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LIST OF TABLES HIGHLIGHTS 

TABLE NO. PAGE NO. 
The primary objective of San Diego County's Detention Control Proqram was 

1 Juvenile Hall Average Daily Attendance Before and During 
DCU Operation .............•..........................•........... 10 to reduce overcrowded conditions in its juvenile hall. To achieve thin ob-jective, 

2 Juvenile Arrests and Referrals to Probation by San Diego a policy was instituted on August 1, 1974 to divert 601 status offenders from 
Law Enforcement Prior to and During DCU Operation ............... . 12 

detention. This paper reports the results of that policy during its first 
3 Number of Youths Booked Into Juvenile Hall and Ordered Detained 

Before and During DCU Operation ...................•......•....... 14 twelve months of operation. 

4 Disposition of 601 and 602 Referrals to DCU, August 1974 to Findings 
July 1975 .......•................................................ 16 

• Overcrowding in the juvenile hall was eliminated during the first 
Dispositions of Cases Referred to the DCU, by Offense, 

August 1974 to July 1975 •........................................ 17 month of the program. Population remained below capacity for the 

6 Number of Diverted Youths Re-refen:ed to Probation Within six duration of the study period. 
Months as 601 or 602 Offenders .................................. . 29 

• Presumably as a result of the program, police arrests in the 601 
7 Number of Re-referrals Within Six Months, Per Diverted Youth 

by Type of Diversion ...••.........•............•....•............ 30 category decreased while the number of 602 arrests remained about. 

8 Cumulative Percentage of Diverted Youths Re-referred Each the same. 
Month, by Diversion Type ..................................•...... 31 

• Bookings of 60ls into the hall decreased 64.4%, and detention 
9 Number of Re-referrals for Youths Diverted From Detention 

by DCU .•....••....................•.•.....•...........•...•...... 31 of booked 601s decreased 81.8%. Bookings of 602s decreased 22.2%, 

10 Description of Recidivism Results in a Variety of 601 but the percentage of booked 602s who were detained increased by 
Diversion Programs .......•........•......................••.....• 35 

25.7%. 

Average length of stay in the juvenile hall increased 19%, from 

8.9 to 10.6 days. 

Probation experienced several benefits from the program, including 

reduced hall population and caseloads, financial savings, and 

increased staff morale. 

Law enforcement and community agencies have expressed mixed feelings 

toward the program. Law enforcement is concerned that probation may 

be failing to meE!t its responsibilities in dealing with youths in 

ii 
trouble. Some community agencies have experienced an unwelcome 



(and financially unsupported) increase in int.ake. Othen: who 

received few additional cases, are concerned that diverted youths 

are not receiving help with their problems. 

Of the total cases diverted from the probatl.'on t 31 sys em, % were 

n~·-referred wi thin six months. 

The six-month failure rate was 22.5% for those cases initially 

detained by DCU, but subsequently released by regular probation 

j ntake, and 33.9% for those cases di ve:.:ted without detention. 

~ecommendations 

Div2rsion programs should have built-in monitoring and evaluation 

systems. Such systems would provide accurate data on the efficacy 

of diversion, the kinds of youths benefitting most from diversion, 

and those youths who may require detention and regular probation 

services in order to increase probability of success. 

Some recognition should be made of the problems created by the 

diversion program for law enforcement and community agencies 

in San Diego County. Law enforcement has been required to 

increase its own diversion efforts and would benefit from 

training and assistance by the county. Community social 

agencies, most c£ which operate on inflexible annual budgets, 

have had to acce?t additional cases as a result of diversion. 

Money saved by probation through diversion could be shared 

with local agencies to help offset this additional burden. 
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T·HE SAN DIEGO DETENTION CONTROL STUDY 
FINAL REPORT, DECEMBER 1975 

In August of 1974, the San Diego County Probation Department implemented a 

new policy designed to reduce overcrowding in the juvenile hall. A reduction in 

hall population was -to be accomplished through the diversion of lef;s serious 

status offenders from detention. Status offenders are juveniles charged with 

offenses contained under Section 60}. of the Welfare and Institutions Code, such 

as truancy, runaway, or being beyond con-trol in the home or school. The 

Prevention and Community Corrections Branch of the California Youth Authority 

(CYA) r in its legislatively mandated role as monitor of standards in probation 

systems, assumed the responsibility of evaluating the effectiveness of the new 

policy. The task of preparing evaluation reports was assigned to the CYA 

Research Division. To date, three quarterly reports have been compiled. This 

paper represents the fourth and final report, covering the first twelve nlonths 

during which the detention control policy was in effect, Augu.st 1974 through 

July 1975. 

BACKGROUND 

In the course of the 1974 annual inspection of juvenile halls, CYA Prevention 

and Community Corrections consultants determined that over.·crowding had becomt~ a 

serious and chronic condition in the San Diego County Juvenile Hall. As a 

result, the CYA Director notified San Diego's Chief Probation Officer that the 

county's juvenile hall was to be disapproved for the de'cention of minors due to 

failure to comply with maximum population standards set by the Youth Authority. 

To alleviate ov(~rcrowding, a detention control policy was placed in effect 

regulating the t~etention of juveniles. To implement the new policy, the 

Detention Contro.'.\. Unit was created and put into operation in the Juvenile Hall. 

-3-
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According to Robert L. Smith, Chief of the CYA's Prevention and Community 

corrections Branch, "San Diego initiated one of the more signif:i.cant uncontrolled 

experiments in the history of juvenile detention in california."l smith went 

onto state that the new policy "addresses 1:he issue of \\rhat '1m should do wj th 

60h,; 1. e., take them out of the criminal justice system or k,,,ep chern :in and 

provide alternative services." 

The new policy was designed and implemented as a result of the state's 

pressure to comply with juvenile hall population standards. Howevcr,the 

concept of keeping 601 cases out of c1etention facilities ~·TCl.S not new to the 

San Diego Probation Department administrators. For some time, the ChiE'f 

Probation Officer had been trying to establish just such a policy but had met 

continual opposition from those who felt that it was probation's r')le to 

treat these offendE"rs. As a result, the pressure exerted by the state ".'as 

an impetus for establishing a diversion program for 601 offenel,ers. 

The 601 tv&I Code offender category has long been vie~ved negat:i'lcly by 

members of probation. The "601 - beyond control" category has been considered 

to be a catch-all; e. g., when unablz to substantia,te a 602 charge against a 

troublesome you.th, there was a tendency to chal:ge him with 601 .. beyond control, 

often on the testimony of 'the parents alone. Many proba'tion and poli::::e officors 

dislike handling these cases, which often require several hours of counseling and 

mediation with families. 

Diversion of status offenders has b€;en implemented in other probation 

departmen'ts such as those in Sacramento and Santa Clara Counties. The trend 

IThe program was indeed an "uncontrolled experiment." The program was designed 
to fulfill a specific need on an imnlediate basis; that is, the reduction of 
juvenile hall population. The program did not include controlled methods 
lending 'themselves ~c rigorous analysis. This shortcomin'::f has limited the 
kind of evaluation ~hat could be made of the program. 

-4-

toward diversion is rapidly developing throug~out California as a result of 

congress' Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. Thi.s act is 

2 designed to provide grant money to state and local government agencies to 

assist in the development of programs for the separation of status offenders 

from delinquent offenders or for the deinstii:utionalization of status offenders 

(OCJP, 1975). In order to be eligible for grant money, in the words of the 

act, California must "provide within two years after submission of the Plan 

(!?y July 1, 1977] that juveniles who are charged with or have committed 

offenses that would not be criminal if committed by an adult, shall TlQt be 

placed in juvenile detention or correction facilities, but must be placed in 

shelter facilities." Shelter facilities are temporary care facilities in a 

physically non-restrictive environment, to be used for periods of up to 30 days 

while longer-range plans are arranged. The California council on Criminal 

Justice has recommended the undertaking of a major study to determine the 

problems and effects of removing status offenders from secure facilities. 

This report on San Diego County's Detention Control Program provides pre-

liminary information regarding the effect and impact of diversion that may 

serve as a guideline for evaluation of diversion programs as they develop in 

other California c01.mty probation systems. 

