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étate of Califarnia K NGJRﬁ

DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY

4241 WILLIAMSBOURGH DRIVE JUNQ & 95
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95823 |

_ - ACQUISTTR
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE For more |nforrat|on*’
‘ T ’ Lo Call: Art Gerran or
YA-78-47 Fred Torrisi
, - ' . Infarmation Officers
May 19, 1978 : . (916) 445~8826

SACRAMENTO-~A pre]lmxnary report, which will be issued May 22 by 1he Ca]xfornua Youth
Authority, indicates that it may be feasible to reduce time on parole for\less serlous
youthful] offendars commutted to the CYA without increasing the risk to the publlc. How-
ever, additional studies of longer duration will be requn.ed to validate thgﬁ?easubllsty -
of considering a pollcy change. , ] _ | : ,/ -

"The Bay Area Parole Study preliminary report, which was au;hored by tqe Youth
Authorlty s Division of Research, analyzed the offense records of two gFoUpS of Youth
Auythority wards, selected from the less serious offenders who we%e-on parale in the ‘
Richmond, Hayward and Oakland Parole units. One group of IOQ/Qards was dnschargud early
from parole and another group of 102 wards continued on regu]ar parale suparvision. For
purposes of this study, an earIy‘dlschgrge was defined as a discharge frcm parole that ’f
occurred at lsast six months prior to the anticipated expiration of Youth Authority juris- %
diction over a ward.

Prior to the implementztion of this study, individuals in esach of the two groups had_‘l
spent varying Iangths of time on parole. However, both the discharge group and the réguléf T
parole group had been under parole supervision for a median time of over a year. Conse-
quently, the study results ara limited to a comparison of the offenses of those discharged
early from parole with those who continued under parole supervision.

Overall, the wards who were discharged and the wards who remained on parole had
similar subsequent arrest records. The two groups did not differ significantly in the
types of sentences given. However, the wards remaining on parole were somawhat more likeiy
to be sentenced to Youth Authority or Department of Corrections' institutions. The two
groups showed no differences in the total length of sentences io jail or probation.

This preliminary study is one of an on-going research effort to seek more effective
Youth Authority policies and programs, according to Dr. Keith S. Griffiths, chief of

Research for the Department.
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SUMMARY

This reéort provides a preliminary ldok at the violational record of two
groups of California Youth Authority wards--—a group of 100 wards discharged
early from parole (Dischargees) and another group of 102 wards continued on
regular parele supervision (Parﬁlees). For the purpbse of this study, an
early discharge was defined as a discharge from parole that occurred at least
six ménths prior to the anticipated expiraﬁion of Youth Authority jurisdiction

cver a ward.

Limitations

Prior to the implementation of this study, individuals in each of the
two ;roups had spent varying lengths of time on parole. However, both the
discharge group and the regular parole group had beén under parole supervision
for a median time of over a year. Consequently, the results of this study are

limited to a comparison of the violational performance of those discharged

early from parocle with those who continued under parole supervision.

Since the study was limited in its size and scope, the results should
probably not be generalized beyond the Richmond, Hayward, and Oakland parole
units where the study was conducted. 1In addition, the results are applicable
only to a selected group of wards assigned to those units, since wards committed
for the most serious offenses (such as Full Board cases), wards on violation
status (in jail, for example) and other wards were excluded from the study.
Further, this study was limited to a 13-month follow-up period for which Bureau

of Criminal Identification data were available at the time of analysis.
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Results ’
Overall, the Dischargees and Parolees showed similar subsequent arrest
records. A total of 62% of the Dischargees and 61% of the Parolees had one
or more arrests during the l3-month follow-up period. Of those with an
arrest record, a total of 56% of the Dischargees and 53% of the Parolees had

two or more arrests.

The two groups did not differ significartly in type of sentences given,
although Parolees were somewhat more likely to be sentenved to state institu-
tions. There were no differences in total length of sentences to jail or pro-

bation.

Implications

This preliminary study is part of an ongoing research effort to seek more
effective Youth Authority policies and programs. The major implication of the
preliminary findings of this study is that it may prove to be feasible to reduce
time on parole for a selected group of wards without increased risk to the pub-
lic, although more testing in a variety of locations and for a longer duration

will be required to validate the feasibility of this policy alternative.

The Department of the Youth Authority plans to continue its effort to
evaluate the effects of its treatment, intervention, and control policies and
practices. The Department will continue to develop a series of experimental

projects to test the efficacy of parole and institutional programs.



