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2.  Front-End Efficiency

The public defender and LRS often has inadequate time to
meet with clients to discuss plea possibilities. Limited jail
visitation and access attribute significantly to this problem.

System inefficiencies leading up to and including the pre-
liminary hearing result in unnecessary overtime costs for
law enforcement witnesses, who are not called, either be-
cause the case settles after the offer is accepted by the de-
fendant or the hearing continued. The Stockton Police
Department estimates that it spent $225,000 in overtime
costs last year for officers subpoenaed as witnesses who
did not testify.

3. Punishment Philosophy and Sanctioning Options

The proposed drug court needs to be planned and accepted
as a way to coordinate system resources. Some contend
that this court is superfluous to planned drug diversion
programs. ILPP has found that drug courts typically en-
hance the streamlining and effectiveness of other drug pro-
grams.

Existing alternatives can be more efficiently used and there
is a need for additional sentencing options.

The reduced use of the jail because of booking fees has not
similarly occurred at the Juvenile Hall, where law enforce-
ment officers from Stockton and the Sheriff’s Office con-
tinue to book most of the juveniles they arrest.10

Under Proposition 115, the only witnesses required to appear at the preliminary

hearing are law enforcement officers.

10

ILPP recognizes that there is no booking fee at Juvenile Hall. In a well-managed
system, the use of scarce resources, such as the jail or Juvenile Hall, should be

based on the most appropriate use. For the jail, the booking fee became a “ration-
ing” tool. Rationing of resources can be achieved, however, without a baking
fee, but this concept was never translated into action br Juvenile Hall.

{
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Management Information

Typically, criminal justice agencies do not generate the type
of management reports which identify management prob-
lems.

Budget limitations have hindered the development of the
statistical component for CJIS users; data regarding caseload
handling and dispositions can be obtained through CJIS
but programming costs are charged to the agency’s bud-
get.

Criminal justice agencies have chosen to collect data manu-
ally on selected areas to avoid programming costs. Such
data are generally limited to results and are often incom-
plete.

Court management information which would allow for
review of efficiency measures in place and planned is not
collected. All courts complete reports for the Judicial Coun-
cil, but these data are of little value for local management
and operational purposes.

Arrest reports are given priority over crime reports in agen-
cies with automated systems. At present, these reports are
often inadequate and require much follow-up work by both
the DA and probation.

Notice of expected jail release dates is needed by the Office
of Substance Abuse (OSA) and treatment programs: many
defendants sentenced to jail time and a residential treat-
ment program are not being transferred at the completion
of their sentences even when tredtment beds are available.

It is reported that some strike cases still obtain pretrial re-
lease via the court cap order because neither the arresting
nor booking officer have adequate information to know
whether a given inmate is a “striker” or not.

2.10
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e  Law enforcement citation and release has always been an
‘ option, but its use was not increased until the county im-
posed a booking fee at the jail. The use of the least restric-
tive sanction has always been an integral component of
juvenile justice theory and practice, but the implementa-
tion of alternatives to detention at Juvenile Hall and out of
state placements did not occur until probation’s budget was
significantly cut.l1

C. System Recommendations

The recommendations are presented in direct response to the major
findings of the criminal justice system’s overall needs. Discussion of
these recommendations will support detailed development of a lo-
gistics plan that includes costs, pros and cons, funding if needed, and
appropriate timing. At this point, the mechanics of implementa-
tion are less important than the discussion of the core idea.

®  Recommendation: Implement arevitalized population and criminal
justice management system.

OBJECTIVE: Join all criminal justice system agencies to-

gether in a system management plan that can

. prepare for future problems and manage exist-
ing ones.

To address most of the issues raised by the system needs assessment,
ILPP recommends a more structured criminal justice management
system that, in the words of one member of the criminal justice sys-
tem, provides “guidance, objectives and objectivity, vision and ex-
pertise.” The available talent, people and resources of the system
must incorporate:

e A mission statement that acknowledges the mutual need
for such a group, its statutory limitations and its universal
interests.

e  Executive level participation, leadership and attendance
at every meeting when major policy directions are consid-
ered.

The County Administrator’s Office indicates that the driving factors behind this
move were changes in fderal funding and probation being allowed to keep sav-

. ings from reductions in placements. Such “savings”, however, were used to
offset the proposed budget cuts for probation.

11
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Standing and ad hoc committees. The former will address
continuing management issues like jail crowding; the lat-
ter can be convened to focus on specific efficiency areas
like domestic violence policy, FTAbacklogs and drug court
development. Effective committees are representative ones.

Outcome-oriented management information that empha-
sizes the results of a program under review and gives group
participants an understanding of ‘the big picture”.

Clear delegation of responsibilities for staffing system
efforts, leading various committees and implementing
changes to which the entire group has agreed.

Explicit involvement of cities” leadership.

Structure

As opposed to the two level system proposed in 1992, ILPP now rec-
ommends implementation of a three-tiered criminal justice manage-

(a)

(b)

" ment system as follows:

San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors to act as the
final decision-making body for proposals requiring major
capital outlay, approval of budget allocations and coordi-
nation of the management committees with other groups,
such as the Integrated Criminal Justice Task Force. (The
Supervisors should have the active input of the Presiding
Judge, District Attorney, Sheriff, a city representative, and
a citizen representative of the County's business commu-

nity.)

Executive Policy Committee to act as the policy-making
body composed of the top level staff, both elected and ap-
pointed, of the “gatekeeper” agencies. This group would
have primary responsibility for making decisions and
policy, reviewing and monitoring management activities
and providing feedback/regular reports to the Board of
Supervisors. The membership of the executive policy com-
mittee should be expanded to include the department heads
for Health Services and MIS and include the same busi-
ness community representative noted above.

The executive policy committee should have authority to
appoint ad hoc committees out of the operations commit-
tees and other agency representatives when necessary to

2.12
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research identified issues. There should be some type of
liaison with the juvenile justice system management group,
such as a meeting at least once a year or appointment of a
liaison person to report to the executive policy committee
of juvenile justice system management activities.

“Of course a once-a-month
meeting of a county
criminal justice roundtable
is unlikely to lead to much
in the way of answers to
these kinds of questions. It
will require staff, most of

(c) Operations Committee to be responsible for data collec-  which might be loaned from
tion, program monitoring, research of identified issues and  the various departments on
recommendations to the executive policy committee. The @ project-by-project basis.
membership of the operations committee should be ex- ~/#lhouse Blues, p. 26
panded to include a representative from the local bar asso-
ciation.

FIGURE 2.2 Overail justice System Management Structure
San Joaquin County
Board of Supervisors
Cities Presiding Judge
Representative District Attorney
Business Sheriff
Representative

Executive Policy

Committee
-agency heads-

Operations

Committee
-managers-

The above graphic describese a general structure that needs further
development in terms of political and administrative accountability.
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Implementation

Successful implementation of a more structured criminal justice sys-
tem requires:

Clear goals and mission for the whole plan and each tier;
The mission statement should include accountability for
the system to members of the public, the county and to the
criminal justice system itself and rational allocation of sys-
tem resources in the face of increased demand;

Strong and decisive leadership within every tier;

Consensus that system management is a group challenge
that requires a balance of system resources and system
goals.

Dedication of resources and staff as necessary to initiate a
long-term commitment to efficiency.

Designation of committee leaders, chosen for commitment
to action and the shared criminal justice vision.

Creation of realistic and specific goals and objectives for
meeting the mission. For example, eliminating jail crowd-
ing is not realistic; limiting crowding growth to a certain
percentage per annum is.

Establishment of regular schedules for committee meetings.

Written ground rules for discussion, including recognition
of every member as having an equal voice; prohibiting per-
sonal attacks; fostering an environment of candor by pre-
venting opinions to be met with retaliatory actions; having
clear times allotted to discussion of issues and subsequent
action on these issues.

Establishment of time lines for addressing and resolving
identified problems and assignment of individuals or small
groups as needed to monitor progress and to report diffi-
culties.

2.14
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Initial Activities

The first activity of the Executive Committee should be to review
ILPP’s final action plan and determine its own plan of action for pri-
oritizing, evaluating and implementing suggested improvements.
Additionally,

*  Improved exchange of information among agencies that
are required to interact on a regular basis. Interviews by
ILPP consultants with criminal justice agency representa-
tives, as well as the comments provided after submission
of the system assessment report, demonstrate widespread
misperception of individual agency operations and poli-
cies. The misperceptions in turn lead to resentment or lack
of support for other agencies’ mission and goals. As part
of this activity, the operations committee should identify
what information and how that information will be pro-
vided to facilitate the Office of Revenue and Recovery’s
collection of fines and fees and to coordinate the transfer of
defendants into treatment programs through the Office of
Substance Abuse and ADAP.

e Development of county-wide arrest and booking stan-
dards to be used by all law enforcement agencies to mini-
mize bookings at the jail and Juvenile Hall. Several of the
law enforcement agencies have obtained the booking poli-
cies from the jail and have already limited the number of
persons booked at the jail because of the booking fee. These
actions can be easily expanded to the development of uni-
form arrest standards as another tool to limit the use of
scarce resources.

e  Establishment of pretrial programs to reduce the FTA rate,
such as supervised OR and an FTA notification unit. The
most recent effort at FTA notification was deemed ineffec-
tive after a trial period of three to six months, where there
was no reduction in the FTA rate. Prior to termination of
the program, however, monitoring data should have been
analyzed to identify where problems arose that prevented
the program from being effective. Data provided by the
county only show the number of defendants set for arraign-

“A [county criminal justice
roundtable would] provide
a forum for exchange of
information on departmen-
tal activities that may affect
other parts of the justice
system.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 25

“Why are criminal justice
roundtables important?
There is a strong, pervasive
sense in almost any local
criminal justice system that
the work and the workload
are driven by uncontrollable
outside forces. There is
frequently the sense that the
workload is beyond man-
agement and that events
happen that must be dealt
with on a crisis basis with
staffs that are stretched to
the breaking point.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 25
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2.15



FINAL REPORT

San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

ment, the number who appeared and the FTA rate. There
was no information regarding the number of post cards
that were returned by the post office as undeliverable or
whether the post cards were printed in both English and
Spanish. Assuming a high number of post cards were re-
turned as undeliverable, the operations committee could
have identified policies or procedures to be implemented
at the time of booking to verify addresses prior to an
arrestee’s release. Such verification would have added 20
to 30 minutes to PTS staff time but would not result in an
increased use of jail beds. (Appendix G reviews San
Joaquin’s efforts to date and provides some detail on pos-
sible models.)

Review of a drug court program for San Joaquin County.

Review of systematic case processing programs like dif-
ferentiated case management.

Exchange of information on public safety costs between
city and county auditors.

€ Recommendation: Establish a jail use policy and mission statement,
developed with the input of all representatives of the criminal justice

system and with some public interaction.

OBJECTIVE: Improve protection of public safety by making

the distinction between criminals the commu-
nity should fear versus offenders with whom
they should be angry. Make public safety
spending more effective by using its limited
availability with explicit discretion.

Throughout this report ILPP shows that there are several degrees of
seriousness in criminal activity and correspondingly a broad range -
of approaches to effectively combat it. Treating all criminals the same
- by locking them up in jail cells, for example — is expensive and ulti-
mately not effective in keeping the really dangerous offender out of
the community.

2.16
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The revolving door of criminal justice with which local communities
are so embittered arises from a lack of punishment philosophy and
the default treatment of all criminals as one and the same kind. The
less serious, nonviolent offenders who constitute the overwhelm-
ing majority of admissions to a jail system, squeeze out or shorten
the lengths of stay of the most serious, violent offenders.

An important primary task of the population management system'’s
executive committee should be to craft a “jail use” policy for meeting
the dual goals of community protection and cost efficiency. The ele-
ments of this policy should:

(a)

(b)

(b)

(c)

Examine the overall costs of all available and proposed
punishment sanctions, e.g., jail, electronic home release,
drug treatment, supervised probation with programmatic
conditions, etc.

Rely on program effectiveness and have measurements
in place for inclusion into a “menu” of many sentencing
options.

Be tailored to the criminal population characteristics of
San Joaquin County. A large number of minimum security
offenders with a small proportion of extremely dangerous
offenders would justify a continuum of sanctions that in-
clude maximum security jail space on one end and low cost
semi-supervisory programs (e.g., work release) on the other.

Establish clear goals of program usage that all players —
city and county law enforcement agencies, prosecution,
defense, courts, county government, probation and pro-
gram providers, and correctional administration - are aware
of. ~

®  Recommendation: Design and implement a Pre-Processing Intake
and Classification Center appropriate to San Joaquin County.

OBJECTIVE: Optimize use of limited resources by appropri-

ately screening all offenders into the criminal
justice system before they are overclassified or
have had a costly impact on jail and court re-
sources.

June, 1995
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The Pre-Processing Intake and Classification Center (PPIC) puts a
group of key system representatives in a facility like a small trailer
outside of the jail’s sallyport to screen offenders directly into the most
appropriate placement - e.g., jail, diversion, pretrial release - at the
earliest and most expeditious point possible. The PPIC seeks to weed
out those who are threats to public safety from those who are nonvio-
lent nuisances to local values.

No reports currently accompany most arrestees delivered to the
County Jail. (The booking report, which in the case of the Sheriff’s
deputies is handwritten from notes is not completed until the arrestee
is delivered to booking.) Most importantly, neither the arrest nor crime
report will ever accompany most arrestees unless both the Sherift’s
office and the SPD adopt a one-write reporting system. Absent such
a changeover, the PPIC will be greatly handicapped in making its
judgments.

Timely completion of arrest reports is prerequisite to implementa-
tion of this recommendation. '

All arrestees transported to the jail are escorted by the arresting of-
ficer through the PPIC for intake screening and classifications as fol-
lows: -

(a) Alaw enforcement sergeant will quickly review arrests to:

e identify missing or additionally needed information
to strengthen the case,

»  verify the appropriate level and number of charges,
e  determine eligibility for citation release.

The objective at this stage is to strengthen field supervi-
sion and to quickly release officers to the field.

(b) A district attorney’s representative will be present to dis-
cuss at the next stage the number and level of charges to be
filed with the law enforcement supervisor, providing feed-
back on DA needs and likely action in the case. ‘

The objective is to expedite front-end case processing steps, -
including earlier filing, diversion and disposition.

(c) A pretrial release worker should then determine the
arrestee’s eligibility for release on jail citation, own recog-
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nizance, supervised release, electronic monitoring or other “More realistic recovery of
program, according to judicially determined criteria. The ¢ity cost impacts [on county

. . criminal justice] might have
duty judge should be available for telephone approvalsas ., for a cost recovery

needed. system related not just to
booking, but to some share
(d) At this point the arrestee should be booked, temporarily  of county costs required for

held pending collection of additional information, or re- housing, feeding, medicat-
leased pretrial, if a thorough determination of eligibility, 8 hospitalizing, trying,

. . e L. . . prosecuting, defending,
including full verification of identity is made. transporting and evaluat-

ing for sentencing all city-
(e) A social worker would ideally be available in the PPIC to boﬁ,éd prisoners.‘g' *

direct arrestees who will be released to appropriate services - Jailhouse Blues, p. 6
and to facilitate arrestee participation with the PPIC diag-

nostic determination. For example, if an arrestee is booked,

immediate needs (and later county concerns) such as deal-

ing with children at home, handling transportation or an

abandoned vehicle, and maintaining employment could be

aided by the assistance of this worker.

®  Recommendation: Along the lines of the PPIC, develop a Family
Crisis Intervention Unit which provides intensive pre-screening for

juvenile justice.

OBJECTIVE: Distinguish between juveniles in need of ju-
venile justice services versus family social ser-
vices before juveniles are taken into a costly
system and cyclically entrenched in the “jus-
tice net.” Improve use of limited juvenile jus-
tice funds and Juvenile Hall space.

Operate a 24-hour family crisis intervention unit at the entrance to
Juvenile Hall. The unit should function to summon the immediate
family or other relevant family /support system members so that sig-
nificant problems underlying the cause of arrest can be addressed
appropriately. This kind of operation has met with success in Sacra-
mento County.

(@) A conference room or waiting area near the entrance to Ju-
venile Hall should provide space for a law enforcement
officer, probation intake worker, mental health worker,
youth, and youth’s family to privately address and deter-
mine the most appropriate placement option.
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(b) Assess public safety issues first, then need for custody.
Mobilize family, volunteer and public resources available.
Assess options and resolve, house or refer as appropriate.

®  Recommendation: Implement a public education program on crimi-
nal justice system management and costs.

OBJECTIVE: Facilitate long-term community-wide support
and understanding of the costs and services of
criminal justice. Provide a means for the pub-
lic to feel involved and responsible for crimi-
nal justice policies.

The current Criminal Justice System Task force, with the cooperation
of the represented cities and all involve agencies, should sponsor at
least one conference (and perhaps on an annual basis) on the issues
of managing public safety and criminal justice through a coordinated
county-city approach.

While the emphasis of the conference should be the general educa-
tion of the public on understanding the implications and costs of crimi-
nal justice, a secondary goal should be to develop a solid constitu-
ency for changes, development, administration, financing, and man-
agement of the system. :

Specific priorities of the public education conference include:

(a) The general public should be made more aware of the
Criminal Justice System Task Force (and the implemented
population management system’s Executive Committee),
its mission, action plan, and any funding requirements.

(b) The media should be made equally aware and encouraged
to disseminate information about policy choices and their

- implications, such as the costs, benefits of a full range of
_intermediate sanctions and alternatives to custody as well
as the costs of various other management choices.

(c) The first conference should involve a presentation and dis-
cussion by ILPP and a panel of key officials of the current
project’s action plan.
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(d) A long-term product of the public education program
. would ideally include regular information flow that is clear
and accessible to the public. Appendix E presents the table
of contents of such a report issued annually by the San Di-
ego Association of Governments. The document’s depth
and comprehensiveness reflects the existence of a longer
standing management group, but could be replicated in San
Joaquin County in a more informal format such as a one
page annual review of criminal justice policy issues and
their ramifications for the public.
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CHAPTER III: Managing the Resources

III. MANAGING THE RESOURCES:
CouNnTY GOVERNMENT &

' INFORMATION SERVICES

In studies of criminal justice, the role of county government is rarely
covered. Yet the Board of Supervisors ultimately controls the finances
of that portion of criminal justice funded by general purpose rev-
enues. The County Administrator is responsible for managing this
budget and reviewing agency budget requests. To this extent, county
government plays a crucial role in the overall local justice system.
City governments, though not directly reviewed in this study, are
therefore equally important as they have control over police budgets
and general policy. And like all the other players in the system, city
and county governments have only limited authority and can be most
effective only through coordination, cooperation and responsibility
sharing with all the other offices.

A. County Administrator and County Government

The Board of Supervisors makes the final decisions on the allocation
of Proposition 172 and county discretionary funds, both for operat-
ing expenses and capital purchases, and bears ultimate responsibil-
ity for efficient operation of the county government. In this role it
also makes or approves all major policy decisions other than those
mandated by government at higher levels or by the courts.

The County Administrator is not part of the criminal justice system
per se, but is charged with the prudent fiscal management of all county
programs in general. The CAO prepares the budgets which allocate
county funds among criminal justice (by far the largest consumer,
excluding categorical state and federal grants for health and welfare)
and all other county activities. Some activities are state-mandated
and others are entirely discretionary.

Information Services operates the county’s computer network. CJIS
resides on that network and is the primary repository of criminal jus-
tice data and mode of data transmission among all county depart-
ments.

The Office of Revenue Recovery is the county’s collection agency.
About two-thirds of the revenue is overdue court fines and payments
for alternative sentencing programs.

“There is no overall strategy
in California for dealing
with [chronic criminal
justice management]
problems other than the
building of more jails and
prisons.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 1

“Nearly half or 46.3 percent
of all county plant acquisi-
tion expenditures between
1984-85 and 1989-90 went
to jail construction.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 1
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“Public protection costs
have been growing at

14.2 % per year while the
county revenues to pay for
them have been growing at
11.6 %. That alone would
seem to be a structural
fiscal problem of sufficient
magnitude to generate the
close immediate attention of
policy makers in the
administration, Legislature,
courts and county

. government.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 3

“San Joaquin County
provides an excellent
example of how the
construction and operation
of jails can distort and
dominate a county’s
revenue resources. In
March 1989, voters
rejected Measure A, which
would have increased the
local sales tax by a half-
cent to finance jail
facilities. It failed 49.4
percent to 50.6 percent.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 20

B. Financial Management and Fiscal Control

If justice costs continue to rise and the state continues to withhold tax
revenues from the counties, the San Joaquin County criminal justice
system will face a problem it has not faced before: There will not be
enough money to carry out its mandated duties.

The crisis facing San Joaquin County is a fiscal crisis, yet there is no
effective mechanism for fiscal control. The structure of the justice
system in California and the U. S. generally is fragmented, devised to
administer justice to individuals and thereby implicitly downgrad-
ing concern for operating efficiency. This limits unified control of
criminal justice system operations and expenditures. In times of
growth and prosperity counties have been able to make the system
work through voluntary compliance, but when operations need to be
sharply curtailed cooperation is difficult to attain. A single central
authority, whether through formal structure or a strong personality,
is a well-established way to make the unpleasant decisions.

Although in theory the central county government is responsible for
fiscal management, it has not been fully put to the test. Departmen-
tal heads request each year’s budget allocation, and the CAO, after
discussions with them, makes the final recommendation to the Board
of Supervisors. The CAO’s recommendations extend down to the
level of adding or deleting individual staff positions, but the CAO
does not control a department’s operations other than through fiscal
limitations.

While the CAO has only persuasive power, the Board of Supervisors
is the official governing body and must authorize budgets, including
any increase in the overall level of expenditures. The Board can over-
ride the recommendations of the CAO in setting the original budget
and can make supplemental appropriations during the year if it is
persuaded to do so. -

It is not clear how far the Board can go in establishing firmer fiscal
control over the criminal justice departments, or how successful it
might be in eliciting their voluntary cooperation in times of extreme
stress. The Sheriff and the District Attorney are, along with the Board
members, the most prominent elected officials in the county, and they
have traditionally been granted a high degree of autonomy in estab-
lishing their own departmental budgets. That is not to say that there
are never disagreements with the CAQO, but disagreements are always
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settled by negotiation. The office must maintain enough expertise
about particular agencies to weigh the pros and cons of all possible
cuts and appropriations.

The Public Defender, the Chief Probation Officer, and the court ad-
ministrators have somewhat less independent authority since they
are appointed, though the latter two are appointed by the judges who
are themselves independently elected. The Public Defender has a
potentially powerful weapon: while the defense of indigents is man-
dated, the office of Public Defender is not, and many — generally
smaller — counties do not have one. If resources are lacking, the Pub-
- lic Defender can refuse to accept cases, and the county must then
retain a court-appointed private counsel at higher cost. That possi-
bility, however, has not gotten the defender’s office all of its budget
requests.

The County does have some real power at one stage: the Auditor-
Controller has the duty of monitoring each department’s monthly
expenditures by “object item”?, informing them if they are overspend-
ing, and refusing to issue checks for amounts beyond that authorized.
(The Auditor-Controller can negotiate with the department as to which
of the requested expenditures will be denied, but is required by fed-
eral law to pay wages for hours actually worked, whether regular or
overtime.) "

Complicating the management issue are state mandates to provide
service, including a Proposition 172 requirement for “maintenance of
effort” at the pre-Prop 172 level. Serious disagreements would prob-
ably end up in court with the opposing parties being defendants
against the county, the state against the county, the county against
the state, or different county departments against each other. On its
face, this creates external disincentives to coordinated management.

The Board of Supervisors and the CAO, though separate budget units,
are best viewed as a team since they work closely together. The Board
has 16 employees: 5 board members, each with an assistant, and 6
secretaries or clerks. The CAO has presently 9 in all: the CAO, 5

assistants and deputies, a public information officer, and 2 clerical -
employees; the total is down from 12 in 1990. Thus, there are among

the Board and CAQ's office just 5 senior technical staff to monitor not

V' Major expense categories such as Personnel, Services and Supplies, etc.

“One can appreciate the
current fiscal anxiety in
San Joaquin County when
the price of a new jail is
fully realized. In order to
make a jail financing
strategy work, it was
necessary to go back to an
already tight budget and
strip out yet another $4
million from 57 depart-
ments largely by denying
them the opportunity to fill
vacancies - most of which
are critically needed. The
ultimate irony, of course, is
that all this effort is
undertaken for a jail facility
that is 800 beds under
projected 1995 need.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 21

“As the workload from city
bookings has grown, the
growth in city redevelop-
ment agencies, the incorpo-
ration of ...new cities and
the annexation of unincor-
porated territory by cities
throughout the 1980’s has
riddled county tax bases
and diminished county
financial ability to manage
this city-generated
workload.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 8

June, 1995
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“Counties may never see

jail budgets decline to the

relative share of county
" expenditures that they
required in mid-1970s.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 23

“Central direction and
management of a local

justice system is difficult at
best, and interdepartmental
problems can be overlooked

and never identified
and solved.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 26

only criminal justice but all other county activities. The responsibili-
ties of one of the five include the courts, the court-assigned counsel,
and the marshal, while another of them deals with all the other crimi- -
nal justice agencies. In other words, fiscal management of criminal
justice is further fragmented.

The CAO is mandated to exercise fiscal control over the departments
which provide services, yet it lacks the tools to implement and en-
force its decisions. There are no resources in this office to develop the
expertise in depth which would allow devising or evaluating alter-
native system approaches. Political power also counts for a great
deal in budgetary allocations, but the CAQ is an office without strong
public backing since, besides being unelected, it has primarily tech-
nical duties which do not generate much public awareness or sup-
port. (These are structural weaknesses in the system and should not
be taken as personal criticisms of the CAO or his staff.)

In short, fiscal management of criminal justice in San Joaquin County
is structured to work under ideal conditions, when times are good
and cooperation among agencies is easily come by. There is no man-
agement mechanism to compel coordination. Past practice has es-
tablished a tradition of having the CAO's office exercise even less
authority than the little it does possess. The Board of Supervisors is
inclined to go along with the elected department heads as well. The
cities ~Stockton in particular, as it is the seat of over half the serious
crime in the county —neither participate in nor are subject to fiscal
control of the system.

A major problem for the system is exacerbated for the function - gen-
eral government - which must allocate resources for all agencies: there
isno “system” expert. Expertise for particular agencies in San Joaquin
is present in the leadership of these agencies, but how can an office
like the CAO withstand budget cuts in its own office and still main-
tain adequate expertise to review and assimilate the budgets of all
the other agencies?

®  Recommendation: A single senior person in the CAO's office should
be designated as the full-time and exclusive justice system coordinator

and expert, preferably with a small staff. That person would not dic-
tate operations to the departments but would be responsible for moni-
toring the balance of resources among them and, in cooperation with
the Task Force, for calling and convening both policy-level and work-
ing meetings to improve system coordination.
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The options that follow are the kinds of proposals such a coordinator
would have responsibility for reviewing. They are listed to show the
level of ideas that the CAO's office can consider in exploring innova-
tive ideas for reinventing the level and expertise of its role in criminal
justice:

e  Privatization. Soliciting bids for Superior Court security
from the Sheriff, the Marshal, and private security firms;
selection of the lowest responsive bidder.

e  Civilianization. Establishment of a civilian-headed Depart-
ment of Corrections to run the jail. Alternative: operating
the jail as a joint powers venture between the county and
the city of Stockton (perhaps other cities as well).

¢  Administration. Gradually increasing the responsibilities
of the Criminal Justice Task Force (or other body), first to
reviewing the budgets of all departments and later to es-
tablishing system wide priorities and allocating departmen-
tal budgets subject to a fixed total. Ultimately city police
as well as county departments should be covered.

C. Criminél Justice Information and Records (CJIS)
1. Introduction

The maintenance of records and the transmission of information are
essential tasks in the criminal justice system. The information required
by a large criminal justice system is staggering both in its volume and
in its variety and complexity, and only a very rough sketch can be
made here. Each incident must be recorded and related to others and
to individuals; each suspect must be followed through arrest, deten-
tion, and adjudication. Information on any particular case must be
accurate and available, often instantaneously.

Several important issues arise: access to some or all portions of the
data, the ability to search or manipulate it, control of data entry privi-
leges, and manual inquiry vs. automatic updating of end users. How
those issues will be resolved will depend on the particular system as
there is no universally applicable way to assign access and modifica-
tion privileges.

Beyond case data there is a requirement for system management in-
formation. The analysis of case data yields statistics such as the num-
bers and types of jail inmates, average and extreme case processing
times, and employee schedules and workloads. Some of the num-

“One of the most important
recommendations of this
study is the retention of
booking fees established
under SB 2557. They are
good public policy, and they
may serve to improve city
police selectivity in booking
decisions. There is already
sufficient anecdotal and
statistical evidence that
booking fees are a fiscal
disincentive to at-will
dropping off of city-
apprehended offenders at
the county jail.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 28

“Amend the state constitu-
tion to permit adoption of
general obligation bonds for
jail construction by simple
majority vote. The two-
thirds vote now required for
approval of general obliga-
tion bonds should be
reduced to a simple majority
vote for jail construction.
The use of general obligation
bonds for jail construction
makes good sense.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 28

June, 1995
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bers must be transmitted to the California Law Enforcement Infor-
mation Center or the Judicial Council for statewide compilation and,
ultimately, policy decisions. Management information is also used
to raise the efficiency and productivity of the various criminal justice
agencies.

There is also information with management implications across two
or more agencies. Some important examples would be: the impact
of felony case processing times on jail population; court hearings
scheduling to minimize idle time for police and attorneys; compara-
tive drop or reduction rates for arrests and filings in different juris-
dictions; ALS by charge and release mode; and rates of failure to ap-
pear or probation violation.

2. Management Information System Description

San Joaquin County’s adult criminal justice activities are heavily au-
tomated. Juvenile delinquency data, including the Juvenile Hall, is
not part of the county’s data system.2 ILPP worked with hard-copy
data from the Hall and encountered the expected problems: incom-
plete or inaccurate information, inconsistent data format, missing files.
There was no dispute of the contention that Juvenile Hall could be
better and more efficiently managed if it were computerized.

The primary information network is the county’s CJIS, maintained
by the Information Services Department. It is a relational database
system, developed by San Joaquin and two other counties over the
last decade. All of the justice departments keep their records on it
and can access, with some limitations, data entered by the other de-
partments. Connection can be made, by those with authorization, to
the statewide California Law Enforcement Telecommunications Sys-
tem (CLETS) criminal justice network. The city police departments
also have read-only access to CJIS. One county agency that does not
is the Office of Revenue Recovery even though it collects a large vol-
ume of overdue fines and fees for the courts and the Sheriff’s Depart-
ment.

Attached to CJIS is the Automated Minor Offense System (AMOS)
for traffic infractions. The volume of cases handled through AMOS
is very large since traffic filings far outnumber all other matters com-
bined. Several interviewees commented that the linkage of the two

2 Juvenile Probation (not the Hall) has its own system, described as obsolete and

inadequate by interviewees.
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systems was less than ideal. One feared that the volume of AMOS
data might overload the system’s storage capacity, especially since
there is no purge protocol for old unanswered traffic citations. There
is also a problem in making case identifiers between the systems cor-
respond.

The Sheriff maintains three independent systems: computer-aided
dispatch (CAD), a records management system (RMS), and a network

of 5 large desktop computers called SONIC to which are connected

all of the department’s 200 or so dumb terminals. Records manage-
ment is used for preparing the UCR reports to the Department of
Justice (DOJ) and for keeping track of calls for service. Because it is
internal and uses commercial software it is much less expensive to
adapt to new uses than CJIS.

The IS department had a minimal role in the development, acquisi-
tion, and approval of CAD or RMS. Technical support for these sys-
tems is provided by the Sheriff’s Department. Although the Sheriff’s
systems are interconnected and can download some information from
CJIS, the interconnections are not totally satisfactory. As a consequence
there is much redundant entry into the systems.

The Stockton Police Department maintains its own interconnected
CAD and records management systems. It has inquiry-only access to
the county’s CJIS with one exception: some traffic citations are en-
tered directly by the traffic officer onto hand-held computers, and
that information can be extracted and transferred without rekeying
to the AMOS system. The department has a direct line to CLETS but
is also connected through the Sheriff’s Department. Stockton’s CAD
also connects to the county’s old CJIS system for warrant flags. (It
does not receive the actual warrant information by that path, just an
indicator that it exists. Warrant details are accessed through the
sheriff’s terminals.)

Booking information is entered by the Stockton police on their sys-
tem and reentered manually at the jail. The city and county CADs do
not interconnect; if a suspect is fleeing between jurisdictions, for ex-
ample, contact is made by radio. The department is on the statewide
CAL-ID and CAL-Photo networks (fingerprints and mug shots).

Incident reports are stored as optical images or magnetic data; the
city wants to avoid the use of paper altogether. Back records are be-
ing microfilmed, and that project should be done by 1996. Physical
evidence must be retained in its original form, but the department is
about to introduce bar coding to maintain the inventory.

June, 1995
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Tracy police have a similar but smaller system, their own intercon-
nected CAD and RMS, used also to compile UCR data. They will by
late spring 1995 have made the transition to PC-based report writing.
The department has CJIS terminals through which they can acquire
some county data, especially probation and court data and warrant
information. They are unable to access the Sheriff’s CAD or RMS
systems, which would be useful. The IS CJIS terminal is their gate-
way to CLETS.3 At present they are not connected to CAL-Photo or
CAL-ID, but expect to be linked in the next year. (They do have a
digital fingerprint scanner.) CJIS is not interconnected to their own
system, so any transfer of information must be done by manual reen-

try.

Even though it would probably save money, Tracy police are unen-
thusiastic about a county-wide communications and dispatch net-
work because of the lack of local control. However, the Tracy Mu-
nicipal Court is experimenting with video arraignment.

3. System Utility

ILPP surveyed a number of system users throughout the agencies to
determine how well the system was working and how it could be
improved. The county users were in general happy with CJIS: they
got the information they wanted and were able to improve case han-

_dling considerably. The entry of routine data has been greatly facili-

tated. Users were also appreciative of Information Services” atten-
tion to their needs (but see below).

Some specific needs were noted by more than one respondent. The
principal complaint was that IS did not have the money to hire the
people they needed to continue system improvements. CJIS devel-
opment costs outran the budget, and there was not enough money to
implement all of the statistical and management information that had
been originally called for. There are also new management issues
requiring some research such as the impact of the “three-strikes” law,
but only IS personnel are authorized to make the data queries that
would provide the information. The improvements are on the list of
problems to be solved but await the necessary resources; as a result,
improvement is slow.

3 They have a sheriff’s terminal also for CLETS access, but it doesn’t work as well as

IS and they don’t use it even though it is accessible at all times while CJIS is shut
down for a short time around 4 AM every day.
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While CJIS is an effective data transmission system, it does not allow
informal communications. No county-wide electronic mail or fax
system is available to facilitate cooperative interactions among pros-
ecutors, defenders, and judges during case processing.

A problem of information transfer not directly attributable to CJIS
occurs at the courts, especially the smaller municipal courts: the hec-
tic pace of arraignments makes it impossible to enter court proceed-
ings directly. Courtroom clerks must work after court closes and on
off days to input the information. While they are not backlogged,
there may be a delay of up to 2 days before the information is avail-
able on CJIS.

During the development of CJIS, an executive committee comprising
the user department heads met regularly to determine system priori-
ties. It has not met for many months since development was com-
- pleted. A user committee also met to discuss specific needs. Its meet-
ings, too, have become much less frequent. Many users expressed a
wish to reconvene that committee, to review the status of the priori-
ties and explore new issues. The involvement of the police depart-
ments would be especially valuable (and is desired by them) as they
had little input on the original system design.

As noted, IS was not highly involved in the development or acquisi-
tion of the Sheriff’s AD and RMS systems. Elected department heads
have been successful in initiating the acquisition, and obtaining fund-
ing for data systems. An interview source, however, asserted that the
IS department was often not involved in the design and planning of
these systems. Ordinarily a central data processing department is
responsible for the technical oversight of all data systems in a juris-
diction. Poorly integrated systems inevitably are the consequence of
inadequate central control over the technologically complex projects.
Many of the problems with RMS and CAD are the consequence of
poor system design, non-performing software and inadequate hard-
ware.

Anew Information Technology Advisory Committee (ITAC) has been
formed with the objective of eliminating problems created in the past
by criminal justice system departments acquiring new technology
independently. However, ITAC will not achieve its objective in over-
seeing data system development without adequate number and level

June, 1995
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of staff to provide essential cost/benefit and system needs analyses.
As noted earlier, IS staff cannot keep up with programming require-
ments of existing systems. The decision to cut technical support staff-
ing needs to be re-examined. It is equally important that the Board of
Supervisors support staff recommendations on technical matters.4

San Joaquin County is more fortunate than many other jurisdictions
of its size in that it has a single county-wide CJIS. (Some counties
have as many as three, each jealously guarded by its proprietor, with
serious limitations on data exchange.) On the other hand, the fact
that CJIS was developed by the county and a few others means that
the costs are not spread over as wide a base as is a commercial sys-
tem, and that there is limited funding for system maintenance and
modification.

Some of the users who were interviewed maintain that money saved
by incorporating their manual files into CJIS would pay for program-
ming costs. The county booking system offers an example , all per-
sons arrested by city police agencies without jail facilities are first
booked in a city booking area. All of the information recorded dur-
ing the city booking is handwritten again on a county form when the
prisoner is delivered to the jail. If the cities city enter their booking
information on CJIS, the information is handwritten would be trans-
ferred electronically to the county booking point prior to delivery of
the prisoner. This system enhancement may become even more use-
ful when the state’s automated photo and fingerprint systems are fully
operational later this year.

ILPP has found that even with a fragmented information system, a
mechanism such as a users’ committee, meeting regularly and main-
taining a cooperative atmosphere, goes a long way to solve interagency
problems and to improve employee satisfaction with the system. San
Joaquin County does not now capture that benefit by rigorously pro-
moting users’ meetings and by developing better understanding
among department heads over major system changes or enhance-
ments.

One intriguing user comment was that commercially available utility programs
would allow user departments to query the database without having to resort to 1S
analysts, who could in turn devote their efforts to system maintenance and modi-
fications.
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‘ Overall findings are:

e (JIS, used by all county justice departments for adult of-
fenders, is generally satisfactory in terms of facilitating case
handling and eliminating duplicate entry within the county
offices.

e Itis of less use in generating management information, es-
pecially system (interdepartmental) management.

e Access to CJIS by city police is limited. They cannot input
data, so booking information gathered by the cities must
be reentered onto the county system. '

e  Although Information Services tries to respond to user
needs it does not have the resources to implement needed
system improvements.

e The CJIS executive committee is inactive. The users’ com-
mittee is very nearly inactive despite the expressed desire
of many users to reestablish meetings and exchange infor-
mation.

. ®  Recommendation: Users meetings should be reconvened on a regu-
lar basis. Membership should be inclusive rather than exclusive, ex-

tending at least to the city police. Leadership should probably not be
vested in IS as it is not a user.

@ Recommendation: IS should be involved as a technical resource in
any future decisions on system additions or replacements.

® Recommendation: A county-wide e-mail system should be set up.

€ Recommendation: Juvenile justice, including the juvenile hall,
should be added to CJIS.

€ Recommendation: The Office of Revenue Recovery should receive
inguiry access.

€ Recommendation: After extensive consultation with users as to
their needs, management tools such as statistical summaries and sched-

ules should be developed, perhaps by contract personnel if IS does not
have staff available.

€  Recommendation: To the extent available, commercial software which
‘ allows simple queries of the data should be obtained for user depart-
ments.
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4. Sheriff’s Department Record Management System (RMS)

The Sheriff Department’s crime and incident reporting procedure is
seriously flawed.

Arrest, crime and incident reports are dictated on the officers’ per-
sonal tape recorders for subsequent transcription, review, approval,
and distribution (to detectives, prosecutors, probation, courts etc.).
All of the alphanumeric report information including a narrative de-
scription of the event and statements by victims and witnesses is sub-
sequently entered into the RMS system by clerks. The data entry
workload is prioritized. Arrest reports have top priority. Crime re-
ports are next, followed by incident reports.

There is a chronic backlog of crime reports to be entered into the sys-
tem. This is due in part to an attrition problem created by clerks leav-
ing for better paying correctional officer positions. Several vacancies
currently exist in the Records unit. At the time of this study priority
crime reports were sitting in Records for five days before being en-
tered into the system. '

Work schedule arrangements in this unit also are based on 10 hour
shifts. A work day lasting 10 hours is undesirable due to the tedious
nature of key entry tasks. Some adverse consequences on productiv-
ity are inevitable.

The overload on the RMS system has been aggravated by a new policy
requiring deputies to dictate an incident report on every dispatch
assignment even though no action was taken by the responding
deputy. Examples of these reports include: reports of fights or shots
fired which cannot be verified because everyone is gone on arrival of
the officer; minor disputes that have been settled by the time officers
arrive; or noisy parties which quiet down at the request of the deputy.
These dictated incident reports duplicate information that should be
captured and organized into management reports by the CAD sys-
tem. Based on interview reports it appears that lax compliance with
reporting criteria in the field degraded the CAD system’s ability to
accurately collect information desired by management. This dupli-
cate data entry policy increased the workload on records clerks en-
tering data into RMS by 34%. An equivalent increase in the amount
of time deputies devote to reporting is another outcome of the policy.
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The following summary illustrates the gravity of the major RMS prob
lems: _

¢  The department’s system does not provide officers an op-
portunity to edit their own reports for transcription errors.
Transposed numbers, for example, often occur in a tran-
script as well as incorrectly recorded words due to poor
enunciation or failure to spell out proper names.

‘s Correcting an error requires the submission of a supple-
mentary report.

e  Supervisory review is inconvenient and catches only the
more obvious discrepancies. Field sergeants must devote
as much as three or four hours of their shift time in the
station, reviewing reports displayed on a monitor screen.
The sergeants’ review is, reportedly, often perfunctory be-
cause they are looking at the work of deputies who are not
on the team they supervise. Examining the reports on the
monitor is awkward due to the data being formatted onto
screen displays which don’t scroll backwards. The act of
review often occurs long after the submission of the dic-
tated tapes when the deputy is no longer on duty. As a
consequence of this review system, reports with problem-
creating errors enter the distribution system.

There are additional serious problems. (1) The indexing of reports is
delayed by workload factors and some geo-coding glitches. Clerks
as a consequence cannot locate reports for victims seeking to pur-
chase copies several days after the event. (2) There is no system for

‘reconciling Incident and Crime Report numbers, issued by the CAD
system, with reports being turned in on dictation tapes. The depart-
ment can’t determine in a timely manner whether reports are being
turned in promptly, or who is responsible if reports have been lost in
the system. (3) The slow report distribution system creates costly
processing delays for prosecutors, pre-trial release evaluators, follow-
up investigators and other users.

Attempts to expedite report processing have not worked well. A Case
Management unit, staffed by sergeants and headed by a lieutenant,
helped slightly. The review unit staffing costs were excessive and it
could not be continued in the face of a need for more street supervi-
sion of patrol deputies. In any event, report review by supervisors in
the field would be the least expensive way to eliminate many of the
existing problems.
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The poor appearance of some handwritten reports is often one of the
justifications for installing a report dictation system. The computer
generated reports are, in fact, very attractive in appearance. Vendors
also represent the systems as time savers. Unfortunately, these repre-
sentations are incorrect insofar as the patrol environment is concerned.
The inefficiency is evident because, even though field deputies cur-
rently dictate reports, they do so from their handwritten reference
notes which they subsequently should retain. In addition to dictat-
ing their arrest reports they also handwrite the same information on
the booking reports when they deliver prisoners to the County Jail.
In the most efficient reporting system, often referred to as the “One-
Write” system, field notes are directly handwritten onto the crime
report form during the deputies’ preliminary investigation. Depu-
ties with poor cursive handwriting are trained to use block letters in
narratives.

The “one write” report can be reviewed and approved by a supervi-
sor in the field immediately after it is completed by the deputy. Re-
ports completed at the end of a shift may be reviewed and approved
by either the outgoing supervisor or the new incoming supervisor
before the officer signs out at the end of the workday. Subsequent
distribution of photocopied and faxed copies of reports can occur
within a matter of hours instead of days.

Because the existing reporting system is so troubled and expensive in
its system impact, the department should consider abandoning it in
favor of the “one write” system. Pending the availability of funding
for an imaging system some short term file storage capacity would
be needed. The data entry workload would be dramatically reduced
because only those data elements necessary for statistical reporting
and crime analysis purposes need to be keyed into the computer sys-
tems from the handwritten “one-write” reports.

The Management Counseling Bureau of the Commission on Peace
Officer Standards and Training (POST) continues to recommend the
“one write” system as the most efficient field report writing system.
The “one write” system, coupled with truly state of the art imaging
storage systems, represents the most foolproof report writing system
for police agencies.
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This section refers only to the more immediate problems for the
Sheriff’s department. Report errors and delays in distributing reports
to other users such as the District Attorney, Probation Departments,
etc. indirectly impact the jail population and adversely impact or-
derly work processes for all users of the report. Although difficult to
quantify, it is clear that report delays and errors add unnecessary costs
to criminal justice processes.

®  Recommendation: Discontinue the dictation of crime reports by depu-
ties in the field. Instead of making written notes, the information gath-

ered by a deputy making a preliminary investigation should be hand-
written directly onto a report form suitable for duplicating and/or
faxing. Report review and approval by supervisors will occur in the
field. Indexing, crime analysis data, Uniform Crime Report data, etc.
will continue to be entered into RMS from file copies of the One-Write
reports.

®  Recommendation: Reconcile, on a daily basis, reports submitted by
deputies against report numbers issued. -

®  Recommendation: Maintain file copies of One-Write reports in pa-
per file storage pending the availability of funding for an computer
imaging file system.

®  Recommendation: Begin planning for a changeover to a file storage
system based on imaging technology.

®  Recommendation: Review clerical staffing needs after the report
writing system is modified. The need for data entry clerks will be sub-

stantially reduced.
‘5. Sheriff’s Office Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD)

The Sheriff’s Department dispatch center has a three year old CAD
system which was never completed. According to department
interviewees, the county paid $200,000 in 1988-89 for consulting help
in designing a two phase implementation plan. The first phase, ac-
quisition and installation of a basic computer and custom consoles,
was completed in 1992. The second uncompleted phase, which was
to make the system fully operational, would require additional com-
puter storage capacity, software enhancements, mobile digital com-
puters (MDC) in the patrol vehicles, and a new transmission frequency.
All of the foregoing should be completed, if the principal justifica-
tions for acquiring the CAD system are to be realized, i. e., improved
management control based on data provided by MDC equipped pa-
trol vehicles; increased officer safety (as a consequence of reduced
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voice channel congestion and improved access to want/warrant files;
and more efficient record keeping on dispatch incidents which do
not require a crime report. The CAD system, as it now operates, is
less functional than IBM machine dispatch card systems in vogue 45
years ago.

Currently the department is setting up a proprietary CAD software
program from the Tiburon Company. The program is designed to
generate management reports based on data captured by the CAD
system. Examples of useful reports include: patrol activity by officer
and location; the geographic and temporal distribution of calls-for-
service; response time averages by hour of day and day of week (or-
ganized by dispatch priority), etc.

Many problems will remain in the CAD system even though the new
software may perform as advertised. The output will have limited
validity. In the absence of MDCs in patrol vehicles, time elements
are often recorded with gross inaccuracy. There will be an excessive
number of incidents thrown into exception reports due to time re-
porting errors and location reporting problems with the Geo File.

ILPP recommendations in this report concerning management
downsizing and civilianization will provide very substantial salary
savings. Eliminating one deputy positions represents a salary sav-
ings of over $55,000 per year (third year deputy plus benefits). The
elimination of four management positions results in approximate sal-
ary savings of a quarter million dollars annually. For a relatively small
one time investment, the CAD system could be made fully functional,
including Mobile Digital Computers in patrol vehicles. The impor-
tant considerations justifying prompt action on this recommendation
include: greater deputy safety, improved response capability, im-
proved management decisions based on sound data, as well as more
cost-effective and efficient field operations.

® Recommendation: Use salary savings achieved by implementing
ILPP’s downsizing and civilianization recommendation to complete a

CAD system with full MDC and management reporting capabilities.
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IV. MANAGING THE FLOW:

LAw ENFORCEMENT AND DETENTION

A. Overview

This chapter reviews law enforcement services in San Joaquin County.
ILPP’s focus has been to locate opportunities for reducing overall city/
county law enforcement costs without compromising the ability of
law enforcement departments and personnel to perform their pri-
mary public safety duties: preserving the peace, apprehending crimi-
nals, responding to citizens calls for service, securely incarcerating
persons arrested or convicted of serious crimes, and serving the courts.
In order to facilitate a system-wide analysis, ILPP selected major ar-
eas of law enforcement expenditure in San Joaquin County for inves-
tigation. Briefly stated those areas include: (1) standardization and
coordination of city/county arrest and booking practices; (2) city/
county communication systems and crime fighting strategies; (3)
managerial structure in the Sheriff’s Office; (4) efficiency of shift sched-
ules; and (5) substitution of civilians and part-time employees for
positions and duties which do not require the costs or authority of a
peace officer.

B. Scope and Methodology

The Sheriff’s Department is by far the largest of the county justice
agencies, and the one most dependent on local funding. It has two
‘major and one smaller areas of responsibility with different and not
entirely concordant missions. The law enforcement function is the
same as that of police, to respond to crimes and to arrest offenders
and put them into jail. Jail management (the Detention Division,
which has over 50 percent of the departmental budget) performs the
functions of intake and release of both pretrial and sentenced inmates
mainly through court authorization, although the Division has sig-
nificant discretion to make release decisions in some cases.

Law enforcement and .d.etention are funded through the county gen-  “Booking fees are related
eral fund and Proposition 172. In addition, the jail charges a per- just to the booking process,
inmate booking fee of $125 to each city police agency except Lodi, the 'tip of the iceberg’ as far

with which there is a special agreement.! While the booking fee may - justice system costs
are concerned.

1 . . o . . — Jailhouse Blues, p. 6
Lodi has its own jail in which it temporarily holds county prisoners at no fee.

Because it can do much of its pretrial processing and release locally, it also books

far fewer inmates into the county jail than either Tracy or Manteca even though
they are somewhat smaller cities.
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“According to the
California Department of
stice, Bureau of Criminal

Statistics, 75% of all arrests

are made by city police.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 6

be perceived by some as primarily a revenue-generating device for
the county, it also serves to ration the demand for jail beds by making
them no longer free to the police agencies.

The Sheriff’s third function is prisoner transport and courtroom se-
curity at the Superior Court. The Marshal’s office performs very simi-
lar functions for the municipal courts. Both departments’ court ser-
vices are funded primarily, but not entirely, by fees charged to the
courts, and some of the fees eventually come out of the General Fund.

The cities of Stockton, Lodi, Tracy, Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon have
police departments, each roughly proportional to the city’s size. A
special division of the Sheriff’s Office provides police services to
Lathrop under contract. The Stockton Police make about half of the
felony arrests and more than a third of the misdemeanor arrests in
the county. The California Highway Patrol (CHP) makes about half
of all driving under the influence (DUI) arrests though relatively few
arrests for other offenses. Several small agencies such as the state
police, Stockton Unified School District, and the Southern Pacific
Railroad also make a handful of arrests annually. Police departments

- are financed by their respective jurisdictions, primarily through lo-

cally-raised taxes, and consume roughly half the net city budgets (net
of functional revenues).2

Besides patrolling and arresting, law enforcement agencies have three
other important functions pertinent to system management and im-
pact: communications and dispatch (e.g. receiving calls for service
and sending officers in response), crime analysis (proactive detection
of criminal activity, forensics, and criminal investigation), and infor-
mation management (maintenance and communication of records).

(Outside of the police, the cities have smaller crime prevention pro-
grams but no other significant criminal justice functions.)

Managers of major organizational units in the city police and Sheriff’s
Office were interviewed by ILPP concerning matters covered in this
law enforcement section. Management information documents were
analyzed and on-site observations of facilities and operations were
made throughout the study period. Representatives of city police
departments were also interviewed by ILPP. The assessments which
follow do not attempt to address operations or systems which ap-

Net city expenditures are lower than the cities’ general funds; as a percentage of
general funds, police expenditures range from 31% (Lodi, Ripon) to 51 % (Escalon)
(Manteca data missing). '

N
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pear to be functioning at or above acceptable levels. Asa consequence
many departmental successes in crisis management are ignored. Some
aspects of law enforcement operations were not highlighted in this
review.

C. City/ County Law Enforcement Coordination

Coordination between city and county law enforcement agencies are
a major issue in San Joaquin County. Improved standardization and
coordination of law enforcement practice could improve both the ef-
ficiency and the efficacy of criminal justice services. ‘The county-wide
coordination issues addressed in this section include; the impact of
police arrest and booking practices on county adult and juvenile hold-
ing facilities; the exchange of crime analysis information among the
various law enforcement jurisdictions in the county and shared com-
munications services.

1. Arrest and Booking Practices

Each city law enforcement agency exercises discretion in the imple-
mentation of arrest and booking policies and requirements. Differ-
ences or variations in city to city arrest and booking practices are
largely a function of differences in local attitudes towards offenders
and crime. For example, in situations involving non-violent minor
offenses, police select from a variety of arrest options. Police may: (1)
cite the arrestee into court and release the person in the field; (2) trans-
port the arrestee to the police station, where fingerprints and a photo
are taken, issue a citation into court and release the person; (3) hold
-the prisoner for delivery to court, if the city agency operates a jail; or
(4) transport the arrestee to the county jail for booking and incarcera-
tion (juveniles are transported to the French Camp Juvenile Hall fa-

cility).

Arrest and booking practices are also influenced by an individual
police agency’s access to jail or holding facilities. For example, the
Stockton Police Department does not operate a jail. Adult prisoners
who are not cite released must be transported to the county jail for
booking and incarceration. In these cases the city pays a substantial
booking fee to the County (to be raised to $125 per booking begin-
ning July, 1995). This substantial county booking fee tends to encour-
age the use of arrest alternatives. The Escalon and Ripon Police De-
partments, which also do not maintain jails, likewise depend on cita-
tion release both in the field and police stations, to reduce the num-
ber of unnecessary jail bookings.

“More police officers on the
beat mean more city
bookings into the jail.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 6

“By any measure, the effect
of city law enforcement
activity upon jail popula-
tions is profound. Accord-
ing to the State Controller,
city law enforcement
budgets grew from slightly
under $2 billion in 1983-84
to $3.4 billion in 1989-90, a
58 percent growth rate.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 6

June, 1995
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In both the adult and the juvenile county detention facilities, it is not
unusual for inmates, delivered by city police, to be released immedi-
ately by detention personnel. This occurs when the jail population
reaches capacity and the arrestees are minor offenders meeting cer-
tain criteria. Not all cities have been proactive when the jail capacity
has been reached and in some instances unnecessarily transport pris-
oners to the county jail where they are subsequently released by jail
personal. The City of Tracy, on the other hand, has recognized the
futility of transporting minor offenders when the jail cap has been
reached. Arrestees who could be released by jail personnel under the
cap order are cite released when locally booked be the police officers.

There are apparent differences in some of the local department’s ju-
venile arrest policies. For example, the Tracy Police Department de-

livers only one out of every six juveniles to the Juvenile Probation

Department while in the City of Lodi, the department turns four of
every six juvenile arrestees over to Juvenile probation (see footnote).3

Table 4.1 shows the arrests, by level, for the police departments in
each of the county’s larger cities, and the total staffing.4 (Numbers
for the Sheriff exclude custody and court services.)

Source: State of California’s Department of Justice 1993 summary of local police
department juvenile arrest statistics. The data for these summaries are submitted
by the local departments.

4

- Juvenile misdemeanor arrests include status offenses, virtually all of which were
made by Lodi and Tracy after 1991. Staffing includes both sworn and civilian
personnel, though none of the latter make arrests, since total staffing data was
more readily available. The ratio of sworn to total staff ranged from 2/3 to 3/4 in
the Sheriff's Department and the police of Lodi, Manteca, and Stockton Lathrop
arrests and staffing are included with the Sheriff.

/
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TABLE 4.1 Law Enforcement Arrests and Workloads, 1990-93

Total Arrests Arrests per Staff
Arrests  Felony Misdem Juv. Fel  Juv. Misd Staff Fel per  Misd per JuvF per  JuvM per
$)SO 1990 3572 252 401 280 5.84 12.75 0.90 1.43
199N 3944 285 340 286 5.62 13.79 1.00 1.19
1992 3020 321 254 266 5.81 11.35 .21 0.95
o 1993 1946 . 8.03 135
increase - 1199093 26% . g
1990 804 2966 168 629 103 7.81 28.80 1.63 6.11
Lodi 1991 749 3223 200 510 105 713 30.70 1.90 4.86
1992 833 3014 154 440 105 7.93 28.70 1.47 4.19
1993 955 3061 209 199 415
oincredse 71990193 UL FAEY% R 3% A T
Manteca 1990 485 1370
1991 514 1119
1992 586 1105
1993 574 1057 1578 1.96 2.04
"iincrease . 111990-93 L EMIB% L T23% . T 3 :
Stockton 1990 4146 7805 892 411 10.09 18.99 247 3.10
1991 3966 7353 1013 441 8.99 16.67 2.30 2.03
1992 4418 8763 1036 475 9.30 18.45 2.18 235
_ 1993 4089 7373 1120 502 815 14.69 2.23 2.3)
" Increase | 7199093 di % L7 -6% . Tii26% . T 22% SR S e e "
Tracy 1990 297 1145 89
1991 360 976 161
1992 41 1164 163
1993 462 190 144 17.50 212 6.87
~ Increase 0199093 . :56%.. . - 4% . .762% ' :
All Other 1990 400 3604 131
1991 401 3282 410
1992 426 2757 387
o 1993 513 2865 308
oAncrease o0 1990-93 U0 28% o TL21% o 1 T135%

There are two types of difference among the jurisdictions: increases
(or decreases) in the patrol force, and an emphasis on felony or mis-
demeanor arrests. (The arrests per officer are intended as an indica-
tor of trends over time rather than as a comparison among jurisdic-
tions since both the departmental organization and the working con-
ditions are different. For example, the Sheriff’s deputies patrol thinly
populated areas and will not be able to make arrests as often as city
police.)

The Sheriff, as a county officer, has been subject to fiscal limitations.
Sheriff’s patrol staffing has decreased. Cities are a little better off.
Lodi has kept its force essentially constant, and Stockton has added
officers. Historical data was not made available for Tracy and Manteca.

“Why is the trend in arrests
going up (or down)? Does
the trend reflect an actual
increase in crime rate or is it
a result of new policies by
justice agencies?”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 26

June, 1995
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“Jail operating costs were

the fastest growth compo-
nent within public protec-
tion expenses at an increase

a“

of 110 percent.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 1

Booking fees do not begin
to cover county costs for
offenders as they are
processed through the
justice system.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 28

In all jurisdictions the pattern of arrests was similar: a shift to rela-
tively more felony arrests by 1993. In most cases the number of mis-
demeanor arrests actually fell despite population growth. Lodi makes
a large number of misdemeanor arrests, possibly because they can
process them in the city jail without booking at the county.

Jail operation is very expensive. The decision to operate a local jail
involves intensive analysis of costs and benefits, e.g. booking fees,
transportation, jail staffing, facilities and liability. The City of Lodi
operates its own jail which is staffed around the clock, seven days a
week. Manteca operates a jail only on week days and closes it down
for week-ends. In both Lodi and Manteca prisoners can be held pend-
ing either the posting of bail or transport to the local court for ar-
raignment. After a court appearance the prisoner becomes the
county’s responsibility and no booking fee is charged to the city.

There is some redundant processing involved in the booking prac-
tices of those cities which do not operate jails. For example, duplica-
tion occurs in fingerprinting and photographing first time offenders
who are arrested on more serious offenses. These prisoners are again
fingerprinted and photographed by county jail personnel.

The county’s dependence on booking fees to defray jail operation costs
is a source of friction between city police departments and the Sheriff’s
Office. These fees might be reduced and the county jail booking
workload eased if local agencies could enter arrest data into CJIS.
Current policies regarding CJIS input access are largely based on qual-
ity control concerns. Itis clear, however, that much of the data even-
tually ending up in CJIS is also being entered into local data systems.
Even more important to streamlining the booking process is the state
Department of Justice plan to have two new electronic transmission
systems for fingerprinting and photographs. The new state systems
will facilitate the transfer of fingerprints and photographs between
agencies so that when two agencies book the same prisoner only one
set of photos and fingerprints need be taken. The policies restricting
CJIS arrest data entry by local police and agency identification prac-
tices should be re-evaluated when the state systems are directly ac-
cessible by all local agencies.

It is a given, that local agency arrest policy can affect jail population
in the absence of suitable alternatives to incarceration. It appears,
however, that cite and release practices in most cities minimize the
impact of their arrests mostly on the overnight county jail popula-
tion.
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The keys to controlling the growth in jail population are: (1) acceler-
ating the decision to release those who will in any event be released;
(2) increasing the number and capacity of alternative forms of hold-
ing and sanctions; and (3) expanding the criteria for the release of
non-violent and non-dangerous offenders. These options are ad-
dressed in other sections of the report.

2. Crime Analysis

With the advent of improved computer and communication technol-
ogy crime analysis has become a very practical and highly effective
law enforcement tool. The mobility of criminals between neighbor-
ing jurisdictions makes the systematic exchange of crime informa-
tion essential. Unfortunately, in the Sheriffs Department and some
city law enforcement agencies the staffing of crime analysis units has
been given a low priority. Many do not now have a unit assigned
specific responsibility for the function. Although there is regularly
some exchange of crime information at an informal level among de-
tectives and officers, there is no organized county-wide crime analy-
sis system.

The Stockton Police Department has, in the past, distributed mul-
tiple copies of a daily crime analysis bulletin to other local law en-
forcement agencies. The bulletin incorporated information submit-
ted by other participating agencies. The SPD recently discontinued
the daily printing of several hundred copies of the bulletin for distri-
bution to other agencies. Prior to the economy move the SPD in-
formed bulletin recipients of the changed policy and offered to con-
tinue distribution of single copies which could be duplicated and dis-
tributed by individual agencies. There were, reportedly, no formal
responses to the letter describing the new policy. The bulletin is use-
ful to both investigators and officers assigned to street duty. Agen-
cies receiving the sheet from the Stockton Police Department should
duplicate and distribute copies to all detectives and sworn field per-
sonnel.

The critical issue at the heart of this assessment is a need for all county
law enforcement agencies to actively pursue development of a county—
wide crime analysis system which will receive input from participat-
ing agencies to maximize usefulness to all. Important to the achieve-
ment of this objective is the assignment, in each agency, of a specific
individual or unit to the crime analysis function.

“New jails have become a

self fulfilling prophecy: as
each new cell is completed

(and double-bunked), so
shall it be filled.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 10

June, 1995
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®  Recommendation: Each law enforcement Agency head should ap-
point a representative to an Ad Hoc Crime Analysis Committee. The
Stockton Police Department which has an operational crime analysis
unit that publishes and distributes a crime analysis bulletin could
initially take the lead role in committee formation. The committee ob-
jectives would include: (1) addressing county-wide crime analysis
needs, e.g. county wide participation in the distribution of daily crime
bulletin, development or coordination of departmental databases of
known offenders and vehicles; (2) reaching an agreement on a lead
agency for the foregoing systems; (3) creating a formal group of indi-
viduals or units from each San Joaquin County law enforcement agency
responsible for: (1) local collection and dissemination of crime analy-
sis information, e.g. the submission, to a lead agency, of descriptors of
vehicles, offenders, crimes and incidents of interest.

3. Shared Support Services and Communications

Area-wide communication centers for the dispatch of emergency ser-
vices offer the promise of substantial economies of scale. There are a
number of such centers operating around the state with varying de-
grees of reported success. The desirability of a county-wide dispatch
facility was discussed with city police representatives in San Joaquin
County. Responses reflected a disinterest in an area-wide facility
operated by the Sheriff’s Office. On the other hand, there was some
interest in consolidating south county city dispatch facilities and two
cities have been negotiating toward this end.

The low level of interest manifested in most interviews can be attrib-
uted to a concern over the potential loss of management control. Most
agencies are comfortable with the service being provided by their
current communication managers and technicians, although they do
not have comparative knowledge or management information to
evaluate overall performance.

In spite of the foregoing attitudes, the cost/benefit arguments sup-
porting the regional communications concept remain strong. It is in
the public interest to pursue an option which can improve public safety
response time, standardize management information related to safety
services and result in substantial cost savings over the long haul.

To be successful, a regional center must keep its users satisfied. A
basic requirement for user satisfaction is the selection of a communi-
cations manager who is responsive to the legitimate needs of all us-
ers. This can be best accomplished by making the manager subordi-
nate to a Board comprised of users. The Board should select the man-
ager and be empowered to replace an unsatisfactory manager.
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®  Recommendation: The Cities of Manteca, Tracy, Escalon and Ripon
should formulate planning objectives for shared communications and
data consolidation, assign responsibility to appropriate staff personnel
to develop plans to upgrade data exchange and achieve the economies
of scale possible through consolidated and coordinated communications.

D. Sheriff’s Operations

The assessments that follow identify numerous practices in the San
Joaquin County Sheriff’s Office which, if modified, would reduce the
county’s criminal justice budget. Targeted areas include: Sheriff’s
Office patrol operations; support services; management and organi-
zational arrangements; court services; information systems; and cer-
tain aspects of jail operations and training.

1. Field Operations

The county is divided into three geographical areas, each commanded
by a lieutenant who acts as the departmental liaison with the assigned
area. A fourth geographical area, policed by the Sheriff, is the City of
Lathrop which contracts for services. A lieutenant is in charge of the
Lathrop force. A fifth lieutenant supervises two sergeants who su-
pervise several small field units. The sixth lieutenant supervises one
sergeant.

On all nights of the week and around the clock on weekends, the
highest ranking officer on duty in the county is a sergeant. The ab-
sence of mid-management level presence in field operations at nights
and weekends is the consequence of organizational arrangements and
a program designed to improve relations between the department
and county residents. Lieutenants, who could otherwise be assigned
night-time and weekend responsibility for operations have been re-
assigned as day-time district commanders. The duties of the district
lieutenants, as explained in interviews, are to assume functions nor-
mally performed by the patrol captain. Formal daily activity reports
are not submitted by the district commanders and there is no evalua-
tion plan for the program.

The liability exposure of the department is substantially increased
during night and weekend shifts. At these times the department has
three supervisors of equal rank (sergeants) operating in separate geo-
graphical sectors. Each functions autonomously in a geographical
.district and is responsible to a different absentee lieutenant (lieuten-
‘ants may be recalled from home, if a sergeant feels that the gravity of
a situation requires a managers presence).
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Organizational recommendations in the ILPP report are based on
the assumption that all authorized ranked positions are filled. Some
proposals obviously should await the return of commanders and
an objective evaluation of the district commander concept.

A unique feature of the law enforcement task is the cyclical nature of
the demand for police services. In field operations the ebb and flow
of workload follows consistent patterns each day of the week. For
example, in most jurisdictions, the volume of CFS on a Friday or Sat-
urday evening greatly exceeds the total of such calls on a Monday,
Tuesday or Wednesday night. Because of these workload consider-
ations, an extremely important aspect of police management is the
scheduling of patrol shifts so that they correspond to the CFS pat-
terns.

In San Joaquin County, deputy sheriffs assigned to the patrol func-
tion work four days a week on 10 hour shifts (4-10 plan). Days off are
arranged so that all deputies have one week-end day off (either Sat-
urday or Sunday). In order to assign a weekend day off to every
patrol deputy, it becomes necessary to have all deputies working shifts
on Wednesday, a day with less demand than Friday or Saturday. From
the viewpoint of deputies, this arrangement is a highly prized ben-
efit, which allows them to enjoy a day off; from the perspective of
management this is a highly inefficient and very expensive system.

The “common workday, 10 hour shift plan” requires that the entire
patrol force be used in working shifts on Wednesdays. In reality the
entire patrol force cannot be productively employed on a day which
is no busier than most other days of the week. Under the existing
shift arrangement half of the deputies working on Wednesdays are
theoretically assigned to training. (Each half of the patrol force is
assigned to the training day on alternating Wednesdays. The training
day is ordinarily devoted to training or make- work assignments if
no training is available, e.g. officers double up in patrol vehicles.
During periods when the department has a number of vacant autho-

_rized positions, some of the training day deputies are assigned to
jobs that otherwise would be filled on Wednesday by officers receiv-
ing overtime pay.®

5 The assignment of training officers to patrol units was verified from daily assign-
ment rosters for Wednesdays
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Both the training and overtime assignments on Wednesdays are
inherently inefficient. In the case of training, both the attention span
of deputies and quality of the presentation are extremely difficult to
maintain over 10 hour training periods. The number of hours each
deputy actually spends in training or on training day overtime as-
signments is problematic. For example overtime assignments to court-
room service may only last 7 or 8 hours at the most while the deputy
is being paid for 10 hours of duty.

In reviewing the deputy training program for the most recent year
(February, 1994 to January, 1995) it was observed that there was no
training provided on many of the training days. During four of the
months, training was scheduled on only one of the four available
Wednesdays. In four other months, training was scheduled on only
two days each month. There was some form of training on three of
the four training days during the remaining four months of the year.
It should be noted, however, that the length of the scheduled training
ranged from two and a half to nine hours. Most of the training ses-
sions consisted of range practice, weaponless defense and the use of
the baton.®

The department pays each deputies’ salary for approximately 245
training hours annually. This fact can be placed in a critical context
by comparing the department’s program with the State of California’s
high training standards for salaried full-time police officers set by the
Peace Officers Standards and Training (POST) office. The State re-
quirement for keeping police officers conversant with changes in the
Penal Code, new state computerized file systems, etc., is 24 hours
every two years, the equivalent of 12 hours per year. (The POST
mandated minimum training requirement is “24 hours every two
years”. The above reference to 12 hours per year was made to draw a
comparison between the number of annual hours made available by
the department for training. The POST training requirement can be
satisfied at any time over a two year period. There are also depart-
mental training needs to be considered, but the total hours involved
should be limited to mandated or fully justified needs.)

6 Description of training program based on the San Joaquin County Sheriff Depart-

ment document “Training Courses 1994” Pg. 3.6 para 4
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There were, at the time of this writing, 96 patrol deputies assigned to
work on the common workday (deputies in other units assigned to
this shift pattern are not included in the projections of potential dol-
lar savings). One half of the deputies on duty in patrol are nominally
assigned to training for 10 hours on each Wednesday. The annual
cost of the workday set aside for training which is not required by
state standard amounts to $607,962. 7

All law enforcement agencies in the state agree to comply with the
standards established by POST. In return POST provides partial sal-
ary reimbursement to local law enforcement agencies for basic re-
cruit training. Per-diem and travel reimbursement is available for
specialized training.

Based on interviews with trainers and ILPP observation of training
day programs in several out-of-county agencies it appears that much
of the training time available under 4/10 shift plans is not produc-
tively used.

The foregoing critique addresses only one problematic aspect of the
existing 4/10 patrol shift plan. In a tightly managed department the
patrol deputies, shifts should closely match the temporal distribu-
tion of workload. The department’s patrol shifts do not favorably
compare with other shift options in their congruence with the
workload pattern.

In past years, tax revenues, subventions and a moderate workload
permitted the acceptance by the Board of Supervisors, CAO and Sheriff
of inefficient working arrangements which were considered benefi-
cial by rank and file deputies. The inevitable growth in workload
and impending fiscal crisis in the county, however, requires a thor-
ough understanding of just how costly the 4/10 shift plan is, and a
consideration of alternatives.®

7  This figure is calculated by multiplying; the 48 officers assigned to a training day
each Wednesday, times their salary and benefits daily rate of $271.80 ($13,046.40),
times 49 training days in a year ($639,273.60). The number of training days in
this equation is based on an average of three weeks annual vacation for all depu-
ties. The total cost was adjusted downward to account for the 12 hours of re-
quired POST training (12 times the hourly rate including benefits of $27.18. equals
$326.16. (This figure when multiplied by the 96 patrol deputies receiving train-
ing is $31,311.36.)

The department reported that, as a savings, the overtime that would have been
paid out if training deputies had not been assigned to court services. If overtime
savings are factored into the summary of training costs the total would be reduced
by approximately 15%.

4.12
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Figures 4.1 - 4.3 show how the 4/10 staffing plan affects distribution
of officers over different periods of the week. The staffing level from
Sunday to Thursday (Figure 4.1) and the level on Thursday to Satur-
day (Figure 3.2), typically the period with the most activity, are the
same. Staffing on Wednesdays is significantly higher (Figure 4.3).

FIGURE 4.1 Sheriff’s Patrol Staffing, SUNDAY—TUESDAY Team Shifts
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FIGURE 4.3 Sheriff’s Patrol Staffing, WEDNESDAY Shifts

& Team 10

Team 9

S
7777
(7777 7NN
22NN

M Team 8

B Team 7

e A, NN

SIS
wmnman L4,

[

B Team 6

Patrol Staff
bS]
AL
p—rr

G 1S NN

ST A7 2 NSNS

20 Team 5

B Team 4

10
B Team 3

O Team 2

0500 ANRanNy

H Team 1

An eight hour shift, with days-off staggered throughout the week,
can be most efficiently correlated with service demand. A well-de-
signed eight-hour shift plan operating with fewer deputies, would
provide a response capability that matches or exceeds current perfor-
mance in San Joaquin County.

A manager in the Stockton Police department, which employs the
same patrol shift plan as the Sheriff’s Office, estimated that a change
from their 4/10 plan to an eight-hour shift plan would permit a 12%
reduction in patrol officer positions. Thisis a very conservative esti-
mate. In addition to a reduction in the numbers of officers assigned
to patrol, the eight hour shifts permit significant budget savings in
fleet operations, overtime and training costs.