THE DETENTION CONTROL PROGRAM 

Detention control went into effect in the San Diego County Juvenile Hall on 

August 1, 1974. The basis of the program was to refrain from detaining minor 

offenders coming under the 601 section of the W&I Code, which would have the 

immediate effect of reducing the juvenile hall population. The written guidelines 

prepared for the Detention Control unit (DCU) state that "the spirit of detention 

2As of November 17, 1975, $680,000 in grant money was av. ilable. 
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should comply with section 626 of the W&I Code, which reflects 'in determining 

which di!;position of the minor he will make, the officer shall prefer the 

a.1 tc>rnative which least restricts "the minor's freedom of movement, provided 

such altnrnative is compatible with the best interest. of the minor and the 

communi ty' . II 

'l'hc DCU I S screening procedures have been designed so that youths who are 

currc>ntly wards of the court (Le., already on probation) will not be detained 

ill the juvenile hall unless they have been charged with a provable felony. 

Status offenders brought to the hall by law enforcement are accepted, but are 

qencrally held only until diversion or transportation home can be accomplished. 

Rooking into the hall is approved on Iv for certain status offenders: those with 

significant runaway histories and who are considered likely to flee, those 

where a CYA hold is in effect, and transient cases. 

In order to better comprehend the role played by the DCU, it may be helpful 

to describe the probation process as generally followed in San Diego County. 

3 
Following is a listing of the options available at various points in the system. 

Most referrals to probation come from law enforcement agencies. The police 

have the following options in handling a case: 

1. Handle informally; counsel and release to paren"i::s. 

2. IIandle informally; refer youth to a community agency. 

3. Refer to probation; release the youth on a promise to appear 

(PTA) at the probation uepartment; if a ward of the court, his 

case would go before his regular probation officer; if not a 

ward, his case would go to regular intake. 

3Thanks go to Lon Swank, Supervisor of the DCU, for suggesting this method 
of descr~bing the probation process. 
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4. Refer to probation; place youth in c~lst()dy and transport. to 

the juvenile hall for bookiIHji whether ward or non-w,lrd his 

case is screened by the Dell. 

'rlte DCU has several options at its disposal. It is at this point Umt tl1P 

JctL~ntion control policy takes effect. The DCt; may: 

1. counsel and release the youth to parents. 

"") 
<... R~fer the youth to a commlmity agency. 

3. Helease non-wards (those not currently on probat.ion) with a 

promise 1:0 appear before reqular intake i release wards wi th 

their case to be handled by their probation officer. 

4. Book the youth into the juvenile hall; if booked, a petition 

must be filed within 48 hours or the youth must be released; 

if detained, the youth must have a detention hearing within 

72 hours; DCU can only detain youths on its own authority 

for 72 hours. 

Referrals not brought to the hall for bookiL<J but ordered to appear before 

regular intake or their own probation officers may also be released with no 

further action. Options available at this point are: 

1. Counsel and release. 

2. Place the youth under informal supervision for six months. 

3. Release the youth on P'l'A and file a petition. 

4. Place youth in custody, file a petition, and send youth to a 

detention hearing to determine the need for continued detention. 

Whether the youth appears before intake or DCU, a decision must be made to 

release the youth or file a petition. Once a petition has been filed, it must 

be decided whether to release on a promise to appear, or to detain until the 

court hearing (which by law must OCCllr within 15 days). If the court makes a 

-7-
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trW! fhlding on a petition, it may release the youth on probation or order The~"~ data included: (a) monthly reports enumerating juvenile hall bookings 

df'tention in the hall or some other facility. and dispositions; (b) monthly reports on number of referrals to probation; (c) a 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
deck of computer cards containing proc0Ss data from the Detention Control 

Statistical Report; and, (d) a computer tape containing information on n11 

{ ,)(' of the major inlents of this report is to evalpate how effectively San non-ward referrals to the probation department. These reports were collected 

I) i eqo County has achieved its obj ecti ve of el iminn ting overcrowded conditions in dating back to 1972 in order to obtain baseline data on the number of sublccts 

i ls juvenile hall. In the process, a number of interesting question'S arise re- referred to probation and kinds of dccis~ons made prior to the impl€T11entation 

gan1ing the impact of a de+-ention control policy on a county juvenile justice of the new polic'f. Other data pertaining to law enforcement arrests and resulting 

syst0.m. This report, then~ will also attempt to answer the following related dispositions were obtained from the files of the state's Bureau of Criminal 

questiol1s: Statistics. 

1. What effect has the detention control policy had on the 'I'he evaluation design used in this report compares condi tion'3 prevailing 

detention of 601 cases? during the DCU's operation with t~hose previousl~ existing; e.g., statistics for 

a. How many 601s were diverted from detention? the twelve months of DCU operation under study, August 1974 through July 1975 

b. For what kinds of offenses were 60ls detained? are compared with the twelve-month period immediately preceding, August 1973 

2. As a result of the policy to release 6018, has the number through July 1974. For ease in presentation, the data have been grouped in 

of 602 detentions increased: three-month periods. This format smoothed out sporadic fluctuations in numbers 

3. What alternatives to detention are being used for 60ls? without obscuring any trends in the data, Statistics for the years 1972 ~nd 

4. What percentage of 601 diversions are being subsequently 1973 were quite similar to those for the twelve-month pre-DCU period and, there-

referred to probation as 60?s? fore, were excluded from the tables for clarity and simplicity. 

5. \>nlat has been the impact of tha po.Lic'l on law enforcement To obtain information regarding the perceived impact of the program on the 

and community agencies? community, interviews were held with key members in the probation department: 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
the director of juvenile services, the juvenile hall superintendent, the DCU 

supervisor, ana the departmental research analyst. To obtain a sample view-

When the Den began operation, CYA Resea:.:ch staff 'I1ad not had the opportunity point from law enforcement, interviews were held with members of the juvenile 

to ussist in the design of an evaluation component for the program. San Diego division of the San Diego City Police Department. Information was additionally 

county instituted its own data collection and reporting system and made its data obtained from representatives of a number of randomly selected community 

available to CYA staff. agencies. 

" r. 
-8-
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FINDINGS AND IMPACT OF DETENTION CONTROL 

Juvenile Hall Overcrowding 

According to data provided by San Diego Probation, the average daily 

attendance (ADA) in the juvenile hall exceeded the rated capacity during every 

month from September 1972 through July 1974. These data leave one wondering 

what living conditions in the hall must have been like, for instanc~, in March 

1974, when the ADA was 329, or 124 over the maximum capacity of 205. 

'l'able 1 shows the ADA for the twelve months preceding the initiation of 

the detention control policy (the pre-DCll period) and 'the first twelve months 

of detention control operation (the DCU period) . 

Table 1 

Juvenile Hall Averaqe Daily Attendance 

Before and During ncu Operation 

Period 

PRE DCU PERIOD 

Aug. '73-0ct. '73 

Nov.' 73-Jan.' 74 

Feb. '74-Apr. '74 

May '74-,Jul.' 74 

DCU PERIOD 

Aug. ' 74-0ct. ' 74 

Nov. '74-Jan. '75 

Feb.' 75-Apr. '75 

May '75-Jul.' 75 

Hall 
Capacity 

205 

205 

205 

205 

197 

201 

204 

204 

ADA 

252 

278 

318 

298 

170 

173 

187 

192 

N \l1l1]-;e r 
Over/Under 

+47 

+73 

+113 

+93 

-27 

-28 

-17 

-12 

% 

Over/Under 

+22.9 

+35.6 

+55.1 

+45.4 

-13.7 

-13.9 

-8.3 

-5.9 

Note. The hall capacity decreased during DCU due to 
transferring the use of some sleeping fdcilites to 
interview rooms. An increase occurred when a room 
used for sewing by inmates was converted to sleeping 
facilities. 
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In August 1974, th.e first month of DCU operation, the juvenile hall ADA 

dropped below capacity for the first time in two years. '1'he ADA remained below 

capacity during the entire DCU period. The ADA appears to have progressively 

increased in each of the four DCU periods, but the hall was still under capacity 

during the final repox'ted period. Data collected for another study showed the 

ADA for August 1975 to have been 183, suggesting that the upward curve in 

population seems to have stabalized for the time being. 

