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I. INTRODUCTION

Senate Bill 95 was enacted in July 1975 following debate over reducing
eriminal penalties for possession of marijuana, Prior to SB 95, i
possesslon 5f any amount of marijuana for personal use was a possible
felony carrying a4 penalty of up to 10 years. in state prison, with stiffer
punishment for succeeding offénses. The new law makes possession of one
ounce or less of marijuana a citable misdemeanor with : maximum penalty
of §100. There is no incarceration and no-increased punishment for
recidivists. Possgéssion of more than one ounce for personal use is a
stralght misdemeanor, and possession of concentrated cannabis (hashish)
remaing an alternate felony/misdémeanor. Cultivation of any amount of
marijuana remains a straight felony offense, ag does possession for sale,
importing or transporting ‘more than cne ounce,.. Record destruction pro-
visiong vere included in SB 95 for both current and nast arrests and '
~convictivns for marijuana poesession 1 : ,

A major objective of the legiglation was to reduce the estimated $100
million in costs to the eriminal justice system for handling marijuana
offenders., 1In addition to promoting cast savings, the bill's supporters
believed their proposal would continue the pelicy of discouraging the

use of marijuana, but would more red’istically punish those who choose to
ignore the policy. On the other side, opponents of SB 95 saw. the measure
ag ‘a green light to Californlans to-uge and misuse a drug whose long term
effects are still debated in the medical journals. P

This report is an attempt to asséss one year's experience under 8B 95,

The impetus for this report was twofold: First, the Leglslature in 1976-77
budget hearings in the spring of 1976 decided to restore a proposed $1.5
million drug abuse program budget cut which had been based on assumptions
about reduced workloads in the drug abuse treatment system as a result of
5B 95. Because the new law had been {q effect for only two or three months

. when the decision was made to restore Lhese funds, the lLegislature
requested an impact repert from the Departmeént of Health and the Department

of Justice.? The second reason this study was undertaken was the realiza-
tion that a law of this magnitude affecting thousands of people and
millions of dollarq demands ¢lose scrutiny fron a publlc policy point of
view.

The questiors addressed in this study relate to changes in marijuana law ‘
enforcement, criminal justice system costs, drug treatment program enroll- .
mentg, marijuana usagc, public attitudes toward criminal sanctions, and

other related matters. A varlety of sources such as arrest’ gnd citation
‘data, workload-and impact surveys, budgets agi revenies, and public.

opininn polls have been reviewed and ana;yzed Since much of the source .
data is not normally published, the report 1is organized to provide a short:
summary and conclusions, more detailed sections highlighting the’ conclusions,
‘and tables and appendices pregenting the data and analyses. We hope. this

will serve the needs of both the generql reader and the researcher. :

l Appendix 1 provides a eummary of SB. 95 (Chaptér 248 Statutés cf 1975)

“and the later modifications of record desttuction provisions as enacted 5
“in AB 3050 (Chapter 952, ‘Statutes. of 1976) . , ERRRT TN

Appendix 2 summarizcs the history iof the budgct hearingq wbich‘led to.
. the Legiqlature roqucst for this: report, sty L ; o
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[T. SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW

N

Senate Bill 95 was enacted in July, 1975. Tt made possession of one ounce o1
‘less of marijuana a citable misdemeanor instead of a possible felony. Possession
of more than one ounce for personal use was also made a misdemeanor.

A statewide survey of attitudes toward the new marijuana law shows that six in
ten (61%) California adults either approve of SB 95 or believe that possession
of small amounts of marijuana should be lepalized. Even among those individuals
who have never uned marfijuana, elther legalization or tha current approach 1s
preferred over the reinstitution of stiffer penalties.

The survey also asked people about their experience with marijuana. While thirty-
five percent of adults reported that they hed at least tried marijuana, fourteen
‘percent: considered themselves current users. This is an increase over survey
results obtained mearly two years earlier.  However, less than three percent of
respond@ﬁfs_in the latest poll reported they had first tried marijuana within

the past year, and only one in eight of them indicated that they were more
willing ‘to try or to use the drug because penalties had been reduced.

Analysis of available arrest and citation data shows that changes have occurred
under SB 95. In the first six months of 1976, reported marijuana possessiou
offenses were reduced by nearly half compared to the same period in 1975. Con-
“currently, arrests of heroin addicts and other drug offenders increased signi-
flcantly. Comparative marijuana trafficking arrests and amounts of the drug
seized actually show a small but measurable decline.

The costs to enforce the marijuana laws was a major impetus for enactment of $B
95, Estimated costs were compared between the Ffirst half of 1976 and the same
period in 1975, and although the data are inccmplete, and probably censervative,
there has been a reduction of approximately 75% in law enforcement and judicial
system costs. -Some law enfoccement agencies have pointed out that changing
possession of marijuana from a felony to a citable misdemednor has reduced their
abillity to c~nduct searches ¢nd make arrests for other suspected offenses. While
workloads have been reduced, there has been some direct SB:95 cost augmentation
among police arancles stemming from record destruction requirements.  Prosecutors,
public defenders and the courts have also experienced dimitiished workloads as a
result of fewer offenders and the abbreviated handling of citation and other mis-
demeanor marijuana cases. Probation departments see far fewer marijuana cases for
 investigation and supervision because of significantly reduced Drug Offender
-Diversion Program referrals. : :

In reviewing the S§B 95 impact on state funded drug treatment program enrollments,
available ¢llent and cost data indicate an overall moderate decreéase in marijuana
“related diversion referrals. However, there were large variations among counties
in the use of drug programs for serving divertees, with many usirng probation or

- school-based drup education classes instead of treatment programs. .In addition,

enactment of AB 1274 extended the diversion program to include eligibility for
heroin-addicts and cultivation of marijuana for personal use, ‘The loss of a
marijuana workload In some of the larper counties' drug programs has been
supplanted by tredtment placements stemming from increased non-piirijuana arrests
in 1976 combined . with greater willingness on the part of the gﬁﬁrts to use
community . treatment altcrnatives for drug abusers eligible for diveysion under
AB 1274, : ‘ ; S . :
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At the state lcvel, the Controller's Offlce provided revenue information from

which we ltave estimated an SB 95 related increase of several hundred thousand.

dollars to the State General Fund. Other state departments reported minimal
affects from SB 95. While the Department of Justice decreased its personnel
1in the criminal records section, record degtruction petitions have been held
up pending resolution of constitutional questions.c In gemeral, the impact on
state departments such ds Correcticns, Youth Authority and Motor Vehicles has
reportedly been minimal.  Based on drug program data, there has been little
overall fiscal impact on the Department of Health.
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A.

‘III.) THA IMPACT OF SENATE BILL 95

Enforcement of Drug Laws

Under SB 95, there has bazen a substantial reduction in reported marijuana
possession offenses. based on comparative 1975 and 1976 arrest and
citation data, In addition to savings resulting from decreased enforce-

. ment, the new procedure of issuing citatlons instead of making felony

arregts has significantly reduced costs per case. The judicial system
has experienced dn even more substantial workload reduction because of
decreased progsecutions snd diversions.

There appears to be minimal SB 95 impact on the supply side of the
marijuana question, as little change has occurred in marijuana trafficking
arrests. A sample of larpge agencéies in California rc"cals a small decrease

.in marijuana seizures.

Concurrently, there has been a substantial increase in arrests for narcotics
and other drug offenses, including heroin addicts. This may reflect a shift
in drug enforcement emphasis.’ Additionally, arrests for persons driving
under the influence of a drug have increased considerably in the first half
of 1976 compared to the same period in 1975, although the intoxicating drug
18 not revealed in the data.

1.  Enforcement of Marljuana Possession Laws

Arrests and Citations

Total known arrests.and citations for marijuana possession in the first six
months of 1976 have decreased 477% for adults and 14.87%7 for juveniles compared
to arrvests for marijuana possession during che first six months of 1975.

Table 1, page 21, provides a review of arrest rates in recent years, showing
that 1974 was the peak for both adult and juvenile felony marijuana arreste
with almost 100,000. Nearly one in four adult felony arrests in 1974 in-
volved marijuana, while for juveniles the ratio was one in five. In 1975
there was a 10.9% reduction of such adult arrests, and a 20.1% reduction in
juvenile marijuana arrests. ‘Thus, any asgessment of the impact of SB 95
must take into account reductions in arrest rates which occurred prior to
its enactment.

Comparative arrest data by region of the state is shown in Table 4, page 24.
0Of the seven largest Southern California Counties, the data show an average
decrease of 32.2% for arrests and citations for possession and: cultivation
of marijuana in the first half of 1976 compared to the same period in 1975.
In the geven. largest Bay Area Counties arrests and cltations decreased an
average of 59.0X. A sample of the larpger Central Valley and Central Coast
Counties indicate an average 40.77% fewer arrests and citations for marijuana
possegsion and cultivation, while the rest of the State's smaller count:es
showed a decrease of 63.4%.

i s £ m M5 A v 203,
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Senate Bill 95 also deceriminalized three misdemeanor drug law violations
with respect to marijuana. These are 11364 &S (possession of drug
pardphernalia), 11365 1185 (visiting a4 place where drugs are being used),
and 11550 H&S (being under the influence of a controlled substance).
Adult arrestg for possession of drug paraphernalia declined 37.1%7 in the
first half of 1976 compared to the same period in 1975, and juvenile
arrests decreased 88.5%. There was a dramatic decrease of more than 907
in hoth adult and juvenile arrests for 11365 H&S in the comparative time
frames. The tiird offense decriminalized as it pertains to marijuana is
11550 H&S, which has been reserved almost exclusively for heroin addicts,
and carries a ninety~day mandatory minimum jail sentence. Mariluana
offenders have not been directly affected by this change in the law.

" Tables 2 and 3 on pages 22 and 23 provide a distribution of comparative
offenses for adults and juveniles, respectively.

There are geveral reasonsg that our data should be qualified, and these
are described in detail in Appendix 3. Briefly, in comparing 1976 to
1975 statistics,; it is estimated that up to 7.2% of 1976 arrests and
citations might not be counted in the statewlde data collection system,
although they would have been counted in the 1975 data. Only the most
serious offense in a multiple-charge arrest incident is entered in the
data, so that a felony marijuana charge 1in 1975 gererally took prece-~
dence over others; but its low level misdemeanor status in 1976 means
that some other concurrent felony or misdemeanor charge would be counted
statistically.  Another qualifying factor is that in 1975 a number of
large law enforcement agencies were not yet reporting on the Bureau of
Criminal Statistics arrest register, and are therefore excluded from the
comparative data. Since six months 1s a short time azpan to assess
enforcement trends, we compared the arrest and citation data between

the first quorter and the second quarter of 1976, and found a signifi~
cant: Increase suggesting a possible upward trend. Finally, marijuana
record destruction requirements in SB 95 appear to discourage some
agencies from issuing citations or making marijuana arrests in con-
junction with other offenses. TFospite these qualifications of the data,
the decline in statewide arrests and citations is clear.

"

Law Enforcement Costs

It is estimated that police dpency costs to enforcz thé'marijuana
possession laws for adults in the first balf of 1975 were $7.6 million’
compared to $2.3 million in the same petriod of 1976.

Before 1976, marijuana offenders were arrested as felons, transported

to the jaill for booking, and incarcerated for one or two days pending

poesihlp release ‘on their own recogniyance or tupon the posting of bail.

We compared thoge preod¢edures to SB. 95 c¢itation and misdemeanor proce-
dures used hy a suyvey sample of larpge policy agencics, and-derived

‘~approw1m tte cost fipures from a variety of sources. The eilculations . =

are described in dotiil in Appendiw 4. :
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Each of the 24,351 custody arrests for marijuana possession offenses
in. the first half of 1975 and the 3,811 custedy arvests in the first
half of 1976 represented a cost of $222 (estimated using a method
developed by the Legislative Analyst and the Bureau of Crimidal
Statistics in 1972). fTotal marijuana custody arrest costs were
therefore $5.4 million from January through June, 1973, and
$850,000 for the game period in 1976, Using law enforcement

agency survey reaponsesg, the cost of a citation was roughly es-
timated to be 5%% of the cost of an arrest. We compuvted the cost
of 9,102 citations at $131 each; or §1.2 million. Pretrial incar-
ceration costy were estimated at $2,2 willion for the firs: half

of 1975 and $300,000 in the same period in 1976.