~ AHughes, Heiss & Associates analysis of patrol staffing in the Sheriff’s

Office commissioned by the County in 1990, reached more startling
conclusions regarding the relative merits of eight hour and ten hour
shift plans. At that time the department had 24 patrol beats including
the newly incorporated City of Lathrop. One hundred and twelve
(112) deputies worked the beats on 10-hour shifts. (Currently, Lathrop
is independently policed under a contract with the Sheriff’s Office
and the number of beat assignments has been reduced to 19 which
are serviced by 96 deputies.) While the 1990 study concluded that
patrol personnel could be reduced by 22 employees (20%) if the
department adopted the eight hour shift plan, staffing has not sig-
nificantly changed since that time.

4.14
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The controversial Hughes, Heiss and Associates study essentially
presented the pros and cons of the various shift plans available to the
San Joaquin County’s Sheriffs Department. Missing was a unified
discussion of the weight to be afforded the various advantages and
disadvantages, and critics of the report argue that some of the arith-
metic involved was flawed. In any event, budget constraints in San
Joaquin County are now the over-riding consideration. Because cost
factors are paramount, the county must consider the magnitude of
potential savings. A 20 percent reduction in the current number of
deputies assigned to patrol would mean the elimination of 19 depu-
ties positions. Translated into dollars, adoption of the eight-hour shift
in the patrol unit could result in savings each budget year of $ 844,937
(salaries only) or $1,074,153 (salaries and benefits).

A more exact estimate of the attainable savings may fall between the
lowest and highest predictions of manpower reductions. The bottom
line is that very significant savings are achievable. Senior consult-
ants in the Management Counseling Bureau of POST concur with the
premises on which the above analysis rests.

Of equal importance to type and arrangement of agency shift plan,
are the manner in which deputies are deployed both timewise and
geographically. Precise measurement of the relative efficiency of al-
ternative relief points in shift arrangements requires a sophisticated
study. The study data must be accurate and cover relevant aspects of
patrol performance. Some of the necessary elements would include
the time records of all CFS (received, dispatched, completed) and data
on priority, location, type of incident, and disposition. At the present
time the Sheriffs Department does not have the capacity to provide
this information.

The department has worked to adjust its patrol deployment. It is
severely handicapped, however, by limitations of the 4/10-common
workday plan and flawed workload data. ( The department refers to
its shift arrangements as the “10-10-10” plan”) When the CAD sys-
tem is adequately programmed, management will be able to accu-
rately measure the impact of its staffing and deployment strategies.

Current efforts to study the relationship between shift deployment
and service demands are skewed by the department’s practice of com-
bining deputy initiated activity with CFS totals. The purpose of a
workload study is to determine when deputies should be on duty to
provide a prompt response to citizen calls for help. After patrol depu-
ties are deployed according to CFS needs, a true workload study pro-
vides measurements of consumed time which enable management to

June, 1995
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judge whether officers have an appropriate amount of time available
to perform directed patrol tasks. This information, in turn enable
management to come up with a fully justified statement of staffing
needs in the patrol unit.

The inclusion of deputy initiated activity in a study of service de-
mand causes the study process to become a self-fulfilling prophecy.
In other words, the more officers assigned to a shift, the more the
workload is increased. As a consequence when the department mea-
sures activity on a Wednesday it appears to be approximately as busy
as Saturday, what is actually happening is the department adds six
and often more officers to the patrol force on most Wednesday train-
ing days. These officers, of course try to be busy and they randomly
make security checks, issue citations, etc. all of which is duly included
in measurements of service demand.

®  Recommendation: Re-evaluate the role of all operations lieutenants
and assign lieutenants to work weekends and night shifts. Consider
assigning community liaison responsibilities to the Captain of Patrol.
- The foregoing re-assignments should be coordinated with ILPP recom-
mendations concerning other unit lieutenants who have a small num-

ber of subordinates reporting to them.

®  Recommendation: The County should re-negotiate working condi-
tions in the MOU so that more efficient and economical shift schedules
can be achieved in the Patrol, Records and Communications units of
the Sheriff Department.

L  Recommendation: The training program should be redesigned and
limited to courses that are mandated or fully justified by deficiencies in
deputy performance or emerging operational requirements.

2. Support Services, Communications / Dispatch

Dispatchers in San Joaquin County work a modified 10/10/8 shift
plan. Currently, there are six dispatcher vacancies. Under a full
complement, 35 employees (including supervisors) are cross-trained
for assignments to the complaint, dispatch, and jail safety control
posts. Except for an occasional aberration in scheduling, the 10-hour
shift teams all work on Wednesdays which is also considered a train-
ing day. The POST recommended training standard for full-time dis-
patchers is twenty (20) hours per year. Because of the overload in
people, dispatchers are encouraged to take vacation days off on
Wednesdays. '
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As in the case of the patrol 4/10 shift plan, the dispatcher’s 10-hour
shift arrangement is primarily an employee benefit which provides
alternating three and four sequential days off. It is a costly benefit,
particularly when there are vacant positions which must be filled by
employees receiving time-and-a-half overtime pay. The vacancies
which currently occur in the jail safety control positions, for example,
are often being filled by off-duty deputies who receive a daily over-
time rate of $321 for a ten-hour shift.

The jail control console (JCC) is designed for around the clock opera-
tion by two employees. Console features include video and audio
communication with the various jail locations being monitored and
audio alarms triggered by the personal safety devices carried by jail
personnel. Each JCC operator is separated by a waist high, right
angled extension in the middle of the console which delineates the
posts and requires a post operator to walk several steps around it to
operate door controls, etc. at the other post. No electrical wiring or
electronic equipment is installed in the separator.

The assignments are very undemanding and it is not unusual to ob-
serve, during the middle of the workday, one of the two assigned
personnel either reading or resting. Eliminating the separator be-
tween the two posts would facilitate operation by a single employee
during low activity periods in the jail.

There is a clear divergence of opinion between ILPP consultants and
Sheriff Department managers regarding operation of the JCC. From
the perspective of the department, personnel safety considerations
require that two JCC operators be on duty at all times to deal with
any emergency eventuality in the County Jail.

It is ILPP’s position that keeping all employees productive is a man-
agement responsibility which becomes increasingly important dur-
ing budgetary crises. There is a need to strike a balance between
staffing for any safety eventuality, and the need to productively uti-
lize personnel.’ There are a number of ways in which this can be
accomplished. Communications staff could be scheduled so that there
will be a trained JCC operator on duty in the communications section
whenever only one person is assigned to the JCC. The ideal candi-
dates for this cross-training and support role are the supervisors, in-

The internal security in the jail was strengthened by the creation of two around
the clock security posts, after an assault injured a jail employee in mid-1993.
Since the initial incident, which occurred shortly after the new jail was opened,
there has only been one prisoner/deputy assault incident reported 1994 and 1995.

June, 1995
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asmuch as they should be in the JCC room whenever an emergency
situation develops. Another alternative would be to assign a fully
trained communications dispatcher to the second backup post posi-
tion with responsibilities for taking telephone reports, updating the
geo-file, assisting the primary complaint operator, etc.

In these support tasks a straight eight-hour shift plan could elimi-
nate the need to fill existing vacancies and largely reduce overtime
requirements. The Communication Center in Santa Clara County is
an example of a large operation which assigns its dispatchers to eight—
hour shifts (15 dispatchers, 7 AM to 3 PM; 15 dispatchers, 3PMto 11
PM; 12 dispatchers, 11 PM to 7 AM and one dispatcher 7 PM to 3 AM
overlap).

® Recommendation: Abandon the existing shift arrangements in
Records and Communications for eight hour shifts which include a
fourth overlapping shift.

® Recommendation:  Modify the physical arrangements of the JCC
to facilitate operation of all controls by one person during periods of
low activity. Make scheduling arrangements which will always have
at least one trained JCC operator on-duty in the communications unit
to operate the second JCC post during the jail emergencies.

®  Recommendation: Conduct periodic workload studies to monitor
the impact of deployment and shift arrangements on response perfor-
mance in the patrol division.

3. Managing Calls For Service Workload

It is the current policy in the Sheriffs Department to dispatch a deputy
to contact complainants on all requests for service. Some exceptions
occur due to the presence of a light duty deputy who occasionally
will take a report over the telephone. The fiscal and personnel con-
straints facing most large agencies have prompted them to formalize
the taking of telephone reports of minor incidents which do not re-
quire the presence of a deputy at the scene. Neighborhood nuisance
reports and theft reports made for insurance purposes are examples
of the type of complaints which can be satisfactorily recorded over
the telephone. Often the reporting citizens prefer to make such re-
ports by telephone rather than wait for the arrival of a deputy. A
formal policy arrangement for managing incoming CFS can reduce
the number of field deputies required to meet a law enforcement agen-
cies response time objectives. The Sheriff’s Office should expand its
existing policies to apply more response options when requests for
service are made. '
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L 4 Recomtﬁendation: The Sheriff's Office should formally adopt the
. following procedures and techniques for managing the calls-for-ser-
vices workload:10

1. Use civilian aides, e.g. community service officers who are
assigned low priority CFS which require only routine re-
ports.

2.  Establish CFS priorities which identify categories of calls
requ1rmg the immediate dispatch of a deputy and the cat-
egories in which dispatch can be delayed for specified pe-
riods.

3. Establish a telephone reporting system which can handle
all incidents in specified categories (e.g. auto theft, larceny
from auto).

4.  Analyze the CFS workload to identify

a. Low-priority services (e.g. escorts, errand services)
that may be reduced or completely eliminated

b. Services that are best handled by other community
‘ resources, (e.g. utility problems, civil matters)

5.  Establish call-back procedures on nuisances such as bark-
ing dogs and loud parties. A complaint operator in com-
munications telephones the offender warning of impend-
ing police action unless the nuisance is abated.

6. Set up follow-up appointments to deal with such neigh-
borhood problems as abandoned vehicles and loitering.
These appointments should be set during quiet activity
periods whenever possible.

10 The department’s CAD system currently prioritizes calls. Furthermore, the Sheriff
Department currently has one full-time employee, situated in a location remote
from the Communications unit, who has several responsibilities including taking
telephone reports. Callers wishing to make a telephone report are transferred by
complaint operators to the employee whenever he is on-duty and available. The
ILPP recommendation envisions a program which makes telephone reporting an

. expanded and promoted, readily available, option staffed by the complaint op-
erators.
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4, Civilianization

The Sheriff’s job classification and assignment policies have preserved
full time deputy sheriff positions by not taking advantage of less costly
staffing options. Changes in departmental job classification policies
are critically needed, however, in order to adjust to declining County
revenues. '

There are many tasks in the department, being performed by deputy
sheriffs, which do not require peace officer training or authority. Ex-
amples include ordering tows and standing by damaged or recov-
ered stolen vehicles, picking up found property and the taking of
minor reports. CSO’s are commonly employed by many law enforce-
ment agencies for these and similar tasks. The differential in CSO
and sworn officer salaries and benefits, in some city salary systems,
ranges from 15 to 20%. By using CSO’s and managing the CFS
workload it is possible to greatly improve the deputies ability to
respond promptly to high priority CFS.

The department uses very few part-time employees (only one at the
time of this report, according to interviewees). Court Services pro-
vides examples of tasks which part-time employees can perform more
economically. The Marshal’s Department, which uses a large pool of
part-time employees, has eliminated the outlay of money for court
services overtime.

¢ Recommendation: Establish the classification of Community Ser-

* vice Officer. Initially, staffing two such positions in patrol would be
appropriate considering the volume of CFS. If these employees worked
eight hour shifts their hours of employment could be restricted to the
day and swing shifts.

¢  Recommendation: Develop a pool of part-time employees for tempo-
rary assignments, e.g. dispatch, clerical. Expand the current practice
of using one part-time dispatch employee into a program utilizing more
part-timers in various clerical assignments.

¢  Recommendation: Analyze those support positions now filled by
sworn officers or correctional officers to determine if the following cri-
teria are essential elements of the duties: (1) peace officer or correc-
tional officer status, (2) the full range of training required of a peace
officers. In all cases where the listed criteria are not essential ele-
ments, reclassify the position to civilian status. Examples include
Tower post in the jail, certain posts in the booking area.
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The Task Force Report on Jail Staffing, June 28, 1994 noted the need
for additional analysis of the job classification issue and proposed a
follow-up study. The prospect of impending budget cuts requires
that the proposed follow-up study, which has been postponed, be
scheduled as soon as possible. The study should also examine op-
portunities to civilianize law enforcement positions as noted in the
ILPP report.

5. Management Structure

Police authorities ranging from O.W. Wilson in Police Administration
to those contributing to publications of the International City Man-
agers Association agree that police mangers and supervisors should
have a reasonable span of control, neither too large or too small. With
some allowances for unique complexities and top managers, those
texts advocate a minimum of six and maximum of nine subordinates.
This time—tested standard is still valid today. The validity of the stan-
dard, when applied to middle managers, has been confirmed many
times in desk audits of workload by ILPP law enforcement consult-
ants.l1

Law enforcement management arrangements are largely based on
tradition. For example, the military structure, employed in most de-
partments, is often set up without due regard to the position’s
workload. In the Sheriff’s Office there are organizational units in
which one middle manager oversees only one or two supervisors. In
some of these situations the principal responsibility of the overseer is
often limited to relaying information back and forth between the
workers and higher authority. Exceptions to the standard may be
appropriate in highly complex and demanding assignments.

The elimination of managerial /supervisory positions and the substi-
tution of civilians into jobs currently performed by sworn peace of-
ficers is best accomplished when vacancies occur through attrition.
In private industry, corporate solutions are often more traumatic to
employees and involve draconian measures such as demotion or lay-
offs. The Sheriff Department has significantly reduced the number

V1 The department has submitted a reference to a mutual aid agreement and com-

mon practice in other agencies in which the recommended ratio for mid-level
managers is one for every three supervisors. All industry standards including
those referenced in the ILPP report are really, at best, guidelines subject to refine-
ment in real life situations.
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of authorized lieutenant positions in recent years. In 1986 the depart-

ment had 22 lieutenants. Currently the department has 13 lieuten-
ants, not including one assigned to the City of Lathrop. The latest
organizational charts show some lieutenants in command of fewer
than three sergeants.

¢  Recommendation: Eliminate either the lieutenant or sergeants posi-
tion in Records and Evidence.

®  Recommendation: Eliminate either the lzeutenant or sergeants posi-
tion in Communications.

¢  Recommendation: Transfer the functions under the Case Manage-
ment Lieutenant to more appropriate units and eliminate the Case
Management lieutenants position.

®  Recommendation: The workload of the four lieutenants assigned to
the jail should be reviewed. The use of activity reports and/or desk
audits is recommended. This review should be preliminary to the con-
solidation and reorganization of their duties as outlined in a plan de-
veloped by the Jail Captain.

® Recommendation: Authorize a fifth lieutenant to the Jail Division
and assign lieutenants to night shifts as outlined in the jail reorgani-
zation plan being developed by the Jail Captain.

6. Consolidation

One of the more promising candidates for functional consolidation
in the county is Court Services. Both the Sheriff’s Office and Marshal’s
Department provide bailiff, security, prisoner transport and civil pro-
cess services. The Sheriff serves civil process in the Stockton area
while the Marshal serves civil process in the areas where the outlying
municipal courts are located. The Sheriff provides bailiff, security
and prisoner transport services to the superior courts and the Mar-
shal does the same in all municipal courts.

. The court service units in each department have operating policies

which differ in significant respects. Except for two civilian process
servers, all Sheriff’s employees providing court services are full-time
deputy sheriffs. The Marshal’s workload is shared by 16 part-time
and 27 full-time deputy marshals. The parf-timers are fully-trained
retired law enforcement personnel who perform multiple tasks as
assigned, e.g. service of civil process, bailiff duties, prisoner trans-
port, security. The Marshal’s shift arrangements are flexible and effi-
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cient. His department generates virtually no overtime and the sal-
ary/benefit package for deputy marshals and part-time employees is
substantially below costs in the Sheriff’s Office (currently the salary
disparity between full-time employees is reportedly 16%).

The Municipal and Superior Court judges oversee court support func-
tions. Historically, when circumstances demanded change, the judges
have shifted the delivery of court support services from one agency
to another. In terms of flexibility and economy of operation the
Marshal’s service is superior to that being provided by the Sheriff’s
Department.

®  Recommendation: Consolidate the following Superior and Munici-
pal Court service functions under the Marshal’s Office: bailiff, court-
room security, civil process and prisoner transport between jails and
coutrts.

7. Custody Division

In November, 1992 there were 692 male and 105 female inmates in
the main jail and 457 in the Honor Farm. By July of 1993 the counts
were 677 (male and female combined) at the new jail and 282 at the
Honor Farm, a decrease of nearly 300 inmates. There was a compa-
rable decrease in bookings between the two months (from 2,226 to
1,906). Since that low point the jail population has grown to about
1,200, though bookings have stayed in the 1,900 to 2,000 range. It
appears that bookings in 1994 were slightly below those of 1993.12

During the 1992 to 1994 period the size of the Custody Division fluc-
tuated; it fell from 295 to 270 and then rose again. At the beginning of
that period extra staff were added and trained in anticipation of open-
ing the new jail. The lower level was originally thought adequate,
but unanticipated problems with jail operation and the gradual in-
troduction of double-bunking led to the request for a staffing increase
to 285 in the 1994-95 fiscal year.

12 The Sheriff’s Department prepares several sets of population and bookings data.
ILPP found some errors and inconsistencies in the data, which were subsequently
corrected. Since there may be more errors, small differences from year to year
could be insignificant or misleading.
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“Between 1984-85 and
1989-90, the cost of

operating California county
jails increased an average of
22 percent per year, while

county general purpose

revenues to pay these costs
annually increased only

11.6 percent.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 1

Besides the changes in the number of beds, the new facility is built on
an operating principle which is significantly different from the old
style and demands a period of adjustment by correctional officers.
Because of the dramatic change in the work environment with the
opening of the new facility and closing of the old in December 1992,
and subsequent closing of many Honor Farm beds, it is difficult to
make a meaningful comparison of the workload across that time pe-
riod.

8. Custody Division Staffing and Shift Issues

The 1994-95 budget provides for two hundred and fifteen operational
level custody personnel. Nearly 78% of these positions are desig-
nated for deputy sheriffs, the remainder are designated as correctional
officer positions. The county views the use of deputies in thejail as a
transitional arrangement and is committed to fully staffing the County
Jail with correctional officers.

f

Attainment of this objective can not be achieved in the foreseeable
future due to a statutory prohibition against reclassifying deputies
assigned to the jail as correctional officers. The effect of the law is to
require that all vacancies occurring in the law enforcement units be
filled by deputies currently assigned to the jail. Unfortunately, the
attrition rate of deputies assigned to law enforcement functions will
be very low. The recommendation of reclassification of positions,
now filled by deputies, into civilian positions will further reduce op-
portunities to transfer deputies out of the jail into law enforcement
units. Itis clear that the assimilation of jail deputies into law enforce-
ment operations, will take many years due to these circumstances.
In larger law enforcement agencies the pool of younger officers, avail-
able for assignment to patrol, is continuously filled though attrition.

In the Sheriff’s Office, however, the average age of field deputies,
who must perform periodically strenuous duties, will increase with
the passage of time. Those moving from the jail to vacant law en-
forcement assignments in the department will tend to be older depu-
ties as there has been a trend, on the part of younger deputies as-
signed to the Jail, to seek and obtain law enforcement positions with
the other departments. Injury problems will also increase with sig-
nificant costs to the department.

Most deputies assigned to the jail would prefer assignments to law
enforcement duties. Deputies receive a higher salary for performing
the same duties as correctional officers. The foregoing circumstances
are not healthy for morale and operational efficiency. The remedial
options, available to the county, are limited. It seems clear that the
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only course of action, outside of doing nothing, involves reclassify-
ing the custody deputies as correctional officers. This option could be
accomplished either through negotiation, or unilaterally through the
passage of legislation repealing the existing legal impediment. Fair-
ness concerns suggest that the reclassification plan should provide
that salaries of deputies reclassified would be “Y” rated, i.e. remain
static until correctional salaries reach the current salary received by
Jail deputies.

The 12-hour shift arrangement for jail personnel is disliked by man-
agement. It is perceived as lacking in flexibility and physically de-
manding on personnel. Officers working the shift like the extended
days off afforded by the plan and would resist imposition of any work
schedule that eliminated the extended time off periods. Some man-
agers believe that the long hours result in more workdays being lost
to sickness and injury. There is no data basis available to analyze the
shift’s impact on absenteeism and, in any event, study of the problem
should wait until existing vacancies in authorized positions are filled.

It should be noted that the jail can be operated with the same number
of employees working 8-hour shifts. To make the 8-hour shift cover

the posts now covered by the 12-hour shift, it would be necessary to

pay for four hours of extra work each two week period as is currently
done under the 12-hour shift plan. The 8-hour shift plan is easier to
schedule advantageously around peak prisoner movement and lock
down times. This option should be considered if it becomes clear
that 12-hour shifts are causing an excessive amount of absenteeism.

®  Recommendation: Seek legislation, or negotiate an agreement, per-
mitting the reclassification of deputy sheriff positions into correctional
positions.

®  Recommendation: Continue to evaluate the 12-hour shift. Set up a
data collection system that permits continuous monitoring of time lost
to sickness, injury, workman’s compensation cases. In the event the
current shift plan clearly contributes to absenteeism, and the posts
cannot be adjusted to take maximum advantage of low activity periods
in jail activity, the shift arranigement should be re-negotiated to permit
trials of alternatives.

June, 1995

4.25



San Joaquin County

FINAL REPORT Criminal Justice System Evaluation
9.  Sheriff Overtime
Employees are paid a premium for overtime work, and the costs of
those fringe benefits which are linked to wages will increase concur-
rently. Tables 4.1 and 4.2 show regular salaries, overtime, and extra
help (excluding contractual extra help) for all of the Sheriff’s budget
units and for a number of other large programs, both in criminal jus-
tice and in other county departments. The department uses overtime
significantly more than the other departments and makes proportion-
ately much less use of extra help.
TABLE 4.2 Overtime in Sheriff’s Programs in FY 1993-94
OT as % of
Unit Regular regular
salaries Overtime time Extra help EH:OT
STC training $0 $60,660 0% $0 0.0
Boating $0 $0 0% 0 #N/A
Patrol $5,508,101 $243,345 4% $6,229 0.0
Communications $1,128,817 $233,529 21% $0 0.0
Detectives $1,438,814 $173,150 12% $0 0.0
Records/evidence $1,508,663 $38,819 3% $23,452 0.6
Court services $709,999 $228,944 32% $0 0.0
Civil $375,110 $12,303 3% $6,812 0.6
Coroner $124,284 $6,403 5% $0 0.0
Admin/support $1,099,863 $17,363 2% $0 0.0
Lathrop $592,292 $52,527 9% $0 0.0
Custody $10,337,298  $1,724,019 17%  $325,031 0.2
Work program $318,758 $270 0% $29,572 109.5
TABLE 4.3 Overtime in Other County Departments
: OT as % of
‘Unit Regular regular
. salaries Overtime time Extra help EH:OT
Auditor $911,472 $196 0% $6,202 316
Info Systems $1,997,380 $5,019 0% $9,245 1.8
Assessor $2,740,994 $1,436 0% $64,155 ' 447
Buildings $1,254,180 $10,719 1% $11,016 1.0
District Attorney $4,471,419 $11,955 0% $48,669 4.1
Public Defender $3,076,306 $98 0% $69,240 706.5
Stockton Muni Ct. $2,295,251 $0 0% $77,024 #N/A
Superior Court $2,908,332 $422 0% $213,913 - 506.9
Stockton Marshal $695,307 $0 0% $74,870 #N/A
Juv. Probation $1,651,188 $662 0% $39,944 60.3
Ad. Probation $1,641,146 $9,139 1% $32,913 3.6
Juv. Hall - $1,772,009 $17,998 1% $280,920 156
Road Maint. $2,918,815 $50,800 2% $2,550 0.1
Mental Health $7,707,633 $151,458 2% $1,315,757 8.7
Public Health $7,006,689 $25,279 0% $306,705 121
Human Services $20,307,450 $70,934 0% $144,095 2.0
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Among the Sheriff’s programs there are substantial differences. For
Court Services, overtime is about a quarter of the salaries. This is
surprising since Court Services courtroom security and transporta-
tion is an activity which occurs during normal working hours and
would be expected to be less subject to unexpected fluctuations or
emergency than an activity such as patrol; yet the overtime use shows
just the opposite.

Communications also uses a great deal of overtime. Communications
is a continuous operation, and staffing needs can be anticipated though
there may be high turnover. The shift plan may contribute to use of
overtime staff in the Communications division if the length of the shifts
causes stress, fatigue, and consequent absenteeism, or fails to match
operator availability with workload.

Custody overtime is enormous, larger than the entire budgets of some
departments. It was 8 percent of salaries in 1992-93 and 17 percent in
1993-94. Most of the increase may be attributable to growing pains.

Table 4.4 shows overtime pay as adopted in the budget by the Board
of Supervisors and as actually expended in 1992-93 and 1993-94. The
column “Percent of Approved” would be 100 percent if the expendi-
tures had worked out exactly as anticipated. Not all of the overtime
(i.e., Lathrop) was paid for by the county.

TABLE 4.4 Approved and Actual Overtime Costs, Sheriff's Office, 1992-93 and

1993-94
1992-93 1993-94

BOS Approved Actual Percent of BOS Approved Actual Percent of
Unit oT oT Approved OT oT OoT Approved OT
STC training $18,492 $28,559 154.4% $28,913 $60,660 209.8%
Boating $37,522 $32,345 86.2% #N/A %0 #N/A
Patrol $276,184 $327,491 118.6% $291,102 $243,345 83.6%
Communications $39,867 $239,181 599.9% $40,000 $233,529 583.8%
Detectives $120,697 $121,391 100.6% $133,997 $173,150 129.2%
Records/evidence $23,489 $46,988 200.0% $23,489 $38,819 165.3%
Court services $272,546 $308,333 13.1% $140,000 $228,944 163.5%
Civil $6,214 $4,011 64.5% $5,006 $12,303 245.8%
Coroner $5,916 $9,639 162.9% $4,997 $6,403 128.1%
Admin/support $10,739 $19,719 183.6% $5,000 $17,363 347.3%
Lathrop $39,499 $30,485 77.2% $40,000 $52,527 131.3%
Custody $600,665 $769,405 128.1% $675,589 $1,724,019 255.2%
Work program $3,210 $2,441 76.0% $1,605 $270 16.8%
Jail transition* $245,423 $172,956 70.5% #N/A $0 #N/A
Fish & game $12,290 $11,195 N.1% $12,290 $0 0.0%
*Last year of the jail transition program.
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County jail managers have developed strategies to minimize over-
time within the constraints presented by the current effective staffing
level (182) and facilities design. Pending modification of facilities
described in the Detention Facilities section, overtime control will
depend on the number of officers filling the authorized jail positions.”

®  Recommendation: Proceed with the development of a pool of screened
applicants to immediately fill vacancies in essential positions.

4.28
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CHAPTER V: Managing the Case

V. MANAGING THE CASE:

Courts, DISTRICT ATTORNEY &
PuBLic DEFENDER

A. Courts

1. Municipal Courts

There are four municipal courts in San Joaquin County: Stockton,
the largest of the municipal courts has seven judges and one traffic
commissioner; Lodi, two judges; Tracy, two judges; and one court
serving the communities of Manteca, Ripon and Escalon (MRE) with
one judge and one commissioner. The courts in Lodi and Stockton
each have a court administrator; MRE and Tracy share one adminis-
trator. Jury services, summoning and granting excuses or deferments,
are provided by the superior court administrator, who is also the jury
commissioner for all of the courts.!

Each of the municipal courts outside of Stockton has two departments,
one that handles primarily criminal matters and one that handles civil
and traffic cases. Stockton has five departments to hear criminal
matters: Department A is the master calendar department for jury
trials, where readiness conferences, scheduled 10 days before trial
are also held. All of the felony preliminary hearings are set for De-
partment F, but many of these cases are sent out to other departments
for hearing.

About one week before the scheduled preliminary hearing, the court
will prepare a list of cases for that week’s schedule; the list will in-
clude the name of the defendant, offense by statute number, custody
status at the time of arraignment and whether the defendant is repre-
sented by counsel. This list is given to both the district attorney and
public defender early in the week, primarily for the district attorney
to make written notations on the list of proposed offers. On the day
of the preliminary hearing, the court will attempt to group all of a
deputy public defender’s cases where no plea agreement has been
reached for hearing in one department.

1 Jurors are not paid for the first day of service and mileage is only reimbursed for
one way travel to the court. Parking for jurors in Stockton is provided by the
county. San Joaquin County uses a “one day, one trial” system, and persons
summoned for jury duty will be placed on telephone standby. Each municipal
court administrator is responsible for handling jurors who are summoned to ap-
pear at the court.

“California courts have
been innovative in intro-
ducing new systems to
improve court efficiency
and speed up the conduct of
trials.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 29

“[The Legislature must]
stop enacting sentencing
laws that will further
increase the prison popula-
tion. The state coffers are
empty. Quite frankly, we
are punishing beyond our
means - and with minimal
impact on public safety.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 31
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All of the municipal courts indicated that the problem of defendants
failing to appear for court hearings is still significant, if not worse.
There is an increasing number of defendants who fail to report at the
jail after sentencing, as well.

There are some differences in how the municipal courts handle fail-
ures to appear in traffic cases: For example, Lodi Municipal Court
has recently implemented an “immediate” calendaring system, where
persons with traffic citations must report to the court on the day they
wish to appear. This has reduced the FTA rate from approximately
60 percent in traffic cases to 10 percent, although the new system gives
the court little control over how many cases will be heard on a given
day and those appearing must sometimes wait up to two hours to
have their citations heard. The court does not issue any warrants for
traffic FTAs because the DMV automatically puts a hold on the
person’s license when the ticket is not resolved. In other municipal
courts, FTAs in traffic cases can result in an additional fine of $100 for
each FTA.2

There are also some differences in handling FTAs for misdemeanors,
which occur most often at arraignment in all courts. In Stockton
Municipal Court, FTAs are generally not charged, and the bench war-
rant is recalled if the defendant appears. Lodi Municipal Court im-
poses sentences for FTA, with the result that some defendants will be
sentenced to more time on the FTAs than on the original charge.

A pilot video arraignment project will be implemented for Tracy
Municipal Court within the next few months. Transportation of de-
tainees to court will be eliminated; the detainee and his or her attor-
ney will have sound and video contact with the arraignment judge in
Tracy. Present plans include expansion of the project to Manteca cases.

2.  Superior Court

The San Joaquin County Superior Court has 13 judges. With the ex-
ception of a juvenile traffic hearing officer, there are no commission-
ers, but the court has requested funding for a commissioner to handle
family law cases. Some of the superior court clerks are paid out of
the district attorney’s budget to handle child support cases.

2 The failure to appear on a traffic citation, which includes failure to pay the bail
amount on the citation, is a separate misdemeanor offense. Although the fine for
this offense is set at $217, the practice is to impose $100.
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The superior court has recently been reorganized so that there are
now four full calendar departments: family law, juvenile, criminal
and civil trials. As part of the reorganization, felony violations of
probation and mental health cases, including not guilty by reason of
insanity cases, have been transferred from the criminal department
to other departments. The creation of a civil trial department was to
give the court’s civil department more credibility; prior to the reorga-
nization, some civil cases had been reset for trial up to five times.3
The departmental reorganization, however, has resulted in two fewer
departments specifically assigned to handle criminal trials.

3. Caseload and Staffing

All of the courts have had decreases in staffing, though not in judicial
positions. In the Stockton muni court there were slight decreases in
per-person felony and misdemeanor cases and an increase in traffic.
In Lodi the opposite occurred: felonies and misdemeanors were up
and traffic down; and for MRET all ratios rose (Table 5.1).

3 The inability of the superior court to actually hold civil trials, given precedence
for criminal cases, has resulted in an increase in civil filings in some of the mu-
nicipal court, where civil trials can be scheduled very quickly.
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. TABLE 5.1. Municipal Court Workload Information, 1990-91 to 1994-95
1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95*
A stackon S A
1. Filings
Felonies 3596 3200 3575 3102
Misdemeanors 11922 12385 9812 9616
Traffic 55793 58834 58610 55478
Staffing 89.8 85.9 80 80
Felony per staff 400 37.3 4.7 38.8
Misdem per staff 132.8 144.2 122.7 120.2
Traffic per staff 621.3 684.9 732.6 693.5
2. Dispositions
Felonies 3355 3263 2416
Misdemeanors 9388 8587 7678
Traffic 54099 48427 53706
Jury trials 63 51 32 50
Trials per staff 0.70 0.59 0.40 0.63
B lodi"
1. Filings
Felonies 51 601 716 820
Misdemeanors 1644 1832 2083 2146
Traffic 23534 20195 17491 15360
Staffing 223 20.8 20.8 20.8
Felony per staff 229 28.9 34.4 39.4
Misdem per staff 73.7 88.1 100.1 103.2
Traffic per staff 1055.3 970.9 840.9 738.5
2. Dispositions
Felonies 504 548 624
Misdemeanors 1408 1462 1878
Traffic 14775 13142 8808
Jury trials " 4 5 14
Trials per staff 0.49 0.19 0.24 0.67
1. Filings
Felonies 906 923 1122 116
Misdemeanors 4640 4504 3608 4540
Traffic 34283 33864 30220 29938
Staffing 38.7 37.6 29 309
Felony per staff 23.4 24.5 38.7 36.1
Misdem per staff 119.9 119.8 124.4 146.9
Traffic per staff 885.9 900.6 1042.1 968.9
2. Dispositions
Felonies 504 548 770
Misdemeanors 4185 3785 4166
Traffic 28471 26197 23706
Jury trials 14 24 15 15
Trials per staff 0.36 0.64 0.52 0.49
Note: 1994-95 estimated from july-Dec. 1994 figures.
In the Superior Court a filings comparison is meaningless because of
the great decrease in adult filings that resulted from court coordina-
tion. (Table 5.2) The California Judicial Council, which specifies the
reporting format, has not yet adjusted its requirements to reflect co-
ordination even though that, too, is administered under its auspices.
54
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TABLE 5.2 Superior Court Workload Information, 1991-92 to 1993-94

Superior Court Area  1991-92  1992-93  1993-94

Juvenile Filings 1748 1799 1949

Adult Filings 3439 1937 1288

Adult Trials 122 108 104

Judicial Positions 12.8 13 13

Staffing 113.7 111.3 107.9

juv. Filings/jud. Pos. 136.6 138.4 149.9
Adult Filings/Jud. Pos. 268.7 149.0 99.1

Trials Filings/Jud. Pos. 9.5 8.3 8.0

Juv. Filings/Staff 15.4 16.2

Adult Filings/Staff 30.2 17.4 .

Trials Filings/Staff 1.1 1.0 1.0

4. Court Organization

The courts at both levels receive over half their funds from trial court

funding and filing fees, and in the case of the municipal courts, from -

fines and forfeits. They do not receive Proposition 172 funds. Analy-
sis of the criminal justice function is complicated by the fact that it is
very difficult to distinguish the effort and resources expended by the
courts on criminal and on civil matters.

In California, municipal courts are considered courts of limited juris-
diction, primarily because the authority of these courts, “jurisdiction,”
has traditionally been limited to disposition of misdemeanor and traf-
fic cases and civil cases where the amount of damages sought is $50,000
or less. In addition to traffic infraction cases, which are filed by law
enforcement agencies, all felony and misdemeanor criminal charges
are initially filed in municipal court, but felonies are generally trans-
ferred to the superior court for trial and disposition if probable cause
is found at the preliminary hearing in municipal court.*

Through a coordination agreement, implemented since 1992, the
municipal courts in San Joaquin County can impose sentences for
defendants who plead guilty at either arraignment or the prelimi-
nary hearing. Between 70 percent and 80 percent of all felony cases

4 Several terms are used to describe the transfer of these cases to superior court; the
most commonly used in California are “bound over to superior court” and the
“defendant was held to answer.”
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are resolved in the municipal courts; the superior court handles most
violations of probation for these cases (i.e. where there are no new
charges). The coordination agreement has been modified somewhat:
The municipal courts no longer do the preliminary hearings for ho-
micide cases with special circumstances and “high profile” cases, such
as those involving multiple defendants. Special circumstance cases
are assigned to superior court judges on a rotating basis.

San Joaquin County was one of the 18 to 20 counties in the state to
implement a degree of coordination between the municipal and su-
perior courts. Greater coordination can be expected in the future with
the recent adoption of California Rules of Court rule 991, which re-
quires trial courts to do the following:

¢ Create a coordination and governance committee with re-
sponsibility for court coordinated activities by July 1, 1995;

e  Coordinate judicial activities to maximize the efficient use
of all judicial resources in the county by July 1, 1996;

o Integrate all direct court support services for all courts
within the county by July 1, 1996;

*  Develop an integrated, county-wide plan for information
and other technologies by September 1, 1996;

e Adopt a uniform set of local rules for court proceedings in
any court in the county by July 1, 1997;

e  Submit a unified budget for all county trial courts and es-
tablish unified financial and budget procedures beginning
with fiscal year 1997-98; and, -

e  Have one executive officer to preside over one county-wide
administrative jurisdiction to report to a single presiding
judge or executive committee.

The municipal courts have been reluctant to increase their present
degree of coordination, but the failure to implement the changes re-
quired by rule 991 may result in reduced state funding and no new
judgeships. In conjunction with the adoption of rule 991, the Judicial
Council will seek legislation to permit municipal court sessions to be
held at any court location in the county and to amend Government
Code section 68547 regarding compensation of municipal court judges
cross-assigned under the approved judicial coordination plan.
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Code section 68547 regarding compensation of municipal court judges
cross-assigned under the approved judicial coordination plan.

5. Court Findings and Recommendations

e  Greater coordination of judicial activities between the mu-
nicipal and superior courts is possible in addition to sig-
nificant efforts made by to date. Not all municipal courts
have fully implemented the coordination agreement. Ef-
forts and the creation of a long-term plan would be aided
by clarification of goals and level of change appropriate in
the specific areas of court coordination (integrated devel-
opment and application of procedures and policies), unifi-
cation (removal of higher and lower court responsibility
boundaries) and consolidation (physical centralization).5

e The presiding judges of the municipal and superior courts
are generally assigned on a rotating or seniority basis, and
their administrative duties are added to a full-time caseload.
The major demands of a heavy caseload prohibit judges
with administrative duties adequate time to consider, ex-
plore, develop and implement policies which could ulti-
mately ease the pressures of case flow and make workloads
more efficient for all judges and court participants.

o  With some reorganization of municipal court calendars,
municipal court judges can be made available to handle
superior court criminal trials, a currently untapped re-
source and reasonable alternative to the increased demand
for trial departments.

Representatives of the criminal justice system in San Joaquin County appear to
use coordination and consolidation interchangeably to describe what is actually
defined here as court coordination. As used by ILPP, consolidation refers to
geographical relocation, such as the closing of the Ripon-Escalon Municipal Couft
and consolidation of that court with Manteca’s. ILPP defines unification as the
elimination of most distinctions between municipal and superior court, including
differences in salary and the creation of one civil and one criminal division for the
entire county.

“The time has arrived for
judicial management of all

phases of trial, and that

judicial control is the single

factor that distinguishes
courts in which similar
cases are tried more
expeditiously than
elsewhere.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 29
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“To what extent are court

delays contributing to the

increase in pretrial jail
populations?”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 26

Although municipal court judges may be handling more
serious cases through the coordination agreement, the
workload has increased most significantly for municipal
court staff, who are responsible for preparing the paper-
work for transferring inmates sentenced to state prison.
Compiling the necessary paperwork can require up to three
days to turnaround;$ filing transcripts of the plea and sen-
tence by the court reporter generally takes 10 days.”

The impact of the ‘three strikes’ law on the courts and case
disposition cannot be completely evaluated because data
are still being collected; district attorney policies and pro-
cedures for dismissing prior convictions are still evolving;
and defense tactics have changed. There is a perception
that the preliminary hearings have increased in both length
and number. The initial increase in the length of prelimi-
nary hearings may have been related to the defense prac-
tice of filing motions to dismiss prior convictions in mu-
nicipal court. Such motions are now generally filed only in
superior court after the information has been filed.

The superior court trial backlog has been attributed to three
strikes cases and the reduction of departments for handling
criminal trials. The backlog is more likely due to a combi-
nation of three strikes cases, the effects of court coordina-
tion and the “local legal culture” of using pressure at the
“back end” of the system to achieve case resolution:

e  Prior to implementation of court coordination, about
3.5 percent of felonies filed in superior court were dis-
posed of by jury trial. The proportion of jury trials
had steadily increased since 1992, reflecting the “cull-
ing” effect of court coordination where the less seri-
ous cases are being disposed of by the preliminary
hearing.

The time for completion of the paperwork for transfer of sentenced defendants to
state prison is an area for further study by the county to reduce the use of jail
beds. In superior court, the state prison commitment form is generally completed
within 24 hours.

Court reporters in Stockton Municipal Court are independent contractors, com-
pared to superior court, where they are civil service employees.

5.8
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For both felonies and misdemeanors that are set for
trial, case disposition generally does not occur until
the day of trial or when the case is actually sent to a
trial department. ~The well-established practice in
San Joaquin County and nation-wide of using trial
departments primarily to negotiate pleas, rather than
to try the merits of the case, represents and perpetu-
ates system inefficiencies: lack of attorney prepara-
tion for trial; late discovery; lack of pressure from the
courts to dispose of cases prior to trial; and “under-
cutting” by trial departments of indicated offers made
in the criminal calendar department.

The case backlog in superior court began before the
implementation of ‘three strikes’ on March 7,1994: For
fiscal year 1993-94, the number of cases indisposed at
the end of the month was: highest in July 1993 (284
cases). This category of cases generally decreased
through the fiscal year until May 1994. The increas-
ing number of undisposed cases may be attributed in
part to ‘three strikes,” since this is the month when the
first of the ‘three strikes’ cases would have been most
likely to go to trial.

Superior court trials are set for Mondays, but these
cases rarely go out even if a trial department is avail-
able. The primary reason for essentially losing one
trial day is the use of the first day of trial for hearing
motions in limine. A trial call on Fridays would al-
low resolution of pretrial matters on this day and en-
sure that trials could actually begin on Mondays. A
recurring issue in motions in limine involves discov-
ery.

The judge currently assigned to the superior court
criminal calendar is attempting to resolve some of
these problems by establishing new court rules regu-
lating the exchange of discovery, continuances, writ-
ten offers prior to the pretrial conference and meet and
confer sessions between counsel. Many observers
have seen similar revisions in the past fail and predict
the same outcome for these rules. The reasons for

CHAPTER V: Managing the Case
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this cynicism ought to be addressed head on: a bench
with a strong consensus not just for the implementa-
tion but for the enforcement of procedures is a pre-
requisite to its success.

s  Major efficiencies could be achieved through avoid-
ing the setting of all preliminary hearings and misde-
meanor readiness conferences at the same time and
instead staggering them. While the court attempts to
group cases by deputy district attorney, defense coun-
sel, both appointed and retained, often have to make
appearances in two or more different departments.
Since the preliminary hearing or readiness conference
cannot take place until all parties are present, delays
are inevitable. ‘

Payment of public attorney fees at the end of a case are not
consistently ordered. Stockton Municipal Court has
adopted the most formalized system for determining abil-
ity to pay and will make an order if there is financial abil-
ity. Some of the municipal courts send these orders to the
probation department, even though the Office of Revenue
Recovery is responsible for collection. Although the pub-
lic defender keeps track of hours spent on a case, the supe-
rior court rarely orders payment of such fees.

The assessment of public defender fees at the end of a case
should not be seen as a major source of revenue, given the
indigency of a large percentage of defendants. Consistency
in setting and ordering payments would, however, at least
maximize collection of revenue that defendants are able to
provide. A sliding scale fee system could create a flexible
yet consistent approach.

Recommendation: Expand court coordination efforts to include as-
signment of municipal court judges to handle superior court criminal

trials; cross assignment of administrative staff and integration of court
administration.

California Rules of Court, rule 991 requires even greater coordina-
tion efforts than those already implemented in San Joaquin County:
By July 1, 1996, each county must submit a court coordination plan
that maximizes the efficient use of judicial resources and the integra-
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tion of all direct court support services. By fiscal year 1997, the courts
. must have a uniform set of local rules and a unified budget, as well as
one executive officer to report to one presiding judge or executive
committee. Effective court coordination requires much advance plan-
ning and discussion. Given the short timelines to achieve these ob-
jectives, court coordination efforts should begin immediately. As
noted earlier, failure to implement rule 991 changes can result in loss
of trial court funding and no new judgeships. -

Even if rule 991 did not have these sanctions, the county’s fiscal con-
dition requires greater coordination to maximize the use of court re-
sources, to avoid duplication of work and to improve the administra-
tion of justice. The reorganization of the superior court has resulted -
in fewer departments available to handle criminal trials when de-
mand for trials, primarily as the result of the three strikes law, has
increased. The county’s only alternative to increase the number of
trial departments at this time is the assignment of municipal court
judges to handled superior court trials, which is readily feasible
through the existing blanket assignment of judges to both courts by
the Chief Justice.

As part of the coordination effort, the following areas should be con-
sidered:

e Development of a scheduling system to identify areas of -
“down time” for all judges and to determine availability
for trial assignment.

*  Implementation of procedures to obtain reimbursement for
municipal court judges who hear superior court matters.

e Identification of areas where court support staff can be
cross-trained and cross-assigned.

e Implementation of procedures to complete state prison
commitment forms within 24 hours for all courts.

e  Assignment of a partial caseload to the presiding judge to
allow more time for court administration and court coor-
dination and development of a selection procedure that
allows ‘those judges with the greatest administrative abil-
ity to act as presiding judge.
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Identification of court support areas that can be integrated,
such as the creation of one arbitration panel for both courts.

® Recommendation: The present administrative system should be fur-
ther reorganized to give the presiding judge a less than full-time caseload

allow more time for court administration and coordination.

® Recommendation: Determine the feasibility of a felony caseflow
management program.

Earlier disposition of all felony cases, not just three strikes cases, will
reduce demand for trial departments and lead to more time for attor-
neys to handle their cases. The courts can take the lead in the devel-
opment of a felony caseflow management program because they are
the most neutral participants in the criminal justice process and have
the broadest overview of caseload and caseflow. A felony caseflow
management program would require the courts to:

Create control of the caseflow management system;

Set time objectives for case disposition, such as 30 days for
non strike cases;

Increase the degree of judicial intervention and control over
case progress, particularly at the pretrial conference;

Enforce compliance with court rules regarding continuances
and discovery (e.g., Prop 115 discovery requirements).

Elements of a felony caseflow management system that would effec-
tively address ILPP’s findings include:

Determination of indigence by PTS at the time of booking;
Appointment of counsel prior to arraignment;

Require the provision of the arrest report, criminal history
and lab reports to defense counsel prior to the preliminary
hearing;

Require defense counsel and prosecutor to meet prior to
the preliminary hearing (a pre-preliminary hearing confer-
ence);

Stagger court hearings.
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® Recommendation: Determine the feasibility of a differentiated case
management program. (e.g. drug court) :

A differentiated case management program is an alternative to the
felony caseflow management program, although it has similar com-
ponents. The premise of the differentiated case management pro-
gram, also referred to as “fast tracking”, is that certain kinds of cases
rarely, if ever, go to trial. These types of cases are identified from
court dispositions by charge and generally include most felony drug
possession offenses and property crimes, such as possession of stolen
property, theft, worthless checks and burglaries.

In recognition of the fact these cases will not go to trial, truncated
procedures, such as shorter case disposition times with concurrently
shorter intervals between hearings and early exchange of discovery
are implemented after arraignment. Policies are developed to allow
defendants to get out of the fast track system if the case involves more
serious issues or extensive discovery is required. In contrast to felony
caseflow management, differentiated case management can be ex-
panded to misdemeanors and violations of probation.

®  Recommendation: Eliminate the issuance of bench warrants for fail-
ure to appear in traffic infraction cases.

Procedures for dealing with failures to appear in traffic infraction cases
differ within the county: some courts simply inform the Department
of Motor Vehicles to put a hold on the offender’s license; others issue
bench warrants and impose additional fines. While persons booked
on infractions with FTAs accounted for only 1% of the tracking sample,
this proportion is significant in a system where the jail beds have
been reduced by 5% and where such persons serve an average of 11
days after being sentenced.

The elimination of bench warrants in these cases poses little threat to
public safety, since the original offense was only a traffic infraction.
The sanction of having one’s license suspended or registration blocked
is probably a greater disincentive in San Joaquin County than the
additional FTA charge. In terms of court support staff responsibili-
ties, there would be a significant reduction in multiple computer en-
tries for bench warrants and a resultant savings in time.

California law allows a civil assessment of up to $250 to be attached
to minor offenses, like traffic infractions, in lieu of issuing a bench
warrant. This program could generate revenue.
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®  Recommendation: Expand video arraignment to Stockton Munici-
pal Court.

Data from the pilot project should be collected to allow a complete
evaluation of the program’s cost savings in transportation and im-
pact on defendants, defense counsel and case dispositions. In most
jurisdictions, video arraignment has been extremely effective in re-
ducing transportation costs with little impact on defense counsel or
case disposition. The greatest savings in transportation costs can be
expected if video arraignment is expanding to include Stockton Mu-
nicipal Court.

Video arraignment should also be examined as a tool to control fail-
ures to appear: Defense counsel believe that the FTA rate is very low
after appointment of counsel. Implementation of procedures to al-
low appointment of counsel prior to arraignment, filing of misde-
meanor charges prior to release from jail and earlier arraignment could
reduce the FTA rate. ’

®  Recommendation: Reduce the superior court trial backlog by as-
signing municipal court judges to handle superior court criminal tri-

als.

The increased demand for trials as a result of the three strikes law is
inevitable and will exacerbate the superior court’s case backlog. Ef-
fective case resolution depends on the availability of trial departments,
and the number of trial departments in San Joaquin County can only
be increased through the assignment of municipal court judges to
handle superior court trials. There are no administrative or legal bar-
riers to such assignment: The Chief Justice makes an annual blanket
assignment and a recent court of appeal decision has confirmed the
authority of municipal court judges under the blanket assignment to
preside over superior court cases. (See also discussion on increased
coordination of trial courts.)

®  Recommendation: Develop procedures for transfer (cross-assign-
ment) of superior court support staff to assist municipal court staff in
preparation of state prison commitment papers and superior court tri-
als assigned to municipal court judges.

Because the coordination agreement has resulted in more work for
municipal court support staff, integrating the support staff for both
the municipal and superior courts can lead to improved efficiency
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through shared expertise and better distribution of workload. Other
areas of staff integration should include preparation of court budgets
to reflect coordination efforts, use of court reporters and court-ap-

pointed translators.
"Inadequate staffing in
either the district attorney’s
or public defender’s offices

" can lead to an inadequately

. . ed prosecution o
Although ILPP recommends the implementation of a felony caseflow Z;;ZZE a;f;(;iur:;q érﬁeqru ests

management or differentiated case management (“fast track”) pro-  for case continuation.”
gram, such programs cannot be effective without the exercise of - Jailhouse Blues, p.13
greater judicial control to ensure cooperation by trial counsel. Such

control can be exercised through increased pressure from the courts,

including the imposition of sanctions, to make every hearing mean-

ingful; instituting additional hearings for case monitoring, such as a

pre-preliminary hearing conference and status conference; commit-

ment to a uniform set of court rules, including those related to con-

tinuances and the exchange of discovery; hearing motions in limine

before the trial date to add one additional day to the trial week; and

staggering court hearings to minimize inconvenience to trial counsel

and witnesses. '

® Recommendation: Establish increased judicial control over case
management and disposition.

®  Recommendation: Review fees and procedures for ordering costs in
cases where counsel are appointed. Establish a practice of having the

court automatically award costs.

Fees for appointed counsel, both public defenders and private attor-
neys, are a potential source of revenue for the county. The courts
should lead a coordinated effort involving the county administrator,
public defender, Office of Revenue Recovery and Lawyers Referral
Service to develop a sliding fee schedule, determination of ability to
pay and recovery of attorneys fees. The Lawyers Referral Service has
been effective in monitoring costs for private appointed counsel and
should be a good resource in the development of procedures for col-
lection of attorney fees in appropriate cases. The county administra-
tor should consider obtaining authority from the Board of Supervi-
sors to order the public defender, who is appointed by the Board, to
require all deputies to state costs and request an order from the court
in appropriate cases.

€  Recommendation: Consider the implementation of a “Day Fine”
program for assessing fines.
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“Another factor contribut-
ing to jail over-crowding,

according to the [Blue
Ribbon Commission on

Inmate Management], is
court delays in prosecution

of cases.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 12

A technique for addressing equality issues in fines for offenders with
vastly different incomes is the Day Fine system. Under a day fine
system, the judge first decides the number of “Day Fine Units” war-
ranted for a specific crime, (a calculation determined by the nature
and severity of the crime) and then determines the precise monetary
value of each of those units through an evaluation of the offenders
income. In this way offender fines are progressively scheduled — with
more privileged offenders paying larger fines and less privilege pay-
ing less.

B. District Attorney and Public Defender
1. Discussion

In general, case assignment in both the district attorney and public
defender offices can be vertical, in which one attorney handles the
case from arraignment to disposition, or horizontal, in which cases
are assigned by adjudication stage. In the district attorney’s office,
misdemeanors, felony trials and felony preliminary hearings are hori-
zontally assigned. Inrecent years, however, the number of cases ver-
tically assigned has increased, in large part because of grant funding.
Categories of vertical case assignment include homicide, child sexual
assault, child abuse, adult sexual assault, gang prosecutions, major
narcotics, career criminal, domestic violence, auto theft, and fish/
game.8

After an individual is arrested, the district attorney has responsibil-
ity for determining whether charges will be filed. This function is
performed by the DA’s various intake operations. For in custody
detainees, charges must be filed within 48 hours. Weekly meetings
with the preliminary hearing team provide feedback on charging
decisions.

The office has eleven investigators, but they primarily work with the
homicide unit and on the most serious cases. The investigation unit
is headed by a chief investigator and also includes one person as-
signed to CRACNET and three investigative assistants, who prima-
rily act as process servers, responsible for serving subpoenas on wit-
nesses who will be called at trial.

8 The District Attorney’s office has a juvenile unit, discussed in the juvenile justice
needs assessment and a special operations division, which handles insurance
fraud, economic crimes, consumer fraud, business affairs, environmental protec-
tion and drug asset forfeiture.
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Half of the funding for the DA’s office comes from the county general
fund. The balance comes from Proposition 172 (22%), 15% from state
and federal government (grants for special programs), and 7% from
charges for service.

In contrast to the district attorney’s office, the public defender’s of-
fice has only one special unit, career criminal, to which one attorney
is assigned. Most cases are handled through horizontal assignment
to the felony trial, felony preliminary hearing and misdemeanor units.
There is vertical assignment of some cases, including homicide, mul-
tiple count sex offender and complicated fraud cases, to the felony
trial unit.

The public defender has eight investigators, which includes the unit’s
supervisor, who are responsible for follow-up investigation and jail
interviews. Initial interviews of defendants released pretrial are con-
ducted by part-time non civil service employees. Other than Propo-
sition 172 it has very little funding outside of the county general fund.

In case of conflict, for example when there are multiple defendants
who might implicate each other, the Public Defender cannot provide
services impartially,\ and the county hires outside counsel through
the Lawyers’ Referral Service (LRS). In recent years the budget for
court assigned counsel has been about half that of the Public Defender,
and it is not supported by Proposition 172. ‘

Between FY 1990-91 and FY 1993-94 the staffing in the DA's office
rose from 146 to 149 and then fell back to 137. (Table 5.3) Felony
filings in the muni courts rose by 13% in the same period, so that
- felony cases per DA staff member rose from 32 to 39 per year. How-
ever, the per-person misdemeanor caseload fell from 99 in FY 1991-
92 to 85 in 1993-94, helping to offset the increased felonies. The Pub-
lic Defender similarly suffered increased caseloads. In all major cat-
egories (felony, misdemeanor, and juvenile) the caseloads per staff
member rose, most notably with felonies (from 57 to 78, or 37%).

Caseloads per staff member are unavoidably crude measures. Some
offenses that are numerous (i.e., traffic) are omitted and there is no
way to measure the relative complexity of cases. The intent of the
table is not to compare the DA’s and Public Defender’s offices, but to
show the growth of workload relative to staff resources over time.

June, 1995
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TABLE 5.3 DA & Public Defender Staffing and Workload, 1990-91 - 1993-949

District Attorney

1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95

Superior Ct. * 3200 3500 1937 1288
Muni Cts.-felony 4673 5277 5046 5298 5660
Stockton misdem 9045 10681 8335 7459 7891
Lodi misdem 1440 1680 1926
MRET misdem 2681 2236 2224
Juvenile filings 3400 3069
DA Staff 114.1 115.1 117.1 111.0 116.3
Superior cases per staff 28.0 30.4 16.5 11.6
Muni felony filings per staff 41.0 45.8 43.1 47.7 48.7
Misdem filings per staff 128.6 104.6 104.6
Juvenile filings per staff 29.0 27.6

(DA Staff - Criminal Prosecution only)

Public Defender

1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95

Felony cases 3370 3758 3884 4184 4200
Felony VOP ** 1058 1543 1483 1660 1660
Misdem cases 7273 8261 9124 8544 9100
Juvenile cases 2454 2625 2441 2468 2500
Public Defender Staff 78.2 77.7 85.4 75.1 76.1
Felony cases per staff 43.1 48.4 45.5 55.7 55.2
Felony VOP cases per staff 13.5 19.9 17.4 22.1 21.8
Misdem cases per staff 93.0 106.3 106.8 113.8 119.6
juvenile cases per staff 31.4 33.8 286 . 329 329

“Apparently a county-by-
county application of the
uniform Penal Code can
yield strikingly different
results in terms of incar-
ceration rates. It might be
assumed that if a crime rate
in a county is high, more
offenders would go to jail,
producing a higher incar-
ceration rate.”

~ Jailhouse Blues, p. 13

Intake and Charging Findings

e  The district attorney’s intake decision is made more diffi-
cult by inadequate arrest reports and untimely supplemen-
tal reports that either provide additional charging infor-
mation or the results of technical field investigation. The
lack of sufficient information delays filing charges until
additional information is available.

* Data from annual budget narratives except DA’s 1993-94 filings, which are from
the California Judicial Council. ** This quantity is listed as “Superior Court Only”
in the Public Defender’s 1994-95 budget narrative. That terminology may cause
confusion since in 1993-94 it was larger than the number of filings by the DA in
Superior Court, which is obviously impossible. Here is one small illustration of
the lack of uniform management data.
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Budget cuts are behind the district attorney’s decision to
file the misdemeanor charge of driving with a suspended
license as an infraction unless the defendant has been ar-
rested for drunk driving. Such a policy affects county rev-
enues from fines: As a misdemeanor, driving with a sus-
pended license carries a minimum fine of $645, compared
to $270 as an infraction. However, as infractions these
charges can be filed directly by law enforcement officers.
The DA intends to resume filing these charges as misde-
meanors pending budget appropriations to support re-
quired clerical staff.

Within the district attorney’s office, review of strike cases
have added to workload. The most difficult cases to evalu-
ate are petty thefts with priors (Penal Code section 666).
The present offense may involve a relatively minor theft,
but the defendant may have very serious prior convictions,
such as robbery or assault.

3. Arraignment Findings

Public defenders, who cover in custody arraignments at
all the municipal courts, are appointed at arraignment. The
standard for appointment of a public defender is “current
ability to pay,” and criteria for evaluating whether this stan-
dard is met are found in state court rules and statutes. In
Stockton, defendants released pretrial who request ap-
pointed counsel must complete a financial statement, ei-
ther in a court office staffed by volunteers or in the court-
room where the form is provided by the bailiff. For defen-
dants still in jail custody, ability to pay is often determined
through questioning by the judge.

For misdemeanors, most cases are resolved at initial ar-
raignment.—About 75 percent of the remaining in custody
cases are resolved at further arraignment, which is gener-
ally held two days after appointment of counsel.1® The ma-
jority of misdemeanor cases, however, involve defendants
on pretrial release, and the disposition rate at this hearing
is only about 50 percent. In contrast to felony cases, the
district attorney’s offer for case disposition is made at the

10 The DA estimates that 60% to 80% of all misdemeanor cases are resolved at the
initial arraignment prior to appointment of counsel.

“Court delays, it should be
noted, are not solely the
responsibility of the court or
its administration, but the
result of a complex of
factors involving staffing
and case preparation among
all parties to a trial -
prosecution and defense
attorneys, probation staff,
law enforcement and
others.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 13

“With respect to the impact
of sentencing policies on
jails, the percentage of
offender dispositions that
have jail as a condition of
probation increased from 56
percent to 85 percent
between 1975 and 1988.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 10
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4.

pretrial conference, held on the same morning as further
arraignment. The further arraignment is generally the first
time that the public defender has met with the client, even
though this hearing is set two weeks after appointment of
counsel.!1 '

After the public defender is appointed, its investigators
have limited access to detainees in the intake unit at the
jail, where visiting is only allowed from 1 PM to 5 PM be-
cause of budget cutbacks in the Sheriff’s Office. The cur-
rent time schedule requires investigators to make two sepa-
rate visits to the jail in a day, since at least half of its clients
will be in the intake unit, where defendants are now held
up to two weeks. The jail only has four visiting rooms per
unit, so investigators meet with clients in other jail units
early in the morning when other jail visitors are least likely
to be present. Because all jail interviews could normally
be completed in one morning, the extra jail visit has cut
into the time these investigators need to conduct field in-
vestigation in pending cases.

Pretrial Hearing Findings

Penal Code section 1170.12 requires the district attorney to
file all strike cases, but the district attorney has discretion
to dismiss prior strike convictions, making negotiated pleas
or earlier case resolution more likely. Dismissal of prior
convictions can also make defendants in jail on relatively
minor new offenses more likely to be eligible for pretrial
release. Mandatory filing of strike cases has resulted in
longer preliminary hearings, but this effect may be part of
the system’s transition and short-lived. The greatest im-
pact of the three strikes law is on use of jail beds for pretrial
detention, since the district attorney does not make any of-
fers on three strikes cases and other strike cases are not re-
solved until the preliminary arraignment.12

11 The public defender will probably already have talked to the client prior to the

further arraignment hearing; the jail also has a toll free number for inmates to use
for calling the public defender’s office. No substantive discussions about the
case, however, are made until the morning of further arraignment when the dis-
trict attorney’s offer has been received.

The district attorney reports that even in strike cases, pretrial release may be
granted where neither the arresting nor the baoking officer has information to
determine a detainee’s strike history.
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e  The district attorney’s exercise of discretion to strike prior
convictions is not made until either arraignment in supe-
rior court after the defendant is held to answer after the
preliminary hearing or by the time of the pretrial confer-
ence.l3  As of February 27, 1995, the district attorney filed
just over 500 second strike cases and approximately 210
third strike cases, but information in a-majority of these
cases are not being filed in superior court.1 Anindication
of the number of cases where the district attorney does not
file information comes from the public defender’s caseload:
From March to December 1994, the public defender was
appointed in only 277 second strike cases and 93 third strike
cases.

e  The difficulty in obtaining criminal histories and review
by a management committee to make decisions concern-
ing three strike cases lengthens time to case disposition com-
pared with non-strike cases.’> The district attorney’s own
workload may be increased by having staff prepare sum-
maries of criminal histories and case memoranda in these
cases for the management committee to review.16 The pro-
cess of enforcing the law in this office, however, continues
to evolve.

13 Insufficient evidence can be based on failure of the ofice to receive corroborating
documentation from other jurisdictions, incorrect inbrmation on CLETS about
prior convictions and determining some prior convictions were not acturally strike
offenses..

14 In general, a felony offense is filed as a complaint in municipal court. After the
preliminary hearing, the complaint is amended, generally to add enhancements,
and filed as an information in superior court. Some Elonies are filed directly in
superior court after a grand- jury indictment.

15 The DA also reports difficulty in obtaining documentation related to prior strike
convictions, particularly from other counties or states. When documentation is
not provided, the DA will strike the prior for insufficiency of evidence. Prior strike
convictions can also be dismissed in the interest of justice, which requires a
thorough analysis of the underlying facts of the prior convictions.

16 The district attorney’s office has recently been restructured to add one more mem-
ber to the management team and to reallocate existing administrative assign-
ments.
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While defense counsel have been relatively successful with
motions to strike priors, such motions are time-consuming
and contribute to increased time for case disposition and
jail detention. The greatest amount of time and effort are
related to obtaining documents relating to prior convictions,
of which the most important is the court reporter’s tran-
script of plea and sentence; other documents needed to
support a motion to strike priors include the minute order
for the date the plea was entered, probation reports and
diagnostic evaluations. In the most extreme case, docu-
ment collection required the public defender to hold a case
for at least six months.

The language of ‘three strikes’ and need for additional time
to obtain documentation for motions to dismiss priors has
resulted in more defendants in jail being willing to waive
time for trial. Three strikes allows only one day credit for
five days served in state prison, while county jails allow
one day credit for each day served. Approximately 40 per-
cent, compared to 30 percent prior to March 1994, now
waive time.

The three strikes law has had little impact on the disposi-
tion of second strike cases; the district attorney makes of-
fers on these cases, which are often accepted by the defen-
dants. Overall, about 70 percent of all felonies are disposed
of at the preliminary hearing.

The Stockton municipal court’s present policy of setting all
preliminary hearings for a given day at the same time and
in the morning results in all attorneys spending unneces-
sary time in court, since not all of the preliminary hearings
will take place that morning. The understandable inability
of the deputy public defenders to meet with their clients
until the morning of the preliminary hearing contributes
to delay.

5. Trial Findings

Most cases set for trial, either misdemeanor or felony, are
resolved on or just before the trial date. System inefficien-
cies have resulted in dramatic increases in average length
of time for jail stays, which include both case adjudication
and sentence. In 1992, ILPP found the average length of
stay for defendants detained until time served on felonies
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was about eight days; the ALS, based on 1994 data, has
increased to 32 days. Releases under the court cap had an
ALS of only eight or nine days, compared to nearly 24 days
in 1994. There have been similar increases for misdemean-
ors: time served, ALS of nearly six days in 1992, 22 days in
1994; court cap release ALS of four to eight days in 1992, 11
days in 1994.

6. Organizational Findings

¢ Both offices have assigned two full time attorneys to each
of the municipal courts in Tracy, Manteca and Lodi. The
workload in these courts may not necessarily require such
assignments by both offices; current staffing is justified by
having one attorney cover hearings held at the same time
in separate departments and providing back-up if one at-
torney is in trial or ill. The district attorney’s workload in
Lodi increased primarily by recently assigning one deputy
to cover arraignments although attorneys also handle lo-
cal intake in all satellite offices.

7. District Attorney and Public Defender Recommendations

®  Recommendation: Determine feasibility of a vertical case assign-
ment system for both the public defender and the district attorney.

Vertical case assignment is generally considered to be a more effi-
cient use of resources than horizontal assignment. Ideally, vertical
case assignment would allow the assignment of a team from each
office to each court department and would eliminate the need for an
attorney to be in more than one place at a time and time now spent by
the court to group cases prior to assignment to departments for the
preliminary hearing. The felony caseflow management plan is most
jurisdictions is based on such assignment, with the attorneys being
designated as the “case management team.”

®  Recommendation: Develop policies and procedures to minimize time
required to make decisions regarding striking priors in strike cases.

Both the public defender and the district attorney report that collec-
tion of documentation related to prior strike convictions is one of the
most time-consuming consequences of the three strikes law. For the
district attorney, the result is that the decision to strike priors is gen-
erally not made until the pretrial conference and after a meeting of
the management committee. Both of these offices should work coop-

“Those who are incarcer-
ated represent hundreds of
thousands of individual
cases of failure to stay
within the laws laid down
by the state of California.
They also represent failures
of other resources and
systems that, if working
properly, might have kept
people out of jail and
prison.”

— Jailhouse Blues, pp. 15-16
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eratively to determine how the needed documentation can be facili-
tated, duplication of effort avoided and time saved. For example,
PTS obtains criminal histories on felony bookings, which could be
used by both the public defender and the district attorney. Moreover,
PTS can obtain manual rap sheets from the Department of Justice
within 3 to 4 days, compared to 1 to 2 weeks for other agencies. The
same documentation related to prior convictions is needed by the
public defender for preparing motions to strike priors and for the
district attorney to make a decision to strike priors. Efforts should be
coordinated to minimize such duplication and policies developed to
protect confidentiality of records and attorney work product. The
district attorney suggests exploring the possibility of determining any
prior strikes at the time of booking. While this may not be possible
given the time involved in making such a complete records check, it
is worth finding out for certain.

® Recommendation: Explore costs and benefits of agreements with
city prosecutors in Manteca, Lodi and Tracy to handle arraignments

in these courts and other areas of misdemeanor case responsibility to
reduce district attorney workload in these courts.

Government Code section 41803.5 allows city attorneys to prosecute
misdemeanor violations of state law that occur within that city with
the consent of the district attorney. Such an arrangement can reduce
district attorney workload in these cities. The district attorney’s of-
fice has the following concerns about such agreements:

o  Asapractical matter, transfer of these functions make little
sense if the DA’s workload cannot be reduced by an entire
prosecutor’s position.

e  City attorney prosecution of misdemeanors may be more
expensive because of the lack of the economies of scale
achievable in the DA's larger established operation.

e  Cityattorneys will need to develop policies and procedures
to avoid both actual and perceived conflicts of interest,
which is commonly achieved by designating one attorney
or a division of attorneys to handle only criminal matters.

e  City attorneys handling misdemeanors will not be account-
able to the electorate.

This recommendation should be considered in light of a need to make
drastic budget cuts only.

5.24

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County

Criminal Justice System Evaluation CHAPTER V: Managing the Case

®  Recommendation: Ensure arrest reports and supplemental reports
are complete and submitted in a timely manner.

The District Attorney’s Office should encourage law enforcement
agencies to produce report writing manuals similar to those used by
the Stockton Police Department and provide training on a regular
basis.

®  Recommendation: Evaluate need for two attorneys from each office
in the Tracy, Lodi and Manteca courts.

Attorney staffing in the Tracy, Lodi and MRE municipal courts can be
reduced by at least half a position in each court through some re-
structuring and coordination. Traditionally, the assignment of two
attorneys from the district attorney’s and public defender’s offices
has evolved from having two criminal departments in each court.
These court calendars should be reviewed to determine if criminal
and contested traffic hearings can be staggered to allow coverage by
one attorney. Staff reductions in these courts would allow the public
defender to increase coverage in the Stockton Municipal Court and
to implement vertical case assignment. Centralization of intake func-
tions in the district attorney’s office could reduce workload in the
outlying courts. The expansion of video arraignment to all the mu-
nicipal courts would also facilitate the reduction of attorney staffing
in these courts. This recommendation conceived in light of possible
future crises.

®  Recommendation: Develop policies to ensure that settlement offers
are provided to the public defender on all cases where offers can be

made at least three to five days before the scheduled preliminary hear-
ing and to require the public defender to discuss these offers with their
clients prior to the hearing.

This coordination effort will require assistance from the courts to en-
sure that settlement offers are provided by the district attorney in
sufficient time to allow the public defender’s attorneys to discuss them
with their clients. At the same time, court calendars must be reorga-
nized to minimize the time public defenders and other attorneys spend
in court waiting for hearings to begin, which is exacerbated the cur-
rent practice of scheduling most hearings for the same time. Time
saved in court would give defense counsel more opportunities to meet
with clients, although the economic and logistical realities of the ex-
isting system may also require defense counsel to meet with their
clients at night or after court. There is an additional need for the jail
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to notify the public defender when their clients are released under
. the court cap to minimize situations where the deputy public defender
does go to the jail and the client is no longer there.

A related issue is developing a priority list for cap releases, consis-
tent with the general terms of the consent order, that gives priority to
defendants who have already appeared at the preliminary hearing
over those who have not. Input for developing the priority list should
be obtained from the courts, district attorney and public defender.
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CHAPTER VI: Managing the Offender

V1. MANAGING THE OFFENDER:
PROBATION AND ALTERNATIVES

A. Overview

Although the Probation Department has 213 authorized positions,
only 178 are filled: In the adult division, there are 27 probation offic-
ers supported by 24 staff. The juvenile division has 39 probation of-
ficers, who are supported by 14 staff. In addition to its adult and
juvenile divisions, probation includes both Pretrial Services and
ADAP. Related in purpose, but monitored by Health Care Services,
is New Directions, a non-profit substance abuse residential program
housed at the jail Honor Farm.

B. Probation

1. Description

The Probation Department provides several types of supervision for
adult cases, including, in cooperation with the Health Care Services
Department, the Alcohol/Drug Alternative Program (ADAP); it col-
lects fees; it monitors diversion programs; it operates the Pretrial Ser-
vices program at the jail, which gathers the information needed to
make a decision on pretrial release; and it prepares presentence in-
vestigation reports to guide the judges in felony cases. The Depart-
ment also has primary responsibility for the management of juvenile
delinquency cases, including operation of the Juvenile Hall.

The adult division is organized into four separate units: investiga-
tion, which is responsible for writing presentence reports and diver-
sion evaluations; DUI; regular supervision and specialized supervi-
sion, which includes diversion monitoring, sex offenders, domestic
violence, CRACNET cases, as well as three bank caseloads.! This
division has been most affected by budget cuts, where supervision

Probationers in the bank caseload are required to mail in a monthly report and to
call the probation officer if other services are needed. If a probationer reports
regularly, he will be put on a non reporting status and will only be brought back
into the system if there is a new arrest.