BACKGROUND

In February 1976, preparations were underway in the Califormia Youth
Authority to undertake a project to experimentally evaluate the effectiveness

of three post-institutional release conditions--regular parole, voluntary ser-

vices without regular parole supervision, and straight discharge from institu- ;

tions without parole. The objective of the project "The Differential Status
Project:,"1 was to study and compare the differential effectiveness of three
conditions of post-institutional releases: (1) regular parole as presently
practiced in the CYA, (2) an alternate model in which all services provided
to CYA wards would be on a voluntary basis, and (3) unconditionﬁl release
whereby wards would receive a discharge from CYA ward status upon release

.

from an institution.

The original study plan was that beginning March 1, 1976, Youth Authority
wards on parole in the Richmond, Hayward, and Oakland parole units would be
randomly assigned to three conditions, wigs those on Full Board or Special
Services status (that is, the most severe ;%fenders) excluded and retaiﬁédnén

)

parole. In addition, beginning on March 1,51976, eligible wards released from

institutions to thesé units were to ‘be assigned to one of the three conditions.

In preparation for the study, the files of all 726 wards on parole in the

Richmond, Hayward, and Oakland parole units were reviewed. The purpose of this

lThe original project design was developed by William C. McCord, Supervising

Parole Agent located in Oakland, in a concept paper written'in January
1974. McCord headed up the project until the cecision not to implement
was made.
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review was to exclude cases which were nét eligible for the study. A total of
413 (57%) of these were excluded from random assignment. Those excluded were
those who were: v(l) on Full Board (14.3%); (2) Special Service status (3.2%);
(3) on violation (18.5%); (4) under jurisdicﬁion of the Youth Authority only
until July 1, 1976 (10%); (5) not living in the Bay Area at the time of assign-

ment (3%); (6) out-of-state parolees {2%); and (7)/¢hose pending transfer to

i 0

another unit outside the project area (5%). Wards over whom jurisdiction ended
on or before July 1, 1976, were excluded because their additional parole expo~
sure period would be less than six months--too brief for later comparisons.

(See Appendix I).

The remaining wardé (47%) were then randomly assigned to one of the three
experimental conditions: regular parole, voluntary services, or discharge. The
designated dischargees were sent letters on February 9, 1976, informing them of

thelr discharge effective on March 1, 1976. '(See letter in Appendix II).

At this point in the preparations for the study the then Director decidéd,
because of pending legislation and administrative considerations, not to imple-~
ment the project. Because the letters had been mailed, it was too late to revoke
the orders which discharged 103 wards from CYA jurisdiction and supervision. ,Cbn—
sequently a unique opportunity o study the violation behaviof of approximately
200 CYA wards randomly assigned to two community conditons had presented itself.
One group remained under parole supervision; the second group received a dis-

charge from such supervision.2

2since the voluntary services condition was not implemented, these wards
received regular parole supervision. These wards were not studied for
two reasons: (1) resource limitations on’the present study; and (2) it
is unclear, if wards knew of their assignment and what effect this might
have on their subsequent ’behavior. In any event, these wards may be
followed up at a later time.
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While it was not possible to study directly the original question of the

effectiveness of parole supervision as contrasted with tws other post-release
_conditions, it was possible to pursue the question of the efficacy of early -
discharge versus continued parole supervision. The question became: What

if CYA wards presently on parole were assigned randomly to (1) continued parole .

supervision or (2) early discharge from such supervision? Would there be dif- =

ferences in violational performance between the two groups?
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RESEARCH PROCEDURE

The ressarch procedure was to obtain existing data from two principal data
sources. Tﬁg first dafa source was the éYA's Information Systems' files.
,Background\information on the study population was obtéined from these records.
The second source was the California State Bureau of Criﬁinal Identification.

?bhis agency provided violational information on the 202 wards included in the

fstudy. Along with other information, the nature, severity, date, &hd disposi-

7 tion of arrests was coded for the first and most serious arrest charge. The

|

i

"nature of arrests" refers takwhether the charges were é crime agains? a peréon,
a crime against property, a drug or alcoholbrelated c¢rime, or "dther.“ Severity
of arrest charge was determined by coding booking charges according to ﬁﬂe
Severity of Offense scale utilized in the Community Trea?ment Project.% (See
Appendix III.) Pinally, dispositions were coded using a disposition code pro-
vided by the Center for the Administration of Criminal Justice at the Univer-

sity of California, Davis, which was later modified. (See Appendix 1IV.)