One effect accompanying rec...uction in hall population has been a slight 

increase in the average lengrh of stay. D . th . ~ ur~ng e pre-DCU per~od, jpveniles 

spent an average of 8.9 days in confinement; during the DCU period the average 

stay was 10.6 days, a 19% increase. This can most likely be accOlmted for by 

the fact that during the DCU period the hall population was comprised of fewer 

numbers of less serious offenders and increased numbers of 602 offenders, who 

often require more lengthy confinement. For example, during May to July 1975, 

the ratio of 602s to 60ls among new detentions was 13 to I, whereas it had been 

4 to 1 in July 1974. 

The primary objective of the detention control policy to reduce overcrowding 

in the juvenile hall was satisfactorily achieved. The next question to be looked 

at is "How was the reduction in juvenile hall population accomplished?" 

Arrests and Referrals to Probation 

Referrals to probation originate primarily with law enforcemen-t agencies. 
4 

Number of referrals should be directly related to number of juvenile arrests. 

Table 2 shows the number of arrests occurring before and during DCU operation. 

Also shown is the nlmilier of arrestees who were referred to probation in each period. 

4 . h Dur~ng t e first six months of detention control, 91.1% of the referrals came 
from law enforcement. Parents accounted for 1.3% of the referrals. No referrals 
were listed as coming from schools. It is probable that when schools had a 
problem youngster, they first contacted law enforcement, who, in turn, made the 
referral to probation. 

-11-



Table 2 

Juvenile Arrests and Referrals to Probation By San Diego 

Law Enforcement Prior to and During DCl Jperation 

Total Juvenile Arrests 30,984 

Total Referrals to Probation 15,250 

% Arrestees Referred 

Total 601 Arrests 

No. 601 Cases Referred 
to Probation 

% 60ls Referred 

49.2 

8,264 

3,979 

47.8 
I 

Total 602 Arrests 122,720 

No. 602 Cases Referred I 
to Probation 111,271 

__ %_6_~2S Referred ____ L~~ .. 6 

One Year Period 
During DCU 

Mo. 
nAve. 

2,852 30,069 

1,271 14,846 

49.4 

689 

332 

6,809 

3,079 

45.2 

1,893 23,260 

939 11,767 

50.6 

2,506 

1,237 

567 

257 

1,938 

981 

% 

Change 

-2.9 

-2.7 

-17.7 

-22.6 

+2.4 

+4.5 

The actual number of juvenile arrests occurring within the two periods 

changed very little, decreasing only 2.9%. This decrease occurred in spite of 

an increase in the juvenile population in San Diego County. The number of 

juveniles aged 10 to 17 increased from 1974 to 1975 by 1.3%. The number of 

youths arrested for 601 offenses decreased 17.7%, from an average of 689 to 

567 per month. As a result of fewer 501 arrests, the absolu·te number of 601 

referrals to probation also decreased during the DCU period. However, the 

proportion of 601 arrestees who were referred only decreased from 47.8 to 45.2%. 

The data indicate a change in police policy in that markedly fewer formal 601 

arrests were being made during the DCU period, but also mean that when police 

did arrest and charge a youth with a 601 offense, i't remained just as likely 

that they would refer the youth to probation. 

-12-
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After the detentiGn policy was initiated, it became known among law 

enforcement agencies that the juvenile hall would make every effort to release 

601 cases, unless detention was necessary for the safe'ty of the youth or the 

community. A concern was expressed among probation staff that law enforcement 

might tend to escalate some 601 offenses to 602 charges to ensure detention in 

the juvenile hall. 

rrhe total number of youths arrested for 602 offenses increased slightly by 

2.4%. However, this is in line with the general increase in the juvenile popula-

tion. The proportion of 602 arrestees who were referred to probation increased 

OiLe percentage point, from 49.6 to 50.6%. Another way of looking at arrest 

figures is to consider the rate of arrests within the population. The monthly 

arn~st rate during the pre-DCU period was 12.0 per 1,000 youth population. 

During DCU, the monthly rate decreased to 11.4 per 1,000. The 601 arrest rate 

decreased from 3.2 to 2.6 per 1,000. The 602 arrest rate was 8.8 in both 

periods. The data do not indicate a trend towards increased 602 charges by 

law enforcement. 

Bookings Into The Juvenile Hall 

This section discusses the number of youths booked into the juvenile hall, 

'that is, those brought to the receiving unit and whose names were entered in the 

official records. Not all referrals to probation are actually brought to the 

juvenile hall; some are called "paper referrals." These are youth who, having 

come into contact with law enforcement or other agencies, agree to appear 

before the intake unit on a specified date when it is determined if they should 

be placed on probation. The remainder are brought to the hall by referring 

agencies for the purposes of detention. These youths are booked and their 

-13-
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cases screened by the DCU to determine whether diversion or detention is more 

. 5 approprlate. 

Table 3 shows the number of youths booked into the hall before and during 

OCU operation and the percentage of those subsequently ordered detained. The 

total number of youths booked into the hall was 10,237 during the pre-DCU 

period and 6,266 d.uring DCU, a decrease of 38.8%. In light of the fact ·that 

the number of police referrals to prohation was essentially unchanged c'.uring 

the two periods (see Table 2) r this decrease in bookings provides added evidence 

to the fact that the detention control policy was successful in diverting youth 

from confinement. The 64.4% decrease among 601 bookings was especially dramatic. 

Bookings of 602 cases decreased 22.2%. 

Table 3 

Number of Youths Booked Into Juvenile Hall and Ordered 

Detained Before and During DCU Operation 

.•. ----------,- -' -- ._----------.. ----
'I'otal Bookings 601 Bookings 602 

-. 

.-
Bookings 

B efore DUringl % Before During % Before During % 

DCU DCUChange 

No. Detained 

0,237 6'266Es 
2,688 2,420 -10.0 

No. of Bookinge 1 

% of Bookings 
Detaineda 

.. --------..1..-
26.2A 

DCU 

4,030 

892 

22.1 
.-. 

DCU Change DCU DCU Change 

1,436 -64.4 6,207 4,830 -22.2 

162 -81.8 1,796 2,258 +25.7 

11. 3 28.9 46.7 

Note. Total bookings in Table 3 are less than total referrals to probation in 
Table 2 since not all referrals are booked into the juvenile hall. 

a Change in percentage detained between periods statistically significant: 
Total Bookings - Chi-square = 278.52, df=l, p<.OOl 

601 Bookings Chi-square = 80.24, df=l, p<.OOl 
602 Bookings - Chi-squa~r.e = 371.09, df=l, p<.OOl 

5In some cases youths received at the hall are not booked. If diversion is 
considered appropriate and can be accomplished immediately, the youth is 
placed in a holding room without booking until he or she is picked up by 
a responsible person. In the case of transients or when parents cannot be 
ccmtacten, the youth must be booked if he is to remain at the hall for more 
than three hours. 

-14-

The decrease in bookings led to an overa~l 10.0% decrease in the absolute 

number of cases detained in the juvenile hall. However, the decrease in deten-

tions occurred only for 601 cases, of whom 81.8% fewer cases were detained during 

the DCU period. Detentions for 602s increased in the same period by 25.7%. The 

diversion program seemed to have the effect of increased likelihood of detention 

for 602 referrals booked into the hall. In addition, youths who were booked were 

likely to spend more time in detention (average stay increased during tLc DCU 

period from 8.9 to 10.6 days). 

Detention Control Dispositions 

Whether or not a referral is to be detained in the juvenile hall is a 

decision made by the Detention Control unit. If the referral is a ward of the 

court, the DCU must decide whether to book and detain the ward or release him 

on his promise to appear. If the referral is a non-ward, DCU determines whether 

to book and detain, release on a promise to appear, or divert from probation 

through referral to another agency or outright release. 

Table 4 shows the various dispositions made on 601 and 602 referrals to the 

DCU during its first twelve months of operation. Dispositions include detained, 

promise to appear (PTA), closed (counselled and released, arranged transportation 

home), and other. The "other" category includes those cases that were referred 

to DCU, but where a disposition was not formally made by the unit. The youths 

were not detained and their cases may have been handled informally both within 

and outside the probation system. 