“Prisons and jail popula-
tion increases are also a
likely result of a lack of
intermediate sanctions or
punishment options for
judges, custody and parole
authorities in making
punishment decisions.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 5

“[Sacramento] County
estimated the savings
resulting from the existing
incarceration alternatives
for sentences prisoners at
340 beds in the county’s jail
system. Absent these
programs, jail average daily
population would increase
by 28 percent.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 18
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caseloads doubled to 500 cases per probation officer.2 Efforts are now
underway to reduce regular caseloads to 250 cases by increasing the
bank caseloads to 1,000 and transferring cases involving only the col-
lection of restitution to conditional probation, which is administered
by a clerk.3 The intensive supervision caseload for sex offenders

‘will be limited to 160 cases.

Virtually all felony property offenses and misdemeanors not involv-
ing violence or lewd conduct will be transferred to the bank caseloads.
These include second degree burglary and auto theft. Drug posses-
sion cases (cocaine and methamphetamines) may be transferred as
well. Those cases that remain in the regular caseload where the pro-
bationer has complied with conditions of probation for one year will
also be transferred. ‘

Probation officers assigned to regular caseloads are responsible for
reviewing financial requirements, such as fines, fees and restitution,
and making sure the probationer meets reporting requirements. The
probation officer will set the probationer up in a program if court-
ordered and network with groups as needed for referrals. These cases
may also require family counseling if the charge involved domestic
violence. Probation officers have conducted urinalysis testing for
about six years and will take urine samples when required by the
court as a condition of probation.

Given caseload sizes, violations of probation are identified primarily
through a review of bookings at the jail on CJIS. In domestic violence
cases, violations of probation are more easily tracked because the pro-
bation officer has frequent contact with the victim and family. The
state Department of Justice system for fingerprints and photographs
has not been successful for tracking probation violations because of a
backlog in data input. If operative, the system is designed to signal a
“flash notice” on the computer to indicate that the arrestee is on pro-
bation in another county.

While the juvenile division has experienced its share of budget cutbacks, it re-
ceives substantial support for Juvenile Hall operations from federal funds (Title
IV(a)) and for placements. Placements are funded through a “social services trust”
to which the federal government will pay 50% and the state 20% of the costs for
juveniles who are AFDC eligible. The juvenile division has also obtained private
grants for special programs, such as the “Magic Me” program which pairs at risk
‘juveniles with a resident of a convalescent home.

The state standard for probation caseloads is 100 case per officer. For purposes of
comparison, San Mateo County has intensive caseloads of 100 cases and bank
caseloads of 250.
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The DUI unit has a caseload of 9,000 to 10,000 cases, of which many
are multiple offenders. This unit primarily monitors cases, assigning
one staff person to each probation officer to keep track of fines and
case history. Probation officers also act as liaison with DUI programs.
The unit’s cases come only from Lodi and the Stockton courts.

One probation officer is assigned to monitor all of the diversion cases,
about 600 including 250 to 300 drug diversion cases. The Office of
Substance Abuse is responsible for sanctioning drug programs for
diversion treatment; only the Chemical Dependency Counseling Cen-
ter and two private programs have been qualified.4 Probation has
statutory authority for sanctioning domestic violence programs; four
have been approved. A person cannot be diverted into a domestic
violence program if there has been a prior violent offense within the
past 10 years; the former law only limited priors to the past seven
years.

Evaluations for diversion programs are assigned to the investigation
unit, which receives a monthly average of 39 requests for domestic
violence evaluations and 73 drug evaluations. Based on the evalua-
tions, 65 percent are diverted to drug outpatient programs and 73

percent to domestic violence programs. “[Sacramento] County
estimated the savings

At one time, the investigation unit completed presentence investiga- resulting from the existing
tion reports (PSI) on all felonies. Asan accommodation to the proba- incarceration alternatives
tion department because of budget cuts, the courts and attorneys have for sentences prisoners at

P ) ) g ¢ X Y 340 beds in the county’s jail
attempted to obtain waivers to the PSl as part of a negotiated plea. In  system. Absent these
such cases, the investigation unit only has to complete a Penal Code  programs, jail average daily
section 1203c report for the state when the defendant is sentenced to  population would increase
prison. The potential consequences of pleading to a “second strike” by 28 percent.

, — Jailhouse Blues, p. 18

offense may reduce the number of such reports. The impact on the .
unit’s caseload could be significant, since it now writes an average of
63 PSI reports compared to an average of 81 section 1203c reports.
The problem is that probation is now getting people who waived the
PSI in another case. If probation had done a PSI in that other case, it
would probably have recommended that the person not be put on
probation but be sent to prison.

There are three general areas for program certification: assessment, program re-
quirements (education, group counseling and referral to other agencies, if neces-
sary), and program fees, which must be approved by the Office of Substance
Abuse and based on a sliding fee schedule.
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The investigation unit has been extremely successful in preparing
timely PSI reports. If a defendant is in custody, state law requires the
report to be completed in two weeks. The unit has its own filing
standard of five days for felonies cases and two days for misdemean-
ors. This standard has been consistently met.

Since 1992, probation has assigned one probation officer to act as a
volunteer coordinator to handle a domestic violence hotline. This
program was funded partly by donations from local communities; it
handles calls from the 48 northern California counties for referrals.
In addition to recruiting and managing volunteers, the coordinator
administers the “Magic Me” program.

As of March, 1995, a supervised release program, administered
through Pretrial Services, will be implemented. This pilot project will
operate for four months and will target inmates at the jail or honor
farm who have been sentenced for violation of probation and are
awaiting placement in a residential treatment program. Referrals for
this project will come from superior court Department 12; a proba-
tion officer will be assigned to evaluate the eligibility of a defendant
for supervised release. Those eligible for program will be placed on
electronic monitoring and assigned to ADAP with intensive supervi-
sion by the probation officer until a bed is available in a treatment
program. The most appropriate placement will be determined by a
substance abuse counselor, who will also be responsible for notifying
the probation officer when a bed is available and for transporting the
defendant to the program. There are currently 22 people in the jail
who meet the screening criteria.

2. Workload and Staffing

The probation department performs several distinct functions. Be-
sides adult probation it operates the PTS program and has responsi-
bility for both the management and the detention of juvenile delin-
quents. Information is available for FY 1988-89 through 1993-94.
Neither staffing nor workload indicators have followed a steady
growth path; there are seemingly random ups and downs in all of
them. (Table 6.1)
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TABLE 6.1 Probation Workload Information by Function, 1986-87 to 1993-94

Workload Area 86-87  87-88  88-89  89-90  90-91 91-92 9293  93.94
Ceon es e
Caseload 1098 732 843
Staffing 53.4 53.8 52.5 60.8 50.8
Referrals per 146.0 151.6 127.7 108.7 129.9
Caseload per 18.3 16.2 20.9 12.0 16.6
“Adult Divisien R o EEERTLL T L
8084 7444 7400 7413 6690
Court reports 6899 6564 6739 7436 7170
Caseload 16061 15722 14300 14895 14525 14010
Staffing 59 54
Referrals per 126.1 1243
Reports per 126.5 133.3
Caseload per 247.0 260.4
- Juvenile Hall L IS S
Admissions 3336 3384
ADP 153.0 101.0
. Staffing 107.6 71.3
Admissions per 31.0 47.5
ADP per 1.42 1.4
Adult probation staffing rose from 53 in Fiscal Year 1988-89 to a peak
of 61 in 1991-92 and has fallen back to 54. Referrals and court reports
have roughly followed the same pattern, with the result that per-
employee referrals and reports have not changed much. The super-
visory caseload has fallen, and caseloads per employee decreased af-
ter 1988-89, though they may have begun to rise again in the last year.
Felony screening by Pretrial Services has risen but misdemeanor ci-
tations have dropped substantially in the last year.
Juvenile referrals peaked from 1988 to 1990 and feil to a lower pla-
teau in 1991. Despite sharp fluctuations in staffing, the per-employee
referrals appear to have settled at a lower level in the last three years.
The supervisory caseload has also fluctuated, with the result that there
is no discernible pattern to per-employee caseloads.
Juvenile Hall admissions have been essentially constant for eight
years. The Hall population has fluctuated according to the availabil-
ity of space and of counselors, and the juvenile to staff ratio has been
very steady at 1.5 inmates per staff member.
3. Probation Findings
e  Budget cuts and fiscal crisis has been heavily felt by the “A understaffing of

Probation Department, an agency that has endured per-
haps the most serious cuts relative to the size of its overall
budget. The impact on probation has been a realignment

probation officers, for

example, can prevent timely

completion of sentencing

reports.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 13
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“It costs $70,000 to build a
new jail cell and $20,000 a
year to house a prisoner,
doesn’t it make sense to
spend a little more money
in probation staffing so that
sentencing reports can be
produced more timely to
allow prisoners to move
through the system more
rapidly.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 26

of mission, particularly in the juvenile area. Probation’s
continued vulnerability to cuts makes a point larger than
the obvious impact on this office: under financial strain,
non-incarceration programs are the first and most often to
suffer. This has consequences for a county’s criminal jus-
tice philosophy and its long-term impact on offenders.
These consequences are often not considered adequately
under the tense and immediate demands to make ends
meet.

Even at 250 cases, probation supervision caseloads are too
large to allow the probation officer to conduct meaningful
supervision. Despite considerable efforts to reduce
caseloads, these caseloads can be expected to increase sim-
ply because new grants of probation and bench warrants/
probation revocations far exceed the number of cases ter-
minated: There are an average of 522 new cases each month
with 400 bench warrants/revocations, compared to only
466 terminations.

The short-term policy in response to budget cuts, of ob-
taining waivers of a PSI report may have a negative long-
term impact: Probation is now getting cases where the de-
fendant waived the PSI report on another case, but whom
probation would have found unsuitable for probation su-
pervision had a PSI been completed.

Urine testing, which now requires up to two hours a day of
a probation officer’s time, could be transferred to a trained
technician or another county agency, such as the Chemical
Dependency Counseling Center to reduce costs and to give
probation officers more time for case supervision.

The goal of the supervised release program is to reduce the
use of jail beds, but there may be less expensive alterna-
tives. Inmates sentenced to serve a specified amount of
time in jail, such as one month, prior to placement in a treat-
ment program, have received “Sheriff’s parole” if a bed
becomes available before the sentence has been completed.
The combination of electronic monitoring and attendance
at ADAP also should be reviewed as an alternative to in-
carceration.
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4. Probation Recommendations

® Recommendation: Restructure the probation department to give
priority to juveniles and to de-emphasize adult supervision.

The increased cost of providing criminal justice services in the face of
decreased resources requires the restructuring of traditional agencies
and provision of services. The most obvious agency for such restruc-
turing is the probation department where adult supervision caseloads
doubled to 500 per probation officer. Probation has recently imple-
mented procedures to reduce caseloads to 250, but this number is
unrealistic for providing supervision and intervention at a sufficient
level to protect the community and to rehabilitate the offender.

Restructuring the probation department in the following manner
would result in better allocation of resources to those areas where
probation is now most effective.

®  Recommendation: With the exception of cases involving very seri-
ous offenses, such as sexual assault and domestic violence, assign all

adult supervision cases to a bank caseload for monitoring purposes
only.

®  Recommendation: Limit adult supervision to intensive supervision
of only the most serious offenses.

Probation should identify those cases involving very serious offenses
that are most appropriate for an intensive supervision caseload. All
other cases should be placed in a bank caseload to be monitored by a
clerk to identify violations of probation to be returned to the court for
further action.

®  Recommendation: Develop policies for violations of probation that
limit the number of warrants sought for cases involving failure to pay

program fees.

Criminal justice observers note that there is an increasing number of
cases where violations of probation are filed for defendants who do
not pay program fees, specifically domestic violence and drinking
driver treatment programs. These cases require a substantial amount
of probation officer time to work with the defendant and the pro-
gram to determine ability to pay and to obtain documentation for the
court to make an order that no fees are required. Some observers

“To what extent does the
existence or absence of

incarceration alternatives

affect jail populations?”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 26

“To what extent does the
lack of probation staffing

inhibit the effectiveness of

intensive supervision?”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 26

June, 1995
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believe that the domestic violence programs are the most flagrant
violators of the sliding fee schedule, one of the requirements for a
program to be sanctioned. Efforts should be made at the “front end”
of the adjudication process to minimize the use of system resources
for failure to pay program fee cases:

e  Determine ability to pay program fees at the same time
public defender eligibility is evaluated

e  Set the amount of fees to be paid, based upon ability to
pay, by court order '

e  Require treatment programs to have a time schedule for
payment of fees over a longer period

e  Monitor treatment programs to ensure that the sliding fee
schedule is reasonable and applied

®  Recommendation: Reduce the amount of time needed to complete
DSI reports and for holding the PSI hearing.

The superior court estimates that 28 presentence days are saved by
waiver of the PSI report by defendants sentenced in the municipal
courts. The corollary is that cases involving PSI reports require 28
days for the report to be completed and reviewed by the court. If
probation completes the PSI report within five days for felonies and
two days for misdemeanors, as is done consistently now, the court
sentencing hearing can be scheduled much earlier, for example within
two weeks after the defendant is found guilty or when the report-is
requested.

®  Recommendation: Identify areas of probation responsibility that
can be handled by clerical staff instead of a probation officer.

Some probation functions are primarily monitoring a defendant’s
progress on the computer and are suitable for transfer to clerical staff
for handling. In DUI cases, probation is already considering the trans-
fer of some monitoring duties to clerks. Technicians or another county
agency could do urine testing instead of probation officers. These
and other aspects of probation caseloads should be evaluated for fea-
sibility of transferring case duties to clerks or other agencies that can
handle these responsibilities at less cost than a probation officer’s time.
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® Recommendation: Collect and evaluate data on the pilot supervised
release program to allow development of policies that limit supervised

release only to the most appropriate cases and expansion of the super-

- vised release program through less costly alternatives.
/

At present, the supervised release program is directed at defendants
who violate the conditions of their probation and are remanded to
the jail by the court until a bed in a treatment program is available.
The program incorporates frequent contact with a probation officer
while the defendant is on electronic monitoring and assigned to ADAP.
Consideration should be given to creating test groups within the study
to determine whether probation officer contactis required in all cases.
For example, one group could be assigned to ADAP only with little
or no contact by the probation officer but required to submit to urine
testing at regular intervals. Increased supervision would only be re-
quired if there is a positive urine test. Since probation supervision is
the most costly component of the supervised release program, such a
policy would limit supervision only to those cases where the defen-
dant is at the greatest risk of relapse.

® Recommendation: Some probation officers should be directly as-
signed to the courts to perform responsibilities mandated by statute,

such as preparation of PSIs and PC 1000 diversion evaluations.

® Recommendation: Some probation responsibilities should be trans-
ferred to other agencies with corresponding adjustments to their bud-
gets:

e  Urine testing - Chemical Dependency Counseling
- Center

e  PC 1000 reports - PTS (as an alternative to probation
officers) v

. Collection of restitution and fees - Office of Revenue
Recovery

e  Reports from treatment programs - court staff

@ Recommendation: Implement programs for supervised OR and su-
pervised release to be staffed by probation officers to control the FTA
rate and minimize use of the jail for persons sentenced to a residential
treatment program.

June, 1995
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C. Pretrial Services
1. Description

Pretrial Services (PTS) is budgeted for 11 full-time employees, but
only four positions have been filled with full-time staff: These in-
clude the assistant supervisor and three shift supervisors. The unitis
headed by a probation officer. All of the interviewers are part-time
employees, who do not receive any benefits. Only one interviewer is
assigned to cover the day shift, but two are assigned for the swing
and graveyard shifts.

Table 6.2 Pretrial Services Workload Information, 1987-88 to 1993-94

Pretrial Services 87-88 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94

Felony 4630 7896 8479 8621 8651 10709 9344
Citation 11902 12873 13281 13691 13751 14189 10322
Staffing 16.5 1.5 13.7 146 13.6
Felony per 513.9 749.7 631.5 7335 687.1
Cites per 804.9 1190.5 1003.7 971.8 759.0

The jail currently has a pre-booking process, and a PTS release re-
view is the first step. While PTS staff is collecting its information, jail
staff obtain medical information from the arrestee. The system is
designed to keep as many arrestees in the pre-booking area until PTS
information collection and release are completed, but delays in veri-
fication of information have resulted in felony arrestees being moved
to the jail’s intake unit before the release decision has been made.

PTS has the authority, established in the court cap order, to release all
persons booked on misdemeanors, with the exception of lewd/inde-
cent exposure, domestic violence and detainees with three or more
FTAs.3 For misdemeanors, PTS runs a warrant and DMV check and
then submits these cases to the Sheriff’s booking officer to effect the
release. If the arrestee has an outstanding FTA warrant, the warrant
is served at the time of pre-booking and added as another charge.

 Prior to release, PTS staff give the arrestee a court date to appear on

the current offense, as well as any FTA warrants. In some cases, the
arrestee may have up to three court dates in three different courts.

PTS packets (interview, criminal history, review of supplemental ar-
rest report) must be completed on all felonies and misdemeanor do-
mestic violence cases. The court cap order has established three lev-
els of offenses, and PTS has authority to make own recognizance (OR)

3 Persons with holds, such as parole, are not eligible for release, regardless of the

nature of the current offense.

6.10

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation CHAPTER VI: Managing the Offender

releases for both level one and level two offenses. Level one offenses
are primarily theft/property, auto burglary and drug possession of-
fenses; PTS can release these arrestees on OR without verification of
information. Level two offenses include commercial burglary, pos-
session of drugs for sale (depending on the amount of drugs involved)
and auto theft; PTS can make an OR release when information has
been verified. All other felonies fall under level three and must be
submitted to the duty judge after the PTS packet has been completed
and verified.

PTS currently averages 100-110 level one and level two OR releases

each month. Most of these releases are for level one offenses: Data
from 1993, the only data currently available, showed a monthly aver-
age of 82 level one and 5 level two releases. Close to one-third of all

OR releases failed to appear in court.6 The number of OR releases

has increased because of amendments to the court cap order adding
more offenses to levels one and two and because some interviewers

had been processing level one offenses as level twos or sending level

one packets to court.”

The workload for PTS has increased over the past two years with the
addition of new responsibilities, despite the loss of three staff posi-
tions. PTS now conducts probable cause hearings over the telephone
with the duty judge, beginning on Thursdays; the telephone hear-
ings are also used to assist the judge in making an OR decision. The
agency also receives several “special requests” from the courts. Spe-
cial requests may involve cases where the defendant is going to trial;
the defendant has been bound over to superior court or the original
misdemeanor charge has been increased to a felony. PTS staff gener-
ally must complete special request investigations within 48 to 96 hours
and are often not given advance notice even though staff time for
these special requests is limited.

This is a substantial increase in FTA over the appearance of rates found by ILPP in
1992, based on 1990 date (8% for all pretrial felony releases), and PITS’ own
estimate of 18% (excluding ADAP) for 1992.

These modifications are generally the result of meetings between the head of PTS
and the judge assigned to the jail lawsuit. The most recent changes in late Febru-
ary 1995 moved auto theft from level one to level two, but substantially increased
the amount of drugs in possession for sale cases, ranging from 4 to 28 grams, for
eligible releases under level two.
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“A recent joint report by
the Sacramento County
Sheriff’s Department and
the County Administration
and Finance Agency
concludes that existing
pretrial incarceration
alternatives resulted in an
estimated saving of 467
beds in the county’s jail
system. These alternatives
included city police citation
and release, jail citation and
release, the elimination of
public inebriate bookings,
expedited release to other
agencies, own recognizance
(OR) release and felony
reduced citations.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 17

Pretrial Services Findings

PTS packets are often lost between the time a defendant
appears in municipal court and is sent to superior court;
most of these lost packets involve cases from municipal
courts in Lodi and Stockton. In reconstructing the packets,
PTS staff must conduct another interview, adding one to
two days to the process.

Not all felony arrestees are interviewed by PTS: many of
the arrestees speak only Spanish and a bilingual interviewer
is not always on duty. The problem may be compounded
by the imminent departure of one of the two Spanish speak-
ing interviewers. The PTS interviewer assigned to the court-
house also encounters the same problem, but this is due to
the unwillingness of court interpreters to provide transla-
tion assistance.

The PTS courthouse interviewer used to do three to four
interviews a week, but this number has dropped dramati-
cally. In some cases, the court clerk sends paperwork to
the interviewer after the detainee has already been returned
to the jail. Courthouse interviews can be a very expedient
way to verify information because family members are of-
ten present with the defendant. The PTS process, however,
cannot be completed at the courthouse office because the
current printer cannot print out CLETS criminal histories;
these must still be obtained from the office at the jail.

The computer equipment in the PTS office is inadequate
and outdated. As a result, PTS is unable to track cases for
failures to appear. The prior manual tracking system,
where PTS provided a card for court staff to complete show-
ing next court date has been discontinued with the imple-
mentation of CJIS. All court dates for persons who are
released by PTS are written down and sent to the appro-
priate court through interoffice mail.

Bail amounts assigned by CJIS may be inaccurate, eépe-
cially with multiple charges. Manual override is not pos-
sible.

No data are regularly maintained by PTS to monitor its
operations. The lack of such data may be related to the
existing computer system, but there are also no efforts to
manually record PTS activity on a consistent basis.
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o  PTS has primary responsibility for felony pretrial releases
in San Joaquin County. Level three releases (those submit-
ted to the duty judge or OR) are rare, although some judges
are more likely than others to authorize such releases.

.  Criteria for OR release may still be too stringent. The ma-
jority of PTS OR releases are for level one offenses. There
are only a small number of level two releases, but these
cases are subject to release criteria that make anyone with
three FTAs in the past five years ineligible for release.®
Where such a history is the only factor for ineligibility, this
criterion should be further evaluated to determine the na-
ture of the prior FTAs.

+  There hasbeen no increase in the proportion of OR releases
for felonies since ILPP’s 1992 study, but such releases are
being effected much more quickly: 80 percent within two
days, compared to nearly five days for court OR in the 1992
study.® The overall ALS of 4.5 days from the 1994 data,
however, indicates that some defendants do not obtain court
OR until much later in the adjudication process.

o Thejail’s classification and population management units
perform work that is duplicative of PTS’, primarily run-
ning prior criminal histories. Jail classification staff will
even use the PTS terminal to obtain criminal histories. Such
duplication of effort is unnecessary and a waste of time
and resources. Better coordination among PTS, classifica-
tion and population management is needed.10 \

Comments from the County Counsel indicate that this is no longer the policy, but
interviews with PTS staff confirm that it is still used as a screening criterion.

9 Most OR releases were made by the court in 1992, instead of PTS.

At the beginning of the ILPP study there was clearly a need for greater coordina-
tion between PTS, classification and population management. Recently the Sheriff’s
Department initiated meetings of the Law and Justice Operations Group to im-
prove coordination between these activities.
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o  PTS policy of using temporary staff as interviewers may
be another short-term budget response that will prove
costly over the long run.1! The use of part-time employees
has resulted in high turnover among these staff, which
impacts on pretrial operations, particularly in training time
and costs.12 Because these employees work at thejail, back-
ground checks that cost at least $300 are required. Proba-
tion also requires a psychiatric test. Interviewer training
includes 48 hours on the CLETS terminal, as well as on-
the—job training on how to read rap sheets, run record
checks, use the computers and conduct interviews. Such
training may require three weeks to one month. Lack of
familiarity with the court cap order that allows PTS to re-
lease all level one offenses without verification of informa-
tion may have been related to new staff.

3. Pretrial Services Recommendations

®  Recommendation: Develop policy and procedure with Sheriff’s Of-
fice to allow PTS to keep prior criminal histories and DO] manual rap
sheets in the office to minimize “reinventing the wheel” type of work.

~ PTS reports that much time could be saved for its staff if prior crimi-

nal histories and manual raps sheets from DOJ were kept on file in its
office. The Sheriff’s Office’s concern about confidentiality of these
records could be alleviated by a locked file cabinet box in the PTS
office or area adjacent to the office. Space concerns can be addressed
by removing all CLETS criminal histories after a certain time period,
such as the time required for CLETS to update its own files or when a
new conviction is most likely to be added to the criminal history.
Because there is no time lapse problem with DOJ manual rap sheets,
these could be kept indefinitely or for much longer periods.

® Recommendation: Move all low minimum pretrial detainees to the
Honor Farm to allow more space in the main jail to house serious of-

fenders who have been sentenced.

®  Recommendation: Move all minimum security inmates from the
Honor Farm to alternative programs, such as electronic monitoring
and day reporting centers.

11 PTS indicates that some progress has been made on this issue.

12 Many of these employees leave to obtain full time employment with other city
and state agencies. At present, two other interviewers will be leaving to take
positions with the CYA.
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® Recommendation: Develop a “chain of custody” for PTS packets to
minimize their getting lost after being sent to court.

Duplication of work results in lost time and unnecessary PTS staff
resources. Since most of the lost packets involve the courts in Lodi
and Stockton, procedures should be developed to determine how and
when they are getting lost or misplaced, both in the municipal court
and at the time the case is bound over to superior court.

® Recommendation: Develop policies and procedures for PTS inter-
views at the court to minimize time needed to complete PTS packets

and to reduce a defendant’s pretrial length of stay.

PTS interviews at the courthouse can minimize the amount of time
PTS staff spend to complete their packets and concomitantly the
amount of time an eligible offender must stay in jail before pretrial
release. A more comprehensive pretrial release system would give
the courts more control of such releases, an important element lost
through the cap releases. Greater use of PTS at the courthouse will
not result in an increase in staff, since one interviewer is already as-
signed to the courthouse but is seldom used. Current PTS proce-
dures should be augmented as follows:

e Make court appointed translators available to assist PTS
staff in interviews.

e  Develop procedure for PTS staff to meet with judge prior
to arraignment to discuss eligibility of detainees for pre-
trial release and what additional information the court
needs to make a release decision.

e Install an appropriate printer at the PTS courthouse office
to allow PTS staff to print prior criminal histories.

®  Recommendation: Review PTS release criteria for consistency with
the court consent order and reasonableness.

PTS release criteria are developed with the assistance of the judge
supervising the jail lawsuit. PTS staff continue to use a criterion that
all persons charged with a level two offense who have a history of
three FTAs in the past five years are ineligible for pretrial release,
despite the belief by some that this policy was abandoned several
years ago. The current court order is modified regularly to expand
the categories of offenses in level one and level two. Such modifica-
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“The [Blue Ribbon Com-
mission on Inmate
Management]...concludes
that drug abuse is the single
most significant factor
contributing to a pattern of
crime, arrest, incarceration,
release and return to
criminal activity.”

— Jailhouse Blues, pp. 5-6

tion, however, is undermined by release criteria that may be incon-
sistent with the order or more stringent than required to protect the
public. These criteria should be reviewed and revised as needed, as
well as reported to other criminal justice agencies to enhance system
understanding of PTS operations.

® Recommendation: Coordinate the activities of PTS with the jail’s
classification and population management units to eliminate duplica-

tion of work.

The Sheriff’s Office reports that coordination efforts among PTS, clas-
sification and population management has begun; focus of this coor-
dination should be on ways to eliminate duplication of activities, in-
cluding but not limited to running prior criminal histories and the
exchange of information obtained by PTS during interviews that
would affect housing assignments, such as gang affiliation. Such co-
ordination can also result in the development of priority lists for popu-
lation capacity releases, giving first priority to cases where PTS would
have recommended pretrial release to a duty judge.

®  Recommendation: Eliminate as much as possible the use of tempo-
rary employees within PTS.

Training costs can be minimized, morale increased, and program in-
efficiencies related to staff turnover reduced by hiring more perma-
nent employees. PTS reports progress has been made in this area and
should continue its efforts to move toward a permanent full-time staff,
since these position have already been funded.

D. ADAP and Other Substance Abuse Treatment Pro-
grams

1. Description

In addition to the director, ADAP has four full time counselors, two
part time counselors, and one temporary clerk (35 hours per week).
The drug abuse counselor works half-time for ADAP; the rest of his
salary is paid by the public defender. Counselors are trained to take
urine samples, but the actual testing is conducted by staff at the Chemi-
cal Dependency Counseling Center.

ADAP is now located in the former women's jail, but the facility has
only been partially remodeled for ADAP’s use. The treatment pro-
gram component is still the same as that found by ILPP in 1992, but
there is more structure: Sunrise School, a county school program,
provides computer training and living skills, in addition to classes
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that will assist participants in obtaining a GED. The volunteer work
program has been very successful; ADAP participants have helped
move county departments and are responsible for setting up and tak-
ing down booths for the “Sugar and Spice” festival.l3

ADAP now has room for 200 to 225 participants.14 An average of 94
to 96 persons are on site with another 40 to 50 who are assigned to
ADAP but work or attend school during the day. The average age of
ADAP referrals is 28 to 29; about 80 percent are pretrial.

TABLE 6.3 ADAP Workload Information, 1989-90 to 1993-94

ADAP 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94
Admissions 724 672 640 762 1344

Average Daily Attendance 51 55 69 ' 80 170
Staffing 4 4 53 5.8

Admits per 168.0 160.0 143.8 231.7

Attendance per ) 13.8 17.3 15.1 29.3

ADAP’s activities are overseen by a steering committee that meets
every quarter. Members of this committee include several judges from
the municipal court, a superior court judge and representatives from
probation, PTS, district attorney, public defender and Office of Sub-
stance Abuse. ADAP may be the transition agency for the proposed
drug court. The director is currently working on a system to fax
progress reports directly to the court.15

ADAP continues to be one of the only county operated programs that
serves only persons going through the criminal justice system. New
Directions, established through the private sector, provides 15 beds
for referrals from the court in exchange for use of county property;16
an average of 10 to 12 beds are actually used. In 1994, New Direc-
tions provided the county 3000 bed days or the equivalent of $60,000

13 Insurance for ADAP participants who provide volunteer work is paid by the par-
ticipating agency.

14 To accommodate 200 participants, ADAP’s current staff would have to be in-
creased by one half-time employee.

15 ADAP currently provides the participant with a letter to be taken to court, but
those receiving negative reports have less incentive to actually produce them in

court.

16 New Directions operates out of Barracks A, B and C of the Honor Farm.

“Justice system profession-
als are increasingly noting

that the “war on drugs’

’

itself - with its emphasis
on ever-stronger enforce-

ment and incarceration

rather than on prevention
and treatment - is a factor
in the skyrocketing growth

of jails and prisons.”
— Jailhouse Blues, p. 6
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in services, based on an average cost of $20 per bed day. Operating
funds for New Directions comes from housing parolees through a
subcontract that is administered by the Office of Substance Abuse.!”
Although the contract with the county is based on bed days, the De-
partment of Corrections pays for 15 slots and briefly cut this number
to 9 in August 1994. Figures from the 1993-94 annual report showed
116 admissions and only 21 completions, but these data reflect only a
partial year since New Directions did not begin operations until March
1993. In 1994, about 38% of the court’s referrals, who are primarily
sentenced defendants, successfully completed the six month program,
a rate that is comparable to other county treatment programs. Be-
cause New Directions has been licensed to provide services for 48
people, it has the potential of increasing the number of treatment beds
in the county at a relatively low cost.

The Office of Substance Abuse operates three residential treatment
programs, and about 50 percent of the beds in the two largest pro-
grams, Recovery House and the Residential Drug Program, are occu-
pied by court-ordered placements. This proportion, however, includes
not only defendants sentenced through the criminal courts, but also
Child Protective Services (CPS) cases, where parents must complete
a treatment program to regain custody of their children. At present,
CPS cases are probably given greater priority for bed space than de-
fendants sentenced to jail time before placement.1®

The number of residential treatment beds in the county is very lim-
ited: The county operated programs have a total of 186 beds; two
private programs, The Salvation Army and St. Joseph’s Hospital have
76 and 13 beds, respectively. The waiting list for the Residential Drug
Program is a minimum of three months, while Recovery House has a
shorter time of four to six weeks. Jail inmates are placed on the wait-
ing list after evaluation by the drug abuse counselor for the most ap-
propriate program; unlike members of the community, those in jail
do not have to call the program to remain on the waiting list.

17 The amount of the county’s contract with the Department of Corrections for hous-
ing these parolees will be $215,000 for fiscal year 1994-95.

18. Upon reporting to the treatment program, the CPS referral may be placed in a
detox center or half way house to await a bed that may become available in a few
days. ‘
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‘ 2. ADAP Findings

e  ADAP’s program and operations show significant improve-  “The Blue Ribbon Com-
ments since ILPP’s 1992 report: Based on data compiled ':IZSZL% I’ﬁ‘;ﬁfﬁé’?f a
by court staff in April 1994, none of the pegple assigned to Justice Drug Use Forecast-
ADAP had any new offenses for the period July 1993 to .0 project in San Diego

December 1993. The FTA rate for persons reporting t0 and Los Angeles revealed

ADAP is down from 36 percent (1991-92) to 13 percent. FTA  that more than 70 percent

for court appearances have not been a problem because the of arrestees for all types of

participant is already at ADAP and is either taken or sent fi':zezst:s(tgj;;:;ef or
directly to court. Some of this may have resulted from closer  ;,;.iiuana) at time of
coordination between the courts and probation and a more  arrest.”

structured program. — Jailhouse Blues, p. 5

e  There is a critical need for coordination between the jail
and residential treatment programs, as well as ADAP.® A
list recently provided to the Office of Substance Abuse con-
tained 31 inmates who had completed their jail sentences
and were awaiting placement in a residential treatment
program. About half of these individuals could have been
placed as soon as their sentences had been completed in

: the Salvation Army, Delancey Street and the Veteran’s Hos-
. pital in Pleasanton. (These programs had been selected for
them by the drug abuse counselor.) Of the remainder, the
Office of Substance Abuse could have notified the jail when
abed was available if it had been informed of the expected
release date. Greater coordination and cooperation between
the jail and the Office of Substance Abuse could lead to
earlier placement and reduced use of jail beds.

3. ADAP Recommendations

®  Recommendation:  Increase the ADAP program capacity by add-
ing one half-time person.

®  Recommendation: Expand ADAP’s program capacity to allow for
more control over pretrial and cap releases

19 Comments from the Sheriff’s Office on this issue confirm the need for improved
coordination. The Sheriff indicates that inmates referred to treatment programs
are never sentenced to the jail, but are merely held until a treatment bed becomes
, available and cannot be released pursuant to the court order. Although the Office

. of Substance Abuse is contacted, the Sheriff’'s Office is often told no treatment

beds are available.
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ADAP has substantially improved its program performance and is a
reasonable low-cost alternative to the use of the jail. Its current ca-
pacity can be doubled simply by adding one half-time employee.

® Recommendation:  Coordinate the exchange of information and
development of policies to facilitate the transfer of detainees and in-

mates to ADAP and residential treatment programs.

The problem of defendants in jail who could have been transferred
earlier to a treatment program is primarily one involving lack of fol-
low through. The exchange of information between the jail and ADAP
and residential treatment programs would lead to earlier transfer;
responsibility for providing liaison with these programs can be as-
signed to the population management unit.

In the long term, consideration should be given to housing inmates
at the Honor Farm who have been sentenced to a residential treat-
ment program with explicit recognition that “Sheriff’s parole” can be
used prior to completion of an inmate’s jail sentence if a treatment
bed becomes available.

6.20
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VII. MANAGING THE SPACE:
CRIMINAL JUsTICE FACILITIES

This chapter introduces ILPP’s primary findings and recommenda-
tions about justice facilities and space use in San Joaquin. The under-
lying data upon which it is based was presented in Report I De-
mand on the System. -

A. Detention Facilities

In achieving an efficient use of detention facilities, the available hous-
ing and custody staffing, inmate classification and inmate popula-
tion demand must be taken into account. Staffing and housing are
scarce resources, while inmate population seems to constantly expand.

Staffing is by far the largest element of long-term detention facility
cost. A National Institute of Corrections study demonstrated that, for
a thirty-year life cycle, staffing accounts for 70-80% of total cost, while
construction accounts for only 9-10% of total cost. Pretrial and post-
sentence incarceration alternatives mitigate the demand for jail space.

Four objectives for efficiently using resources guide ILPP’s recom-
mendations for space use:

1. Optimize the efficient use of custody staff.

2. Useavailable housing in the most rational way to achieve
best fit between security needs and inmate sub-popula-
tions.

3. Reduce overcrowding in the main jail.

4. Reduce or attenuate the need to build and staff expen-
sive high security housing.

Current Facilities

In January, 1995, the Sheriff’s Office had a system capacity of 1214
rated beds (the main jail and Honor Farm) with an average daily popu-
lation of about 1170 - 1190. By April 1995, the department will reopen
three 70-bed barracks buildings (D, E, F), and system capacity will
increase to 1424 beds. Total capacity, including this addition, is sum-
marized in Table 7.1.

“Beyond the notion that
incarceration rates have
something to do with the
jail space available is the
suspicion that jail incar-
ceration rates are a reflec-
tion of local community
standards. If this is true,
local public policy — rather
than generally applied
absolute standards of
justice — is a major influ-
ence in the jail overcrowd-
ing issue.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 15

“One of the keys to a
decision to incarcerate
involves the availability of
jail space. For example,
seven of the 10 counties
that have low incarceration
rates are also under court-
ordered population caps.
How many decisions not to
incarcerate were influenced
by no room at the jail?”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 14
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TABLE 7.1 Current Bed Capacity by Facility, San Joaquin County Detention System
Facility Beds
Main Jail
Intake Housing
™ 99 beds*
2F/IM 99 beds*
South Jail
U 1- U6 (64/unit) 384 beds
Ad Segregation
A7-A8 (63/unit) 126 beds
Sheltered Unit 66 beds
Medical (40 beds)
Main Jail subtotal 774 beds
Honor Farm
D E F barracks 210 beds
J K L barracks 136 beds
G barracks 40 beds
H | barracks 140 beds
Honor barracks 124 beds
Honor Farm Subtotal 650 beds
Total System Capacity 1424 beds
*50% doublebunked
One possible benefit of shifting certain inmate groups to the Honor
Farm is the potential for lower staffing costs relative to the main jail,
which could result in savings.
Extended or more intense use of the Honor Farm is predicated upon
the idea that the classification system would allow assignment of in-
mates to Honor Farm housing in its current form or in a hardened
configuration (i.e., with more fencing, etc.). If increased alternatives
to incarceration result in removal of these inmates from custody, then
other alternatives for Honor Farm expansion must be examined.
Honor Farm staff inmate ratios are generally much lower than main
jail housing staff to inmate ratios. A general direct comparison is not
possible, since many system functions (e.g., central control, medical
and mental health) are housed in the main jail. When Barracks D, E,
and F are reopened, the Honor Farm staff to inmate ratio will be ap-
proximately 1 staff to 15 inmates (authorized positions vs. inmate
beds at capacity).
7.2
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TABLE 7.2 Current Honor Farm Staffing

Position Number
Four teams (9 per team) 36 staff
Support 2 staff
Sargeant 4 staff
Total 42 staff

The South Jail Core Housing Area includes 512 beds in 8 housing
units and staff and visiting functions. :

Staffing could be considered in two categories: housing and other
support functions. The Sheriff’s Office is required to house a broad
range of inmates on the basis of the risks of assault behavior, escape,
etc. This diversity is reflected in the range of housing settings and in
the staff intensitivity for managing each grouping. At one extreme,
during the day shift, one female officer supervises 128 men in the

“honor barracks, while at the opposite extreme, in the South Jail the
two administrative segregation units of 126 beds require five officers
during the same time period.

When D, E, and F are reopened, the staff to inmate ratio for housing
officers will be 1:16 to 1:18. Barracks D, E, and F will each have 70
beds. Initial plans for staffing call for one officer to supervise two
units during the day shift.

Honor Farm support functions also require less staff. While the Jail
and the Honor Farm both operate on direct supervision principles,
the Honor Farm operations are different in some significant ways.
Within the Honor Farm inmates generally do not require staff escort.
In the jail, inmate movement within the facility is highly restricted;
services are brought to inmates in order to reduce escort requirements,
while Honor Farm inmates move unescorted to food service, work
assignments, visiting, etc. The main jail configuration in two sepa-
rate facilities requires transport and escort staff for movement be-
tween the Jail Core and the South Jail.

Since the majority of Honor Farm inmates are sentenced, most do not
have actions pending in the courts. Consequently, related staff needs
for court scheduling, escort and transport are significantly less than
the main jail. :
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“To use an overworked
cliché, it would not take a
rocket scientist to see the
implications of the popula-
tion scenario for the future
of California’s jails and
prisons. We will simply
not be able to build them
fast enough. But that is
nothing new.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 22

“One of the underlying
themes of these recommen-
dations is that jails do not

exist in a vacuum. They
are a result and a reflection
of the society in which they
exist and which they serve.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 23

Since the Honor Farm has minimal locking capacity and lacks auto-
matic door operation, there is no need for a secure control room and
staff to operate it.

The current Honor Farm management structure is less intensive than
the main jail. Four sergeants supervise 400-500 inmates, while the
main jail management structure is far more complex.

As noted, Honor Farm operations are inherently more efficient or less
staff intensive because of the lower security classification and lesser
interaction with the courts system. During analysis of this issue ILPP
discussed staffing at length with the Sheriff’s Office senior adminis-
tration staff. Senior staff do not concur with this position as they be-
lieve main jail and Honor Farm operations result in relative equiva-
lence in terms of staff efficiency. ILPP suggests that jail managers in-
vestigate the staff issue in more detail, given the historical pattern of
lower staff to inmate ratios at the Honor Farm.

Finding: Some inmates now housed in the main jail could be more
efficiently housed in Honor Farm barracks if security systems and
perimeter fencing were added.

®  Recommendation: Long term planning should incorporate the reuse
of Honor Farm barracks A, B and C for pretrial and sentenced

misdemeanant males and or females.

Further expansion of housing and services for female inmates could
be accommodated in A, B, and C barracks. These buildings have been
recently remodeled and include new HVAC systems. Relocation of

. New Directive would be required. Each building could house be-

tween 50 and 70 inmates depending on classification, services avail-
able, etc.

Finding: Housing general population women inmates at the main
jail uses beds that could more productively and cost-effectively be
used for higher risk males. On the basis of low risk of assault and
escape for the majority of this group, the high security setting of the
main jail is not necessary.

€®  Recommendation: Remodel Honor Farm Barracks H and I and con-
vert to a women'’s facility. Shift most women to the Honor Farm with
a new security fence.

7.4
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Before the new jail was opened a secure perimeter fence was added
around Honor Farm barracks H and I. Unfortunately, a decision was
made to use this facility to house escape prone sub-populations, in-
cluding parole violators and illegal aliens, with the result that there
were numerous escapes from this unit. However, these buildings
can be used effectively to house properly classified inmates who fall
between high risk groups and minimum security inmates.

Most of the female inmates could be safely and efficiently housed in
remodeled barracks buildings H and I. These structures are adjacent
to the existing G barracks which houses Honor Farm female inmates.
Visiting and other support functions could be provided in the south
administration building, which also houses ADAP offices. Ample
parking lies south of the facility. Support services or additional hous-
ing could be added at the western edge of H barracks or in the area
west of the building.

Operational and legal concerns would require a substantial remodel
of these buildings to assure that pre-trial and sentenced females have
environments and services commensurate with male inmates to meet
constitutional equal protection requirements.

Women who require medical, mental health, and other special man-
agement cases would remain in the main jail.

Finding: The county has a long-term need for intermediate custody
housing for male and female populations.

®  Recommendation: Future bed additions should be provided through
direct supervision dormitory housing. This housing could be man-
aged by the Honor Farm administration. Typical staffing levels would
be lower than the main jail and similar to current Honor Farm staff-
ing. Shifting large numbers of jail inmates from the main jail to these
facilities would permit use of existing high security housing for in-
mates who require close supervision within a maximum security pe-
rimeter.

A “hardened” minimum security setting could be a regular building
of conventional construction. Increased security would be achieved
in three ways. First, perimeter security would be provided by a single
or double perimeter fencing system; the fencing system would be
designed to permit “safe refuge” areas for fire evacuation within the
confines of the fence. Second, recreation yards could be enclosed with

“Given the prohibitive cost

of constructing and

operating new facilities, it
is appropriate that Califor-
nia seek ways to avoid and
reduce incarceration costs.”

— Jailhouse Blues, p. 31

June, 1995
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‘ walls or security fencing. Third, visiting and visitor management

. would occur in a separate building where there is intense supervi-
sion. With this model the buildings are alarm locked, but the perim-
eter formed by fences is lockable and entry and exit can be strictly
controlled.

A variety of housing types and construction systéms would be pos-
sible. Options range from frame construction with dorm rooms like
the 124-bed Honor Farm barracks to lockable tilt up concrete build-
ings with 48 to 64 bed dormitories with sub-divided sleeping areas.

An alternative strategy would be to build medium security lockable
dormitories administered by the Honor Farm. While this option
would be more costly it would be more secure since the building en-
velope would be the secure perimeter. An example of this building
type is found at the ElImwood Correctional Facility which is operated
“A cap on its jail means by Santa Clara County (W-2 housing). Another alternative would be

that a county must beona 1o build a secure, lockable version of the existing 124 bed honor unit.
deliberate path to finance,

design and construct PN
additional jail space with all
due dispatch. However,

Recommendation: As an alternative to the previous two recommen-
dations, relocate the majority of female inmates to a fenced facility out-

construction of needed new side the main jail. Build a 124-bed Facility with a security fence; house
space does not necessarily general population.
. provide the county much

respite from a court-ordered  This recommendation is an alternative to a program which uses ex-
;Z;itz;;’;aget;ﬁz s isting Honor Farm barracks. The program would require construc-
county has gone to the  H1OD of a housing/support services building, a visiting/processing
substantial expense of building on the perimeter and a perimeter fencing system.
constructing and staffing a
jail facility which may have  One advantage is the potential for increased staffing efficiency. The
been desigred to provide  existing facility is very staff efficient. (On some day shifts one female
some roo";;; i g}oezz‘:fhg:saf officer supervises the entire 124-bed male dormitory facility.) Physi-
_ Jailhouse Bluesy, p. 1'0 cal facilities and services would be comparable to those in the main
‘ jail, so constitutional due process and equal protection parity with
the men in the main jail could be met. Women who require medical,
mental health, and other special management cases would remain in
the main jail.

Another potential benefit is the clearer separation of female and male
inmates.
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Location of an intermediate security facility next to the Honor Farm
barracks would allow dedication of the Honor Farm for men who are
minimum security as well as “low medium” inmates, who would be
housed in more secure barracks.

B. Courts

The Sheriff’s Office currently transports 200 inmates per week back
and forth between the jail and the County Courthouse. Most inmates
are transported via two forty-passenger buses. Certain inmates clas-
sified as protective custody or “keep aways” require dedication of
separate staff and vehicles. In addition, the Tracy Police Department
transports an average of 20 inmates per week between the jail and
the Tracy Municipal Court.

Finding: Reduction of inmate transport for court matters could save
Sheriff, Marshal, and city staff time and increase security. Staff time
savings would be realized, not only in reduced transport, but also in
reduced supervision / security staffing within court holding and
courtrooms at the Courthouse. Arraignment hearings represent, by
* far, the largest component of court transport. A strategy to conduct
arraignment hearings at the jail rather than the Courthouse would
reduce staffing requirements.

¢ Recommendation: Expand the current pilot program of video ar-
raignment and construct video arraignment rooms adjacent to the jail

core intake area. All in custody arraignment hearings should be con-
ducted using a video arraignment process which can occur within the
confines of the jail.

Inmate movement for arraignment accounts for the largest propor-
tion of all inmate transport outside the jail. Under the current system
all in-custody inmates to be arraigned must be transported down-
town for the arraignment hearing. Staff time for this activity is sub-
stantial. First, inmates must be mustered and escorted to the trans-
port center near the intake area, then driven downtown where they
are placed in holding cells to await the arraignment process. Security
staff must be on hand to supervise court holding areas as well as court-
rooms. Following arraignment inmates are returned to the jail and
their housing units.

Expansion of the video arraignment facility in the jail has several
important benefits. First, there will be a substantial reduction in in-
mate transport to and from downtown Stockton and Tracy with a

¢
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reduction in staffing needs. Staff reductions for court holding and
courtroom supervision should be lessened. Security is improved from
not moving large numbers of inmates outside the jail facility. Reduc-
ing inmate movement inherently increases security for all jail opera-
tions.

®  Recommendation: Long-range planning should focus on construct-
ing a high security courtroom and support spaces adjacent to the jail

core area, rather than further construction in the downtown court-
house area. Criminal courts and related functions should ultimately
move to the Matthews Road area.

Advantages include further reduction of inmate transport downtown.
Preliminary hearings and municipal court trials would be conducted
on the Matthews Road site.

This action would require a substantial facility, including initial con-
struction of five to six courtrooms and court support areas. One court-
room could be designed for high security trials so it might be pos-
sible to have occasional high security superior court trials in proxim-
ity to the jail.

Beyond simplification and reduction of inmate transport and related
staff time, this approach would have a major impact on the Court-
house and the Courthouse Annex. The shift of criminal courts from
the Courthouse to Matthews Road would make existing courtrooms
and related spaces available for other uses.

Another long-term benefit is the potential to remodel spaces within
the Courthouse complex for future civil court expansion, rather than

" constructing new high rise additions. Also, since the sources of de-

mand for space, municipal and superior courts and related depart-
ments, would be in two locations, the magnitude or intensity of de-
mand- for new space at the Courthouse is lessened. In the current
situation, all the demand for new space must somehow be accommo-
dated in the single downtown location.

C. Juvenile Hall

Finding: Recent remodeling of Juvenile Hall has resulted in substan-
tial improvements in operations and facility security. Short-term needs
have been met. Additional beds will be required to meet long term-
needs.

7.8
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There are three potential options for expanding juvenile housing.

. e  Oneoption is to construct a new secure wing. Because the

current facility is characterized by lengthy corridors, a new

wing would require additional corridors, and construction
would be difficult and costly.

e The second option would be to remodel the old housing
wings, Units IV and V, adjacent to the Hall, but part of the
Juvenile Probation Department office building. This hous-
ing, built in 1947, accounts for 54 beds in the Hall’s rated
capacity. The housing has outmoded, poorly functioning
mechanical and electrical systems and obsolete locking sys-
tems. Major life safety systems would be required to bring
these buildings into compliance with current fire codes. The
two wings lack enclosed recreation yards and are not di-
rectly connected to Juvenile Hall. Because these units lie
outside the secure perimeter of Juvenile Hall, remodeling
would require constructing new secure corridors and add-
ing sallyports and fencing. ‘

e  The third option would be conversion of an existing ser-
vices wing to a secure housing unit. This wing is not now
. ~a high use area and contains an unused dining hall and
kitchen, an unused laundry room, and a general storage
room. (Food is now transported from the hospital and is
served in each housing unit, so juvenile movement outside
the unit is limited.) The building has concrete block bear-
ing walls and a fireproofed bar joist roof structure.

€  Recommendation: To meet additional long term bed needs, convert
the unused support wing into a secure housing unit. Conversion of

this wing is the most functionally logical and cost effective strategy for
long -term Juvenile Hall housing expansion. This area could be de-
signed to serve as a general population housing unit or as an intake
and assessment unit.

Remodeling this area would provide a central location, adequate area,
adequate width for housing on both exterior walls, and a rectangular
configuration which will permit flexibility in planning rooms and cir-
culation.

The county should consider reusing the substantial, nearly new,
kitchen equipment, either in the hospital or as part of a new kitchen

. for the jail.
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VIII. JUVENILE JUSTICE ASSESSMENT

A. Overview

Historically, the juvenile court was viewed as a humanitarian effort
to protect children, those under the age of 18, from the detrimental
effects of the criminal justice system. California, which established a
juvenile court in 1903, was among the first of the states to adopt a
juvenile court, which embodied the rehabilitative philosophy that
early intervention combined with treatment could lead to successful
reformation of delinquent juveniles.

The early juvenile courts were given broad powers of intervention;
juvenile court proceedings tended to be very informal. Juveniles were
not entitled to traditional due process rights because these were not
considered appropriate when the courts’ focus was not on depriving
the juvenile of liberty, but on determining the most appropriate treat-
ment.] No distinction was made among delinquents, status offend-
ers and neglected or dependent children.?

For delinquency cases, the trend has been toward “criminalization”
of juvenile court procedures with more formalized hearings. With
the exception of the right to bail and a jury trial, juveniles are now
entitled to the same constitutional rights as adults. Legislation af-
fecting juveniles now reflects a repudiation of the rehabilitative theory
and increased concern about juvenile violence. The most significant
legislative change has been the reduction from 16 to 14 years as the
minimum age at which a minor can be found unfit for juvenile court
jurisdiction (Welfare and Institutions Code section 707).

Until 1977, the San Joaquin County juvenile justice system reflected
the early rehabilitative goals and philosophies by giving the juvenile
division of the probation department responsibility for reviewing all
referrals, either by way of citation or booking at Juvenile Hall; deter-
mining case handling; and filing petitions in juvenile court. Major
legislative changes implemented in 1977 transferred responsibility
for filing petitions to the district attorney’s office, but the probation
department retained responsibility for referrals to the district attor-
ney.

1 Vestiges of this parens patriae rationale, in which the state is seen as the guardian
of children, remain in California’s juvenile justice system.

2 In 1961, these became separate bases for juvenile court jurisdiction; the range of
permissible dispositions depended on the court’s jurisdictional basis.
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The “criminalization” of juvenile justice, and concomitant erosion of
the probation department’s discretionary authority for case review
and handling is best exemplified by the increasing number of offenses
under Welfare and Institutions Code section 707 that may render a
juvenile “unfit for juvenile court, and therefore prosecuted as an adult
and therefore prosecuted as an adult”® “707” offenses must be re-
ferred to the district attorney for filing a petition. The most recent
statutory changes, effective January 1, 1995, require the probation
department to refer all cases involving juveniles aged 14 or over who
commit felonies and those who have been in juvenile court at least
once before, regardless whether the prior offense was a felony or mis-
demeanor.

B. Juvenile Adjudication Process
1. Arrest and Intake

As with adults, a juvenile enters the juvenile justice system through
an arrest by a law enforcement officer. After arrest, the case can be
informally resolved by the law enforcement agency; the arresting of-
ficer can issue a citation, requiring the juvenile to appear before a
probation officer at some future time; or book the juvenile into Juve-
nile Hall.

The San Joaquin County Probation Department received nearly 5,000
referrals for criminal offenses last year. About 45 percent of these
referrals involved felonies. Probation referrals are initially reviewed
by the intake unit, which is comprised of one supervisor and six
deputy probation officers.

The intake officer has several options for case handling:

o  The case may be closed at intake after the probation officer
has interviewed the family and juvenile and believes the
family can take care of the problem. Over a third (36%) of
the criminal referrals in 1994 were closed at intake.

*  The probation officer may take no action at present but will
place the juvenile on informal probation and continue the
case for 60 days. At the end of the 60 days, the case will be
closed or an affidavit filed for violation of probation. Only
about three percent of probation’s referrals were held open.

3 Welfare and Institutions Code section 707, subdivision b, basically includes twenty
five felony offenses that involve actual or imminent violence to another person,
including murder, rape, kidnap, assault with a deadly weapon, torture and use of
a weapon in the commission of a felony.
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e  The probation officer may broker the case to a community-
based agency, usually for family counseling substance abuse
treatment. These cases are thereby diverted from the juve-
nile justice system. About 10 % of probation referrals are
diverted in this way.

e  The probation officer can place the juvenile on informal
probation under Welfare and Institutions Code section 654,
which allows the probation department to supervise a ju-
venile up to six months and set certain conditions of pro-
bation, such as community service and up to 10 days of the
work program. This is a very structured supervision, with
a 60-day review by the probation officer.

e  The probation officer can file an affidavit of probable cause
with the district attorney, who will determine whether a
petition should be filed. Slightly less than half of probation’s
referrals (47%) were referred to the district attorney for fil-
ing a petition.4

The intake unit uses an assessment system, based on a 1970s Wiscon-
sin model, that scores both risk and need.5 In order to be placed on
full supervision the juvenile must receive a score of 15 points on the
risk side or 20 points on the need side. Lower scores are used for
assaultive offenses: 10 and 15, respectively. Juveniles who score less
than these values, but who go through the court system will be put in

the “bank” caseload, which is a combination of restitution orders and

long-term treatment programs.® The assessment system is designed
not only to determine appropriate case handling but to limit full su-
pervision caseloads to 50 per probation officer.

4 Historically, probation referred as few as 27 percent of its cases to the district
attorney. The proportion has increased because of changes in the laws, and will
continue to increase under the most recent statutory amendments.

5 Risk factors include age at time of first adjudication, prior criminal behavior,
substance abuse, degree of parental control, school problems and peer relation-
ships. Need factors include substance abuse, family relationships, emotional
stability, intellectual ability and vocational/technical skills.

6 The bank caseload, which consists of approximately 100 to 150 cases, is handled
by the supervisor of the juvenile supervision unit.
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2. Case Adjudication

The district attorney has sole discretion for determining whether a
petition should be filed. The district attorney files petitions on nearly
all of probation’s referrals.” Three attorneys are assigned to the juve-
nile division; there is no investigator. There are two clerical staff to
handle paperwork and filing; the district attorney’s office at Juvenile
Hall is not connected to CJIS. Although the number of new petitions
has remained stable over the past four years (1,900 to 2,000), the total
number of cases in the office have been reduced from slightly over
4,000 to about 3,500 active cases.

There are statutory time constraints for filing petitions on juveniles.
If the child is in custody, the petition has to be filed within 48 court
hours of booking for a felony or a violent misdemeanor and within
24 court hours for a misdemeanor. The juvenile must-be released
from custody if no petition is filed within these time frames. If the
juvenile is already a ward of the court and out of custody, the district .
attorney must file a petition within five days of arrest; for all other
cases, the deadline is 30 days. If no petition is filed within the time
required, the juvenile must be released.® '

Probation and the supervising deputy district attorney designed a
booking sheet for arrest agencies to use when a youth is taken to Ju-
venile Hall. This form is used by all law enforcement agencies, but

‘will often lack the complete information needed to file petitions on -

felony charges.

In contrast to the adult system, the district attorney uses count bar-
gaining, rather than plea bargaining, to achieve case resolution. There
are three basic ways a case can be resolved: formal (probation, com-
mitment to Juvenile Hall, out of county or state placement and other
court ordered disposition), informal (through negotiations with par-
ents or defense attorney) and continuance. Continuances are gener-
ally only used for special situations, such as family/sibling disputes.
Such cases will be continued for three to six months, when charges
will be dismissed if there are no further problems.

About two-thirds of the cases will be resolved informally, an increase
over the past.

7  The district attorney appears to files “707” petitions referred by probation.

8 Such releases rarely occur, but probation staff must spend considerable time ob-
taining crime reports, sometimes even going directly to the law enforcement agency
to pick up the report.
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One Superior Court judge is assigned to hear juvenile matters at Ju-
venile Hall.? The first court appearance for juveniles not in custody
is the jurisdictional hearing, equivalent to an arraignment, where a
plea is taken. 10 The next hearing will be a dispositional hearing; if
the juvenile is found “responsible,” probation must prepare a
presentence investigation report, within three weeks if the juvenile is
in custody and six weeks before the next hearing for those who are
not in custody. For juveniles detained at the hall, the jurisdictional
hearing generally will be set within one week of arrest, and the dis-
positional hearing within one week of the jurisdictional hearing.11

The public defender is appointed in juvenile cases right after the dis-
trict attorney has filed a petition. Court rules require both the public
defender and the district attorney to meet informally before the juris-
dictional hearing. The public defender is ready to resolve about 20 to
25 percent of his cases prior to the jurisdictional hearing. For the
remaining cases, the public defender will usually request a continu-
ance of three to four days to meet with the juvenile, evaluate the case
and obtain police reports.12 The office has four attorneys to handle a
caseload of 1,800 to 2,000 new delinquency cases and 800 new depen-
dency cases, in addition to on-going caseloads; the supervising attor-
ney carries a full caseload.13

9  Until recently, dependency hearings were also held at Juvenile Hall. These hear-
ings are now held in Stockton, which is a more convenient location for social
workers assigned to these cases, but requires both the district attorney and public
defender to travel to Stockton or find coverage when there are scheduling con-
flicts.

10 For juveniles in custody, the first appearance is the detention hearing, which is
held within 72 court hours of arrest in felony cases and 48 court hours in misde-
meanors.

11 Statutes require the jurisdictional hearing to be held within 15 days unless the
detained juvenile waives time.

12 Continuances are generally not a problem in juvenile court; court rules and the
statute allow one seven day continuance for the defense attorney to become fa-
miliar with the case.

13 ' One additional deputy public defender is assigned to handle about 1,000 depen-
dency cases.

June, 1995

8.5



FINAL REPORT

San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

3. Placement

An out of state or out of county placement, including the CYA, is the
most serious sanction that the juvenile court can impose after a juve-
nile is found responsible. Cases for which a probation officer believes
placement is appropriate are referred to a screening committee that is
regularly staffed by the supervisors of Supervision and Placement.
Screening committee recommendations can include intensive super-
vision,14 commitment to the California Youth Authority (CYA), place-
ment, court school and/or formal probation.

Four out of state placement sites are used by the court: Glen Mills
School in Pennsylvania, Rites of Passage in Nevada and Arizona Boys
Ranch and Vision Quest, both located in Arizona. The average cost
of placement at one of these sites is $3,500 per month. There have
been more commitments to the CYA because of the low fee ($25 per
month) and its substance abuse program.

C. Juvenile Hall (Peterson Hall)

Like the county jail, Juvenile Hall is used both for booking juveniles
after arrest and for commitments after disposition. Juvenile Hall’s
operations have also been seriously limited by recent budget cuts.

Juvenile Hall has a potential capacity of 190, but budget limitations
keep the average daily capacity at 120. This limit is essentially a “fi-
nancial cap,” and has been maintained through the cooperation of
the juvenile court judge and the use of alternatives to incarceration,
which include electronic home monitoring, home supervision, a work
program and community service. Although Juvenile Hall tries to re-
serve 20 commitment beds for the court each year, these are really
short-term beds: As found in the ILPP juvenile data studies, juve-
niles are committed for an average of nearly 27 days but actually stay
at the Hall for about 10 days until release through one of the alterna- |
tives.

Until the end of January 1995, Juvenile Hall used a risk assessment to
determine whether juveniles would be detained after booking; those
receiving scores of 10 or more would be detained until the jurisdic-
tional hearing. The risk assessment is now used only when the in-
take officer, who is assigned to the Juvenile Hall on a rotational basis
from the intake unit, is not present.

14 Intensive supervision caseloads are limited to 15 per probation officer.
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The new intake procedures require an intake officer to review all book-
ings at Juvenile Hall from 8 AM to 11 PM on weekdays and 10 AM to
6 PM on weekends. Bookings are reviewed for likely disposition,
and the need for detention. The goal of the new system is to reduce
the number of juveniles detained prior to the jurisdictional hearing.
As part of this effort, the intake officer has authority to override de-
tention decisions made by Juvenile Hall staff.15 Although the system
has only been in operation for a few months, there does appear to be
some impact on the average daily population, which has been as low
as 107.

Juvenile Hall is staffed by 60 group counselors and 44 part-time em-
ployees, supervised by the director and assistant director. The part-
time employees are used to relieve the group counselors.!6 Food and
laundry services are obtained through contract with the county hos-
pital.17

The costs of operating Juvenile Hall are partially offset by Title IV(a)
social security discretionary funds. The federal government reim-
burses the county for approximately one-half of the capitated daily
rate of $72.78 per juvenile detained until at least the jurisdictional
hearing.18 Additional reimbursement from Title IV(a) is expected for
electronic home monitoring, the work program and home supervi-
sion.1?

15 The intake officer is also attempting to conduct interviews with family members at
the time a juvenile is released from juvenile hall. The ultimate goal is to reduce
the amount of case investigation time for the supervision unit if the child is later
placed on probation.

16 Part-time employees are limited to 1600 hours of work per year; they do not get
any benefits.

17 The meals cost juvenile hall about $2.19 per meal. juvenile hall is not authorized
to charge a booking fee, but it does bill parents for non-detention costs. About
$26,000 per year is obtained through such billings.

18 Any revenue collected by the county through billings for a juvenile’s meals is
deducted from the Title IV funds.

19 The cost of electronic home monitoring is estimated at $11.26 per day for lease of
the equipment, staff time and overhead. The cost of the electronic bracelets is
$3.99 per day. Of the 100 bracelets available to juvenile hall, about 70 are in use
at any one time. The daily rate for the work project is $23.97 and $11.26 for
home supervision.
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D. Findings

1. Budget restrictions have resulted in a juvenile probation
division that is more efficient and more closely aligned
with progressive juvenile justice theory and practice.

One result of the budget cuts to probation’s FY 1992-93 budget is a
movement toward a more rehabilitative approach of placing a juve-
nile in the least restrictive environment. Prior to 1992, juveniles could
be placed in an out of state site simply on a probation officer’s recom-
mendation, supported by his or her supervisor. Such placements
reached a high of 242 juveniles at a cost of nearly $3.5 million per
year. To deal with the proposed budget cuts, probation re-evaluated
its placement policies and reduced the number of juveniles to 85; this
number is now up to around 110 to 120. Nevertheless, probation found
no significant increase in juvenile offenses, primarily because too many
juveniles had been placed in the first place.20 Options to placement
now include intensive supervision, another model program for reha-
bilitating juveniles; court schools, diversion and formal probation.

Juvenile Hall has also implemented a variety of “lesser restrictive”
options to institutional commitment. The population at Juvenile Hall
is controlled through the use of electronic home monitoring, release
to home supervision or home detention, as well as assignment to the
work program where juveniles receive community service credit to-
ward their sentence or restitution.?!

The recently implemented intake procedures that place an intake of-
ficer directly at Juvenile Hall show promise in reducing the number
of beds needed for pre-jurisdiction juveniles. The greater emphasis
on investigation and interviewing parents at intake may also facili-
tate case supervision at a later date.

2. There are a limited number of program options for juve-
niles who need substance abuse treatment, one of the
greatest “at risk” groups in the juvenile justice system.

20 Another factor is the use of intensive supervision.

21 The work program’s goal is to give both juveniles and their communities a mean-
ingful experience. Juveniles have cleaned property sites and parks; additional
plans include a food bank on county property and a nursery.

8.8

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County

Criminal Justice System Evaluation CHAPTER VIII: Juvenile Justice Assessment

At present, only one residential treatment program operated by the
county, Recovery House, will accept juveniles; up to five beds can be
used, but the average runs around one to two. The only other county-
funded treatment program for juveniles, the Alcohol Recovery Cen-
ter, is for outpatients. Although there are several private treatment
programs, most juveniles are not eligible for these programs because
they have no health insurance.

Juvenile Hall’s treatment program was eliminated last year as a re-
sult of budget cuts. There may be over commitments to the CYA
because it does provide substance abuse treatment.

3. There is limited emphasis on intervention and crime pre-
vention programs given the size and needs of the juve-
nile population.

Without a goal to give priority to intervention and crime prevention,
the juvenile justice system will simply be a “revolving door” that re-
quires more and more system resources. Juveniles, one of the fastest
growing segments of San Joaquin County’s population, are the best
target for such programs, but present efforts are outmatched by de-
mand.Z? In other words, despite significant efforts by many agen-
cies, more could and should be done. ,

The COOP program, which was funded for several years through a
state grant in the 1970s and was effective as a crime prevention mea-
sure. The participating communities were Manteca, Lodi and Tracy,
where each community had one police officer and two probation of-
ficers who rode in a police car to answer calls and counsel juveniles.
Probation officers performed intake duties similar to those' now in
operation at Juvenile Hall. The police officers were reassigned, how-
ever, when funding for police ended in 1978. COQP functions are
now limited to probation officers in these communities making weekly
visits to schools, in addition to their regular intake and supervision
responsibilities.

22 These include the district attorney’s active participation, along with probation, in
the Student Attendance Review Board programs. There are currently meetings to
re-establish a truancy pick-up program. From 1990 to 1993, the District Attorney’s
Office administered a federal grant for the Youth Gang and Drug prevention Pro-
gram, which was nationally recognized and served as a mode! for other jurisdic-
tions.
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4. Thereis no formal coordination of juvenile justice agen-
cies to discuss common issues, to develop juvenile jus-
tice policy and to establish consensus for juvenile justice
goals. :

There are currently no system-wide goals, leadership level commit-
tees that meet regularly to formally coordinate agency efforts and to
resolve identified problems consistent with system goals and objec-
tives.23 The absence of a formal coordinating group can be attributed
to an unwillingness of any juvenile justice agency to take the neces-
sary leadership role.

Prior efforts to coordinate the system have been sporadic and unfo-
cused. A liaison group that met with representatives from the CYA
to work out common problems ended with a change in the CYA di-
rector. The delay in transfers to the CYA, which can be as long as one
week, is an obvious issue that could be addressed through improved
liaison. An informal group in San Joaquin County, “The Forum,”
that included representatives from law enforcement, suffered a simi-
lar fate because of lack of leadership and failure of all agencies to
regularly attend meetings.

Coordination of the juvenile justice agencies is critical in an environ-
ment of limited resources and increased demand. Such coordination
also requires the participation of schools and social services and other
agencies that deal with juveniles, which, with the exception of county
schools, has been virtually nonexistent. Participation of the schools
is especially important with recent legislation that allows juveniles
with four or more truancies, normally considered a “status” offense,
to be referred to probation and be made a ward of the court.

Some probation officials express a concern about Juvenile Hall’s abil-
ity to control its population when the current juvenile court judge,
who has been extremely cooperative in limiting placements and com-
mitments to Juvenile Hall, retires. This concern reflects the need for
system coordination, but also indicates that probation, the agency in
the best position to take a leadership role in the coordination of the
juvenile justice system, has failed to do so.

23 There is an informal group, referred to as the Youth Policy Council, that evolved
from the Special Multidiscipline Assessment and Referral Team, comprised of
probation, mental health, social services and county schools representatives for
which probation has oversight responsibility. The Youth Policy Council, how-
ever, does not include any representatives from the district attorney or public
defender offices.
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The need for system coordination and management is evident from
the increasing number of juveniles who commit violent and serious
offenses: over half of juveniles in ILPP’s profile had been arrested for
such offenses; over 90 percent had been arrested for felonies. The
number of “707” cases in the district attorney’s office is increasing:
such cases for the first six months of the fiscal year (23) exceed the
total for each of the four past years. These cases add to the workload
of both the district attorney and public defender because neither will
be the trial attorney if the child is found unfit for juvenile court and
because more witnesses, including experts, have to be called for “707"
related hearings.

Another issue that must be addressed in system coordination and
management is overuse of the probation department and Juvenile
Hall by law enforcement agencies. The proportion of juveniles ar-
rested and referred to probation for handling varies considerably by
law enforcement agency, with a low of 18 percent for Tracy to a high
of 99 percent for Manteca. Both the Sheriff’s Office and the Stockton
Police Department refer nearly all arrested juveniles to probation, 98
- percent and 91 percent respectively. These two law enforcement agen-
cies account for nearly 70 percent of all probation referrals. The varia-
tion in referral rates indicates the absence of county-wide arrest stan-
dards and procedures for handling juveniles.

5. Incomplete or missing police reports increase the
workload of all other juvenile justice agencies and delay
case handling.

Probation, the district attorney and public defender all reported prob-
lems in getting complete police reports to facilitate case handling.
When juveniles are booked at Juvenile Hall, the transporting officer
is often not the arresting officer; booking forms filled out by the ar-
resting officer may not show the presence of substantial elements of
the alleged offense, needed for both intake review and district attor-
ney filing. Since the arresting officer may not be present at the time
of booking to provide the additional information, these cases require
additional investigation time and efforts to obtain a complete police
report. In general, lack of crime information results in few releases
from Juvenile Hall because a petition cannot be filed. Nevertheless,
staff or attorneys in all of these agencies must expend significant time
to obtain the reports so petitions can be filed on time.
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The greatest impact of missing or incomplete police reports is on out
of custody cases. In juvenile justice, it is essential to keep the time
between arrest and sanction as short as possible. At present, the mini-
mum amount of time between arrest and court disposition is six
weeks, of which three are required for probation to review and inves-
tigate the offense. The actual time can be as long as four to six months.
Although part of this delay can be attributed to probation workloads,
a substantial amount of this time is used to obtain police reports. In
most cases where a juvenile is cited to appear before a probation of-
ficer, no crime report accompanies the citation, which is sent to pro-
bation.

For in custody cases, probation’s restrictive interpretation of the stat-
ute for accepting juveniles at booking has exacerbated the problem.
The current policy requires probation to accept all bookings by law
enforcement agencies, even in the absence of a complete arrest re-
port. Other counties have successfully refused to book juveniles un-
less there is a complete report.

6. There is a need to review probation policies for obtain-
ing warrants and filing petitions for violation of proba-
tion.

E. Recommendation

A significant proportion of juveniles are booked and detained at Ju-
venile Hall because of warrants or violations of probation: Such cases
accounted for nearly one-fifth of the tracking and profile samples.
Violations of probation are also an increasing proportion of court
caseloads.

Intake has recently received authorization from the judge to release
juveniles arrested only on warrants, such as failure to appear or run-
ning away from home, to the custody of their parents upon the par-
ents’ guarantee that the child will be at court on the next judicial day.
While probation has given needed attention to the “front end” of the
system, attention should be directed to the “back end” for better use
of resources.

®  Recommendation: Implement a population management system for
the juvenile justice system that parallels the system recommended for
adults.
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Despite the increased “criminalization” of the juvenile justice system,
significant differences, and related issues, exist between the adult
system and that for juveniles to justify the creation of a separate juve-
nile justice population management system. Informal committees
exist to address specific issues, but there is no formal system for coor-
dination of individual agency efforts and group resolution of system
problems.

The juvenile justice population management system should be three-
tiered as well, but the membership of its committees will be slightly
different than that recommended for adults. Both the executive policy
committee and the operations committee should representatives from
the following agencies:

e  Juvenile court

¢  Juvenile Justice Commission
e  District Attorney

e  Public Defender

e  Probation

e  County schools

¢  Public schools

*  Law enforcement, including Sheriff’s Office
e CAO

»  Health services

e  Social services

. Mental health

e  City managers
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The initial activities that should be given priority by the juvenile jus-
tice population management committees also parallels those identi-
fied earlier:.