LR

EsaT

The cogt impact of 5B 95 on law enforcement has been more than just
costs of arresting or citing and processing offenders. The costs
asgociated with record destruction provisions of the dact were
addreseed by a large proportion of the police agencies questioned
about workload changes. Separste filing systems had to be

ereated so that records could be eapily identified for destruction
after two vears. Microfilming or automated record indexing proce-
dures had to be modifisd in many of the large departments. Record
problems were algo noted in dealing with multiple-offense cases
where marijuana 1s only onme of the charges.

i R A s

Another point addressed by same police agencies is the reduced
authority an officver hae to conduct a general investigation of a
gsugpected misdemeanor marijuana offender under the new law. Prior
to SB.95, the felony classification of marijuana allowed for an
in-custody or booking search for possibly other drugs, stolen
property or other evidence of c¢riminal activity. Under the new
misdeneanor categories, particularly in one ounce ciltation. cases,
‘@ police officer is more limited in his authozity to conduct a
search without probable cause to believe that other drugs or ' i1
" stolen property are possesseéd by the suspect.

Judiciai System Costs

i R S e 4

It 1s éstimated that SB 95 has brought about a reduction in marijuana
case processing costs .n the court system from $Y.4 million in the
first half of 1975 to $2.% million in the first six months of 1976.

From 1973 through 1975, ovér hdlf the adults charged with possession
of marijuana avolded full prosecution by participating in the Drug
Offender Diversion Program (Penal Code Section 1000 et. seq.).
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Except for a large increase in probation department workloads, the
rest of the court system enjoyed some -eduction in effort per case ‘ :
under P,C. 1000, A diversiou cost dmpact study has been used in ‘ ;
* conjunction with a relatively new Bureav of Criminal Statistilcs g
data system and a survey of district atcorneys as the sources for ;
calculating comparative judicial system coscs.

The comparative reduction in costs 1ig conservative, because jail
and probation costs for convicted offenders in both years were not
included, and Tables 5 and 6, pages 25 and 26, show a much larger
number convicted end sentenced in 1975 than in 1976. ‘A discugsion
of the judieclal system cost computations is included in Appendix 4.
To summarize, we estimated that prosecutor costs in the first half
cf 1975 were $2.9 million compared to nearly $700,000 during the
same period in 1976. Public defender costs were approximately $2.1
million compared to $500,000 in the same period while coert costs
are estimated at nearly $600,000 for the first six months of 1975
and $136,000 fcr January. to June, 1976. Probation department
(diversion only) ensts were estimated at $3.9 million compared to
$700, 000,

g
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We ware unable to estimate the cost of processing citation cases.
For examplz, twenty-~two prosecutors iésponded to ‘a survey question
about their review of 11357b H&S (possession of one ounce or less)
cases-——~ton review all of them while nine review only 10% or less.
The average was a little over 50%.  For the most part, district
attorneys do not have to prepare complaints nor prosecute many one
ounce citation cases. . In our survey, the majority of prosecutors
noted the reduction in workload for marijuana possession cases,
citing decreas®s in such areas as clerical effort and case prepara-
tion as well as deputy district attorsey time in evidentiary hearings
and trials, :

T s S g

(A

Criminal Justice System Cost Savings

~ Qverall, the data indicate gubstantial cost savipgs in the criminal
Justice system as a result’of SKB 95. 1If we add.the sstimsated lsw
enforcement costs to the knewn judicial céuts, owr total of $17 , ' G,
.- million for half of 1975 compared to $4.4 million for halif of 1976
L ‘ " represents « 74% reduction in costs. While the exact amoupt of the
o E reductinn is subject tu interpretatiion of incom,&nne or, estimated data,
' the ggnaral direction ‘and maguitu e “0f cost: change“f
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2. Enfourcement of the Marijuana Trafficking Laws

Atrests for Trafficklng Offenses

Table 2, page 22, shows £ decrease of 5,07 in the comparative arrests
for adults for the marlijuana trafficking offenses, including posses-
sion for sals- (11359 H&S), selling, transporting or importing mari-
Juang {11360° ﬁ&a). or using a midor to seil, recelve or uge marijuana
(11361 H&S).” These cffenses represent 16,5% of total adult marijuana
arrests and citationsg in the %976 data comparved to less than 10% of
total 1975 marijuana arrests.

For juveniles, Table 3 on page 23 indicates the comparative arrests
of 622 marijusna trafficking offenders in the first half of 1975 and
763 in the game perlod of 1976, an increase of 22.7%, As du the case
of .adults, the ratio of juvenile trafficking arrests to total mari-
juana arrests rose between 1975 and 1976 from 4.5% to 6.4%.

5B 95 did not change the penalty structure for traificking offenses,
and. thus required no new procedures for law enforcement agencies.

In comparing the trafficking arrests for adults in the first three
monthe with those in the second quarter of 1976, there was actually

a slight decline, unlike the trend found with possesslon arrests.
Nevertheless, data are missing from several agencles which have
reported Increages in trafficking arrests and seizures of marijuana.
Overall, our available data seem to indicate little change in enforce-
ment emphasis. .

Mariiuana Selzuros

Based on available marijuana seizure data, there hasg been an 11%
decrease in the ampunt of marijuana selzed in California between
1975 and 1976.

In looking at tha trafficking, or supply side of the marijuana g

“ question, it is essentinl to ask about the amount of the drug

entefring the 11licit market, Nationally, the United States Customs
Service repurted a 2% increase in the amount of marijuana selzed
during £iscal year 1975~76 compared to the previous year. For
¢alifornia data, the Bureau of Investigations and Narcotic Enforcement
in the California Department of Justice surveyed federal, state, and
local agencies. Thelr findings in Appendix 5 were computed in pounds
and corracted for time discrepancies to show seizures of 337,489 pounds
in 1975 compared to 300,837 pounds TV X976, a decreasa;of approximately
18 tons of marijuana.

" In general, seizure data has to be viewed i1 perspective, because one

large confiscation of contraband can swing the data dramatically,
patticularly in one agency or couuty, . While our information cannot

be considered definitive, we cannot discount its direction, nor can we
presume any causal ralationship between marijuana seizures and enact-
ment of SB 95,
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3. Enforcement of Other Drug Laws

M

Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs

Adult arrests fonr non-marijuana felony drug offenses increased 187,
and for persons under the influence of heroin, arrests increased
48,2% between the first half of 1975 and the first half of/1976.

We do not have enough incidence and prevalence informationvabout
current drug usage to determine whetiier or not these increased arrest
figures (shown in Table 2, page 22) reflect a change in the number of
drug users. Based on recent national drug use surveys, it seems un-
likely. A more probable explanation is that greater police concen-
tration cn hard drug offenders has resulted in incrensed arrests. A
recent report from the Department of Justice has identiffied eighteen
geographtical areas of the state where multi-agency drug enforcement
units have been created. Where heroin addicts are the target popula-
tion of these intensified drug enforcement efforts, increased arrests
are the result.

Table 3 on page 23 shows a 13.7% decrease in non-marijudna felony drup

arrests of juveniles, coming on the heels of a nearly 407 decrease

between 1974 and 1975. Less drug use may be the reason for this,

although some observers believe youngsters are becoming more sophis-

ticated and less readily detected in their usage. Optimism may yet

be justified when these decreasing drupg arrests are reviewed side by

side with the results of recent lacal and national drug usage surveys '

of youth which indicate a reduction in use of all drugs (with the : S
pogsible exception of marijuana, depending upon the survey consulted).

I3

e
Driving Under the Influence of a Drug

Arrests of adults and juveniles driving under the influence of a drug
in the first half of 1976 increased 46.27 and 71.47, respectively,
over the same period in 1975, although the data do not indicate which
drug was used. :

A primary socilal concern about the use of marijuana relates to the
qualitative, if not the quantitative, scientific evidence that a person's
motor coordination, reaction time, and judgment are often reduced when he
or she is intoxicatecd by marijuana. One of the vecent Senate subcommittee ,
hearings on alcoholism addressed the inmcreasingly deadly problem of mixing ; e
driving, alcohol and sedatives. The combination of alcohol and wmarijuana - R
may have gimilar if less documented detrimental effects on driving.. At
present, we are totally lacking in information necessary -to draw any con-
clusions regarding any relationship between the lacrease in driving arrests
and the smoking of marijuana. P ~ , ) !
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Appendix & describes comparative arrest data for drug and alcohol

- related vehicle code offenses, WNarrative and anecdotal reports

from local law enforcement agencies and the California Highway

‘Patrol suggest that the number of drivers using drugs alene or in

combination w_th alcohol has been increasing. The significant change
in arrests for Sectlon 23105 of the Vehicle Code (driving under the

‘influence of a drug) is further evidence of this apparent trend among.

motorists. Unfortunately, the data do not assist us ido determining
what class of drugs such intoxicated drivers were using.

Wlatever part marijuana use plays in this trend -- although it appears
ts be of a lesser order than use of sadatives alone or in combination
with alcohol -~ should be closely monitored dnd vigorously discouraged.
Public cducetion. efforts pointing out the wisdom of nct driving while -

i dntoxicated on marijuana should accompany other such campaiﬁns to

reduce slaughter on the highways by alcohol and drug users.

While a test for THC (the active ingredient in marijuana) in the
blood is in the developmental stages; it may not be available for

law enforcement use for several years. Because marijuana intox-
ication is difficult to prove in court, it has been pointed out

that arrests and particularly prosecutions for 23105 CVC (where

, marijuana is the only apparent . intoxicant) are probably not occurring
laq often as they would be if physical proof were: easily ascertainable.




B.

Use of Marijuana

It was anticipated by both opponents and proponents of SB 95 that reducing
marijuana penalties might result in some Iincreased willingness on the part.
of Californians to experiment wich marijuana. A survey conducted by the
Field Research Corporation in November, 1976 found that while thirty-five
percent of adults report having at least tried marijuana, fourteen percent
consider themselves current users. Less than 3% reported that they first
tried marijuana within the past year, and only one in eight of this number
gald they were mors willing ta +.y marijuana or to use it more often
because penalties have been reduced,

These findings are being compared with the results of a similar survey con~
ducted in February, 1475, before the new law went into effect. The earlier
poll (taken 21 mer .8 before the current poll) indicated that twenty- eight
percent of those surveyed had tried marijuana and nine percent congldered
themselves current users at that time. Change in usags has not been uniform
by age group or region, with notable increases occurring among people between
the ages of 30 and 59, and among residents of Southern California and- 4
Northern Califotnians living outside the Bay Area. S '

MARIJUANA USAGE

Have Used Currently Use
Feb.,1975 Nov.,1976 Feb., 1975 Nov.,1976 ;
2 % % % :
Total Ldults 28 35 9 14
By Age :
18-29 54 66 : 24 31
30-39 35 47 5 16
40~49 - 10 L 19 1 4
50-59 6 12 - 2
60 & over 6 5. i 2
By Sex .
Male - 34 42 13 18
Female 21 28 6 10
By Area : » ~
Southsrn California 27 35 8 ‘14
Los Angéles-Orange 25 36 -8 : 15
Other Southern 32 - 32 10 S 9
Northern California 29 35 11 - e
Bay Area : 35 35 15 R E: 2

Other Northern. 21 35 6 13

The current survey can also be compared to a nationwide survey of non-medical

drug use conducted from January through April, 1976. Findings from-this

National Institute on Drug Abuse survey indicate that 117 of adults in the’
Western Region ‘of the United States currently use marijudna, with "current use”
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defined as uge of the drug within the last month.* When this definition
is applied to the November, 1976 California survey for purposes of com=
parison with the federal survey results; current users comprisge only
thirteen percent of the California aduit population instead of fourteen
petcent. :

The reduction in penalties for pogsession of marijuana for personal use
does not appear to have been a major factor in people's decision to use
or not to use the drug. Less than three percent of the people surveyed
had first tried marijuana within the past year, since the new law became
effective, but only one in efght of these new experimentsrs®or users
indicated more willingnegs to try matijuana because legal penalties have
been reduced. In the total adult population, this represents three
people out of a thousand. Thege survey responses are consistent with
responses in the February, 1975 survey in which only eight percent of
thoge who did not then currently use marijuana said that fear of legal
prosecution was their primary reason. Conversely, in the latest poll,
lack of interest was by far the most prevalent reason given by those
who had never used marijuana, or had not used it in the past year.

REASON FOR NOT CURRENTLY USING MARIJUANA

February, 1975% November, 1976
Possibility of legal prosecution 8 2
Not available / not exposed 4 2
Not interested / don't need it 50 73
Lt might be dangerous to my health 38 14
16 7

Other reasons

*Adds to over 100 percent since some respondents gave more than one reason.

I
(.

The survey algo sought information about the frequency of use among
California adults who consider themselves current users. Nearly 607
of persons in this category reported that they currently use marijuana
about once a week or less often. The remaining 417 of .current users

“do 80 a few times a week or more. Compared to the earlier survey.

regults, frequency of use appears to have decreaséd somewhat, suggésting
that the increase in users may include a large proportion of experi-
menters.