The data show a great variation in the percentages of 601 and 602 cases 

receiving each kind of disposition. The DCU ordered detention and PTA less 

often for 601 than for 602 cases. The 601 youths were more often counselled 

and released or handled in some other informal manner without the necessity 

of detention. 
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Table 4 

Disposition of 601 and 602 Referrals to 

DCU, August 1974 to July 1975 

-----------
Disposition 

Total Referrals 

n 

-------- - --- ---F- ------;------:- --- -~- --b--- .... ---- . ---
Total Detained PTA .~ __ Closed Other 

n % n % n % ~ % 

7,150 5,057 70.7 961 13.4 501 7.0 631 8.8 , 
5.6 369 18.9 363 18.6 601 1,953 1,112 56.9 ll09 

__ 60_2 _____ -1--5, 197 3, 945 .7 5 ~ 9* _8_5_2 __ 1_6_. _4_*.1-._1_3 2 __ 2_._5_*-L-_2_6_8_-5_._2_*_ 

Note. Table includes only those cases referred to DCU for purposes of 
---a8tention. 
a Includes "paper referral" cases. 

bIncludes counsel and release, refer to community agency, arrange 
transportation. 

*Difference be~ween 601 and 602 categories significant; p<.OOl. 

Table 5 outlines the dispositions made by DCU, with referrals grouped by 

type of offense. These data answer questions about what kinds of offenders were 

being detained, and what kinds were most often released or diverted. Those 

most often detained were youth charged with a failure to appear (97.1%). 

Detention was considered necessary for these youths because they had already 

proven their unreliability by failing to return to intake or court proceedings 

after a previous PTA disposition had been made in their cases. 

According to the DCU operations manual, the decision to detain a youth is 

related to the seriousness of the offense or the likelihood that the youth will 

flee ·to avoid further contact with the authorities. Among criminal offenders, 

most often detained were those committing violent crimes (91.1%), miscellaneous 

felonies (90.1%), sex offenses (90.0%), and property crimes (78.0%). Among 601 

offenders, runaways with non-local home addresses were most often detained (74.8%), 
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primarily because of the difficulty of having ,them returned ·to their parents' 

6 
custody. Local runaways, who could be returned to their homes with less 

difficulty, were detained less often (39.4%). Those 601 cases detained least 

often were beyond controls (36.3%) and local runaways (39.4%). Least often 

detained among 602 offenders were traffic and miscellaneous (40.4%) and drunk 

or possession of alcohol (41.9%). 

Table 5 

Dispositions of Cases Referred to the DCU, by Offense 

August 1974 to July 1975 

Offense 

TOTAL, ALL REFERRALS 

TOTAL 602s 

Violent Crimes 

Property Crimes 

Drug Offenses 

Drunk/Possession 

Sex Offenses 

Misc. Felonies 

Traffic & Misc. 

Failure to Appear 

TOTAL 60ls 

Runaway (local) 

Runaway (not local) 

Beyond Control 

Vagrancy 

Misc. 60ls 

UNKNOWN 

Total ~ Detained % PTA % Closed % Other 

7,150 70.7 13.4 7.0 8.8 

5,168 75.8 16.5 2.6 5.2 

757 

2,002 

797 

272 

100 

131 

327 

782 

1,953 

563 

959 

212 

163 

56 

29 

91.1 

78.0 

56.3 

41. 9 

90.0 

90.1 

40.4 

97.7 

56.9 

39.4 

74.8 

36.3 

43.6 

44.6 

93.1 

5.8 

15.6 

27.5 

40.1 

7.0 

47.4 

.6 

5.6 

5.7 

.4 

9.4 

17.2 

44.6 

.8 

1.6 

5.8 

7.4 

1.0 

3.8 

4.6 

.8 

18.9 

26.1 

15.1 

26.9 

12.3 

3.4 

2.2 

4.8 

10.4 

10.7 

2.0 

6.1 

7.6 

.9 

18.6 

28.8 

9.7 

27.4 

27.0 

10.7 

3.4 
._-_. -- -------------------

6Lon Swank, DCU Supervisor, states that when a transient runaway's parents 
cannot be located within a reasonable amount of time (especially on a 
weekend) it is ne~essary to book the youth, even though efforts continue 
toward sending the youth home. 
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IMPACT ON JUVENILE JUSTICE 

How has the detention control policy affected the juvenile justice system 

in San Diego County? This section considers the impact of the new policy on 

the probation department, law enforcement, and the community social agencies. 

Probation 

Prior to detention control, about 40% of the probation caseload was comp~'ised 

of 601 cases. Probation officers, already carrying large caseloads, found it 

necessary to spend considerable time working with the families of 601 youths: 

runaways, curfew violators, and those who were "beyond control" of their 

parents. 

Mr. Michael Garvey, Director of Juvenile Services in San Diego County, 

described a number of benefits accruing from the detention control proqram. 

Because increased numbers of the less serious 601 cases have been diverted from 

probation, average case load size has been reduced. Probation officers are doing 

less "crisis counseling" with families and find themselves with more time to 

work with the more serious delinquents. It is now possible to handle family 

squabbles by providing the parents with a list of cc~unity agencies from whom 

they may seek assistance. 

Another positive benefit has to do with obtaining complete data reports from 

police on 602 referrals. All youths brought to the hall by police are accepted 

initially, with Aisposition as to custody status to be determined by the DCU. 

The receiving unit no longer accepts referrals if the police reports are 

incomplete. As a result, police officers are making quite sure their reports 

are complete before bringing a referral to the hall. 

Financial benefits were derived through the implementation of the policy. 

The resulting reduction in caseload size has presented the county with the 
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option of reducing its c:omplement of probation officers. Decreased population 

in the juvenile hall has had the expectec'l benefit of reduced costs for bedding, 

food, clothing, etc. There has, in addition, been a reduction in juvenile hall 

staff. Mr. Robert Skidmore, Juvenile HaJl superintendent, pointed out several 

benefi ts from his point of view, nonn of which were possible when oVI-'l'cr')wdinq 

was a chronic condition: 

1. More time is available for staff training. 

2. All double bunks have been eliminated; each youth is 

provided with an individual room, thus providing some 

opportunity for privacy. 

3. Problem behaviors resulting from overcrowding have decreased. 

4. Staff have been able to design special programs, such as 

behavior modification. 

5. The half-time staff psychiatrist has been able to go beyond 

prescribing medicine and drugs; he can now become involved 

in "behavioristic treatment." 

6. Dorm assignments can be made according to the needs of the 

client. 

tVhen asked how his staff felt about a hall population comprised mainlv Q1' 

602 offenders, Mr. Skidmore responded thac. staff have few, if any, compluints. 

The 602 clients are less prone to complain about the injustice of their con-

finement, as was often the case with 601 offenders. The present populatiol G 

if not more amenable to treatment, is at least considered to be more f.n nL.E:1 

of treatment. 

Mr. Garvey believes that to implement a diversion program for 601 offenders, 

. "t b bl t t k th h t" The po14cu 4.'., .1.ikely probation admin~strators mus e a e 0 a e e ea. ~. J •• 

to be viewed, at least initially, somewhat negatively by the police, the courts, 
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and thp nchools. There may be concern among some probation staff that the 

plimination of 601 cases from the sy~;tcm will cause them to "havE.> no r.:i1seload 

left.1i 

Diversion has the immediate effect of reducing the number of clients in tho 

probation system. County administrators may have to consider whether they ar('> 

willinq to cut back on positions. Smaller counties and those who receive a 

lower numLer of new referrals may take a negative view of this and. therefore, 

may want to continue booking 601s to ensure at least minimum caseloads for 

staff. 

Another point that some county administrators may want to consider is the 

fact. that federal grant money under thC' ,Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act will be available only to those commuI"'i.ty ager;cies that are 

actively working towards the removal of status offenders from "juvenile 

det_ention facilities. 

Law Enforcement. 

Over ninety percent of the referrals to DCU come from law enforcement 

nOPllC'i (>s~ wi th (lvpr hal f (If these r.om"ing from the San Diego City Police Depart-

ment. A group interview with three officers of that department's Juvenile 

Division provided subjective information on law enforcement's view of the 

dct.ention control policy. 

MernlJC'rs of the Juvenile unit believe that probation expects the police to 

handle GOl cases themselves. The new probation policy has meant that the police 

department has had to increase its efforts. to divert less serious offenders, 

including locating community agencies bo~h willing and able to deal with these 

youths' problems. 