Improved communication among juvenile justice agencies.
All of the juvenile justice agencies recognized the limited
number of treatment beds for juveniles was a problem but
all were unaware of the actual number of county beds avail-
able, believing there were only one or two. This
misperception has resulted in a average of one or two juve-
niles in treatment at Recovery House, where in reality five
beds can be used.

Development of uniform arrest standards and procedures
for handling juveniles to minimize bookings at Juvenile
Hall. Data showed wide disparities in the number of juve-
niles referred to probation and booked at Juvenile Hall.
Decreasing the number of juveniles booked or referred to
probation will result in direct savings in staff time, travel
for law enforcement agencies, and use of Juvenile Hall.

Initiation of efforts to obtain legislation to authorize the
imposition of booking fees at Juvenile Hall.

Training in the preparation of arrest reports for more effec-
tive screening by probation at the time of intake and for
filing petitions by the DA.

Investigation of ways to reduce time currently required to
prepare presentence investigation report, now about three
weeks, to minimize use of Juvenile Hall.
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@ IX. AcTION PLAN ANALYSIS

A. Discussion of Recommendations

Recommended actions include discussion of the following descriptors, where

applicable:!
Objective Supporting principle, e.g., cost savings or
improved public safety
Lead Agency Agency with statutory and/or
administrative responsibility for the area .
Logistics Implementation issues and goals
Pros/Cons Policy costs and benefits of the proposal
Cost Estimated costs; (see methodology
discussion)
Savings Estimated savings; (see methodology
discussion)
’ Status/Comments Additional information, if any, e.g.,
program may already be underway
Cross Reference Page of the "Improving the System" report
on which recommendation appears.
‘ 1 Throughout the action plan, references to the Public Defender are generally meant to include the

Lawyers’ Referral Service as well.

June, 1995 , 9.1



FINAL REPORT

San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

B. Prioritization of Actions

ILPP has organized the recommended actions by stage according to priority
and feasibility. Those most critical to immediate survival are presented first.
Recommendations have been organized according to four stages as follows:

Stage I

Stage II

Stage III

Stage IV

Implement immediately (current fiscal year)

Critical to criminal justice system's immediate
solvency

Policy-oriented or fundamental changes
Coordination and planning changes

Minimal costs involved

Implement soon (current to next fiscal year)
Technical implementation options for Stage I actions
Pending available funding

Requires some planning and consensus

Critical to realizing an efficient and public safety-
oriented criminal justice system management plan

Emergency and long-range actions (five to ten years)

To be considered in the event of a possible budget
collapse when there is a need to explore all possible
savings options to protect critical services

Potential alternatives to other recommended actions
(where noted)

Implement following action on previous stages

Not essential to immediate survival, but will facilitate
long-term manageability of criminal justice system

Operational savings focus

Lower priority recommendations, focusing on specific
agency areas

Stage IV recommendations are presented in summary
form in the report. Complete narratives appear in
Appendix A. [Delete if full form is put in Chapter 4.])
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C. Calculation of Costs and Savings Methodology

The majority of ILPP’s recommendations can be implemented at no
additional cost; they merely require current staff to carry out their duties in a
somewhat different fashion.2 Real costs fall into three categories: one-time
costs, such as the acquisition of new equipment or software, or limited-term
vendor contracts; the annual costs of adding new staff; and CJIS costs, which
are (one-time) contract services performed by the Information Services
Division.3 :

Estimates of costs and savings for all recommended actions are made for
planning purposes and are thus presented as ranges rather than as precise
figures. In some cases further study is called for prior to implementation, and
obviously the outcomes of such studies would determine more precisely the
costs and savings of the proposed activity.

ILPP suggests that something like the following costs could be incurred if all
recommendations are implemented. There is no requirement that- all
happen in the same fiscal period. '

e  One-time acquisitions: $300,000 to $900,000
e One-time CJIS contracts: $100,000 - $300,000
*  Annual staffing increases: $600,000 - $900,000

The results indicate only an order of magnitude. In addition there can be
overlap among some of them; for example, several approaches to increasing
pretrial release might each free up 50 beds, but all together they would not
free up as many as 150 beds since some of the same inmates would be released
under more than one scheme. ILPP has made some provision for overlap.
Despite the uncertainties, these are the only available estimates and are useful
for: :

e  grasping the magnitude of costs associated with inefficient practices;
e the potential for savings by improving these practices; and

e the overall county fiscal context of current criminal justice resource
allocation.

ILPP has not calculated the opportunity cost of what they might be doing instead if they were not
to follow the recommendations.

CJIS costs are expenditures for the user departments, but the funds do not increase the overall net
county cost unless Information Services is required to hire temporary staff to carry out the tasks.
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Recommendations have been reorganized into two categories. In the first are
changes which will improve operating efficiency; most will allow real savings
when they are implemented. The second group consists of broader
recommendations that will have less of an immediate impact but will slow
the growth of the justice system.

1. Improve Operating Efficiency of the Criminal Justice System
Operating efficiencies can be realized through:
e  jail bed savings
e increased program revenues and improved collection of fees
e in some cases not refilling vacant positions#
e  eliminating unproductive delays
e not assigning overqualified personnel to basic tasks
e reducing overtime and redundancy
2. Slow Growth of the Criminal Justice System

The costs of capital acquisitions and accompanying staff expansions depend
upon the exact configurations that are chosen, and are in themselves the
subjects of separate studies. ILPP has adopted for planning purposes the
following estimates:

e  Construction and operation of two new 64-bed jail pods (128 beds):
$1.5 - $2 million annually (includes amortized construction costs).

e  Construction and operation of 128-bed new barracks as at the Honor
Farm: $500,000 - $900,000 annually

° Construction and operation of 20 new hard juvenile beds: $500,000 -
$750,000 annually>

4 A few major contingency costs are omitted because they are incalculable. One is reduced
exposure to liability suits by jail inmates; another is the avoidance of unwise computer purchase
decisions. Either could reach into the million-dollar category but should not be counted as cost
savings because there is no certainty that they would occur even in the absence of the
recommended action.

Juvenile beds require a higher staffing ratio and staff account for the great bulk of costs.
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e  Construction of a courtroom; a new judge and support staff;
attorneys and support at the District Attorney’s and Public
Defender’s offices: $400,000 - $800,000 annually.

If population and case flow management can postpone the acquisition of new
facilities, the indicated amounts will be the projected annual savings.6
“Savings” in this context means future costs avoided, not a reduction from
current operating levels, which is an important distinction.

With adult detention the situation becomes complex since jail and honor
farm beds are partial substitutes for each other: It is possible to postpone the
addition of either kind or of both together, or to adopt procedures that would
allow expansion through farm beds instead of the more expensive jail beds.

The complexity and uncertainty of these estimates make it imperative that
each recommendation be examined in more detail and that the results be
continually monitored, since it is certain only that the unexpected will occur.

For honor farm and juvenile hall beds there are options which would allow remodeling existing
space at lower cost than all-new construction. However staff and other operating costs would
presumably be the same in either case and dominate construction so that the overall annual cost
would not be much different.

June, 1995 9.5
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San Joagquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis - STAGE ONE

STAGE ONE ACTIONS

RECOMMENDATION: I11 Implement a revitalized
population and criminal justice
management system.

OBJECTIVE: | Join all criminal justice system agencies together in a
system management plan that can prepare for future
problems and manage existing ones. Staff support for
three groups through coordination of existing
criminal justice staffing and reliance on designated

member of CAO’s staffing.
LEAD AGENCY: System
LOGISTICS: Changed focus of existing activities; regular
intercommunication
PROS/CONS: + Improves public safety

Delays expansion of jail by one to five years
- Requires new roles for established officials
- Requires new priorities for existing agencies and

jurisdictions
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $1.5 - $2 million per year of no new jail; plus
tremendous efficiencies across system
STATUS/COMMENTS: Various coordinating groups exist, but none of the

stature, direction and commitment as is required to
create and manage a justice management strategy.

CROSS REFERENCE: 2.10
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RECOMMENDATION: I-2 Implement a population
management system for the
juvenile justice system that
parallels the system recommended
for adults.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings and public safety
LEAD AGENCY: System
PROS/CONS: + Short- and long-range population management
+ Will postpone addition of new beds
+ Will allow better detain/release decisions
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Several hundred thousand dollars a year if new beds

are postponed

STATUS/COMMENTS: Will be much more feasible if juvenile justice becomes

CROSS REFERENCE:

a part of CJIS; can combine with adult

8.10

RECOMMENDATION: I-3 Establish a jail and hall use policy
and mission statement.

OBJECTIVE: Rationalize and coordinate booking and release
policies among all relevant agencies to maximize cost
efficiency and better ensure public safety.

LEAD AGENCY: System

LOGISTICS: Develop with the input of all representatives of the
criminal justice system and with some public
interaction :

PROS/CONS: + Improves public safety
+ Aligns resource use with public safety goals
+ Create savings throughout system
- Forces hard choices
—~ Disrupts established patterns
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $1.5 - $2 million per year of no new jail

CROSS REFERENCE:

2.14

9.8
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis - STAGE ONE

RECOMMENDATION:

14 Design and implement a Pre-
Processing Intake and Classification
Center appropriate to San Joaquin
County.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:

SAVINGS:
CROSS REFERENCE:

Optimize use of limited resources by appropriately
screening all offenders into the criminal justice system
before they are over classified or have had a costly
impact on jail and court resources.

System

Remodel existing jail space or place a modular
building outside the jail. Existing staff from police,
DA, PTS, and courts would suffice.

Improve public safety

Avoid booking process for minor offenders

+ + +

Speed all early decisions

~  Cost; minor inmate movement issue if located
outdoors

$65, 000 - $90, 000 for a trailer plus setup and interior
preparation; $50, 000 - $85, 000 for remodeling

$1.5 - $2 million per year if new jail is delayed
2.15

RECOMMENDATION:

I-5 Along the lines of the PPIC,
develop a Family Crisis
Intervention Unit which provides
intensive pre-screening for
juvenile justice.

OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:
CROSS REFERENCE:

Cost savings and public safety
Juvenile Probation

Add a probation/mental health worker to existing
juvenile screening. process. Provide private space for
screening team to meet.

+ Improves public safety

+ Reduces crowding pressures on Juvenile Hall
+ Reduces unnecessary processing costs

- Requires some reorganization of staff

$40,000 - $50,000 annually (personnel)
$500, 000 - $750, 000 per year of delayed construction
217

' June, 1995
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RECOMMENDATION:

I-6 Implement a public education
program on criminal justice system
management and Costs.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Ensure that the public understands the implications
of all choices about criminal justice. Explain the costs
of all services and the sources of these services’
funding.

System

Long-term educational plan taking advantage of
media, public forums, private citizen groups.
Develop material about the costs and services of
criminal justice that can be updated and made
available annually. Obtain free technical assistance
from the National Institute of Corrections, regarding
the general topic of public education on jails,
including NIC’s workbooks and expert consultants.
Continue the “tradition” of twice/annually breakfast
meetings with the business community, via the
Chamber of Commerce, and feature presentations by
the agency-heads management group of the new
population management system, with the entire
group in attendance. Develop quarterly press-
releases to all local media setting out the basic
characteristics of the inmate population, including
the security classification proportions, and costs-per-
day. Involve the County’s public information officer
in the above activities, and seek improved public
information on criminal justice via these and other
efforts emanating from the major changes expected in
system management and performance.

+ Greater public understanding of justice process and
issues of cost effectiveness

+ Improved public support for public safety

- Costs of developing materials.

$5,000 - $15,000

No direct savings, but could facilitate increased tax
revenues of $5 - $18 million a year

2.18

9.10
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RECOMMENDATION:

1-7 Management tools such as
statistical summaries and schedules
should be developed.

OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:

SAVINGS:
STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Improved management of user departments

System

.Agency determines its precise needs and requests

assistance from IS. Contract personnel might be used
in some circumstances.

+ Departments will have much better control over
items such as caseload allocations and
scheduling, workload and productivity.

+ System will be easier to manage

+ Specifics suggested in earlier reports

- Cost

— Departmental analysts would require a few
weeks’ training

Programming costs would depend on departmental
needs and availability of commercial software; if
programming required, typically $10, 000 - $20, 000;
$5,000 - $10, 000 if commercial software used

1% increased efficiency would be $10; 000 - $100, 000,
depending on department

May occur in conjunction with acquisition of
commercial software

311
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., RECOMMENDATION: I-8 Institute an additional 1/2% sales
tax
OBJECTIVE: Increase revenue for criminal justice system
LEAD AGENCY: Board of Supervisors
LOGISTICS: Must be presented to the public with a comprehensive

education program to clarify the costs of criminal
justice and the fiscal crisis of the county.
PROS/CONS: + Significant new revenue

Will allow county to continue operation of the
criminal justice system at its present level

+ Will require public to choose between lower taxes
and more justice

+ The tax is applied county-wide, not just to the
unincorporated areas

- Major public opposition currently

- Requires a majority or two-thirds vote, depending
on the exact form of the resolution

COST: $0
SAVINGS: About $19,000,000 revenue annually, deperiding on
volume of retail sales
CROSS REFERENCE: NEW, see Chapter 5

9.12 Institute for Law & Policy Planning
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE ONE
RECOMMENDATION: 19 Enact a utility tax.
OBJECTIVE: Increase revenue for criminal justice system
LEAD AGENCY: Board of Supervisors
LOGISTICS: Must be presented to the public with a comprehensive

education program to clarify the costs of criminal
justice and the fiscal crisis of the county.
PROS/CONS: + Significant new revenue -
Will allow county to avoid personnel cuts

+ Will require public to choose between lower taxes
and more justice

+ If used for general purposes, does not require a
vote

- Major public opposition is possible
- unincorporated areas only

COST: $0
SAVINGS: $2,400,000 to $6,000,000 annual revenue, dependmg on
the scheme and rate adopted
STATUS/COMMENTS: Since tax is raised in the unincorporated part of the
county only, use should be limited
CROSS REFERENCE: NEW; see Chapter 5

June, 1995 9.13
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RECOMMENDATION: 1-10 A single senior person in the
CAO’s office should be designated
as the full-time and exclusive
justice system coordinator and
expert, preferably with a small staff.

OBJECTIVE: Consolidate CAO responsibility for diverse criminal
justice system responsibilities to improve
administrative expertise in the area and streamline
operations.

LEAD AGENCY: CAO

LOGISTICS: Reallocate duties of existing staff; add one staff

analyst ’
PROS/CONS: + Greatly improve CAO'’s ability to balance
resources rationally
+ Improve public safety
- Cost
COST: $40,000 - $50,000 annually (personnel)
SAVINGS: $1.5 - $2 million delay jail, $500, 000 - $750, 000

CROSS REFERENCE:

delay juvenile hall, $500, 000 - $750, 000 court
3.4
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RECOMMENDATION: I-11 Seek legislation, or negotiate an
agreement, permitting the
reclassification of deputy sheriff
positions into correctional

positions.
OBJECTIVE: Replace jail deputies with correctional officers at a
faster rate than current attrition
LEAD AGENCY: Board of Supervisors
LOGISTICS: Support change in current laws
PROS/CONS: + Substantial cost savings in salaries and training

costs
- Difficulty of changing legislation
- Opposition of interest groups

COST: $0
SAVINGS: Unknown but large, probably well over $100,000
annually
CROSS REFERENCE: 4.23

June, 1995 9.15
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RECOMMENDATION: I-12 Continue to evaluate the 12-hour
shift.
OBJECTIVE: Improved operating efficiency
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
LOGISTICS: Set up a data collection system that permits

continuous monitoring of time lost to sickness, injury,
workman's compensation cases. In the event the
current shift plan clearly contributes to absenteeism,
and the posts cannot be adjusted to take maximum
advantage of low periods in jail activity, the shift
arrangement should be re-negotiated to permit trials
of alternatives. Perhaps 0.1 FTE effort to monitor.

PROS/CONS: + Better understanding of implications of current
system

+ DPossible cost savings
~ Moderate effort

COST: $0
SAVINGS: May help lower the nearly $2 million jail overtime
costs '

STATUS/COMMENTS: There is reason to believe that the 12-hour shift
) . contributes to overstress and absenteeism, but
available evidence is not yet sufficient to confirm.

CROSS REFERENCE: 4.23
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE ONE

RECOMMENDATION: I-13 Expand court coordination efforts
to include assignment of municipal
court judges to handle superior
court criminal trials; cross
assignment of administrative staff
and integration of court
administration.

OBJECTIVE: Improved utilization of judges and court staff

LEAD AGENCY: Superior Court
PROS/CONS: Cost savings
+ Delays need for an additional superior court judge
+ Jail population reduced because of shorter case
processing time
COST: $0

$400,000 - $650,000 annually for each year of

SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

postponing a new court

59 .
RECOMMENDATION: 1-14 Establish increased judicial control
' over case management and
disposition.
OBJECTIVE: Improved case management
LEAD AGENCY: Superior Court led by the Presiding Judge
PROS/CONS: + Earlier dispositions
+ Reduced burden on courts, DA, defense
+ Reduced pressure on jail population -
Judges must devote some time to administrative
matters '
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Should save a few hundred court days at about $1,

CROSS REFERENCE:

500/day
5.13

June, 1895
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RECOMMENDATION:

I-15 Implement a range of pretrial
alternatives to incarceration.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:

SAVINGS:

STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Create a range of alternatives to custody that also
insure appearance.

System

System members deliberate and decide on programs,
classification criteria and administration, and
monitor. Home confinement, day reporting, electronic
supervision, OR with urinalysis, and supervised
release programs are established for ALL non-
released pre-trial detainees who would be minimum
security if post-sentence. Sheriff Department
operates day reporting, and urinalysis with existing
custody positions; Probation Department operates
home confinement, electronic supervision and
supervised release with 2 FTEs.

+ Effectuates a more cost-effective jail use policy
based on improving cost-effectiveness and public
safety _

+ Creates openings for housing more appropriate
inmates

+ Shares release responsibility and buffers
political risks

- Require negotiation in MOU process because it
affects the rights of public employees

- Some political risk; may ultimately take jobs
- Fluctuations in FTAs until stability achieved

$100,000 in additional staffing, $25,000 in related
costs.

The costs of as many as 150 beds in the main jail, to
build and operate; $1.8 - $2.3 million for each year of
postponed construction.

This recommendation implements the “fear/anger”
distinction, and jail use policy recommendation by
establishing programs to insure the appearance of
pre-trial detainees not readily released on OR or
bond, but who would, on sentence be classified as very
low risk of danger or flight. It needs to build on the
current pre-trial release operation and existing
Sheriff and Probation programs.

NEW

9.18

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE ONE

RECOMMENDATION:

I-16 Implement a range of post-sentence
sanctions as alternatives to
incarceration.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:

SAVINGS:

STATUS/COMMENTS:

Create a range of alternatives to custody that also
insure punishment.

System

System members deliberate and decide on programs,
classification criteria, administration, and
monitoring. City-sponsored work programs are
implemented first, followed by day-reporting and
then other programs (non-residential treatment,
sheltered day-work programs, etc.) as needed.
Programs are for all sentenced offenders classified as
minimum security who meet established criteria.
City work programs employ existing public works
personnel, and existing police resources for random
security checks.

+ effectuate a more cost-effective jail-use policy
based on improving cost-effectiveness and public
safety; '

+ creates openings for housing more appropriate
inmates

+ shares punishment responsibility with city of
offender residence;

- Require negotiation in MOU process because it
affects the rights of public employees

— requires new administrative structures,
development of new criteria and collaboration of
agencies and the bench

City programs use existing personnel; day reporting
uses existing Sheriff Department staff and
volunteers; other program costs to follow, should seek
grant funds, volunteer resources, and possible
competitive contracting to county with community
organizations.

The costs of as many as 350 beds in the main jail and
farm, to build and operate; $2 to $4 million annually
for the postponement of new beds.

While commitment levels vary, all seven cities have
supported, at least in principle, the proposal to plan
and administer work programs for minimum security
offenders from their jurisdiction, and to address
MOU, training and workmen’s compensation issues.
Similar programs exist elsewhere already in the
county

June, 1995
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CROSS REFERENCE: NEW
RECOMMENDATION: 1-17 Remodel Honor Farm Barracks H

and I and convert to a women’s
facility. Shift most women to the
Honor Farm with a new security

fence.
OBJECTIVE: Cost savings and expanded services
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Puts women inmates at an appropriate security
: level
~ + Frees maximum security jail beds for more high

security inmates
+ High-security jail beds available for the
dangerous or escape-prone

- Substantial remodeling costs

COST: If comparable to the similar remodeling of “G”
barracks in 1986 this step would have capital costs of
$1.5 to $2 million and produce 80 beds, but both
construction and operating costs are substantially
below those of the same number of high-security jail

beds.
SAVINGS: Saves about $750, 000 annually over keeping same
inmates in jail beds
STATUS/COMMENTS: The “G” barracks remodeling included the
construction of program space
CROSS REFERENCE: 7.3
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- CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE TWO

STAGE TWO ACTIONS

RECOMMENDATION: II-1 Juvenile justice, including the
juvenile hall, should be added to
JIs. .
OBJECTIVE: Improved efficiency and accuracy in juvenile justice
record keeping.
LEAD AGENCY: Juvenile Probation
LOGISTICS: Complete the integration of juvenile justice system (IS
system analysts, with perhaps the assistance of
temporary programmers) ’
PROS/CONS: + Greater accuracy and efficienc‘y; elimination of
lost records
+ Access to other part of justice system
+ Relieves staff of current unproductive activity
- Cost
COST: $20,000 - $50,000 from Probation to Information
Systems
SAVINGS: At a 2% time savings for juvenile probation/hall

CROSS REFERENCE:

staff, $100, 000 gnnually
3.11

RECOMMENDATION: II-2 The Office of Revenue Recovery
’ should receive inquiry access to
dJI1s.
OBJECTIVE: Coordinate operations of all criminal justice related
functions.
LEAD AGENCY: Information Services
PROS/CONS: + Increase revenue collection rate
- Minimal programming and technical work
COST: Approximately 1 hour of time by IS staff
SAVINGS: $25, 000 - $50, 000 increase collections
- STATUS/COMMENTS: ORR already has computer terminals installed.

CROSS REFERENCE:

3.11

June, 1995
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RECOMMENDATION: 11I-3 Proceed with the development of a
pool of screened applicants to
immediately fill vacancies in
essential positions.

OBJECTIVE: Reduce unnecessary staffing costs
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: +  Will reduce overtime requirements occasioned by
vacant authorized positions
- Will involve some costs for processing
COST: Some processing costs
SAVINGS: May help lower the nearly $2 million jail overtime

CROSS REFERENCE:

costs

4.26

RECOMMENDATION: 114 Consolidate the following court
service functions under the
Marshal's Office: bailiff, courtroom
security, civil process and prisoner
transport between jails and courts.
OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Superior Court
LOGISTICS: Reassign courtroom security from Sheriff to Marshal
PROS/CONS: + Major cost savings through salary savings and
increased flexibility in assignments
- Will reduce number of authorized deputy
positions and slow the re-assignment of
correctional deputies to field operations.
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $500,000, at current levels of expense
STATUS/COMMENTS: As an alternative, allow Sheriff and Marshal to bid

CROSS REFERENCE:

competitively for the activity
4.21
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CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE TWO

RECOMMENDATION:

II-5 Ensure arrest reports and
' supplemental reports are complete
and timely submitted.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

- PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Lower costs for case disposition; reduced jail
population

All law enforcement agencies

The Stockton Police developed, through coordination

with the district attorney a manual for report
writing. Such a manual might be emulated by all
other agencies.

+ Would lowered case disposition times by assuring
that all necessary information is ready before

beginning

o Delay in receiving reports seriously comprises the

DA'’s ability to make timely and accurate filing
decisions. :

$0

Several days of jail time and at least one court
appearance for each defendant, saving $500 - $1,000;
number of cases unknown.

5.23
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RECOMMENDATION: 11-6 Re-negotiate working conditions
covered in the MOU so that more
efficient and economical shift
schedules can be achieved.

OBJECTIVE: Eliminate shift overlap and significant associated
costs of inefficient shift scheduling
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Substantial personnel savings possible from

negotiations allowing rescheduling
+ Avoid layoffs

~ The current shift system provide all deputies
with three sequential days off each week. One of
these days-off is either a Saturday or Sunday.
Loss of this benefit may be opposed by the

deputy.
COST:
SAVINGS: $500,000 - $800,000 annually
CROSS REFERENCE: 4.15
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RECOMMENDATION: II-7 Abandon the existing shift
arrangements in Records and
Communications for eight hour
shifts which include a fourth
overlapping shift.

OBJECTIVE: Eliminate shift overlap and significant associated
costs of inefficient shift scheduling '
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Cost savings

+ Increased efficiency

+ Decreased absenteeism & turnover

+ Probable increased productivity and flexibility
in matching shifts with workload _

- The increased number of sequential days provided
under the existing plan is perceived as an
employee benefit and change may be opposed

COST: $200,000 annually
SAVINGS: Substantial reduction of current $270, 000 overhead;
probable increase in productivity (1% = $40,
000/year)
STATUS/COMMENTS: Current lengthy shifts increase employee fatigue and
stress
CROSS REFERENCE: 4.16
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RECOMMENDATION: I1-8 Reorganize administrative system
of the courts to reduce the
presiding judge’s workload to a less
than full-time caseload to allow
more time for court administration
and coordination.

OBJECTIVE: Improved courtroom efficiency and coordination

LEAD AGENCY: Superior Court

LOGISTICS: Half a judicial position would be reassigned to
administration, but improved efficiencies would
allow other judges to take over that caseload.

PROS/CONS: + Greater efficiency of court operations
- Resistance by the bench possible
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $400, 000 - $650, 000 for postponing new courts

CROSS REFERENCE:

5.10

9.26
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CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE TWO

RECOMMENDATION: 1I-9 Determine the feasibility of a
differentiated case management
program.

OBJECTIVE: Accelerated disposition times
LEAD AGENCY: System, especially all court related agencies
LOGISTICS: Review case types with most predictable dispositions
or most frequent in number, which would require
specialized disposition processes (e.g., drug court).
Opt out options for the defense and prosecution can
improve incentives to resolve cases as defendants
know a failure to agree or comply will put the case
back on a trial track.
PROS/CONS: + Reduces case disposition times
- Requires study prior to implementation
- Perception that disposition rates will be slowed
with the threat of trial.
COST: $0 :
SAVINGS: Unknown, but likely
STATUS/COMMENTS: National Center for State Courts can provide

CROSS REFERENCE:

technical assistance

511

" RECOMMENDATION: II-10 Eliminate the issuance of bench
warrants for failure to appear in
traffic infraction cases.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Presiding Judge of Municipal Court
PROS/CONS: + Eliminates cost of warrant and arrest for minor
offense
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $250,000 - $750,000 annually if offenders appear
voluntarily. '
STATUS/COMMENTS: If offender does not appear there would be a loss of

CROSS REFERENCE:

$100 - $200 on fines, but the cost of a warrant plus
arrest already exceeds the amount recovered through
fines.

5.11
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RECOMMENDATION:

11-11  Expand video arraignment to
Stockton Municipal Court.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
PROS/CONS:

COST:

SAVINGS:

STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Arraign misdemeanants from jail and eliminate need
to transport them to courthouse

Municipal Court

+ Substantial decrease in inmate transport and
security costs

+ Probable positive impact on jail population

~  Moderate to substantial costs

- Staff/judges have to adapt to new technology,
commit to process for cost savings

To be determined, but compare with cost of video
arraignment program in Tracy.

Eliminates several positions in transport court
security at $50,000 each

The entire setup cost of video arraignment in the
Tracy court is $80,000 plus a few hundred dollars a
month for the T-1 phone line.

5.12

9.28
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CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis - STAGE TWO

RECOMMENDATION: II-12 Develop policies to ensure that
settlement offers are provided to
the public defender on all cases
where offers can be made at least
three to five days before the
scheduled preliminary hearing and
to ensure the public defender has
access to discuss these offers with
their clients prior to the hearing.

~ OBJECTIVE: Lower costs

LEAD AGENCY: District Attorney, Public Defender
PROS/CONS: Savings in both court and jail times
Allows earlier pleas
- Requires improved Public Defender access to
clients
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Up to 5 days in disposition times, or $500 - $1,000 if in

CROSS REFERENCE:

custody
5.24

RECOMMENDATION: II-13 Consider the implementation of a
“Day Fine” program for assessing
fines.

OBJECTIVE: Provide an effective alternative sanction

LEAD AGENCY: Superior Court and Probation

LOGISTICS: Conduct a study on guidelines and on potential

revenues
PROS/CONS: + Increased revenues
+ Decrease in sentenced jail population
+ Can be an effective punishment ' _
- Moderate study effort required (a month or two)
COST: $0 if existing staff conduct the study
SAVINGS: Substantial revenue (to be determined), $100, 000 to

CROSS REFERENCE:

$1 million

514

June, 1995
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RECOMMENDATION: 11-14 Review PTS release criteria for
consistency with the court consent
order and public safety goals.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings and public safety
LEAD AGENCY: System
LOGISTICS: Reexamine criteria actually used for PTR
PROS/CONS: + Aligns release criteria with goals of all system
agencies
+ Improves ability to manage jail and offender
populations
- Difficult to reach consensus
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Uncertain; depends on outcome of study; its };ractice is

CROSS REFERENCE:

too stringent, might save 5, 000 - 10, 000 bed days, or
$250, 000 - $500, 000

6.14

RECOMMENDATION: II-15 Increase the ADAP program
capacity by adding one half-time
person.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: ADAP/Probation
PROS/CONS: + Expand low-cost alternative to jail
+ Would significantly increase program capacity
+ Would increase, but not double capacity
COST: $20,000 annually, approximately
SAVINGS: $50, 000 - $200, 000 in reduced money of jail days

‘CROSS REFERENCE:

6.18
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CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE TWO

RECOMMENDATION: 11-16 Expand ADAP’s program capacity
to allow for more control over
pretrial and cap releases.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: ADAP, Probation
PROS/CONS: + Expanded pretrial release
+ Ease pressure on jail
+ Decreased cap releases
COST: $0 (costs calculated for the addition of a half
position in separate recommendation)
SAVINGS: $10,000 annually for each jail bed saved

CROSS REFERENCE:

6.18

RECOMMENDATION: [1-17  Identify areas of probation
responsibility that can be handled
by clerical staff instead of a
probation officer.
OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Probation
PROS/CONS: + Cost savings
+ Probation officers free for higher-priority tasks
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $10,000 per reassigned position; estimate 4 to 8
positions
STATUS/COMMENTS: Department is currently transferring fee collections to

CROSS REFERENCE:

clerical staff

6.8

June, 1995
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RECOMMENDATION: 1I-18 Collect and evaluate data on the
pilot supervised release program to
allow development of policies that
limit supervised release only to the
most appropriate cases and
expansion of the supervised release
program through less Costly

alternatives.
OBJECTIVE: Cost savings at several levels; public safety
LEAD AGENCY: Probation with court concurrence
PROS/CONS: + Will put probationers into the least expensive

alternative consistent with public safety
+ Probable positive effect on jail population
- Somewhat increased risk of recidivism

COST.: $0

SAVINGS: No immediate savings, but supervised release costs
$10 - $20 per day more than unsupervised at $10 -$70
a day less than jail (per person)

CROSS REFERENCE: 6.8

9.32 Institute for Law & Policy Planning
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RECOMMENDATION: [I-19 Some probation responsibilities
should be transferred to other
agencies with corresponding
adjustments to their budgets.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Probation
LOGISTICS: Study to determine what functions are best

transferred, e.g., urine testing, PC 1000 reports,
collection of restitution and fees, reports from
treatment programs.

PROS/CONS: + Cost savings
+ Probation officers freed from non-central tasks

COST: No cost to study; implementation costs to be ‘
determined
SAVINGS: To be determined; see comment below
STATUS/COMMENTS: Urinalysis for drug residues could be done by a part-

time technician (3/4 time): cost would be $16,000 to
$18,000, but would free up the same FTE of probation
officer time which costs $25,000 to $32,000 and could
be reassigned to regular supervision. (Drug testing '
should not be sent out since the results should be
known before the client leaves the office.)

CROSS REFERENCE: - 6.8

June, 1995 _ 9.33
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RECOMMENDATION: I1-20 Implement programs for
supervised OR and supervised
release to be staffed by probation
officers to control the FTA rate and
minimize use of the jail for
persons sentenced to a residential
treatment program.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Probation and courts
LOGISTICS: Study before implementing
PROS/CONS: + Decreased jail costs
+ Decreased FTA over that in unsupervised release
+ More appropriate treatment for substance abusers

— Increased probation costs, but more than offset by
jail savings

COST: To be determined

SAVINGS: Net savings of $10 - $30 per day for those now jailed;
number could be large but is yet unknown

STATUS/COMMENTS: At least half of inmates appear to have substance
abuse problems, so substantial numbers of them could
be in treatment.

CROSS REFERENCE: 6.9

9.34 Institute for Law & Policy Planning
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RECOMMENDATION: [1-21 Move all low minimum security
inmates from the Honor Farm to
alternative programs, such as
electronic monitoring and day
reporting centers.

OBJECTIVE: Efficient allocation of resources; public safety
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
LOGISTICS: 125 current Honor Farm inmates would qualify,

releasing space for pretrial detainees, so the net cost
at the Farm would be zero and jail expansion might be
postponed. Requires development of programs

PROS/ CCNS: + Create space for pretrial detainees now in jail,
reducing demand for jail space.

+ Make jail beds available for potentially
dangerous offenders

—  Costs of EM program
COST: Depends on programs; $5 - $20/day per probation
SAVINGS: Savings realized in precédi.ng recommendation
CROSS REFERENCE: 6.14

June, 1995 9.35
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE THREE

STAGE THREE ACTIONS

RECOMMENDATION: II-1 Consider use of city prosecutors in
Manteca, Lodi and Tracy to handle
arraignments in these courts and
other areas of misdemeanor case
responsibility to reduce district
attorney workload in these courts.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings to county
LEAD AGENCY: DA and city administrations with court concurrence
PROS/CONS: + Remove workload for lesser offenses in outlying
cities
+ Possible reduction in DA /Public Defender staff in
those cities
— Some extra burden on cities
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $50,000 to $75,000 if attorney positions can be
' eliminated
STATUS/COMMENTS: Many misdemeanants plead at arraignment so case

CROSS REFERENCE:

would be disposed at that point.
5.22

June, 1995
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RECOMMENDATION: II-2 Evaluate need for two attorneys
from each office in the Tracy, Lodi
and Manteca courts.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: DA, Public Defender
LOGISTICS: Study need; eliminate position if so indicated.
PROS/CONS: + Cost efficiency inherent in centralization
- Aligns workload to resources
- Local support for outlying offices
- Disrupts traditional role
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $50,000 to $75,000 if attorney positions can be
eliminated
STATUS/COMMENTS: Evaluation should be based on fiscal constraints,

CROSS REFERENCE:

actual workload and responsibilities of all attorneys
in these offices.

5.24

RECOMMENDATION: I11I-3 With the exception of cases
involving very serious offenses,
such as sexual assault and domestic
violence, assign all adult
supervision cases to a bank
caseload for monitoring purposes
only.

OBJECTIVE: Address most serious need and protect public safety
with limited resources
LEAD AGENCY: Probation
PROS/CONS: + Allows reassignment of probation officers to
higher-priority cases
COST: $0
SAVINGS: 1/2 of adult probation is $1.1 million
STATUS/COMMENTS: Emergency measure only

CROSS REFERENCE:

6.6

9.38
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N
CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE THREE

RECOMMENDATION: 1114 Limit adult supervision to
) intensive supervision of only the
most serious offenses.
OBJECTIVE: Address most serious need and protect public safety
with limited resources ‘
LEAD AGENCY: Probation
PROS/CONS: + Allows reassignment of probation officers to
higher-priority cases
COST: $0
SAVINGS: 1/2 of adult probation is $1.1 million
STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Emergency measure only

6.6

RECOMMENDATION:

III-5 Move all minimum security
pretrial detainees to the Honor
Farm to allow more space in the
main jail to house serious
offenders who have been
sentenced.

OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:
PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

- More efficient resource allocation

Sheriff with System consensus

Improve public safety |

Assignment of inmates to the most appropriate
space regardless of sentence status.

+ Decrease demand for jail beds, thereby
postponing new construction.

$0

Postponing the construction of 128 secure jail beds
would save about $1.5 - $2 million annually.

6.13

June, 1995
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RECOMMENDATION:

II-6 Future bed additions should be
provided through direct
supervision dormitory housing.

OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Cost savings and appropriate allocation of resources
Sheriff

This housing could be managed by the Honor Farm
administration. Typical staffing levels would be
similar to current Honor Farm staffing. Permits use of
existing high security housing for inmates who
require close supervision within a maximum security
perimeter.

+ Major cost savings if expansion comes at the
Honor Farm rather than at the jail

+ High-security jail beds available for the
dangerous or escape-prone

— Construction costs
$600, 000 - $800, 000 per year

Honor Farm beds are roughly half the cost of jail beds

to construct and operate: annual cost differential
estimated at around $600, 000 - $900, 000 for 128
inmates

7.4

RECOMMENDATION: 117 As an alternative to moving all
women to remodeled barracks,
relocate the majority of female
inmates to a fenced facility outside
the main jail. Build a 124-bed
Facility with a security fence; house
general population.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Moderate cost saving
+ High-security jail beds available for the
dangerous Or escape-prone
COST: $2,500,000 - 4$2,800,000 for 128 beds
SAVINGS: $600,000 to $900,000 annually over the cost of a jail

CROSS REFERENCE:

pod
7.5

9.40
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CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE THREE

RECOMMENDATION:

I1I-8 Criminal courts and related
functions should ultimately move
to the Matthews Road area.

OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:

STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

More efficient use of resources
Courts, Sheriff

Long-range planning should focus on constructing a
high security courtroom and support spaces adjacent
to the jail core area, rather than further construction
in the downtown courthouse area.

Possible construction savings

Lower inmate transportation costs

+ o+ o+

Potential large savings in high-profile trials

- Separating courts into two locations may cause
some staff redundancy and inconveniences

-  There will be some organization/location issues
for staff of PD and DA offices

$0 compared to construction same facility downtown

$100, 000 - $300, 000 in transportation; possibly very
high for a celebrity trail (> $1 million)

Proposed only as an alternative to new construction
downtown ‘

7.6

June, 1995
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE FOUR

STAGE FOUR ACTIONS

Iv-1 CJIS users’ meetings should be reconvened on a regular

basis with expanded membership and clear leadership by

user agencies. - 3.1
IV-2 IS should be involved as a technical resource in any -

future decisions on system additions or replacements. 3.11
IV-3 To the extent available, commercial software which |

allows simple queries of CJIS data should be obtained for

user departments. 3.11
IV-4 A county-wide e-mail system should be set up. ‘ 3.11
IV-5 Complete a CAD system with full MDC and management

reporting capabilities. 3.16
IV-6 Modify the physical arrangements of the Jail Control

Console to permit operation by one person during periods

of low jail activity. 4.16
V-7 Handwrite crime report information directly onto a report

form suitable for duplicating and/or faxing. 314
IV-8 Reconcile, on a daily basis, reports submitted by deputies

- against report numbers issued. 3.14

V-9 Maintain file copies of One-Write reports in paper file

storage pending the availability of funding for a computer

imaging file system. 3.14
1V-10 Begin planning for a changeover to a file storage system

based on imaging technology. 3.14
1V-11 Review clerical staffing needs after the report writing

system is modified. The need for data entry clerks will be

substantially reduced. ‘ 3.14
IV-12 Establish an Ad Hoc Crime Analysis Committee. 4.7
[V-13 Manteca, Tracy, Escalon and Ripon should formulate

planning objectives for shared communications and data

consolidation. 4.8
June, 1995 943
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IV-14 Re-evaluate the role of all operations lieutenants and
assign lieutenants to work weekends and night shifts.
Consider assigning community liaison responsibilities to
the Captain of Patrol. 4.15

IV-15  The Sheriff’s training program should be redesigned and
limited to courses that are mandated or fully justified by
deficiencies in deputy performance. 415

I1V-16 Conduct periodic workload studies in the Sheriff’s
department to monitor the impact of deployment and

shift arrangements on response performance in the patrol
division. 4.16

IV-17 On Calls for Service, use civilians where possible,
establish CFS priorities and establish a telephone

reporting system. 4.17
IV-18 Establish the classification of Community Service Officer

in the Sheriff’s Office. 4.19
IV-19 Civilianize Sheriff’s positions where appropriate. 4.19

IV-20 Identify clerical and other special skills of STARS
volunteers which can be applied to tasks which will free

up deputies and clerks for higher Priority work. 419

. IV-21 Eliminate either the lieutenant or sergeants position in
Records and Evidence. 4.20

IvV-22 Eliminate either the lieutenant or sergeant position in
Communications. 4.20

IV-23 Transfer the functions under the Case Management
Lieutenant to more appropriate units and eliminate the
Case Management lieutenants position. 4.20

1V-24 The workload of the four lieutenants assigned to the jail
should be reviewed. The use of activity reports and/or -
desk audits is recommended. 4.20

1V-25 Authorize a fifth lieutenant to the Jail Division and assign
lieutenants to night shifts as outlined in the jail
reorganization plan being developed by the Jail Captain. 4.20

1V-26 Determine the feasibility of a felony caseflow
management program. 5.10

9.44 A Institute for Law & Policy Planning
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CHAPTER IX: Action Plan Analysis — STAGE FOUR

1V-27
IV-28
IvV-29

IV-30

IV-31
IV-32
IV-33

IV-34

IV-35
IV-36

1V-37

1V-38

IV-39

Continue to develop policies and procedures to minimize
time required to make decisions regarding striking priors
in strike cases.

Develop procedures for transfer (cross-assignment) of
superior court support staff to assist municipal court staff
in preparation of state prison commitment papers and
superior court trials assigned to municipal court judges.

Review fees and procedures for ordering costs in cases
where counsel are appointed.

Determine feasibility of a vertical case assignment system
for both the public defender and the district attorney.

Some probation officers should be directly assigned to the
courts to perform responsibilities mandated by statute,
such as preparation of PSIs and PC 1000 diversion
evaluations.

Reduce the amount of time needed to complete PSI
reports and for holding the PSI hearing.

Develop policies for violations of probation that limit the
number of warrants sought for cases involving failure to
pay program fees.

Eliminate as much as possible the use of temporary
employees within PTS.

Coordinate the activities of PTS with the jail’s
classification and population management units to
eliminate duplication of work.

Develop policy and procedure with Sheriff’s Office to
allow PTS to keep prior criminal histories and DOJ
manual rap sheets.

Develop a “chain of custody” for PTS packets to minimize
their getting lost after being sent to court.

Develop policies and procedures for PTS interviews at the
court to minimize time needed to complete PTS packets
and to reduce a defendant’s pretrial length of stay.

Coordinate the exchange of information and
development of policies to facilitate the transfer of
detainees and inmates to ADAP and residential treatment
programs.

522

5.13

5.13

5.21

6.8

6.7

6.7

6.15

6.15

6.13

6.14

6.14

6.18

June, 1995
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IV-40

IV-41

IvV-42

IV-43

Long term planning should incorporate the reuse of
Honor Farm barracks A, B and C for pretrial and
sentenced misdemeanant males and or females.

Construct video arraignment rooms adjacent to the jail
core intake area.

To meet additional long term bed needs, convert the
unused support wing of Juvenile Hall into a secure
housing unit. Conversion of this wing is the most
functionally logical and Cost effective strategy for long
-term Juvenile Hall housing expansion. This area could
be designed to serve as a general population housing unit
or as an intake and assessment unit.

Develop a pool of part-time erhployees for temporary
assignments, e.g. dispatch, clerical. '

7.3

7.6

7.8

4.19

9.46
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Stage |Recommendation Agency Cost Savings Page
STAGE ONE ACTIONS
11 Population management system. System $0 1 $1,500,000 - $2,000,000 9.7
1-2 juvenile justice population management system. Probation $0 to be determined 9.8
-3 Jail use policy and mission statement. System $0 | $1,500,000 - $2,000,000 9.8
-4 Pre-Processing Intake and Classification Center. System $65,000 - $90,000] $1,500,000 - $2,000,000 9.9
-5 Family Crisis Intervention Unit (juvenile justice). Juvenile Probation $40,000 - $50,000 $500,000 - $750,000 99
1-6 Public education program. System $5,000 - $15,000 no direct savings 9.1
-7 CJIS statistical summaries. IS $5,000 - $10,000 or $10,000 - $100,000 9.1
$10,000 - $20,000
-8 Institute an additional 1/2% sales tax. Board of $0 $19,000,000 9.12
Supervisors
-9 Enact a utility tax. Board of $0 | $2,400,000 - $6,000,000 9.13
Supervisors
I-10 Justice system coordinator in the CAO's office. CAO $40,000 - $50,000] $1,500,000 - $2,000,000 9.14
delay jail, $500,000 -
\ $750,000 delay juvenile
hall
11 Reclassify deputy sheriff positions into correctional Board of $0 $100,000 9.15
positions. Supervisors
12 Evaluate 12-hour shift. Sheriff $0 $2,000,000 9.16
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Stage Recommendation Agency Cost Savings Page
I-13 Expand court coordination efforts to include Superior Court $0 $400,000 - $800,000f1 9.17
assignment of municipal court judges to handle
superior court criminal trials.
I-14 Judicial control over case management and Superior $0 $1,500 9.17
disposition. Court/Presiding
Judge
I-15 Pretrial alternatives to incarceration. System $100,000 - $125,000| $1,800,000 - $2,000,000 9.18
-16 Post-sentence sanctions alternatives to incarceration. System $0 | $2,000,000 - $4,000,000 9.19
-17 Remodel Honor Farm Barracks H and | and convert to Sheriff $1,500,000 - $2,000,000 $750,000 9.2
women’s facility.
Total Stage | $1,750,000 - $2,400,000 $14,000,000 -

$18,500,000 (excludes

new tax revenue)

STAGE TWO ACTIONS

li-1

-2

-3

-4

-5

Juvenile Justice, including Juvenile Hall, to CJIS.

ORR access to CJIS.

Sheriff's pool of screened applicants to fill vacancies.

Consolidate bailiff, courtroom security, civil process
and prisoner transport between jails and courts service
functions under the Marshal's Office.

Establish working committee involving district
attorney and law enforcement agencies to ensure
arrest reports and supplemental reports are complete
and timely submitted.

juvenile Probation

Information
Services

Sheriff

Superior Court

District Attorney

$20,000 - $50,000

some processing costs

$0

$0

$100,000

$25,000 - $50,000

$2,000,000

$500,000

$500 - $1,000

9.21

9.21

9.22

9.22

9.23

LAOdTY TVNII
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Stage |Recommendation Agency Cost Savings Page
-6 Re-negotiate MOU working conditions. Sheriff $0 $500,000 - $800,000| 9.24
n-7 Eliminate Records and Communications eight hour Sheriff $0 $40,000 - $270,000f 9.25

shifts which include a fourth overlapping shift.
-8 Reorganize court administration to give the presiding Superior Court $0 $400,000 - $650,000| 9.26
judge a partial workload to allow more time for court
administration and coordination.
-9 Differentiated case management program. System $0 unkown 9.27
H-10 Eliminate FTA bench warrants in traffic infraction Presiding Judge of $0 $250,000 - $750,000] 9.27
cases. Municipal Courts
11 Expand video arraignment to Stockton Municipal Municipal Court $50,000 9.28
Court. .
H-12 Provided settlement offers to the public defender on all] District Attorney, $0 $500 - $1,000] 9.29
cases where offers can be made at least three to five | Public Defender
days before the scheduled preliminary hearing.
1-13 “Day Fine” program. Presiding Judge $0 $100,000 - $1,000,000 9.29
I-14 Review PTS release criteria. Probation (PTS) $0 $250,000 - $500,000 9.3
1-15 Increase ADAP program capacity by one half-time ADAP, Probation $20,000 $50,000 - $200,000 9.3
person.
I-16 Expand ADAP’s program capacity. ADAP, Probation $0 $10,000 931
I-17 Identify areas of probation responsibility that can be Probation $0 $10,000 9.31
handled by clerical staff instead of a probation officer.
I-18 Collect and evaluate pilot supervised release program |  Probation with $0 $10 - $20 perday| 9.32

data.

Court concurrence

Ayunon uinbuvof uvg

uoypnipaq waishs aousnf [punuL)

Aaviuung upld uoydy :X ¥IILdVHO



701

Sutuupg Aonjod & muT i0f aanangsuf

Stage |Recommendation Agency Cost Savings Page
I-19 Transfer some probation responsibilities to other Probation to be determined to be determined] 9.33
agencies.
i-20 Supervised OR and release programs staffed by Probation, Courts to be determined $10 - $30 perday] 9.34
probation officers.
H-21 Move all minimum security inmates from Honor Farm Sheriff $5 - $20 per day to be determined|  9.35
to alternative programs.
Total Stage Il $40,000 - $70,000] $4,300,000 - $6,900,000
STAGE THREE ACTIONS
-1 City prosecutors in Manteca, Lodi and Tracy handle | District Attorney & $0 $50,000 - $75,000] 9.37
arraignments in these courts. City
Administrations
with Court
concurrence
-2 Evaluate need for two attorneys in the Tracy, Lodi and | District Attorney, $0 $50,000 - $75,000 9.38
Manteca courts. Public Defender
n-3 Assign adult supervision cases to bank caseload for Probation $0 $1,100,000 938
monitoring purposes only.
-4 Limit adult supervision to most serious offenses only. Probation $0 $1,100,000 9.39
-5 Move all pretrial detainees to Honor Farm. Sheriff $0 | $1,500,000 - $2,000,000 9.39
-6 Direct supervision dormitory housing for future beds. Sheriff $600,000 - $800,000 $600,000 - $900,000 9.4
n-7 Relocate female inmates to fenced facility outside Sheriff $2,500,000 - $2,800,000 $600,000 - $900,000 94

main jail. Build 124-bed Facility with security fence;
house general population.

LAOdTY TVNId
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Stage |Recommendation Agency Cost Savings Page
-8 Construct high security courtroom and support spaces Courts, Sheriff $0 $100,000 - $300,000 9.41
adjacent to jail core area. Move criminal courts to
Matthews Road area.
Total Stage 11l $3.100,000 - $3,600,000] $4,000,000 - $5,400,000
STAGE FOUR ACTIONS
V-1 Regular CJIS users’ meetings. System $0 $30,000 - $50,000] 9.43
V-2 IS as technical resource for CJIS decisions. System $0 for county, $5,000 - $100,000 9.43
$20,000 for client agency
V-3 Commercial software for simple C)iS data queries. Information $1,000 - $5,000 $1,000 - $10,000 9.43
Services
V-4 County-wide e-mail. information $50 - $100 local, $500 not $75,000 9.43
Services local, $5,000 interconnect
V-5 Sheriff CAD system with MDC and management Sheriff $100,000 - $150,000 $160,000 943
reporting.
V-6 One person operation of Jail Control Console. Sheriff $50,000 - $80,000 $100,000 2.35
9.43
Iv-7 Discontinue dictation of crime reports. Sheriff $500 - $1,500 $10,000 - $100,000 9.43
V-8 Reconcile reports submitted against report numbers Sheriff $0 $50 - $250 per report]  9.43
issued.
Iv-9 Maintain paper file copies of One-Write reports. Sheriff $150 $0 943
IV-10 Change to imaging based file storage. Sheriff $50,000 - $100,000f 9.43
IV-11 Review clerical staffing needs after the report writing Sheriff $0 $30,000 9.43

system is modified.
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Stage |Recommendation Agency Cost Savings Page
V-12 Ad Hoc Crime Analysis Committee. Stockton PD '$0 $40,000 943
vV-13 Manteca, Tracy, Escalon and Ripon shared Cities of Manteca, $0 $0 9.43
communications and data consolidation. Tracy, Escalon, and
Ripon

IvV-14 Re-evaluate operations lieutenants. Assign lieutenants Sheriff $0 $0 9.44
to work weekends and night shifts. Assign community
liaison responsibilities to the Captain of Patrol.

IV-15 Redesign Sheriff training program. Sheriff $0 $400,000 - $600,000| 9.44

IV-16 Periodic workload and response performance studies of Sheriff $10,000 to be determined 9.44
patrol division.

vV-17 Adopt procedures for managing Sheriff's calls-for- Sheriff $0 $10,000 9.44
services workload.

IV-18 Community Service Officer. Sheriff $40,000 $10,000 - $15,000f 9.4

IV-19 Conversion of support positions from sworn to civilian Sheriff $0 $10,000 9.44
status.

IV-20 Better utilize STARS volunteers. Sheriff $0 $30,000 - $50,000 9.44

v-21 Eliminate lieutenant or sergeants position in Records Sheriff $0 $60,000 9.44
and Evidence.

vV-22 Eliminate lieutenant or sergeants position in Sheriff $0 $60,000 9.44
Communications.

1V-23 Eliminate Case Management Lieutenant position. Sheriff $0 $60,000 9.44

IV-24 Review the workload of the four lieutenants assigned Sheriff $0 $0 9.44
to the jail. '

IV-25 Fifth lieutenant in Jail Division and assign lieutenants Sheriff $60,000 $0 9.44

to night shifts.

JLAOdIY TVNId
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Stage |Recommendation Agency Cost Savings Page
IV-26 Felony caseflow management program. Superior Court $0 $100,000 9.44
v-27 Minimize time required to make decisions regarding District Attorney $0 to be determined| 9.45
striking priors in strike cases and seeking the death
penalty in special circumstance cases.

IV-28 Develop procedures for transfer (cross-assignment) of Superior & $0 $35,000 - $40,000| 9.45
superior court support staff to assist municipal court Municipal Court
staff. Administrators

1V-29 Review fees and procedures for ordering costs in cases CAO $0 to be determined|  9.45
where counsel are appointed.

IV-30 Vertical case assignment system for public defender District Attorney, $0 $230,000 9.45
and district attorney. Public Defender

IvV-31 Probation officers at courts to perform responsibilities | Courts, Probation $0 $100,000 - $150,000| 9.45
mandated by statute.

IV-32 Reduce time needed to complete PSI reports and hold Probation $0 $300,000 - $500,000] 9.45
hearing.

IV-33 Limit VOP warrants for cases involving failure to pay Probation_, Courts $0 $1,000 9.45
program fees. :

IvV-34 Eliminate PTS temporary employees. Probation (PTS) $5,000 to be determined| ~ 9.45

IV-35 Coordinate PTS, jail classification and population Probation (PTS), $0 $30,000 - $100,000| 9.45
management unit activities. Sheriff

IV-36 Allow PTS to keep prior criminal histories and DOJ Probation (PTS) $1,000 $40,000 9.45
manual rap sheets in the office. :

v-37 "Chain of custody” for PTS packets. Probation (PTS) $500 $20,000 9.45

Ajuno?) umbvo[ uvg
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Stage Recommendation Agency Cost Savings Page

IvV-38 Develop policies and procedures for PTS interviews at| Probation (PTS) $0 $20,000 - $40,000 9.45
the court to minimize time needed to complete PTS
packets and to reduce a defendant’s pretrial length of
stay.

IV-39  |Coordinate the exchange of information and Sheriff, ADAP, $0 $40,000 - $100,000 9.45
development of policies to facilitate the transfer of Probation
detainees and inmates to ADAP and residential
treatment programs.

V-40 Utilize Honor Farm barracks A, B and C for pretrial Sheriff $0 $1,200,000 9.46
and sentenced misdemeanant males and/or females.

1V-41 Expand video arraignment. 'Sheriff, Courts $120,000 - $160,000 $50,000 9.46

- 1v-42 Convert unused jail support wing into secure housing Probation $800,000 - $1,200,000 $200,000 - $600,000] 9.46

unit.
Develop a pool of part-time employees for temporary

1V-43 assignments Sheriff $100,000 - $150,000 $180,000 - $400,000

Total Stage IV

$1,300,000 - $1,900,000
(excludes e-mail system,
which depends on size of
set-up

$3,600,000 - $5,000,000
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XI. CountYy BUDGET PROJECTIONS
& FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

A. Current County Fiscal Context

What will happen in San Joaquin County if the criminal justice sys-
tem continues on its present path?

The county will go bankrupt. Here is why (greatly simplified):

Over half of criminal justice funding comes from the county’s Gen-
eral Fund. The second largest source, since 1993, is Proposition 172
money (sales tax revenues dedicated to justice programs). Assistance
from other governmental levels and fines and charges for service make
up the balance. (Figure 11.1)

FIGURE 11.1 Source of Criminal Justice Funds FY 1994-95

Prop 172
20%

Other government

Net County

57% 12%

Fines & Misc.
1%

In FY 1992-93 and again in FY 1993-94 the state government severely
reduced the amount of property tax funding retained by the coun-
ties. Although it purported to make up the difference in 1993-94 with
Prop. 172 and some other funds, the allocation formula left San Joaquin
County short by nearly $32 million. That $32 million had to come out
of the General Fund, reducing it from $133 million in the previous
year to $101 million. The justice system had consumed $70 million of
the General Fund in FY 1992-93, making it by far the largest user group.

June, 1995
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General Fund support for justice dropped to $49 million, but $15 mil-
lion from Proposition 172 was restored to it, so the net drop was only
about $6 million - serious, but not a major disaster, if it were to be a
one-time event.

However the state again appropriated county funds in FY 1994-95,
and at the time of this writing proposes to put a still heavier burden
on the counties for 1995-96. The core of the governor’s proposal is to
shift half of AFDC costs to the counties and increase trial court fund-
ing to make up most of the difference. The Legislative Analyst finds
that such a shift will have a deleterious effect on counties with high
ratios of AFDC to court costs. In San Joaquin County that ratio was
twice the state average in 1992-93, so San Joaquin looks like a major
loser in the swap. County officials estimate the loss would be about
$20 million. One new option proposed by the Governor - making the
General Assistance program discretionary - might recover $4 million
of that if GA were to be completely discontinued.

Meanwhile San Joaquin County continues to grow, and criminal jus-
tice grows even faster than the county’s population. Figure 11.2 shows
how justice consumes an increasing fraction of the General Fund.

FIGURE 11.2 Law and Justice Expenditures
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The solid line is the justice share of all General Fund expenditures,
but it understates justice expenses because of the impact of Prop 172.

Prop 172 money is not part of the general fund, but when obtained it
was substituted for lost general fund revenues. In 1993-94 roughly
the same amount of money was used for criminal justice purposes as
had been in 1992-93 even though a part of it had a different label of

- origin. If Prop 172 funds are added to the General Fund, then the

justice share of the budget follows the dotted line. From that view-
point the share of justice grew from 48% in 1990-91 to almost 60% in
1994-95!. Concurrently, the funds available for non-justice purposes
shrank from $69 million in 1991-92 to $49 million in 1994-95.

Preliminary proposals for the 1995-96 county budget envision a cut
of about 3% for criminal justice departments from the “baseline pro-
jection,” which is the sum it would require to continue at the present
level of operations, taking into account such items as negotiated cost-
of-living increases. The financial agencies (assessor, tax collector, etc.)
will be cut about 5%, and all others, about 10%. Those projections are
made ignoring the Governor’s proposed revenue swap. (Figure 11.3)
An additional consideration is that the Prop 172 regulations require

* public safety allocations to be maintained at least the level of 1992-93

(maintenance of effort) in order to receive full Prop 172 funding.

FIGURE 11.3 General Fund for Other Purposes

$70.0

$60.0

$50.0

$40.0

$30.0

$20.0

Funds for other than justice (millions)

$10.0

$0.0

90-91 91-92 92-93 93-94* 94-95** 95-96

1 Prop 172 funds are added to both the numerator and the denominator.
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If the rate of revenue decrease for non-justice departments continues
(which it cannot), the “other uses” will disappear completely around
2001. Ironically, they include essential fiscal functions such as the
county administrator, the tax assessor, the tax collector, the control-
ler, and the county information system. With no ability to raise or

- spend money, the county government will have to shut down.

That scenario is impossible, of course; the county will not be able to
function normally for even as long as six years if the justice system
consumes an ever-increasing share of the fast-diminishing discretion-
ary resources. Major cuts will have to be made in all areas, including
justice - some activities might be discontinued altogether - and emer-
gency relief will probably be sought from the state.

Limiting the share of justice expenses to its current value of about
60% will allow the county to survive, though at a barely adequate
level of services. But if Sacramento continues to realign responsibili-
ties it is difficult to see how the county government as presently con-
stituted will continue to function.

The potentially massive consumption of county resources resulting
from implementation of the ‘Three Strikes’ law are not included here,
though some signs of impact are beginning to emerge.

B. Assumptions

The San Joaquin County Administrator’s staff does not make long-
range budget projections. They once did, but after Proposition 13,
and especially in the last few years of state “restructuring” it is no
longer possible to forecast revenue with any confidence.

" ILPP has prepared two simple forecasts (“pessimistic” and “optimis-

tic”) of the county general fund that perhaps blanket the reality which
will unfold. Each uses a model incorporating many assumptions.
The starting data are the same: the actual net county costs of justice
from FY 1991-92 through FY 1995-96 (the last based on preliminary
estimates from the CAO's office), the county’s general fund budget,
and revenues from Proposition 172 (1/2% additional sales tax dedi-
cated to public safety). Justice funds are subtracted from the general
fund to yield the resources available for all other purposes.2 The major
users of general fund money other than public safety are the Board of

2 Categorical funds are omitted though they are the great majority of the county’s
income because they are dedicated to particular uses. Welfare money - the larg-
est - must go to welfare, gasoline taxes to roads, etc. Justice is supported primarily
by the general (unrestricted) fund. -

11.4
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Supervisors and the fiscal departments (County Administrator, As-
sessor, Auditor-Controller, Tax Collector), and the administrative and
support units (maintenance, purchasing, personnel, etc.), that is, the
departments essential to the continued existence and functioning of
the county government.

The starting point for both models is a straight-line extrapolation of
the revenue trend over the last six years. Justice (including the civil
courts) and “all other” are plotted separately in Figure 11.4. Points
are actual values and trends are shown as lines. The drop in justice
funding in FY 1993-94 came about because Proposition 172 funds were
substituted for general fund money in the justice function. After ac-
counting for that drop, however, there was a steady upward trend to

the justice figures. Because they were actual figures, costs were equal
to revenues for those years. ‘

FIGURE 11.4 Justice and Other Budgets
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The extrapolation of justice costs should perhaps include even one
further complication. Although the impact of the “three-strikes” law
has yet to be quantified, preliminary indications are that it could
double or triple the number of felony trials as well as increase the jail
population. If a typical (non-capital) trial costs $5,000 the court costs

alone could jump by $1,000,000 annually; but in the absence of data
“three-strikes” is neglected. :
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Even though the extrapolations are the most accurate representation
of an unmodified continuation of past developments3, they lead to
an impossible conclusion. Under the present trends the county gov-
ernment will cease to exist somewhere just after the turn of the cen-
tury. Such a disaster certainly will not be allowed to happen although
the means of rescue are not yet apparent.

1. Pessimistic Scenario

Justice costs will continue to increase, but other costs will stabilize at
their 1995-96 levels. However revenues will follow the trend. Figure
11.5 shows that a revenue gap will appear next year and will grow to
$24 million by FY 2002-03.

FIGURE 11.5 Pessimistic Scenario
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One of the principal reasons that the general fund has decreased re-
cently is the appropriation of property tax revenues by the state gov-
ernment to balance its own budget. Although there were offsetting
allowances made to the county governments, the allocation formula
was particularly unkind to San Joaquin County. The pessimistic sce-
nario implicitly assumes that the state will continue to add new bur-
dens to those already in place.

3 The lines were calculated by linear regression, a technique that is mathematically
sound but requires that there be no changes in the underlying causes.
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2.  Optimistic Scenario

However suppose that the Governor s optimistic forecasts for the state
budget come true and that Sacramento will henceforth leave the coun-
ties alone.4

Under the optimistic scenario, county general revenues will turn
around and begin to grow at a modest rate, say 3%. (Population
growth is projected to average 2.5%.) Justice system costs continue to
increase but at a 10% slower rate than in the first scenario. The rest of
government grows at the rate of population increase. (Figure 11.6).
Justice assumes a constantly increasing share, but the county survives
if it can overcome a small revenue shortfall ($2.4 million in 2002-03).5

FIGURE 11.6 Optimistic Scenario
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4 The Governor's FY 1995-96 contains a realignment proposal for shifting some
welfare costs to the counties and offsetting them with a combination of increased
trial court funding and sales tax sharing, and the removal of the current mandate
for certain services such as General Assistance. Once again San Joaquin, with its
high welfare to courts costs, would be the loser; but as of this writing the outlook
for the proposal is doubtful.

5 In both figures the funds for justice are the net county cost only. Added to the
budgets of the District Attorney, the Public Defender, the Sheriff, and Probation
are Proposition 172 funds, approximately equal to the 1994 - 1994 drop. Those
and all other justice departments have various other sources of funding as well,
primarily as state or federal grants or through fees and charges.

June, 1995
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Table 11.1 shows the actual and projected revenues, expenses, and
. ' shortfalls (in millions) under the two scenarios. Savings potential of
ILPP recommendations is not considered yet.

TABLE 11.1 Actual and Projected Revenues, Expenses, and Shortfalls

----- Historical----- cemememm-- Pessimistic ----------
Justice Justice + All |Projected Projected Projected Projected
FY NCC Prop 172 other | Justice other  revenue shortfall
1990-91 62.5 62.5 67.9 63.7 71.2 133.8 1.1
199192 | 67.2 67.2 68.7 66.6 65.6 133.0 -09
1992931 70.0 70.0 62.8 69.4 60.0 132.3 -2.9
199394 | 485 63.1 52.2 48.5 54.4 99.9 29
1994-95| 53.0 71.7 48.5 51.3 48.8 99.2 0.9
199596 | 525 71.2 42.9 54.2 43.2 98.5 -1.1
1996-97 57.1 37.6 97.8 -3.1
1997-98 59.9 32.0 97.0 -5.1
1998-99 62.8 26.4 96.3 -7.1
1999-00 65.7 20.8 95.6 9.2
2000-01 68.5 15.2 94.9 -11.2
2001-02 71.4 9.6 941 -13.2
2002-03 74.3 4.0 93.4 -15.2
‘ ---------- Optimistic ----------
Projected Projected Projected Projected
FY Justice other  revenue shortfall
1990-91 63.7 70.1 133.8 0
1991-92 66.6 66.5 133.0 0
1992-93 69.4 62.9 132.3 0
1993-94 48.5 51.5 99.9 0
1994-95 51.3 479 99.2 0
1995-96 54.2 443 98.5 0
1996-97 55.3 45.4 101.4 0.7
1997-98 57.9 46.5 104.5 0.0
1998-99 60.5 47.7 107.6 0.6
1999-00 63.1 48.9 110.8 1.1
2000-01 65.7 50.1 114.2 1.6
2001-02 ‘ 68.2 51.4 117.6 2.0
2002-03 70.8 52.7 121.1 2.4
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C. Fiscal Impact of ILPP Recommendations

If all ILPP recommendations were enacted the annual savings might
range from $4.8 to $12.9 million, exclusive of the costs avoided by
postponing system expansion. Subtracting costs from savings, the
annual net system cost could be as much as $3.9 to $11.1 million
less than at present, depending on when one-time costs are incurred.

ILPP’s budget projections show total criminal justice budget deficits
ranging from $2.5 million (“optimistic, no savings”) to $24 million
(“pessimistic, no savings”) by 2003. The projected operating savings
through implementation of ILPP recommendations could completely
eliminate the deficit in the most optimistic case and could cut it by up
to two-thirds even in the pessimistic case.

Figure 11.7 shows the budget shortfalls for a particular set of assump-
tions about how the changes might be phased in. It is an illustration
only; actual savings will be determined by the rate of implementa-
tion. In the figure the pessimistic shortfall is halved and the optimis-
tic shortfall is virtually eliminated.

FIGURE 11.7 Projected County Criminal Justice Budget Shortfall, 2003 °
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With no implementation of recommendations the optimistic case
would require imposition of a 2% utility tax; with implementation it
could be avoided altogether. With no implementation of recommen-
dations, the pessimistic case would require both a 5% utility tax and
a 1/2% sales tax. With implementation of recommendations, some
additional tax would be needed, but perhaps no more than a 1/4%
sales tax without a utility tax would suffice.

Table 11.2 shows the taxes required to offset the projected budget short-
fall under “pessimistic” and “optimistic” scenarios assuming no
implementation of ILPP recommendations.

TABLE 11.2 Projected Criminal Justice Budget Shortfall by FY 2002-03 and Re-
quired Offsetting Taxes

FY 02-03 Budget Utility Sales
Scenario Definition Shortfall Tax Tax

Pessimistic ® C) costs continue to rise $24 million 5% 1/2%
o Other county costs stablize at FY 95-
96 level
* Revenue follows current trend
¢ No recommendations implemented

Optimistic ¢ CJ costs rise at 10% lower rate than $2.5 million 2% 0%
pessimistic scenario
¢ Other county costs grow with
population
¢ Revenue grows at 3% annually

e No recommendations implemented

Many combinations of the numbers are possible. At the most opti-
mistic, $4.5 million of future cost growth could be postponed for a
few — say one to five — years. The pessimistic scenario exaggerates
the deficit; $15 or $20 million might be more likely, and the increased
revenues would cover a higher fraction of it.

The bottom line: if the justice system continues to grow and county
revenues continue to shrink as they have been doing, disaster looms.
Only heavy additional taxes will permit system operations at any
semblance of the current level. Maybe the county’s fortunes will im-
prove, but it is prudent to plan for the worst case.

If ILPP’s recommendations for cost avoidance and cost savings are
enacted, the additional revenues needed should be no more than half
of what they would be otherwise, and there is a chance that no more
taxes would be required at all. The next chapter considers funding
options and potential of ILPP recommendations '

11.10
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XII. CRIMINAL JUSTICE
FunDING OPTIONS

A. Overview

The Justice System of San Joaquin County faces a serious funding
crisis. Operation expenditures have climbed over the past five years
as volume through the System has increased. Operating expendi-
tures are expected to rise even more steeply as the full impacts of the
“Three Strikes” law hit the System over the next few years.- Simulta-
neously, the funding site of the County’s Justice System has been deci-
mated over the past two years as the State has shifted County prop-
erty tax revenues into State coffers. A portion of the County’s last
revenue was replaced by sales tax revenues under Proposition 172;
however, this new revenue source generates less revenue than the
property tax and is less reliable. The funding prospects for the Sys-
tem remain dim as the state is considering shifting a substantial
amount of welfare funding responsibility to the counties and offer-
ing increased court funding responsibility in its place. For San Joaquin
County, with its significant welfare burden, this potential exchange
is clearly disadvantageous.

With these grim trends, the County clearly needs to act quickly to
manage those aspects of the Justice System that are within its control.
On the operating expenditure side, the County, with the assistance of
a Task Force and consultant, is examining its options for improving
System operations, increasing efficiencies, and capturing potential
economies of scale. On the funding side, the County is exploring its
options for creating new revenue sources and for increasing revenues
from existing sources. The County has several possible avenues for
increasing revenues, each of which is examined below. The potential
advantages and disadvantages of these avenues are also presented.
Cashflow forecasts, which are attached as exhibits, illustrate the fi-
nancial impact of each revenue source on the County’s Justice Sys-
tem over the next seven years.

B. System Condition

As a foundation for examining funding options, ILPP’s consultant,
Public Financial Management (PFM) began with the forecasts of the
County’s financial future provided by ILPP. Both of these forecasts
are provided on a Net County Cost (NCC) basis. The first forecast —
the “Pessimistic Scenario” — assumes that the casts of the Justice

June, 1995
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System continue to rise at significant rates (in excess of 5% annually)

. in accordance with the trend of the past five years. The Pessimistic
Scenario also assumes that the county’s non-Justice cost (“All Other
Costs”) stabilize at the levels of the fiscal year 1996 budget. On the
revenue side, the Pessimistic Scenario assumes that revenues con-
tinue on their downward trend of the last several years. The results
of this grim scenario, with no additions or incremental revenue
sources, is presented in Figure 12.1 and Table 12.1. The projected
County deficit starts in FY97 at $2.5 million and grows to $24.1 mil-
lion in FYO03.