N ;?\\

)

, %Dr, Ira Cisin, Social Research.ﬁ*oup, George Washington University,
Washington, D.C., "Nonmedical Use of Psychoactive Substances: Main'
Findings." Western Region includés California, Oregon, Washington,
Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, Utah, Idaho, Montana, Colorado and Wyoming,
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FREQUENCY OF MARTJUANA USE

Curregnt Uscos

February, 1975 November, 1976

x % |
More than once a day 8 13
About once a day 18 6
A few times a week 20 22
About once a week 14 14 :
2-3 times a month 19 12 S
18 31 ‘

Once a month or less

R L OSSN

Unfortunétely. a survey of marijuana usage among youch could not be done. k . ' Al
concurrently with the adult poll., Results from other surveys will be ‘ L
helpful in this regard. The tenth consecutive yeex of the San Mateo B y

County Survey of Student Drug Use for 1977 will provide some future insight
into the comparative change under SB 95.. Since 1972, the survey has shown
that over 50% of high school seniors had at least tried marijuana and over
30% had used it approximately once a month, on the average. Similar
findings among a large national sample of high school seniors show in-
creaged use of marfjuana between 1975 and 1976, with 53% reporting at

least some use in the latter year and 32% reporting use in the last

thirty days.®* However, since this study does not deal with California
alone, the matter of the SB 95 impact on juvenile drug use will have to

be deferred until more data are obtained.

"The Drug Abuse Council in 1974 estimated from a national survey that 29
million Americans had tried marijuana, and over twelve million of them
were current users. In California in 1976, this latest state survey in-
dicates that moré than five million adults have tried marijuana, with over
two million of them currently using it.

The self-reported survey data suggest that SB 95 has not been a significant
factor in the use of warijvapa by California adults. Since experimentation o
and use of marijuana among high school youngsters is apparently higher than , , R
among adulte, a future increasse in. the numbér of adults who havé at least i
tried it can be anticipated as the younger generation matures, Nevertheless,
in 1976, nearly two out of three adults had not tried marijuana, and those who
do use it seem to make that choice regardlesa of government s efforts to dis-
courage its use. . . ; :

C Mg, Lilian;Blackford;,San Mateo Department of Public Health and Welfax;;'
225 - 37th-Avenue, San Mateo, CA 94403, “Summary Report = Surveys of atudeut
Drug Use, San Mateo County, California. . . S s

Dr. Lloyd Johnston. 2039 Institute for Social Research Box 1258 Ann ;
Arbor, Hichigan 48106, 'Monitoxing the Future. A Continuing Study of che : ‘ . :
Lifcetyles and Va]ues of Youch." ) : R e ; , : R i
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C. Drug Offender Diversion Program

In providing treatment services to drug abusers, most counties considered
marijuana~related diversion referrals from the courts as a low priority
target population, ' Probation departments either had to use or develop
drug education programs, or they selectively sent divertees to existing
outpatient or community services programs. '

o : In 1975, statewide ddversions were 85% (20,540) marijuana related and

s ’ : ‘ 15% (3,691) hard drug related, while in 1976 diversions were 50Z (5,954)
o matijuana related and 507 (5,979) hard drug related. SB 95 and AB 1274

aat changed the nature of the diversion program. ,

1, Drug Program Rz2spoase to ?P.C, 1000

: A majority of divertees participated in probation ot school based drug
v education clasges rather than community treatment programs.

The Drug Offender Diversion Statute (Penal Code 1000 et. seq.) was only

“one gection of Senate Bill 714, the Campbell-Moretti-Deukmejisn compre-~
hensive Drug Abuse Treatment Act passed and signed as emergency legislation

Lol in December 1972, In that bill, the sum of $14,344,252,00 was appropriated

S e ‘ without regard to fiscal years, to be allocated to the counties by the
State Department. of Health, Although diversion clients were expected to

. be a high priority target population, SB 714 created county drug program
administrators and advisory committees to plan for and distribute funds

. boased on their community's drug abuse treatment and prevention needs.

From 1973 through 1975, P,C. 1000 was the vehicle for removing nearly
75,000 drug possession offenders from conventional criminal prosecution
channels into programs of education, treatment or rehabilitation. For-
the first three years, almost 85% of these divertees were marijuana ,
offenders, and 86% of all divertees successfully completed thelr programs
and had their charges dismissed. P.C. 1000 has enjoyed broad general
approval. ~ Originally given a two year life, the experimental diversion
law was renewed for two more years in 1974, ‘and in 1975 it was expanded
and renewed until January 1, 1979 by enactment of AB 1274 (Appendix 7).

In 1973 the State Office of Narcotics and Drug Abuse funded a survey of
~county diversilon procedures. - In reviewing funding matters, the researchers
wrote: .

“The overall picture we have derived by talking to officials in
the larger counties is that for the most part, only a minor
‘percentage of the 714 money is being spent on what are considered
'diversion programs' (f.e., treatment and education programs to

- ‘ which P.C, 1000 divertees are referred).* ‘

* Robert Berke and Michael L. Dillard, "Drug Offender Diversion in California:
the First Year of Penal Code 1000, January 1974, page 49.
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The reasons are not difficult to asqess‘ SB 714 was pasgsed as emergency
legislation to deal with the state's "epidemic’* drug abuse problem.
Treating drug addicts seemed to be the counties' first priority: detox-
ification, emergency services, methadone maintenance, residential 24-hour
care, and outpatient treatment had to take precedence over the treatment,
counseling or educational needs of marijuana offenders.

Because we lack the data for a statewide acyounting of diversion~targeted
drug abuse treatment funds, we have pulled together Table 8, page 28,

to provide a combination of drug progiam survey estimates and probation
department diversion data for the fourteen largest countiles representing
over 85% of diversions statewide. In these counties, approximately 36%
(7,462 of 20,859) of the divertees were sent to state funded drug programs.
The four largest Bay Area Countles representing 17% of the diversions in
this sample used almost no Short-Doyleée resources for diversion clients.
Less than 1 in 4 of Los Angeles County's diversions representing 397 of
the sample, went to state funded Short-Doyle programs. ' San Diego. and
Orange tegether had 27% of the divertees among the largest fourteen -
counties, and thelr courts placed two-thirds of their divertees in gtate
funded drug programs,

In Appendix 8 we have calculated the combined diversion drug program costs
for Los Angeles, San Diego and Orange Counties, representing 57% of
statewide divetsions and up to two-thirds of divertees in treatment
programs. They received 1975-76 Short-Doyle Drug Abuse allocations of ;
$4.3 million out of approximately $10 million allocnted statewide. Based

on information provided by County Drug Program Coordinators in each county,
we estimated that diversion costs in 1975 were $956,520 to treat or

educate 5,607 divertees, including 2,116 hard drug offenders, Average.

cost was $171 per pergon, but those heavily involved in druge took a’
greater proportion of drug program tesources. Since the average cost of
persons_served in outpatient drug-~free treatment programs is estimated -

at over $900 in the 1975 annual report of the Department of Health,

Substance Abuse Program, it is clear that the majority of divertees

recelved minimal drug education-type programming, probably commensurate
with individual needs.

. 7l o

Although the data are incomplete for the state, the three largest counties . |
appear generally representative of those counties which provided drug’
program resources to the criminal justice system when thousands of marijuana
offenders were in need of some kind of education, treatment or rehabilitation
programs. - According to probation depaftment information sent to the Bureau
of Criminal Statistics, nearly 90% of ‘divertees attended some type of drug
education program, Most of them entered large probation or school based
drug education-classes such as those provided for up 'to 75% of Los Angeles,
"Riverside and San Bernardino County divertees and nearly all divertees :
in Contra Costa and San Francisco Counties.

In general drug ptogram ‘resources used for social and recreational mati-
juana divertees were minimized in most counties. The reduction in mari-
juana divertees resulting from enactment of SB 95 had a marginal effect on.._

the need for statewide drug abuse programming, but the -expansion of P.C. _";thga

1000 under AB 1274 meant that programs. which had been serving large numbers

of marijuana divertees would have to restructure themselves to recelve a
lesser number of more heavily drug-involved clientq.

'-,14- ~‘ :
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2. The New Diversilon Frogram

On the whole, any SB 95 related reduction in drug treatment program
effort in handling divertees has been offset by program referrals
from the courts as a result of substantial 1ncreases in hard drug
arrepgts and diversions.

AB 1274 could be vieved as sn additional statement of leglo;ative
intent about the diversion program. Tn 1974 the California Supréene
Court discussed the purpose of diversion in part as a program which
“permits the courts to identify the experimental or tentative user
before he becomes deeply inveolved in drugs...". ~Altiiwugh the ori-
ginal statute included for diversion elipibility the possessor of

" narcotics or dangerous drugs, it was overwhelmingly a marijuana ;
. program in most counties, The law and the courts specifically ex~
cluded persons charged with Section 11550 H&S (under the influence

of heroin). AB 1274 now includes this offense, and many counties

are handling a significant proportion of addicts.

“Table 7, page 27, and Appendix 8 provide a breakdown of diversion

offenses as reported by county probation departments. Overall,
between 1975 and 1976, the diversion population was reduced by
14,586 marijusna offenders and increased by almost 2,300 hard drug
offenders including over 2,000 heroin addicts.  These figures are
consistent with 1976 arrest statistics, :

In comparing drug program costs in 1976 with those in 1975, we

return to data provided by Los Angeles, Saz Diego and Orange Counties,
which have experienced an even larger proportion of the state's
diversions and treatment program requivements. Estimated Short-Doyle
Drug Abuse funds used for diversion in 1976 are slightly over ,
$1,000,C00 for the three countles to serve a diversion population of
3,964,down nearly 30%, but including an estimated 1,200 hercin addicts.
Average cost 18 $253 per divertee, but again this is considerably

lower than costs estimated at over $900 per client in outpatient, drug-

free Short-~Doyle programs,. . Since this data is based on the first half

of 1976, it does not take into consideration the increased time and
effort needed %o treat more heavily involved drug abusers. ' In short,

~our diversion data, though incomplete, shows that while SB 95 may have

reduced soméwhat the enrollments in programs serving marijuana divertees,
the enactment of AB 1274 and the increased arrests of hard drug offenders
have wore than offget any savings to the state's drug abuse program.

The evolution of the Drug Offencer’ Diversion Program is reflective of
the strong interdependence between the criminal iunetice system and the
drug abuse Lreatment system. As the courts have shown less inclination
to simply incarcerate drug abusers in recent years, diversion has been

‘one mechanism for placing such individuals under supervision gnd in

community treatment programs. Where diversion has beea inappropriate
for some offenders, and a conviction is obtalned, there has been no
reduction in the courts” needs in 1976 for treatment alternatives for

' drup -abusers.
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D.

Revenue to State and Local Government

It is estimated that the State General Fund will receive $818,000 in
fine and bail forfeiture money for marijuina possession offenses in
1976, an dincrease of approximately 5361,000 over the previous year,
County and city pgeneral funde will share an estimated $120,000 in
additional revenue,

Prior to SB 95, many counties had been exacting a fine against mari-
juana possession offenders. Un :r Section 11502 H&S, 757 of all fines
and baill forfeltures for violations of Division 10 of the Health and
Safety Code are required to be gent by the county treasurer to the
State Gemeral Fund, and the remaining 25% goes to the city general
fund 1f the offense occurred in a city, or is kept by the county
general fund if the offense occurred in an unincorporated area, This
mechanism for dilstributing these revenues was not changed by SB 95.

According to the State Controller's Office, approximately $685,000 was
remitted to the State under Section 11502 H&S from January through
September 1975. For the game period in 1976 the State received $1,227,000,
an increase of 79%. We had to estimate the SB 95 impact because the

State Controller does not have a breakdown of funds collected by offense,
Sacramento and Los Angeles Counties assisted with more detailed
information,

The Sacramento County Municipal Courts sent a total of $5,453 to the
State from January through September 1976, compared to $2,422 for the
game. period in 1975. Wearly all of it was for marijuana posgsession.
On the other hand, from January through September 1976, Los Angeles
gent $265,964 to the State, but only 337 (587,925) was for marijuana
possession offenmes. Submissions for the same period in 1975 from
Los Angeles were $116,221 total, with $45,132 identified 28 marijuana
possession fines. : ‘

If we estimated that one half of all 11502 H&S revenue collected im
for marijuana poeséssion offenses, the extrapolated 1976 total amount
would be $818,00C, vhile the same calculations for 1975 give ug ’
$457,000 revenue collected. ' We therzfore estimate that marijuana
possesgivn revenues collected by the State under SB 95 will increase
$361,000, or-79%. ,
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E. Impact of SB 95 on State Agencies
1.. Department of Justice

The impact of SB 95 on the State agencies has been minimal except Zor
the Bureau of Identification in the Department of Justice. It was
antlcipated 1in the Department of Flnance analysgls of SB 95 that there
would be a savings in the Buteau of approximately $286,000 because one
ourice marijuana cases would no longer be booked and fingerprinted, and
_ therefore records would not bée sent to Sacramento. As a result, twenty-
e - five positions were reportedly reduced in the Bureau dn the 1976-77
' budget, Our data shown that fct adults, over 24,000 were arrested and
booked for poseession of marijuana in the £first half of 1975 but in
the same period in 1976 only approximately 4,000 were arrested and
booked for possession ¢f concentrated cannabis or marijuana.