Lacking the alternative of referring 601 cases to probation has caused some 

problems for law enforcement. Simply reducing the number of arrests in the 601 
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cat!~gory has been one alternative employed. However, there may be- some n0qativ(' 

community reaction to such a policy. Parents with troublesome children and. 

schools plagued with disciplinary problems want the police, or someone, to 

lake their problems off their hands. COT"tinued and eJ.':panded use of community 

dCJoncies appears to be tho most approprinte solution. Although police ilrc 

gaining trust in the ability of local agcmcies to deal with problem youth, there 

is still some concern over the degree to which these agencies can provide help. 

The police face the same problem as the probation department when they make 

a referral to conununity agencic's. ThC'v Ciln only refer individuals or familip!-; 

and hopp that they take advantaqC' of th£' s('rvi ces available. There is little, 

if any, follow--up to determine if ref(~rrals actually show up at these agencies, 

or how long they continue to receive services. The police have asked the 

agE'''''cies to inform them of how many referrals actually show up, but "':he agencies 

often fail to do so. 

Members of the Juvenile Division have stron~r personal opinions regarding 

the detention control policy and the kind of diversion it produces. They 
I 

understand that the detention control policy :Ls the only available means of 

reducing overcrowding in the juvenile hall. However, they lament the lack of 

available juvenile detention facilities. Especially aggravating to them has 

been the recent refusal of the county to grant funds for the construction of ~n 

additional juvenile detention facility in San Diego. The county administrators 

stated that the current need was not for more detention beds but for more 

services. 

Police are also in sympathy with the philosophy of early intervention and 

diversion of youth from the criminal justice system. However, they disagree 

with the diversion policy as presently practiced. Lt. Kelley of the Juvenile 

Division made the following points. In his opinion there are two types of 601 
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offonders: those without criminal tendencies whose family problems or diffi-

cultios in adjusting to adolescense result in such minor events as runaways, 

family squabbles, etc. He believes that for these youths diversion is appropriate, 

and even more desirable would be a st.ronq intervention/prevention proqram. A 

!wcow1 type consists of the habitual 601 offenders, or those committinq more 

. f' Such youths exhibit a clear pattern of escalating delinquency nerlOUS 0 renses. -

which ultimately lpads to criminal behavior. In cases of the latter type, he 

fpols that diversion from probation is an abrogation of responsibility by the 

. d 7 
ny~;t('m bpst equipped to handle delinquents or the delinquently-or~ente . 

However, t.he San Diego police firmly believe that prevention is a mOl"P successful 

method of reducing the crime rate than our present system of rehabilitation. 

Lt. Kelley felt the opinions of his staff were similar to those of law cnforce-

ment Gfficials throughout the county, 

One officer offered the following stCl.tetll<mt: "There is some con.f'~ ict 

involving recent efforts towards crime prevention. The 601s must be looked at 

Garefully and classified into two types, (1) those where initial counseling can 

hopefully avoid recidivism, and (2) those where a referral to probation or 

anotlwr aqency should take place as quickly as possible. More qualified 

int(~rvention would serve as a deterrent towards more serious criminal involvement." 

'1'110 Conununi ty Agenci es 

One method of diversion is to refer a youth to a conununity agency. If the 

DCO'S assessment of a youth's problem indicates that probation and/or confine-

mont would have no beneficial effects, it may be decided to refer his case to 

7nowever, no objective criteria exist for the detection or classification of 
those 601 offenders who, unless intervention in the form of treatment takes 
place, will continue their delinquent behavior. At present, d7cisi~ns regarding 
those cases requiring intervention and those best handled by dJ.versJ.on are made 
s ubj ecti vely on an individual basis. .; 
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a conununity agency. Such decisions reduce intake and avoid the presumablv 

deleterious effects on youths of the possible stigma accompanying their 

placement on probation. 

In some instances referrals are made to specific agencies that are equipped 

'Lv deal with a youth's particular problem (e.g., drugs, alcohol, inunediRtC' 

family crisis, etc.). More often, referral consists of providinq the family 

with a list of agencies in their 10cRlitv to which they may app.ly for . . . ass~stanco 

in solving their problems. Some are private agencies, others are govornment-

operated. Some are free, some require a fee. 

Many of the San Diego community agencies were concerned that diversion of 

GOls from probation would cause an influx of clients and increased demands for 

thE'ir sC!rvices. The conununity agencies believed they would be unable to absorb 

the incrf'ase and, therefore, the needs of many troubled youth would not b(" m(~t. 

Probation staff reported that some aqencies have said they "have done all 

they can" and ha\"e refused to accept referrals, especially those they have 

accepted prev~ously. Probation staff are not generally aware of any increase 

in the number of available commtmity resources during the past year. There 

has in fact been some increase. The YMCA has recentlv opened two additional 

officer; as part of Project Oz, a youth residential program. ProbRtion staff 

are not always aware of the entire range of community agencies available to 

serve youth. More complete information on available resources is needed, as 

well as better liaison between probatio.L and the conununity. 

Several agencies were selected at random from the list provided by probation 

and contacted for information regardinq the number of referrals they have received 

during the period of detention control operation. Most of these agencies main-

tain written records on referrals as a requirement by their f\lnding sources. 

One of the agencies contac-ted was "The Eye" (located in Escondido), which 

offers counseling services, especially for clients with drug-related problems. 
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.. three formal referrals from probation in t~e 'I'his agency reported rece~v~ng 

paGt year. average of a dozen additional monthly referrals The Eye received an 

. At the inception of the detention control of youths already on probat~on. 

of The Eye were concerned that they might become swamped with program, staff 

th~s has not occurred, and they wonder where the diverted subjects referrals, but "-

are going for help. 

The seven Youth Service Bureaus in San Diego County received 304 referrals 

This includes applicants who from probation during the 1974-75 fiscal year. 

specifically stated they h~d been referred by probation. The figure 304 

the bureaus' yearly intake and would therefore not seem represents about 10% of 

d The med~an length of time the 
t ~ncrease in work1oa . "-to represen an onerous "-

were ~ n contact It/ith the bureaus was between two and three probation referrals "-

months. Around 13% were in contact one week or less (usually one visit only) ; 

10% had remained in contact for over six months. The Youth Service Bureaus 

. control policy to increase their intake also expected the county's detent~on 

but the number of referrals from probation (as specified by the clients) has 

instead decreased slightly. Self-referrals and referrals from schools have 

t th commun~ty's awareness that probation is no increased, possibly due 0 e "-

longer accepting 601 cases. 

those cO~lto.·''' .. ted have not experienced a wave of Three other agencies among . 

new clients. Serv~ces, w~th several offices around the county, Child Protective "- ".. 

service, foster home placement, counsel­provides group and casework, home-makers 

. Th~s agency received an average of three referrals from ing, and informat~on. "-

probation each month. The Crisis House in El Cajon, dealing mainly in family 

counseling, stated that they "never 11ave more cases than they can handle." The 

for beyond control youth and runaways, reported receiving Farm, a group home 

only one client referral from probation in the last year. 
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One agency did report that the detention control program resulted in an 

unwelcome increase in referrals from probation. The Bridge specializes in 

crisis intervention, family counseling, Clnd temporary housing for runaways or 

youths expelled from their homes by their parents. During 1973, prior to 

detention control, the Bridge received 245 referrals from all sources; four 

came from probation (1.6%). From February to October 1975, a nine-month period, 

they received a total of 219 referrals, 30 coming from probation (13.7%). 

They consider this increase to have caused a strain on their resources and 

have had to institu'te a waiting lis,t for referrals. Staff at the Bridge also 

reported an increase in referrals from the police department, who bring youth 

to them, reporting that the juvenile hall would not accept them. The Bridqe 

was the only one of the se,era1 agencies contacted to report that the detention 

control policy had caused a burdensome increase in referrals. Some of the 

other agencies expressed a willingness to accept even more cases. During this 

writer's visit to the San Diego Probation Department, The Bridge was frequently 

mentioned by staff as a referral agency. It is possible that probation has 

over-utilized the Bridge and has not made proper use of other agencies. 