FIGURE 12.1 Funding Results Using Pessimistic Scenario
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TABLE 12.1 Cash Flow Pessimisti

Whario: No Additional Revenue

Office RR

Prop Transter

NO

NO

- IPADJECTED FISCAL YEARS

1992 1993 1994 19958f - 1998 reo7 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

REVENUES {Budgeted)
1 Gonersi Fund Flevenuoes {appiiad 10 Justica NCC) $62.500,000  $67,200,000  $70.000.000  $48,500,000  $53,000,000 $52,500,000
2 Ganeral Fund Revenues (appod to ANl Othat NCC) 67,900,000 68,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,900,000
3 Total Rewenues on NCC Basis $130.400,000  $135,900,000  $132,800,000  $100,700,000  $101.500.000 $95,400.000 $97,800,000 $97.000.000 $96.300,000 595,600,000 $94,900,000 $94,100,000 $93,400,000

Proposed Additional Revenues  (Increment i3 presenied for Reovenue Sources that Atready Exist)

. incremantal incroased Sales Tax (0.5%) 0 [ ] [ ° ° °
5 Incremental County Improved Collections (Offics of Revenue Recovery} ° ° 0 0 ° 0 °
8 Incremental Property Transter Tax o 0 ] o ° ° °
7 Incremantal Business Licenses ] 4 [ 0 o ° [
8 Incremontal Transient Occupancy Tax [ ° 0 0 ° ° [
9 dal Fees from inmates o 4 [ ° 0 o 0
10 Utility Users Tax ° ° ° [ [] ° 0
1" County Service Area/Districl ° [ [ 0 0 ° [
2 Subtotal Proposed Addtonal Revenves B o [ ° o ° o °
13 Total Revenues (Existng on NCC Basis + Propased Additonal Revenues, $95,400,000 $97,800,000 $97,000,000 $96,300,000 $95,600,000 $94,900,000 $94,100,000 $93,400,000
14 EXPENDITURES
15 Justos Expendiures (on NCC basis) 82,500,000 87,200,000 70,000,000 48,500,000 53,000,000 52,500,000 57,100,000 59,000,000 62.800,000 65,760,000 68,500,000 71,400,000 74,300,000
18 AN Other Expenditurss fon NCC basis) 87,800,000 68,700,000 62,800.000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,900,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000
7 Total Expenditures {on NCC basis) $130,400,000  $135,900,000  $132,800,000  $100,700,000  $101,500,000 $95,400,000 $100,300,000 $103.100,000 $108,000,000  $108.900,000 $£111,700000  $114,800,000 $117,500,000
18 NET GENERAL FUND POSITION (NCC basls)} o L] L] 0 o L] {2,800,000) {8.100,000) {9,700,000) (13,300,000} (16,800,000) (20,800,000} (24,100,000)

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
" Existing Add¥onal Revenves
» Proposition 172 Sales Tax: (0.5%) ° 0 o 14,800,000 18,700,000 18,700,000 19.100.000 19,400,000 19,800,000 20,200,000 20,600,000 21,000,000 21,500,000
2 Addtional Federal Assistance
2 Violon! Crime Control & Law Enforcement Act of 1984 ° ° [ 0 0 ° [ 0 [ [ ° o [




FINAL REPORT

San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

A second forecast — The “Optimistic Scenario” — is also used as a
basis for analyzing funding options. This scenario assumes that rev-
enues of the County grow at a moderate rate of 3%, in line with basic
inflation. Expenditures for the Justice System under this scenario con-
tinue to rise, but at a slower rate, which is closer to County popula-
tion growth (about 2.5%). The County’s non-Justice costs rise at about
the same rate, in line with population growth. The results of this
scenario are much more promising, with the County experiencing a
slight surplus of $0.7 million in FY97 and a modest deficit of $2.4
million in FY03. The results of this Optimistic Scenario are presented
in Figure 12.2 and TABLE 5.2.

FIGURE 12.2 Funding Results Using Optimistic Scenario
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TABLE 12.2 Cash Flow Optimist ‘enario: No Additional Revenue

OPTMSTIC

Sales Tax Offics RR Prop Transter Bus License TOoT
NO NO NO NO

s : e oo PROJECTED FISCAL YEARS : : : .
19903 1994 1988 1908 1907 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
REVENUES . e (Budgsied)
[ General Fund Revenues (sppiied 1 Justics NCC) $62,500,000  $67,200.000  $70,000.000 348,500,000  $53.000,000 $52.500.000
2 Gonemi Fund Revenues {appited to Al Other NCC) 67,800,000 68,700,000 62,600,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,800,000
3 Total Revenuos on NCG Basis $130,400,000  $135900,000  $132,800,000  $100.700,000  $101,500,000 | . $95.400.000  $101.400,000 $104.500,000 $107,600.000 $110,800,000 $114,200,000 $117,800,000 $121,100,000
Proposed Additonal Revenves  (incroment is presented for Revenue Sources tat Akeady Fxist)
4 tncromental increased Sales Tax {0.5%) ° ° ° o ° [ °
s fncremantal County improved Collections (Office of Revenue Recovery) ° o 0 [ [ a o
[ tncrementat Property Transfer Tax ° ° [ ° ° 0 0
7 Incremantal Business Licanses ° ° [ o ° 0 0
8 Incremental Transient Oocupancy Tax ° ° ° ° ] ° o
[ Jad Foos from Inmates ° 0 ° ° 0 0 °
1 Uity Users Tax o ) v ° 0 ° °
" County Servica Area/District o 0 [ o 0 0 o
”? Subotal Proposed Additonal Revenups ] [ ° o ° ° [
13 Totl Revenues (Extsing on NCC Basis + Proposed Additional Aevenues) ; $95,400,000 $101,400,000 $104,500,000 $107,600,000 $110,800,000 $114,200,000 $117,600,000 $121,100,000
1« EXPENDITURES
15 Justic Expenditures (on NCC besis) 62,500,000 87,200,000 70,000.000 48,500,000 53,000,000 52,500,000 55,300,000 57,900,000 80,500,000 83.100.000 85,700,000 68,200,000 70,800,000
AN Other Exponditures (on NCC basis) 87,900,000 88,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48.500.000 | 42,900,000 45,400,000 48.500,000 47,700,000 48,900,000 60,100,000 51,400,000 52,700,000
w Totat Expenditures (on NCC basis) $130.400,000  $135900.000  $132,800,000  $100,700,000  $101.500,000 $85,400,000 $100,700.000 $104,400,000 $108,200.000 $112.000.000 $115,800,000 $119,600,000 $123.500,000
18 NET GENERAL FUND POSITION (NCC basis) [ L] [ L] o o 700,000 100,000 (600,000} {1,200,000) {1,800,000) (2.000,000) {2,400,000)
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
1 Existing Addidonal Revenues
» Proposition 172 Sales Tax: (0.5%) 0 0 ° 14,600,000 18,700,000 ° 18,700,000 19,100,000 19.400.000 19,800,000 20,200,000 20.600.000 21,000.000 21,500,000
2 Additonal Federal Assistance
2 Violen! Crime Conlrol & Lew Enforoement Act of 1904 0 ° [ o ° o 0 [ 0 [ 0 o 0

Prapaced by Pubdic Financiel
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Using these forecasts as a base, PEM explored the options available
to the County for generating additional or incremental revenues.

C. Funding Options

On briefly reviewing the County’s current and potential funding op-
tions, PFM believes that eight potential revenue sources deserve scru-
tiny and consideration by the County:

¢  Sales Tax

e  Utility Users Tax

e  Improved Collections by Office of Revenue Recovery
e  Property Transfer Tax

e  Business License Fees

»  Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)

¢  Fees from Jail Inmates

. Parcel Charge from Community Service Area (CSA)

Each of these fund sources is described below, along with potential
advantages and disadvantages. In addition, the funding options are
tested against the County’s Pessimistic and Optimistic Cashflow Sce-
narios. These cashflow scenarios demonstrate the relative effective-
ness of the above revenue sources in meeting the county’s funding
gaps. Results are summarized in Tables 12.2 and 12.3 and Figures
12.1-12.3. :

12.6
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TABLE 12.3 Summary of Funding Sources Impact on Cashflow

Net General Fund Position
Funding Source FY 1997 FY 2003
A. Pessimistic Scenario: Additional Revenue ($2.5) mm ($24.1) mm
B. + .5% Sales Tax $16.6 mm ($2.6) mm
C. + 2% Utility Users ($0.1) mm ($21.6) mm
D. + 5% Utility Users $3.5mm ($18.0) mm
E. All Other Revenue
(Or Property Transfer, Business License, ($1.3) mm ($22.9) mm
TOT, Jail Fees, LSA)
F.  Optimistic Scenario: No Additional Revenue $0.7 mm ($2.4) mm
G. + 2% Utility Users $3.1 mm ~ $0
H. + All Other Revenue
(ORR Property Transfer, Business License, $1.8 mm ($1.2) mm
TOT, Jail Fees, LSA)

June, 1995 12.7



TABLE 12.4 Assumptions esults by Funding Source

" Bsé 1LPP & e
[ Incremental PFM Scenatlo Selos Tax Offce AR Prop Transtar
’ Co No

2.00%
Uity Users

SCENARIOS PROJECTED FISCAL YEARS
1988 1907 1990 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

ILPP Peasimistic {Budgeted)
2 NCC Alavonues $97.800,000 $97,000.000 $96.300,000 $95,800,000 $94,900,000 $94,100,000 $93.400,000
™ NCC Justice Expendiures 57,100,000 59,800,000 62,800,000 65,700,000 606,500,000 71,400,000 74,300,000
k-3 NCC Other Expendiures 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 42,200,000

ILPP Optimistic
= NCC Revenues 101,400,000 104,500,000 107,600,000 110,800,000 114,200,000 117,600,000 121,100,000
z NCC Justice Expenditures 55,300,000 57,900,000 60,500,000 63,100,000 65,700,000 68,200,000 70,800,000
3 NCC Other Expenditures 45,400,000 48,500,000 47,700,000 48,900,000 50,100,000 51,400,000 52,700,000

PFM Incremental Scenarios
= Incramental Incroased Salos Tax  (0.5%) 19,100,000 19.400,000 19,800,000 20,200,000 20,800,000 21,000,000 21,500,000
» Incrermanial County Colections (Office of Revenue Recovery) Assume FYG3 revenua is S4.7 mm; assume el Incraase of 10% (aher costs) 470,000 470,000 470.000 470,000 470,000 470,000 470.000
3 Incremental Property Transter Tax Assume FYG5 rev increases by 10% due to 10% rale incroase/S 1,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000
= Incremenial Business Licenses Assume FYS5 initisl loe of $240 increases 25% to $300. 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750
= tncremantal Transient Ocoupancy Tax Assurne TOT rates rises hom 8% fo 10% & campgrounds ara subject, 70.200 70.800 79,800 70,800 70.800 70,800 70,800
"] Jakt Fous from inmates Assume 1,000 inmates; 10% pay $10/day = $1.000 * 365 days 365,000 365,000 365,000 265,000 365,000 385,000 265,000
- Unlity Users Tax Assurma X% tax on All Users (RIC/VAgH X= 2.00% 2.422.812 2,422.612 2,422,812 2,422,612 2,422,012 2,422,812 2,422,612
k. County Service Area/District Assurme 2,000 parcels @ $50 annual parcel rate = $100.000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
@ Subtotal PFM Incremental Revorces 22,857,162 22,957.162 23,357,162 23,757,162 24,157,162 24,557,162 25,057,162
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FIGURE 12.3 Potential Funding by Revenue Source
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Of all the county’s criminal justice activities, only law enforcement
(the Sheriff’s patrol) is restricted to the unincorporated areas. Most
of the potential revenue-generating mechanisms would be applied
only to those areas, raising an equity problem as to whether unincor-
porated residents alone should bear the burdens of the entire County
for functions such as the jail, probation, and prosecution and defense.

]une, 1995 12.9
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Certain funding mechanisms are successfully employed by the city
of Stockton. However there are three important caveats. First, Stock-
ton has about 75% more residents than does the unincorporated por-
tion of the County, so all figures are automatically inflated by that
amount. Second, the revenue base may exist to a greater extent in the
city than in the County. Finally, Stockton is a chartered city and thereby
enjoys greater flexibility in its financial activities than does the (gen-
eral law) County. PFM and ILPP have not been able to explore fully
the ramifications of these latter two caveats and therefore simply
present the Stockton figures with little additional comment.

1. Sales Tax

An obvious and potentially productive source of revenue is the sales
tax. Counties in California have the option of levying an incremental
sales tax, on top of the State imposed rate, for local funding purposes.
The imposition of an incremental sales tax requires a majority vote of
either 50% or two-thirds, depending on the language of the proposi-
tion and interpretations of the Rider case of 1991. An incremental
sales tax increase of 0.5% would generate about $19 million in FY97,
based on the estimates from ILPP for revenues to the County from
Proposition 172. This revenue source is tested against the Pessimistic
cashflow scenario with positive results — the balance in FY97 is $16.6
million and FYO03 is ($2.6) million.

12.10
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TABLE 12.5 Cash Flow Pe ic Scenario: 5% Sales Tax

County of. San Jowuin ; T, . o
" Justice System (Public’ Protection:and the Courts) Incrémental PEM Scenarlo]  Sales Tex [ Ofce RR Prop Transter | Bus Licanse TOT JallFoes Utikty Users csA
: R e SR oot YES NO N9 NO NO NO NO
HISTORICAL ; RSCAL YEARS ol B i PROJECTED FISCAL YEARS RN :
1991 1992 1993 1994 1998):. 1998 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
REVENUES E (Budgseted)
[ General Fund Revenues (spplled 1o Justice NCC) $62.500,000  $87.200,000  $70,000.000  $48.500.000  $53,000.000 | | $52,500.000
2 Genoral Fund Revenues (apphad 1o AN Othar NCC) 67,900,000 68,700,000 62,000,000 2,200,000 48,500,000 42,900,000
k] Total Revenues on NCC Basis $130,400,000  $135.900,000  $132.800,000  $100.700,000  $101,500,000 $95,400,000 $97,800.000 $97.000,000 $96.300,000 $95,800,000 $84,900,000 $94.100.000 $93.400,000
Proposed Additional Revenues  {incremant & prosonted for Rovenus Sources that Abuady Existh :
‘ Incromental Increased Sales Tax (0.5%) : 18,100,000 19,400,000 18,800,000 20,200,000 20,800,000 21,000,000 21,500,000
5 Incromontat County Imgraved Coflactions (Office of Revenue Recovery) ° 0 ° 0 0 o °
6 Incremenial Property Transter Tax ° ° ° ° ° o °
? Incromental Businass Licenses ° o ° ° ° ° °
[ Incremantal Transient Ocoupancy Tax 0 [ 0 ° o o [
[ Jail Foes from Inmates [ 0 ° ° ° [ 0
10 Unitity Users Tax 0 0 ° ° 0 [ 0
n Counly Service Area/District [ ° 0 o 0 ° o
2 Subtotal Proposad Addivonal Revenues 19,100,000 18,400,000 19,800,000 20,200,000 20,600,000 21,000,000 21,500,000
13__Total Revenues (Exiskng on NCC Bas's + Proposed Addhtional Revenues, . $95,400,000 _ $116,900,000  $116,400,000 __ $116,100,000  $115,800,000  $115,500,000  $115,100,000 _ $114,800,000
1 EXPENDITURES
15 Justice Expenditsres (on NCG basts) 62.500,000 67,200 000 70.000.000 48,500 000 §3,000,000 | 52.500.000 57,100,000 59.900.000 62,800,000 5,700,000 8,500,000 71,400,000 74,300,000
16 Al Othor Expenditures (on NCC basis) 67,900.000 68,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 | - 42,900,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43.200,000
g Tots Expenditures (on NCC besis) $130,400,000  $135.900.000  $132.600,000  $100.700,000  $101.500.000 | - $95,400,000  $100.300,000  $103,100,000  $106,000,000  $108,800,000  $111,700,000  $114.600,000  $117.500.000
18 NET GENERAL FUND POSITION (NCC basls) o o L] a ] o 16,000,000 13,300,000 10,100,000 6,800,000 3,000,000 800,000 12,600,000}
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
w Exising Additonal Revenues
» Proposition 172 Sates Tax: (0.5%) [ 0 o 14,800,000 18,700,000 18,700,000 19,100,000 19,400,000 19,800,000 20,200,000 20,600,000 21,000,000 21,500,000
” Additonal Fedor! Assistance
z Violent Crime Control & Law Enforcement Act of 1994 [ 0 ° ° 0 [ o ° 0 0 [} ° 4

Srepared by Publtc L inc.
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The advantage of a sales tax increase are the following:
e  the large amount of revenue generated;

» the relative ease of implementation (collection and distri-
bution mechanics is already in place);

e the tax is applied county-wide, not just to the unincorpo-
rated areas.

The disadvantages of a sales tax increase are the following:
e  difficulty in achieving the necessary Vofe;
e revenue level can vary and be unpredictable;
* regarded as regressive;

e  can harm business activity, especially if neighboring coun-
ties’ rates are lower.

2. Utility Users Tax

A potential new source of revenues for the County is a Utility Users
Tax, which State statute grants counties and cities the ability to levy.
This tax is relatively frequently imposed by cities and rarely by coun-
ties. The tax may be imposed in unincorporated areas on service for
any of the following utilities: electricity, gas, water, sewer, telephone,
and cable. The imposition of this tax does not require a vote as long

- as the County pledges to use it for general purposes. This pledge

should probably be obtained since the Justice System is such an enor-
mous portion of the budget. The County would have considerable
flexibility in imposing the tax on particular utilities, on particular
customer-classes, and at particular levels.

At two starting points, PFM tested the impacts of a 2% and a 5% util-
ity tax on the cashflow of the County. We imposed these rates across
all classes of customers and on the gas and electric utility only. We
used the customer account and billing data from San Joaquin County

~dated 5/19/93. Using the Pessimistic Scenario, the results of this

cashflow projection were only slightly positive at the tested levels.
These results are presented in Tables 12.3, 12.6, 12.7 and Figure 12.1.
Using a 2% tax, the net position in FY97 is ($0.1) million and in FY 03
is ($21.6) million. Using a 5% tax puts the County at $3.5 million in
FY97 and ($18) million in FY03.

12.12
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TABLE 12.6 Cash Flow Pessimistic Scenario: 2% Ulility Users Tax

: : 2.00%

Jall Foos. Lty Users

Ofion RR Prop Teanster ]

NO NO

1991 1982 1003 1904 1008 1908 1908 2000 2001 2003

REVENUES i (Budgeted)
* Ganoral Fund Revenues (appised 1 Justice NCC) $62,500,000  $67,200,000  $70,000000  $4B.500.000  $53,000,000 $52,500.000
2 Ganeral Fund Revenues {applied 10 Al Other NCC) 87,900,000 68,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,900,000
a Total Revanues on NCC Basis $130,400,000  $135,900,000  $132,800,000  $100,700,000  $101,500,000 $95,400,000 $97,800,000 $97,000,000 $96.300,000 $95,600,000 $94,900,000 $94,100,000 $93,400,000

Propesed Adatonal Revenves  (increment is presanted lor Revenue Sources thal Avesdy Exisy)

4 Incramental Increased Sales Tax (0.5%) [ ° ° ° 0 ° [
5 Incremental County lmproved Collections (OfBos of Aevenue Recovery) ] ° o [ ° ° °
[ tncromenial Property Transter Tax [ 0 ° ] 0 ° °
7 ncremental Business Licenses [ ° ° ° ° ° 0
8 incrementa) Transient Occupancy Tax 2 ° o ° [ 0 ° 0
° Jaki Feos from tnmates - ° ° ° 0 ° 0 0
w0 Uiy Usors Tax 2.422.612 2422812 2,422,612 2,422,612 2,422,612 2,422,612 2,422,612
" County Service Area/Déstrict ° 0 0 °
2 Sublotal Proposed Addwonal Revenues 2,422,612 2,422,612 2,422,812 2,422,812 2,422,612 2,422,612 2,422,612
13 _Towl Revenues (Existng on NCG Bax's + Proposed Additonal Revenues) $95,400,000 $100,222,612 $90,422.812 $98,722,612 $98,022,812 $97,322,612 $06,522,612 $95,822,612
u  EXPENDITURES
0 Justice Expenditures {on NCC basis) 62,500,000 67,200,000 70,000,000 48,500,000 53,000,000 | . $2,500,000 57,100,000 59,900,000 62,800,000 65,700,000 68,500,000 71,400,000 74,300,000
16 A Othet Expenditises (on NCC basis) 67,800,000 88,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,900,000 42,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000
” Tota Expenciures (on NCC basis) $130,400,000  $135,800,000  $132,800,000  $100.700.000  $101.500,000 { - $95.400.000 $100,300,000 $103,100,000 $106,000,000 $108,900,000 $111,700,000 $114,600,000 $117,500,000
18 NET GENERAL FUND POSITION (NCC basis) L] ] L] L] ] [ (77.380) (3.677,38 (7,277,308) (10,077,308) {14,377.3 (18,077,3 (21,677,388)

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
® Existrg Adabonal Revenuos
) Proposition 172 Sales Tax: {0.5%) ° ° ° 14,600,000 18,700,000 18,700,000 18,100,000 19,400,000 19,800,000 20,200,000 20.600.000 21,000,000 21,500,000
2 Addtonal Foderal Assistance
2 Violent Crime Controt & Law Enforcement Act of 1964 0 o o ° o 0 [ 0 [ ° 0 o ]




TABLE 12.7 Cash Flow Pessimi

enario: 5% Ultility Users Tax

PESSMSTIC . TR : 5.00%
Salos Tax Ofhon AR Prop Transter [ Bus License o1 | Joi Fous Uthty Usere
NO NO. NO NO YES
ORICAL YEARS PROJECTED_HISCAL YEARS N
1991 1992 1993 1904 1995 1908 1997 1998 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003

REVENUES k (Budgsted)
1 General Fund Rovenuos (appied 1 Justice NCC} $62,500.000  $67.200.000  $70,000.000  $48.500,000  $53.000.000 $52.500.000
2 Genoral Fund Revenues (applied 1o Ak Ofer NCC) 67,900,000 68,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,800,000
3 Total Revenues on NGC Basis $130,400,000 $135.900,000  $132,600.000  $100,700.000  $101,500.000 $95.400.000 $97,800.000 $97,000,000 $96,300,000 $95,600.000 $94.900,000 $94,100,000 $93,400,000

Proposed Additional Revenues  (incroment is presentod for Roverwe Sources that Already Exist)
4 Incromental Increasad Sakes Tax (0.5%) ° ° ° o 0 ° °
5 Incremental County improved Collactions {Offics of Revenue Recovery) ° 0 0 [ ° ° o
6 Incremenial Property Transter Tax ° ° 0 o ] [ °
7 Incremental Business Licenses ° ° 0 ° 0 ° °
8 tncromontal Transient Oocupancy Tax [ ° ° [ 0 ° [
) Joi Faws from Inmales ° o ° [ 0 o 0
10 Utkity Users Tax 6.058.941 6,058,841 6.058,941 6,058,841 ©,058.941 6.058,941 6,058,941
" County Service Area/District o ° ° [ [ o 0
? Subtotal Proposed Additonal Revenues 8,058,941 6,058,941 6,058,941 6.058.941 6,058,041 0,058,041 ©,058.941
13 Totw Revenues (Existing on NCC Basis + Proposed Additional Revenues) $95,400,000 $103,858,941 $103,058,041 $102,350,941 $101,058,041 $100,058,941 $100,158,841 $99,458,941
14 EXPENDITURES
15 Justice Expenditures (on NCC basis) 62,500,000 87,200,000 70,000,000 48,500,000 53,000,000 52,500,000 57,100,000 56,900,000 62,800,000 65,700,000 68,500,000 71,400,000 74,300,000
8 Al Other Expendiiures (on NCC basis) 67,000,000 68,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42.900.000 43,200,000 43.200.000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000
7 Totsd Expenditures {on NCC basis} $130,400,000  $135,900,000  $1312,800,000  $100,700,000  $101.500,000 $95,400,000 $100,300,000 $103,100,000  $108.000.000  $108.800,000 $111,700,000  $114,600,000  $117,500,000
18 NET GENERAL FUND POSITION (NCC basis) o L] L] L] L] ] 3,858,041 {41,089) (3,841,089) (7.241,089) {10,741,050) (19,041,089)
- 3 o i B -

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
" Existng Additiona! Revenves
» Proposition 172 Sales Tax: {0.5%) o [ ° 14,800,000 18,700,000 18,700,000 19,100,000 16.400.000 18,800,000 20,200,000 20,800,000 21,000,000 21,500,000
2 Acditional Federal Assistance
z Violent Crime Control & Law Enforement Act of 1994 o ° 0 0 ° . ©° 0 ° ° ° o 0 0
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Using the Optimistic Scenario we tested a 2% tax with favorable re-
sults. The position in FY97 was $3.1 million and in FY03 was about
break-even. The result is presented in Tables 12.3, 12.8 and Figure

12.2.

June, 1995 - 12.15



TABLE 12.8 Cash Flow Optim® cenario: 2% Utility Users Tax

. OPTMISTIC . - e
rements! PFM Scenarto Sales Tax Ofice RR Prop Transter | Bus Liconse 101 l Joll Foes Uty Users CSA
NO. __NO NO L] NO NO
[rdsTomicaL Hscat vEars s : 3 : " |PROJECTED. FISCAL YEARS : S I
1991 1992 1993 19904 1995 1098 1997 ° 2000 2004 2002 2003
REVENUES (Budgeted)
) General Fund Revenues (spplied 1o tustice NCC) $62,500,000 $67,200,000 $70,000,000 $48,500,000 $53,000,000 |.-" $52,500,000
2 Genorat Fund Revonues (sppiled to Al Ofhor NCC) 67.900.000 8,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 43,500,000 | 42.900.000
a Total Revenues on NCC Basis $130,400,000 $135,900,000 $132,800,000 $100,700,000 $101,500,000 | " $95.400,000 $101,400,000 $104,500,000 $107,600,000 $110.800,000 $114,200,000 $117,800,000 $121,100,000
Proposed Additiona! Revanugs  (Increment is presented for Aevenue Sources that Akeady Exist)
“ Incromental Increased Sales Tax (0.5%) ° o 4 [ ° 0 °
5 incremontal County improved Colections (Office of Ravenus Recovery) ° ° o [ ° ° 0
L] tncremental Property Transter Tax o M o o 0 4 o
7 Incromentyl Business Licenses o o o 1] o (-] 0
[} Incremental Transiont Occupancy Tax 0 0 ° [ 0 ° 0
° ol Foes from tomatos ° ° o [ ° ° °
© Unity thsors Tax 2,422.612 2422612 2422612 2,422,612 2,422,012 2.422.612 2422612
" County Service Aroa/District ° ° 0 ° ° ° 0
12 Sublotal Froposed Additional Revenues 2,422,612 2,422,612 2,422,812 2422612 2,422,612 2.422.612 2,422,612
13__Total Revenves (Existng on NCC Basis + Proposed Addiional Revenues) - 395,400,000 $103,822,612  $106,922,612  $110,022,612  $113,222612  $118622,612 _ $120,022,612 _ $123,522,612
u  EXPENDITURES
15 Justice Expenditures (on NCC basis} 62,500,000 67,200,000 70,000,000 48,500,000 53.000.000 §. 62,500,000 55,300.000 57,900,000 60,500,000 63,100,000 65,700,000 68,200,000 70,800,000
" AN Other Expenditures (on NCC basis) 67,900,000 68,700,000 62.800.000 $2,200.000 48,500,000 | - 42,900,000 ° 45,400.000 48,500,000 47,700.000 48.900.000 50,100,000 51,400,000 52,700,000
” Total Expenditures fon NCC basis) $130,400,000  $135.800,000  $132,800.000  $100,700.000  $101,500,000 $95.400,000  $100,700,000  $104.400.000  $108,200,000  $112,000000  $115800,000  $119,600000  $123,500.000
18 NET GENERAL FUND POSITION (NCC basls) ° ° ° ° of . ° 3,122,612 2,522,012 1,822,012 1,222,812 822,012 422,612 22,612

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

w Existing Additonal Revenues

0 Proposition 172 Sales Tax: (0.5%) o o ° 14,800,000 18,700,000 18,700,000 19,100,000 19,400,000 19,800,000 20.200.000 20,600,000 21,000,000 21,500,000
2 Additonal Federal Assistance

F-4 Violen| Crime Control & Law Enforcoment Act of 1994 o o o ° o o 0 o 0 o 0 0 o

Prapersd by Public Rnercisl Mesagwiow, i, -
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The potential advantages of a Utility Users tax are the following;:

generates significant revenues;
clear authority under State Law;

burden of new collection system mitigated by the utilities’
existing experience imposing cities’ taxes;

no public vote required;

flexibility to adjust tax base, structure, and level.

The potential disadvantages of a Utility Users tax are the following:

does not generate enough revenue to solve funding prob-
lem alone through 2003 under the Pessimistic Scenario

collection and administration would be a new burden for
the County;

viewed by the public as a “new tax;”

unincorporated areas only.

Stockton generates nearly $19 million a year from its utility tax. Asa
proportion of total city revenues that is nearly the highest of any large
city in California.

3. All Other Revenue

In addition to the relatively major taxes of sales and utility users, PFM
examined six smaller revenue sources:

Improved Collection by the Office of Revenue Recovery
Property Transfer Tax

Business License Fees

TOT

Fees from Jail Inmates

County Service Areas

June, 1995
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Based on our underlying assumptions, none of these sources, either
alone or in combinations, offers the County significant funding relief.
We have summarized their combined impact and then each of the six
sources is discussed briefly below.

Using the Pessimistic Scenario, these six sources result in a FY97
cashflow position of ($1.3) million and a FY03 position of ($22.9) mil-
lion. This is a relatively negligible effect on the funding gap. These
results are presented in Tables 12.3, 12.9 and Figure 12.1.

12.18
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TABLE 12.9 Cash Flow Pessi Scenario: All Other Revenue

Prop Transter Bus License TO1 Jail Foas nitity Users CSA
YES YES

1997 1998 (1111

HST RSCAL YEARS

. 1991 1982 1993

REVENUES (Budgetsd)

1 General Fund Revenues {applied 1o Justice NCC) $62,500,000 $87.200,000 $70,000,000 $48.500,000 $53,000,000 | . $52,500,000

2 General Fund Revenuas (applied 1o ANl Other NCC) 67,900,000 68,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,800,000

3 Total Revenves on NCC Basis $130.400,000  $135.000,000  $132.800,000  $100,700,000  $101,500,000 | -° $95.400,000 $87,800,000 $87.000,000 $96,300,000 395,600,000 304,900,000 384,100,000 $93,400,000

Proposed Addibonal Revenues  (Increment is presented for Revenue Sources that Akeady Exist) .

a Incremental increased Sales Tax (0.5%) o o 0 o [} o o
3 incremantal County improved Collections (Office of Revenue Recovery) 470,000 470,000 470,000 470,000 470,000 470,000 470,000
[ Incremental Praperty Transfer Tax y 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000
7 tncremontal Business Licenses 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750
[ incremontat Translent Occupancy Tax 70,800 70,800 70,800 70,800 70,800 70,800 70,800
° Jait Fees from inmales 365,000 365.000 365,000 365,000 385,000 365,000 365,000
10 Unitity Users Tax o o ] o 0 o o
1] County Service Area/District 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
2 Sublotal Proposed Additional Revenues d 1,134550 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550

13_Tote Revenves (Existng on NCC Basis + Proposed Additiona! Revenues)

$95 400,000 8,934,550 $98,134,550 $67,434,550 $96,734, 550 $96,034,550 $85,234,550 $94,534,550

4 EXPENDITURES

15 Justice Expenditures (on NCC besis) 82,500,000 87,200,000 70,000,000 48,500,000 §3,000,000 | 62,500,000 $7.100,000 59,900,000 82,800,000 65,700,000 68,500,000 71,400,000 74,300,000

18 AN Other Expenditres {on NCG besis) 87,900,000 68,700,000 62,800,000 52,200.000 48,500,000 | - 42,900,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000 43,200,000

” Total Expenditures (on NCC basis} $130,400,000  $135,800,000  $132,800.000  $100.700,000  $101,500,000 |'. $95.400.000  $100,300,000  $103,100,000  $106,000.000  $108,900,000  $111,700,000  $114.600.000  $117,500,000

18 NET GENERAL FUND POSITION (NCC basls) °- ° ° o o ° (1.365,450) (4.905,450) (12,165,480)  (15,888,480) (22 0}
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

" Existing Addttonal Revenues

2 Proposition 172 Sakes Tax: (0.5%) ° ° o 14,600,000 18,700,000 18,700,000 19,100,000 19,400,000 19,800,000 20,200,000 20,600,000 21,000,000 21,500,000

2 Addonsl Fedoeral Assistance

z Violent Crime Control & Law Enforcement Act of 1964 L] o o o 0 o o 1] o 0 0 D] [
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' Using the Optimistic Scenario, these six funding sources lead to a
. FY97 position of $1.8 million and a FY03 position of ($1.2) million.
‘ These results are presented in Tables 12.3,12.10 and Figure 12.2.
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TABLE 12.10 Cash Flow Optirg@®5cenario: All Other Revenue

Offios RA Prop Transter
YES
1994 1908] " 1908 1997 1998 1099 2000 200t 2002 2003
REVENUES {(Budgsted)
1 General Fund Revenues (appied 1 Justice NCC) $62,500,000  $67.200,000  $70,000,000  $48,500,000  $53,000,000 [ $52,500,000
2 Gonaral Fund Ravenues (applied 1o AN Other NCC) 87,900,000 68,700,000 62,600,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,900,000 '
3 Total Revenues on NCC Basis $130.400.000  $135.900,000  $132,800,000  $100,700.000  $101,500,000 $85,400,000 $101,400,000 $104.500,000  $107.600.000  $110800.000  $114,200,000 $117,600,000 $121,100,000
Proposed Additonal Revenves  (Increment is presented for Aevenue Sources that Akeady Exist)
4 Incramantal Increased Sales Tax (0.5%) : [ ° ° ° ° ° °
5 Incremental County Improved Collactions (Office of Raveaue Recovery) 470,000 470.000 470,000 470,000 470,000 470,000 470,000
e Incremental Property Transior Tax 114,000 114 000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000 114,000
7 Incremontal Business Liconses 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750 14,750
8 Incrementat Trarsien! Cocupency Tax - 70,800 70.800 70,800 70,800 70,800 70,800 70,800
) Jakt Foos from inmates L 365,000 365,000 385,000 385,000 365,000 365,000 265,000
1 Utifty Users Tax : 0 [ [ [ ° ° °
" County Service Aroa/District -' 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100.000
7 Subtotal Proposed Additonal Revenues 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550 1,134,550
13__Total Revenues (Existng on NCC Basis + Proposed Addional Revenues} o $95,400,000  $102,534,550 $105,834,550 $108,734,550 $111,034,550 _ $115,334,550 __$118,794,550  $122,234,550
14 EXPENDITURES
15 Justics Expenditures {on NCC besis) 62,500,000 67,200,000 70.000.000 48,500,000 53.000,000 52,500,000 55,300,000 57,800,000 80,500,000 83,100,000 65,700,000 68,200,000 70,800,000
8 AR Ofher Expenditures (on NCC basis) 67,900,000 68,700,000 62,800,000 52,200,000 48,500,000 42,900,000 45,400,000 48,500,000 47,700,000 48.900.000 50,100,000 51,400,000 52,700,000
7 Total Expenditures fon NCC basis) $130,400,000 $135,600,000  $132.800,000  $100.700.000  $101.500,000 $95.400.000  $100.700,000 $104,400,000 $108,200,000 $112,000,000  $115,800,000  $115,600000  $123,500,000
18 NET GENERAL FUND POSITION (NCC basis) ° ° ° ° ° ° 1,834,550 1,234,580 534,550 (88,480) (4 0)
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
" Existing Adu¥tonal Ravenues
2 Proposition 172 Sales Tax; (0.5%) ° 0 ° 14,600,000 18.700,000 18,700,000 16,100,000 19,400,000 19.800,000 20,200,000 20,600,000 21,000,000 21,500,000
7 Acditional Fedora! Assistance
2 Violent Crime Gonlrol & Law Enforcamont Act of 1994 o ° a 0 0 0 ° 0 o 0 ° 0 0
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Improved Collection by Office of Revenue Recovery

The County operates an Office of Revenue Recovery (ORR) to ad-
minister fee collection and manage the County’ s relationship with
collection agencies. Several of the fees collected by ORR are related
to the Justice System, including Municipal Courts, probation and the
fees for public defenders. Apparently, based on current staffing and
productivity, ORR collects about 50% of the revenues and accounts
referred to it for collection. It would appear that ORR’s performance
could be improved, even modestly. We have assumed that ORR’s
collections increase 10% from a level of $4.7 million provided by ILPP,
producing $470,000 annually. This is presented in Table 12.4 and Fig-
ure 12.2.

The advantages of ORR revenues are:
e clear legal basis for action;
»  public support for improved collection;

e improved collection would probably lead to improved ini-
tial compliance with fees;

The disadvantages of ORR revenues are:
»  smallamounts of revenue generated relative to finding gap;

*  requires modest up front expenditure (probably staffing)
to yield revenues.

Property Transfer Tax

State statute gives localities the power to levy a property transfer tax,
collectable upon sale of real estate. Counties can levy this tax in unin-
corporated areas (yield 100% of tax) and in incorporated areas (yield
50% of tax). We lack full information on the County’s current level of
property transfer tax; however, we have made certain assumptions
for analytical purposes. We have assumed that the tax could be in-
creased 10% from a revenue base currently of $1.14 million, produc-
ing $114,000 annually. This is presented in Table 12.4 and Figure 12.3.

The advantages of the property transfer tax increase are.
*  easy toimplement;

*  no public vote required.

12.22
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The disadvantages are:
. small potential incremental revenue , on average;
. unpredictable revenue;
J unincorporated areas only.
Business License Fees

The County currently charges an initial and an annual fee on busi-
ness for permission to operate in the County. This level of transfer
must be justified by the cost of administering the fee and its associ-
ated inspections. PFM lacks full information on the County’s current
fee levels; however we have made reasonable assumptions for analy-
sis. We have assumed that revenues from the fees increase 25%. This
increase could come from increased fee levels and improved licens-
ing of unlicensed businesses. This increase would generate about
$15,000 annually. This result is presented in Table 12.4 and Figure
12.3.

The advantages of the business license fee increase are:
e  easy to implement;

o

»  public support likely for efforts to license unlicensed busi-
nesses;

e no public vote required.
The disadvantages are:
e  very small potential revenue impact;
*  increase fees may not be justifiable on a cost basis;

*  may require upfront expenditure to yield increased rev-
enues;

*  unincorporated areas only.

The city of Stockton imposes a business tax based on gross revenues
which generates about $5 million a year.

June, 1995 12.23
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Transient Occupancy Tax

The County currently charges a Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) on
hotel and motel visits. PFM lacks full information on the County’s
current TOT rate, but we have made reasonable assumptions for analy-
sis. We have assumed that TOT revenues are increased 20% for those
currently charged and that the, TOT charge is extended to camp
grounds and marinas. These charges lead to about $71,000 annually
in incremental revenues. This result is presented in Table 12.4 and.
Figure 12.3.

The advantages of an increased TOT are:
e easy toimplement;

e  usually not too controversial as it is imposed on non-resi-
dents;

e no public vote required.

The disadvantages are:
* small potential revenue impact;
e  unincorporated areas only.

Stockton’s TOT produces a little over $1 million annually. It appears

that a high proportion of the County’s transient lodging is within the

city.
Jail Fees from Inmates

In certain states jail inmates are charged a fee for their period of in- -
carceration. It is unclear whether such a fee is legal in California. For
analytical purposes we have assumed that such a fee could be imple-
mented. We have assumed that the County’s daily Jail population is
1,000 and that 10% of these inmates pass an “ability to pay” thresh-
old. They are charged $10 per day for a potential revenue stream of
$365,000. This result is presented in Table 12.4 and Figure 12.3.

12.24
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The advantages of this fee are:
e likely to have public support;
e likely not to require public vote;

e links the costs of the Justice System to those charged with
crimes.

The disadvantages of this fee are:
e relatively small revenue stream;
e may not be legal;

e makesjail punitive and could push those on economic brink
into more crime;

e new collection and administration system required.
County Service Area

The County can create County Service Areas (CSA) to provide public
safety, or other services, in its unincorporated areas. The County must
demonstrate that the service to the CSA in incrementally increased or
improved service above current or base service levels. The CSA can
be formed directly by the Board of Supervisors or through a public
petition to LAFCO. A protest process is also possible. Through ei-
ther process the greatest vote that may be required is a 50% majority.
But, once a CSA is formed, the imposition of a special tax, the pri-
mary funding mechanism for CSAs, requires a two-thirds majority
vote. If such vote takes place, the tax may be put in place on any of a
variety of defensible bases.

PFM lacks full information on the revenue potential of CSAs in the
County. We have made several assumptions for analytical purposes,
but we are unsure of their reasonableness. We have assumed that a
CSA could be formed for 2,000 parcels and that an annual tax rate of
$50/parcel is imposed. This results in about $100,000 revenue annu-
ally. This result is presented in Table 12.4 and Figure 12.3.

June, 1995
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The advantages of a CSA are:

. demonstrable benefit to residents;

»  publicvoteis in specific area, rather than across the County.
The disadvantages of a CSA are:

e time-consuming process;

e  creation of CSA does not assure approval of funding;

e  County must prove increased or improved service, above
current levels;

e  significant administration required;
e  uncertain potential revenue impact.
D. Conclusions

Based on our research and analysis of the County’s funding options,
PFM believes that only a sales tax increase and a-utility users tax have
the potential to meet the County’s funding gap for the Justice Sys-
tem. A County Service Area may provide moderate relief in specific
areas, depending on the assumptions used. The other revenue sources
we examined do not appear to generate revenues at a level that makes
a significant dent in the funding gap. The County may, however,
have other policy reasons for seeking to implement these other fund-
ing mechanisms (ORR, Property Transfer Tax, Business License Fees,
TOT, and Jail Fees). In addition, PEM is unfamiliar with the political
history in the County of these funding sources. We have approached
out analysis objectively and have not made any assumptions about
the County’s political ability to implement any of these revenue
sources.
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A. CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION LIST

Improved management data is a vital part of system management.
The modern criminal justice system is too complex and fast-chang-
ing to be handled by intuition and rules of thumb. The followingis a
list of important system management data which, if computed and
presented for review monthly to a representative group of justice
decision makers, would significantly enable informed and precise
management of overall justice system needs and demands. Some is
being collected now and is listed only for completeness. Even for
those statistics not being compiled, most of the requisite information
is already resident in CJIS; it remains to put it into a useful form.

I. Departmental
A. Workloads and Scheduling

Most departments are already aware of their need for management
information and have expressed that need.

II. Systemwide
A. Crimes and Arrests

Current UCR data are pretty good. UCR includes offenses and ar-
rests, by jurisdiction, charge, adult/juvenile. It would be useful to
break out domestic violence from other assaults.

B. Jail Information
1. Population Characteristics by Facility
e Pretrial/sentenced/temporary holds
e  Male/female

e  Offenses: felony violent, felony property, felony drug,
felony other; violent misdemeanor, DUI, other mis-
demeanor; other reason for detention.

. Probation violations, FTAs, warrants, remands, other
procedural

June, 1995 Al
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Average bail amount for each offense category
Classification level

Three-strikes status

Arresting agency

Inmates with special physical or psychological prob-
lems

2. Population Bookings and Flow

Offenses: as in population above
Commitment bookings (postadjudication)

Release modes: at least the following. (Note: CJIS
does not appear to make a clear distinction among all
of these. Vague or catch-all categories like “no local
sentence” and “law enforcement release” are uninfor-
mative.)

Pretrial: Promise to Appear (citation), Own Recogni-
zance, surety bond, cash bail, released without charge
(PC 849), pretrial transfer to other jurisdiction, pre-
trial diversion, court-ordered release, case dropped
after filing

Post-adjudication: Time served, probation, other al-
ternative (work program, ADAT, etc.), sent to prison,
sent to other jurisdiction, released after paying fine,
acquitted, population control release

Exceptional: (escaped, died)

If well-defined programs such as supervised OR,
house arrest, and intensive probation are adopted they
should be added to the list.

For commonly occurring charge and release mode
combinations, the number of inmates and average
length of stay

A2
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Essentially the same information should be collected for juvenile hall,
with some modifications and additions: age, youth held as adult
(707(B)), sent to CYA instead of prison, placed in group home, re-
sponsibility of other county (Amador, Calaveras, Tuolomne). The
length of stay for 707(B) juveniles is particularly important. (Most of
the juvenile data will not be readily available without CJIS automa-
tion.) - /

C. Adjudication Status

The first list is the data and the second is the categories by which it
should be broken down. Presumably each court will keep its own
records. Juvenile data should be separately identified. Case aging
should distinguish in- and out-of-custody cases.

1. Adjudication Data Needs
~»  Number of filings
e  Cases with multiple defendants
e  Current caseload, average age of pending cases

e  Dispositions in Superior Court, dispositions in Muni
Court, age of case at disposition

e  Result of disposition (dismissed, acquitted, local sen-
tence, probation, jail combined with probation, other
local sanction, prison, other)

e  Average number of hearings (after arraignment)
e  Average number of continuances
e Number of trials
2. Categories for Organizing Adjudication Data
e  Capital/life felony filings
e  Third-strike filings
e  Second-strike filings
e Other felony filings

e  Juveniles tried as adults

June, 1995
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Misdemeanor filings (traffic/non traffic)

Felonies reduced to misdemeanors (note: tabulation
by arresting agency can point out overcharging)

Infractions (traffic/non traffic)

D. System Resource Data

Numbers and types of personnel in each department
(authorized and actual);

Jail beds, by facility and security level; Juvenile Hall
beds, same; number and type of any disused or un-
available beds;

Departmental budgets with category summaries;

Courts and judges used or available for criminal mat-
ters.
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APPENDIX B: County Crime Comparisons

B. CounTtYy CRIME COMPARISONS

All counties face the problem of crime. There is no single “right”

~ way to respond to it, nor any standard formula for deciding how much

of the county’s resources to devote to the task. Table B.1 shows a
number of criminal justice quantities which have been compiled for
the counties of California.! Only the crime rate and the expenditures
are discussed here, but readers may find it instructive to examine
other indicators to compare the ways in which the counties deal with

crime.
TABLE B.1 California County Statistics
Total County | CA Crime CA Crime| CA Crime CA Crime [ Tot.1993 Tot.1993
Estimated Percent Index Index index Index Co-wide  Co-wide
Population | unincorp | Reported  Reported | Unincorp  Unincorp Justice Justice
1994 1994 1993 1993 1993 1993 Expendit. Expendit.
County (Number) (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank)
Stanislaus 423,896 24.8% 3365.0 9 4132.7 1 231.2 45
Fresno 773,451 23.0% 4849.3 1 3516.6 4 248.7 36
Contra Costa 877,461 19.5% 2668.7 17 1596.4 29 278.0 19
Sacramento 1,161,631 60.5% 3953.1 5 23394 14 290.9 15
San Joaquin 535,479 25.2% 3954.2 4 2466.0 12 278.6 18
Four Co. Avg: 809,110 35.7% 3742.0 -2568.9 269.5
Statewide Total 32,520,140 20.3% 3287.2 2467 .8 317.6
State Median 47.7% 21079 1596.4 262.8
SIQ/4 Co. Avg -29.3% 5.7% -4.0% 3.4%
S)Q/State Total 24.1% 20.3% -0.1% -12.3%
SjQ/Median -47 1% 87.6% 54.5% 6.0%
Tot.1993 Tot. 1993 Police Police Detention Detention | Police cost Police cost
Full Full %, local %, local | %, local %, local /unincorp  /unincorp
Time Time funds funds funds funds resident resident
Personnel  Personnel | FY 92/3 Rank FY 92/3 Rank FY 92/3 Rank
County (Rate) (Rank)
Stanislaus 278.8 48 15.1% 43 25.1% 16 $126 30
Fresno 286.5 44 15.4% 4 18.3% 42 $169 19
Contra Costa 293.7 40 13.4% 47 21.2% 29 $184 16
Sacramento 314.0 31 17.8% 32 21.1% 31 $101 39
San Joaquin 289.8 42 16.2% 38 25.7% ]4 $157 23
Four Co. Avg: 2973 15.9% 20.1% $125
Statewide Total 326.8 18.5% 21.3% $260
State Median 317.6 18.4% 21.2% $130
S}Q/4 Co. Avg -2.5% 2.0% 27.8% 25.6%
$)Q/State Total -11.3% -12.1% 21.0% -39.6%
S)Q/Median -8.7% -11.7% 21.5% 21.3%

1

The full database (not shown) also includes data for felony filings and juvenile hall

populations. San Joaquin County differs from the others in the way it handles
those functions and the information’is omitted.

June, 1995
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TABLE B.1 California County Statistics (Cont.)

Totl1993 Totl1993 1993 1993 1993 1993 1993 1993
Adult & Adult & Adult Adult Adult Adult Juvenile Juvenile
juvenile Juvenile Felony Felony Misd. Misd. Felony Felony
Arrests Arrests Arrests Arrests Arrests Arrests Arrests Arrests
County (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank)
Stanislaus 6585.1 19 2427.7 10 5407.5 20 3300.5 10
Fresno 6675.1 16 1935.0 25 5522.4 19 3669.7 3
Contra Costa 3845.5 55 1681.3 32 2546.6 58 2235.7 25
Sacramento 5170.2 33 2410.4 11 3747 .4 42 2618.6 ‘18
San joaquin 5802.3 25 2201.0 17 4702.6 28 3362.4 9
Four Co. Avg: 5356.0 2098.8 4018.4 2902.0
Statewide Total 5127.7 2001.2 3983.0 2620.5
State Median 5531.3 1782.9 4582.6 1910.7
S)Q/4 Co. Avg 8.3% 4.9% 17.0% 15.9%
S)Q/State Total 13.2% 10.0% 18.1% 28.3%
SJQ/Median 4.9% 23.5% 2.6% 76.0%
1993 1993 Active Active #New #New # #
Juv. Misd.  Juv. Misd. Adult Adult Felony Felony Felony Felony
& Status & Status Prob. Prob. |CDC Admit CDC Admit] PV-WNT  PV-WNT
Arrests Arrests Caseload Caseload 1994 1994 1994 1994
County (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank)
Stanislaus 6256.3 14 1795.2 19 117.2 42 56.7 20
Fresno 8521.1 4 1781.6 20 230.6 " 87.5 11
. Contra Costa 4148.3 38 609.0 57 95.9 50 31.8 42
Sacramento 3552.6 44 2246.2 12 152.5 33 101.2 6
San Joaquin 4430.7 32 3779.4 4 197.3 19 70.4 15
Four Co. Avg: 5421.2 1622.5 149.9 729
Statewide Total 4647.5 1189.5 176.2 72.1
State Median 4789.4 1453.6 163.9 45.0
SJQ/4 Co. Avg -18.3% 132.9% - 31.7% -3.4%
S}Q/State Total -4.7% 217.7% 12.0% -2.3%
S)Q/Median -7.5% 160.0% 20.4% 56.5%
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TABLE B.1 California County Statistics (Cont.)

Total Total Ave.1993 Ave.1993 1993 1993
CYA CYA Daily Daily Average Average
First First Jail Jail Length Length
Commits Commits Popul. Popul. of Stay of Stay
County (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank) (Number) (Rank)
Stanislaus 99.5 30 259.4 34 10.2 49
Fresno 208.6 6 402.7 7 18.9 8
Contra Costa 90.9 35 212.3 50 22.8 3
Sacramento 100.5 29 323.5 20 15.3 21
San joaquin 202.4 7 268.8 - 33 14.6 24
Four Co. Avg: 126.7 3021 16.8
Statewide Total 102.3 286.3 19.4
State Median 100.0 280.2 13.6
S)JQ/4 Co. Avg 59.7% -11.0% -13.1%
SJQ/State Total 97.9% -6.1% --24.7%
SJQ/Median 102.4% -4.1% 7.4%
Ave.1993  Ave.1993 | Unsent. Unsent. Unsent. Unsent.
Daily Daily jail Jail Average Average
Unsent. Unsent. Bookings  Bookings | Length of  Length of
Jail Pop. Jail Pop. - 1993 1993 Stay1993  Stay1993
County (Rate) (Rank) (Rate) (Rank) (Number) {(Rank)
Stanislaus 135.6 33 6052.9 28 8.2 34
_ Fresno .259.4 5 6775.0 17 14.0 7
Contra Costa 98.3 47 2769.5 56 13.0 1
Sacramento 166.8 23 6026.3 30 10.1 23
San Joaquin 121.2 39 5782.8 32 7.7 43
Four Co. Avg: 164.6 5280.5 11.3
Statewide Total 152.1 4117 .4 13.5
State Median 144.0 6050.0 8.9
S)Q/4 Co. Avg -26.4% 9.5% -32.3%
. §)Q/State Total -20.3% 40.5% -43.2%
S)Q/Median -15.8% -4.4% -14.0%

Because the counties differ in size, the quantities are converted to per
capita values (“rates”) by dividing by population. In addition ILPP
has chosen four nearby counties for detailed comparison: Sacramento,
Stanislaus, Contra Costa, and Fresno. '
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The rates are shown in several ways: by themselves; their rankings
(#1 means it has the highest rate in California, etc.); and as compari-
sons with averages and medians. In the first five rows of the table the
rates and ranks are given. Below that are the average figure for the
four comparison counties, the average for the entire state, and the
median of all 58 counties.2 The percentage figures in the last three
rows show by how much San Joaquin exceeds (or falls below) the
group statistic.

All five counties rank high on serious crime; Fresno is the highest in
the state.3 Comparisons of San Joaquin and Sacramento County are
of particular interest since the crime rates are virtually identical. Crime
is less serious in the unincorporated areas for all but Stanislaus County.
San Joaquin and Sacramento are again quite similar, but their rankings
have dropped.

The first four columns after the crime rankings (County-Wide Justice
Expenditures and Full-Time Personnel) refer to both county and city
combined. There is not a great deal of variation in the per capita
justice expenditures; county # 45 (Stanislaus) is almost 80% of county
# 15 (Sacramento). San Joaquin spends the same as Contra Costa,
which has only 2/3 as much crime. Staffing differences are also low,
but all of the counties have similar low ranks in their numbers of
staff.

The last six columns refer to the county only. “Local Funds” are what
is left of the county budget after state and federal grants and charges
for service are removed; they are approximately equal to the locally-
raised revenue from property and other taxes. (Most criminal justice
expenses come from local funds.) A very large proportion of state
and federal funding goes to welfare (AFDC, etc.). The share of wel-
fare in county total budgets varies, averaging 41%, but in San Joaquin
it is over 50%. Since welfare takes so much, the percentage left for all
other expenses, including justice, is automatically lowered. Using
the share of local rather than total funds helps reduce that distortion.

2 For the FY 1992/93 financial data, San Francisco County is excluded.

3 California index crimes: murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, and

vehicle theft.
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“Police as a percent of local funds” refers to the expenses for law
enforcement through the Sheriff’s department; likewise “Detention”
refers to the expenditures for the jail4 San Joaquin’s jail costs are
rather above average while police costs are relatively low.

However police costs - the Sheriff’s patrol and supporting services -
are supplied only to the unincorporated portion of a county. Coun-
ties vary greatly in how much they are incorporated; in general the
police expenditures as a percent of all local funds rises with the per-
cent unincorporated, as would be expected. San Joaquin is about 3/
4 incorporated, higher than many counties, so its county-funded law
enforcement would be expected to be low. As a per capita cost calcu-
lated on the number of residents of the unincorporated aréa only, it
comes out a little above the state median though considerably below
the state average.”

Data limitations lead to an “apples and oranges” situation: while “local funds”
are as described, police and jail costs include funding from non-local sources.
That is why the percentage is so high. Fortunately, Proposition 172 funds arrived
in the fiscal year after 1992-93 and do not further distort the figures.

The state average is heavily biased toward Los Angeles County, which has nearly
half the statewide total and is the second highest in costs per unincorporated
resident.

June, 1995
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® C. AN EXAMPLE OF
- CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATION:
SaN Dieco, Co.
CRIMINAL JusTICE COUNCIL

A. A Tale of Two Counties: Maricopa and San Diego

Maricopa (county seat is Phoenix, AZ) and San Diego Counties show
different visions of what San Joaquin County might look like over
the coming years. One county has a success story to tell; the other, a
nightmare.

1. Maricopa County

Like San Joaquin and most other counties in the nation, Maricopa’s
largest general fund expenditures are on public safety and health and
welfare, nearly three-quarters of their budget. By 1993, the county
was also on the brink of bankruptcy, attributed by some critics to a

‘ management system that was so archaic and incompetent thatno one
in the county could determine how large its budget shortfall was.

County government representatives are quick to respond that even
in the midst of its financial crisis there is little they can do. Their
arguments are persuasive. For example, the “supervisors had ap-
proved a budget of $1.2 billion for that fiscal year, but as happened
every year, the individual county agencies felt free to overspend it.”!

Also, Arizona’s constitution, like California’s, creates institutional
disincentives to coordination or unified leadership. An incoming
county administrator realized that he “was not taking over a govern-
ment. He was joining a collection of fiefdoms” made up of the agen-
cies of seven separately elected officials.

1 These and all following references to Maricopa County come from an article by

. Alan Ehrenhalt, “Good Government/Bad Government,” Governing, April 1995,
pp. 18-24, unless otherwise noted.
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Finally, the county administrator “has no authority over the elected
officials, who control half the county budget and half the staff, and
who routinely insist that they have a mandate to spend money as
they see fit.” The epitome of this attitude may have been the Sherift’s
1994 lawsuit against the Board of Supervisors for trying to restrict his
budget. The Sheriff also stated an intention that he would overspend
his budget by $6 million. “That’s their problem. They did it. I don’t
report to the Board of Supervisors. Iserve the people only.”

This is a vision of a county spun out of control. Elected officials refuse
or are not encouraged to work together. Management technology is
unreliable or not in place. There is no single leader to make sense of
heavy fiscal constraints and revenue limitations. Population growth
exacerbates every aspect of the larger problem..

The great irony of the Maricopa County nightmare is that the city of
Phoenix in which the county’s offices are located is renowned inter-
nationally as one of the best managed and most innovative local gov-
ernments in the world. The success of Phoenix and the failure of the
county may be attributable to the county’s out-of-whack organiza-
tion and division of power which is based on a “system that was de-
signed for tiny rural counties in the first decade of the century.”

The respective organization of San Joaquin County and its cities re-
flect a similar phenomenon. (Figures C.1and C.2) The county crimi-
nal justice government comprises a universe of independent officials
loosely connected by tradition and certain overlap of activities. In
contradistinction to this, cities display a much more hierarchical or-
ganization that allows for unified leadership and authority.

FIGURE C.1 County Criminal Justice Organization

District
Attorney
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FIGURE C.2 City Criminal Justice Organization

<o <

City Manager

( Police Chief '

2.  San Diego County

Possessing the same organizational weaknesses and fiscal constraints,
plus a significantly more overcrowded jail and higher crime rate than
its Arizona counterpart, San Diego County offers a hopeful vision of
triumph over adversity.

As the second largest county in California, per capita criminal justice
expenditures of $146 amount to a major proportion of the general
fund. (For comparison, San Joaquin County spends $181 per capita).
Its 1993 crime rate ranked 10th in California or about 82% of San
Joaquin’s rate for the same period. The San Diego County correc-
tional system is well known as an overcrowded facility system.

In an environment not so different from San Joaquin, however, San
Diego County has developed a powerful management group to moni-
tor all issues of interest to the county and cities within it. The San
Diego Association of County Governments (SANDAG) includes repre-
sentatives of all cities and the county as well as relevant state and
federal officials. The association includes elected representatives and
a staff whose work is funded by the county and those cities with po-
lice departments.

Criminal justice is obviously one of the primary focuses of SANDAG,
and there is also a coordinating group (County Criminal Justice Coun-
cil) of criminal justice leaders that regularly meets over system man-
agement concerns. The coordinating group is similar in composition
to San Joaquin County’s Law & Justice Council plus elected city and
police leadership.

June, 1995
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The County Criminal Justice Council established four tasks for itself.
In a mission statement that begins “The Committee recognizes that
the Council has no legislative or legal authority to make decisions,”
the Council makes a commitment to work together in the following
areas:

e  Coordination of automation

e  Consolidation of duplicative services

e  Promoting the type of legislation that would facilitate sys-
tem wide management

e Active community relations

San Diego County continues to have a court cap order on its jail. On
the other hand, it is not on the brink of bankruptcy, county and city
leadership report strong support and willingness to cooperate with
or defer to each other, and the county has a management system in
place to make it through continued years of state fiscal manipulation.
Some examples of successful criminal justice management coordina-
tion in San Diego include:

e  Acomprehensive criminal justice information report issued
annually for review by the criminal justice coordination
group. Changes in trends allow for proactive planning.
Each report also has a research section and area of special
focus to address particularly timely concerns. The table of
contents of this report is included.

e Council consideration of individual agency actions that
could affect the overall system. For example, when the city
of San Diego was considering the addition of 140 new po-
lice officers, the Council reviewed the impact on the sys-
tem, projecting a $9.6 million increase in various system
costs. In response, the city did not hire the new officers
and instead opened a 200-bed jail for misdemeanants.
SANDAG reported that as a result of the new jail, FTAs and
total misdemeanor arrests actually declined. Increases in
court workload are under discussion by the Council.

*  The county and city have privatized in several areas, in-
cluding criminal justice. The San Diego jail is now private
as are the collection functions of an innovative municipal
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court in the north of the county. The North County mu-
nicipal court took advantage of a California statute that al-
lows civil assessment fines to be attached to certain crimi-

nal offenses, especially traffic crimes (e.g., driving with a -

suspended license) and petty theft in lieu of issuing an
arrest warrant for those who fail to pay or appear in court.
Collection duties are turned over to a private agency which
has been highly successful in generating revenue while
avoiding court and jail costs for nonviolent misdemeanor
offenders.

This is a county that may not suffer the worst odds, but is certainly
afflicted with many of the problems of the worst hit counties in Cali-
fornia. The success story lies in the ability of the county and city
leadership to come together in crisis and stand shoulder to shoulder
in accepting cuts and new responsibilities.

B. Hope

Whither San Joaquin County? Elements of the Maricopa and the San
Diego story resemble San Joaquin’s, but the ending is not yet appar-
ent. ILPP finds tentative evidence that San Joaquin could follow the
San Diego model and make an even larger showing of success against
all odds. After all, the problems of San Joaquin, while not unknown
in San Diego County, occur at a greater magnitude: crime, economic
base, city participation, etc.

San Joaquin County has not faced its problems lying down: signifi-
cant efforts stand testimony to a commitment of living up to the ex-

" pectations of its citizens and overcoming the heavy financial toll the

state has taken. These are the signs of hope that San Joaquin could be
California’s next success story: '

e  The county’s numerous jail and criminal justice manage-
ment committees now include city membership.

o  (ities, after participating in these groups, have come to
explicitly recognize their impact on county costs. As a re-
sult, key city leaders have expressed strong interest in de-
veloping strong coordinating relationships and more evenly
sharing the resource and workload burden.

*  The county’s courts took the lead over state mandates to
increase coordination and developed a coordination plan
which cut criminal superior court filings in half.

June, 1995
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e  Major cuts in the Probation Department workload have
produced a juvenile division which is more progressive,
offers more alternatives and operates a highly effective in-
take unit for screening juveniles into appropriate place-
ments.

o The Sheriff expresses strong support for a criminal justice
management committee, a crucial player in the system’s
overall success.

C. San Diego County Criminal Justice Council Goal
Implementation Strategy

The Committee recognizes that the Council has no legislative or 1égal

authority to make decisions. It operates on an ad hoc basis providing
an advisory function. The purpose of the Council is to provide a
forum for decision makers to prioritize goals and coordinate plans to
accomplish its goals that will develop a common understanding of
issues and a more cost effective and fair justice system.

The Committee recommends that the Council initially limit its efforts
to developing implementation plans in the following four areas:

1. Automation

Develop an automated data processing system for planning, evalua-
tion, and operations that, to the extend possible, consolidates infor-
mation, avoids duplication, and meets the needs of its users. Signifi-
cant efforts have been made toward this goal and a report to the Coun-
cil from a Committee which should be formed to oversee the devel-
opment of an implementation plan. Following the receipt of this re-
port and discussion, the Council should decide what its role and strat-
egy should be to accomplish the automation goal.

2. Consolidation

Evaluate the consolidation of duplicative services, systems and fa-
cilities in the region’s criminal justice system and develop consolida-
tion plans as appropriate. A beginning has been made through the
City-County Consolidation Task Force established by Mayor Golding
and Chairman Bilbray. A committee of the Council should review
the progress made and report to the Council with recommendations
on other areas that could be considered.
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3. Legislation

Review and initiate legislation for enhancing the criminal justice sys-
tem and its operating processes. While most criminal justice agen-
cies and professional organizations are routinely involved in the leg-
islative process, few take a broad, system wide approach to change.
The Council should be selective in the issues it takes a position and
make maximum advantage of its intelligence. A standing committee
to review and recommend legislation issues should be established.
One of the first issues that should be addressed the border/immigra-
tion issue and its impact on the local criminal justice system.

4. Community Relations

Develop greater involvement and support of business, media and citi-
zens in contributing input to decisions- relative to public protection/
safety. Form a committee to develop recommendations to the Coun-
cil on ways to reach and educate the public and elicit support from
same.
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D. DruG Court FUNDING SOURCES

Increasingly criminal justice systems burdened with excessive costs
and unwieldy case loads are turning to specialized courts for speedy
and prevention oriented processing of a particular criminal popula-
tion. Courts which specifically target drug or domestic violence of-
fenders, for example, become expert in both the processing and the
treatment of this population. Because judges in these environments
have specialized knowledge and standardized procedures, they are
better positioned to assign specific treatments, terminate a non-com-
pliant program participant, or understand where an offender deserves
a second chance. Criminal justice professionals have broadly found
that there are great savings, in terms of both financial and human
costs, to developing these specialized courts.

Analysis of the San Joaquin County offender population indicates
that San Joaquin could benefit from a specialized Drug Court. ILPP
below identifies organizations on both the federal and state level
which are potential funding sources for the development of such a
project.

Federal Agencies
e  Department of Justice
-Bureau of Justice Assistance

-Edward Byrne Memorial Law enforcement Grant
Fund

*  Department of Health and Human Services
-Center for Substance Abuse Treatment
-Center for Substance Abuse Prevention
e  State Justice Institute
¢  National Institute on Drug Abuse
State Agencies

e  California Office of Criminal Justice Planning: approxi-
mately 25 million in anti-drug enforcement moneys.

. Office of Subst_ance Abuse
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Local Funds

Anti-Abuse Act Funds: pass through funds from the fed-
eral government distributed through a single state contact,
usually the governor’s office or the state department that
handles community affairs

Recently Announced Grants

Fiscal Year 1995 Department of Justice Appropriations Act,
Public Law 103-317, has allocated 29 million for Drug Court
Grants programs. Detailed program guidelines and appli-
cation materials will be available in early 1995 for the Fis-
cal Year 1995 Drug Court initiative. For further informa-
tion contact: The Department of Justice Center at 1-800-421-
6700 or (202) 307 - 1480.

The State Justice Institute awards technical assistance grants
up to $30,000 on a quarterly basis based on a written re-
quest and commitment of cash or in-kind match. For more
information, call or write:

David L. Tevelin
Executive Director
State Justice Institute
1650 King Street, Suite 600
Alexandria, Virginia 22314
(703) 684-6100

The Judicial Council of California recently sent out the ap-
plication kit for the U.S. Department of Justice Drug Court
Grant program. Funding provides that up to 100 jurisdic-
tions will be awarded $35,000 for planning grants. Contact
the Administrative Office of the Courts, phone (415) 396-
9100.

D.2
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E. FTA NortiricaTiON UNIT
RevViEwW & MODELS

Current Status

San Joaquin County has attempted to institute an FTA Notification
unit twice in the past decade. Its first effort operated for approxi-
mately 6 months in 1989. The unit was based in Pretrial Services and
generated notifications manually, producing approximately 4,000
notifications during its 6-month tenure. Despite some indication that
the program was having a positive impact on the number of war-
rants issued, it was discontinued after the Pre-trial Services office was

computerized. Changes in staff and incomplete development of the -

new information system have been cited as reasons for the program'’s
discontinuation.

The more recent effort at developing an FTA notification unit in San
Joaquin County was directed by the Adult Probation Department.
The life-span of this effort was comparable to the earlier effort, total-
ing approximately 6 months in 1993. Notification services were sus-
pended after a preliminary evaluation indicated that the unit was not
successful in reducing the number of FTAs in San Joaquin County.
No systematic effort was made to modify or improve the program'’s
functioning prior to its termination. Currently responsibility for de-
velopment of a notification unit has been transferred to the Public
Defenders office.

FTA Notification

While San Joaquin County has made important progress towards
development of defendant notification services, the life-span of both
of the efforts cited above was insufficient to establish the kind of
mature operation which can offer the county genuine financial and
resource returns. A six month trial period is also an short and prob-
ably inadequate time to evaluate results or implementation. Numer-

- ous national criminal justice studies have demonstrated the benefits
of increased communication between criminal justice agencies and
the defendant population, and while the development process is of-
ten difficult, the rewards of such services are great.

June, 1995
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When defendants fail to appear for scheduled court proceedings the
consequences can be costly and disruptive. The time of the court and
attorneys is wasted, witnesses may become demoralized by yet an-
other delay, and the issuance of a bench warrant puts into motion a
costly and time consuming process of locating, arresting, detaining
and re-calendaring the missing defendant.

In order to take proactive action against this costly problem many
pretrial and probation departments have developed notification units.
Through calls which alert defendants of a scheduled court appear-
ance, and mail notices confirming upcoming court dates, these agen-
cies have found that increasing contact with defendants can greatly
reduce the number of failures to appear. The structure and emphasis
of FTA programs are not uniform. Some agencies require defendants
to make regular visits, while others have procedures for contacting
defendants who have failed to appear to get them to court quickly.
Below ILPP has identified and described several existing notification
units which are nationally recognized for reducing the number of
FTA warrants in their jurisdictions. '

Model Programs
Washington, D.C.

The Washington D.C. Failure to Appear Unit focuses primarily on a)
reducing the number of bench warrants issued by the court and b)
providing a means whereby defendants with outstanding bench war-
rants can surrender voluntarily without the intervention of the Police
Department. The Pretrial Services Agency has a specialized unit
staffed by three persons to carry out this function.

Role of Washington’s Failure to Appear Unit

Below is a listing of the primary task commitments of the Washing-
ton D.C. notification unit. According to their own data, over 55% of
failures to appear in the District of Columbia are the result of lack of
notification, incarceration in another jurisdiction, or incarceration in
the same jurisdiction but under another name or in another case. Many
of these cases result in unnecessary or erroneous bench warrants; in
order to rectify this problem the unit offers the following services:

* Unit receives calls from defendants who wish to report that they
are running late for court.

» Staff provides assistance to defendants who appear to have court
date problems.

E2
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e When during the course of the Agency’s post release supervision
efforts it is determined that a defendant is incarcerated, hospital-
ized or otherwise legitimately unable to appear in court for a sched-
uled appearance, a letter is forwarded to the judge on the date of
the court appearance. Almost all of these cases are continued,
based on the written representations of the unit.

e After issuance of a bench warrant, contact is established with the
defendant and he/she is advised to surrender on the bench war-
rant. Again, if communication with the defendant indicated that
there was legitimate cause for the defendant to be absent, a memo-
randum is sent to the Court with suggestions of possible action.

Estimation of Costs

The cost of maintaining and operating Washington’s Failure to Ap-
pear Notification Unit in September of 1988 was $113,563. This figure
represents the entire cost of the unit and includes costs that are not
actually charged to the Agency’s budget. The bench warrant effort
for the year 1988 resulted in the resolution of 1857 missed appear-
ances, including those instances where quick action by the unit
avoided the necessity of issuing a warrant. Thus the agency’s cost is
$61.15 per warrant. By contrast, the cost of making a simple arrest on
a bench warrant (using the national baseline from the Jefferson Insti-
tute for Justice Studies “National Baseline Information on Offender
Processing Costs”) is $1132.36. It appears that on a per warrant ba-
sis, the notification unit offers tremendous savings at all levels in the
process of the execution of a bench warrant.

Specifics about the nuts and bolts of operations of the Washington
D.C. model, and technical advice for development of a FTA notifica-
tion unit are available from the National Association of Pretrial Ser-
vices Agencies. A more detailed study of the Washington D.C. model
is available from the Jefferson Institute for Justice Studies.

Cook County

The Pretrial Services department for the Circuit Court of Cook County
uses several approaches to ensure that defendants appear for court
proceedings. When a judge releases someone to the department’s
supervision, staff meet with the defendant after court and explain the
conditions of bond including when and where his /her next court date
is. The defendant is also given this information in writing. All super-
vision cases have a condition of reporting in person and/or calling
an officer in addition to any other special conditions imposed by the
court. This provides another opportunity to remind the defendant of

June, 1995 .
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their appearance obligations. During the interview process Pretrial
officers collect and verify information regarding the defendant’s ad-
dress, where immediate family members live, and where they work.
All defendants under supervision also receive a letter informing them
of the next court date. The letter is mailed 8 to 10 days prior to the
hearing. Whenever possible officers also call the defendant the night
before court. The effect of these activities is that 95% of everyone
under supervision appears for court and, therefore, is not subject to
incarceration through a bench warrant. Court date notification ser-
vices are also provided to all defendants who are granted an indi-

“vidual recognizance bond but are not assigned to supervision.

When supervised defendants fail to appear, the department attempts
to contact them and persuade them to report to the judge in the com-
pany of an officer. Officers are likewise contacted when a defendant
fails to appear. This activity reduces unnecessary additions to the jail
population by lowering the number of outstanding bond forfeiture
warrants. The unit reports that in many cases defendants cannot at-
tend court for some legitimate reason, such as residence in an inpa-
tient treatment program or hospitalization. If the officer is able to
independently verify the reason, the FTA notification unit reports to
the hearing to inform the judge. This activity appears to substan-
tially lower the number of no-bond bench warrants issued.

More information about Cook County’s notification unit is available
from:

Stephan McGuire

Director

Cook County Pretrial Services Department.
2650 S. California Ave. Room 2A78
Chicago, IL 60608-5146
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F. STAGE FOUR ACTION DESCRIPTIONS

RECOMMENDATION: Iv-1  CJIS users’ meetings should be
reconvened on a regular basis with
expanded membership and clear
leadership by user agencies.

OBJECTIVE: Improve accuracy and usefulness of data transmission
between departments.

LEAD AGENCY: System
LOGISTICS: Meeting of up to 20 staff at regular intervals
PROS/CONS: + Improved efficiency
+ Reduction of staff effort due to reduction of
duplication and error
+ Faster information exchange
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Potential elimination of several positions at $30, 000

CROSS REFERENCE:

- $50, 000 each
3.1
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RECOMMENDATION:

IV-2 IS should be involved as a
technical resource in any future
decisions on system additions or
replacements.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:

LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:

SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Ensure that major system additions or modifications
will be compatible with other system elements and
will meet their own objectives.