Record. destrucktion provisions covering over half a million prior
marijudne arresteesg resulted in 500 court orders in the Bureau

. - of Identification, and they are being held pending a Supreme Court
decislon on the conastitutiorality of the provisions themselves. The
SB 95 requirement for automatic destruction of marijuana records in
two years for 1976 and later cases, egtablished the need to create a
record identlfication system for destroying those records.

2. Depariment of Youth Authority

The Youth Authority compared adult and juvenlle wards pommitted in the
first three quarters of 1976 with the same period in 1975 for all mari-
juana offenderg. In 1975 there were 31 commitments for possession and
possession for sale of marijuana compared to 13 through September of 1976,
For other marijudna charges, there were 20 commitments compared to 6.

The Youth Authority Director attributed the decrease in numbersg to a
.general change in the orientation of the courts regarding marijuana,
rather than to 8B 95 directly.

3. Department of Corrections

The Department found no significant change in commitments fcr posges~

" slon of small amounts of marijuana, because they were negligible in
number before 5B 95, Poasession of marijuana among inmates is still
a felony, and amcng parolees the citation offense appears to be treated
with about the game concern as the felony arrest in 1975 for the same
offenge, - At the bepglnning of 1976 no more than 5 or & individuals in
the Department of Corrections system were found to fall under offernse
gectlong of 8B 95, and they were discharged. . Finally, the record
destruction provisiona of SB 95, should they be gustained by the
Supreme Court, are expected to have a signifiCant impact on the
Department's Records Section, . =

b » : 4, Department of Motor Vehicles
‘](V k3 v The primgvy dmpact of 5B 95 on the Department of Motor Vehicles falls
%X~ in the area of record purge and destruction requirements of the legisg-~
_”3 lation. It was estimated by the Department that the increased cogts
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to modify and then maintain their records system is $15,000 annually,
Because of the relatively few marijuana record destruction petitions
received in 1976, anticipated workload and costs in thig area; as
with the Department of Justice, have not materialized.

5. California Hiphway Patrol

Arrests and citations made by the Highway Patrol for possession of
marijuana are included in our data by county. They recently announced
an increase of arrests and citations in the first ten months of 1976

of 5,425 compared to 4.295 in the same period of 1975. Even with

thig 267 increase, 1t would appear that overall reduced costs of
handling the citation cases would leave a net savings in total workload
and costs to the Highway Patrol.

218~

ke N

bt

-
v sk sa S -.‘euﬁ"‘»,.*'!‘é




‘o

IV.  PUBLIC AITITUDES TOWARD THE MARIJUANA LAY

Having looked at the impact of SB 95 from a number of points of view -~
enforcement, costsg, usage, drug treatment, and revenue -- it remains to
address the all-important question of what Californians think about the

law. In the Field Regearch Corporation's survey of November 1976, results
show that one in four CaliFornia adults favor the approach of the new state

law, A more liberal position of legalizing the sale or possession of «
spmall amount of marijuana was taken by 38% of those responding, while 29%
favored ptiffer penalties.

The survey convisted of 1,033 perpsonal in-home interviews representing a

“eross gectlon of the California adult population. Interviews were con~

ducted between November 13-24, 1976, and consisted of both attitudinal
questions and the questions of marijuana usage addressed in an earlier
gection of this report.

When asked thelr opinton about what the law with regard“to marijuana
ghould be, younper adults and those who had used marijuana took a more
libeéral view. However, as depicted in the table below, except for those
adults over 60 years old, every age group preferred either the present
law or legalization. It im striliing that among those who reported never
hoving used marijuana, a minority favored stiffer penalties, with 277
favoring the current law and 19% preferring legalization, Among current
upers, 887 prafer legalizatiom.

ATTITUDE TOWARD MAREJUANA LAW

Posseasion Posgesgsion
& Sale of of Small Law
Small Amounts  Amounts Remain Stiffer
Legal Legal As is Penalties
L i A i
Total Adults 16 22 23 29
By age
18-24 30 26 20 19
25+29 31 24 3 12
30-39 20 27 21 29
40-49 14 17 28 34
50-59 6 : 22 29 35
60 & over ‘ 2 o 16 22 43
By area
Southern California 17 18 25 . 31
Los Angeles=Orange - 19 ‘ 19 25 .29
Othier Southern ; 13 16 25 37
Northern California 15 27 21 27
Bay Area C 16 ‘ 26 - 24 24
~ Other Northern 14 ; 27 17 k)8
By usage R : : : '
Have used, not now 20 ‘ 35 ‘ 26 17
Now use 54 34 10 : ——

‘Never used 5 - 14 : 27 42
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We were also interested in the public's knowledge of the marijuana
14w, since the State Office of Narcotics and Drug Abuse launched a
- media effort just prior to January, 1976 to inform the public that

mayijuana had not been legalized under SB 95. A majority (547) of , o
all survey respondents knew that possession of a small amount was a : f
misdemeanot with a maximum $100 fine, but more than one in four 3
believed it had been legalized. Among current users, over 80% b

knew what tha law i1s, but one in five believed SB 95 had removed
all criminal sanctions on theilr use of marijuana.

Overall, public attitudes about marijuana have moved in parallel

with the numbers who have tried and who currently use marijuana.

Even those who do tiot use the drug seem to be adopting more liberal
views toward the law. If such surveys are to be relied on for clues
to the concerns of the public, it would appear that the marijuana
issue has declined in the level of intensity it had two years ago when
SB 95 was debdted. in the Legisglature.
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TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF ADULT AND JUVENILE* FELONY ARRESTS AND MARIJUANA FELONY ARRESTS.

i

173
174
175

TOTAL ADULT
FELONY ARRESTS

214,836
229,476
240,231
239,395
267,904
. 265,816

TOTAL JUVENILE
FELOWY ARRESTS

118,629
134,517
127,842

TOTAL ADULT FELONY MARTJUANA
MARTJUANA ARRESTS OF TOTAL
44,718 20.8%
42,745 18.6%
52,027 21.7%
58,456 2L 4%
66,641 264,97
59,408 22.3%
TOTAL JUVENILE FELONY MARTJUANA %

MARIJUANA ARRESTS __OF 'TOTAL
29,654 25.0%
32,956 24.,5%
26,349 20.6%

Jata for 1973, 1974 and 1975 for juveniles is not comparable with data of prior years
aecauge of offense group changes,

;.
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TABLE 2

.ADULT DRUG. ARRESTS

TOTAL FIRST FIRST %
1975 HALF 1975 HALF 1976 | CHANGE
ALL MARIJUANA (1) 59,408 30,033 17,171 -42.8%
Posnession 48,193% 24,351% 12,913% =47 .0%
11357 a  (con’ 2ntrated) \ 2,203%
11357 b (1 ource or iess) 8,944
11357 ¢ €1 ounce) 1,750
11360 = (1 ounce or less) . 16
Cultivation (2) 5,355% " 2,706* 1,436% ~46.9%
Trafficking (3) 5,860 24976 2,827 - 5,0%
OTHER FELONY DRUGS (4) 33,161 15,786 18,621 +18.0%
OTHER MISDEMEANOR LRUGS (5) 25,821 12,725 14,143 +11.1%
11364 (Paraphernalia) 3,630 1,800 1,127 ~37 4
11.365 (In & About) 3,749 1,979 373 -81.2%
11550 (Under Influence) 8,589 4,077 6,041 +48.27%
23105 (Priving Under
Influence Drugs) 4,616 2,228 3,258 )—+46.2%
Other 5,237 2,641 3,346 +%§.ez
TOTAL 118,390 58,544 49,935 —%4.7%

ko k K K AR
(1) Marijuana figures for both years were derived from Bureau of Criminal Statistics
monthly arrest and citation register agencles representing 70.358% of totcl
adult marijuana arrests.

BCS categorized marijuana possession (11357 H & S) and cultivation (11358 H & 8)
together in 1975 and prior years. Ve estimated that one of ten .of the combined
number ‘were cultivation arrests. For 1976, BCS put cultivation in with 11357a
(concentrated cannabig). Our 107 estimate for cultivation results in an
estimate that nearly 40% of 11357a arrests in 1976 are for cultivation.

(2)

Marijuana trafficking includes 11359 H & S (possession for sale); 11360 H & S
(gale, importing or transporcing) and 11361 H & S (involving a minor in sales
or usa). , ,

(3)

Other felony drug figures for buth years were derived from BCS arrest and
citation register agencies representing 77.24% of total other felony drug arrests.

o (4)

. {5) Figures for the misdemeanor offenses were derived by using arrest and citation

register offenses as representing 66.6% of the state total..

* Based on Los Angeles Police Dapartment arrest figures for cultivation, compared‘

to possession, we estimated these numbers ~ See note (2) above.
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JUVENILE DRUG ARRESTS

TABLE 3

TOTAL | First First %
1975 Half 1978 Half 1976 CHARG
e . N :
' ALL MARTIJUANA (1) 26,349 13,808 12,000 - | ~13.1%
Poggsengion 23,807 % 12,527%* 10,675% - | -14.8%
o 11357 a _ (concentrated) ‘ - 1,151% '
SR . 11357 b (1 ounce or lesu) 7,697
= 31357 ¢ (41 ounce) 1,813
11360 ¢ ( 1 ounce or less) , ' Y
_Cuitivation (22 1,252% 659 Se2*% } ~14.7%
Trafficking (3) 1,290 622 763 +22.7%
_OTHER FELONY DRUGS  (4) 3,158 1,661 1,434 - ~13.72
QTHER MISDEMEANOR DRUGS (5) 7,443 4,156 1,411 -66.07
11364 (Peraphernalia) 1,813 958 110 ~B8B.5%
11365 (In & About) 3,601 2,093 140 -93.3%
11550 (Under Influence) [» 354 551. 394 ~28.5%
123105 (CVL-Driving Undex
; Influence Drugs) 236 - 105 180 +71.4%
Other 839 449 587 +30.7%
TOTAL 36,950 19,625 14,845 =24 ,47

KRk R RN R

Marijuana fipures for both years were derived from Bureau of Criminal Statistics
monthly arrest and citation reglster agencies representing 79.86% of the total:
The figurez in this table are extrapclated
from that 79.86% sample of the state and coincide with the totals found in Dept.

of Justice, Bureal of Criminal Statistics, Crime & Delinquency in California, 1975.

The Bureau of Criminal Statistics combined marijuana possession (11357 H & S)

They currently combine
‘ For juveniles it was es-
timated thae 57 cf the combined figures were actually cultivation arrests.

Trafficking offenses include 11359 H & S (possession for sale), 11360 H & S (sale,
{mporting or transporting), and 11361 H & S (involving a minor in sale or use).

65.55% of the other felony drug arrests are on the arrest register. The statewide

Migdemeanor diug offenses on the BCS gegistet‘for 1975 and 1976 represent 65.54%
The figures above were derived by ‘dividinag

Ryl

1y
Juvenile marijusna arrests statewide.
(2) ; ,
and cultivation (11358 H & 8), in 1975 and in prior years. .
concentrated cannabis (11357 H & S§) with cultivation.
(3
(4)
figures here are derived by extrapolating to 100%.:
(5)
of total arrests in this category,
the arrest regilster figure by. .6554.
#

A e B e i

) . . T A ‘
Based on Los Angeles Police Department and other data for cultivation arr%sts,,ge ;

estimated,tbese filgurcs ~ See note (2) above.
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TABLE &
ADULT :
MARLJUANA POSSESSION AND | ;
= CULTIVATION ARRESTS AND CITATIONS
IN SELECTED COUNTIES (1)

COUNTY ——*MARIJUANA POSSESSION & CULTIVATION=~=-==

% CHANGE
Full 1975 1st Half 1975 lst Half 1976 - )
Southern California
Los Angeles * 15,373 7,925 3,926 ~ 50.5
Orange '* a 3,577 1,477 1,429 - 3.2
Riverside i 1,287 699 532 --23,9
San Bernardino 1,674 857 326 - 62.0
San Diego * 1,809 906 594 - 34.4
Santa Barbara * 307 154 73 - 52,6
Ventura * 331 181 182 R
|Buy Area
Alameda * 1,739 863 412 ~ 52.3
San Francisco 746 433 114 = 73.7
Santa Clara * 948 £73 179 - 62.2
Contra Costa * 1,078 564 218 - 61.3
San Mateo 743 374 - 137 =~ 63.4
Marin 306 155 75 - 51.6
Solano 447 223 118 c - 48,2
Central California
Fresno % 385 111 81 ~ 27.0.
Kern 886 412 236 - 42,7
Merced 308 182 99 - 45%.6
San Joaquin 454 241 66 - 72.6
Stanislausg 533 261 151 - 42,1
Sacramento 2l6 480 278 = 42,1
Monterey 326 157 96 ~ 38.9
Santa Cruz 350 155 132 - 14.8
Other Counties 3,152 o) 1,749 641 - 63.4
| | 4 , : :
TOTAL 37,615 19,037 10,095 - 47,0

1(1) - Data does not include approximately 30% ~¢ the state's marijuana poséeasion“
arrests by agencies which were not on the Bureau of Criminal Statistics arrest
register in both 1975 and 1976.