Only those offenses which occurred between the date of discharge (March 1,
1976) and the cutoff point of March 31, 1977, are included in this report. 1In
addition, minor offenses, such as loitefing, some traffic violations, and tru-

ancy are excluded.

&

3palmer, T., The Youth Authority's Community Treatment Project. Federal
Probation, March 1974.

S
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5 STUDY POPULATION LOSSES

A total of 210 wards were randomly assigned to either continued parcle
supervision or discharge from parole. Of these, eight had to be excluded. As
seen in Table 1, five Parolees and three Dischargees assigned to the respective
egggrimental conditions either: (1) committed offenses which placed them on
vi8£ation status between the time of random assignment (January, 1976) and the
actual date of Discharge (March 1, 1976); or (2) had sealed records. Thus,
only eight, or 3.8%, of those originally assigned were excluded. Leaving 202
for subsequent analysis. For their most recen£ parole stay, these remaining

wards had an overall 13.8 median months of parole supervision prior to the

study period.

TABLE 1

STUDY POPULATION LOSSES

Total Dischargees Parolees

Study Status Number |Percent | Number |Percent| Number |Percent

~ Total randomly assigned .... 210 100.0 103 100.0 107 | 100.0
3\

b
N

Excludsions .veececccses 8 3.8 3 3.0 5 4.7
No follow-up records |
Q available® ........... 2 1 1
) other® ...evveiunneaan|® 6 | 2 4
Total less excludsions .....| 202 96.2 100 97.0" | o012 95.3

8Records were sealed. :
Wards were on violation status after the time of random assignment but
.before March 1, 1976, theWgctual discharge date.
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDY GROUPS

The random assignment of wards produced an overall even distribution of
selected backéround characteristics between the Dischargees and Parolees.
Table 2 presents the age, sex, ethnicity, prior record, parole status, base
expectancy score, committing court, and the number of prior menths on paiéia )

for the most recent parole for each experimental group.

Both groups are distributed evenly across age and sex groupings. The
median age of Dischargees is 19.6; and Parolees, 20.0. The two groups also

compare favorably in ethnic composition.

The two groups reveal largely similar proportionate distributions with

respect to the "prior record" of gelinquent contacts and commitments to.Fhe

/5//’;'.

Youth Authority and paro;e status. In these comparisons, howéver, Dischargees
include a somewhat greater proportion of wards with one or more prior local
commitments than the Parolees (65% versus 52%, respectively), and Dischargees
are slightly more likely than Parolees to have prior parole records (64%f§eréﬁ§

52%, respectively).

Base expectancy scores provide an index of the overall "parole risk" of
each ward, taking into consideration age at admission, prior Youth Authority
record of contacts and commitments, admission status, court of commitment, and

sex., (Base expectancy scores are presented for males only:) The two groups

again ébmpare well; 24% of the bischargees and 27% of the Paxolees have a base o

expectancy score of one (low), while 10% and 11% of the ﬁisdhargees and Parolees,

i

respectively, have a score of five (high).

fed]
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The two groups do not differ greatly in committing court, although a
N . - .
greater proportion of Pardleés’fhan Dischargees were criminal court commitments

(56% versus 46%, respectively).

TABLE 2

SELECTED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDY GROUPS

Dischargees Parolees
Characteristics Number |Percent | Number |Percent
Age as of March 1, 1976
14-16 A6 e e e ARt e ese s esRseeENsLRErE St ORN S 3 3.0 3 2-9
S 10 8.8 6 5.9
1 13 13.0 14 13.7
19 S G 9 & @ & & ¢ 8 B 0SS 00 08w B AW BT S S E S e e s e da 22 22.0 16 15-7
20 tiiieiecacoreansensnsottsassossnsnans 24 24 .0 23 22.5
21724 tiiiteceerecenececancanctnosesannn 28 28.0 40 39.2
. TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0
MEDIAN AGE +vteeeencnncenscccasosancansnsnne 19.6 * 20.0
Sex
Male cevecasentoncaoancsncnnsossonsissasnsne 93 93.0 92 90.2
Female ..cucesessesesencasscsssscnvsocnesns 7 7.0 10 9.8
TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0
Ethnicity
WHAEE e neensnencnnnsnnesansnsensennnns 34 34.0 38 37.3
BlacKk ..ecesesoscconcnscsenasannnccansane 54 54.0 57 55.9
Mexican—RAMerican ....ceeceeoscccaioccscnce 11 . 11.0 5 4.9
Other .tuvieevcccssrscnsnscosnsnosssanossns 1 1.0 2 2,0
TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0
Prior Record
NONEe OF UNKNOWN ceecesseessccnnssansossa 4 4.0 8 7.8
Delinquent contacts, no commitments .... 31 31.0 41 40,2
One commitment ...ceceececcccesscesancans 40 40.0 29 28.4
Two or more commiggents esesesacscsnsena 25 25.0 24 23.5
N TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0
- 3