System: The department contemplating the addition

Engage IS services for consultation and review before
making commitments.

+ Potential major savings in system acquisitions and
operations

+ Avoidance of potential problems in system
compatibility , design and utility

- Conflict between departments in identifying
useful, cost/effective system objectives

$0, to county, but IS may bill client agency $5,000 to
$20,000

Depends on size of proposed addition; they typically
cost well upward of $100,000.

3.11
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APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: IV-3 To the extent available, commercial
software which allows simple
queries of CJIS data should be
obtained for user departments.

OBJECTIVE: Allow statistical inquiries without requiring time

' consuming intervention of IS.
LEAD AGENCY: Information Services

LOGISTICS: Agency determines its precise and requests assistance

from IS.
PROS/CONS: + Much more rapid answers
+ Encourages innovative analysis of departmental
problems
COST: Estimated setup by IS is $1,000 to $5,000 per
department.
SAVINGS: $1, 000 - $10, 000 per question now answered by

information systems

STATUS/COMMENTS: IS cannot now honor all user requests because of

CROSS REFERENCE:

-

staffing cuts.
3.11
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RECOMMENDATION:

IV-4 A county-wide e-mail system
should be set up.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
PROS/CONS:

COST:

SAVINGS:

STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Improved communication among all county
departments

Information Services

+ Opens many new communications links; speeds
justice, reduces costs, avoids errors

+ Sender and recipient can have copies of the
messages

+ Can enclose large files
+ Message can be sent even if recipient is absent.
- Substantial cost

Depends greatly on extent and on current
configuration. $50 - $100 per station if department
has local network; $500 if not; plus $5,000 to
interconnect departments.

If a 1% savings in every justice employee’s fine, about
$75, 000 annually

E-mail system can be implemented by increments
with no significant cost penalty

3.11

F 4
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation .

APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: V-5 Complete a CAD system with full
MDC and management reporting
capabilities.

OBJECTIVE: Complete implementation of existing CAD system.
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: Improve cost-effectiveness
Allow better management of calls for service
+ Individual patrol deputy workload and
productivity can be monitored on a continuous
basis
+ The geographical and temporal distribution of
.patrol workload can be analyzed and monitored
on a continuous basis
+ Deployment and shift schedules can be correlated
more closely with the demand for police service
+ Prioritized response performance objectives can be
established and accurately monitored
-~ Managers will have to receive training in the use
and analysis of CAD statistical output .
COST: $50,000 - $100,000 for CAD Phase II; $50,000 for MDC
terminals.
SAVINGS: A 2% improvement in officer scheduling saves $160,

CROSS REFERENCE:

000 per year
3.16

June, 1995

F.5
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RECOMMENDATION: IV-6 Modify the physical arrangements
" of the Jail Control Console to
permit operation by one person
during periods of low jail activity.

OBJECTIVE: Eliminate unnecessary double staffing at times of low
activity
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Cost savings

Eliminates unproductive activity

+ Eliminates expensive and unproductive staffing
arrangement

- Moderate remodeling cost

- Change will be resisted by managers who believe
in assigning two full time employees around the
clock to deal with any Jail emergency

eventuality
COST: $50,00Q - $80,000 (one-time)
SAVINGS: $100,000 annually or more
STATUS/COMMENTS: Presently the second employee performs virtually no
tasks during most shift hours
CROSS REFERENCE: 4.16

F.6 Institute for Law & Policy Planning
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION:

Iv-7 Handwrite crime report

information directly onto a report
form suitable for duplicating
and/or faxing.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:
STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Shorten the time required for information to reach
other agencies such as the DA.

Sheriff

+ o+ o+ o+ o+

$0

Cost-efficiencies throughout system
Faster distribution of information
Review and correction are facilitated
Major decrease in clerical staff effort

Increased investigative, prisoner processing and

charging efficiency

Minor cost to print and change over system
Some officers may require training in block
printing to overcome difficult-to-read cursive
writing styles

Officers need to write legibly; current printed

reports are esthetically more appealing than
handwriting

1-5 jail days per missing report ($50 - $250)

Reports now may take up to 5 days with great
negative impact on DA’s ability to make filing
decisions

3.14

June, 1995
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RECOMMENDATION: IV-8 Reconcile, on a daily basis, reports
submitted by deputies against
report numbers issued.

LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Missing reports will immediately come to
supervisors’ attention
+ Report can be found rather than having to be
reconstructed days later
+ Removes source of delay in jail stay and
adjudication
- Will require coincidental implementation of One-
Write reporting system
COST: $0
SAVINGS: 1-5 jail days per missing report ($50 - $250)
STATUS/COMMENTS: Reports now may take up to 5 days with great

CROSS REFERENCE:

negative impact on DA’s ability to make filing
decisions

3.14

RECOMMENDATION:

IV-9 Maintain file copies of One-Write
reports in paper file storage
pending the availability of funding
for an computer imaging file
system.

LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST.

SAVINGS:
STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Sheriff

Obtain filing cabinets to hold reports; report
locations will be cross-indexed in RMS

+ Will provide immediate access to crime reports
by authorized parties

— May cause storage space and report purging
problems if imaging alternative not implemented
in near future.

$150 per file cabinet; one cabinet could hold 20,000
single sheets

No direct savings

Temporary expedient until an imaging system is
obtained.

3.14

F.8
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: IV-10 Begin planning for a changeover to
a file storage system based on
imaging technology.

OBJECTIVE: Ultimately, change over to an imaging system for
incident and arrest reports..
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
LOGISTICS: Planning meeting; enlist help of IS
PROS/CONS: + An imaging file storage system provides the
advantages attributed to digital file storage at
less cost
- Will require an outlay of money to acquire an
optical imaging system
COST: Some consulting charge by IS; no other cost until an
imaging system is acquired.
SAVINGS: Will ultimately reduce clerical need for data entry

CROSS REFERENCE:

($50, 000 - $100, 000)
3.14

\

'~ RECOMMENDATION: IV-11 Review clerical staffing needs after
' the report writing system is
modified. The need for data entry
clerks will be substantially reduced.
OBJECTIVE: Reduce need for clerical support
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Saves substantial resources
+ Salary savings will quickly amortize the
acquisition costs of an optical imaging system.
+ On-going salary savings will reduce the Records
Unit budget
- A clerical workload study will be required.
COST: $0
SAVINGS: About $30,000 per position saved; could be 3 positions.

CROSS REFERENCE:

3.14

June, 1995
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San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

RECOMMENDATION: IV-12 Establish an Ad Hoc Crime
Analysis Committee.
OBJECTIVE: Coordinate law enforcement operations where
appropriate; streamline costs.
LEAD AGENCY: Stockton Police Department, but with participation
of all agencies in the county.
PROS/CONS: Irﬁprove public safety
+ Improve cost-effectiveness
+ crime analysis will be based on a county-wide
integrated information gathering system
+ A county-wide crime analysis will facilitate
coordination between local agencies in addressing
cross jurisdictional crime problems
+ Investigative leads will be broadly disseminated
COST: $0
SAVINGS: If a 2% savings of detective’s time, $40,000 per year

CROSS REFERENCE:

4.7

RECOMMENDATION:

IV-13 Manteca, Tracy, Escalon and Ripon
should formulate planning
objectives for shared
communications and data
consolidation

OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:

LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:
CROSS REFERENCE:

Coordinate law enforcement operations where
appropriate; streamline costs.

Cities of Manteca, Tracy, Escalon, and Ripon

Assign responsibility to appropriate staff personnel
to develop plans to upgrade data exchange and
achieve the economies of scale.

Improve officer and public safety

+

Improve cost-effectiveness

+ Economies of scale will enable smaller agencies to
benefit from improvements in communications
technology

—~ New roles and coordination required

- Some agencies may be reluctant to give up sole
control over the dispatch function

$0 to county

$0 to county
4.8

\

F.10
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APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION:

IV-14 Re-evaluate the role of all
operations lieutenants and assign
lieutenants to work weekends and
night shifts. Consider assigning
community liaison responsibilities
to the Captain of Patrol.

OBJECTIVE:

LEAD AGENCY:
PROS/CONS:

) COST:
SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Achieve greater staffing efficiencies and
effectiveness levels.

Sheriff

+ Improve organization accountability

Improved management over nighttime operations
Reduced liability exposure

Improve cost-effectiveness

+ 4+ + o+

Re-instates a management arrangement based on
the "Unity of Command" principle

- May be opposed by unincorporated community
activists because change will require
modification of decentralized field command
system that underpins a community based
policing concept recently inaugurated

$0

$0 direct savings, but liability suits typically run into
the million dollar range

4.15

June, 1995

F.11
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RECOMMENDATION: 1V-15 The Sheriff’s training program
should be redesigned and limited
to courses that are mandated or
fully justified by deficiencies in
deputy performance.

OBJECTIVE: Eliminate unnecessary cost
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: Substantial cost éavings

Improve morale

- Some non-mandated training with problematic
utility will be eliminated

COST: $0
SAVINGS: $400,000 - $600,000 annually, but overlaps with

preceding

STATUS/COMMENTS: Much of training now is used to fill otherwise idle

CROSS REFERENCE:

time during shift overlap

4.15

RECOMMENDATION:

IV-16 Conduct periodic workload studies
in the Sheriff’s department to
monitor the impact of deployment
and shift arrangements on
response performance in the patrol
division. '

OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:
PROS/CONS:

COST:

SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

More efficient personnel deployment
Sheriff

Cost savings and improve efficiencies

+
+ More efficient response to calls for service
<+

- No significant arguments against proposal

None if new CAD software meets study requirements;

programming costs up to $10,000 if new applications
are required.

Depends on outcome of study; see CAD
recommendation (4.20)

4.16

F.12
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: IV-17 On Calls for Service, use civilians
where possible, establish CFS
pridrities and establish a telephone
reporting system.

OBJECTIVE: Improve delivery of patrol services
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: Cost savings througﬁ civilianization

+ Lowered training costs

+ More deputies available for priority field
assignments

- Will reduce attrition of field deputy positions
and slow the transfer of deputies from
correctional positions to field operations

COST: $0
SAVINGS: $10,000 per position civilianized

CROSS REFERENCE:

417

RECOMMENDATION: IV-18 Establish the classification of
Community Service Officer in the
Sheriff’s Office.
OBJECTIVE: More efficient utilization of sworn personnel
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
LOGISTICS: Initially, staffing two such positions in patrol would
be appropriate considering the volume of CFS. If
these employees worked eight hour shifts their hours
of employment could be restricted to the day and
swing shifts. :
PROS/CONS: + Cost savings through civilianization of several
positions
+ Better service
COST: $40,000 per CSO position
SAVINGS: $10, 000 - $15, 000 for each sworn officer replaced

CROSS REFERENCE:

4.19

RECOMMENDATION:

Iv-19 Civilianize Sheriff’s positions
where appropriate.

June, 1995

F.13
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OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:
PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Cost savings; more efficient utilization of personnel
Sheriff

+ Substantial salary savings and reduced training
costs

- Will slow reassignment of correctional deputies
to field operations

$0

$10,000 annually plus lower training costs for each
position civilianized

4.19

IV-20 Identify clerical and other special

RECOMMENDATION:
skills of STARS volunteers which
can be applied to tasks which will
free up deputies and clerks for
higher Priority work.
OBJECTIVE: Use volunteers when possible to replace paid staff
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Cost savings
+ Assignment of staff to more productive duties
— Training costs
COST: $0
'SAVINGS: $30,000 - $50,000 per position replaced
CROSS REFERENCE: 4.19

F.14
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

APPENDIX E: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: Iv-21 Eliminate either the lieutenant or
sergeants position in Records and
Evidence.
OBJECTIVE: Cost savings and elimination of unnecessary
bureaucratic structure
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Wil result in substantial on-going salary savings
- 'Will reduce career advancement opportunities
COST: $0 :
SAVINGS: $60,000 annually

CROSS REFERENCE:

4.20

RECOMMENDATION: [v-22 Eliminate either the lieutenant or
sergeant position in
Communications.
OBJECTIVE: Cost savings and elimination of unnecessary
bureaucratic structure
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Wil result in substantial on-going salary savings
- Will reduce career advancement opportunities
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $60,000 annually

CROSS REFERENCE:

4.20

June, 1995

F.15
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RECOMMENDATION: [V-23 Transfer the functions under the
Case Management Lieutenant to
more appropriate units and
eliminate the Case Management
lieutenants position.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings and elimination of unnecessary
bureaucratic structure
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Will result in substantial on-going salary savings
- Will reduce career advancement opportunities
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $60,000 annually

CROSS REFERENCE:

4.20

RECOMMENDATION: IV-24 The workload of the four
lieutenants assigned to the jail
should be reviewed. The use of
activity reports and/or desk audits
is recommended.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings and increased efficiency

LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff

 LOGISTICS: This review should be preliminary to the
consolidation and reorganization of their duties as
outlined in a plan developed by the Jail Captain.

PROS/CONS: + Will simplify and clarify chain of command
+
+
- No significant argument against proposal
COST: $0
SAVINGS: None directly; long-term, to be determined as a result

CROSS REFERENCE:

of the study
4.20

F.16
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Criminal Justice System Evaluation

APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: IV-25 Authorize a fifth lieutenant to the
Jail Division and assign lieutenants
to night shifts as outlined in the
jail reorganization plan being
developed by the Jail Captain.

OBJECTIVE: Improved system efficiency .
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + Lower liability exposure
' + Will provide needed night-time management
presence
- Cost
COST: $60, 000
SAVINGS: No direct savings

CROSS REFERENCE:

4.20

RECOMMENDATION: [V-26 Determine the feasibility of a felony
caseflow management program.
OBJECTIVE: Accelerated felony dispositions
LEAD AGENCY: Superior court
PROS/CONS: + Reduction of judicial and attorney workloads
+ Positive impact on jail population
- Requires several weeks' of study time
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Potentially large (over $100,000 annually)
STATUS/COMMENTS: National Center for State Courts can provide

CROSS REFERENCE:

technical assistance

5.10

June, 1995

F.17
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RECOMMENDATION:

[v-27 Continue to develop policies and
procedures to minimize time
required to make decisions
regarding striking priors in strike
cases.

OBJECTIVE:
LEAD AGENCY:
LOGISTICS:

PROS/CONS:

COST:
SAVINGS:

STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

Increased efficiency of utilizing attorneys’ time.
District Attorney

Develop procedures to be applied early in
proceedings as to whether to embark on these highly
labor-intensive types of prosecution

Improves case processing times

Downgrades some cases to simple felonies,
reducing processing complexity

- Inaccuracy and difficulty in obtaining criminal
history data will be an obstacle to reducing
decision times.

%0

Significantly less effort (thousands of dollars)for
each downgraded case, up to several dozen a year

District Attorney’s policies are not set, as the office’s
approach to enforcing the ‘three strikes’ law
continues to evolve. Inflexibility of three-strikes
law often leads to intensive prosecution of otherwise
minor offenders.

5.22

F.18

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: [v-28 Develop procedures for transfer
(cross-assignment) of superior
court support staff to assist
municipal court staff in
preparation of state prison
commitment papers and superior
court trials assigned to municipal

court judges.
OBJECTIVE: Improved operating efficiency
LEAD AGENCY: Superior and Municipal Court Administrators
PROS/CONS: + Slows staffing growth in muni court
+ Utilizes experience of superior court staff in this
activity
COST: $0

SAVINGS: $35,000 - $40,000 annually for each additional muni

court staff position delayed
CROSS REFERENCE: 5.13

June, 1995 , F.19
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RECOMMENDATION: IV-29 Review fees and procedures for
ordering Costs in cases where
counsel are appointed.

OBJECTIVE: Recover some costs from defendants who can afford to
pay part of their expenses

LEAD AGENCY: CAO and Courts

LOGISTICS: May require payment orders by the Court to prevent
conflict of interest if requested by the Public
Defender.

PROS/CONS: + Increased revenue
- Extra effort by bench to insure determination of
ability to pay
— Possible collection problem
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Several hundred to several thousand dollars per case.
STATUS/COMMENTS: LRS handies about 2,000 criminal cases (adult & -

CROSS REFERENCE:

juvenile) yearly. However most may have little
ability to pay fees.

5.13

F.20
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APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: [vV-30 Determine feasibility of a vertical
case assignment system for both the
public defender and the district
attorney.

OBJECTIVE: Increased efficiency
LEAD AGENCY: Public Defender, District Attorney
LOGISTICS: Examine effects of reallocating case assignment so
that the same attorney handles a case from intake to
disposition
PROS/CONS: + No need for new attorney to become familiar with
case mid-way through proceedings
- Reorganization of workload requires an
adjustment period
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Unknown fraction of attorneys’ time; 2% increased
efficiency = $230, 000
Many DA division use vertical prosecution already.

STATUS/COMMENTS:

CROSS REFERENCE:

DA intake/screening should probably remain a -
specialized function

5.21

June, 1995

F.21
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RECOMMENDATION: IV-31 Some probation officers should be
directly assigned to the courts to
perform responsibilities mandated
by statute, such as preparation of
PSIs and PC 1000 diversion
evaluations.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Courts and Probation
PROS/CONS: + Will provide more timely reports to courts,
thereby accelerating final disposition
COST: $0
SAVINGS: At 1 hour saved per report, $100, 000 - $150, 000 per
year
STATUS/COMMENTS: Procedure has been tried and found successful in other

CROSS REFERENCE:

jurisdictions

6.8

RECOMMENDATION: IV-32 Reduce the amount of time needed
to complete PSI reports and for
holding the PSI hearing.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Probation
PROS/CONS: + Cost savings through reduced post-adjudication
jail stays for felons going to prison
- Intensified effort by probation staff
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $300,000 - $500,000 annually (30 jail beds) if all

CROSS REFERENCE:

postadjudication stays can be reduced by 10 days.
6.7

F.22
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APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: IV-33 Develop policies for violations of
probation that limit the number of
warrants sought for cases
involving failure to pay program
fees.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Probation and courts
PROS/CONS: + - Eliminate some of the costs of issuing warrants,
arresting violator, booking, and jailing
- May lead to an increased rate of failure to pay -
COST: $0
SAVINGS: Perhaps $1,000 for each warrant not issued

CROSS REFERENCE:

6.7

RECOMMENDATION: IV-3¢ Eliminate as much as possible the
use of temporary employees within
PTS. '
OBJECTIVE: More efficient utilization of personnel
LEAD AGENCY: Probation (PTS)
PROS/CONS: Decrease absenteeism and turnover
More professional staff and better release
decisions
+ Decreased recruiting and training costs
— Somewhat increased costs of employee benefits
COST: $5,000 or so annually per part-time/temporary FTE
converted to permanent full-time
SAVINGS: Improved efficiency and decreased turnover costs of

CROSS REFERENCE:

about the same magnitude as the benefits increase;
probably not savings of a few thousand dollars per
employee

6.15

June, 1995

F.23
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RECOMMENDATION: [v-35 Coordinate the activities of PTS
with the jail’s classification and
population management units to
eliminate duplication of work.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Probation (PTS) and Sheriff
PROS/CONS: + FEliminate duplication in amassing criminal
histories and personal information
- Requires new thinking about coordination
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $30,000 to $100,000 annually (1 - 3 positions in the

CROSS REFERENCE:

three offices combined)

6.15

RECOMMENDATION: 1V-36 Develop policy and procedure with
Sheriff’s Office to allow PTS to keep
prior criminal histories and DOJ
manual rap sheets.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Probation (PTS)
LOGISTICS: Locate secure space for records retention (away from
inmate clerks)
PROS/CONS: + Cost savings
+ Eliminate duplicate work
COST: Low, probably under $1,000, depending on how secure
location is provided )
SAVINGS: Up to 1 FTE ($40,000)

CROSS REFERENCE:

6.13

F.24
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APPENDIX F: Stage Four Action Descriptions

RECOMMENDATION: IV-37 Develop a “chain of custody” for
PTS packets to minimize their
getting lost after being sent to court.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Probation (PTS)
PROS/CONS: + Saves cost of redoing about 100 lost packets a year
COST: $500 (fax machine)
SAVINGS: $20,000 of staff time annually needed to reconstruct

CROSS REFERENCE:

packets
6.14

RECOMMENDATION: IvV-38 Develop policies and procedures
for PTS interviews at the court to
minimize time needed to complete
PTS packets and to reduce a
defendant’s pretrial length of stay.

OBJECTIVE: Cost reduction
LEAD AGENCY: Probation (PTS)
PROS/CONS: + Reduce pretrial stay
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $20,000 - $40,000 by reducing demand for jail beds

CROSS REFERENCE:

6.14

June, 1995

F.25
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RECOMMENDATION: IV-39 Coordinate the exchange of
information and development of
policies to facilitate the transfer of
detainees and inmates to ADAP
and residential treatment
programs.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff, ADAP, Probation
PROS/CONS: + Reduce jail stays by a few days for several
hundred inmates a year
COST: $0
SAVINGS: $40,000 - $100,000 annually
CROSS REFERENCE: 6.18

RECOMMENDATION: IV-40 Long term planning should
incorporate the reuse of Honor
Farm barracks A, B and C for
pretrial and sentenced
misdemeanant males and or
females. .
OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff
LOGISTICS: Relocate New Directions
PROS/CONS: + Barracks have been remodeled and would need
little extra work
+ Delays the construction of new jail or farm beds
- New Directions would need a new location
COST: $0 or perhaps up to a few thousand dollars
SAVINGS: $1,200,000 annually over cost of constructing and
operating same number 9 of jail beds
STATUS/COMMENTS: Unclear as to who pays for moving New Directions

CROSS REFERENCE:

7.3

L.26
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RECOMMENDATION: IV-41 Construct video arraignment
rooms adjacent to the jail core
intake area.

OBJECTIVE: Cost savings
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff, courts
LOGISTICS: Allin cuétody arraignment hearings should be

conducted using a video arraignment process which
can occur within the confines of the jail.

\ PROS/CONS: + Savings in transportation and courtroom security
costs
+ Some acceleration of disposition.
- Construction costs
- May need a technician to operate

COST: $80,000 - $120,000 to set up, plus $40,000 fora
) technician. :
SAVINGS: Several trénsportation and security FTEs at $50,000
CROSS REFERENCE: 7.6 '

June, 1995 F.27
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RECOMMENDATION: IV-42 To meet additional long term bed
needs, convert the unused support
wing of Juvenile Hall into a secure
housing unit. Conversion of this
wing is the most functionally
logical and Cost effective strategy for
long -term Juvenile Hall housing
expansion. This area could be
designed to serve as a general
population housing unit or as an
intake and assessment unit.

OBJECTIVE: Cost saving and public safety
LEAD AGENCY: Probation
PROS/CONS: + Add space for at least 50 beds at the lowest cost

+ Reduce Hall crowding pressures
+ Allow detention of some of those now released
~ Substantial costs

COST: $800,000 - $1,200,000

SAVINGS: $200,000 to $600,000 over all-new construction

CROSS REFERENCE:

7.8

F.28
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RECOMMENDATION: IV-43 Develop a pool of part-time
employees for temporary
assignments, e.g. dispatch, clerical.

OBJECTIVE: Reduce costs of various civilian positions
LEAD AGENCY: Sheriff, CAO
LOGISTICS: Set up a pool of employees: some may be regular

employees assigned to various functions as needed;
others could be retirees or others who could be on call
with a few days’ notice.

PrROS/ CONS: Reduced overtime costs _
Will increase flexibility in shift assignments

Will reduce overtime demand

+ 4+ 4+

Reduced benefit package will reduce salary costs
- Some retraining costs initially

COST: About $20,000 to $30,000, plus overhead, for each
employee: at 5 employees, $100,000 to $150,000.

SAVINGS: Straight-time annual cost differential (salary and
: benefits) between clerical and deputy is $20,000 to
$24,000 annually; between dispatcher and deputy,
$16,000 to $21,000. Add $29,000 if deputy is on
overtime. Savings from current arrangement would be
$180,000 to $400,000 '

PRIORITY: Medium
STATUS_/ COMMENTS: Temporary civilian assignments are now sometimes
filled by sworn staff on overtime, at a double cost
penalty.

Clerical replacements are relatively easy; dispatch
requires training.

Size and makeup of pool requires analysis of existing
workloads by Sheriff’s staff.

CROSS REFERENCE: 4.19

June, 1995 ' - F.29
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G. Costs & IMPACTS OF
RECOMMENDATIONS

The implementation and impact costs are estimates only, intended for long-
term planning purposes and not for immediate budgeting.

Only direct costs or impacts are considered, so if a recommendation is to study
or plan (e. g., planning for records imaging in the Sheriff’s Records Division),
the cost of the planning effort itself is estimated but not the cost of converting
to imaging since that figure would presumably emerge during the planning
process. Analogously, savings that might result from the study are given
only nominally: there could be a saving of $35,000 annually per clerical
position eliminated, but the number of such positions would also be found as
a result of the study.

System changes can have set-up costs (acquire equipment, develop a
procedure) or continuing costs (add staff), or both. Construction costs are
amortized, and continuing costs are estimated for one year.!

Some major cost items appear at several points. Construction and operation
of a pair of 64-bed jail pods was estimated at $1.7 million annually, while the
same 128 beds in a minimum security dormitory came out to $700,000. The
cost of a hard 20-bed juvenile dormitory is nearly as much as the larger adult
dorm - $550,000 - because of the higher staffing requirement. Constructing a
courtroom (as part of a larger structure) and adding a judge and court services
staff would be about $400,000 a year. At current courtroom ratios, the
additional deputy district attorneys and public defenders, plus support, would
mean another $250,000 in annual costs. In every case the staffing and
operating costs far exceed the amortized costs of construction.

While such major items do not flow directly from any of the
recommendations, population management or improved operating
efficiencies can postpone the date at which new facilities would need to be
acquired. Note the facility sizes: they are chosen in rather small increments,
and a larger facility (e. g., four jail pods) would cost proportionately more.

When there are both setup and continuing costs, the “average” cost per jail or juvenile hall bed is
not meaningful since it depends on how they are filled and the number of cases. Suppose it costs
$540,000 to build and staff an empty new jail pod, plus $1,000 a year to add each inmate (mainly
food and other consumables). Average annual cost per inmate would be $55,000 for 10 inmates
and $10,000 for 60. On the other hand adding a new inmate to existing bed space costs little
more than the cost of food for that person ($5 - $10 a day).

/
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On the other end of the scale, some recommendations call for operational
changes only. They will be implemented through meetings or the
development of new procedures. The participants will in most cases be
regular employees meeting as a part of their normal duties, and the net cost to
the county is taken as zero2 In general an item is considered to have no cost
if it involves only existing staff or equipment and no new staff are hired to -
take over the old staff’s former duties. However if a study or new procedural
change would take substantial amounts of employee time that fact is noted.

Out-of-pocket costs are not zero if it is necessary to engage an outside
contractor or to hire new staff, the latter either to assume the new duties or to
take over the old duties of a current employee who is reassigned to the new
work. An ambiguous case is when Information Services personnel are
engaged for CJIS modification. Fees flow out from the justice system to
another branch of the county government. The costs are noted but the county
may not wish to count them in the totals.3 :

There is probably an overlap in the estimates of savings from various
recommendations such as those projecting a reduction in jail bed demand.
Combining all the estimates without taking account of that possibility may
result in an inflated total.

2 Meetings and studies do consume time, of course, and are not truly free, but they will simply
supplant equal amounts of employees’ time presently devoted to less productive activities. The
net cost is thus zero (in fact negative because the product is more valuable).

3

I/S supervisors believe that in some cases temporary programmers would be hired for coding
because the I/S system analyst, after designing the program, would be needed elsewhere for
ongoing system maintenance.
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APPENDIX G: Costs & Impacts of Recommendations

1. System-Wide

Implement a revitalized population
management system.

Establish a jail use policy and
mission statement, developed with
the input of all representatives of the
criminal justice system and with
some public interaction.

Design and implement a Pre-
Processing Intake and Classification
Center appropriate to San Joaquin
County.

Along the lines of the PPIC, develop
a Family Crisis Intervention Unit
which provides intensive pre-
screening for juvenile justice.

Implement a public education
program on criminal justice system
management and costs.

Cost to implement: zero. Impact:
improved operating efficiency can
delay expansion of jail, saving
roughly $1,700,000 a year, for one to
five years.

Cost: zero. Impact: would be part of
population management system

Physical setup costs would depend on.
whether existing space in the jail
could be used if remodeled.
Remodeling of 400 - 500 square feet
could range from $50,000 to $85,000.
A trailer (unfurnished and without
secure holding space) would cost
about $40,000 (purchase) plus setup
and security modifications costs
which could cost another $25,000 -
$50,000. It appears that current staff
would be adequate. PPIC would be a
component of the inmate
management system.

Current space would be used, but one
additional staff person would be
needed (probation/mental health
worker) at $40,000 to $50,000.

Juvenile Hall crowding pressures
would be reduced.

Costs $5,000-$15,000; impact would be
indirect.

June, 1995
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2. County Government and Information Management

A single senior person in the CAO's
office should be designated as the
full-time and exclusive justice
system coordinator and expert,
preferably with a small staff. That
person would not dictate operations
to the departments but would be
responsible for monitoring the
balance of resources among them
and, in cooperation with the Task
Force, for calling and convening both
. policy-level and working meetings to
improve system coordination.

Users’ meetings should be
reconvened on a regular basis.
Membership should be inclusive
rather than exclusive, extending at
least to the city police. Leadership
should probably not be vested in IS as
it is not a user.

IS should be involved as a technical
resource in any future decisions on
system additions or replacements.

A county-wide e-mail system should
be set up. '

Add staff at $40,000 - $50,000 per
person-yr. Impact: substantial but
indirect.

Cost: meeting time only; at 1-2
hours/month it should not interfere
with other duties and can be
neglected. Impact probably large but
indeterminate.

Cost: meetings, zero; detailed studies
$5,000 to $25,000 billed by 1/S,
depending on the system to be
acquired. Major acquisitions are in
the $100,000 to $2,000,000 range, so a
poor choice could be disastrous.

Cost depends on current
configuration: $50-$100 per station
for departments with existing
networks, $500 per station if no
network; plus $5,000 or so to
interconnect departments. Much of
the expense would be service charges
by Information Services and would
remain within the county. An e-
mail system could be installed by
increments at no significant cost
penalty. At some point during its
development it would require a
system administrator ($45,000).
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Juvenile justice, including the Programming and system integration
juvenile hall, should be added to would require perhaps $20,000 -

CJ1s. $50,000 time of a senior I/S analyst or

temporary programmer. Eventually
offset by greatly improved juvenile
system efficiency and accuracy.

The Office of Revenue Recovery ORR already has CJIS terminals
should receive inquiry access. communicating with DMV; access to
' court/sheriff data would require
clearance from those departments;
actual connection time takes only an

hour or so.
After extensive consultation with Best accomplished by purchasing
users as to their needs, management inexpensive user-friendly
tools such as statistical summaries commercial programs that allow

and schedules should be developed, users to create their own reports on

perhaps by contract personnel if IS data downloaded to a local PC

does not have staff available. network. Departmental analyst
would need a few weeks’ training by
1/S on CJIS data structure.

To the extent available, commercial (Software exists; see preceding

software which allows simple queries discussion. DA’s office has already

of the data should be obtained for acquired it.) I/S would need to

user departments. analyze each department’s needs and
current resources before setting up
the system for them; estimated
charge by I/S is $1,000 to $5,000 per
department, exclusive of user
training. It would help for users to
have a moderately sophisticated staff
member such as an office systems
analyst.
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Discontinue the dictation of crime
reports by deputies in the field.
Instead of making written notes, the
information gathered by a deputy
making a preliminary investigation
should be handwritten directly onto
a report form suitable for duplicating
and/or faxing. Report review and
approval by supervisors will occur in
the field. Indexing, crime analysis
data, Uniform Crime Report data, etc.
will continue to be entered into RMS
from file copies of the One-Write
reports.

Reconcile, on a daily basis, reports
submitted by deputies against report
numbers issued.

Maintain file copies of One-Write
reports in paper file storage pending
the availability of funding for an
computer imaging file system.

Begin planning for a changeover to a
file storage system based on imaging
technology.

Review clerical staffing needs after
the report writing system is
modified. The need for data entry
clerks will be substantially reduced.

This and the following four
recommendations are all part of the
same package. The “One-write”
system is merely the process of
entering, legibly, the incident or
arrest information on a standardized
form. After sergeant’s review, copies
are distributed and the key data
(minus the narrative) is entered into
the RMS. Implementation costs are
low and existing equipment is used.
Reports are distributed within hours
after being turned in (usually at the
end of each shift). Under the current
system distribution can be delayed as
long as 5 days. Clerical data entry
requirements are also greatly
reduced.

No cost. Impact: reduced errors will
improve case processing. Missing
reports promptly come to the
attention of managers who
immediately take action to locate the
report.

Temporary storage costs of paper files
might include buying file cabinets
and locating space to put them.

No costs for sheriff’s staff; planning
time of a few months (spread out
over a longer period); should
involve I/S as technical consultant
for perhaps $10,000 to $20,000 fee.

No cost. There could be a 50%
reduction in clerical needs (currently
6 clerk-typists) at $30,000 each.
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APPENDIX G: Costs & Impacts of Recommendations

Use salary savings achieved by
implementing ILPP's downsizing
and civilianization recommendation
to complete a CAD system with full
MDC and management reporting
capabilities.

3. Law Enforcement

Each law enforcement Agency head
should appoint a representative to an
Ad Hoc Crime Analysis Committee.

The Cities of Manteca, Tracy, Escalon
and Ripon should formulate
planning objectives for shared
communications and data
consolidation, assign responsibility to
appropriate staff personnel to
develop plans to upgrade data
exchange and achieve the economies
of scale possible through
consolidated and coordinated
communications.

Re-evaluate the role of all operations
lieutenants and assign lieutenants to
work weekends and night shifts.
Consider assigning community
liaison responsibilities to the Captain
of Patrol.

The Sheriff's Office and County
representatives should re-negotiate
working conditions covered in the
MOU so that more efficient and
economical shift schedules can be
achieved.

Cost: CAD Phase II completion,
$50,000 - $100,000; MDC terminals,
perhaps another $50,000.

No cost for meetings; extent of
impact uncertain.

No cost to county. Moderate to
substantial setup costs for the cities
followed by substantial operating
savings.

No costs; impact would be improved
management control over night-
time operations and reduced liability
exposure.

No cost to meetings; no direct
impact, but substantial savings (e. g.,
10% to 15% of patrol staff, or $500,000
- $800,000) could result if negotiations
allowed rescheduling. Savings of
comparable proportions might occur
in other organizational units
currently using similar shift
arrangements.
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The training program should be
redesigned and limited to courses
that are mandated or fully justified
by deficiencies in deputy
performance. '

Abandon the existing shift
arrangements in Records and
Communications for eight hour
shifts which include a fourth
overlapping shift.

Conduct periodic workload studies to
monitor the impact of deployment
and shift arrangements on response
performance in the patrol division.

The Sheriff's Office should formally
adopt procedures and techniques for
managing the calls-for-services
workload that maximizes use of
civilian aides, telephone reporting,
and call prioritization.

Establish the classification of
Community Service Officer. Initially,
staffing two such positions in patrol
would be appropriate considering the
volume of CFS. If these employees
worked eight hour shifts their hours
of employment could be restricted to
the day and swing shifts.

Develop a pool of part-time
employees for temporary
assignments, e.g. dispatch, clerical.

No cost; could save $400,000 to
$600,000 a year, some of which
overlaps with the savings in the
preceding section.

No direct cost; probable increased

‘efficiency and decreased absenteeism

and turnover. Eliminates double
staffing on training days. If overtime
were reduced to planned level
savings total costs would be reduced
by $200,000 annually.

No cost if newly acquired CAD
software meets study requirements.
Possibly some programming costs up
to $10,000 if new applications are
required. Resultant savings depend
on the findings. '

Cost: minor. Impact: civilianization
of several jobs at salary/benefits
savings of about $10,000 annually per
position civilianized, plus

- substantially lower training costs, as

for firearms proficiency. Also more
deputies free for patrol duties.

Cost of about $40,000 per CSO
position.

See custody section, below.
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Analyze those support positions now Cost to analyze: low. Savings of
filled by a sworn officers or about $10,000 plus training costs
correctional officers to determine if  annually per position civilianized.
the following criteria are essential

elements of the duties: (1) peace

officer or correctional officer status,

(2) the full range of training required

of a peace officers. In all cases where

the listed criteria are not essential

elements, reclassify the position to

civilian status. Examples include

Tower post in the jail, certain posts -

in the booking area.

Identify clerical and other special Potential savings of several paid
skills of STARS volunteers which positions at $30,000 to $50,000 each.
can be applied to tasks which will

free up deputies and clerks for higher

priority work.

Eliminate either the lieutenant or Save 1 position ($60,000 plus training
sergeant’s position in Records and annually)

Evidence.

Eliminate either the lieutenant or Save 1 position ($60,000 plus training
sergeants position in annually)

Communications. :

Transfer the functions under the Save 1 position ($60,000 plus training
Case Management Lieutenant to annually)

more appropriate units and
eliminate the Case Management
lieutenants position.

The workload of the four lieutenants Study cost: minor. Impact to be
assigned to the jail should be determined.

reviewed. The use of activity reports

and/or desk audits is recommended.

This review should be preliminary to

the consolidation and reorganization

of their duties as outlined in a plan

developed by the Jail Captain.
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Consolidate the following Superior
and Municipal Court service

functions under the Marshal's Office:

bailiff, courtroom security, civil
process and prisoner transport
between jails and courts.

4. Custody

Modify the physical arrangements of
the Jail Control Console to permit
operation by one person during
periods of low jail activity.

Authorize a fifth lieutenant to the
Jail Division and assign lieutenants
to night shifts as outlined in the jail
reorganization plan being developed
by the Jail Captain.

Seek legislation, or negotiate an
agreement, permitting the
reclassification of deputy sheriff
positions into correctional positions.

Continue to evaluate the 12-hour
shift. Set up a data collection system
that permits continuous monitoring
of time lost to sickness, injury,
workman's compensation cases. In
the event the current shift plan
clearly contributes to absenteeism,
and the posts cannot be adjusted to
take maximum advantage of low
activity periods in jail activity, the
shift arrangement should be re-
negotiated to permit trials of
alternatives.

Savings of approximately $500,000.
Alternative: allow Sheriff and
Marshal to bid for .courtroom security
and choose the lower bidder.

Construction cost allowance: $50,000
- $80,000. Savings: at least 2
positions ($100,000); working out a
support system for back-up by
employees assigned communications
may provide opportunities for
additional staff reductions.

Cost: around $50,000 per year, but
offset by improved system efficiency

- Cost of seeking legislation minor;

potential savings large.

Evaluation and monitoring cost, low
(perhaps 0.1 FTE, existing staff).
Savings potentially substantial.
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Proceed with the development of a
pool of screened applicants to
immediately fill vacancies in
essential positions.

5. Courts

Expand court coordination efforts to
include assignment of municipal
court judges to handle superior court
criminal trials; cross assignment of
administrative staff and integration
of court administration.

The present administrative system
should be further reorganized to give
the presiding judge a partial
workload to allow more time for
court administration and
coordination.

Determine the feasibility of a felony
case flow management program.

Determine the feasibility of a
differentiated case management
program.

Employee pool is in 1995-96 budget at
around $350,000: 7 trainees in pool (3
cycles a year), plus 2 current
employees to manage and screen.
(Screening costs are around $1,000
per recruit.) Potential substantial
savings in overtime: $200,000 in
communications, $150,000 in court
services, $1,000,000 in custody.

Cost: zero because current judicial
staff would be utilized. Savings from
increased case handling efficiency,
delaying the acquisition of a new
judicial position, roughly $400,000,
plus $250,000 more for prosecution
and defense (attorneys and staff).
There would also be an impact on
jail population because of shorter
pretrial times and faster transfer to
prison.

No cost: half a judicial position
would be reassigned to
administration, but improved
efficiencies would allow other judges
to take over that caseload. No new
space or staff would be needed.
Impact: improved efficiency and
coordination.

Several weeks’ study time. Potential
impact substantial through reduction
of both jail time and judicial
workloads. There would be some
data processing time needed. NIC
can give free assistance.

[Same as preceding recommendation]
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Eliminate the issuance of bench
warrants for failure to appear in
traffic infraction cases.

/

Expand video arraignment to
Stockton Municipal Court.

Reduce the superior court trial
backlog by assigning municipal court
judges to handle superior court
criminal trials.

Develop procedures for transfer
(cross-assignment) of superior court
support staff to assist municipal court
staff in preparation of state prison
commitment papers and superior
court trials assigned to municipal
court judges.

Establish increased judicial control
over case management and
disposition.

Savings of several hundred dollars
per warrant and subsequent arrest if
offender appears voluntarily. With
about 1,500 bookings annually on
AMOS warrants, savings could be
$250,000 to $750,000. If offender does
not appear there would be a loss of
$100 - $200 on fines, but the cost of a
warrant plus arrest already exceeds
the amount recovered through fines.

Moderate to substantial setup costs
need to be determined separately, but
the entire setup cost of video
arraignment in the Tracy court is
$80,000 plus a few hundred dollars a
month for the T-1 phone line. (No
new staffing is anticipated for that
court. Expansion to the Manteca
court would be less because the
equipment at the jail could be
shared.) Impact: substantial decrease
in inmate transportation and security
costs, and perhaps in jail population.

No cost; delay acquisition of a new
superior court department.

No cost; could take a few weeks to
develop procedures. Impact:
improvement in staff efficiency;
slows staffing growth at $35,000 to
$45,000 per position. Probably done
as part of population management
system.

No cost. Outcomes might include
earlier acceptance of pleas, leading to
possible major impact on
adjudication times.

~
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Review fees and procedures for
ordering costs in cases where counsel
are appointed.

Consider the implementation of a
“Day Fine” program for assessing
fines.

No cost; savings of several hundred
to several thousand dollars per case.
LRS handles about 2,000 criminal
cases (adult & juvenile) yearly.
However most may have little ability
to pay fees.

Moderate study effort (a month or
two); potentially substantial income
and savings in jail beds if fines are
used in lieu of commitment.

6. District Attorney and Public Defender

Establish working committee with
representatives from law
enforcement agencies and district
attorney’s office to ensure arrest
reports and supplemental reports are
complete and timely submitted.

Evaluate need for two attorneys from
each office in the Tracy, Lodi and
Manteca courts.

Develop policies to ensure that
settlement offers are provided to the
public defender on all cases where
offers can be made at least three to
five days before the scheduled
preliminary hearing and to require
the public defender to discuss these
offers with their clients prior to the
hearing.

7. Probation

Restructure the probation
department to give priority to
juveniles and to de-emphasize adult
~ supervision.

No cost: impact could be moderate to
substantial in accelerating case
processing.

No cost; savings of $50,000 to $75,000
per position eliminated (2 to 6
positions).

Costs: zero. Could save up to 5 days
in disposition times; savings occur in
both jail time and number of court
hearings.

No cost; emergency measure
allowing Probation Department to
focus on the most serious problems
in the face of serious budget cuts.
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With the exception of cases
involving very serious offenses, such
as sexual assault and domestic
violence, assign all adult supervision
cases to a bank caseload for
monitoring purposes only.

Limit adult supervision to intensive
supervision of only the most serious
offenses.

Develop policies for violations of
probation that limit the number of
warrants sought for cases involving
failure to pay program fees.

Reduce the amount of time needed
to complete PSI reports and for
holding the PSI hearing.

Part of restructuring; allows
reassignment of probation officers to
higher priority cases.

Part of restructuring; allows
reassignment of probation officers to
higher priority cases.

No cost to develop policies; moderate
reduction in workload, large
reduction in jail beds.

Could reduce postadjudication
transfer time for convicted offenders
by 10 days. Reducing the stay by 10
days for each felon sent to prison

" would save about 30 beds, or $300,000

Identify areas of probation
responsibility that can be handled by
clerical staff instead of a probation
officer.

Collect and evaluate data on the pilot
supervised release program to allow
development of policies that limit
supervised release only to the most
appropriate cases and expansion of
the supervised release program
through less costly alternatives.

Some probation officers should be
directly assigned to the courts to
perform responsibilities mandated by
statute, such as preparation of PSIs
and PC 1000 diversion evaluations.

to $500,000 yearly.

Annual savings of perhaps $10,000
for each FTE’s worth of reassigned
duties; estimated 4 - 8 positions
($40,000 - $80,000).

Study effort of several weeks by
existing staff; possible substantial
saving on supervised (rather than
banked) probation; probable impact
on jail population as well.

No direct costs; can shorten
postadjudication lengths of stay (see
above). Part of departmental
restructuring.
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Some probation responsibilities
should be transferred to other
agencies with corresponding
adjustments to their budgets.

Implement programs for supervised
OR and supervised release to be
staffed by probation officers to control
the FTA rate and minimize use of
the jail for persons sentenced to a
residential treatment program.

Expand ADAP’s program capacity to
allow for more control over pretrial
and cap releases

8. Pretrial Services

Develop policy and procedure with
the Sheriff’s Office to allow PTS to
keep prior criminal histories and DO]J
manual rap sheets in the office to
minimize “reinventing the wheel”
type of work.

Move all appropriately classified
pretrial detainees to the Honor Farm
to allow more space in the main jail
to house serious offenders who have
been sentenced.

Move all appropriately classified
minimum security sentenced
inmates from the Honor Farm to
alternative programs, such as
electronic monitoring and day
reporting centers.

Urinalysis for drug residues could be
done by a part-time technician (3/4
time): cost would be $16,000 to
$18,000, but would free up the same
FTE of probation officer time which
costs $25,000 to $32,000 and could be
reassigned to regular supervision.
(Drug testing should not be sent out
since the results should be known
before the client leaves the office.)

Little direct cost; decreased use of jail.
A quarter to a half of inmates appear
to have substance abuse problems, so
substantial numbers of them could
be in treatment rather than in jail.

See ADAP, below

Savings of perhaps an hour per case
for 2,000 felony bookings a year
released on OR, equivalent to one
staff position ($40,000).

Substantial savings possible by
postponing addition of jail cells.
Postponing the construction of 128
secure jail beds would save about
$1,700,000 annually.

At least 128 current Honor Farm
inmates would qualify, releasing
space for pretrial detainees, so the net
cost at the Farm would be zero.
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Develop a “chain of custody” for PTS No cost to set up a chain; $500 for a
packets to minimize their getting lost fax machine so that packets would

after being sent to court.

Develop policies and procedures for
PTS interviews at the court to
minimize time needed to complete
PTS packets and to reduce a
defendant’s pretrial length of stay.

Review PTS release criteria for
consistency with the court consent
order and reasonableness.

Coordinate the activities of PTS with
the jail’s classification and
population management units to
eliminate duplication of work.

Eliminate as much as possible the
use of temporary employees within
PTS. :

not go physically out of PTS hands.
Saving of perhaps $200 per lost
packet, of which there are about 100 a
year, or $20,000.

Cost: negligible. Impact: shortening
of pretrial stays by up to half a day for
2,000 OR releases, or $20,000 - $40,000.

Cost impact uncertain

Saving of substantial staff time; 1 to 3
positions at $35,000.

Somewhat increased personnel costs
offset by lowered recruitment and
training costs because part-timers
without benefits do not stay.

G.16

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation

APPENDIX G: Costs & Impacts of Recommendations

9. ADAP

Increase the ADAP program capacity
by adding one half-time person.

Expand ADAP’s program capacity to
. allow for more control over pretrial
and cap releases.

Coordinate the exchange of
information and development of
policies to facilitate the transfer of
detainees and inmates to ADAP and
residential treatment programs.

10. Facilities

Long term planning should
incorporate the reuse of Honor Farm
barracks A, B and C for pretrial and
sentenced misdemeanant males and
or females.

Remodel Honor Farm Barracks H
and I and convert to a women'’s
facility. Shift most women to the
Honor Farm with a new security
fence.

Cost: approximately $20,000
annually.

Increase as set out above would
increase ADAP’s program capacity
and reduce need for several jail beds
at $10,000 or more a year each.

Little direct cost; shorten jail stays by
a few days for several hundred
inmates a year ($40,000 - $100,000).

Minimal costs to reopen and operate
barracks since they have been
remodeled, but New Directions
would have to be relocated; unclear
who would bear costs of their new
facility. For a total of 128 beds, would
save annually $1,200,000 over the
cost of constructing and operating the
same number of jail beds.

If comparable to the similar
remodeling of “G” barracks in 1986
this step would have capital costs of
$1.5 to $2 million and produce 80
beds, but both construction and
operation costs are substantially
below those of the same number of
high-security jail beds.
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Future bed additions should be
provided through direct supervision
dormitory housing. This housing
could be managed by the Honor
Farm administration. Typical
staffing levels would be lower than
the main jail and similar to current
Honor Farm staffing. Shifting large
numbers of jail inmates from the
main jail to these facilities would
permit use of existing high security
housing for inmates who require
close supervision within a
maximum security perimeter.

As an alternative to the previous two
recommendations, relocate the
majority of female inmates to a
fenced facility outside the main jail.
Build a 124-bed Facility with a
security fence; house general
population.

Expand the current pilot program of
video arraignment and construct
video arraignment rooms adjacent to
the jail core intake area. All in
custody arraignment hearings should
be conducted using a video
arraignment process which can occur
within the confines of the jail.

Long-range planning should focus
on constructing a high security
courtroom and support spaces
adjacent to the jail core area, rather
than further construction in the
downtown courthouse area.
Criminal courts and related
functions should ultimately move to
the Matthews Road area.

Substantial costs, but Honor Farm
beds are roughly half the cost of jail
beds to construct and operate: annual
cost differential estimated at around
$1,000,000 for 128 inmates.

Fenced facility costs would include
construction of Honor barracks
prototype with modifications,
security fencing for perimeter, yards.
Estimate project costs are $2,500,000 -
$2,800,000 for 128 beds if located in
the same vicinity to allow sharing
support functions.

Moderate to substantial construction
costs ($80,000 - $120,000); moderate
operating costs (1 civilian FTE
technician at $40,000); substantial
savings in transportation and escort
time (several sworn FTEs at $50,000).

Alternative to new construction in
Stockton; substantial construction
costs, but somewhat lower, and with
better operating efficiencies, than the
same spaces downtown. Court
security savings could be substantial
in the occasional ultra-high security
trial.
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To meet additional long term bed Usable area is 6300 sq. ft. and might
needs for juveniles, convert the accommodate 40 - 50 inmates.

unused support wing of Juvenile Substantial remodeling costs,

Hall into a secure housing unit. perhaps $1,000,000, but cheaper than

Conversion of this wing is the most  all-new construction.
functionally logical and cost effective

strategy for long -term Juvenile Hall

housing expansion. This area could

be designed to serve as a general

population housing unit or as an

intake and assessment unit.

11. Juvenile Justice

Implement a population Annual saving of up to half a
management system for the juvenile million dollars (new construction
justice system that parallels the and operation) for each year that 20
system recommended for adults. new juvenile beds are delayed.
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H. INTERVIEWS




San Joagquin County
Criminal [ustice System Evaluation

APPENDIX H: Interviews

H. INTERVIEWS

This appendix contains a comprehensive list of people with whom
ILPP met for the purposes of this project. In many cases ILPP person-
nel may have met several times with a given individual. Addition-
ally, informal meetings and group meetings may not be included here.

Jerry Adams, Captain, Lodi Police Department

David Baker, County Administrator

George Barber, County Supervisor

Pat Barbour, Analyst, CJIS Court Programming

Sgt. Doug Barr, Sheriff’s Records

Adelle Barrette, Director, Lawyer Referral Service
Randy Beintema, Deputy Sheriff’s Association

Dan Bilbrey, Mayor, City of Tracy

John Bingham, Manager, City of Lathrop

Sgt. Steve Bohnak, Patrol Sergeant

Weldon Burson, Director of STARS

* Robert Cabral, County Supervisor

Karen Cannata, State Judicial Council

Nick Cademartori, Adult Division Director, Probation Department
Clark Channing, CAO, Merced County

Leon Compton, City Administrator of Ripon

Carolyn Contreras, Assistant Supervisor, Juvenile Hall
Sara Cortes, Budget Analyst, Stockton Police Department
Judge John F. Cruikshank, Juvenile Court

Mal Curry, ]uvenilé Probation

Joan Darrah, Mayor, City of Stockton

Lt. Davis, Dispatch Center

June, 1995
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Steven Demetras, Presiding Judge, Superior Court
Jack De Salle, Mayor of Ripon

Fred Diaz, City Manager of Tracy

Jack Dillon, Marshal

Marlene Drew, Juvenile Justice Commission
Baxter Dunn, Sheriff, San Joaquin County

Larry Elwood, Operations Commander

Sgt. Bob Foppiano, Ci_vil Section

Jack Frazier, DA Juveniles

Tim Garrigan, Assistant Public Defender

Gerald Gleeson, Public Defender

Roger Gombert, Senior Deputy CAO

Glenda Gordon, Administrator, Lodi Municipal Court
Chuck Van Gorkum, Council Member, City of Escalon
Fritz Grupy, Businessman

Lafry Hansen, Chief, Lodi Police Department
John Harris, Council Member, City of Manteca
Bob Heidelbach, Assistant Sheriff

Stan Hein, Chief of Police, City of Lathrop

Chris Hope, Senior Deputy CAO

Lt. Jim Horton, Detention, SJSO

David Jinkens, City Manager, City of Manteca
Patrick Johnston, Senator

Rosa Junquierro, Tracy Municipal Court

Steve Keeter, Ex-Deputy to Capital Projects Office
Otis Kelly, Pretrial Services

Jim Larson, Assistant Public Defender
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Geoff Long, Senior Consultant, Ways and Means Committee
Don Mann, Sheriff’s Volunteer Executive

Elena Martinez, Supervisor, SJSO Jail Records

Steve McNabb, Division Chief, Juvenile Hall

Dorsey Melton, Counselor, Juvenile Hall

Dario Marenco, County Supervisor

Deborah Miller, Member, Criminal Justice Task Force
Ray Miller, Analyst, CJIS

Dwayne Milnes, City Manager of Stockton

Jeanie Millsaps, Superior Court Administrator

Robert Montgomery, Juvenile Intake Supervisor

Sgt. Steve Moore, Dispatch Center

Sgt. Morris, County Jail Booking Section

Bill Murray, Assistant District Attorney

John Parker, Judge, Tracy Municipal Court

Dave Pede, CJIS |

Jack Pederson, Corrections

Tom Peterson, City Manager, City of Lodi

John Phillips, District Attorney

Michael Platt, Criminal Calendar Judge, Superior Court
Judge Peter Saiers, Superior Court San Joaquin

Lt. Terry Spears, Commander, Jail Division

Steve Steinbrecher, Director, County Information Systems
Jim Stephens, ADAP

Lt. Sue Ann Toute, O.fﬁce

Pauline Toy, Director, Office of Revenue Recovery

Marian Vote, CJIS Jail Programming Analyst
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Otis Walker, Chief Probation Officer, Probation Department
6 Dan Wall, California State Association of Counties

David Wellenbrock, Chief Deputy DA

Ken Wentworth

Doug Wilhoit, Former County Supervisor

Jim Willett, Chief Deputy, Superior Court Operations

Tim Windsor, Detective, Tracy Police Department

Capt. Ralph Womack, Stockton Police Department
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I. SELECTED SOURCES

Administrative Office of the Courts. California Municipal Court Judges, Decem-
ber 16, 1994.

Administrative Office of the Courts. Memo to All Presiding and Sole Judges of
the Trial Courts Re: Drug Court and Technical Assistance Projects; AOC
Grants Management Program, March 3, 1995.

Baker, David. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: 1995 Legislative /Regulatory
Platform, November 30, 1994.

Baker, David. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Amendments to Legislative
Platform, February 19, 1994.

Baker, David. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Change in Transient Occupancy
Ordinance, August 23, 1994.

Baker, David. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Change in Transient Occupancy
Ordinance, August 23, 1994.

Baker, David. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Recommended Three-Year
Agreement with Lawyer Referral Service for Court Assigned Counsel and
Request for Fee Adjustment, June 8, 1994.

Baker, David. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Support Legislation Allowing
Benefits Assessments for Improved Police Services, August 9, 1994.

Baker, David. Letter to State Legislature Re: Public Meeting Regérding 1995-96
Proposed State Budget Impacts on San Joaquin County, January 31, 1995.

Baker, David. Memo Re: Increased Staff Support to the Integrated Criminal
Justice Task Force & Plan to Restore Sentenced Bed Inmate Capacity, April,
1994. '

Baker, David. Plan to Restore Sentenced Inmate Slots: Kal’s Notes, May, 1994.
Baker, David. Suggestions on Efficiencies and Economies, December 15, 1994.

Benner, Dale. Letter Re: New Directions Program Description, December 21,
1994.

Brooks, Lea. Fear and Anger Drive “Three Strikes”, California County, April,
1994.

Brooks, Lea. Fresno County Grapples with Justice Overload, California County,
April, 1994.

Brooks, Lea. Meeting the Challenge, California County, April, 1994.

Cabral, Robert. Creation of Integrated Criminal Justice System Task Force:
Restructuring of Patrol Services Advisory Committee, November 30, 1993.

Cabral, Robert. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Creation of Integrated Crimi-
nal Justice System Task Force: Restructuring of Patrol Services Advisory
Committee, November 30, 1993.

California Department of Justice - Division of Law Enforcement. Adult and
Juvenile Arrests Reported by Type for 1991, 1992, 1993, April 6, 1994.

California District Attorneys Association. Uniform Crime Charging Standards,
March, 1989.

June, 1995
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California Taxpayers’ Association. Sales Tax Hike on Sacramento Ballot, Cal-Tax
News, August 15, 1994.

Carson, Mark. Sheriff’s Monthly Financial Report, January 23, 1995.

Carver, John. Boards That Make A Difference: A New Design For Leadership In
Nonprofit And Public Organizations, 1990.

Castellon, David. “Gang Activity Down, Deaths Up: Crimes are just getting
more violent”, The Record, May 1, 1995.

City of Escalon. 1990-91 Budget, 1990.

City of Escalon. 1991-92 Budget, 1991.

City of Escalon. 1992-93 Budget, 1992.

City of Escalon. 1993-94 Budget, 1993.

City of Escalon. 1994-95 Budget, 1994.

City of Escalon. Description of Budget Cuts for Fiscal Year 93/94, 1993.
City of Escalon. Organizational Chart. -

City of Escalon Police Department. Age, Sex, Race, and Ethnic Origin of Persons
Arrested Monthly Reports (January-November, 1994), 1994.

City of Escalon Police Department. Age, Sex, Race, and Ethnic Origin of Persons
Arrested Monthly Reports (January-December, 1993), 1993.

City of Escalon Police Department. Age, Sex, Race, and Ethnic Origin of Persons
Arrested Monthly Reports (January-December, 1992), 1992.

City of Escalon Police Department. Mission Statement. .

City of Escalon Police Department. Monthly Return of Offenses Known to
Police (January-November, 1994), December 8, 1994.

City of Escalon Police Department. Monthly Return of Offenses Known to
Police (January-December, 1993), January 5, 1994.

. City of Escalon Police Department. Monthly Return of Offenses Known to

Police (January-December, 1992), January 7, 1993.

City of Escalon Police Department. Monthly Return of Offenses Known to
Police (January-December, 1991), January 6, 1992.

City of Escalon Police Department. Organizational Chart.

City of Escalon Police Department. Program Description, 1990-91.
City of Escalon Police Department. Program Description, 1991-92.
City of Escalon Police Department. Program Description, 1992-93.
City of Escalon Police Department. Program Description, 1993-94.
City of Escalon Police Department. Program Descriptioﬁ, 1994-95.
City of Lathrop. Final Budget for 1990-91.

City of Lathrop. Final Budget for 1991-92.

City of Lathrop. Final Budget for 1992-93.

City of Lathrop. Final Budget for 1993-94.
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City of Lathrop Police Department. Lathrop 1994 Crime Reports and Calls for
Service, 1994.

City of Lathrop Police Department. Lathrop Police Services 1993 Crime Reports
and Calls for Service, 1993.

City of Lathrop Police Department. Report & Budget Proposal, 1994-95.

City of Lodi.
City of Lodi.
City of Lodi.

City of Lodi.

City of Lodi.

City of Lodi.

City of Lodi.

City of Lodi.
City of Lodi.
City of Lodi.
City of Lodi.
City of Lodi.
City of Lodi.

City of Lodi.

1994 City Organization Chart, 1994.

1994-1996 Financial Plan and Budget, August 19, 1994.
April 1994 Criminal Statistics, January 9, 1995.
August 1994 Criminal Statistics, January 11, 1995.
Budget, 1989-1990.

Budget, 1990-1991.

Budget, 1991-1992.

Budget, 1993-1994.

February 1994 Criminal Statistics , January 9, 1995.
July 1994 Criminal Statistics, January 10, 1995.
March 1994 Criminal Statistics, January 9,1995.

May 1994 Criminal Statistics, January 10, 1995.
November 1994 Criminal Statistics, January 12, 1995.
October 1994 Criminal Statistics, January 10, 1995.

City of Lodi Police Department. 1993 Monthly Return of Offenses Known
(January — December), December 1993.

City of Lodi Police Department. Mission Statement.

City of Lodi Police Department. Police Department Organizational Chart,
December, 1994.

City of Lodi.
City of Lodi.

Recommended Budget, 1992-1993.
September 1994 Criminal Statistics, January 11, 1995.

City of Manteca. City of Manteca, 1990-91 Police Budget.

City of Manteca. City of Manteca, 1991-92 Police Budget.

City of Manteca. City of Manteca, 1992-93 Police Budget.

City of Manteca. City of Manteca, 1993-94 Police Budget.

City of Manteca. City of Manteca,1994-95 Police Budget.

City of Manteca. City of Manteca, City Beat, October, 1994.

City of Manteca Police Department. 1992-93 Police Budget, 1993.
City of Manteca Police Department. 1993-94 Police Budget, 1994.
City of Manteca Police Department. 1994-95 Police Budget, 1995.

City of Manteca Police Department. Division Responsibilities Chart, July 1,

1993.

June, 1995
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City of Manteca Police Department. Mission Statement.
6 City of Manteca Police Department. Operations Division Functional Responsi-

bilities.

City of Manteca Police Department. Operations Division Organizational Struc-
ture.

City of Mantec/:a Police Department. Organizational Structure, July 1, 1993.

City of Manteca Police Department. Staffing Levels, January 17, 1994.

City of Manteca Police Department. Statistics (January - December), 1993.

City of Manteca Police Department. Statistics (January - December), 1994.

City of Manteca Police Department. Statistics (January - December), 1992.

City of Ripon. City of Ripon 1991-92 Budget, June 18. 1991.

City of Ripon. City of Ripon 1992-93 Budget, June 6, 1992.

City of Ripon. City of Ripon 1993-94 Budget, August 3, 1993.

City of Ripon. City of Ripon 1994-95 Budget, July 5, 1994.

City of Ripon. City of Ripon & Ripon Community Redevelopment Agency
Burden & Overhead Allocations, 1992-93.

City of Stockton. 1990-91 Annual Budget, 1990.
City of Stockton. 1991-92 Annual Budget, 1991.
City of Stockton. 1992-93 Annual Budget, 1992.

. City of Stockton. 1993-94 Annual Budget, June 28, 1993.
City of Stockton. 1994-95 Annual Budget, June 27, 1994.
City of Stockton. 1994-95 Department Directory, 1994.
City of Stockton. City of Stockton 1988-1989 Police Budget, 1988-1989.
City of Stockton. City of Stockton 1989-1990 Police Budget, 1989-1990.
City of Stockton. City of Stockton 1990-1991 Police Budget, 1990-1991.
City of Stockton. City of Stockton 1991-1992 Police Budget, 1991-1992.
City of Stockton. City of Stockton 1992-1993 Police Budget, 1992-1993.
City of Stockton. City of Stockton 1993-1994 Police Budget, 1993-1994.
City of Stockton. City of Stockton 1994-1995 Police Budget, 1994-1995.

City of Stockton. Joint Ad-Hoc Council Graffiti Abatement Committee and
Graffiti Abatement Task Force Meeting Minutes, February 16, 1995.

City of Stockton. Joint Ad-Hoc Council Graffiti Abatement Committee and
Graffiti Abatement Task Force Meeting Minutes, January 24, 1995.

City of Stockton. Joint Ad-Hoc Council Graffiti Abatement Committee and
Graffiti Abatement Task Force Meeting Minutes, January 10, 1995.

City of Stockton. Joint Ad-Hoc Council Graffiti Abatement Committee and
Graffiti Abatement Task Force Meeting Minutes, December 13, 1994.

. City of Stockton Police Department. Grant Funding Descriptions, February
10,1995.
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City of Stockton Police Department. Stockton Police Department Position
Organization Chart, December 1, 1994.

City of Stockton Police Department. Stockton Police Department Crime Com-
parison and Police Activity Highlights 1993, January - December 1993.

City of Stockton Police Department. Stockton Police Department Crime Com-
parison and Police Activity Highlights 1994, January - December 1994.

City of Stockton Police Department. Stockton Police Department Mission
Statement.

City of Tracy. Annual Budget: Philosophy, Changes and Organization Chart,
June, 1994.

City of Tracy. City of Tracy, California Adopted Budget Fiscal Year 1994-95.

City of Tracy. City of Tracy, California Adopted Budget Fiscal Year 1993-94, July
1,1992.

City of Tracy. City of Tracy, California Adopted Program Performance Budget,
Fiscal Year 1990-91, July, 1990.

Corbett, Michael. Memo to Presiding Judges of Appellate, Superior and Munici-
pal Courts Re: Trial Court Realignment Proposal, May 12, 1995.

County Accounting Standards and Procedures Committee. Public Safety
Services Maintenance of Effort Requirement Uniform Guidelines for Califor-
nia Counties and Cities, February, 1995.

County of San Joaquin. County of San Joaquin Final Budget 1992-1993 Public
Defenders Portion.

County of San Joaquin. County of San Joaquin Final Budget 1994-95.

County of San Joaquin. County of San Joaquin Fiscal Losses Due to State
Actions Fiscal Year 1990-91 Through Fiscal Year 1994-95, January 18, 1995.

Cushman, Robert. Comparison of San Joaquin County with Four Other Califor-
nia Counties, April 7, 1995.

Department of Justice. Department of Justice Law Enforcement Information
Center Jurisdictional Trends, Reported Crimes by Category - City of
Manceta. ’

District Attorney’s Office. District Attorney Organization Charts, December,
1994.

Doktor, John. LA On-line Targets Justice-Related Data, California County, April,
1994.

Dunn, Baxter. Letter to David Baker Re: City of Stockton Contract Proposal for
Police Protection Services in Unincorporated Areas, June 15, 1994.

Dworsky & Associates. Schematic Design Presentation: Sheriff’s Operanon &
Jail Complex, May 10, 1988.

Dworsky & Associates. Schematic Design Presentation - Sheriff’s Operation
Center & Jail Complex, May 10, 1988,

Dworsky Associates. Sheriff’s Operation Center & Jail Complex Initial Design
Studies & Implementation Planning, Volume II: Master Plan & Housing
Studies Draft Report, December 7, 1987.

June, 1995
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Ehrenhalt, Alan. “Good Government, Bad Government”, Governing, April, 1995.

Flaherty, John. Letter to Members of the Trial Court Coordination Evaluation
Committee Re: Action of the Judicial Council, February 8, 1995.

Godbe, Bryan. San Joaquin Public Opinion Survey, December, 1994.

Greater Stockton Chamber of Commerce. Stockton Crime Prevention Task Force
List, January 23, 1995.

Gurwitt, Rob. “Cops & Community”, Governing, May, 1995.
Hafey, Toni. The State of Jails in California, California County, April, 1994.
Heidelbach, Robert. December 1994 Double Bunking Update, January 6, 1995.

Heidelbach, Robert. Letter to David Baker Re: December 1994 Double Bunking
Update, January 6, 1995.

Hope, Chris. 1994-95 Revenue Estimates for 1/2 cent Public Safety Fund, March
20, 1995. ‘

Hope, Chris. Fed /State Grant-/ Contract-Funded Criminal Justice Programs,
January 9, 1995.

Hope, Chris. Memo to David Baker Re: Enhanced Version-Sacramento County
Police Services CSA.

Hope, Chris. Modifications to Proposal and Contract, November 9, 1994.

Hope, Chris. San Joaquin County Measure K 1/2 cent Transportation Sales Tax
Revenue Estimates, April 12, 1995.

Hughes, Heiss & Associates. Excerpt from Report on Patrol Service Areas, 37.

Hughes, Heiss & Associates. Organization and Staffing Analysis of the Non-
- Detention Functions of the San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department,
January 15, 1991.

Hughes, Heiss & Associates. Phase I Report-The Impacts of Alternative Shift
Scheduling Plans on Detention System Staffing Needs in San Joaquin County,
California, January 23, 1990.

Hughes, Heiss & Associates. Phase II Report—Analeis of Projected Detention
System Staffing Requirements for San Joaquin County, California, March 22,
1990.

Hughes, Heiss & Associates. Phase III Report-Analysis of Patrol Staff Schedul-
ing Alternatives in San Joaquin County, California, June 8, 1990.

Judicial Council of California. 1994 Annual Report, 1994.

Judicial Council of California. Annual Data Reference Report: Caseload Data by
Individual Courts, 1992-93.

Keppel and Weis. Improving the Investigation of Violent Crime: The Homicide
Investigation and Tracking System., Research in Brief, August, 1993.

Lawyer Referral Service. 1992 /93 Referrals Court Assigned Counsel, 1993.
Lawyer Referral Service. Court Appointed Criminal Referrals 1970-1994, 1994.

Lawyer Referral Service. Court Assigned Counsel Costs 1992/93 Fiscal Year
Accrual Basis, 1993.
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Lawyer Referral Service. Court Assigned Counsel Referrals 1992/93 Fiscal Year
with Cost/Referral Comparisons, 1993.

Lawyer Referral Service. Experience Requirements and Application and Qualifi-
cation Statement for the Major Felony Panel, July, 1990.

Lawyer Referral Service. Experience Requirements and Application and Qualifi-
cation Statement for the Special Circumstance Panel, July, 1990.

Lawyer Referral Service. Experience Requirements and Application and Qualifi-
cation Statement for the Minor Felony Panel, July, 1990.

Lawyer Referral Service. Experience Requirements and Application and Qualifi-
cation Statement for the Special Misdemeanor Panel, September, 1987.

Lawyer Referral Service. Experience Requirements and Application and Qualifi-
cation Statement for the Misdemeanor Panel, April, 1993.

Lawyer Referral Service. Experience Requirements and Application and Qualifi-
cation Statement for the Juvenile Panel.

Lawyer Referral Service. Lawyer Referral Service Court Assigned Counsel
Program Description, April 6, 1995.

Lawyer Referral Service. Panel Listings, April 26, 1994.

Lawyer Referral Service. Payment and Policy Manual for Court Assigned
Counsel, 1995.

Lawyer Referral Service. Sample Monthly Reports, 1994.

Legislative Analyst’s Office. Accommodating Prison Population Growth, Status,
January 6, 1995.

Legislative Analyst’s Office. Making Government Make Sense: Applying the
Concept in 1993-94, May 4, 1993.

Legislative Analyst’s Office. Making Government Make Sense, February, 1993.

Legislative Analyst’s Office. Part VI: Options for Balancing the 1995-96 Budget
Excerpt from the Legislative Analyst’s Report, February, 1995.

Legislative Analyst’s Office. The Federal Crime Bill: What Will it Mean for
California?, September 27, 1994.

Legislative Analyst’s Office. The “Three Strikes and You're Out” Law—A Pre-
liminary Assessment, Status, January 6, 1995.

Lerner, Robert. Justice Projects Move Forward in San Diego, California County,
April, 1994.

Levine & McEwen, Margaret & J. Thomas. Patrol Deployment, Issues and
Practices, September, 1985.

Liebert, Dennis R.. San Joaquin County Jail Operations and Physical Plant Study,
November 24, 1993.

Lungren, Dan. Keep Society’s Predators Behind Bars, California County, April,
1994.

Mallano, Judge Robert M.. Memo From AOC to Court Administrators, etc. Re:
Final Approval of 1995-96 Trial Court Budget by the Judicial Council upon
recommendation of the Trial Court Budget Commission and the Budget and
Evaluation and Appeals Committee, November 15, 1994.

June, 1995
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Mark Morris Associates. San Joaquin County Juvenile Hall and Justice System:
Description and Master Plan Issues, December, 1993. .

Mauch, Charles, Captain. Major Criminal Cases Memorandum, January 9, 1995.

Mauch, Charles, Captain. Monthly Report - August 1994. Investigations Division
Memorandum, September 8, 1994. »

Mauch, Charles, Captain. Monthly Report — July 1994. Support Services Division,
August 8,1994.

Mauch, Charles, Captain. Monthly Report — June 1994. Suppory Services Division
Memorandum, July 25, 1994.

Mauch, Charles, Captain. Monthly Report Memorandum, December 19, 1994.

Mauch, Charles, Captain. Monthly Report — September 1994. Investigations
Division Memorandum, October 14, 1994.

McGrew, Michael. Memo to Chris Hope Re: Funding Improved Police Services
in the Unincorporated Area, October 6, 1992.

Melton, Dorsey. Memo to Otis Walker, C.P.O. Re: Offense Breakdown of Juvenile
Hall Population, December 5, 1994.

Millsaps, Jeanne. Memo to Budget and Planning Unit, AOC Re: Fiscal Year 95/96
Budget Development Package, July 8, 1994.

Murray, William. Data Collection Response Letter, December 21, 1994.

New Directions. Budgets, 1993-94, 1994-95, 1995-96.

New Directions. Organizational Chart, 1994.

New Directions. Policy and Procedure Manual.

Office of Substance Abuse. Drug Diversion Program Certification Requirements.

Phillips, John. Casel_oad Information, 1991.