Totals are not complete for the gtarred (%)

counties, but those agencies which reported in both years can be compared in

I s T S oL

i

£

L

. =24 -
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the incomplete counties as well as in the complete counties,

i
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: s BE, Swarraare
o ‘E"LO'\T’Z ARRESTYDISPOSITION SUMMARY: PASSESSION AND CULLIVA’Z}DN OF  MARIJUANA OTFENSES
” : 77.2 PERCENT CF THE STATE :
b4 . JANUARY 1, 1975 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, _1975
% ‘ : k
; - 1,240 2
. v 100.0 Percent '
¢ = = .
¢ Yoz Convictad . ) Convicted
i Nurber (Percent ' ] Nusker Percent
T Tstal not convic:ed......u...;........,.. 28,910} 70.1 : - TOCEL COnNVICTEA. uwevavnsrssroanaanrocrnosvenre | LLyIaW 2379
5 Released bf 12w enfo*ce:cﬁt...........;.. 1,361 33 ~ : Lover court (misdemeanor complainf)......sse... | 10,819 26,2
PR : . : . ‘
,g Complaine danted by Lower court (felomy complaifit).iveeiessccrscass 895 2.2
: E district ettofney or . R
LIty BTTOTRCY ivsv i varievieensscnnssess 95,6051 13.6 . BUPATLOT COUTE; sesvvennsrssoesvrnsnsnrinsronsess 616 1.5
Siszissed, acjuicted, juvenile
rexand, diverted, BLfe.vsieesvssvseess | 21,965 53,2
Lover court (zisdezeanoy co;plaini)... 19,399} 47.0
Lower zours (felony complaint).iiiae.o | 1,933 457
S:;a:igr cour:.ay.....f................. 633 1‘_5
J [}
L 3 ar. { -}
) 3
¥ . ‘
v : Senzenced (convicted) S e o 7 "
f . . . Total rgrison CRC CYA Straight ProbaciOﬂ : Prob.& Jall | J51) Only §-Fine Onlv | Other
Wuzter  Totaliiieesevesiiisieiencicnenes| 12,530 19 2 1o 5,854 b 2m8 ) 1,83t ) 2,496 ) 2
Lewer ‘court (misdezeanor comp).sd 10,819 - A 5,100 1,881 | 1,458 2,377 2
¢ - Lower court. (faloay complafat). 895 | - ’ = - S Y- » 211 S uit 106 - Q
| SUPErior COUFtiseiseressessaeand  616- | 19 | 2 s | 287 226 62 n o
f?crce;t T0zalevieereihaeirsainerersaiaaed 29,9 . 1 0.0 0.0 10,0 4.2 : s 5.6 ‘ L0 £.1 0.0
; o ' . L T . 7 :
7% Lower court (ﬂ‘sde:narcr coap)... 2642 - e 0.0 w1244 : 4.6 345 . 5.8 0,0
;’ Lower courc (felon/ ccmplaint) 2.2 |- S ; b 1.1 : ) d 3 - ~3;' i -
2 . . L . : IR = . g5 9] 0.0 FRQV
: St.n I I T 1.5 9.0 0.0 0.0 E . S s b .
¥ ofozed . PErceatagés may wot tocal te lOG 0 pe’c-ﬂ: due to rcurdiﬁb. : N
N »
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COMPARATIVE CRIMINAL JUSTICE DISTRIBUTION

TABLE o

- -

xe

OF MARIJUANA POSSESSION AND CULTIVATION OFFENSES

i
b

PROCEDURE FIRST HALY OF 1575 FIRST HALF OF 1976
' N 11357 a & c| 11357b&
TOTAL % & 11358 H&S} 11360c § TOTAL X
Custody Arrest 27,057 5,127 48 1 5,175
Citations - 262 8,512 | 8,774
TOTAL 27,057 5,389 8,560 13,949
Prosecutions (83,12} 22,484 83.1% - 14,478 - 4,478 % of
Prosecutions of Citations (90%) - of - 7,704 7,704 | arxrests
TOTAL 22,484 arrests  |4,478 7,706 {12,182 | §7.3%
% of L
Court Processuing 22,484 {prosecutions 14,478 7,704 } 12,182 % of pro~-
' : ; g secutions
Diverted 13,824 61.5% 2,031 484 2,515 | 20.6%
Dismiszsed, etc. 465 L2317 94 UNK UK | .
Acquitted 115 5% 22 UNK UNK
Convicted by nrial 156 wT1% 9k . UNK VK
Pled guilty or nolo 7,924 35.2% 2,237 UNK UNK

N
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DRUG DIVERSIONS BY OFFENSE CATEGORY* ﬁ' Lt
OFFENSES 1973-74%% | 7 197 5% 7 107 GRRw% 7
MARTJUANA - TOTAL , - 24,840 ~ 77.5 11,174 76.1 2,319 48.9
11357 H & § (possession) 24,840 77.5 11,174 76.1 | 1, sos***w* 33.8
11357b H & 5 (1l oz. or less) ) - - - - 389 8.2
11358 H & S _(cultivation) = = - = 325 - 6.9
"HARD" DRUG OFFENSES-TOTAL ' 3,541 . 11.0 1,688 11.5 2,232 47,1
11350 H & S (poss.narc.) 1,933 6.0 495 3.4 487 10,3
11377 B & 8 (poss.dang.druzs) 1,608 5.0 : 1,194 8,1 907 : 19.1
11550 H & S (under infl.) } - - = = 838 17.7 |
OTHER DRUG OFFENSES - TOTAL 3,399 10.b 1,784 C12.2 192 4.0
11364 H&S (Dargnhnmalia) . 1,180 2 7 3.7 879 6.0 - b
11365 H & S (visiting) " 1,703 5.3 826 5.6 = -
Qther | I . - 516 1.6 79 & .6 - -
NON-DRUG OFFENSES : ‘ 284 .9 3 .2 - -
TOTALS - | 32,064 100.0 14,680 { o 100.0 | 4,743 100.0

,Vumbers are not comparable across years because Los Angeles County data was not. available for 1973 1975, and
Alameda County data was not collected in 1975,

Ly The 1973-74 total represents 63% of the diversions, and excludes approximately 18,859 Los Angeles County

N | diversions. Because an estimated 69.8% of Los Angeles diversions were for marijuana, the actual statewide
. ‘percentage of marijuana <iversions for 1973-74 would be 18, 859 % .698 = 13,164 + 24 840 = 38,004 «

b (32,064 + 18,859 = 50,923) = 74.6% rather than 77.5%.

Kk The l975ytotal represents 60.52 of the diversions, and excludes'l,475 Alameda Counéy diVefsions and appro-
‘ximately 8,125 Los Angeles County diversions, - Applying the Alameda County marijuana percentage for 1974 of
81,3% to 1975, and the 6%.2% figure for Los Angeles, we can calculate a revised statewide marijuana peicentage

of (1,475 x .813 = 1,199) + (8,125 x .698 = 5,671) + 11,174 = 18,044 % (14 680 + 1, 475 & 8,125 = 24 280) =
74,37 rather than 76.1%. , B .

Kkkk The 1976 figures repregent 83.7% of the diversions in whiuh the offense is known for the April th ough

: September period. Total (nown,diversions for 1976 are 8,914 through September. We can add an estimated 36
diversions for about a riwzen counties which did not report all or part of 1976, to bring the total to 8,950,
@ - If we project this 9 morth. total to twelve nonths - (8, 950 = .75), we can estimate that there will be 11, 933

) -diversions in 1976: Lo \

‘***** "~ This figure includes diztruions coded by the.probat on depattmentsas 11357 11357(3) or 11357(0) H& S.
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TABLE 8
DIVERSIO N PR O GRAMNM D ATA~- LARGEST COUNTTIES

- - ' v ‘ %7 OF DIVERSION 7 OF "HARD DRUG"
R © CLIENTS IN STATE- CLIENTS IN STATE- | DIVERTEES IN STATE-
e - NUMBER DIVERTED FUKDED. PROGRAMS (a) FUNDED PROGRAMS FUNDED PROGRAMS
COUNTY 1976 1975  1976% - 1974 1975  1976% | 1974 1975  1976* | 1974 1975  1976% ]
P Los Angeles 9,954 8,125 2,872} 1,656 1,861 _ 686(c)| 16.6% 22.9% 31.7%(c)| 21.5% _32.1% 41.8%
; _San Diego 4,556 3,428 8381 4,075 2,306 1,055 | 89.42 67.3% 100.0% | 31.0%  54.0Z 57.0%
. _Orange 3,398 2,242 953 | 1,945 1,440 673 | 57.2% 64.2Z 70.6% | 15.0%  19.0Z 36.0%
Alameda 1,558 1,475 4301 X X X - m— = — — —
! . Santa Clara 1,222 1,059 " 498| X XX mmm e e R
o ) . ‘ , ) ’
¢ . San Bernardino 1,132 703 302 UNK. K. UNK. —— —— e e ——
; _Contra Costa 857 629 203 0 0 T T I e
| _Riverside 739 672 172 | 195 225 85 | 26.4% 33.5% 43.62 | 19.4% 16.3%  31.2%
§ Sacramento 549 477 126 572 486 162 1100.0% 100.0Z 100.0% | 10.0% _ 3.0%2  90.0%
; San Mateo (b) 517 540 152 408 559 355 78.9% 100.0% 100.0% | 22.0% 20.8% 82.8%
' Ventura 524 377 12| o 00 Tl I g
: | san Francisco 493 458 131 X 42 80 | -—- 927 e1.ax | -— 42,00 67.0%
{ | Santa Barbara . 495 - 338 67 419 284 41 | 84.67 84.0% 61.2% | O 6.0% 22.0%
1 Kern 378 336 120 | 289 259 57 | 76.52 77.1%z  47.5% | 31.0%  36.0% ~ 86.8%
3 , : v ‘ & S = S —
! TOTAL : 26,372 20,859 7,006 | * January-August, 1976; ‘ (a) Based on drug program and probation
' » ) ; ‘ ‘X These counties only . estimates,
% of S:iate 86.5% 85.9% - 88.0% ‘ocegsionally use treatment (b) Probation Dept. receivpd 714 funds for
: programs for divertees. - a diversion education program.

(c) Since Los Angeles . County drug program clients are only counted through June of 1976, we calculated the percentage S ": ':535
by dividlng 686 by 2,166, the number of d*versions in Los Angeles through June, 1976. ‘ ; .

‘ 1’]35."
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APPENDIX I

CALIFORNIA'S NEW MARIJUANA LAW

\ \. ’ ol
\
\\\

- | | SB 95, CHAPTER 248, STATUTES OF 1975

. " (Retord destruction provisions modifled by AB 3050, Chapter 952, Statutes
of 1978)

1. Possesslon of gne ounce or less of marijuana is a misdemeanor.

A, Police will issue a citation for en alleged offender to appear in
; court., If the individual signsg the promise to appear, and properly
[ : ldentifies himself, he will not be fingerprinted or photographed
: and will not be taken into cugtody.

B. Procedurally there are options left to the local magistrate, and
hence, to the alleged offender.

1) If the mapistrate sets bail for alleged offenders, those who
have no prior convictions for possession of marijuana may choose
to forfeit bail and aveid any further proceedings. An alleged
offender with such a prior conviction may forfeit bail only if

" the magistrate determines that requiring a court appearance will
cauge him undue hardship.

2) If the magistrate decides nof to set bail and authorize the
© above procedures, an allepged offerder will appear im court and
be apprised of his right to an attorney, his right to test the
evidence against him and his right to a speedy trial. He may
also be eligible to participate in the Drug Offender~Diversion
Program (P.C. 1000). .

L0 ‘ ' C. The maximum fine for conviction is $100.00.

D. After three or more convictions for this offense within a two-
year period, the fourth conviction requires the offender; to enter
the Drug Offender Diversion Program, 1f a program will accept him.

E.  All records of the event - the citation; court proceedings, con-
_viction; ete. ~ will be destroyed or permanently obliterated after
" two years.

Foe e 2.  Simple poasesaion of more than one ounce of marijuana 18 a misdemeanor.
‘ (Pogaesgion of marijuana for sale is a felony.)

iy we - A, Police have an Option to arrest or to cite an alleged offender.