TABLE 2 (Con't)

SELECTED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDY GROUPS

Dischargees Parolees
Characteristics - Number |Percent | Number |Percent
Parole Status
FLirst PArole cuveececoccceanseccsnacasnna 36 36.0 49 48.0
Second PAr0le iicieccscasniosncocnnsocsa 40 40.0 29 28.4
Third Parole ....ccvesecessncssccsssances 15 15.0 15 14.7
Fourth PAroOle ..isvevecssacacscacsasacons 9 9.0 ) 8.9
. TOTAL 1c0 1| l00,0 102 100.0
.Base Expectancy Score
Unknown (£emaleS) .ciccececesecsossnncncas 7 7.0 10 9.8
1 (Low FiSK) ceeeeecnenencesccnosasnoace 24 24.0 27 26.5
2 teiisieiresessscanecesecbennannibos e 33 33.0 33 32.4
O 9 9.0 11 10.8
P 17 17.0 10 9.8
5 (high risk) ..iveeceecesesececancneens 10 10.0 1l 10.8
TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0
Court of Commitment
TUVENLIE «u'rnnneenreennnasnnaesnneenas 54 54.0 45 44.1
Criminal ...euiceencecnecncnaccasanennnne 46 46.0 57 55,9
TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0
Prior quths on Parole*
0m4 it eieaceonvonnccsncossnascassansea 18 18.0 15 14.7
578 tteasrenciosasstotvnacenssensecacans 16 16.0 14 13.7
O=12 .ttt ieretractsancsetoncnccanscancee 13 13.0 17 16.7
13-16 2 6 0 08P CEIRENGET P EBOEPBGLEOIEBDBEIBON 6 6.0 18 17.6
17720 ittt nnencnseesnsccsasusoascocnnes 15 15.0 .12 1l1.8
I 3 3.0 6 5.9
25"’32 es e i UNGENNPEEeN et e REBEREREROOAEBSBRGERS lo lo-o 8 708
3340 iiiectectsccracnnsencacesssnsssnnae 9 9.0 5 4.9
41 And OVEL tirieccescvercnaccasananonse 10 10.0 7 6.9
TOTAL** 100 100.0 102 100.0
MEDIAN ® 6 0 0 80 QU B E OSSR E O P OO IO E S PES SR TN 1500 1303

*Refers to most recent parole period only.

**Based on the statistical test used (the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample
test), the difference between categories of the two sample$ was no
greater than would occur by chang?, or five times out of 100, (D = .10,
using a two-tailed test). See S. Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics,
McGraw-Hill, 1956, p. 131.
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There is considerable variation in the number of months of prior parole
supervision for both groups: For example, 18% of the Dischargees and 15% of
the Parolees had 4 or less months of prior supervision, while 19% and 12% of
the respective groups had 33 or more prior months supervision. Although the
Pischargees show a higher median prior months of parole supervision (15.0)
than Parolees (13.3), a statistical test of scores indicatesvno significant
difference between the two groups. In the analysis to follow, then, it should
be clear that we are examining the effect of a discharge from parole super-
vision on recidivism among individuals who have spent varying lengths of prior

time on parole.

Overall, then, these data suggest that Dischargees comprise a slightly
higher risk group than Parolees in terms of our knowledge about the effects
of age, prior record, number of prior parole stays, and the summary measure
of base expectancy on recidivism. However, with both the small number of .
exclusions and the lack of significant differences between the baékground
characteristips of the Parolees and Dischargees, one can conclude that the

two samples are adequate for comparison on recidivism measures.
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RESULTS

In what follows, we examine the differences between the Dischargees and
Parolees with respect to their subsequent records, including arrest, number of
arre;ts, severity of charge, type of charge, time to arrest for selected of=~
fenses, disposition of arrests, and interpersonal maturity level by arrest

records.