The exact number of cases diverted from probation to community agencies is 

difficult to determine. Probation is no longer recording which clients are 

being referred; these are classified as counseled and released or closed cases. 

The community agencies have atten~ted to maintain records on the source of 

referrals but need to rely on the clients themselves for this information. It 

is possible that many drop-in clients do not mention that they were referred 

by probation. Without an adequate monitoring system, it is presently impossible 

to assess the degree to which referral to community agencies is an effective 

method of dive:..cion. 
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staff of the community agencies maintain mixed feelings toward the 

detention control policy (they refer to the program as "probation's decision 

not to accpet any 601s"). Those agencies receiving small numbers of referrals 

from probation do not feel overburdened with more clients than they can handle. 

They were aware of how many 601s were previously handled by probation, and now 

that the county is diverting many 601s, their concern is whether these cases 

, , d d tt t' The poll.'ce express sl.'mi1ar concerns, evincing 
are rccel.vl.ng nee e a en l.on. 

the belief that some of these 601 cases, if not attended to on an immediate 

basis, will continue to encounter problems that will eventually result in a 

criminal pattern of 602 offenses. 

Although not confirmed by this writer, it was reported by a staff member at 

The Bridge that other agencies have also experienced an increase in referrals 

from ptobation. There is some feelillg that probation has changed its policy 

from one of punishment (i.e., confinement) to one of neglect (i.e., diversion 

with no follow-uP)' The probation department is considered by some to have 

failed to meet its responsibilities regarding the treatment of youths having 

minor difficulties in the community. The other side of the issue is that 

th sl.'ze where effective attention to individual 
probation caseloads had grown to e 

youths' problems had become impossible. 

A point made by a staff member of The Bridge requires consideration. 
The 

probation department set out to decrease their intake by returning less serious 

601 referrals to the community. Intake did go down, but the probation department 

8 The community agencies had to absorb those 
budget remained about the same. 

The 
cases not accepted by probation, but received no increase in their budgets. 

Bridge, for instance, has been told by county administrators that they can exist 

on revenue sharing, without added financial assistance in the form of a contract 

8However, probation staff reported that several positions were eliminated due to 

decreased intake. 
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r 
for services. The Bridge receives additional money from a federal grant under 

the Runaway Youth Project and from private donations, but is experiencing a 

financial squeeze due to the increased intake. 

Some community agencies and the police feel a need for more money in order 

to provide services for tr-_::se youths being diverted by probation. Perhaps some 

variation of the subsidy program would be an answer, where local agencies would 

receive some support money for handling cases that previously would have been 

handled by probation. It may be possible that grant money under the Juvenile 

Delinquency and Prevention Act can be utilized in this manner. 

DIVERSION OUTCOME EVALUATION 

The primary method used to achieve a reduction in juvenile hall population 

was the diversion of 601 offenders from detention. Many of these youths were 

diverted entirely from the probation system. The question has been raised "How 

many 601 diversion cases are being re-referred to probation?" 

In order to answer this question, an attempt was made to gather relevant 

data from the San Diego Probation Department. Due to the lack of an evaluation 

design being implemented along with the detention control program, it proved 

difficult to obtain fully adequate outcome data. There is no tracking system 

for individual cases processed throuqh -the DCU. In addition, it was impossible 

to designate a control or co~parison group. Taking the limitations of available 

data into consideration, the following analysis is provided. 

It was decided that transient cases (those with residence· outside San Diego 

COIDlty) should not be included since arrest and re-referral information was not 

available unless the offense occurred within the county. Clients who were 

wards of the court at time of referral to DCU had to be excluded because the 

county's follow-up data system did not include information on these wards. This 
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left three identifiable diversion groups: (a) local 601 cases who were initially 

detained by DCU, but closed (released) at regular intake; (b) local 601 cases 

not detained by DCU and either counseled and released, or released on PTA and 

closed at regular intake; and (c) local 601 cases who were not referred to DCU 

ann had their cases closed at regular intake. 

These groups represent three different levels in the diversion decision 

process. The first group were those whose offense or situation seemed to call 

for immediate detention in the opinion of DCU staff, but were later diverted by 

regular intake. A second group were clients with an offense or situation not 

requiring detention and who were diverted directly by DCU. The third group was 

comprised of even less serious offenders, since the referring agency (usually 

law enforcement) did not feel detention was necessary. If perceived need for 

detention is related to probability of recidivism, then the observed recidivism 

rates for these groups should differ and fall in order, as follows: highest 

recidivism in the DCU-detained group; second highest in the DCU-nondetained 

group; lowest in the group that was released without a referral to DCU for 

detention. For the purposes of this report, recidivism was considered to have 

9 
occurred upon re-referra1 to the probation department. 

Table 6 shows the number of re-referred youths in each of the three classifi-

cations of diversion. The results are not in accordance with the hypothesis 

stated above regarding a relationship between perceived need for detention and 

probability of recidivism. The differences among the re-referral rates for the 

three groups are not statistically significant, but it is interesting to note 

9The definition of recidivism among diversion cases varies widely. The point aL 
which a diverted youth "fails" needs to be clarified and standardized. Should 
recidivism be considered to have occurred upon the arrest of a youth? It is 
possible for a youth to be arrested and "diverted" s~veral times in succession. 
Should recidivism be equated with referral to probat10n? Here, too, ref~rrals 
may be diverted more than once before further action is taken. Other p01nts at 
which recidivism could be defined would be upon the filing of a petition, or 
upon conviction, or a true finding on a petition. 
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that clients who were ini~ially detained by the DCU, but subsequently released 

at regular intake did best during thp. six-month follow-up period: 22.5% were 

re-referred. Cases immedi&tely diverted from detention by DCU did the worst: 

33.9% were re-referred. Those cases not brought before DCU but eventually 

diverted at intake had a 30.2% failure rate. For the combined sample of diverted 

youth, 31.0% were re-referred within a six-month follOW-Up period. 

A concern was expressed regarding whether 601 cases diverted from probation 

would subsequently be re-referred under a 602 charge. Data on our sample show 

that of the 642 diverted youths, 120 or 18.7% were re-referred within six months 

as 602s. This figure seems low, but without a base-line figure or comparison 

group, an evaluative judgment cannot be made. 

Data in Table 6 lead to a possible conclusion that brief detention immediately 

following apprehension may have some deterrent effect. This agrees with the 

behavior theorem that for punishment (in this case detention) to be effective, 

it must immediately follow the negative behavior. 

Table 6 

Number of Diverted youths Re-referred to Probation 

Within Six Months as 601 or 602 Offenders 
- ---------------.------,-

Type of Diversion 

DCU-Detained/Diverted 
at Intake 

DCU-Nondetained/Diverted 
by DCU 

Non-DCU Cases/Diverted 

Group 
n 

40 

221 

at Intake 381 

Total Diverted Youth 642 

R 

_________________ .1..-___ -'-

Total No. of 601 
e-referred Cases Re-referrals 

n % n % - ----- -

9 22.5 3 7.5 

75 33.9 41 18.5 

115 30.2 35 9.2 

199 31. 0 79 12.3 

602 
Re-referrals 

n % -

6 15.0 

34 15.4 

80 21.0 

120 18.7 

Table 7 shows the number of re-referrals made per youth in each diversion 

category. Of the total number of diverted youths 21.2% received one re-referral 

-29-



, 
~' .. 

an(l 9.8% received two or more. Only minor differences exist among the diversion 

types. The 199 youths who go·t into some further difficulty after being diverted 

received a total of 292 re-referrals to probation. 

Table 7 

Number of Re-referrals Within Six Months, Per Diverted Youth 

By Type of Diversion 
.... _ .... _._. __ .. __ ... __ .. _ ... ___ . __ .. __ . __ . __ ..... __ .. ____ ... -.------.-.-.---r----

One Two or More 

No. of Youths Total 
Re-referral Re-referrals 

Type of Diversion 
Re-referreda Re-referrals

a 
_ ...... ,.-

n 96 n 96 
n ... _ .. __ . ____ . _. __ ..... __ .. ___ .. __ .. -'--'_+-_.- ---_ ..... _. __ .. --1'-----

7 17.5 2 5.0 ncu-Dt>tained/Di verted 
a-l: Intake 40 9 11 

l~U-Nondetained/Diverted 

by DCU 221 75 114 47 21. 3 28 12.8 

Non-DCU Cases/Diverted 
at Intake 

Total Diverted Youth 

381 

642 

115 

199 

a 601 and 602 re-referrals combined. 