B. As in current procedures, an alleged offender is arraigned on the
’ charges and 1is apprised of his right to an attorney, his right to
test the evidence againat him and his right to a speedy trial. He
may also bhe eligible to participate in the Drug Offender Diversion
" Program.
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‘Cs  The maximum penalty ig six months in county jail and/or $500.00

fine.

D. The same records destruction procedures apply as abeve, including
the destruction or permanent obliteration of state "RAP'" gheets
in the Department of Justice,

Simple possession of any amount of "concentrated cannabis' may be
prosecuted as either a felony or 4 misdemeanor. - Concentrated cannabis
is defined as "the separated resin, whether crude or purified, obtained

from marijuana (Includes hashish and hash oil.)

A. Police will arrest an alleged offender and take him into custody ‘
ag a felon, P
R\ e
B.  -The:district attorney or the court will deterumine whether the case
will be handled as a nisdemeancr or a felony.

C. The geme rights and court procedures apply as in 2.B. above.

D. ' The maxioum penalty 1s one year in county Fail and/oh $SDO 00 fine,
or state prison for one to five years.

i. Records destruction provisions ég_not apply.

Trangporting or giving away one ounce or less of marijuana is treated
the same as podsessing one ounce or less, except that the diversion
provision (1.D, above) is not mentioned.

It will no longer be unlawful to possess marijuana smoking paraphernalia,
nor will 1t be a violation to visit a place where marijuana is being
used.

While marijuana intoxication in public will still remain a violaﬁion,
being under the influence of marijuana will no longer be a Health and
Safety Code violation with a mandatory minimum ninety-day jail sentence.

Any person who was arrested and/or convicted of a marijuana possession
or specified misdemeanor marijuana offense prior to January 1, 1976,
can have certain arrest, citation and court records destroyed or
permanently obliterated.:

A. The procedure beging with an application to the Califbrnia Depart-

ment of Justice. : , o e

B. ' The Department, upon verifyihg the applicant's identity and offense,

‘and upon the appliceant's payment of not more than $37.50, shall
notify the Federal Bureau of Identification of the destruction of
the records, and ghall destroy its own records and request that the
appropriate law enforcement agency, probation department and '
Department of Motor Vehicles destroy their records. The petition
and order 1tse1f will also be destroyed., o
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No marijuana record over two years old which is subject to destruction
under these provisions shall be deemed an accurate or relevant record. )/
No employer may ask a- potential employee about an arrést ox convictiorn

for such a marijuana offense more than twe yvears from the date of its 'g
/4

occurrence. /
P 7
A7

Diversion under Pemal Code Section 1000 et, seq. remaing an cptigg,ﬁgf
qualified offenders charged with any of the three marijuana geclidns
(L, 2 or 3 above).
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APPENDIX 2

g8 95 AND THE 1.976~77 DRUG ABUSE BUDGET

Early 4n 1976 the Legislature held hearings on the Covernor's propesed
1976~77 budget. Because the budget has to be presented well before the
effects of new legislation can be determined, recommended budgetary
changes based on recently enacted legislation are necessarily fournded on
aspumptions and projectiong. Some assumptions were made about the
effecty of California's new marijuana law (SB 95-Moscone) ag it relates
to the need for community drug treatment programs foir persons diverted by
the courts under the Drug Offender Diversion Statute (Penal Code 1000,
et, geq.). Specifieally, under Item 286 in the proposed budget for the
State Office of Narcotics and Drug Abuse, page 695, it was stated that
"Leglslation passed in 1975-76 will reduce the number of persons appre-
hended for poasseasion of marijuana and enable the reduction of $1,500,000
currently budgeted for marijuana diversion programs,”

The hiastory of this proposed $1.5 million cut in the Short-Doyle drug abuse
budget began when Department of Health analysts wori<dng on budgetary matters
made gome assumptiona sbout the impact of Senate Bill 95, the marijuana
reform measure signed by the Governor on July 9, 1975 (Chapter 248). The
firot assumption was that persons cited for possession of one ounce or

less would no longer choose o participate in the Drug Offender Diversion
Program in lieu of a small fine.

The second agcumption was that the need for drug programs would decrease
commensurately. As these assumptions related to drug abuse program
funding, the coroellary suppogition followed that the counties had been
using a significant portion of thelr Short-~Doyle allocations to fund
programs which were treating or counseling marijuana divertees. While
the decrease in marijuana diversions was evident at the time of the
hearings, the assumptions about marijuana-related program funding, and
more significantly, county drug program needs, were geriougly questioned
by county drug program administrators and others at the time of the
budget hearings.

Additionally, there was evidently no consideration given during the budget
preparation to the impact of Assembly Bi1l 1274 (Sieroty), signed on

October 1, 1975 (Chapter 1267). This bill expanded the number of divertible
offense'~to % include cultivators of marijuana and persons prosecuted for 11550

Hegs “For being under the influence of narcotics. It was nog anticipated that
_the additional number of persons diverted as a result of AB 1274 would offset

the large numbers of ‘marijuana possessors who would prefer a small fine to

diversion. However, at the time of the Legislative hearings on the drug

budget, preliminary diversion data for January and February 1976, indicated .

that individuals who were more . heavily involved in hard drugs were being

diverted by the courts, thereby requiring more intensive drug treatment ' &
regources in many communitiles.
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These 1lssues surfaced during Legielative‘heariugs on fhe drug abuse budget

‘in February and March 1976, There was a great deal of resistance to the

proposed budget cut from public health and local govermment officiale who
perceived 1t as a threat to the very existence of already overcrowded drug
treatment progtrams, Following conglderable testimony from county drug program
coordinators and adpinistrators, as well as a large number of current and

“ formex addicts, the‘fLegislature agreed to restore the proposed $1.5 million

raduction in the drug abuse budget. However, it was requested that vhe
Tiepartment of Health and the Department of Justice prepare a report on the
effects of the nevw marijuana law, in time for the Legislative Analyst to
include a review of the report in the analysis of the 1977-78 budget bill,
Thig report is submitted in response to that request.




APPENDIX 3~

ARRES'T AND CITATION DATA

- There are a number of reasons why we must qualify the statewide arrest

and citatlon data upon which a part of this teport 1s based, First, in
the collection of data from law enforcement agencies by the Department

of Justice, Bureau of Criminal Statistics, a system is used for cglnting ™

./

multiple offenses. < For coding purposes, to avold counting an offender
more than once, the Bureau uses a hierarchy system for capturing in the
data only the most serious offense in each incident. Tor example, mari-

juang possession in 1975 was a felony arrest, the penalty being a possible:

ten years in state prison. If an individual was arrested for possession
of a concealed weapon, or driving under the influence of a drug, both
misdemeanors, and he or she had an ounce of marijuana 4n a pocket or
purge found at the time of detention or ‘during the booking seaxrch, the

marijuana offense would go into the data system, with the weapon or driving
. offense lost statistically. By way of contrast, under SB 95, the game.

ineident would result in the marijuana citation being lost statistically
because 1t is a low-level misdemeanor. We tried to determine how this
hierarchy data collection gystem would affecp: ‘our comparative data.

From 34 of the state's largest law enforcement agencies, we received
eptimates on the type of marijuana-related cases they are encountering
under SB 95: :

1, Out of 100 marijuana incidents encountered this year by your depart- =

ment, estimate the percentage of each type of case (Categoriles A
through H will be vsed to describe types of cases below.).

A. 11357b {(one ounce or less). offense only = 47,67
B,  11357¢ (more than one ounce) offense only 9.0%
C. 11357b plusg additional traffic infraction 10.4%
. 11357¢ plus additional traffic infraction ~ 1.8%
E. 11357b plus additional misdemeanor offense 16.2%
F. 11357c¢ plus additional misdemeanor offense 2.7%
‘G. 11357b plus additional felony offense 7.3%
H. 11357c plus additional felony offense ’ 5.0Z

' 100, 07

According to- thege estimates, 68.8% of 31l the marijuana possession
offenders are arregted or cited elther solely for the marijuana, or are:
stopped for an additlonal traffic infraction which presumably would not
result in a custody arrest. At the other extreme, the estimated 12.3%
of marijuana incidents occurring in conjunction with felonies are -
definitely not reflected in the data in-1976, but would probably not be
reflected in the data in 1975 either because most other felonles were -

_considered more significant than poeqeqsion,of marijuana, and carried a
more severe pendlty. hﬂrefore, for our purposges, approximately 817% of -

the statewide arrest and citation data are validated For comparison in
both 1975 and 1976 despite the hierarchy. system.’ «
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Our corcern reparding arrest coading rests with the estimated 197 misd:meanor

offenses occurring in conjunction’with a marijuana offense. In 1975, 100%
of these incldents would presumably have been counted as marijuana arrests,
whereas in 1976 the one ounce misdemeanor: cltations are not belng counted.
Additionally, for the 11357c misdemeanors, we can estimate that half will
be lower that the concurrent other misdem2anor, and half higher.

We can use the law enforcement estimates above and the adult arrest data

‘from Table 2 .to calculate a potential difference in 1975 and 1976 half

year arrest data resulting from the Bureau of Criminal Statistics hierardhy»
data collection gystem. We have 8,944 citations for 11357b ccunted in the

"~ data. If there are another 16.27% of the total citations which are not
. counted, then 8,944 represents only 83,87 of the cit-tions, and there

should be an additional 1,729 11357b citations for a total in the first

six months of 1976 of 10,673. 1f we do the same type of computation for
the 11357¢ cases, we estimate that 1,750 arrests in our data avxe 97,3%7 of
the total, with 49 cases which occur in conjunction with other misdemeanors.
Estimating that half of the other misdemeanors are of a higher -level than

*the 11357c H&S offense, an estimated 25 cases might be lost to the data

in the first half of 1976 which would have been included in 1975, If we
add 1,729 « ll357b and 25 - 11357c offenders to the 1976 data, it would
increage the 12,913 possession ‘cages to 14,667,

If we used this new 1976 figure in calculating the difference between
arrests and citations in the first half of 1976 and arrests im 1973, the
percentage decrease in enforcement in the two years would be 39.8% instead
of 47.0%. Ve thus estimate that possibly 7.2% of the marijuana possessiun
arrests and citgtions for adults are being lost statistically din 1976 which
would have been counted in 1975. However, because of the speculative nature
of these computations, we will use the ariginal data figures in further
analyses.

A second reason to be rcautious about drawing definitive conclusions based
on the comparison of half year 1975 with half year 1976 arrest register
arrests i that all of the data for both vears was not availahle from such
large law enforcement agencies as the Los Angeles, Orange, Alameda, Ventura
and San Diego County sheriff's departments and the Long Beach, San Diego,
Oakland and San Jose city police departments, among others. The reason
these agencies are missing in the comparative data is that they had not

~yet been reporting individual arrests on the Bureau's monthly arrest and

citation register in 1975. While our data include the same law enforcement
agenicies. for both years, there are reports to suggest that inclusion of -

. several of thege large agencies might require some modifications of the
percentage: change hetween our 1975 dnd 1976 data. - However, it does not .
appear- that such agencleg are moving contrary to the overall trend toward
reduction of enforcenent of the mariljuana possession laws.

-We offer two further‘comments to"qualify'the data~presented., The arrest

and cltation dgata for the first six months of 1976 may not ultimately

represent half of the year's arrests and citations. 1t has been peirted
out by more than one law enforcement oliserver who. noted the reduced level
of arrests and citatfons early -in 1976, that police and gsheriff's depart-

" ‘ments got off to a slow start under the new law., This assertion is borne

© . 3-2
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out by the data when the firit quarter of the year is compared to the
second quarter, Of the 10,095 arrests and citations in 1976 for ;
marijuana possession and cultivation on the Bureau of Criminal Statistics'
monthly arrest and citation register, 4,334 or 42.8% . occurred in January
through March, while 5,761 or 57.2Z% occurred i April, May and June.

And finally, a healthy suspicion about the short-term results of a data
collection system of the mapnitude employed in Calffornia should be cne
tool of the analyst, particularly whean a new law creates new reporting
requirements. For example, the possibility exists that some marijuana
citations are not being recorded by law enforcement because of their low .
status. Also, the record destruction provisions of 5B 95 have reportedly
encouraged many agencles to avoid the necegsity of c¢redating certain
records at all. o

While none of the data qualifications discussed in this appendix should

be ignored, the very considerable data used as a basis for report findings
indicate a significant decrease in marijuana possession offnnders arrested
or cited in 1976 compared to arrests in previous years.
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. TOTAL ' 24,351 3,953 8,960 112,913

APPENDIX 4

CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS

If we look only At the rTeduced number of individuals arrested for
possession of marijuana between 1975 and the first half of 1976, we would
expect a significant decvrease in fiscal costs and workload at each stage

of the criminal process. A survey of law enforcement agenciles and district
attorneys will provide assistance in comparing 1976 with 1975 criminal
Justice processing costs. However, the data in this section is derived
from rough estimaves, and therefore should be taken as qualitative trend
information rather than a conclugsive quantitative cost analysis.