Phillips, John. Caseload Information, 1992.

Phillips, John. Caseload Information, 1993.

Phillips, John. Caseload Information, 1994.

Phillips, John. Caseload Information, 1995.

Pretrial Services. Pretrial Releases/ADAP FTA Status (July - November, 1993),
March 2, 1995.

Pretrial Services. Pretrial Services Interview Record Form.

Pretrial Services. San Joaquin County Court Cap Order (Eighth Amendment),
July 26, 1993.

Pretrial Services. San Joaquin County Court Cap Order (Ninth Amendment),
September 28, 1994.

Robert Glass & Associates, Inc.. Recommendations for Modifications to Secu-
rity /Life Safety for San Joaquin County Juvenile Hall, June, 1992.

San Diego Association of Governments. Impact of the San Diego City Jail, Jail
Update, October, 1993.

San Joaquin County. 1991-92 Proposed Budget, June 27, 1991.

18 Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County

Criminal Justice System Evaluation APPENDIX I: Selected Sources

San Joaquin County. 1992-93 Proposed Budget, June 25, 1992.
San Joaquin County. 1993-94 County Budget Chronology, May 27, 1993.

San Joaquin County. 1993-94 County Budget Funding Alternatives, March 29,
1994.

San Joaquin County. 1993-94 Proposed Budget, May 27, 1993.

San Joaquin County. 1994-95 County Budget $556.2 Million, October 14, 1994.
San Joaquin County. 1994-95 Proposed Budget, June 16, 1994.

San Joaquin County. 1994-95 Proposed Budget, June 16, 1994.

San Joaquin County. AFDC-Trial Court Alignment Data, February 1, 1995.

San Joaquin County. Agreement for Dispatching Services between San Joaquin
County and City of Escalon, April 26, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Centralization of Criminal, April 11, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Criminal Justice System Evaluation Potential Ideas: Menu
of Efficiencies and Economies, January 12, 1995.

San Joaquin County Criminal Justice Task Force. Task Force Report on Jail
Staffing, June 28, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Department Budget Report for Sheriff-Custody, June, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Directory of County Officials, San Joaquin County 1994-95
Final Budget, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Excerpt from Final Budget 1990-91 Re: District Attorney’s
Office, 1991.

San Joaquin County. Excerpt from Final Budget 1991-92 Re: District Attorney’s
Office, 1992. .

San Joaquin County. Excerpt from Final Budget 1992-1993 Re: District
Attorney’s Office, 1993.

San Joaquin County. Excerpt from Final Budget 1993-1994 Re: District
Attorney’s Office, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Excerpt from Final Budget 1994-1995 Re: District
Attorney’s Office, 1995.

San Joaquin County. Financing San Joaquin County Government, October, 1993.

San Joaquin County. Fiscal Impact Report 1994-95, June 16, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Fiscal Losses Due to State Actions (FY 90/91 - 94-95),
January 18, 1995.

San Joaquin County. Functional Organization Chart, February, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Funding Options Presented to Patrol Services Advisory
Committee, 1993.

San Joaquin County Health Care Services. Mission Statement, March, 1994.

San Joaquin County Health Care Services. Organization Charts, March 25, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Integrated Criminal Justice System Task Force List of
Voting Members and Alternates, January 20, 1995.
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San Joaquin County. Map of Metropolitan Stockton Highlighting Urban County
(Unincorporated) Areas.

San ]6aquin County. Motion Re: Creation of Integrated Criminal Justice System
Task Force: Restructuring of Patrol Services Advisory Committee, December
7,1993.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, January, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, February, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, March, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca~Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, April, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, May, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, June, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
© 2C, July, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, January, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, February, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, March, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, April, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, May, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, June, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, July, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, August, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, September, 1994.

L10

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County

Criminal Justice System Evaluation APPENDIX I: Selected Sources

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, October, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Stockton, November, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, August, 1994. :

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, September, 1994. : .

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, October, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, November, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, January, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, February, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, March, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, April, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. - Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, May, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, June, 1994,

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, July, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, August, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, September, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, October, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi & Data Collection Form 2C, November, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Lodi, December, 1994.

San Joaquin County Municipal Court. Municipal and Justice Court Summary
Report for District of Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy & Data Collection Form
2C, December, 1994.
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San Joaquin County Office of Revenue Recovery. Organizational Chart, Febru-
ary 6, 1995.

San Joaquin County Office of Substance Abuse. Directory of Alcohol and Drug
Recovery Programs and Related Services in San Joaquin County, 1994.

San Joaquin County Office of Substance Abuse. Excerpt from 1992-93 Proposed
Budget Re: Drug Abuse Services, 1992-93.

San Joaquin County Office of Substance Abuse. Excerpt from 1992-93 Proposed
Budget Re: Alcoholism Services, 1992-93.

San Joaquin County Office of Substance Abuse. Excerpt from 1993-94 Proposed
Budget Re: Substance Abuse Services, 1993-94.

San Joaquin County Office of Substance Abuse. Excerpt from 1994-95 Proposed
Budget Re:

Substance Abuse Services, 1994-95.

San Joaquin County Office of Substance Abuse. Facility & Program Locations
List, 1994.

San Joaquin County Office of Substance Abuse. Mission Statement, 1994.

San Joaquin County Office of Substance Abuse. Organization Chart, December
1,1993.

'San Joaquin County. Official Statement Re: Hospital Bond Issue, January 21,

1993.

San Joaquin County. Overview of the San Joaquin County Criminal Justice
System, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Preliminary Analysis of Restructuring Proposal in
Governor’s 1995-96 Budget, January 18, 1995.

San Joaquin County Probation Department. Adult Division Organizational
Chart - FY 94/95 Proposed Budget, August, 1994.

San Joaquin County Probation Department. Adult Division Statistics (May -
December, 1994), 1994.

San Joaquin County Probation Department. FTA Statistics, 1993.

San Joaquin County Probation Department. Juvenile Booking Data & Offense
Classification: January to November 1994.

San Joaquin County Probation Department. Juvenile Detention Facility Mission
Statement, 1994.

San Joaquin County Probation Department. Juvenile Division & Administration
Contact List, November 1, 1994.

San Joaquin County Probation Department. Juvenile Hall Various Forms, 1994.

San Joaquin County Probation Department. Samples of Juvenile Intake, Deten-
tion and Court Processing Forms, December 13, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Prop 172 Funding Simplified, August 11, 1993.

San Joaquin County. Proposition 172 Impacts, September 14, 1993.

San Joaquin County Public Defender. Caseload Standards.

San Joaquin County Public Defender. Caseload Standards—Defense, 1994.
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San Joaquin County Public Defender. Excerpt from 1992-93 Final Budget Re:
Public Defender.

San Joaquin County Public Defender. Excerpt from 1994-95 Final Budget Re:
Public Defender, 1994.

San Joaquin County Public Defender. Facilities & Staffing Areas, 1995.
San Joaquin County Public Defender. Mission Statement.

San Joaquin County Public Defender. New Cases 1991 - 1995, San Joaquin
County Public Defender.

San Joaquin County Public Defender. New Cases—Public Defender (1991-95),
1994.

San Joaquin County Public Defender. Organizational Chart, September 1, 1994.

San Joaquin County Public Defender. San Joaquin County Public Defender
Facilities and Staffing Areas.

San Joaquin County Public Defender’s Office. Computer Equipment Inventory
and Floor Plans, December 13, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Revenue Policy Option Creation of a County Service Area
for Improved Levels of Police Services, County of San Joaquin 1993-94 Final
Budget Hearing, 1?93.

San Joaquin County. Revenue Policy Option Utility Users Tax, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Revenue Policy Option Utility Users Tax, County of San
Joaquin 1993-94 Final Budget Hearing, 1993.

San Joaquin County. San Joaquin County Board of Supervisor’s Meeting
Agenda, March 1, 1995.

San Joaquin County. San Joaquin County Sheriff - Coroner BCS Reportable
Arrest Only 1992-1994, 1992-1994.

San Joaquin County. Sheriff - Coroner Monthly Crime Report Comparison.

San Joaquin County Sheriff - Coroner. San Joaquin County Sheriff - Coroner
Crime Comparison 1992-1994, 1992 - 1994.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department. Excerpt from 1990-91 Final Budget
Re: Sheriff Allocated Positions, 1990.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department. Excerpt from 1990-91 Final Budget
Re: Sheriff, 1990.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department. Excerpt from 1991-92 Final Budget
Re: Sheriff Allocated Positions, 1991.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department. Excerpt from 1991-92 Final Budget
Re: Sheriff, 1991.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department. Excerpt from 1992-93 Final Budget
Re: Sheriff Allocated Positions, 1992.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department. Excerpt from 1992-93 Final Budget
Re: Sheriff, 1992.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department. Excerpt from 1993-94 Final Budget
Re: Sheriff Allocated Positions, 1993.
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San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
Re: Sheriff, 1993.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
Re: Sheriff Allocated Positions, 1994.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
Re: Sheriff, 1994.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
October 1, 1993.

San Joaquin County Sheriff's Department.
Housing. '

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
Housing.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
tive Segregation Housing.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
Population Housing.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
ing.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.
San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.

Printouts by CAO), December 13, 1994.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Department.

Printouts by CAO), December 13, 1994.

Excerpt from 1993-94 Final Budget
Excerpt from 1994-95 Final Budget
Excerpt from 1994-95 Final Budget
Function & Organizational Chart,
Inmate 24 Hour Clock Medical
Inmate 24 Hour Clock Sheltered
Inmate 24 Hour‘ Clock Administra-
Inmate 24 Hour Clock General
Inmate 24 Hour Clock Intake Hous-

Jail Facility Scheduling Guidelines.
Operational Mission Statement, 1994.
Overtime Reports, 1993.

Staff Allocations (as of 9/1/94

Sworn Staff Allocations (as of 9/1/94

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Office. Custody Division 1992 Annual Report,

1993.

San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Office. Custody Division 1993 Annual Report,

1994.

San Joaquin County Superior Court. Departmental Position/Expenditures/
Equipment/Revenues/Net Cost Worksheets , September 1, 1994.

San Joaquin County Superior Court. Departmental Position/Expenditures/
Equipment/Revenues/Net Cost Worksheets , August 11, 1993.

San Joaquin County Superior Court. Departmental Position/Expenditures/
Equipment/Revenues/Net Cost Worksheets, September 28, 1992.

San Joaquin County Superibr Court. Departmental Position/Expenditures/
Equipment/Revenues/Net Cost Worksheets , August 24, 1989.

San Joaquin County Superior Court. Expenditure Budget Submission Form,

October 8, 1993.

San Joaquin County Superior Court. Key Components of Rule 991, 1995.

San Joaquin County Superior Court. San Joaquin Misdemeanor/Felony Counts
for Superior Court Filed, December 20, 1994.
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San Joaquin County Superior Court . San Joaquin Superior Court 1994 Judge-
ship Needs Request Statement of Need, 1994.

San Joaquin County Superior Court. Superior Court 94-95 Budget Excerpt, 1994-
95.

San Joaquin County Superior Court . Superior Court Organization Chart, 1994.

San Joaquin County. Updated Criminal Justice System Evaluation Potential
Ideas: Menu of Efficiencies and Economies, January 12, 1995.

San Joaquin County. Utility User Tax Examples Unincorporated Area San
Joaquin County (12 Month Period Ending 4/30/93), May 19, 1993.

San Joaquin Office of the Public Defender. Office of the Public Defender, Organi-
zational Chart, September 1, 1994.

San Joaquin Public Defenders Office. Public Defender Mission Statement.

Schick, James, Captain. Monthly Report — April 1994. Investigations Division,
May 10, 1994.

Schick, James, Captain. Monthly Report - December 1993, January 10, 1994.

Schick, James, Captain. Monthly Report — February, 1994. Investigations Division
Memorandum, March 8, 1994.

Schick, James, Captain. Monthly Report — March 1994. Investigations Division
Memorandum, April 14, 1994.

Schick, James, Captain. Monthly Report - May 1994 Investigations Division
Memorandum, June 9, 1994.

Schiraldi, Vincent. Education, not Incarceration, California County, April, 1994.

Schmitt, Richard. “Debt to Society: More and More Jails are Charging Inmates
for their Incarceration”, Wall Street Journal, March 3, 1995.

Schuyler, Ann. Criminal-Justice Consultant Hired: Supes OK $125,000 in Cost-
Cutting Campaign, The Record, November 30, 1994.

Schuyler, Ann. Streamlining Criminal Justice May Cost $125,000, The Record,
November 23, 1994.

Schuyler, Ann. “Wilhoit Leaves Behind Success: 16-Year Supervisor Ends S.J. Era
Today”, The Record, December 13, 1994.

Schuyler, Ann. “Wilson plan will ruin county, supervisors say”, The Record,
January 18, 1995.

Schuyler, Ann. “Working Off Their Crimes: Expert suggests ways to keep county
justice system solvent”, The Record, May 1, 1995.

_ Schwyler, Ann. Consultant for Justice System OK’d, The Record, September 28,
1994. ‘ :

State Sheriff’s Association, Detention & Corrections Subcommittee, & Board of
Corrections. Three Strikes Jail Population Report, March 10, 1995.

Steinmann, Grayson, Smylie. San Joaquin County Downtown Facility Master
Plan Appendices, August 2, 1990.

Steinmann, Grayson, Smylie. San Joaquin County Downtown Stockton Facility
Master Plan, August 2, 1990.
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Stenzel & Buren, William & R. Michael. Police Work Scheduling: A Report for
the Criminal Justice Professional, Issues & Practices, February, 1993.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (1/1 /94-
1/31/94), February 4, 1994.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (2/1/94-
2/28/94), March 14, 1994.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (3 /1/94-
3/31/94), April 14,19%. -

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (4/1/94-
4/30/94), May 9, 1994.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (5/1/94-
5/31/94), June 7, 1994.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (6/1/94-
6/30/94), July 8, 1994.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (7/1/94-
7/31/94), August 2, 1994. ‘

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (8/1/94-
8/31/94), September 9, 1994.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (9/1/94-
9/30/94), October 5, 1994.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (10/1/
94-10/31/94), November 4, 1994.

Stockton Municipal Court. Judicial Council Summary Report Form 2C (11/1/
. 94-11/30/94), December 5, 1994.

The Century Council. DWI Repeat Offenders: An Alternative [Pamphlet],
November 30, 1994.

The Century Council. DWI Repeat Offenders: An Alternative UPDATE: An-
swers to Questions Government Officials Ask, 1994.

The Century Council. DWI Repeat Offenders: An Alternative [VIDEO], 1994.

The Design Partnership. Program Description: Life Safety, Security and Func-
tional Upgrades, December 6, 1993.

The Design Partnership. San Joaquin Juvenile Hall Upgrades - Building Floor
Plans, April, 1994.

Wagerman Associates, Inc. & Donald Peterson. Options for the 1994-1995 State
Budget, March, 1995.

Wagerman Associates, Inc. & Donald Peterson. San Joaquin County Proposed
1995 Legislative/Regulatory Platform.

Wagerman Associates, Inc. Proposed 1994 Legislative/Regulatory Platform for
San Joaquin County, January 4, 1994.

Wagerman Associates, Inc. Proposed 1995 Legislative /Regulatory Platform for
San Joaquin County, December 6, 1994.

Walker, Otis. Letter to All Local Law Enforcement Agencies: Detention Admis-
sion Criteria, Risk Assessment, March 14, 1994.
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Walker, Otis. San Joaquin County Probation Department Data Compilation
Packet, December, 1994.

Webb, Gary. “State Seeks Prison Alternatives: Report says counties could keep
more prisoners”, San Jose Mercury News, April 7, 1995.

Wells, Neva. Jail Population Memorandum - April 1994, May 2, 1994.

Wells, Neva. Jail Population Memorandum - February 1994, March 1, 1994.
Wells, Neva. Jail Population Memorandum - January 1994, February 1, 1994.
Wells, Neva. Jail Population Memorandum — March 1994, April 1, 1994.
Wells, Neva. Jail Population Memorandum - May 1994, June 1, 1994.

Wilhoit, Douglas. Crime Problems Deserve Honest Solutions, California County,
March, 1994. ‘

Wilhoit, Douglas. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Suspension of Public
Hearing Scheduled for Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT), August 31, 1994.

Wilhoit, Douglas. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Suspension of Public Hear-
ing Scheduled for Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT), August 31, 1994.

Wingett, Mel. Letter to Board of Supervisors Re: Designation of New One-Half
Cent Sales Tax Revenue To Fund Public Safety Services, August 31, 1993.

Wingett, Mel. Letter to Dwane Milnes Re: San Diego Justice Model Analysis of
Adding Police Officers, March 5, 1992.

Wingett, Mel. Memo to Supervisor Barber Re: Funding Increased Levels of Police
Services, October 1, 1992.

June, 1995

1.17






J. CRIME & ARRESTS




San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation APPENDIX |: Crime & Arrests

J. DEMAND REPORT CHAPTER 11
CRIME & ARRESTS

A. Introduction

The relationship between inmate population and crime rates is neither
straightforward nor simple. In all of California the amount of serious crime
in 1987, for example, was slightly lower than that in 1981, but the jail
population was nearly twice as high. Jail populations are much more a
reflection of the public perception of and tolerance for crime than of the
actual amount of crime.

Nevertheless, the amount of crime provides a convenient starting point for
considering demand on San Joaquin County's criminal justice system. This
discussion employs the FBI index crime definition system as the standard for
measuring crime rates.

The index crimes are severe crimes of victimization: murder, rape, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, vehicle theft, other felony theft, and arson.
Nearly all jurisdictions report these crimes in a standardized form, and they
are compiled for research purposes. For less serious crimes, the reporting
both by victims and by the police tends to be less consistent. Victimless
crimes such as drug sales are not included in the statistics since they are never
willingly reported; only arrests and dispositions can be measured.

The California Department of Justice publishes an annual criminal justice
profile for each county in the state, based on the county's own records. The
1993 profile for San Joaquin County is the latest available issue at the date of
this writing and is the source of most of the data presented here. It includes
historical data since 1981. Despite the limitation on crime statistics from any
source, this document is taken as the most accurate indicator of crime in the
county.

Crime and arrest data are shown in two ways: as total numbers and as rates,
which are crimes or arrests per unit of population (per 100,000 county
residents) the total number of crimes and arrests is obviously relevant to the
jail population since population growth alone will cause an increase in the
number of inmates. Crime rates on the other hand give an indication of the
seriousness of the crime problem in the county as they indicate an
individual's chances of becoming a victim.
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B. Crime and Crime Rates (1990-1993)

While the total number of FBI index crimes grew from 40,000 to 43,000 in the
1990-93 period, the FBI crime rate (crimes per unit of population) declined
slightly, moving from 6740 to 6406, a 1% decrease. These figures indicate that
crime growth in San Joaquin County has stabilized since ILPP’'s 1992 report,
which identified a gradual upward trend in the growth of the crime rate from
1983 to 1990 (1990 being the last available point of information at the time of
the study). While crime rates are stable, there have been some important
shifts in the character of crime in the county. In the 1990 - 1993 period, there
was a 30% increase in the rate of reported violent crime — the most dramatic
growth in any category of crime. This increase is in part attributable to
changes in San Joaquin County’s demographic composition, and in part a
function of significant growth in the category of aggravated assault.

FIGURE 2.1
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY TOTAL FBI INDEX CRIMES
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FIGURE 2.2
FBI INDEX CRIME RATES
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San Joaquin County experienced a significant shift in its demographic profile
in the period from 1990 — 1993. During this time there was a 15% growth in
the portion of the population between the ages of 10 and 17, in contrast to an
8% growth in the population overall. In fact, the 10 - 14 age category is now
the single largest section of the San Joaquin County population aged 10-40 (see
Table 2.1). Not surprisingly, the growth of this age group has had an impact
on crime in San Joaquin. While arrest and crime rates remained relatively
stable in the 1990-93 period, there was an abrupt increase of approximately
40% in the total amount of juvenile felony arrests, (a 23% increase in the rate)
and a 21% increase in the number of misdemeanor arrests (a 5% increase in
the misdemeanor rate).
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TABLE 2.1
POPULATION AGE GROUPS IN SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
Age Group 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005
10-14 8.0% 7.5% 7.6% 1 8.5% 8.3% 8.1%
15-19 9.4% 7.6% 7.3% 7.4% 8.3% 8.1%
20-24 9.0% 9.1% 7.5% 6.9% 6.9% 7.8%
2529 . |_83% 8.3% 8.5% 6.9% 6.3% 6.4%
30-34 7.7% 8.6% 8.8% 7.9% 6.6% 6.0%
35-39 6.0% 7.6% 7.9% 8.3% 7.6% 1 6.4%

Statistically, the propensity to commit crime shows a strong relationship to
age. Figure 2.3 shows national arrest rates for index level violent and
property crimes, by age groups. To the extent that arrests reflect the actual
ages of the perpetrators, the figure shows that property crime peaks in the mid
to late teens. For violent crime the picture is slightly more complex. The
violence curve rises more slowly but continues longer than the curve for
property crimes. In fact, the rates for murder, rape and robbery peak at the
ages of 18 to 19, while assault rates are almost flat for a decade, producing the
double humped curve shown. Thus, the increase in the juvenile population
is bound to impact crime and crime rates in San Joaquin County. Moreover,
as Table 2.1 indicates, growth in the juvenile population will continue into
the next decade. By the year 2000 the juvenile population will be in the same
observed proportion as it was in 1980. As recommended in our former
report, the County should prepare itself for a possible repetition of the growth
of crime from 1970 to 1980.
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FIGURE 2.3
ARREST RATES BY AGE USA, 1992: INDEX OFFENSES
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FIGURE 2.5
PROPERTY CRIME RATES (FBI INDEX)
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In Figure 2.3, the violent and property crimes are put on similar vertical
scales to show the difference in the patterns. Yet, of course, property crime is
several times more common than violent crime. If the county population
has an usually high percentage of teenagers in a certain time period, it is to be
expected that there will be much property crime. As these persons age, they
would be expected to commit fewer thefts. Crime rates overall will drop, but
the proportion of violent crime will increase.

While the San Joaquin County crime rate decreased by approximately 1% in
the 1990 — 93 period, there was a 30% increase in the rate of violent crime.
This increase is directly linked to the growth of aggravated assault. In fact, in
the period under study, aggravated assault is single handedly responsible for
the increase in the rate of violent crime, the rate of all other categories of
violent crime — homicide, forcible rape, and robbery — decreased during this
time. A detailed breakdown of the category of aggravated assault was not
available in the materials used for this report (nor in any reliable materials
that ILPP is aware of). Further analysis of the causes of the increase in the
violent crime category of aggravated assault will depend on access to
additional information.
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Figures 2.4 and 2.5 show crime rates for San Joaquin County, two adjacent
counties, and the state as a whole. Violent crime in the counties has
continued the upward trend identified by ILPP in our 1992 report, but has
stabilized on the state level after a slight peak in 1992. For the other
~ jurisdictions, the property crime rates fell off significantly in 1991, while San
Joaquin County’s rate remained stable throughout the 1990 - 93 period.

C. Arrests and Arrest Rates (1990 -1993)

18% decrease in misdemeanor arrests in San Joaquin County was tempered by
a 7% increase in felony arrests, bringing the total county arrest rate to a level
12% lower than the one identified in 1990. \

The increase in the felony crime rate is attributable to the rise in the amount
of juvenile violent crime. Where the rate of adult felony arrests gained a
‘modest 1%, the amount of juvenile crime almost doubled, moving from
1,630 arrests in 1990, to 2,326 arrests in 1993: an arrest rate increase of 23%.
Growth of juvenile felony arrests was particularly severe in the areas of
burglary, theft and assault.

. FIGURE 2.6
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY TOTAL ADULT ARRESTS
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FIGURE 2.7
TOTAL ADULT ARREST RATES
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Other
B Sex
M Drug

0 Property
M Violent

— o o~ [Vs) [ (2] — o o

=] [~}

2 8 8 2 8 8 3 888 8 8 ¢8

g8 8 &8 8 &8 8§ 8 8 8 8 & & 8
FIGURE 2.9

MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS

].8

Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joagquin County

Criminal Justice System Evaluation

APPENDIX J: Crime & Arrests

25000
20000
B Al other
B oul
15000
B Drunk
B Drugs
10000
O Petty theft
B Assault
5000
0
T & 2 T 8 8 5 8 8 8 8 2
s & & &2 2 & 2 2 2 2 2 2 =2
FIGURE 2.10
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY FEMALE TO MALE ARREST RATIOS
O-3O b
0.25 +
0.20 4
L] Felony Female
to Male
0.15 4 .
——eJ—— Misdemeanor
Female to
010 1 Male
0.05 4
1980 1985 1990 1995
June, 1995 J.9



San Joaquin County
FINAL REPORT Criminal Justice System Evaluation

As observed in our prior report, misdemeanor arrests continued to drop
largely as a result of flagging arrests of alcohol related offenses, (Drunk and
DUI) which have fallen 35% and 60% in the adult and juvenile populations
respectively. There has been a substantial increase in the number of
misdemeanor drug arrests, specifically marijuana arrests, and primarily in the
juvenile population.

The ratio of female to male arrests continued to rise in the category of
misdemeanor offenses for San Joaquin County, but, after an abrupt peak in
felony offenses in 1992, the ratio of female felony to male felony offenders
stabilized at around the same level it has circulated at since the mid-1980's.
The historical data from California Department of Justice do not show arrests
for specific offenses by sex, but there was a significant decrease in the arrests
for prostitution, which is the only offense where female offenders outnumber
male. Despite a fall in the number of prostitution arrests, the ratio of female
misdemeanor arrests relative to male misdemeanor arrests has continued to
grow.

D. Impact of Crime and Arrest Trends on Jail Population

How have crime and arrest trends affected the jail population? There have
been significant decreases in the number of persons incarcerated in San
Joaquin County. In the 1990 - 93 period, San Joaquin County closed both the
old men's and the old women's jail, opened a majority single bunked facility,
and eliminated almost 40% of the space available for honor farm male
housing. These actions have significantly restricted the amount of space
available for the incarceration of county arrestees.

Moreover, decreases in the amount of facility space are strictly a function of
facility capacity and resource restrictions, and are not sensitive to fluctuations
in FBI crime index or county arrest trends. While crime and arrest rates in
San Joaquin County are stabile or on the decrease, both the total amount of
crime and the total number of felony arrests (crimes for which an arrestee is
most likely to serve time) are on the increase. Though the crime rate is a
useful measure of the seriousness of crime from the perspective of the
average citizen, the total number of crimes and arrests are more relevant to
the jail population since total growth (and not fluctuations in the crime or
arrest "rate") will cause an increase in the number of inmates. The total
amount of crime and the total amount of felony arrests have increased in San
Joaquin County while facility space has been significantly reduced. This
indicates that changes in the jail population in San Joaquin County bear little
relationship to crime and arrest trends.. The jail population is therefore
supply rather than demand driven.- '
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‘ FIGURE 2.11

UPDATE OF FIGURES FROM EARLIER REPORTS CHANGES
IN THE PERCENTAGE OF ARRESTS
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80% 4

60% - B Alchohol

B Non-alchohol
40% 4

O Felony

E. Conclusion

The level of crime and arrests in San Joaquin County is essentially stable but
the character of crime and arrests has seen some very real changes. Violent
crime in San Joaquin County appears to be on the increase, particularly in the
juvenile population, which in the coming years will comprise a larger
percentage of San Joaquin County’s total population. Misdemeanor arrests
have continued to fall possibly as a result of limitations on resources which
force law enforcement agencies to prioritize their expenditures. Crime and
arrest trends do not seem to primarily drive jail population, which has been
significantly reduced in the period under study.
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K. DEMAND REPORT CHAPTER III
ADULT DEMAND ANALYSIS

A, Adult Tracking Analysis

In a tracking study the emphasis is on the flow of inmates, who is brought in,
for what reason, how he or she is released, and in particular how long an
inmate stays. Tracking the flow of inmates into, through and out of the jail
system characterizes the demand for bed space, and thus the costs of the jail.
Minor offenders held longer than necessary, delays in processing serious
offenders into state prison, and delays in effecting appropriate pretrial release
are examples of how flow affects the demand for space and other resources.

Using data from CJIS, ILPP analyzed a sample of approximately 2,400 persons
booked into the jail in the first six months of 1994.1 Just over a thousand had
only one charge brought against them, for the remaining 1400 booked on
more than one charge, ILPP selected the primary, or most consequential,
charge for further analysis. Additional charges are important, for even
though they are less serious, they probably raised the bail and contributed to
the inmate's length of stay in the jail.

One further preliminary note: some of the inmates were jailed on a
commitment, that is, to serve time for an offense for which they had already
been convicted. Since they are not eligible for pretrial release, the committed,
or sentenced, inmates are treated separately in some of the discussion.

1. Demographics

Analysis was made of 2,374 inmates. Of those, 1,924 (81%) were males. The
ethnic breakdown of the overall sample was 41% white, 36% Hispanic, 19%
black, and 3% others (presumably mostly Asians). That is also the
approximate ethnic distribution of males; among females there was a much
lower number of Hispanics (22% of women) and correspondingly higher
proportions of whites (53%) and blacks (24%). "Other" women were only 1%
of the sample.

No attempt was made to identify or eliminate anyone who might have been booked more than
once in the sample. That is, if a person was booked, released and then booked again on
another offense, both booking numbers were included for analysis.
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The average age was 32; the oldest was 77 and the youngest was recorded as 14,
but that probably reflects an error in the input data as all other inmates were
over 18.2 . Nearly two-thirds (64%) were listed as residents of Stockton and
another 19% lived in the other incorporated cities (Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi,
Manteca, Ripon, and Tracy). About 14% appeared to be from outside of San
Joaquin County (some had no address listed or were transient and some place
names could not be matched). '

2. Charges

Most of the arrests on open charges (i. e., excluding warrants, remands, etc.)
were made by the Stockton Police (54%), the Sheriff's Department (16%), or
the Highway Patrol (19%). Some came from the police of Escalon, Lodi,
Manteca, Ripon, and Tracy (9% combined). :

Nearly half of those booked (45%) came in with other than open charges:
warrants and holds, 21%; civil or traffic warrants, etc., 9%; commitments 10%;
and remands 5%. Primary charges were determined both for those with open
charges and for those with warrants, commitments, etc. (The table shows the
breakdown.)

TABLE 3.1
LEVEL BY CHARGE CATEGORY

Open Other
Felony 48% 35%
Misdemeanor * 52% 65%

A very few inmates 32, or 1% were booked solely on an infraction, and
practically all of them were on an AMOS warrant, remand, or commitment.
(AMOS is the Automated Minor Offender System, used principally for traffic
offenses.)

A juvenile mistakenly booked as an adult would have been transferred to the Juvenile Hall as
soon as the error was detected, but that one inmate had a stay of 120 days.
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Over half of those booked (1,397, or 59%) had bail set on the primary charge.?
When misdemeanants with commitments were removed the proportion of
those with bail rose to 61%. However, looking at the data from the other
direction showed that 58% of those booked (other than for simple
drunkenness) had zero bail set on at least one charge.

Just over a third of felony bookings are for property offenses (including
burglary) and another third are drug offenses, equally split between
possession and sale. Violent felonies are 19%, and the commonest of those is
domestic violence. Grouping felonies as violent, property, drugs, and other,
the ALS in the first three groups is 3 to 4 weeks, though there are variations
by specific charge.

For misdemeanors, not surprisingly, the commonest offense by far is DUI
(35%), followed by public drunkenness (13%). There are also many
misdemeanor drug possession bookings. Violent offenses accounted for 9.3%
of misdemeanor bookings. |

3. Length of Stay

The average length of stay was 12.8 days (23.4 days for felonies and 6.3 days for
misdemeanors). Those numbers do not, howeyer, give the full picture. The
median length of stay was 1.4 days, meaning that half the inmates are out
within that time. The average is skewed high because of a few inmates who
stayed a very long time: the maximum was 282 days, and there were 7
inmates still in custody on January 5, 1995 (the sample date) with an average
stay of 243 days to that point. Figure 3.1 shows the distribution of length of
stay. The half of the inmates who stay no more than 1.4 days use only 0.8% of
the beds while the 6% staying over 90 days occupy 34% of the space. This
shows that how long people stay in jail has a more significant impact on
demand than how many are booked into jail.

If the primary charge involved a warrant, hold, remand, or probation
violation, the average length of stay (ALS) was only a little longer (15 vs. 12
days) than for an open charge. The difference lay primarily in misdemeanors:
9.6 days with a warrant and 3 days if open. <

3 According to CJIS records, the highest bail was $50000 and the average was $4991. For felons,
66% had bail set at an average of $8850, while 53% of misdemeanants had bail averaging
$1713. However the bail figures on CJIS are reportedly inaccurate for defendants with multiple
charges since they are assigned by the system and there is no provision for manual override.
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When there was a hold because a person failed to appear (FTA) in court (as
either the primary or a secondary charge) the effect on length of stay was
striking. Considering all charges, ALS for those without an FTA was 12.0 days
while for those with an FTA the ALS was 21.1 days. The effect of FTA was
also examined for two of the commonest primary charges, DUI and drug
offenses (all types, sales and possession, combined). For DUI the ALS for
inmates with an FTA was four times as long (20.2 days) as for DUI offenders
without one (5.5 days). For drug offenses an FTA doubles length of stay (40.4

days) compared with those without one (20.7 days).

FIGURE 3.1
LENGTH OF STAY
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY JAIL
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A crosstabulation of the ALS for pretrial inmates as a function of charge and

release mode showed the following*:

4 Because of missing data and slightly varying definitions of minor categories, the total numbers

are not always in perfect agreement among the analyses.
indicator of the situation.

The percentages are a better
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TABLE 3.2

PRIMARY CHARGES
NUMBER AND LENGTH OF STAY

Burglary

Theft

Other Property
Vehicle Theft

Forgery

Drug Sale
Drug Possession

Parole
Weapons

DUI Felony
Felony Auto
Felony VOP
Misc Fel

All Felonies

Felonies No % ALS
Murder 12 1.3% 87.3
Rape 6 0.7% 16.6
Kidnap 5 0.6% 44.2
Robbery 29 3.2% 36.3
Assault w/ Deadly Weapon 35 3.9% 24.8
Domestic Violence 69 7.6% 15.0
Sex 10 1.1% 41.4
Assault 4 0.4% 11.6
Battery on Law Enforcement 2 0.2% 20.6

1M1 122% 290
99 10.9% 24.5
62 6.8% 8.7

116

148 239

67.4
1.3
19.1
10.6

908 100.0% 21.2
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TABLE 3.2
PRIMARY CHARGES
NUMBER AND LENGTH OF STAY (CONT.)

Misdemeanors No % ALS
Battery 82 6.8%
Resist Arrest - Violent 13 1.1%

Domestic Violence

Resist Arrest 38 3.2% 9.1
Sex . 3 0.2% 3.6
Theft 71 59% . 14.6
Other Property 21 1.7% 10.6
Other traffic 73 6.1% 6.2
Prostitution 14 1.2% 7.3
Public offense 27 2.2% 35
Weapons 22 1.8% 4.1

i i 18 9.0
Drugs - 125 10.4% 8.8
DUI 421 35.0% 3.7
Drive w/ License Suspended 99 8.2% 7.6
Public Alcohol 160 13.3% 0.3
All misdemeanors . 1204 100.0% 5.5
FTA 33 66.0% 5.6
Contempt ’ 1 2.0% 3.6
Administrative 3 6.0% 13.9
Fugitive 11 22.0% 11.0
Federal 2 4.0% 1.6
All Miscellaneous 50 100.0% 7.1

4. Releases

Release information appears in Table 3.3. Some of the release modes are not
self-explanatory. "Law Enforcement Releases" appears to be primarily
population cap releases, but also includes the PC 849 releases for simple
drunkenness and releases to other agencies on their holds. It is also
sometimes used when it is known that an inmate is to be released but the
official court documents are slow in arriving. The ALS distribution for this
mode is extraordinarily wide: 22% of releases are made within a day and 25%
take over 20 days, confirming the observation that it is used for a number of
different purposes. '
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"No Local Sentence" can be dismissals or defendants held to answer at a later
date. Furthermore, both Law Enforcement and No Local Sentence refer to the
booking on the particular charge and do not necessarily mean that the inmate
is physically freed if he or she has other charges.’

Compulsory releases, however, apply to all charges; the inmate leaves the jail.
Compulsory releases come on court orders and also include capacity releases.

Promises to Appear (sometimes known as Sheriff's Citations) dominate
pretrial misdemeanor releases, while most pretrial felony releases use the
Own Recognizance (OR) program, which requires some investigation into the
suspect's background. Although the average time for felony OR releases is 4.5
days, 35% of them were made in less than one day and 45% in less than two
days. Bail and bond are much less frequently used than OR or citations, and
for misdemeanors take as least as long as the citation.

Law Enforcement releases are very important; they account for nearly half of
felony releases and nearly a third of misdemeanor releases. Those appear to
be mainly population capacity releases, but the multiple uses to which this
code is put make its exact significance unclear.

It appears that the first five categories of release in Table 3.3 are pretrial
releases and the rest are post-adjudication. Those definitions are used for the
summaries in the last line of the table despite the uncertainty in the use of
some of the codings.

TABLE 3.3
RELEASE MODES BY CHARGE LEVEL
Release Level/% of group
Felony Misdem infraction

No % ALS No % ALS No % ALS
Promise to appear 64 7% 0.4 699 57% 0.1 n 37% 0.1
Own recognizance 184 20% 4.5 12 1% 5.9 0 0%
Cash bail ! 3 0% 4.5 1 0% 0.6 0 0%
Surety bond 61 7% 2.0 24 2% 07 0 0%
Compuls. unsentenced 25 3% 10.1 20 2% 33 0 0%
Bench order 1 0% 9.0 1 0% 80.0 0 0%
Law enforcement 419 46% 235 372 31% 1.3 14 47% 14.1
Time served 82 9% 320 64 5% 224 5 17% 38
Compuls. sentenced 12 1% 17.7 4 0% 29.7 0 0%
No local sentence 59 6% 88.5 3 0% 53.9 0 0%
Work program 7 1% 253 16 1% 211 0 0%
Escape 3 0% 19.8 2 0% 26.9 0 0%
Pretria! 338 37% 3.7 757 62% 0.4 11 37% 0.1
Postadjud. 582 63% 311 461 38% 13.7 19 63% 1.4

Despite the definition of Law Enforcement and No Local Sentence releases, the lengths of stay
shown in this and other tables do refer to physical release.
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5. Comparison with ILPP's 1992 Tracking Study

In ILPP's 1992 study, 37% of felony bookings and 28% of misdemeanor
booking were for warrants, holds, and probation violations. In the current
study it was possible to determine the underlying charges on most of these.
To make the analysis comparable, the 1992 proportions have been
recalculated by removing warrants and parole/probation violations. Table 3.4
shows the relative percents of bookings using the 1992 categories. FTA is here
included with misdemeanors, so the misdemeanor percentages differ slightly
from those in the previous table. |

TABLE 3.4
PRIMARY CHARGES, 1992 AND 1994 STUDIES

1992 1994
Reported No warrants
or VOP

A. Felonies
Violent 25% 19%
Burglary 11% 12%
Other Property 25% 25%
Drug possession 18% 16%
Drug sales 16% 16%
Parole/probation
Warrants

Other

B. Misdemeanors

Violent 27 7% 9%
Property 25 6% 7%
Weapons 1 - 3% 2%
Drug possession 24 6% 10%
Drug sales 3 1% 0%
Probation 2

DUI 1M 28% 34%
Other auto 7 2% 6%
FTA, DWLS 88 22% 1%
Drunk 66 17% 13%
Warrants 154

Other

The first observation is that the proportion of felony bookings is up: the
felony to misdemeanor ratio rose to 3:4 from 1:2 in 1992.
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Comparing the 1992 and 1994 populations, there are not great differences
within the felony bookings. Violence is down slightly and "other" is up; that
category includes weapons and felony DUL  With misdemeanors there are
more shifts. Drug, DUI, and other automotive arrests are up while
FTA/suspended license and drunk bookings are down. However, the
apparent drop in FTA bookings is probably because the underlying charges for
some FTAs were also determined.

In particular it should be noted that there was a decrease in bookings for
violent felonies, whereas in the 1995 profile sample the proportion of violent
felony offenders had increased for both men and women. Assuming that
there was no statistical anomaly in the sampling process, the results indicate
that the relative lengths of stay for violent offenders has increased.®

The number of inmates admitted on a commitment in 1992 was much
smaller. Table 3.5 shows the 1992 numbers and lengths of stay by offense.”
DUI, simple assault, theft, and drug possession dominate the group. Lengths
of stay were about a month for felonies and violent misdemeanors and about
a week for all other misdemeanors except drug possession.

6 The ALS for violent felonies was not given in the 1992 study.

7 The commitments for rape, robbery, and perhaps some other felonies probably do not represent

the entire sentence.
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TABLE 3.5
COMMITMENTS: NUMBERS AND LENGTH OF STAY

Felonies No % ALS

Rape 3 5.5% 293

Robbery 1 1.8% 31.1

Assault w/ Deadly Weapor 4 7.3% 235 /
Domestic Violence 1 1.8% 339

Sex 6

Burglary 5 9.1% 34.5
Theft 5 9.1% 45.5
Other Property 3 5.5% 38.8
Vehicle Theft 1 243

Drug Sale

5.5% . 8.8

Weapons 3

DUI-Felony 6 10.9% 42.4
Felony Auto 1 1.8% 16.3
Misc Felony 3 5.5% 27.0

All felonies 55 100.0% 36.5
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TABLE 3.5
COMMITMENTS: NUMBERS AND LENGTH OF STAY (CONT.)

Misdemenaors

ALS

Battery
Domestic Violence

Resist Arrest
Theft

Other Property
Public offense
Weapons
Misc Misd

Drugs

DUI

All Misdemeanors
FTA

Total, All Offenses

N L I R V)
e
W
ES

192

19.6

4.7
7.0
5.9
8.2
5.5
9.0

21.8

9.5
12.4

39.1

20.0

Table 3.6 gives ALS by charge level and release mode for the commitments.
Law Enforcement releases, time served, and assignment to the work program
are the only significant release modes. Time served is substantially shorter
for misdemeanors than the other two modes.

TABLE 3.6
COMMITMENTS: RELEASES BY CHARGE LEVEL

Release Level/% of grcup
Felony Misdem Infraction

No Y% ALS No Y% ALS No %
Own recognizance 1 2% 76.2 0%
Law enforcement N 56% 394 57 43% 19.9 1 50%
Time served 12 22% 233 71 53% 8.9 1 50%
Compuls. sentenced 0% 1 1% 18.2 0%
Work program 1" 20% 349 5 4% 15.9 0%
Totals 55 100% 35.6 134 100% 139 2 100%
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B. Adult Profile Analysis

There are two types of inmate samples: profiles and tracking. Profiles show
who is in the hall at a particular point, while tracking shows who flows
through in a given period. The two types of sample give different
information even when they are gathered from the same data universe.
Profiles focus on those inmates who have the longest stay. The average
inmate in the jail at any time is a more serious offender than the average
admittee since the less serious are released sooner.

A "snapshot" or profile of jail inmates on January 25, 1995, was taken from
CJIS.8  There were 347 men and 146 women in the sample, which combined
the pretrial jail and the Honor Farm. The female sample is essentially the
entire population while the men are about 37% of the total. Inasmuch as
ILPP made an intensive study of the jail in 1992 the present work is more
limited in scope and is used primarily to discover whether there have been
significant changes in the intervening period.

The 493 inmates had far more than 493 charges against them. ILPP selected
only the "primary" (most significant) charge against each inmate for analysis.
It should be kept in mind, however, that over 80% of the inmates were
booked on more than one charge, which could raise their bail and thus affect
their length of stay in jail.

1. Demographics

This discussion includes male inmates only. The average age of the male
inmates was 31 (the oldest was 70). Nearly half (42%, n = 147) were white.
The proportion of Hispanics was nearly as high (37%) and of Blacks, lower
(19%). (Whites rose by 7%, and blacks fell by 5% from what was found in the
1993 profile) The number of all others was very small (2%), which is
interesting since their proportion is much higher (10%) in the Juvenile Hall.

Sixty percent of the males (209) were residents of Stockton, 85 (24%) of Lodi,
Manteca, and Tracy, and 8 (2%) of other towns and cities in San Joaquin
County. Ten percent of the men were from outside of the county and 13 (4%)
were transient or had no residence listed.?

ILPP gratefully acknowledges the efforts of theé Data Processing Department in extracting the
information and providing follow-up assistance.

For contrast, the county's population was 61% non-Hispanic white, 23% Hispanic, 6% black,
and 12% other, primarily Asians (all persons age 18 - 65, 1990 Census).
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Over a third of the men (35%) were in jail on a warrant or a remand, and
another 16% were reporting for a commitment. Of the 157 brought in on
open (new) charges, 64% were arrested by the Stockton police, 17% by the
Sheriff, 6% each by the Tracy and Manteca police, and 5% by the Highway
Patrol. No open bookings were made on arrests by the Lodi police.

TABLE 3.7
MALE INMATES WITH WARRANTS

Legal Status
Charge Pretrial Adjud. Total
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Drug$
DUI
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Fraud
M/Battery
M/BattLEO
M/DomViol
M/DrugP
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“M/Theft
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Mansltr
MiscF
Murder
OProp
Rape
Robbery
Sex
Theft
VehTh
Weapon
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Grand total

The inmates did not appear to lead a very stable lifestyle. Only 65 were
married (11%); the rest were single (218), divorced, or separated. Though
most (279, or 80%) were unemployed, 64 (18%) claimed to be employed or self-
employed. Sixty were specifically identified as substance abusers (17%); if
alcohol or drug-related primary charges were included the total with
substance problems rose to 169 (49%). Eleven were considered suicide risks
(3%), but only 2 were adjudged escape risks.
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2. Charges

A quarter of the inmates (25%) had been charged with a violent felony,
including 23 homicides and attempts. Almost the same numbers (23% each)
had been arrested for drug felonies (23%) and for property felonies (23%),
including burglary, car theft, and larceny. Ten percent were jailed for non-
violent misdemeanors and 8% for misdemeanors DUI or suspended licenses.
Tables 3.8 and 3.9 show the breakdown of charges for male and female
inmates. The column headed "% of all" is that offense as a percent of all
offenses (felony and misdemeanor). "% of level" is the percent of all felonies

or misdemeanors, as applicable.

TABLE 3.8
MEN'S PROFILE SAMPLE: PRIMARY CHARGES

1995 1992
(Jail & H.F.)
N= 347
Number % of all % of level % of all % of level
Murder, attempted murder, manslaughter 23 7% 9%
Rape, other felony sex 14 4% 5%
Carjack, robbery, attempted robbery 19 5% 7%
Domestic violence 13 4% 5%

Assault, battery, kidnap

Felony property
Felony drug
Other felony

Misdemeanor violent
Other misdemeanor
FTA, VOP

All charges 347 100%
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TABLE 3.9

WOMEN'S PROFILE SAMPLE: PRIMARY CHARGES

Felony property
Felony drug

Misdemeanor violent
Other misdemeanor

b )

5%
16%

1995 1992
(Jail & H.F.)
N= 146
Number % of all % of level % of all % of level
Murder, attempted murder 5 3% 5%
Carjack, robbery 8 5% 8%
Assault, domestic violence 5 3% 5%

17% 3%
59% 32%

DUI, DWLS/E

All charges 146 100% JOO%

Comparable figures from the 1992 study are presented in the last column.!0
The percentage of violent offenders at both the felony and misdemeanor
levels has risen considerably while that of felony drug offenders has slipped.
There have also been shifts in the makeup of nonviolent misdemeanants.

3. Adjudication Status and Length of Stay

In terms of their legal status, 64% of the men were pretrial felons, 11% pretrial
misdemeanants, 13% adjudicated felons and 12% sentenced misdemeanants.
Half of the pretrial inmates had no bail set. Nine percent (31 cases in the
sample) were "three-strikes" eligible, but only 6 of them had been arrested for
violent offenses; the commonest third-strike charges were burglary, theft, and
drugs.

-

10 The figures are for the old main jail and honor farm combined, and warrants and VOPs have

been eliminated since in the current study the ‘underlying charges are used. (Inherent in that
procedure is the assumption that the underlying charges for warrants and VOPs in the old study
were distributed in about the same way as the open charges.) The numbers as shown in the
table do not therefore directly match any in the earlier study, and that is also true for the other
comparisons of the two studies presented later in this section.
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The average length of stay as of the profile date was 57 days (64 for pretrial and
39 for sentenced), and the median was 34 days. (A discrepancy between the
mean and the median indicates a lopsided distribution.) The longest stay was
580 days, while 48 inmates (14%) had been in custody less than a week. The
observed length of stay reflects only the time from intake to the sampling date
and does not show the inmate's total time spent in custody; that type of
information comes from a tracking study. ‘ '

TABLE 3.10
CHARGE LEVEL BY ADJUDICATION STATUS

Pretrial Sentenced
A. Males ‘
Felony 221 46
Misdemeanor 37 43
B. Females
Felony 91 17
Misdemeanor 24 14

4, Women

The women's average age was 32, ranging from 18 to 52. Nearly half (46%, or

67) were white, with most of the rest being black and Hispanic (39 and 37, or

27% and 26% respectively). Almost all (77%) resided in Stockton (112), and

most of the rest ( 16%) came from Lodi, Manteca, and Tracy. Only 8 were not

county residents. Slightly over half were single (56%, 82), with 22 each

married or separated (15%) and 19 divorced. Virtually all (95%) were

unemployed. Sixty-four (44%) had substance abuse problems of some sort,

and applying the extended measure of substance problems as above the
number rose to 91 (62%). Sixteen (11%) were considered suicide risks, and

there were no escape risks noted.

There were some serious violent female offenders in the sample (5 murders
and attempted murders, 8 robberies and carjackings, 5 felony assaults). In all,
12% had been arrested for violent felonies, but most were charged with lesser
offenses: 49 property felonies (34%), 34 drug felonies (23%), and 23 in a group
of non-violent misdemeanors such as drug possession, forgery, petty theft,
and prostitution (16%). Only 4% were booked for DUI or suspended /expired
licenses. Two were 3-strikes eligible, one for theft and one for drug
possession.
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Even more than the men, most of the women had been arrested on a
warrant, remand, or commitment. Only 47 (32%) were booked on open
charges. In that group, 60% of the women were arrested by the Stockton
police, 26% by the sheriff and 11% by the other cities' police forces.

Most of the women (115, or 78%) were in pretrial status. Of those 91 (62% of
all females) had a felony as the most serious charge. Of the 31 sentenced, 17
(12%) had felony and 14 (10%) had misdemeanor charges. The average time
in jail as of the sample date was 55 days, but the distribution was even more
widely skewed than for males: one person had been detained for nearly three
years, while 29 (20%) had been held less than a week. The median length of
stay was 23 days. Average stays by adjudication status were 59 days for pretrial
and 37 days for sentenced.

Male and female inmates differed in their criminal characteristics in that
many more men were booked for violent felonies, while women were most
often detained for property offenses. Drug bookings were about a quarter of
each sample. Twice as high a proportion of men were held on DUI and
suspended licenses. '

Most of the men and virtually all of the women were unemployed. Most
were single, separated, or divorced. Reported drug use was particularly high
among women, and measurements of that characteristic will often
underestimate the true extent of the problem. Over 10% of the women were
reported to be suicide risks. ’

5. Classification

The Detention Division classifies all inmates by security level. It begins with
the objective classification scheme developed by the National Institute of
Corrections (NIC), but in about 30% of the cases it modifies the scores because
of gang affiliations, enmities, or other personal characteristics uncovered by
the interviewer.

The jail has 8 classification levels. Levels 5 through 8 are maximum security.
Level 8 is for those who pose a high risk to other inmates and staff. Level 7 is
disciplinary segregation, level 6 is protective custody, and level 5 is medical
segregation. Level 4 is general population in the main jail.

Level 3 is not used; it was the highest level at the Honor Farm. Level 2 is
Honor Farm restricted, and Level 1 is Honor Farm general population.

June, 1995 p K.17



San Joaquin County
FINAL REPORT Criminal Justice System Evaluation

. The jail does not normally tabulate statistics on classification level, but a
special run on February 21 showed the following:

. Levels 6-8, 198. The largest was level 6, with 102
o Level 5, 64

e Level 4, 558

° Levels 1-2, 371, of which 220 were level 1.

In terms of percentages, levels 6-8 were 17% of the total, level 4 was 47%, level
2 was 13%, level 1 was 18%, and medical was 5%. No breakdown by sex was
made, but there are women at all levels. Women are probably over-
represented in level 5 as their medical costs are about 40% of the total medical
budget. (Some are pregnant and they have high rates of drug addiction.)

6. Comparison with ILPP's 1992 Study

Because the jail is a new facility opened after ILPP's first study in 1992 it is of
interest to compare the populations then and now. In the present study the
main jail and honor farm male populations are combined. The main jail is
' used for virtually all the pretrial defendants, while sentenced inmates can be
' " in either facility. (Inmates at the Honor Farm can be sent back to the jail for
behavioral problems.) )

The proportion of men by ethnicity has changed compared to 1992. Black
men were 26% of the combined Main Jail/Honor Farm population but appear
as only 19% in the current sample. White men have made up the difference;
the proportion of Hispanics is essentially unchanged. In the female
population there appear to be a few more black women and a corresponding
~ drop in Latinas, but the numbers are small enough that this may be a random
fluctuation. The average ages of inmates have not changed appreciably.

In 1992 proportion of unsentenced felons in the male population at the two
facilities together was 41%. That figure has risen to 64%.11 Most of the
women then were sentenced, whereas now they resemble the men in being
primarily pretrial. The ratio of felonies to misdemeanors is about the same
for both men and women (three to one), but has risen since 1992.

. n The current number is biased upwards in part because the capacity of the Honor Farm, which

holds only sentenced inmates, has decreased much more than that of the pretrial jail, which is
used primarily for the unsentenced.
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Another difference is that the proportion of violent offenders is higher today
among males. In 1992 it was 15% of felons in the combined jail populations,
but in 1995 it had risen to 25%.12 For violent misdemeanors the
corresponding figures were 1% (old) and 4% (new). The proportion of violent
felonies among women also rose, from 10% to 12% of the total. For men,
felony property charges did not change much and felony drugs dropped a
little. Among the women felony property charges rose and misdemeanor
property (and other) charges fell.

Warrant arrests were important for both groups then, and remain so, but the
proportion of warrant arrests for women rose from 28% in 1992 to 41% in
1995. For men, by contrast, it dropped from 38% to 24%. About 40% of the
total sample had at least one warrant, though it was not always on the
primary charge. Surprisingly the number of Failures to Appear (FTA) was
very small, only about 1% of all charges.

In 1992 the majority of commitments appeared to be for substance abusers.
That may still be the case. Only a few commitments were of identified
substance abusers, but if commitments for DUI and drug offenses are included
the total rises to 41 of 68 commitments. = There were also several
commitments for minor property crimes and even 3 for personal felonies
(sex, kidnap).

12 In 1992 about one-third of the men had been arrested on warrants, for which the underlying

charges were not given. In the current study the underlying charges are used to calculate the
totals. It is assumed that the 1992 warrants were distributed proportionally to the identified
charges. Because of this string of assumptions there is by necessity a large range of uncertainty
in comparing the charge distribution between the two studies. Nonetheless it appears that the
ratio of violent felons to property or drug offenders detained in the jail has grown.
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The increase in the proportion of violent felons appears to be due both to an
increase in the numbers of such inmates and to a reduction in the number of
less-serious offenders. There appear to have been about 80 more violent male
felons in the jail on the sampling dates in 1995 than in 1992.13 Since the
tracking study shows no increase (in fact a small decrease) in the proportion
of violent felony bookings compared to 1992, the increase in violent offenders
can only be due to an increase in their length of stay. 14, 15

The reduction in other offenders arises because of a decrease in the total jail
population. The male inmate population in San Joaquin County in May,
1992 was 1157 (698 in the jail and 459 on the Honor Farm). On January, 25
1995, it was 941 (629 and 312, respectively), so there was a decrease of over 200
inmates with the replacement of the old jail and closing of some Honor Farm
beds. When fewer beds are available it is the lesser offenders who should be
released first.

One of the reasons for the increased length of stay may be the three-strikes
law, whose impact on local justice systems is just beginning to be understoed.
Reports from other counties suggest that most inmates on their third strike
and even some first-time violent offenders are choosing to go to trial rather
than plead because of the three-strikes law. If they go to trial they will stay in
jail longer before adjudication, so their numbers in a profile sample will be
increased.

C. Jail Population Projections

In 1992 ILPP presented a detailed and rather complex discussion of the issues
affecting the growth of the jail population. Most of the points made there still
hold, in particular the concept that the jail population is what the county is
willing to make it be. The following seeks mainly to build upon that study,
not to replace it.

13 The extrapolation of the sample to the population and the correction for warrant arrests make

that number subject to some uncertainty.

L The absolute length of stay for violent offenders need not have increased; it must only have

grown relative to the length of stay for all other offenses.

5 Adult arrests for violent felonies grew by less than 1% from 1992 to 1993. The 1994 data is not

yet available, but the Sheriff's department reports a decrease in reported violent felony offenses
from 1993 to 1994. However the number of reported offenses is not a good measure of the
numbers of arrests or bookings.
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1. Changes in Projection Variables Since 1992

With the opening of the new pretrial jail in 1993 and the partial closing of the
Honor Farm, the baseline assumptions must shift. At the current time, for
example, it appears that the Honor Farm is saturated. (Figure 3.2) Unless
more beds become available the population will remain at its current levels
indefinitely regardless of system demand or changes in crime and arrests.

For the main jail, there are two changes since ILPP's 1992 analysis. One is that
the jail now houses both men and women, and the housing is flexible
enough that beds are effectively interchangeable; in other words there are
some beds which can be occupied by inmates of either sex so that it is not
necessary to reserve capacity on both sides. Second, the new jail was opened
~with single bunking while the old jail was double bunked, with the result
that the total men's and women's maximum security capacity fell by about
140 beds. Subsequent gradual double-bunking has allowed the capacity to
slowly rise.

2.  Current Inmate Projections

Figures 3.3 to 3.5 show three important quantities: total jail population,
monthly bookings, and average lengths of stay. Since the new jail houses
both men and women, the male and female populations and bookings are
summed before 1993 to give comparable figures.

Jail population crept upward by 15 people or so per year from 1986 to 1992,
dropped with the opening of the new jail, and then began to rise at about the
same rate. Bookings, likewise, rose only gradually during that period. The
average length of stay, which is calculated by dividing population by
bookings, remained nearly constant for felony detainees. For misdemeanors
ALS rose sharply in the new jail. That may be in part due to the addition of
the women since ALS for female misdemeanants has been higher and more
erratic than that for men (as is shown in Figure 3.5).
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Taken together, the above data suggests that jail population growth rates have
not been much affected by the change of facilities. That being the case, the
rates of growth from 1992 still appear valid. They were based upon the
growth of population in the county, particularly of persons in the age groups
most likely to be arrested. The opening of the new jail and the closure of part
of the Honor Farm reduced the number of available jail beds. The rate of
growth has nonetheless remained at a level comparable to that when the
county had a larger total number of jail beds available. Thus the jail
population continues to grow at the same rate, but from a lower base number.
Figure 3.6 shows a projection based on this pattern. The 1992 population was.
the annual average for the old jail (men and women combined) and the 1993
and 1994 figures are the annual averages for the new facility.

FIGURE 3.2
HONOR FARM POPULATION
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FIGURE 3.3
TOTAL JAIL POPULATION
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FIGURE 3.5
AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY
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The security level of housing is also important. In 1992, ILPP performed a
classification study and found that 19% of the men in the main jail could be
classified as maximum security risks. Using the county's somewhat more
restrictive guidelines, the county would classify 25% of the population in the
maximum security category. ILPP also found that 30% of men in the jail
could be considered minimum security risks. Since general population (level
4) is the lowest level used for the jail no comparable figure can be derived for
the lowest level of pretrial inmates.

The Honor Farm population is all minimum level inmates, and about 60% of
them could be called low-minimum, that is, inmates who can leave
voluntarily for work duty. Even some of the Honor Farm inmates segregated
in restricted housing (but who could easily escape if they wished) are so
classified because of limitations on their abilities to work and not because they
pose any risk.

The 1992 conclusions remain: The inmate population is forecasted to be
mostly non-maximum security risks; if any expansion is undertaken it
should be primarily at the medium and minimum security levels.

3. Discussion

There must be assumed a wide range both up and down about the
projections. Many factors can increase or decrease the projected rate of jail
growth, and none of them other than general population growth can be.
accurately predicted over a period of years. Most are policy decisions rather
than an organic factor like population.

An important but perhaps subtle point is that policy changes tend to have a
one-time impact. If jail population is growing at the same rate as county
population and a change is made, say to double the commitment for DUI, the
ADP will rise to a higher level to reflect the change, and will then settle back
to the same rate of growth. The longer the sentence, the more time is
required to attain the new equilibrium, but it will eventually occur.

The discontinuous nature of policy impacts is obscured by having a number
of small changes going on more or less in overlapping sequence where their
individual effects cannot easily be distinguished. The importance of this
point is that jail populations will not continue to grow more rapidly than the
county unless there is something forcing them to do so, and the forcing
factors cannot level off; they must be continually accumulating.
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As noted in the section on crime in the county and reflected in the jail profile
study, the fraction of reported crime which is violent appears to have grown
recently. About a quarter of the male inmates are now accused of a violent
felony, two-thirds more than the proportion of just three years ago. Part of
this is a concentration effect caused by decreasing the numbers of lesser
offenders, but the reports of aggravated assault and the arrests for that offense
have risen. (The most serious violent crimes, murder and rape, have not

grown.) o

The apparent growth in violent crime suggests further inquiry. Is-it real, and
if so, are certain types of violence growing faster than others? Two areas
which have been mentioned are domestic violence and gang violence, with
the latter in particular involving weapons. From the tracking study, where
the distinction is made, it appears that much of the felonious assault is
domestic violence, with weapons not far behind, yet domestic batterers are
not a large part of the profile sample since they have a relatively short length
of stay. How the numbers of those offenses may have changed over the past
few years is yet to be determined. '

With domestic violence the explanation may lie more in how it is handled
than in how often it occurs. The justice system response to domestic violence
is evolving, with increasing emphasis on arrest incarceration and on
prosecution.

The availability of firearms, especially among youth, converts simple assault
arrests to assault with a deadly weapon arrests. Juvenile authorities note a
strong trend in that direction, and it probably will extend to younger adults as
well. With the expected growth of the late teen-aged population through the
end of the century inmates charged with that offense will probably grow.

- 4. Three Strikes Impact

The effect of the three-strikes law is under study by the county justice agencies
at the time of this writing. Though the results are not yet in, certain changes
in system operation are expected. Some have been described as having
already happened elsewhere in a report by the California Legislative Analyst's
Office. The number of felony trials is increasing because defendants on their
third strike have nothing to gain by plea-bargaining, and might as well take
their chances on reduction of the charge or even acquittal by a jury. Where
they once might have gone to prison or been sentenced to probation, now
they wait in jail.
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There is still another unintended consequence of the new law: As described
in the profile study, most of the third strike inmates are not accused of a
violent crime. Most were arrested for burglary, theft, or drugs. With charges
of that nature they might otherwise have been eligible for OR release, but
when facing the lengthy mandated imprisonment they are at greater risk of
becoming fugitives and should be detained.

Finally, the appetite of the public for increased punishment seems not to
- have abated, though their willingness to pay for it is not as strong. And, are
of the most difficult tasks of criminal justice officials in elective positions is
to show their constituencies the difference between treating different kinds of
criminal efficiently and justly versus treating all criminals leniently.

All of the above considerations suggest a more rapid growth of the jail
population. There can, however, be moderating factors. In 1992 ILPP
projected what the jail population might have been without the population
cap, i. e. no court-ordered capacity restrictions. Unrestricted growth would
have been much faster than what was observed. But, as already noted, when
the old jail was closed the system was able to adapt to a lowered bed capacity.
That experience proves it can be done when there is no reasonable
alternative. _

There are other possibilities for lowering population growth that lie within
the current state of the art. Certain types of offenders, in particular low-level
substance abusers and others whose impulses outrun their judgment, still are
jailed when jail has not been shown to be an effective solution to their
problems. The emotionally disturbed are often sent to jail also, though the
available data for San Joaquin shed no light on that issue locally. The
application of intermediate sanctions, punishments where the convicted are
out of jail but severely restricted in their activities has not been fully explored.

Despite all the positive and negative considerations, the final decision on jail
population lies where the funding is. Jail population will not grow faster
than money can be raised to build and operate the facilities, and public
support for funding is volatile and unpredictable. Some expansion at a
relatively affordable cost is possible through the use of minimum security
facilities such as the Honor Farm, which cost less both to build and to operate
than full jails, but the possible hardening of the inmates and the incentive to
escape from the third-strike prosecution will require medium-level beds also,
which offer less of an economy. Perhaps the real mission of county
governments is to align the public's demand for criminal justice with its
willingness to pay for it. The level of the incarceration rate is not important;
the equalization of supply and demand is the core issue.
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L. DEMAND REPORT CHAPTER IV
JUVENILE DEMAND ANALYSIS

A. Juvenile Tracking Analysis!
1. Demographics

The intake logs were examined for the months of January and June 1994.
There were 606 minors admitted during the period, 526 males and 83 females.
The largest group was Hispanics (220, 36%), then blacks (149, 24%), whites
(141, 23%), and Asians (94, 16%). Most of the females were white (35) or
Hispanic (30). For comparison, the population aged 10-17 in San Joaquin
County in 1990 was 49% white, 28% Hispanic, 6% black, and 16% "other”
(mostly Asian).

FIGURE 4.1
JUVENILE INTAKE -POPULATION (JANUARY-JUNE, 1994)

Bench Warrants,
Court
Continuances &
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18%
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Sentence Offense
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All of the juvenile data is maintained manually in paper files. There is inherent inconsistency
in a paper system since entries are not always made legibly or in the same format. File folders
go in different directions, especially those for prior arrestees who have reached the age of 18
and are thus no longer under the jurisdiction of juvenile probation. Despite heroic efforts by the
staff of the Juvenile Hall, some of the data could not be located, so the totals in different parts
of the following analysis are often not equal.
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FIGURE 4.2
MALE JUVENILE INTAKE POPULATION ETHNIC BREAKDOWN
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FIGURE 4.3
FEMALE JUVENILE INTAKE POPULATION ETHNIC BREAKDOWN
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FIGURE 4.4
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY POPULATION AGED 10-17 (1990)
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Visual inspection of the Asian names suggests that nearly all were Southeast
Asians, primarily of Cambodian and Lao origin (including Laotian minority
such as Hmong) with fewer Vietnamese. The relatively high number of
Asian youth is in contrast with the situation at the adult jail where the
"other" population is only about 3% of those booked.

The average age was 15.9 years; the oldest was 18.7 at booking and the
youngest was 11.6. Six persons over 18 were booked and 3 under 12 (20 under
13).

2. Charges

The logs showed that 331 were booked for an instant offense and the others
were admitted for procedural reasons, the largest being commitments for
sentence (150 cases). It was possible to identify the underlying offense in 141
of the procedures, and they are added to the totals below. For some types of
offense such as battery and weapons the logs did not specify whether the
offense was at a felony or misdemeanor level.
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By far the most frequent offense was vehicle theft (106 cases), followed by
burglary (69). There were 27 batteries and 27 assaults with a deadly weapon; 24
robberies (including carjacks); 33 weapons and use of firearms in a felony; 78
other property offenders (theft, vandalism, stolen property); and 19 drug cases.
The most serious bookings were 3 homicides (including attempted), 1
manslaughter, 1 rape, and 2 other sexual assaults. It appeared from several
multiple bookings that in cases of vehicle theft all occupants of the car were
booked on that offense, so the actual number of cars stolen would be much
lower.

3. Releases.and Lengths of Stay

A release date was recorded for 570 of the juveniles. Their overall average
length of stay (ALS) was 13.1 days.

The complete record of offenses, release modes, and release dates was
available for 448 arrestees. Because of the relatively small number of cases,
for analytical purposes the offenses are sometimes grouped into violent,
property, and other offenses, and the releases into home, home-restricted,
promises to appear, and transfers to other institutions.

Violent offenses include robbery, sexual assaults, and use of a firearm as well
as homicide and assault or battery. Property offenses are burglary, thefts,
arson, trespass, vandalism, and stolen property. Other offenses include drugs,
weapons possession, DUI, and disorderly conduct.

Home releases are unconditional, including the emergency release program.
Restricted home releases are house arrest, home surveillance, electronic
monitoring, and the work program. Promises to appear are treated separately.
Transfers are to the CYA, jail, the juvenile halls of other counties, and group
homes.

The first table shows the numbers of juveniles released by mode for offense
category, and ALS for those same combinations.
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TABLE 4.1
JUVENILE RELEASE BY MODE AND ALS

Release Class
Offense Group Home PTA Restricted Transfer Grand Total

ALS ‘ 10.5 1.3 7.3 37.8 12.3

Tables 4.2 gives a breakdown, first by offense and second by release mode.
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TABLE 4.2
RELEASE BY OFFENSE CLASS

Release Class
Offense Class Home PTA Restricted Transfer Grand Total

ALS 12.8 1.4 9.5 34.4 11.0

ALS 10.5 1.3 7.3

Most of the juveniles were released to home, though often on a promise to
appear (PTA) or under some supervision or control. Relatively few (17%)
were transferred to other agencies, but they remained in the hall much
longer, accounting for half of the bed days.

Juveniles eventually transferred to CYA had by far the longest stays: 81.3
days, followed by transfers to group homes. The shortest stays were for those
released on a promise to appear (PTA). They stayed only a little over a day,
and there was not much of a difference by type of offense, except that vehicle
theft and weapons took more than a day (but those two constituted more than
half the PTA releases). The house arrest (HA) and home surveillance (HS)
releases were made relatively quickly — 4 or 5 days — while electronic
monitoring (EMP) took a few days longer. Straight home releases averaged 11
days; it included a number of commitments, but they took no longer than
those without commitments.

The chart shows the distribution of 571 juvenile offenders by their length of
stay. The axis "Days in Hall" shows the maximum; thus the point "5 days" is
the number of those staying more than one and up to five days.

Most juvenile offenders are released quickly, over half of them in less than
five days; but that group occupies only 5% of the beds. It is those who stay a
long time that consume the bulk of the resources.
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FIGURE 4.5.
JUVENILE LENGTH OF STAY
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As described earlier, nearly half of the juveniles are admitted to the Hall for
"procedural" reasons rather than for an instant new offense. These are the
procedures which result in the recording of a new admission:

. On a bench warrant: arrested for some violation of conditions such
as a failure to appear;

e On a court commitment after appearing voluntarily following a
pretrial release;

e On a remand by the court before the case is adjudicated (listed as a
continuance);

e By transfer in from some other agency, for any of several reasons;
*  On a hold for another agency;

*  For a probation violation.
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There were 211 procedural cases not originally in custody. Nearly all were
admitted for one of four reasons: bench warrants (53) commitments (98),
continuances (23), and probation violations (23). Most of the releases were to
home (168), though many of those were under restriction, particularly
electronic monitoring (38 cases). Overall ALS for this group was 14.8 days,
slightly longer than for the "identified offenses.” The distribution also shows
far fewer released in under one day.

FIGURE 4.6
BREAKDOWN OF PROCEDURAL CASES
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FIGURE 4.7
LENGTH OF STAY PROCEDURAL ADMISSIONS
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There were 147 commitments where the release date was recorded. The
average nominal length of the commitment sentence was 26.7 days but the
actual time served was only 10 days.

4. General Conclusions

The tracking study suggests that the Hall is releasing large numbers of youth
quickly, yet the few inmates who stay for a long time are the ones who occupy
most of the beds. Presumably they are the ones who have high custody scores
and may be tried as adults (that information is lacking from the intake sheet).

ILPP notes that the manual records system is a serious barrier to the Juvenile
Hall's ability to summarize and analyze its own operations. Data are missing,
inconsistently recorded, and occasionally impossible (two admissions in
sequence without an intervening release, for example). While most of the
relevant information is recorded somewhere, the effort to retrieve it and
resolve inconsistencies means that in practice systematic analysis is nearly

. impossible. '
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. B. Juvenile Hall Profile
1. Demographics

Data was gathered primarily from the files of the juveniles in custody on
December 15, 1994.2 There were 118 inmates in the Hall on that day, of whom
102 were males. The oldest was 17.9 years, the youngest 12.4, and the average
was 16.2 years. Ethnically there were 40 Hispanics, 31 whites, 28 blacks, and 12
Asians. (The numbers do not always add to the totals as small groups are left
out.) The proportions of the total population are 34% Hispanic, 26% white,
24% black, and 10% Asian. Those proportions are quite different from the
(male) sample in the adult jail which is 47% white, 37% Hispanic, 19% black,
and only 2% Asians and others.

FIGURE 4.8
JUVENILE HALL PROFILE SAMPLE ETHNIC BREAKDOWN
(DECEMBER 15, 1994)
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Eighty-five lived in Stockton, 8 in Lodi, 2 in Tracy, and 5 in Manteca. There
were 12 other cities of residence plus "unknown" and missing information.

‘ 2 ILPP expresses its appreciation for the efforts of the Juvenile Hall staff who wrestled with an
antiquated manual records system in helping to gather much of the data used in this report.
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FIGURE 4.9
JUVENILE HALL PROFILE SAMPLE CITY RESIDENCE BREAKDOWN
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The principal arresting agency was the Stockton police, 58 arrests. Others

were: the sheriff 10; Lodi and Manteca police together, 14 (Tracy none);

Amador, Calaveras, and Tuolomne County Probation departments, 7. (San

Joaquin Probation, Rehab and courts were listed for 20 juveniles} but these
. were not the originating agencies.)