167 

292 

82 

136 

In Table 8, the cumulative percentage of re-referrals by month is shown for 

the six-month period for each diversion group. The DCU-detained group, although 

il had the lowest failure rate, tended to fail the earliest: re-referral occurred 

an average of 1.22 months following diversion. For the DCU-nondetained group, the 

m0an was 2.03 months, and for the non-DeU group, 2.43 months. The difference 

among the groups is not statistically significant. 

The L-ases in the DCU-nondetained group fall into three sub-categories, accordinci 

to their disposition: (a) referred to a community agency, (b) arranged transpor-

tation or other alternative, and (c) released on PTA or own recognizance. Data 

on re-referral rates for cases receiving these dispositions are shown in Table 9. 

Those whom DCU released on PTA did best, with 22.3% being re-referred (16.7% as 

602s). Those who were released upon arrangement of transportation had a 37.1% 

re-referral rate (15.2% as 602s). Those that DCU referred to community agencies 
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Table 8 

Cumulative Percentage of Diverted Youths 

Re-Referred Each Month, By Diversion Type 

Type of Diversion 

Number of Months DCU DCU 
Following Diversion Detain Non-detain Non-DCU 

(n=40) (n=221) (n=381) 
- ___ '.', __ • -0 ~._. ---- --.~- f---._-_ ..• -

%a %a o.a 
'0 

1 month 15.0 19.9 12.3 

2 months 17.5 24.0 18.1 

3 months 22.5 28.5 22.6 

4 months 22.5 30.3 26.5 

5 months 22.5 32.1 28.3 

6 months 22.5 33.9 30.2 

Mean Months to Re-referral 1. 22 2.03 2.43 
-ci --~- .------------- _. _____ ._--'-______ ..l.... ______ _ 

Percentage is the cumulative percentage of cases who 
were re-referred from the first through the sixth 
month of follow-up. 

Table 9 

Number of Re-Referrals for Youths Diverted From Detention by DCU 
.. . -- ... -~- . . --- ,,-~--- ... -

Type 

Refer 
Age 

Arran 
Oth 

of Diversion by DCU
a 

red to Community 
ncy 

ged Transportation, 
er 

Own Recognizance 

----

n 

16 

151 

54 
.. 

._ .. _--.----_.- ----.-------- _ .... _._-----
Re-referrals 

Percent 
'--------··-T---

As 60ls As 602s 

Re-referred* n % n % 
-

43.8 4 25.0 3 18.8 

37.1 33 21. 9 23 15.2 

22.3 3 5.6 9 16.7 PTA, 
'cC-' 

SubJects recelvlng dispositions of referral to community agency, 
arranged transportation, and other are considered diverted from 
probation by DCU (a more immediate form of diversion). Those 
with PTA and own recognizance, were diverted from detention by 
DCU and, after later appearing at regular intake, were diverted 
from probation. 

*Significance test on differences among percent re-referred for 
the three types: Chi-square = 4.67, df=2, p<.lO 
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h~d the highest re-referral rate, 43.8% (18.8% as 602s). The data do not tell 

us why referrals to community agencies did so poorly. It is not known whether 

these clients actually appeared at a community agency, or whether they simply 

returned home and continued their previous pattern of misbehavior. 

The data in Tables 6 through 9 should be considered only as tentative 

estimates of outcome results for diverted cases. There are several recognized 

flaws in the data which may distort the actual outcomes. For instance, an 

appropriate analysis should include only those diversion cases who were first-

time referrals to probation. Provisions for obtaining data on the number of 

previous referrals for subjects could not be made in time to be included in 

this analysis. It is recommended that if a more precise evaluation of diversion 

is desired, an appropriate monitoring system be installed within the probation 

department and a future evaluation be conJucted using more reliable data. 

EFFECTIVENESS OF OTHER DIVERSION PROGRAMS 

Limited data are available on diversion efforts being conducted in Sacramento 

and Santa Clara counties. Following is a brief description of some of the results 

from the evaluations of these prograPls. 

Sacramento County. The intent of Sacramento county's diversion program was 

to avoid detaining 601 cases, divert them from the probation system, and to 

provide immediate counseling services to families. Data from a recent report 

(Baron & Feeney, 1974) showed that diverted 601 subjects who received short-term 

crisis counseling did better after release than clients who received regular 

probation services. During one year of the project, 13.9% of the referrals to 

the diversion unit were placed in detention, compared to 55.5% of the control 

group. Recidivism (defined as rebooking for any 601 or 602 offense) occurred 

within twelve months for 46.3% of the project cases compared to 54.2% of the 
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controls (p<.Ol). Recidivism in terms of 602 r~bookings was 13.1% for project 

cases and 22.1% for controls. 

Santa Clara County. Sant Cl _ . a ara County initiated its diversion program 

because it was believed impossible to provide services to the larqo number of 

youths coming into the system (Berkowl.'tz, 1975). '" Tracll.tl.onal probation services 

were not designed to involve the family in its own environment immediately 

following the crisis. It ~",as also believed that diversion 'YlOuld avoid the 

negative consequences following the labeling of a youth as a delinquent. 

A special aspect of this program was the availability of grant money for 

use by probation to provide services to the local police departments in program 

development, training, and technical and budget assistance. It was believed 

that if d' , a l.verSl.on project was to be successful, the police agencies would 

have to begin handling 601 d'ff cases l. .erently than the traditional procedure 

of referral to probation. A sUbvention program, providing money to the police 

par 0 the program. However, technical for reduced referrals, was originally t f 

problems in handling the money caused th e termination of this novel incentive. 

The methodology included training policemen in diversion tactics at the 

local level. In the first year of the project, referrals to probation were 

e recl. l.vism rate for 601 referrals prior to the 78.4% less than expected. Th 'd' 

year; recl. ivism for diverted 601 subjects project had been 48.5% after one 'd 

during the project was 18.5%. 

Data from this study reflect on one of the bl ' pro ems mentl.oned earlier re-

garding the difficulty of determining how many referrals to community agencies 

actually follow through and make contact. h T e evaluators of the project 

determined that only about 51% of the referrals actually contacted a community 

agency. 
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San Diego Law Enforcement Diversion. Note should be taken of the diversion 

efforts of the law enforcement agencies in San Diego County. During the twelve­

month period August 1974 to July 1975, there wen~ 6,809 arrests of jL1veniles on 

601 charges. Of these, 3,079 (45.2~,) were referred to probation. The remainder, 

3,730 (54.8'\), were handled alternatively, such as by counseling with the youth 

or the youth's family, or referral to another community agency. 

The San Diego Police Department has been operating a Youth Services Program 

for the last two years. The pol~ce department's juvenile officers have at 

their disposal a directory of 39 community agencies to which they may send a 

youth rather than referring h.im to probation. These agencies were s~lected on 

the basis of their willingness and ability to treat juvenile offenders. Recidivism 

data was available for 601s who were originally diverted by the police department 

1 D b ' 1975) Dur'ng the period July 1973 to June 1975, (Kelly, Aposto os, & ur ~n,. . ... 

22.5% of the diverted status offenders were rearrested. The report from which 

these data were taken suffers from a lack of clarity in design and presentation. 

Por instance, the evaluators of this project followed a rather unusual procedure 

in delineating the follow-up period. The diversion sample consisted of all 

youth diverted during the 24-month period, and rec~divism included all diverted 

youth rearrested during the same period, meaning youths diverted in the first 

month had a 24-month follow-up period and youth diverted in the last month had 

less than one month follow-up. 

An attempt to compare results from these diversion programs with San Diego's 

would be perilous due to the many differences, both known and unknown, in the 

program designs. Each of these programs differ from the San Diego program in 

that cases selected for diversion received some specified services, whereas in 

San Diego no systematic follow-up services were provided. The measures of 

recidivism differed in each project: in Sacramento it was rebooking; in Santa 
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Clara it was "reinvolvemel1t in the juvenile justice system;" the Youth Services 

Program used rearrest; the recidivism criterion in the DCU project was re-

referral to probation. 