Arrest Record

If the condition of being discharged from parole were more effective in
reducing arrests than continued parole supervision, one would expect Dischargees
tc have fewer arrests than Parolees; conversely, if continued parole supeqﬁ}
vision were more effective than discharge from parole, Parolees would have

) fe;er arrests. Table 3A does not support either of these hypotheses, Sixty-

two percent of Dischargees and 61% of Parolees had at least one arrest during

the 13-month follow-up period.

TABLE 3A

ARREST RECORD¥

Dischargees Parolees
Arrest Record _Nuﬁber Percent | Number Percent
Total without arrest ....evecevenesasesccens 38 38.0 40 39.2
Total with arrest ....veceececsesnsasscncacs 62 62.0 62 60.8
. , . TOTAL 100 100.0 102@x 100.0

*These data exclude minor offenses such as loitering, truancy, minor
traffic violations, etc. This only includes offenses between March 1,
1976, and March 31, 1977.

&
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There is also no significant difference in the number of arrests per indi-
vidual (Table 3B). Of those with an arrest, 56% of the Dischargees compared to
53% of the Parolees had two or more arrests. According to these measures, then,
continued parole supervision versus discharge from such supervision has an insig-

nificant effect on the likelihood of arrest.

TABLE 3B

NUMBER OF ARRESTS OF INDIVIDUALS WITH ONE OR MORE ARREST (S)

Dischargees Parolees
Numbe: of Arrests Number | Percent| Number |Percent
One arresSt ...veeecscecscsaonsssssncncascoanas 27 43.5 29 46.8
TWO OX MOXe arreStS cuviecssvcessssssssasasscas 35 56.5 33 53.2
TOTAL 62 100.0 62 100.0

Severity of Arrest Charges

There are no large differences in severity ratings of the first and most
serious arrest charges, as shown in Tables 4A and 4B. Dischargees are slightly
more likely to have higher severity ratings for both arrests,bbut these differ-
ences are not significant. Mdreover, the mean scores for severity ratings do“.
not differ significantly4 for the first or most serious arrests. For all practi-~

cal purposes there are no differences in severity ratings between the two groups.

4Statistical significance was determined by chi square tests. Chi square
or x2 is a statistical test which measures the deviations of observed
frequencies within categories from their expected frequencies. A "signi-
ficant" deviation of observed from expected frequencies is usually con-
sidered to be one which occurs less than five times out of a hundred, and
is expressed a p < .05. Only those x2's in which p < .20 are included in
this report.



TABLE 437

FIRST ARREST SEVERITY

«

12

Severity of Charge

Dischargees

Parolees

Number |Percent

Number |Parcent

12 19.4

2-3 S oo e o RGN RNOGLI FEIE BN GENANDSERBEOEROELELOGEEEERTSH 12 19'4
4-5 ® 968 e eI I BB ENSBAENGEABEsAaRSN ORGSO ARNSEE RN 28 45-2 38 61-3
B=10 i.vinececnesencinaneracrscsrrsassannerre 22 35.5 12 19.4

TOTAL 62 100.0 62 100.0
MEAN SEVERITY RANK cicecnvesnnnsancavsasasen 5.05 4.81
STANDARD DEVIATION .+ eveacensessonseannnses 1.62 1.36

X% = 4.4, df = 2, p < .10.
TABLE 4B
MOST SERIOUS ARREST SEVERITY
Dischargees Parolees

Severity of Charge

Number | Percent

Number |Pexrcent

2-3 CRCIE U R A RN N L R I B AR I BRI I R S B I B B A AR A N )
4'5 LR R R R R R R N R N I N N R A R AN NN

6-10 I I N R R R N I N N N RN R N Y

TOTAL
MEAN SEVERITY RANK .sivceveracssncnsctsnsannn

STANDARD DEVIATION ® 0 P a9 0t 600 NS s AB SO FIERLS

4 6.4 4 6.4
21 33.9 28 45,2
37 59.7 30 48.4.
62 | 100.0 62 | 100.0

5.89 5.77
1.54 1.57

Type of Offense

“Parolees and Dischargees do differ in the nature of offenses jcommitted for

both the first and most serious arrests, as shown in Tables S5A and 5B. Dis~

chargees were charged with more drug and alcohol related offenses than Parolees

ey
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for the first and most serious arrest, while Parolees were charged with more

crimes against propoerty than Dischargees. Dischargeés were also more likely

to be charged with crimes against the person than Parolees for the most seri-

ous arrest. None of these differences, however, are significant, or greater

than would ordinarily be expected to occur by chance.