FIGURE 4.10
PROFILE SAMPLE ARRESTING AGENCY BREAKDOWN
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2. Charges

There were 23 juveniles held on secondary charges such as commitments,
continuances, bench warrants and VOP. Underlying charges were listed for 18
of those and are included in the following compilation. In all the charges
were located for 112 inmates. Over 90% of the inmates were held on felony
level charges. :

More than half (58 of the 112) were held for violent crimes. They included:
murder and attempted murder, 11; assault, battery, and child abuse, 20; sexual
battery, 1; robbery and carjack, 26. Other serious offenses were auto theft 11;
burglary 18; theft and stolen property, 12; drug (sale and use) 5. It appears that
many juveniles were arrested in groups or gangs as they have similar charges
at the same booking times, and are of the same ethnic background.

FIGURE 4.11 PROFILE SAMPLE BREAKDOWN BY VIOLENT OFFENSE
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3. Severity, Classification, and Length of Stay

The Juvenile Hall performs a risk assessment for all juveniles at intake to
indicate their eligibility for release. Of the 103 in the sample who had risk
assessment scores, 89 totaled 10 points or more (automatically detained), and
39 had a score of 10 on the instant offense, indicating maximum seriousness
(707 (b) offenses). At least 17 were being held as adults. The risk assessment is
repeated after the jurisdictional hearing as the charge is frequently reduced.

The average length of stay as of the sampling date was 40 days. For the 17
juveniles being held as adults it was 61 days, and for the others, 30 days. The’
person longest in custody had been there for 406 days. Even those who had
been in custody only a single day were charged as serious offenders (robbery,
burglary, drug sales).

Some indication of the rate of case processing is given by the average length
of stay for those whose jurisdictional hearing had been completed (74
juveniles, ALS = 41 days) and dispositional hearing completed (24 inmates,
ALS 26 days). The average for the jurisdictional hearings was longer because
only that hearing had been completed for some serious offenders who had
been in the hall for many months.3

C. Juvenile Hall Population Projections

As can be seen from the juvenile profile and tracking, San Joaquin County
has a large number of serious juvenile offenders. How will their numbers
change in the next several years?

There are several trends which have an impact. The county’s population is
growing, and the juvenile population will grow with it. According to the
California Department of Finance (DOF), the population aged 10-17 will grow
by 44% between 1990 and 2000. Growth will slow to 16% in the succeeding
decade. Growth will be fastest among Asian youth, followed by Hispanics;
after 2000 the numbers of African American youth will grow much more
slowly while non-Hispanic whites will actually decrease.

The fastest growth in the 10-14 year old group has already occurred. The 15-17
year old group, which is much more likely to be booked than the younger
children, will grow most rapidly in the next five years. (In ILPP's tracking
study the older youth constituted nearly three-quarters of the bookings.)

3 The figures should not be interpreted as giving a measure of the average time from arrest to

completion of the hearings.
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Senior personnel at the Juvenile Hall are of the opinion that the juveniles
arrested today are charged with much more serious offenses, especially crimes
involving violence or firearms, than was true a decade or two ago. That
observation is in agreement with the numbers of arrests of juveniles in the
county for violent felonies. It rose from 149 in 1987 to 470 in 1993. Robbery
arrests rose most steeply, by 350% in that period, with assaults not far behind.
(California Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Information Center; 1994
figures are not yet available.)

Bookings must be preceded by arrests, so it is instructive to examine arrest
trends. The historical record of arrests of juveniles in San Joaquin County for
both felonies and misdemeanors of all types shows three distinct phases.
From 1981 to 1987 the numbers decreased, slightly for felonies and more
unmarkedly for misdemeanors. Felony arrests grew sharply from 1988 to
1991. There was a parallel increase in misdemeanor arrests but it all came in
1991. From 1991 to 1993 the numbers of arrests at both levels have been
essentially constant. (Figure 4.12)

FIGURE 4.12 JUVENILE ARRESTS

3,500

o o o

\1_4-\—‘3\ / -
2,500 ~f -
B n”
2,000 / u juvenile felony
|
L] “Nu ——L—juvenile
1,500 ->.\ / misdem
.‘!/.\.__./!
1,000
500
0 +——+—+—+—+—+—+—+—+—+—+—
- N ™M L O N R O - N oM
SEBRERRERFRES

- The increase in felony arrests from 1988 to 1991 was primarily due to increases
in violence (all types), larceny, vehicle theft, and weapons, the last very

sharply from 1990 to 1991. Burglary arrests grew only in 1993, and drug arrests
hit a plateau in 1987.
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The arrest rates (arrests per 100,000 juvenile residents) for felonies were steady
from 1983 to 1988. There was a moderate increase from 1989 to 1991 and a
slight decline through 1993. Misdemeanor arrest rates have fallen
measurably since 1983. (Figure 4.13) The increase in juvenile arrests is due
primarily to an increase in juvenile population.

FIGURE 4.13 JUVENILE ARRESTS RATES
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Taken together, these observations suggest that the expected growth of the
juvenile population would cause juvenile hall bookings to increase at a fairly
noticeable rate from the present at least until 2000. The trend has not yet set
in: the annual monthly admissions in 1994 were virtually the same as in
1989, with insignificant fluctuations in the years between. Perhaps that is
because the population growth to date has been primarily in the under-15 age
group. The patterns of misdemeanor arrests (much lower for minor offenses
such as drunkenness, liquor law violation, and trespassing, as well as nearly a
_discontinuation of status arrests) suggest a change in police behavior as well.
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Despite the trend it would be prudent to anticipate an increase in admissions
over at least the next five years since the numbers of older juveniles will
increase in that period. Application of ILPP's demographic arrest model says
that, based on population growth and demographic shifts alone, the juvenile
arrest rate will grow by 34% from 1990 to 2000 and by 17% from 2000 to 2010.
Juvenile felony arrests would grow by 28% and 18% in those two periods,
while for misdemeanors the rates are higher in the first decade (39% and
16%). Violent felony arrests would exhibit one of the sharpest growth rates
(40% from 1990 to 2000). The 1991-1993 arrest data show increases that are in
general consistent with the projections, though there are some differences in
detail (e. g., a tripling of weapons arrests in 1991).

In summary, an increase in Juvenile Hall bookings of 20% to 25% by 2000
would not be surprising.
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M. DEMAND REPORT CHAPTER V
COURT DEMAND ANALYSIS

A. Introduction

Municipal courts handle the lesser offenses, misdemeanors and infractions,
including parking. Felonies are initially filed in municipal courts, but many
are bound over to the superior court for disposition. Municipal courts do not
hear juvenile criminal cases.

The superior court is the court of general jurisdiction: it hears all matters
except those delegated to the municipal courts. It deals with adult felonies
and all juvenile offenses except minor infractions such as traffic violations.

B. Court Demand Analysis Issues

Analysis of court statistics revolves around two questions: Can the courts
handle the volume of work presented to them, and can they do it within a
reasonable amount of time? Their ability to do that depends on having an
adequate number of judges with supporting staff and on efficient court rules
and procedures. To some extent it is also a matter of luck, since the occasional
very difficult case can consume many times the resources required on the
average, especially in the superior court.

A complication arises in analyzing only the criminal caseload of a court
system. Both levels of court handle civil matters in addition to criminal
cases, and judges move between criminal and civil, sometimes on a long-
term rotation and sometimes at much shorter intervals. If the criminal load
suddenly increases, for example, the court may temporarily shift some judges
to cover it. (An alternative is to utilize a temporary judge, who is frequently
one that has recently retired from service.)

Because it is up to the court itself how to allocate judicial time between
criminal and civil matters, the criminal caseload alone does not reflect the
court's entire workload. Furthermore, most courts do not maintain statistics
that distinguish the amounts of time spent by judges on criminal and on civil
cases. Since the present study is concerned only with the criminal justice
system, a finding, for example, that the criminal caseload per judge is light
and yet backlogged could be interpreted to indicate either an inefficient system
or a heavy civil burden that swamps the judges.

June, 1995 M.1



. San Joaquin County
FINAL REPORT Criminal Justice System Evaluation

Summary data is collected for all courts in California by the state Judicial
Council. Because it is all in the same format it is possible to compare the
courts' performance with statewide averages. ILPP obtained FY 1991-92
through 1993-94 data from the Judicial Council, and supplementary current
information from the court administrators' offices: FY 1993-94 data for the
Superior Court and calendar 1994 data for the three municipal courts (MRET
through November only).

C. Court Coordination Impact

The San Joaquin County courts took an innovative step forward in 1993 by
piloting the "court coordination" process, which modifies the handling of
felony cases. The usual practice had been for felonies to be heard first in the
municipal courts and then bound over to the superior court. The case had to
be filed in each court, and each court kept its own records on it.

However many felony defendants are willing to plead almost from the first.
In the old days the plea would have to be sent to the superior court for
sentencing anyway. San Joaquin County courts now allow the municipal
courts to accept a plea from, and impose sentence on, felony defendants,
freeing the superior court from hearing the case at all. Only the felony cases
where there was not a plea would go to superior court, in particular those
headed for trial.

The second part of the coordination program applies to "trailing
misdemeanors.” Many defendants come in with a number of charges of
varying levels. Under the old system, a defendant with both felony and
misdemeanor charges would have the felonies heard in the superior court
and the misdemeanors in the municipal court. Now when a felony level
defendant is adjudicated by the superior court, any trailing misdemeanors are
adjudicated and sentence imposed at the same time and the case need not be
returned to the municipal court.

Finally, for a few complex felonies (capltal/ life cases, plus some with multiple
or notorious defendants) the superior court accepts the filings directly after

arraignment, so that the municipal courts are relieved of practically the entire
load.
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The administrative load on the municipal courts was not changed much by
adding felony sentencing because they were arraigning all felonies anyway,
and they were spared the burden of dealing with trailing misdemeanors. The
superior court, on the other hand, saw a dramatic drop in felony filings and,
consequently, in its administrative and record-keeping burdens. Adding the
trailing misdemeanors did not increase the load much; they can be easily
adjudicated at the same time as the felonies because they are adjuncts to the
same criminal act.

D. Municipal Courts

San Joaquin County has three municipal courts. The largest, in Stockton, has
7 judges and a commissioner; the Lodi court has 2 judges; and the Manteca-
Ripon-Escalon-Tracy court (MRET) has 3 judges and a commissioner.
Commissioners relieve judges' loads by dealing with the very numerous but
simple traffic, parking, and other infractions.

As expected, the Stockton court has by far the largest volume of cases. In 1994
there were 3300 felony filings, 9700 non-traffic misdemeanors and infractions,
and 58000 traffic misdemeanors and infractions (excluding parking). MRET
had about a third as many non-traffic cases, and Lodi, about half of MRET.
However MRET and Lodi are not so far behind in traffic filings. Figures 5.1 -
5.3 show filings for 1994 and the two prior fiscal years. The numbers fluctuate
and it is difficult to detect a clear trend, but it is reasonable to expect that over
the long run filings, especially for traffic, will more or less follow the growth
of population in the county. (In the short run the filings are strongly
influenced by law enforcement priorities.)
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FIGURE 5.1
MUNICIPAL COURT FILINGS
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FIGURE 5.2
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FIGURE 5.3
MUNICIPAL COURT FILINGS TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR/INFRACTION FILINGS
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‘ Comparative data is available for FY 1992-93. The Judicial Council groups

municipal courts into 5 categories by the number of judges and makes
comparisons within the groups as well as statewide. The Lodi court is in the
smallest group (1 - 2 judges); MRET is in the second (3 - 4 judges), and
Stockton is in the fourth (7 — 10 judges). The Council calculates the total
numbers of cases awaiting trial and nonparking dispositions per judicial
position equivalent (judges plus a fraction for commissioners).

In summary, here is how the San Joaquin municipal courts compare with
others statewide:

e Stockton: Case load, 84% of state average; dispositions, 95% of
group average.

e MRET: Case load, 70% of state average; dispositions, 91% of group
average.

* Lodi: Case load, 101% of state average; dispositions, 97% of group
average.

If all courts in a group were arranged in order of the workloads per judge,
Stockton and Lodi would fall very close to the middles of their groups, while
‘ . MRET would lie at the midpoint of the lower half.
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Both criminal and civil cases are combined in the above figures. The San
Joaquin County municipal courts had a slightly higher proportion of criminal
filings (68% — 73%) than the statewide averages for FY 1991-92 and 1992-93
(66%)1 and were thus not swamped with civil cases. Court consolidation
meant that some misdemeanors were filed in the Superior Court in FY 1993
-94, producing a drop in non-traffic misdemeanor filings in the municipal
courts so that they fell to a criminal filing proportion of 60 - 64%. In the latest
report, therefore, the statewide comparisons lose their validity.

The statewide average for criminal and traffic jury trials per judicial position
was 7, though some (e.g. Sacramento) had many more. Stockton had 6,
MRET 6, and Lodi 2; Lodi was nearly at the bottom of the ‘state in that
. characteristic. In 1994 the criminal trials per position were Stockton 6, MRET
-4, and Lodi 7, showing how the numbers can fluctuate for the smaller courts.

The patterns of the disposition of cases for the state in 1991-92 through 1993-94
showed that 14% of felony cases were dismissed, 39% pled in municipal court,
9% were reduced to misdemeanors, and 36% were bound over to superior
court. The San Joaquin courts roughly followed this pattern, but with some
exceptions:

e In FY 1993-94 the rate of felony pleas increased in all three courts.
Stockton already had a much higher rate of felony pleas than the
state, and MRET's rose to the statewide level.

e  Through FY 1992-93 MRET had a much higher rate of pleas to
reduced charges (20% - 25%), but it fell to 13% in the most recent
year. Lodi and Stockton were above and below average,

. respectively, but the differences were not large.

Criminal filings as a percent of all filings less parking and traffic infractions, which are so
numerous that they would overwhelm the other figures.
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For misdemeanors, both traffic and nontraffic, the overwhelming majority of
cases are disposed of before hearings. San Joaquin courts generally adhere to
that pattern. The one way in which they differ is in the issuance of juvenile
orders — dispositions in municipal courts of minor juvenile offenses such as
traffic infractions without referral to juvenile court. The number of such
orders statewide is very small, especially in nontraffic matters. The MRET
court issued comparatively large numbers of juvenile orders: in 1991-92 it
issued more non-traffic juvenile orders than any other court in the state,
including Los Angeles, and about 10% of all traffic orders statewide. The
numbers abated somewhat in 1992-93 and fell sharply in FY 1993-94. It is not
clear whether there was a different policy in effect in the MRET court, or
whether most courts simply do not bother to differentiate juvenile from
adult infractions.

Although comparable statewide figures were not available, ILPP also
examined the courts' 1994 records. Case inventories — the numbers of
pending cases — are shown in Figures 5.4 and 5.5. For each court the
inventory was higher at the end of the year than it had been at the beginning.
The growth was gradual except for pending misdemeanors in the MRET
court, which skyrocketed after July and had surpassed Stockton by September.
The increase is due primarily to an increase in filings, as the numbers of
dispositions was fairly steady. ILPP has not been able to determine further the
reason for that remarkable spurt of cases.2

2 One of the municipal court judges fell ill in October and had to cut back, but the increase in
lr\r}ventot;y began before that time and the number of dispositions dropped only a little in
ovember.
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Cases pending at end of month
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Finally, the state has established standards for the time to dispose of cases. For
felonies, since they will not be tried in municipal court, the standards are
short: 90% disposition within 30 days and 100% disposition after 90 days. For
misdemeanors the lower figure is the same, but because of the possibility of
trials the 100% disposition is set for 120 days. A flaw in the standards is that
there is no distinction made between in- and out of-custody cases, though the
former impose much higher costs on the county and should be given priority.

The San Joaquin courts did not meet any of the standards in 1992-93 or 1993-
94, but neither did almost any other municipal court in California.

In comparison with what was actually attained by the courts statewide, the
Stockton court generally surpassed the averages. Lodi did so also except for
some long-running felonies in 1992-93 and misdemeanors in 1993-94. MRET
was a little better than the misdemeanor averages in 1992-93 but was
considerably below average in 1993-94 and in felony dispositions both years.

In summary, the Stockton and Lodi municipal courts have about average
caseloads for courts of their size, and are managing to keep up with the
workload. Nothing about the data appears to be unusual in the context of
statewide performance save that they are doing a little better than the average.

The MRET court, in contrast, stands out in several ways. It has a somewhat
lower than average caseload, yet in dispositions it is considerably slower than
the average. The felony plea rate is low but the rate of pleas after reduction to
misdemeanors is high. It could be that the police in those cities are
overcharging, or on the other hand the MRET judges may be more flexible in
negotiating plea bargains.

The MRET court also displayed the peculiarity of issuing large numbers of
juvenile orders, but the significance of that fact is unclear, especially as the
number fell by two-thirds in the latest year.

Finally, it should be noted that court caseloads fluctuate and the observations ‘
made here may not hold over a longer period of time. As mentioned earlier,

a few complex cases can prove disruptive to a court's schedule for a while.

The number of jury trials fluctuates considerably and has a similar effect.
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E. Superior Court

Besides juvenile and felony cases the superior court hears a wide variety of
civil matters, including family law, probate, guardianship, and eminent
domain as well as general civil cases. The San Joaquin Superior Court is
divided into two sections. There are two juvenile court judges who deal with
both delinquency (crime) and dependency (not criminal) cases. All other
matters both criminal and civil are assigned to the remaining 11 judges.

Judicial workloads are thus not determined solely by criminal proceedings,
and there is no easy way to distinguish the relative amounts of work going
into the two categories. In particular it cannot be done by the relative
numbers of filings. Felony filings are only about 15% of the statewide total,
yet felony cases are estimated to require nearly half of the total judicial effort.3

Because of court coordination which redistributes effort between the
municipal and superior courts, the number of felony filings in superior court
has decreased, from over 3400 in 1991-92 to 1900 to 1300 in 1993-94. The
judicial effort required has not decreased proportionally, since under the old
system the judge would merely have had to impose sentence on a defendant
who had already pled, a very simple job relative to the resolution of a
contested case.

Some comparisons can be made between the superior courts in San Joaquin
County and the total of all superior courts in California for 1991-92 through
1993-94. In 1991-92 San Joaquin County had many more than the average
number of felony filings per judicial position.# In 1992-93 that fell to about
the statewide average, and in 1994 it was two-thirds of what the state had.
Month-to-month filings since July 1993 have been relatively steady.

The problem in interpreting this datum, of course, is that under court
coordination comparisons against statewide caseloads are no longer
meaningful since about half of the felony cases are not filed in Superior
Court. Many of California's counties have not coordinated their courts so
there is not a uniform basis for comparison.

The formula devised by the Judicial Council — weights cases by the relative amount of effort
required, but was developed before court coordination.

Judicial positions are the numbers of judges plus a fraction for referees and commissioners, as
well as an allowance for judicial vacancies and temporary judges. Statewide these corrections
add about 10% to the actual number of judges, but for San Joaquin they have little impact.
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There are also time standards for case disposition. All felony cases should be
disposed of within one year after filing. That is an optimistic standard since
capital cases or those with a number of defendants can take a long time to
conclude. In practice not many courts are able to achieve the standard - only
three small counties managed it in 1992-93. The statewide average was 94%,
and San Joaquin reached 97%. In 1993-94 the county again disposed of 97% of
the cases within one year.

Here the impact of court coordination can be circumvented. Before
coordination the early pleas would have been included in the filing numbers.
Since they take very little time to handle, the percent of filings disposed in
less than a year would have been even higher. But San Joaquin County is
already above the average in timely dispositions even without the benefit of
those early pleas. In short, it appears that the San Joaquin Superior Court is
doing quite well in terms of resolving adult felony cases in a speedy fashion.

Jury trials consume a great deal of time and resources relative to case
disposition by plea. In 1991-92 and 1992-93 San Joaquin County conducted 77
and 88 jury trials, respectively. In FY 1993-94 the number had risen to 104.
The statewide averages of jury trials per judicial position were 5.1 and 5.7 for
the two earlier years; for San Joaquin they were 6.0 and 6.8. The numbers of
jury trials are partially a measure of the skill of the judges, prosecutors, and
defense, but also reflect the defendants' willingness to plea-bargain. With the
advent of the three-strikes law the outlook is for a substantially increased
number of felony trials, since three-strikes suspects have no incentive to
bargain and have nothing to lose by risking a trial.

The Superior Court is also the juvenile court. Two judges handle juvenile
matters exclusively. Here again there are criminal (delinquency) and civil
(dependency) cases. Delinquency cases are divided into "original" and
"subsequent" filings; original filings occur when a juvenile first appears
before the court and subsequent filings are when he or she is brought back for
a new offense. Statewide the original filings outnumber the subsequent
filings by about 50%, suggesting that many juveniles do not return to
juvenile court. The same is true in San Joaquin County except that the ratios
are lower: San Joaquin has a problem with juvenile recidivism.

The total of juvenile filings in the three year period were: FY 1991-92, 1748; FY
1992-93, 1799; FY 1993-94, 1949. The jump in the last year came entirely with a
large increase in original filings. Total juvenile filings increased steadily
throughout the last fiscal year. The Judicial Council does not collect statistics
on the time required for disposition of juvenile cases, not does it publish
caseloads per juvenile court judge, so no comparisons can be made.

June, 1995 M.11






N. BUDGET & STAFFING

DEMAND ANALYSIS




San Joagquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation APPENDIX N: Budget & Staffing

N. DEMAND REPORT CHAPTER VI
BUDGET & STAFFING
DEMAND ANALYSIS

A. Introduction

The population of San Joaquin County is growing. More importantly, the
young population is growing. Figure 6.1 shows the projected population
from 1990 to 2010 in three age groups: 10 - 17 (juveniles), 18 - 24, and 25 - 34
(figures from the California Department of Finance). Those are the groups
most likely to be involved in criminal activity and to be arrested.

Except for a slight drop in the oldest group from 1990 to 2000 (the tail of the
"paby boom" of 1946 to 1962) each group will increase by 15 to 20 thousand per
decade, or a total of 46% over the 20-year period. This is the first force which
will drive expansion of the county's criminal justice resources during the
same span.

FIGURE 6.1
PROJECTED COUNTY POPULATION
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The following analysis is based on the assumption that San Joaquin County
will not radically alter the rates of growth or allocation patterns of funding
among criminal justice and other functions. It is a projection of current
trends and does not pretend to reflect either the perceived needs of system
elements or the actual availability of funds in the event of major state
budgeting changes.

B. . Impact of Crime and Arrests on Demand for Resources

Surprisingly, perhaps, the demand for criminal justice is not strongly
dependent on the amount of crime. From 1981 to 1993 there was a 42%
increase in the number of reported felonies in the county (Figure
6.2)(compare with a 43% increase in population over the same period) but a
doubling of adult felony arrests (Figure 6.3). Most of the discrepancy lay in an
enormous increase in drug arrests from 1985 to 1988 (crack cocaine,
presumably).

FIGURE 6.2
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FIGURE 6.3
FELONY ARRESTS
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Misdemeanor arrests, which are more numerous but consume less in
resources, actually fell during the decade. (Figure 6.4). Certain types of
misdemeanor arrest fluctuated quite wildly (Figure 6.5).1

. FIGURE 6.4
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‘ L The recent explosive growth in arrests for Failures to Appear in court (FTAs) suggests the need
for a more aggressive notification and reminder program.
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FIGURE 6.5
ADULT MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS
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C. Breakdown of Criminal Justice Costs

Criminal justice budgets can be grouped into seven categories: law
enforcement, custody, prosecution, defense, courts, court services, and
alternatives. Some of these do not correspond exactly to organizational
structures. The Sheriff's operations are divided among law . enforcement
(patrol, detectives, etc.), custody (the jail), and court services, including civil.
The marshals and the alternative dispute resolution program are also
grouped with court services, as was CJIS when independently budgeted.
"Defense" includes both the Public Defender's office and the contract for the
court-appointed counsel. "Alternatives" is primarily the Probation
Department but also includes the New Directions program.2 Even though it
is custody and not an alternative, the Juvenile Hall is retained with the rest of
the Probation Department because of the close operational relationship.

2 In the figures and tables on staffing and costs per employee the terms "Public Defender" and

"Probatipn" (efer just to those departments and do not include the court-appointed counsel or
New Directions, which are unstaffed. Similarly court services per-employee costs do not
include alternative dispute resolution or CJIS.
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The police are the cities' most direct criminal justice agencies. In San Joaquin
County the city of Stockton has by far the largest police force and makes a little
more than half of all arrests. Lodi, Tracy, and Manteca have smaller forces,
and Escalon and Ripon have smaller forces still. The Sheriff provides law
enforcement services to the unincorporated parts of the county and, by
contract, to the city of Lathrop.

- The amount budgeted for all city and county law enforcement in 1994-95 is
nearly $80 million, which exceeds the cost of all other system elements.3
Stockton bore the brunt of the expenses (Figure 6.6). Police are also the largest
component of the cities' general operating fund budgets (Figure 6.7).4 With
Stockton and possibly Lodi there is an ominous steady creep in the police
" share of the budget, meaning that other city activities will be squeezed out if
this trend continues.

FIGURE 6.6
LAW ENFORCEMENT COSTS COUNTY AND CITY
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3 Figures for Manteca and Ripon were not available, but in FY 1992-93 they were approximately
the size of those for Tracy and Escalon, respectively, according to the State Controller. The
figures for Lathrop are available but would be too small to show clearly in the figure and are
inciuded in the Sheriff's budget.

4

General operating funds exclude designated special purpose funds such as gas tax money for
roads, and revenue-generating "enterprise funds" such as public utilities. Capital expenditures
and debt service are also omitted. . -
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FIGURE 6.7
CITY POLICE EXPENDITURE

0.7
2 06 L e N
2 N\,
= ¢ \
g 05 s 3
g . —_——n Stockton
Py l—-/
£ 04 g B ——O0— Lodi
R o0
£ 03 /D\__ﬂ__‘u==n—ﬁ - Escalon
o
‘g)_ o ——Q—— Tracy
2 0.2
]
o
£ 0.1
0 } % + ! ; |
19 19 19 19 19 19 19
88- 89- 90- 91- 92- 93- 94-
89 %0 91 92 93 % 95

All other justice functions are carried out or at least paid for by the county
government. Figure 6.8 shows the major categories of expense.5 (It should be
noted, however, that the court costs include both criminal and civil
functions. The courts do not separate their budgets in this way, but if half is
civil then the total in 1994-95, for example, would be reduced by $7 million to
yield criminal justice costs only.) Figure 6.9 shows the county share of justice
costs as a fraction of the county's general fund.®

Note that Sheriff's law enforcement appears in both Figure 6.6, Law Enforcement, and Figure
6.8, County Expenses. -

About 80% of the county's half-billion dollar budget is supported by the state and federal
governments or by charges for service, leaving $102 million for the county to pick up. The two
largest departments — health and welfare — are mostly subsidized. So are a number of justice
activities, particularly court costs, so that while the total county justice cost in 1994-95 is
authorized at $94 million, the net county cost of justice is only $53 million, or half of the
County's total general fund obligations..
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FIGURE 6.8
JUSTICE EXPENDITURES / COUNTY EXPENDITURE

B Alternatives
::f B Court Services
E Courts
£ B Defense
<
32 B Prosecution
w
2 0O Custody
20 M Law Enforcement
0 .
1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95
‘, FIGURE 6.9
LAW AND JUSTICE EXPENDITURE
054 +
_ 052 4 .
&
o
>
C
3 o051
(%)
‘G-J | |
c
Ha /
é 0.48 | .
g
<
046 &+
0.44 t t { |
1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95
~ . D. Future Criminal Justice Costs

June, 1995



San Joaguin County
FINAL REPORT Criminal Justice System Evaluation

An assessment of future needs requires making some prediction as to how
the costs may increase over the next decade or so. Each function and agency is
different. Stockton, with the most concentrated crime problems in the
county, has been steadily increasing the size of its police department.
Between FY 1989-90 and FY 1994-95 the per capita staffing grew from 2.03 to
2.29 per 1,000 city residents. (Fig. 6.10) The cost per employee has also risen.
Because the city has made crime is a priority, and because chartered cities
have some flexibility in obtaining revenues, it is expected that Stockton will
be able to continue the trend for at least a few more years. At that rate a police
budget of $55 million by 2000 and $70 million by 2010 seems likely.

FIGURE 6.10
STOCKTON POLICE DEPARTMENT PER CAPITA STAFFING
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Growth of the police in the other cities is somewhat slower. In Lodi and
Tracy it has been flat (as a percent of the general fund) for the last few years,
while in Escalon it has fluctuated. The police budgets for Lodi and Tracy
could easily approach $7 and $6 million, respectively, by 2010.

Law enforcement by the county, taken as all Sheriff's activities except the jail
and civil and court services, will probably not grow as fast as it will in the
cities. The cities have faster population growth, they can and do annex
adjoining areas, and they have more funding flexibility than the county.
However some of the Sheriff's law enforcement duties such as the coroner
serve a countywide population and need to keep pace with total demand.

Custody, which is mostly the jail, has been increasing at a much faster pace,
and overtook the balance of the Sheriff's department several years ago.
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Growth of the Juvenile Hall has been much slower despite an increase in
serious juvenile crime, perhaps because the Hall is a part of the Probation
Department, whose fortunes have not prospered in that period.

All other criminal functions — courts, prosecution, defense, and alternatives ~
have been restricted by fiscal limitations to a very moderate rate of growth in
the last few years. The District Attorney seems to be "stuck” at about the FY
1990-91 level if the rapidly-growing Family Support division is excluded. The
Public Defender has had a little more luck at increasing funding, but the
court-assigned counsel (around half as much as the Public Defender's budget)
has scarcely moved. The courts themselves grew from FY 1989-90 to FY 1991-
92 and then had to retrench slightly. Court services (Marshal's and Sheriff's)
followed the same pattern as the courts.

Alternatives, which are mainly probation, less the juvenilé hall, has been
similarly frozen for the last several years. The only growth here came with
the inception of the "New Directions" program (not part of probation) in FY
1993-94.

E. External Influences on Local Costs and Demand for Resources

Despite the uncertainties it would be possible to make "reasonable”
projections of the funding for these county-funded activities were it not for
several major imponderables. The first is the state budget. The state
mandates services, but need not fund them, and it has instituted permanent
ongoing withholding of tax money from the counties in order to balance its
own budget. It purports to balance the withholdings with extra funding of a
different type, but the formula by which it has allocated the increase in recent
years returned to San Joaquin only about half of what it took away in the first
place.

The sums are very large - tens of millions of dollars each year. The County
Administrator estimates a loss of $88.8 million already (FY 1990-91 through
FY 1994-95) and perhaps a further loss of $23 million in FY 1995-96, though
the precise amount could change dramatically as the new budget works its
way through the legislature. Since the county's own share of its budget (i. e.,
after deducting categorical state and federal grants) is only about $100 million,
and two-thirds of that is for mandated services, $23 million would be an
unacceptable shortfall.
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If the process of state appropriation of local revenues continues, as is
threatened, the county will not have the money to deliver mandated services.
Drastic cuts will have to be made, and it is impossible to foresee where they
will fall. The shortfall in county funding could be of the order of a quarter of
the general fund.

There are other state mandates as well. Not all are deleterious. Court
coordination seems to be on its way to statewide implementation. That
should have less of an impact on San Joaquin than on some other counties
since coordination is already well under way; and the point of it is to increase
court efficiency. But the final impacts are yet to be seen.

The second problem is the federal budget. Although the federal government
does not carry much responsibility for criminal justice at the state level, it
occasionally inserts itself into the process. In the 1994 Crime Act there was
funding to increase (for a few years only) the number of police but not to
supplement the jails and courts needed to process any increased numbers of
arrests, which could lead to system imbalance. However that part of the bill
may be reversed by the new congress.

State and federal policies are capricious. Funding can be withdrawn, or, less
frequently, added, and new requirements can be imposed. Both funding and
mandates appear to be determined more by electoral politics than by system
needs. The county must nevertheless operate in the face of large and
unpredictable policy shifts that could render its plans unworkable.

One example of the effect of state mandates on local operations is the "Three-
Strikes" law, which was made nearly impossible to modify with the passage of
Proposition 184 in November, 1994. The local impact was scarcely discussed
in the rush to pass the law, but as expected by most criminal justice systems
professionals, and recently supported by research by the Legislative Analyst,
the law has the effect of crowding the jails with those arrested on their second
and third strikes. Even though in a great majority of cases the instant offense
is not serious (e. g., theft) the arrestee is a bad risk for pretrial release because
of the fear of absconding. Furthermore, the plea rate, especially on the third
strike, has dropped essentially to zero, as the accused has nothing to lose by
holding out for trial. (It is probable that "Three Strikes" will reduce the
amount of crime somewhat — though by how much is a topic hotly debated by
justice researchers — but the effect is likely to be gradual whereas the increased
system demand is immediate.)
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Jails become more crowded and the number of jury trials increases several
fold as a result of the law. With limited resources facing a jump in demand,
something has to give. The only loophole in the three-strikes law itself is
that prosecutors may, against their usual practice, elect to charge serious
offenses as misdemeanors rather than felonies and thus make the law
inapplicable. The other possibilities include increasing the releases from jail
of almost anyone who is not on the second or third strike; shifting judges
from civil to criminal duty; and simply eliminating any service which is not
mandated. The District Attorney is at this time attempting to assess the
impact of "Three Strikes" on the county agencies.

In brief, "Three Strikes" and perhaps other future state mandates will
accelerate the demand for criminal justice resources while state budget actions
will reduce the ability to meet the demand. San Joaquin County, if it cannot
get relief from the state, will be forced to make what would otherwise be
unacceptable choices as to who it will investigate, arrest, put in jail, and
prosecute. Ironically, the cities, who contribute 75% of the arrests, are
through their charters somewhat less subject than the county to the whim of
the state. Avoiding system breakdown will require close and patient
cooperation between the cities and the county.

F. Criminal Justice Demand Projections

Despite the major uncertainties just recounted, ILPP will venture budget
projections on the following assumptions. The cities and counties will
probably have to severely curtail or even terminate non-justice programs in
order to continue operating the justice system in this fashion.

e City law enforcement efforts will continue, but Sheriff's law
enforcement will slow down because of funding limitations.

. Growth at the jail will continue, but Juvenile Hall will not receive
funds to expand its population

*  The courts will not have the funds to expand much and will be
forced to accommodate the increase in jury trials by neglecting civil
cases.

e« Prosecution and defense will also grow slowly, and will
' accommodate the increased workload by devoting less effort to each
defendant.

*  Probation will grow only slowly, if at all.
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ILPP expects county justice system costs to grow from $94 million in FY 1994-
95 to $110 million in 2000 and $145 million in 2010. ILPP is not projecting the
total county budget, but the net county cost of justice in 2010 will undoubtedly
exceed its 52% share today. The Stockton Police budget will grow from $44
million to $69 million in 2010.

Using the expected available funds and the trends in costs per employee, ILPP
also estimated the total staffing for the county departments and the Stockton
Police Department. The county's justice workforce will grow from 1,310 to
1,451 in 2000 and 1,680 in 2010. The jail will remain the largest function, with
481 employees in 2010. The Stockton Police will grow from 532 to 688
employees by 2010.

The projected figures are, it should be emphasized, only estimates. It is not
possible to project budget or staff with great confidence for many years into
the future when there are so many potential interfering variables. Likewise
they are not recommended values. Most department heads will immediately
recognize that the resources will be inadequate to carry out their mandated
functions. The projections are ILPP's picture of what is likely to happen, not
what should happen.

FIGURE 6.11
COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE BUDGET PROJECTIONS

45
40
35

30

Law Enforcement
25

———Custody
20

(Millions)

*

Courts

15

10 +

5 +

0 . : : :

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010

N.12 Institute for Law & Policy Planning



San Joaquin County
Criminal Justice System Evaluation APPENDIX N: Budget & Staffing

FIGURE 6.12
COUNTY BUDGET PROJECTIONS
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FIGURE 6.13
PROJECTIONS OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE EMPLOYEES
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O. DEMAND REPORT CHAPTER VII
FACILITIES DEMAND ANALYSIS

A. Introduction

- This inventory provides an overview of the facilities currently occupied by
the San Joaquin County departments identified as part of the Criminal Justice
System. This chapter identifies major short-term and long-term facility
issues.

1. County Agencies

This facility inventory presents only information on county facilities;
information about city or private facilities are not included. The county
agencies addressed in this inventory include:

e  Courts - Court Administrator

e  Courts - Municipal

e  Courts - Superior

»  District Attorney

*  Probation - Adult

e  Probation - Juvenile

e  Probation - Juvenile Detention

e  Public Defender

e  Sheriff's Department - Administration and Operations

e  Sheriff's Department - Detention
2. Previous Studies

San Joaquin County has conducted a number of studies in recent years
addressing specific facility issues. Where relevant, these studies are cited.

Juvenile Hall and Juvenile Detention System

e "Program Description: Life Safety, Security and Functional
Upgrades," Design Partnership, December 1993.
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This study describes program requirements for life safety, security, and related
operational upgrades at Juvenile Hall. These improvements did not address
the safety and functional issues with the older units IV and V. Construction
of these upgrades occurred in late 1994/early 1995.

e  "San Joaquin County Juvenile Hall and Justice System: Descripﬁon
and Master Plan Issues," Mark Morris Associates, December 1993.

This study reviewed system trends, discussed intake/release and alternatives
to detention, provided a profile, and reviewed programs and services. It also
provided recommendations regarding the facility and operations and
programs.

e "Recommendations for Modifications to the Security/Life Safety for
San Joaquin County Juvenile Hall, " Robert Glass and Associates,
Inc., June 1992. (Updated December 93 as part of the Mark Morris
Associates report.)

Downtown Office Functions

* "San Joaquin County, California; Downtown Stockton Facility
Master Plan, (Draft),” August 2, 1990. Steinmann, Grayson, Smylie.

This study addressed the facility needs of departments located in the
downtown area for the years 1988 through 2005. It presented existing space
allocations and recommendations; court and judicial position requirements;
personnel and space requirements summary; and adjacency requirements.
The findings of this study are summarized below.

TABLE 7.1 ‘
PROJECTIONS OF THE 1990 SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY. MASTER PLAN

1988 1990 1995 2000 2005
Population ' 451,415
Staff* 1,877 2,262 2,602 . 2,849 3,079
Sq.ft. . 561,500 621,500 680,000 725,000
Superior Court JEP** 11 21
Muni Court JEP** 11 27
Stockton Muni Court 8 : 15
MRET Muni Court 35 8
Lodi Muni Court 2 4
*  All departments in study.
** Judicial Equivalent Positions
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The study included six alternative facility plans. Graphics and spreadsheets
were presented for each alternative. Alternative E was the recommended
alternative, but the county has not acted on this report. -

Alternative A. e Construct a new 150,000 NSF West building

e Long-term utilization of approximately 70,000 NSF of

lease/other space in downtown Stockton
A\

Alternative B e Develop 80,800 NSF East Court Facility adjacent to the
Courthouse Complex

» Four floor expansion of the Canlis building

Alternative C » Develop consolidated County municipal court District
in newly created North and South County Regional
Justice Center (Lodi and Manteca)

 Shift approx. 85,000 NSF of court and court support
space to the new Regional Center

e Construct a 110,000 NSF new general government
facility within several blocks of the downtown
Stockton Courthouse Complex

Alternative D e Reallocate all superior courts and the Stockton
Municipal Court District into a new 240,000 NSF
Justice Center located at Matthews Road

Alternative E ¢ Maintain superior court in the Courts Wing building

* Relocate all but the high volume non-criminal (Civil
l and Traffic) municipal court departments to a new
100,000 NSF Regional Justice Center at Matthews Road

¢ Maintain Administration/Court building, Canlis
building, new HSA building

* Long-term utilization of approximately 135,000 NSF of
lease/other space
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e Assumes decentralization of court facilities will
require approximately 30 additional staff.

Alternative E-2 ¢ Identical to Alternative E except that the Present Value
life-cycle model assumed that only 10 of the anticipated
staff would be hired by the county

Table 7.2 presents the staffing and space projections for those departments
involved in the criminal justice system. Needs of the departments located at
the jail center were not included in this study.

This study is also the source of diagrams used in this chapter to illustrate
space needs in the downtown area; these are credited when used.

TABLE 7.2
CJS DEPARTMENT STAFFING & SPACE PROJECTIONS

Staff Net Sq. Ft. Needed
Department 1990 1995 2000 2005 1990 1995 2000 2005
County Clerk/Sup. Ct. Admin. 111 133 155 161 23,145 25,591 28,013 28,953
District Attorney/Investigations 21 25 28 3 3,848 4,339 4,753 5,146
District Attorney/Legal & Admin. Svs. 104 122 135 145 20,956 24,338 26,540 28,488
District Attorney/RA 23 25 30 34 4,707 4,951 5,607 6,125
District Attorney/RA 22 25 27 29 4,476 4,909 5,180 5,452
Law Library 2 2 2 2 4,026 4,704 5,570 6,101
Municipal Court/Stockton 1 13 15 17 31,734 37,227 42,876 48,368

Municipal Ct.Clk./Stockton Jud. Dist. 69 78 89 101 12,725 13,627 15,034 16,291

Municipal Court Clerk - RA " 14 15 16 18 2,181 2,272 2,364 2,456
Municipal Court Clerk - RA 13 14 16- 18 4,704 4,770 4,998 5,131
Probation-Adult 69 87 107 127 16,125 19,759 23,640 27,186
Probation - RA Adult Probation 21 25 32 36 4,740 5,218 6,177 6,782
Public Defender: Public Defender 89 108 133 161 18,436 21,686 26,429 31,448
Public Defender-RA 29 33 36 42 5,705 6,218 6,792 7,650
Sheriff: Court Services A 24 28 32 34 9,985 11,466 13,910 16,066
Superior Court 14 17 20 21 43,628 52,061 61,815 64,984
Marshal 31 35 39 43 3,620 3,963 4,382 4,726
TOTAL 667 785 912 1,020 214,741 247,099 284,080 311,353
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Sheriff's Operation Center and Jail

e "Schematic Design Presentation, Sheriff's Operations Center and
Jail Complex," Dworsky Associates, Architects and Planners.

This study presents a master plan for the Jail Complex and Sheriff's
Operations Center. The project, as originally designed, was comprised of a
Sheriff's Operations Center and Jail Complex with 1,254 beds and supporting
facilities, located on the county property on Matthews Road near Interstate 5.

Funding restrictions resulted in scaling back these plans to a facility with a
rated capacity of 708.

e "San Joaquin County Jail Population Study,” ILPP, September 1992.
This study addressed jail crowding and facility problems.

It included a facility evaluation and remodeling options for both the
Women's Jail and the Men's Jail, and also included a discussion of the
potential for double bunking in the new jail.

B. Summary of Issues

The following brief summary presents the major facility issues that will have
either short-term or long-term impacts on the criminal justice system.

1. Downtown Office Space

The facilities in downtown Stockton occupied by the Public Defender,
Municipal and Superior Court administration and support, and Adult
Probation adequately meet current needs and will provide for short-term
(five-year) growth and changes. Many of these spaces have been recently
remodeled and provide attractive and efficient work space. The county has
not yet identified how medium and long-range growth of these departments
will be provided.

2. District Attorney

The space occupied by the District Attorney in downtown Stockton is not
adequate for current needs and there are significant issues that must be
addressed. However, the County is currently pursuing plans to relocate and
increase the amount of space occupied by the District Attorney. When this
planned expansion and relocation is complete, the major issues of the District
Attorney should be relieved. Long range plans are not decided.
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3. Courtrooms

Only six courtrooms have direct access to holding cells and a secure elevator.
Because the courts handle both civil and criminal cases, cases with in-custody
defendants are heard in courtrooms without direct access to holding cells or
secure elevator, requiring inmates to be moved through other courtrooms or
through public corridors. Remodeling of the first floor of the Courts Wing
has provided more secure inmate movement for some court departments.

Courtrooms are adequate for current needs, but additional courtrooms
needed for medium and long-range time-frames cannot be met in the existing
courthouse. The "Downtown Master Plan" completed in 1990 recommended
that the long-range need for additional courtrooms be met by construction of
a new facility at the Matthews Road site. Other alternatives considered
construction adjacent to the existing Courthouse. The county has not decided
on a long-range plan. '

4. Sheriff's Administration

The Sheriff's Administration and Operations Center adequately meets
current and medium-long range needs. This facility was designed to meet
needs of the department until the year 2010, and with a few minor exceptions,
should allow for departmental growth for the foreseeable future. This
department has a generous amount of space for training and assembly; these
spaces are not generally shared because of lack of immediate adjacency to the
departments located downtown. ' '

5. Adult Detention (Jail)

The new county jail opened in December, 1992. At that time, the Women's
jail and the men's jail were vacated. The women's jail now houses a private
drug treatment program; the men's jail is still vacant. The Honor Farm and a
minimum security facility are adjacent to the jail. Adult detention presents
several major facility issues: what to do with the old men's jail, continued
use of the women's jail, and (depending on demand and funding) how to
operate additional beds.

6. Juvenile Probation

These facilities are adequate for existing departmental needs, although the
building is old and there are some maintenance issues. Space for short-term
growth from additional office staff is limited; medium and long-range plans
for providing for future growth is not decided.
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7. Juvenile Detention

Juvenile Detention, because of recent budget cuts and staffing cutbacks,
currently has more rated beds than are used. However, some of the vacant
beds are in two older units of Juvenile Hall and recent engineering and
architectural studies have identified fire/life/safety problems in these two
units.

8. Records Storage

Records management and records storage procedures are determined by the
department. Some departments have adequate record storage space; some
have significant problems. The county maintains a Records Warehouse, but
is not accepting new files from most departments because of lack of space. A
significant quantity of files are stored in spaces that could be used for office
space.

C. Criminal Justice Facilities Overview

The primary location for county criminal justice functions is either at the
Matthews Road site or in downtown Stockton in one of three buildings in the
Courthouse area. In addition to these primary locations, facilities and staff
(either full time or part time) are located in Lodi, Manteca, and Tracy.
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TABLE 7.3
EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

Downtown Stockton Area

Existing Net Sq. Ft.

Adult Probation

Courts
Superior Ct.
Superior Ct.
Superior Ct.
Superior Ct.
Superior Ct.
Superior Ct.
Municipal Ct.
Municipal Ct.
Municipal Ct.
Municipal Ct.

Municipal Ct.

Law Library

Jury Assembly
Grand Jury

Marshal

Sheriff

Records Storage

District Attorney

VACANT

Public Defender

Main office
Pretrial Services

5 Courtrooms

6 Courtrooms

current & future Mediation
Superior Ct. Clerk

"Extra" courtroom

Court Reporters

5 courtrooms

Court clerk

Municipal Court Clerk
Courtroom

Traffic Courtroom

Locker room
offices & holding cells

Ct.Svs. (holding cells)
Holding cells
Ct. Svs.

Sup.Ct., Mun.Ct,,DA.
Investigators
Main Office

Consumer Fraud, etc.

(future DA)

Canlis Building/second floor

Courts Wing/basement

Courts Wing/third floor
Courts Wing/first floor
Courts Wing/third flor
Admin. Wing/third floor
Admin. Wing/fourth floor
Admin. Wing/fifth floor

Courts Wing/second floor
Courts Wing/second floor
Admin. Wingffirst floor
Admin. Wing/first floor

Admin. Wing/fourth floor

Admin. Wing/fourth floor

Admin. Wing/basement
Admin. Wing/sixth floor

Courts Wing/basement
Courts Wing/second floor

Courts Wing/basement
Courts Wing/first floor
Courts Wing/third floor

Courts Wing/basement
Admin. Wing/basement
Admin. Wing/second floor
Admin. Wing/second floor

Admin. Wingffifth floor

Human Services Agency Building

12,862
3,500 *

12,200 *
14,629
2,026
14,298
1,413
2,312

14,216
692

8,261
2,380

2,672

4,094 *

3,310
1,900

2,800 *
2,490

3,636
2,500 *
462
7,500 *
2,200 * -

13,468
4,000 *

21,856

0.8
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TABLE 7.3
EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY (CONT.)

Mathew's Road Site Existing Net Sq. Ft.
Men's Jail (vacant) 45,000 GSF
Women's Jail (contract Drug Treatment program) 11,600 GSF
Juvenile Probation NA
Juvenile Detention NA
Jail NA
Honor Farm NA
Tracy
Municipal Courts and office 2,700
Lodi
Municipal Courts and office 2,448
Manteca
Municipal Courts and office . 7,812
* Indicates that square footage is estimated.

1. Courthouse Area, Downtown Stockton

Criminal justice functions occupy space in three different buildings in the
downtown area: the Canlis Building, the Human Services Agency Building,
and the Courthouse, which consists of a Court Wing and an Administration
Wing. When the Sheriff' Operations and Jail Complex and the new Human
Services Agency Building were completed, space was vacated in the
Courthouse. As a result, a number of spaces were remodeled and occupancy
changed in the past few years. Significant additional changes are being
planned.

Canlis Building

This building contains approximately 70,000 NSF. The only criminal justice
department to occupy this space is Adult Probation on the second floor. Other
occupants include Data Processing & Communications, Auditor Controller,
Veterans Services, Personnel, Registrar of Voters, and Assessor, Recorder.
There is a potential move of Public Administrator into this building.

Courthouse - Courts Wing

The four-story Courts Wing of the Courthouse houses only criminal justice
agencies. These include holding cells, locker rooms, Adult Probation -
Pretrial Services, Superior Court courtrooms, Municipal Court courtrooms,
Municipal Court Clerk, Marshal and Grand Jury
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Courthouse - Administration Wing

The eight-story Administration Wing of the Courthouse houses criminal
justice departments in the basement through the sixth floor. These include
Jury Assembly, Court Reporters, Municipal Court courtrooms and
Administration, Superior Court and Administration, District Attorney, and
Law Library.

Other occupants include General Services, Mailroom; Duplicating, Central
Services, Capital Projects, General Services, Emergency Services, County
Counsel, CAO, COB, Arts Council, and the Board of Supervisors.

Human Services Agency Building

The Public Defender is the only criminal justice agency located in this
building. The primary occupant of this building is the Human Services
Agency.
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FIGURE 7.1
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2. Matthews Road Complex

The Matthews Road Complex is the site for the County Jail, the Honor Farm,
Sheriff's Administration, Juvenile Detention, Juvenile Probation. The
building previously used as the Women's Jail now houses a drug treatment
program; the building previously used as the Men's Jail is vacant. In
addition to these criminal justice functions, the County Hospital and migrant
family housing (provided by the federal government on land leased from the
county) are also located on the site. A small cemetery was removed prior to
construction of the new Sheriff's Operations and Jail complex.

The 370-acre site is approximately five miles south of Stockton, and is
bounded on the east by Interstate 5 and on the south by Matthews Road.
Extensive site studies were done in 1987 as part of the County's Master Plan
for the Sheriff's Operations Center and Jail Complex. These studies addressed
drainage, utilities, off-site traffic, and climatic conditions.

Figure 7.2 presents the overall plan of the site. More detailed discussion of
the site and buildings is presented in the section dealing with each
department’s analysis.

FIGURE 7.2
MATTHEWS ROAD COMPLEX

San Joaquin County
Jail & Honor Farm

FRENCH CAMP
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3. General Facility Issues
ADA issues

None of the departments identified problems with ADA compliance.
Although there may be specific architectural features that are not in
compliance with ADA guidelines, the county is generally addressing these
issues as remodeling and other projects are completed.

Parking and Public Transportation

In general, parking is adequate for employees and visitors. At peak times,
parking immediately adjacent to the agencies may be limited. Only a small
percentage of staff carpool or ride the bus.

In the Downtown Stockton area, most employees must pay for their own
parking; visitor parking is either on-street or in adjacent parking garages and
lots. At the Matthews Road site, parking for both visitors and employees is
available near the agencies.

Maintenance Issues

In general, there are few deferred maintenance or upkeep issues with these
facilities. Specific issues are noted. '

D. Department Space Use Summary/Issue Identification

The following discussion presents a brief summary of the facility needs of
each of these departments.

1. Adult Probation

This section addresses the facility requirements of the Adult Probation
Department. Juvenile Probation and Juvenile Detention are addressed
separately.

The Adult Probation Division has staff in the following locations:
e  Main offices, second floor of the Canlis Building
. Pretrial Services, Courthouse basement
e  Pre-trial Services, Jail

e Probation Officers do provide services in other communities,
although permanent county offices are not maintained.
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Main Offices, Second Floor of the Canlis Building

There are approximately 54 staff, including both clerical support and
Probation officers. This office is staffed 8 am to 5 pm.

The main offices of the Adult Probation Department re-located to the Canlis
Building in February, 1994, after thirty years in the courthouse. The move
into the current space was planned by the county for approximately two years.
There are currently two extra offices, now being used by student interns, and
very limited space for any clerical expansion.

(The space now occupied was previously occupied by the Public Defender,
who relocated to the Human Services building. The space vacated by the
Probation Department is mostly still vacant - it is intended for occupancy by
the District Attorney.) '

Adjacency: . The current location works well for adjacency to courts, but
distance from jail does result in increased commuting time for staff members
that visit jail regularly.

Records: The department uses CJIS for record keeping. All workstations
have terminals. Typists have PC's. The records warehouse is used for closed
file storage. Active and open files are stored in office with the assigned
officers. Some are stored in extra offices.

" Maintenance Issues: Although HVAC problems occur in a few offices, these
are not major issues and Building Services is working to address any
problems.

Parking: The department feels that a reserved parking space immediately
adjacent to the building would assist in cases when a probation officer arrests
some one (i.e., drug or alcohol violations) and needs to transport the client to
the jail.

Special Space Use:

e  Break conference room. Conference space is not large enough for
all staff, but it is adequate for departmental needs.

e  Vault (courier service fransports money).‘ Fiscal records are locked.

e  Fingerprint table to take client fingerprints.
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e Lab with male and female restrooms for drug and alcohol testing.
The waiting area is adequate, except during reporting times, when
clients are lined into the hall. There are approximately 25 chairs; at
peak times, there can be up to 50 people waiting.

Other Locations

Pretrial Services has two or three staff members located in the Courthouse
basement and at the jail. They have at least one officer located in the Jail on a
24-hour basis. Adult Probation also uses space in other communities, usually
space provided by the community police department.

Summary of Major Issues

Downtown Stockton office space is adequate for current services and short-
term growth. However, there is only minimal room for expansion or for
housing any additional staff that might be funded in the future. Possibilities
for meeting long-term growth include relocating Elections (giving Adult
Probation adjacent space for growth) or expanding into leased space.

The current space layout does not entirely meet internal adjacency
requirements of the department, but this does not present a critical issue.

. 2. Public Defender

The main office of the Public Defender's Office in located in the Human
Services Agency Building, a few blocks from the Courthouse. In addition, the
Public Defender also has staff located at Juvenile Hall.

Main Office: Human Services Agency Building

The main offices of the Public Defender occupy approximately two-thirds of
the fourth floor of the Human Services Agency. In addition, a small waiting
and interview space is provided on the ground floor of the building. This
facility adequately meets the needs of the department. This department was
relocated here in February, 1991, when the HSA building was completed.
(Other occupants of this building are Human Services, Council of .
Governments, Employees Clinic, Aging, Family Services.)

Adjacency Issues: The Public Defender has some need for adjacencies to the
Mental Health and courts hearing Dependency cases. Some staff inefficiencies
result from this lack of adjacency.
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Records and Computers: Records are stored in the office. Old files are put
onto microfilm; although this process is somewhat behind because of recent
budget cuts, the system works well. (All active juvenile records are
maintained in the office at Juvenile Hall.) Most workstations are equipped
with PCs; CJIS hookups are available at eighteen workstations.

Special Space Use: ™
e Library: The library is also used for conferences by interns
*  Supply room
e  Break room
* Interview and waiting areas
Other Locations

The Public Defender also occupies space at Juvenile Hall; two attorneys and
two clerical staff are stationed there. This space is adequate for their needs.

Summary of Major Issues

The space provided by HSA is available until required by that agency to meet
future growth. At that time, the Public Defender would have to vacate this
space, and obtain new space; a potential space has not been identified.

3. District Attorney

The main offices of the District Attorney are located in the second floor of the
Courthouse - Administration Wing. The department also has staff located on
the fourth floor of the same building, and in the basement. Additional staff
are located at the Juvenile Justice Center, and in other communities
(Manteca, Lodi, and Tracy). The Family Support Division of the District
Attorney's office is not addressed as part of this facilities review.

Main Offices: County Courthouse

The main offices are located on the second floor of the Courthouse. In
addition, offices on the fourth floor house Environmental, Insurance Fraud,
and Child Abductions divisions and offices in the basement house
Investigation and Consumer Fraud.
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The Department is scheduled to be relocated onto the fourth floor of the
courthouse, and the offices on the second floor vacated (to be made available
for Municipal Court Administration and the Law Library). Eventually the
District Attorney would expand into additional space on the fourth floor. The
plans to expand occupied spaces to the fourth and fifth floor have been under
discussion for several years and have been delayed because the moves of the
Public Defender and Probation Department occurred more slowly than -
anticipated.

The department has plans for an internal reorganization in January. The
plans for moving to the new location take into account the new organization.

Records and Computer Use: 75% of attorneys have their own computer;
every clerical has a PC. Records are retained in the main building for five
years. Misdemeanor files are purged after five years; felony records are
permanently retained.

Other Locations

Tracy: The Tracy DA office is located in a modular unit, shared with the
courts and law library. There is no bathroom and the department uses the
one in the adjacent courts facility. Two attorneys share one office, clerical
space is small for the two clerical that occupy it. Inactive files are stored at the
main office.

Manteca: The DA office in Manteca is currently located in modular unit.
This space is adequate and it is not a priority to relocate these functions. Staff
includes two clerical personnel and two attorneys.

Lodi: The Lodi facility is a private rented space. The space for both clerical
and attorneys is adequate for privacy and space needs, although there are
some problems with configuration and adjacencies. The county is exploring
the possibility of relocating into a different facility. Staff includes two clerical
and two attorneys.

Juvenile Justice Center: Two clerical and three attorneys are located here for
juvenile cases. Space needs are met by current facility. Three attorneys are
now stationed here; there is an extra office that is used as a conference room.
File space is cramped.

Summary of Major Issues

There are a number of problems associated with current space use in the
Stockton Courthouse. The problems should be solved when the planned
remodeling and relocation is complete. Specific issues include:
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¢ Inadequate interview rooms.
e  No break room.

e Record storage problems. The department is currently keeping
closed files in the main offices; these files have a significant impact
on general appearance of offices and mobility through corridors.

e  Conference space is limited; currently, a dedicated conference room
is available only on the fourth floor.

e  Police waiting room.
e  Witness waiting room.
e  SPD waiting room.

o Attorney offices: space limitations results in some attorneys sharing
offices.

4. Court and Court Support Functions

Court and court support functions include Superior Courts, Municipal
Courts, the Law Library, Grand Jury, Superior Court Administrator,
Municipal Court Administrator, and the Marshal's office.

The main location for these functions is in downtown Stockton, in the
Courthouse. In addition to downtown Stockton, there are Superior Court
functions located at Juvenile Hall and Municipal Court functions in other
communities in the county. The County is currently exploring video
arraignment.

A downtown master plan, done by Steinmann Grayson Smylie in August,
1990, addressed needs of the courts. This report contains extensive
information on projections and programming for future needs. The county
has not taken formal action on the recommendations.

Municipal Courts

The Municipal Courts have the eight courtrooms .in the Stockton
Courthouse. Three of these are located in the Administration Wing and five
are on the second floor of the Courts Wing.
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The Municipal Court Clerk is located on the second floor of the Courts Wing,
and on the first floor of the Administration Wing. The space currently
occupied by Municipal Court Administration on the first floor of the
Administration Wing is planned for eventual conversion to two Traffic
Courtrooms. Space now occupied by a Municipal Courtroom will be
remodeled for Traffic Administration offices.

Superior Court Courtrooms and Court Clerk

There are currently eleven Superior Court courtrooms in the Stockton
Courthouse. These are all located in the Courts Wing, six on the first floor
and five on the third floor. The courtrooms located on the ground floor are
the most modern courtrooms in the county, and were recently remodeled to.
include cameras, recording equipment, and access to holding cells and
elevators for secure movement of inmates.

Space previously occupied by Superior Court Administration on the third
floor of the Courts Wing (now vacant) is being considered for conversion to
three mediation rooms. One mediation room is currently located adjacent to
this space.

In addition, planned remodeling will add an additional courtroom for the
Family Support caseload, remodeling a space that was previously Sheriff's
Administration and is now being used for records storage.

The County Clerk/Superior Court Administration is currently located on the
third floor of the Administration Wing.

- Grand Jury

The Grand Jury currently occupies space on the sixth floor of the
Administration Wing. The Grand Jury also uses multi-use space on the third
floor of the Courts Wing (NSF are included with Superior Court square
footage) These spaces are adequate for current and medium range growth.

Jury Assembly

The Jury Assembly is located in the basement of the Administration Wing;
space is generally adequate and there are no planned moves. When there is
an especially large jury assembly, the assembly room in the Courts Wing is
also utilized.
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Court Reporters

Court reporters are currently located on the fifth floor of the Administration
Wing. They are scheduled for relocation to the basement of the
Administration Wing, when the DA Investigator relocates.

Law Library

The Law Library relocated to the fourth floor the Administration Wing;
eventually they will relocate to the second floor of the administration
building. The space they previously occupied was remodeled for Superior
Court Administration as of December 1994.

Other Locations
Courts are located in several other communities.

Tracy: Two modular units in this location provide space for the courts, Public
Defender, and District Attorney. The two modular units share restroom
facilities.

Manteca: The Manteca space is located in one modular building and has two
courtrooms. A private residence was recently purchased and will be used to
provide additional office space.

Lodi: The Lodi facilities include two permanent courtrooms; one is located in
the city complex. Space for the Marshal is leased in adjacent space.

Summary of Major Issues

The major issue with the courts is how to accommodate long range growth:
through a gradual decentralization to Matthew’s Road, or through expansion
in the Downtown Stockton area. Adjacency issues with other agencies
(whether they stay downtown or relocate) must be considered at the same
time. Potential court consolidation could impact the decision of future
facility locations.

Additional issues are court security and inmate movement, and continued
use of courtrooms for traffic and civil functions in other communities
outside of Stockton. There are restrictions to expansion of current facilities at
all three locations.
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5. Juvenile Detention

The county's Juvenile Hall is located at the Matthews Road site, and is
comprised of a series of buildings built over a period of fifty years. (See Figure
7.2) The facility is currently licensed for 195, but budgeted for only 120. The
department does not operate any facilities at any other location; there are no
camps or ranches.

Units I, I1, and I11

The primary housing units for Juvenile Hall are Units I, II, and IIL
Modifications to address security and life safety issues were started in late
1994. The remodeling of these units established a central control, an
administrative segregation unit, and a booking unit. Detention spaces will be
changed from key control to central control. The administrative segregation
will consist of a 29 bed high risk maximum security unit.

Units IV and V

The oldest portion of the building contains two units. One of these (Unit V)
has been vacated completely and is not scheduled to reopen; the other (Unit
IV) was used temporarily to provide 30 beds because of recent remodeling in
the main units. Unit IV will close down when remodeling is complete.
Although both units are still licensed, the Probation Department does not
anticipate housing juveniles here. Because of the cost of remodeling these
two older units, they have not been upgraded in terms of sprinkler systems
and other functions. These requirements are identified in the report by
Robert Glass and Associates, 1992.

ACTS Unit

Soft unit/co-ed dormitory housing. This facility was completed in 1991 and
has a capacity of 60, although occupancy is usually below that number.

Olympic Center

The Olympic Center is used as the main meeting spot for the community
work program. (In Lodi, participants may meet at the work site.) This
program functions primarily in the summertime and after school for
community service credit. Olympic Center is equipment only. Staff use it for
electronic monitoring. These staff could be accommodated in other facilities.

June, 1995 0.21



San Joaquin County
FINAL REPORT Criminal Justice System Evaluation

Laundry and Kitchen

Laundry and kitchen services are provided through contract with the county
hospital. (The Juvenile Hall shut down its own operation of these functions.
The department feels that this results in cost benefits because when the
census is low, savings result. The spaces occupied by the laundry and kitchen
are designated as part of Phase Il remodeling and expansion.

Juvenile Justice Center

The court portion of Juvenile Hall contains one traffic hearing room, and 1
Superior Court courtroom. Adjacent space provides offices for District
Attorney, Public Defender, and County Clerk staff.

Transportation to downtown courtrooms is provided by Probation officers
when needed, which results in occasional space and time management
problems.

Summary of Major Issues

Because of funding cutbacks, Juvenile Detention currently has more beds
than they can provide staffing for. However, some of these currently licensed
beds are located in Units IV and V, which have serious fire, life and safety
problems. Previous studies indicate it is not cost effective to solve these
problems by remodeling.

6. Juvenile Probation

Juvenile Probation is located at the Matthews Road site in a building that was
previously used for juvenile detention. Administration for the Probation
Department overall is also located in this building. Programs provided by
Juvenile Probation include court school, intake, screening and diversion,
Project 654, investigation, supervision, and gang intervention. There are
approximately 50 staff members located in this building.

The building was constructed in 1949 and was the original juvenile detention
facility; juvenile probation moved in 1986. A metal building was added on
in 1986.

Adjacency issues: Because the hospital provides food service, the adjacency is
helpful. Transportation of juveniles.is required because of the separation
from the downtown Stockton courts. <

The department uses an internal mail courier between Juvenile Hall,
Probation, Stockton PD, Sheriff's Department, etc.
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Records: The Probation Officer handling a case keeps active case folders.
Closed files are sent to central file, and are kept until after close of
jurisdiction. Files stored in the central archives are mostly administrative.
All juvenile files are paper copies.

Some officers have brought in privately owned computers to do work. There
are three clerical workstations with computers and two administrative
workstations with computers (Unisys access and one terminal for CJIS).

Maintenance Issues: Facility problems include roof leaks; repairs have
improved but not solved the problems. Asbestos was removed or contained
when the building was remodeled for occupancy by Juvenile Probation.

Special Space Use: -

e Library/form room.
e Large break room (28 seated); shared with Juvenile hall.
e  Two conference rooms.: large (seats 20) and small (seats 12).

e  Restitution payments are done through cashier. A locked drawer is
used, and deposits are made by courier.

e  Registration/waiting is adequate with approximately 25 chairs.

e  The department uses the adult probation lab for drug and alcohol
testing.

Other Locations:

Juvenile Probation also has officers located at Manteca (1), Lodi (2), and Tracy
(2). These staff operate with the cooperation of local police departments, and
have offices located in the police departments.

Summary of Major Issues

Existing space is adequate for staff and functions. The department currently
operates with probation officers occupying offices (most have private offices),
and using interview spaces to meet with clients. Currently, there is one extra
office and one interview space for expansion. Space to house long-term
staffing growth has not been identified. Lack of space is not a short-term
issue, as there have been no staff increases since 1988, and 32 staff were
eliminated from the 1993-94 budget. If needed, officers could double up,
rather than have private offices.
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There is significant movement of juveniles by probation officers. Officers
have cellular phones, but do not have "cage" cars; if necessary, cars can be
borrowed from Juvenile Hall.

If additional staff are located in this facility, there may be some problems with
adequate phone and electricity capacity.

7. Jail

A number of previous reports have addressed the county's detention needs.
These studies address site and facility requirements, and include projections,
schematic diagrams and illustrations. Among the studies conducted were the
1992 ILPP study; Fred Campbell Population Projections; and Dworsky Design
Study.

Sheriff’s Operations Center and Jail Complex

San Joaquin County opened the new Sheriff's Operations Center and Jail
Complex in December, 1992. Planning for this complex, which cost
approximately $20 million, started in the mid-1980's. The facility was
originally planned as a 1240 bed pretrial facility, but when a sales bond
measure failed (by 400 votes), the project was scaled back to a facility with a
single-cell capacity of 708; forty medical beds increased the total capacity to 748
beds. The jail initiated double-bunking in 1994, and 100 bunk beds were on
order as of December, 1994.
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TABLE 7.4
CURRENT JAIL FACILITY

6 General Population Units

Intake 1 / 66 Beds Booking / Co-Ed
Intake 2 66 Beds Booking / Co-Ed
Medical Unit 39 Beds (No rated beds.)
Attached to
Medical Unit;
includes step-down
medical and
Sheltered Housing 66 Beds psychiatric

64 Beds Each

GP1 64 Female

64 Protective
GP 2 Custody

64 Beds Each (All
GP3,4,5,6 Male/General)

2 Administrative Segregation Units
63 Male
Administrative
Segregation
63 Co-Ed & Female
Protective Custody
(1 GP Unit was
converted to
Protective Custody
after jail opened.)

Medical and sheltered housing are in the only one-story portion of the
building. The medical cells include psychiatric cells and observation cells.
The five medical isolation cells are not rated jail beds, and the medical staff
determines who goes into this unit.

Old Men'’s Jail

This facility was vacated in 1993 when the new jail facility was opened. The
rated capacity (1963 standards) is 356; the court-ordered cap at time of closure
was 66. The 1988 Implementation Program and Master Plan calls for
demolition of this building so the site can eventually be used as the location
for the County Law and Courts Complex.

The 1992 ILPP study reviewed remodeling options for this facility. This
included:

A.  Minimum fire and life safety upgrades

B. Upgrade to 1990 BOC standards.
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C. Convert to an unlocked, direct supervision facility
D. Convert only first floor to locked housing, 1990 standards
E. Convert only first floor to unlocked housing

After reviewing capacity, cost, staffing and impacts of these alternatives, the
ILPP report concluded that "the fire and life safety problems, as well as general
conditions make it impossible to recommend continued use. The cost of
solving these extensive problems would be great, without providing a
significant number of new beds."

Old Women'’s Jail

The old women's jail is an 11,600 gross square foot facility that was built in
1955. On completion of the new jail complex in 1992, women inmates were
transferred to the new facility. At that point, BOC rated capacity was 64 (1963
standards), and the court-ordered population cap was 99.

The 1988 Implementation Program and Master Plan called for demolition of
this building to make use of the site for future location of the County Law and
Courts Complex. The 1992 ILPP study addressed two scenarios for this facility:

A.  Sentenced Men's Facility
- B. Unlocked Program Facility

The building currently houses a Residential Treatment Program operated by a
private organization (New Directions) under contract with State Parole. The
ADP under this program is 20-25.

Honor Farm

The San Joaquin County Honor Farm consists of a number of barracks-type
buildings. Currently, a number of these are vacant, due either to funding cuts
or to transfer of functions to the new jail complex. The following table
presents current use.

ABC units ADAP - Day Treatment Drug and Alcohol program.
. These units were vacated by patrol when the new
headquarters were constructed.

DEF Vacated 93-94, because of budget cuts.
Rated at 48, cap at 70
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JKL Barracks; Board rated @ 48
Can house up to 70
One barrack reopens in January
Two others reopen in March

HI Each rated for 70
Facility is closed because of funding cuts.

G 40-bed sentenced female unit
Unit is currently closed.
Sheriff would like to convert to women's honor

farm.

JKL Renovated 198; rated 48/48/46, respectively. Honor
Farm

Unit I: 124 beds

Honor farm: Rated a 47

Kitchen Facilities

New kitchen facilities were not constructed as part of the new jail complex.
Previous planning studies determined that a new kitchen facility would be
required when jail capacity reaches around 1,600 to 1,700. The current facility
is half dining and half kitchen. Current food preparation is provided through
a contract with a private provider.

Other Locations

The only other detention cells in the county are the holding cells in the
Stockton Courthouse. The one large tank and nine individual holding cells
frequently hold 80-90, and have held as many as 125.

8. Sheriff's Administration

The Sheriff's Administration and Operations moved into the newly
constructed facility in 1991. Among the functions located in this building are
Sheriff's Administration, Patrol, Detention Administration, Civil, Records,
Custody Office, and Coroner's Office.

When programmed, departmental needs through the year 2010 were
considered. Although the original plans were modified for cost savings, the
building size and functions remained as programmed.
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There are no major problems with the existing use. Minor problems include
an inadequate number of lockers (currently solved by some officers sharing a
locker.) The office space was designed with an "open-office" layout; there are
only three private offices (occupied by the Sheriff and two Chief Deputies).
Although this has resulted in some problems with privacy/staff issues, small
conference rooms are available.

Growth in the past four years, since moving into facility, has been less than
was projected. Adequacy of the facility for the future will depend on funding,
but there are no problems in foreseeable future. Although there are potential
changes in merging the Sheriff's Office and Bailiff Office court-support
functions, these would not have a significant impact on space requirements,
either way.

The department does not currently have a firing range, and contracts with the
City of Manteca to use their firing range for training functions. Plans for a
new firing range are being discussed; the location identified is north of the
Jail on county property.

Records: The Department has just started a "paperless" automated system for
records. Field staff dictate all reports into a hand-held tape player, which is
then transcribed by departmental staff. Additional information on the case
(photos, fingerprints, etc.) is maintained in a paper file, and some reports
(including child abuse, domestic violence, auto theft) still require paper
forms. The department stores records both in the department and at the
county Record Distribution Center, run by General Services. Record storage
space is adequate at both locations for this department, in part because the
county has a 10-year retention period for all but murder cases.

Special Space Use: Special space allocations are generous for this department,
and allow for long-range growth. With minor exceptions, these spaces are
not used by other departments. Special space use by the Sheriff's
Administration includes:

e  Meeting and small conference rooms

e  Briefing room for patrol officers

e  Training rooms and multi-purpose room

* Lab (photo and fingerprint functions)

. Communications center

e  Central control for jail
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e  Holding cell
. Snack bar and break area
s Locker room (men's and women's)

Other Locations: The Court Supervisor (one staff member) is located in the
Courthouse. ‘

The County Morgue is located in a separate facility. (Offices for Coroner staff
are in the Operations Center). This facility was remodeled and adequately
meets current needs. The county contracts with private medical services for
autopsies.
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