The wide variation in the design of these programs points to a need for 

uniformity in the reporting of results that would enable comparisons to be 

made among programs. Uniformity in data reporting would allow comparisons of 

one type of diversion in one program with a different type in another program, 

with the end result being some determination regarding the most successful 

forms of diversion for what kinds of clients under what sort of conditions. 

A recapitulation of the "recidivi.sm" results for the programs described 

above is shown in Table 10. Comparison among programs is difficult, but the 

data can provide a broad indicator of the relative success of the general 

concept of diversion of 601 cases. 

----

Table 10 

Description of Recidivism Results in a 

Variety of 601 Diversion Programs 

Type of Follow-up Recidivism Type of 
Diversion Program 

n Diversion Period Rate Recidivism Measure 

San Diego 642 Post-referral 6 mos. 31.0% Re-referral 

Sacramento 674 Post-referral 12 mos. 46.3% Rebooking 

Santa Clara 2,069 Police contact 12 mos. 1!::3.5% "Reinvolvement in the 

. 

juvenile justice system" 

Youth Services 
Program 1,756 Police contact From 1 22.5% Rearrest 

to 24 
mos . 

. _._,,--- .. 

The Sacramento program is most similar to San Diego's since diversion occurred 

following referral, and the recidivism measures used are nearly comparable. Un-

fortunately, it cannot be determined yet if the failure rate in San Diego would 

approach or exceed the rate in Sacramento at the end of a twelve-month follow-up. 
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Although it can in no way be considered a comparison group, it is interesting 

to note that the recidivism rate for CYA wards on parole in the 1972-73 release 

cohort was 17.7% at six months and 30.3% at twelve months. The only conclusion 

to be made here is that status offenders or Fredelinquent youth get into trouble 

with just as much frequency as more serious delinquents who have been committed 

to the CYA. 

The Santa Clara and Youth Services programs are similar in that diversion 

occurred upon contact with the police. The most obvious reason for the lower 

recidivism figures in these two programs is that. the study subjects were considered 

to be good enough risks to be diven:ed rather than referred to probation. The 

sub~iects in the San Diego and Sacramento programs were not considered appropria< P. 

for diversion by the police and were referred to probation. Diversion took place 

after these cases had been referred to probation. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

'1'he Detention Control Program was successful in eliminating overcrowdinq in 

the San Diego Juvenile Hall. The operating strategy of the program was to avoid 

detention of 601 status offenders. This process consisted of two approaches: 

(a) releasing 601 referrals on a promise to appear before regular intake pro­

ceedings, and (b) diverting 601 referrals entirely from the probation system. 

This report attempted to answer several questions regarding the impact of 

th8 diversion program. These questions, and summarized answers, are listed 

below. 

1. "What effect has the detention control policy had on the detention of 

601 cases?" The proportion of 601 cases who were detained during the program 

decreased by 81. 8%. Only 11. 2% of GOI bookings were detained. This group was 

comprised primarily of runaways from other counties. 

2. "1\.s a result of the policy to release 60ls, has the number of 602 

detentions increased?" The number 0f 602 cases detained during the program 

increased by 27.5%. This resulted in a chang9 in the kind of youth comprising 

the hall population, with an increasing proportion of inmates consisting of the 

more serious 602 delinquents. However, this caused no difficulty for staff; in 

fact, it allowed several improvements to be made in the hall prcgram. 

3. "What alternatives to detention are being used for 60ls?" Following 

screening by the DCU, 5.6% of the 601 referrals were released on a promise to 

appear; 18.6% of the cases were handled with a vari~ty of alternatives such as 

referral to community agencies, arrangement of transportation home, etc.; and, 

18.9% were counseled and released. Many of the cases temporarily detained by 

~u were later released at regular intake. 
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~. "What percentage of 601 diversions are being subsequently referred to 

probation as 602s?" of 642 diverted 601 cases, 120 or 18.7% were re-referred 

on 602 charges within six months. An additional 79 or 12.3% were re-referred 

on 601 charges, for a total of 31.0% re-referrals. 

5. "What has been the impact of the policy on law enforcement and comm1.ll1ity 

agencies?" The absolute number of arrests in the 601 category decreased 17.7%. 

Probation's decision to divert 601s created a need for increased efforts at 

diversion at the police level. Most community agencies reported receiving 

only a few additional referrals following the initiation of detention control. 

However, there was at least one agency (and reportedly others) that received so 

many additional clientL that it impaired their ability to deliver services. 

This report on the impact of diversion contains several implications for 

probation systems in general. Accepting the fact that there is increasing 

pressure to keep 60ls out of the systeT:l, the experience in San Diego C01.ll1ty 

should be looked at closely. As oth8r counties put 601 diversion programs into 

operation, there are several factors to be considered. 

Diversion as practiced in San Diego county resulted in a financial savings 

to the probation department. However, the local agencies, already struggling 

for sufficient f1.ll1ding, are feeling the strain of handling even slightly in-

creased workloads. Diversion does not eradicate the problem of youth in 

trouble; it simply shifts the lccus. Money should be shifted in a like manner 

to make it possible for comm1.ll1ity agencies to perform the expected services. 

Most importantly, diversion must include some form ot follow-up procedures. 

These procedures must include formal monitoring and evaluation. It is not 

enough to simply make a blanket decision to release all 601 offenders who do 

not appear to be a danger to themselves or the community. There must be concern 

for the individual youth, concern that their involvement in 601 offenses may be 
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a signal that more serious problems are developl.' ng. Th 't" e crl. l.Cl.sm was expressed 

by some of those interviewed that probation was 'releasing youths who may have 

benefitted from some form of attention. Detention and involvement in an 

institutional treatment program may not be an answer in many cases of 601 

offense behavior. Yet, the statistics show that 31% of the diversion sample 

under study became involved in further behavioral problems within six months, 

and 43.8% of those referred to comm1.ll1ity agencies were re-referred. 

What was lacking in San Diego C01.ll1ty's approach to diversion was a commit-

ment to intervention and prevention. The assumption was that probationary 

procedures would have little posii:ive impact on 601 offenders,. and that they 

would do better if returned to the comm1.ll1ity. It wa.s ostensibly believed 

that these youths would better benefit from help received out:"ide the probation 

system. Yet it is clear that not all cases diverted from probation sought and 

received help at the local level. A question in need of answers is whether 

diverted youths whose families do not avail themselves of the community's 

services are likely to recidivate. A monitoring and evaluation system would 

provide the data required to answer this question. 

Probation seems to be moving towards a policy of specializing in treatment 

of more serious offenders. The state's Probation Subsidy Plan, where the 

county receives money from the state for those cases not committed to the Youth 

Authority, has added impetus to this change. Berkowitz (1975) sums it up well: 

"At present, it appears tha.t Juvenile Probation ..• will continue to expand and 

strengthen its position with respect to prevention and diversion services. The 

alternative approach would be for probation to constrict its bounda.ries to 

focus its resources almost exclusively on the serious 'hard core' delinquent; 

prevention and diversion would be in control of the comm1.ll1ity." 
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The implication that probation departments should devote their efforts 

to treating more serious delinquents can be easily accepted. However, this 

should not be at the cost of denying services to youths committing 601 offenses. 

It is an unavoidable fact that many of these 601 cases will return to probation 

as 6025 and will then necessarily require the attention of correctional agencies. 

By then, it may be too late. 

'1'he underlying question is one of whose responsibility are 601 offenders? 

The juvenile justice systems say that 601 offenders do not benefit from and may 

even suffer deleterious effects from placement in the system. Probation depart-

ments will be increasing the I'i. version of status offenders, partly for 

humanitarian reasons and partly to be eligible for grant money from the federal 

CJovernment. Community social agencies, who are expected to serve these diversion 

cases, are reluctant to accept too many additional cases unless financially 

supported to do so. School administrators and teache::cs cry out "our job is 

to teach and educate, we can't handle behavioral and emotional problems in 

school." Parents are no better equipped today than they have ever been to 

deal with their own children once a pattern of misbehavior develops. Police 

departments are hard pl'essed to fight "crime in the streets," and express 

frustration at being expected to work with such minor offenders as truants and 

runaways. Our society must make a decision regarding who will assume 

responsibility for pre-delinquents. 
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