TABLE 5A

FIRST ARREST CHARGE

" Dischargees Parolees
Type of Charge Number |Percent| Number |Percent
PEYSON cusavvasnsasasenansssssssssanasasssns 13 21.0 12 19.4
Property ceecsescsncccsssasessassvencansnnna 21 33.9 28 45.2
Drugs and alcolol ..cisiecervesssencevocnons 17 27.4 7 11.3
Other 90 ¢80 0 a1t LAV N ESL NSNS0 SALTREENSBERSEs TS ll 17-7 15 24.2
TOTAL WITH ARREST 62 100.0 62 100.0
x* 5.8, df - 3 p < .20.
TABLE 5B
MOST SERIOUS ARREST CHARGE
Dischargees Parolees
Type of Charge Number {Percent| Number |Percent
PEYSON svseessceasccassesvasscvassanasssness 23 37.1 18 29.0
Property @0 a6t i eePeNeREsENEsRCOBRLIROEENRUBROEDOLAETSS 17 ."&7.4 30 48.4
Drugs and alcohol ...eseecescesnsvearesasasse 14 22.6 7 11.3
Other .seieeicscncsasannancoscnccsanasossnaans 8 12.9 7 11.3
TOTAL WITH ARREST 62 100.0 62 100.0

X% = 6.6, df.- 3, p < .10.
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Time to Arrests

.
.

The number of months from the beginning of the follow-up period to the

first arrest is presented in Takle 6A. The time to the first arrest was

longer for Dischargees (median = 6.4 mwonths) than Parolees (median = 4.8
months), but the difference is not significant. WNineteen percent of the Dis~-
chargees compared to 40% of the Parolees were arrested during the first three
months of the study period. The time to the most serious arrest, howev;r, is
only a little longer for Parolees (median = 7.7) than Dischargees (median = 7.4)
(not statistically significant). It appears, then, that discharge fram parole
may have a’delaying effect upon the first arrest but not the most serious

arrest. This could be due to the speedier processing of Parolee arrests or

some factor not explored in this report.

TABLE 6A

MONTHS TO FIRST ARREST

. ) Dischargees Parolees
Months to Arrest Number |Percent Numbe: Percent
1 T I B 1 19.4 25 40,3
4-6 R R T T T Y T YTy 20 32o3 14 22.6
7-9 2 5 8 8 0 0 BN TS OSBRI ETEEET AT REEEE ST OSSN E ll 17.7 11 1718
10"'13 ® 000 ess0 bt e 00 essREeELeRssOeasRetssaOsa 19 30.6 12 19¢4
’ TOTAL 62 100.9 62 100.0
mDIAN % 6 5 O 6 U FY S SO U O EN PSS AN G PSS E LSS A 6-4 ’ 4!8

x2 = 7,2, df =3, p < .07.
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TABLE 6B

MONTHS TO MOST SERIOUS ARREST

Dischargees Parolees

Months to Arrest ” Number | Percent| Number |Percent '
e PP IS e 16.1 | 15 24.2 s
4"‘6 Ces s e P EsERNBRNENLIe MO NSRBI RENGEGIEOOIEEsORCSERONTE 16 25.8 ll 17.7 [‘
7-9 PP I R R R O T T T 17 27.4 13 21.0

10_13 [ B B B B R RE B B N N BRI BE BE B AN B B B BN A B O BB B L B A I N 19 30.6 23 37-1

, TOTAL 62 | Too.0 | 62 | 100.0
MEDIAN LR AR I A R A R A A N A A I B B A N B 2L B R U N A SR SR I 3 ) 7.4 7.7

Dispogiticn of First and Most Serious'Arrests

Evidence relevant in determining the existence of a delaying effect can
also be found in examining the disposition of arrests. Table 7A and 7B indi-
cate how many individuals in each of the study groups have dispositions reported
~on "rap sheets" for the first and most serious arrests. The known dispositions
refer to arrests followed by reported action, including dismissals, acquittals,

probation, fines, and state incarcerations.