Law‘Ehfprcement Coats o

In the report of the California Senate Select Committee on the Control of
Marijuana, it was estimated that the 1972 cost of an arrest wask$l7l. The
basic method used to calculate this figure was developed by the Legislative

" Analyst and the Bureau of Criminal Statistics by estimating that 25% of law

enforcement costs were for criminal activity prevention, and 6% of felony
and nisdemeanor arrests were for marijusna. If we update this $171 per
cage cost by the 30% increase in law enforcement expeaditures since 1972,
a more accurate figure would be $222 per arrest in 1975-76. The custody
arreat of 24,351 adult marijuana possegsors therefore gemerated a cost to
local enforcement agencies of approximately $5,405,922 (24,351 x $222) in
the firgt half of 1975. By comparison, for the same time period in 1976,
the custody arrest costs for 3,811 marijuana offenders would be $846,042
(3,811 x $222), '

The numbers of marijuana offenders are summarized below:

First Half 1975 First Half of 1976
11357 11357a&e | 11357b & 11360c | Total
Custody Arrests 24,351 3,761 50 {3,811
Citations = 191 8,910 79,102

The cest of issulng a citation appears to be significantly less than a
cugtody arrest. A California Highway Patrol representative estimated ‘that
one and a half hours is required to transport and book a suspected felon
in the nearest jail.  Because of distance it may be less time for local
poiice departments. We got some very rough estimates of processing times

- for 11357b citation cases compared to 11357 felony arrests in 1975 from
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30 law cnforcement agencies, While theé“ responses varied greatly, the
average case handling time for the ciltation was 166 minutes, compared
to an average of 282 minutes for 11357 H&S felony arrests in 1975. If
we apply this ratic to the $222 custody arrest cost, we can eqtimate
that processing one citation case costs law enforcement $131, and the
cost for 9,102 citations in the f£irst half of 1976 is approximately
§1,192,362.

Besides the arrest or citation processing cost differential, time getrved
in jail prior to trial occurred for 1975 offenders but not for the 1376
cited marijuana pocscssors.  Incarceration data i1s difficult to obtain
because records by oifense apparently are not kept. Estimates from 17 law
enforcement agencies asked about the number of prearraignment days of
incarceration for 11357 H&S offenders in-1975, averaged out to 1% days,
For pretrial days of dncarceration, their estinate was an average of

9 days.

Using an average $15 per day for county jail costs per man (it is somewhat
higher for women), prearraignment incarceratfon for marijuana possessors
in the first half of 1975 would be $547,898 (24,351 x 1} x $15). The

9 days of pretrial detention appears high in light of the diversion grants
and lenient misdemeanor dispositions ultimately meted out, particularly
in the larger countiles. By arbitrarily reducing this estimate by half,
the costs would still be an additiomal $1,643,693 (24,351 x 4% x $15).
Comparative costs for 1976 offenders wauld be similax per person rates

" for 11357a H&S (concentrated cannabis) offenders, or $223,054 (2,203 x

4 % $15). The 1,750 arrested as misdemeanants for 11357¢ H&S (possession
of more thF-n one ounce) according to the gurvey, spent less time in jail
than simiiree cffenders the previous year. 1f we estimate that they spent
only half as long, we can calculate a cost of $78 750 (1,750 x' 3 days x-

$15).

The overall costr to law enforcement agencies for arresting and citin
marijuana possession offenders is estimated at $7,597,513 ($5,405, 922 +
$547,898 + $1,643,693) for the first half of 1975, and $2,340,208

($846 042 + 81, 192 352 + 5223,054 + $78,750) for the £irst half of 1976,

In looking at the comparative figures for estimating the impact of SB 95
upon enforcement of the marijuana laws, the 1975 flgure should be considered
congervative because it does not include the costs for 11364 H&S (para-
phernalia) and 11365 H&S (visiting) arrests. Possibly up to 2,000 such
arrests of "adults did not oéccur in 1976 as a result of decriminalization

of these offenses as they pertain to marijuana. Because of wide variations
in the handling of juveniles, hoth before SB 95 and under SB 95, cost
estimates for juvenile marijuana offenders have not been attempted.

Judicial System Costs .

The Senate Select Committee on Control of Marijuana repert in dealing with 

fiscal costs of enforcing marijuana laws noted that the cost of arrests

was merely the tip of ‘the iceberg. Using data from 1972 and earlier, it

was estimated that the criminal justice system costs beyond the arrest
range from $1,200 to $2,800 per avrest. ‘A large proportioniof -these -

4=2
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estimated costs pertained to trial costs and particularly incarceration
costs, both of which in 1975 appear to be somewhat lower, ' For example,
our disposition data from the Bureau of Criminal Statisties indicates
_that for 11357 H&S (possession) and 11358 H&S (cultivation) offenders in
1975, there wére a total of 479 trials in lower court and 57 trials in
,superior court compared to 24 Senatc Seject Committee report estimate of
1,510 trials. Tdbles 5 and & break out marijuana case processing In the
court gystem.% ‘ ‘

The diversion impact study completed by Touche Ross and Company computed
diversion case costs by criminal justice agency and compared these costs

to pre-diversion costs for similar cases. Thus, it was found from survey
‘and interview data that diversion case processing costs the district
attorneys $95 inatead of $190; public défenders $50 instead of $160;
probation departments $280 instead of $390, and the courts $20 instead of
§35.%% Ve used these flpures to compute il= 1975 and 1976 criminal justice
. coats for diverting marijuana offenders:

COMPARATIVE DIVERSION CASE COSTS

Pirst Half of 1975 First Half of 1976
District Attorney Costs 13,824 x § 90 = $1,244,160 2,515 x § 90 = § 226,350
Public Defender Costs 13,824 & 50 = 691,200 2,515 x 50 = 125,750
Probation Costs , 13,824 » 280 = 3,870,720 2,515 x 280 = 704,200
Court Caste 13,824 - 20 = 276,480 2,515 x.. 20 = 50,300
$6,082,560 $1,106,600

Tor 1975 the 13,824 diversions for marijusna represented approximately 68% of
marijuana poassession cases progecuted; in 1976 diversions represented only 207
~of such cases prosecuted.  We can uge the Touche Ross figures. to calculate
costs for 11357 H&S cases not diverted inm 1975, and '11357a and 11357c H&S
cases not diverted in 1976, but these case costg will not .apply to the-

11357b H&S ciltation cases which were not diverted.

* The Bureau of Criminal Statistics coded cultivation and possession
cages together.
¥k While $20 sounds low, 1if we use 1975 CaliFoxnia Judicial Council -
- Court TImpact Study findings for guidance, we learn on page 85 that
an average case~related wninute in municipal court costs $1.42, meaning
that the average diversion case would take 14 minutes. In practice,
~the larger courts way push them through more rapidly.

4-3
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~COMPARATIVFE HON-DIVERSION CASE COSTS

First Half of 1975 . First Half of 1976 ; 
District Attorney Costs 8,660 x $190 = $1,645,400 ~ 2,447 x $190 = $464,930
Public Defender Costs 8,660 x 160 = 1,385,600 2,447 x 160 = = 391,520
Court Costs 8,660 » 35 = 303,100 2,447 % 35 = 85,645
$3,344,100 ‘ $942,095

The total costs for processing marijuana cases in the firat half of 1975,

~except for court dispositions, was an estimated $9,426,660 ($6,082,560 +

$3,344,100),  The total costs for the 1976 cases were approximately
$2,048,695 {$1,106,600 + $942,095), not counting court dispositions or the
generally expeditious handling of 7,220 11357b H&S cases., The 1975 cost
figures are quite conservative, becausa jail or probatioa dispositions for
pert of the 8,660 non~diverLed convicted offenders would increase the costs
significantly.

Marijuana. Enforcement
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If we add the law enforcement costs and the judiclal system costs together, S :
the savings appear quite substantial. ) v ; SRR

Pirst Half 1975 First Half 1976

Law Enforcement $ 7,597,513  $2,340,208 f
Judicial System 9,426,660 ; 2,048,695 :
$17,024,173 $4,388,903 1
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APPENDIX 5

MARLJUANA SELZURES

Seizure information from California law enforcement agencies ig not routdinely
available from a single source. Therefore; for the purposes of this
report, certaln melected apgencies were coritacted and such seizure data

as wag available was obtained. It is tabulated below, Every effort was
made to obtain the data from the larger agenciles, and in as uniform a
manner as possible. While data 1is included from the Department of Justice
and from the Drug Enforcement Administratdion, it should be recognized that
these agencies do not work at the street level and therefore would not be
expected to reflect any changes due to the impact of Senate Bill 95. Data
‘has been included from the Department of Justice Laboratories, which do
recelve material for analysis on a statewide basis from local agencies.

1. Department of Justice Laboratory Data

The Department of Justice Laboratories do not keep data or statistics
showing weighta of drugs submitted to their labs nor are they able to
gegregate the number of marijuana submissions to their labs. They do
have the following figures showing total drug analysis workload.

Average
Jaﬁuary~June 1975 cases . 1500/month
July-December 1975 cases ; 1400/month
January~-June 1976 cases 1125/month

It is their belief that the drop in the latter part of 1975 and the
further decrease in 1976 does reflect a lesser number-of marijuana
cases, .

2. Bureau of Invéatigation.and Narcotic Enforcement ~ Department of
Juatice

1975 (full year)

1,886,763 grams

1975 (lst 10 months) 1976 (1lst 10 months)

1,105,751 grams : 756,364 grams

3. Drug Enforcement Administration

“Western Region =~ California-Nevada-Hawaii

7-1-~74 to 6-20-75 298,555 1bs.
7-1~75 to 6-30-76 213,406 1bs.
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6.

10.

11.

12.

13‘

Los Angéles Office ?/,;‘ a

7-1~74 to 6-30-75
7-1-75 to 6~30-~76

Los Angeleg Police Department

1~1~-75 to 12-31~75
1-1~76 to 9~30~76

Log Angeleg Sheriff's Department

1-1-75 to 12-31-75

1-1-76 to 9-30-76

Ventura Sheriff'’s Office

7=1-75 ro 6~30-76

15,023
54,425

4,990
9,986

2,560
6,650

42,000

1bs,
1bs.

1bs.
1lbs.

1bs.
1bsa.

1bs.

San Diego Police Department and Sheriff's Office Warcotic TaskkForde

1-1~75 to 12-31-75
1-1-76 to 10-30-76

Oranpe County Sheriff's Office

1-1~75 to 12~31-75
1~1--76 to 10-30-76

Anzheim Police Department

1-1-75 to 12-31-75
1-1-76 to 10-30-76

Santa Ana Pnlice Department

1-1-76 to 10-30-76
(197? data unavailable)

San Francisco quice Department

1975 ,
1976 data upn.vailable at this time,

Oakland Police Department

1975'(no seizure data available)
1976 (1st 10 months)

San_Jose Palice Department

No seizure data anailable.

L el e s v tal e B i i B R el A s T et e T

8,098,892
6,470,192

89,805
46,647

262,893
79,596

6,384

217,468

982
833

grams

grams

grams
grams

grams -

grams

grams

gramns

cases

cases
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; 14. Sacramento County Sheriff's Qffice

1975 45,570 gramg
1976 (10 months) 36,010 grams

15. Sacramento Police Department

1975 127,397 grams
1976 (10 months) 50,772 grams
!
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APPENDIX 6

DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF_ INTOXICANTS

There are four Vehicle Code offenses which involve drugs, or alcohol and
drugs: S

~ (felony) -~ Driving under thc influence of alcohol or

23101 ¢vC -
alcohol and drugs combined, and causing death or bodily
injury.
23102 CVC =~ (wisdemeanor) ~~ Driving under the influence of alcohol
or alcohol and drugs combined.
23105 ¢cVC ~- (misdemeanor) -- Driving under the wmfluence of any
drug.,
23106 CVC ~~ (felony) ~—- Driving under the influence of any drug and
causing bodily injury.
ARRESTS FOR DRIVING UNDER THE
INFLUENCE OF INTOXICANTS®
FIRST HALF FIRST HALF | PERCENT
OFFENSE TOTAL 1975%' OF 1975 OF 1976 | CHANGE |
Adults - 23101 CVC 3,621 1,746 2,003 | +19.97
23102 ¢ve 252,120 128,044 130,132 4+ 1.6%
23105 ¢ve 4,616 2,228 3,258 +4i6,2%
23166 CVC " 146 61 43 ~29.5Z
Juveniles~-~ 23101 CVC 184 71 98 +38,0%
23102 ¢cve 4,213 2,060 2,154 + 4.6%
23105 ¢cve 236 105 : 180 +71.4%
23106 CvC 13 8 -0~ =0
| I N

* While the'pércentages are based on comparative Department of Justice

Arrest and Citation entries for both years, the number of arrests in all :

but the 23102 CVC categories are estimated,

B :
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The data indicate an increase in arrests between the tirst half of 1975

and the first half of 1976 for three of the four above offenses for both
adults and juveniles, includding a large increase in persons driving under
the influence of a drug., It should be noted that these figures are subject
to the previously described limitations 4n the statistical coding system
tuged by the Bureau of Criminal Statistics (see Appendix 2). For example,

a significant but unknown proportion of persong arrested for posgession

of marijuana come to the attention of law enforcement because of "erratic"
driving. In 1975, marijuana posaecssion was a felony, and although it was
often an additional offenase, possibly discovered during.a search, it took
precedence over a misdemeanor arrest for either 23102 ov 23105 CVC in the
statistics. In 1976, these two misdemeanor driving offenses reportedly ;
take precedence over both 113%7b and 11357c H&S. Therefore, if there were i
no change {in the ndmber of such "errstic driving" incidents, we would
expect gome relatively sgmall increase in driving under the influence
arrest data and a commensurate decrease in marijuana possession arrest
statistics. S ‘
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APPENDIX 7
DRUG OFFENDER DIVERSION STATUTE

JANUARY 1, 1976 -

(Original statute amonded by AB 1274, Chapter 1267, approved by
Governor October 1, 1975, an follows:)

Saction 1000. (a) Thiz chapter chall apply whenever a case is
before any court upon an accusatory ploading for vislation of
Section 11350, 11357, 113&h, 11365, 11377, or'11550 of the Health and
Safoty Coda, or Soction 11358 of the Health and Safety Code if the
rerd jusna planted, cultivetod, harvested, dried, or processed is
for perconal use, or Section 381 or subdivision (f) of Saction 647
of thko Popal Code, if for boing uador the influence of a controlled
pubstance, or Seetion 4230 of tho Busipesns ond Profesgsions Code, and
it eppeors to theo distriet attormoy that, except am provided in
oubdivioion (b) of Section 11357 of the Heali:h and Safety Coda, all
of ¢hy folloving opply to tha dofondant: ‘

(1Y Tho dofondent bas no coaviction for any offense involving
controllod substaueces prior to tho alleged comuission of ¢he charged
divertibleo offonse.

{2) Tho offense charged did not involve a crime of violence
é6r thraatened violonco.

{3) Thcro ic no evidence of a violation relating to aarcotics
and reatricted dongerous drugs other than o viclation of the sections
listed in this subdiviasion.

(4) The defendent's record does not inmdicate that probation or
parolo has ever boen revolied without thereafter being completed.

(5) Tho defendant's record does not indicate thet he has been

- diverted pursuant to this chapter within five yoars prior to the

slleged commission of the charged divertible offense.

(6) Tay defendant has no prior felony comviction within five
yearo cordor to the alloged commission of thae charged divertible offonse.
~(b) The district attornsy shall review his file to determine

vhether or not paragraphs (1) to (6), inclusive, of subdivision (a)
are applicable to thedefendant. If the defendant is found imeligible
the distriet attormey shall file with the courli a declaration in
vriting or state for the record the grounds upon which the determinetion
is baged, aond shell make this information available to tha defandant
end his attorneye.

Section 1000.1. (a) IZ the dimtrict attorney determines that
thig chapteor may be applicable to the defondant, he shall advise the
defendant and his attorney in writ;ng of euch detormlnntion. This~ T
notificotion skall include: \~&7.
~ (1) A full deecriptzon of the procodures of diversiopary C
investipgation.

(2) A gemoral oxplanation of the roles and authorities of the
probation ‘depaviment, the diatrict ettorney,; the community program,

and the court in the diversion process.

(3) A clear statement that the court may decide in a hear;ng not
to divert the defendant and that he may have to stand trlnl far the
alleged offsnae. ;
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(&) A cleor atatomant that a{/hould the defendant feil in c :eting
the torma of his divermion, or should he bs convicted of a misdemeanor
which reflects the divertoo’s propensity for violence, or should the
divortge be convictad of any felony, he msy be required, after a
court hesring, to stand trial for the original allepged offense. :

5 (5) An orplenation of criminml record retention and disposition

‘ropsulting from porticipation in tho diversion and the divertee's

rights relative to caswering questions about his arrest and diversion

- following eucccasful completion of the diversion program.

(b) I the dofendont consents and waives his right to a speedy
trinl the diotriet attormey shall refer the cage tothe probation
depavtuonts The probation department sholl make en invesiigation and

take into comgideration the defendant's ago, employmant and ssrvice

records, educational baclkground, community end family ties, prior
controlied substonce wze, treatoent bhistory, if eay, demonstrable
zotivation awmd other nitigating foctors in determining whether the

- dofendeont is o poreon who would bs bonefited by edueation, treatment,

or gohabi .tation. Tho probation departmont shall elso determine
which commnity progross the defondant vould bemefit from aad which
of thoge prograss: would accept the defendant. The probation depart-

- mont shall roport ite fimdings and recommandation to the court.

(¢) Ko statemsnt, er any information procured therefrom, made
by the defondamt to ony probation officer or drug treatment worker,

- which is wade duriag the courge of oay investigation conductes by

the probation department or drug troatment progras pursuant to
subdivision (b), and prior to the reporting of the probation

.departmnt's findings cnd rocoumsndations to the court, shall be

admissible in any action or proceeding brought subsequent to the
investigation.

No atatemsnt; or any information procured therefrom, with
ruspect to the specific offense with which the defendant is chavged,

- which im mzde to sny probation officer or drug program worker

subssguent to tov granting of diversioa, shall be admissible in any
action or procesding.

. ln the event that diversion is either denzed, or is subsequently
rovoked once it hosg boen grmnﬁed, neither the probation investigation
nor statoments or inforcation divulgsd during that investigation shmll
bs nsed in eny gentencing procodures.

Section 1000.2. The court shall hoid a hearing and, after .
conzideration of the probation department's report and any other
infornation commidered by the court to be relevent to its decision,

8hall detormine if the defendant congsents to further proceedings

under this’ chapter ond waives his right to a speedy trial end if
the defandant should be diverted and referred for educatiom, treatment,
or rehabilitation. If the court does not deem the defendant a person
¥ho would be henafited by diversion, or if theo defendant does not
consent to partiCip&te. the proceedings shall continue as in any other
CaAnG,

At such ﬁima that a defendant's case is diverted, any bail bond
_or undertaling, or deposit in lieu thereof, on file by or oan behalf

of the defendunt shall be exonerated, and the .ourt shull enter an order
80 directing. : : :
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Tho psriod during which the further criminal proceedings against the
dofondant nay be diverted shall be for no less then six wonths nor
longer than two ysars. Progress reports shall be filed by the -

probation depertmeat with the court not less than every six months,

Section 1000.3. If it appears to the probation departmsnt that

© the divertes is porforming ungatisfactorily in the sssigned progred,
or that the divertee is not banafiting from education, treatmeat, or
rehabilitation, or thut the divertee is convicted of a misdemeanor
which roflects the divertoe's proponsity for violence, or if {tha
divertee is convictod of a folomy, after notice to the divertee, the
cotrt shall hold a hearlng o detormine whether the cviminsl procoedings
should be roimstituted. If the court finds that the divertes is not
porforming satisfactorily in the assigned program, or that the diverteo
io not bonefiting from diversicn, or the cowrt finds that the divertee
hog bosn convictod of a eriee as indicated above, the criminal case
shall be roforped back to the court for rosumption of the criminal
procecdings. If the divertee has performed satisfactorily during the
poriod of diveralon, at tho end of the perioa of diveraion, the cr1minal
charges aball be diendssed.

Seetion 10UD.4. This chapter shall romain in effect until
Jaguary 1, 1979, and cn ouch date is repsalaed.

Soction 1000.5. Any record flled with ths Department of Justice
ahell indicate the dicpesition in these comes diverted pursuant to
this eh-ptor. Uposn successful completion of a diversion program.the
srzost upon which the dlvorsion was based shall be deemsd to bave
nover accurtad. Tho divertes uay indicate in response to any
quostion Gopcorning his prior oriminal record that he was not srrested
or diverted for ouch offomsa. A rocord pertaining to an arrest

C regulting in cuocessful completion of & diverasion program shall net,
without ¢he divertce's consent, be usad in any way which could result
in the denial of eny employzent, benafit, license, or cartificate.

' Hotwithoteoading Section 2231 of the Revenue and Texation Code,
there chall ba no reimburasment pursusnt to that gection nor shall
there be any appropriation made by this act because tho duties,
obligations, or respoosibilities imposed on local governmental entities
by this act such that related costs are incurrsd as a pert of their
norpal opwrating pwoceduraaa,
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APPENDIX 8

THE DRUG_OFFENDEE DIVERSION PROGRAM

Criminal Justice Syatem waeraibn

Baged on the data provided by county probation departments to the Bureau
of Criminal Statistics from 1973 through 1975, Table 7 includes the data
collected by individusl diversilon grantd. We have calculated the offense
catepories for'cdunties,that are not included in order to obtein full
year totals for 1973-75., For 1976, we have extrapolated the fourth

- quarter diversion based upon the data being collected by the State 0ffice

of Harcotics and Drug Abuse from the county probation departments. The

follewing teble ip the ~esult of these computations:

ESTIMATED DIVFISION TOTALS BY OFFENSE

1973-74 A - 1975 L 1976

, 2
Marijuens offences 37,989 74.6 18,040 743 5,835  48.9
“Hard" DPrug ¢ffenses 7,078 13,9 3,229  13.3 5,621 A7.1
Other Drug Offemces 5,398  10.6 2,962  12.2 W7 4.0
Nqnahiug Offensesy ', 458 .9 49 2 . (- wQ-
TOTAL - : 50,823 100.0» 24,280 100.0 11,933 . 100,0

oy

We can reasonably estimate that at least 2,500 bf the “other drug” offenses
in 1975 were marijuana-related paraphernalia (11364 H&S) or visiting
(11365 H&S) offenpes. The remaining 462 "other" druz offenses could have

: been in the "hard" drug category. On the other hand, in 1976 the smaller

Yother" drug category is estimated to include at least 75% “hard" drug-
‘related offenses,  Therefore, for 1975 there were 18,040 marijuana posses=
‘pion diversions and 2,500 misdemeanor marijuana divcrsions, compared to
3,229 "hara" drug diveraions and 462 "hard"” drug-related diversions.

Drug Program Cost Data for Diversion

The Los Angelea County Drug Abuse Program Coordination Office developed a

- funding matrix for diversion costs by taking percentages of total program
“‘budgets fur each'ptog:8m1identified'as,having diversion referrals among
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its clienta. Fox calendar year 1975 the coat of diversion client services

wvas $371,966, In 1976 costs increased 20%, to $446,184, despite the enact=

ument of SB 95 and the reduction of court diversions for marijuana offenges.
If we conservatively estimate that it costs twice as much on the average
to treat or counsel a havd drug divertee than a marijuana divertee, we can
estimate that 1975 program costs were $190,864 for marijusna divertees and
$180,891 for hard drug divertees, The 1976 breakdown is calculated at
$182,971 for marijuana divertees and $262,434 for hard drug divertees.

The San Diego Drug Abuse 0ffice provided similar program data., In 1973 it
coat state funded drug programs approximately $248,570 to handle 2,306
divertees, or $74,270 for wmarijusna offenders and $174,300 for hard drug
offenderg, In 1976 there was a 38% reduction ofiresaurces,spent'foz, '
diveraion clients, or a total of $155,200. Ve assumed agala that hard
drug offenders would take twice the program resources as warijudna

‘divertees., Therefore marijuana divertees cost an estimated 962 160 and

hard drug divertecs cost about $113 040,

Orange County drug program coata for’diverteea increased 19% between
1975 and 1978, from $335,84C to $400,414. In 1975, marijuana divertee
coste are cstimated at $228,536, while hard drug costs were $107,304,

‘Under SB 95, marijuana nivaraiona dropped by 45Z and costs:decreased to

$188,632, Lreatnunt and counseling for hard drug divertees cost an
estinated $211,782, Thesa figures are based on budgetary data from the
county drug progrem coordinceor's office. . :

Combining the data from these three counties, we £ind that «omparative
cogts for handling marijusna divertees between 1975 and 1976 decreased
16%, from $493,670 to $413,763. The same compariszon for hard drug
divertee costs shows an increase of 27%, from $462,495 te §587,256, Over—
all divergion clieat costs for education, treatment or rehabilitation in
state funded drug progrems were approximately 9956 165 4in 1975 and
$1,001,000 in 1976 an incresse of nearly 5%.
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