TABLE 7A

DISPOSITION STATUS OF FIRST ARREST FOR STUDY GROUPS

x Dischargees Parolees
Dispositions Number |Percent| Number |Percent
Total known AiSPOSLitiONS ...eseeeeveseneeses| 32 | 516 | 38 | 61.3
Total unknown dispositions ...cieeeeecceccas 30 48.4 24 38.7

TOTAL WITH ARREST 62 100.0 62 100.0

8]
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As noted earlier, the time to the first arreét was longer for Dischargees
than Parolees; it folléws that Parolees h;d a longer time in which to have an
arrest cleared, and one would thus expect Parolees to have more dispositions
for their arrests during the study period. As shown in Table 73, although the
relationship ig not statistically significant, the proportion of dispositions
for Parolees that are known is almost ten percentage points greater than that

.

of Dischargees,

A somewhat different pattern emerges for the disposition of the most ser-
ious arrest (Table 7B). 1In this case, as noted earlier, the time to the most
serious arrest was similar between the Parolees and Dischargees. One would,
then, expect that the two groups would have a nearly equal proportion of dis-
positions per arrest during the study period. The results, howevar, show that
only 60% of the Dischargees compared to 76% of the Parolees have a known diséo-
sition for the most serious arrest, which suggests that Parolee arrests may be

more quickly processed.

TABLE 7B

DISPOSITION STATUS OF MOST SERIOUS ARREST FOR E£TUDY GROUPS

Dischargees Parolees -~
Dispositions ) Number |Percent | Number !|Percent
Total known disposSitions ..ceeeseccaconasens 37 59.6 47 75.8
Total unknown dispositions ..e.cesveecncesnes 25 40.3 15 |. 24.2
TOTAL 62 100.0 62 100.0 -

x?=3.7, 8 =1, p < .06.

fhus, the data suggest that both the time to the first arrest and the dis~ .-

position of the moét serious arrest are delayed formDiﬁchargees rather .than
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' parolees. Put simply: Parolee arrests are disposed of more quickly in the

5ustice gystem, For this reason, data on dispositions must be interpreted cau-

tiousliy. .

The differential processing of Parolees and Dischérgees may account for :
the divergent patterns of sentencing between the two groups. A sentence refers
to a fine, probation, jalil, or state institutionalization resulting from the
dispésition of an arrest. A "not" sentenced refers to a dismissal, adquittal,

or arrest and release on own recognizance. Table 8A and 8B show how many in

each experimental group had a sentence during the study period.

TABLE 8A

TYPE-OF DISPOSITION FOR FIRST ARREST

Dischargees Parolees
Disposition Number |Percent| Number |Percent
Sentehced ."l..‘.l....l.".'..lll.:I...OIOCC 20* 62.5 24 63‘2
Not Sentenced ..eeesveccocossnosscsccncesanns 12 37.5 14 36.8
: TOTAL KNOWN DISPOSITION 32 100.0 38 100.0

*Includes one suspended sentence.

TABLE 8B

TYPE OF DISPOSITION FOR MOST SERIOUS ARREST

AW

Dischargees Parolees
Disposition \ V Number |Percent| Number |Percent <
SENEENCEA «vnvnnrenensnnsoernsenscannansnans] 17 45.9 | . 30 63.8 )
Not Sentenced ..veeecesesscccasonosscncassans - 20 54.1 17 36.2
» TOTAL 37 100.0 47 100.0 .

x2 = 2.7, df =1, p < .10.

JR—
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While there are no differences between the two groups for the first arrest
in their respective proportion of sentences per arrest, Parolees are more likely
to be sentenced fbr the most serious arrest than Dischargees. The difference,
however; is not significant. Forty-six percent of the Dischargees compared to
64% of the Parolees were sentenced for the most serious arrest during the study

.

period.

A breakdown of the t&pe of sentence given for the most serious arrest is
presented in Table 8C. The two groups do not differ greatly in sentences in-~
volving fine, probation, or probation and jail. If sentences to the California
Youth Authority (CYA) and the California Department of Corrections (CDC) are
combined, Parolees are far more likely to be sentenced. Only five Dischargees
for whom a disposition was known were sentenced to either the CYA or CDC, while
12 Parolees received a similar sentence. The number of cases is small, however,
and the difference in sentences to tie CYA or CPC may be a result of speedier

processing of Parolee arrests.

TABLE 8C

DISPOSITION STATUS OF MOST SERIOUS ARREST
OF THOSE WITH KNOWN DISPOSITIONS

Dischargees Parolees

Disposition Number |Percent| Number |Percent
SENLENCEd ...veveseereennnnneeeesneensnnanaa| 17 | 45,91 30 | 63.8

Fine Only ® 6 0 0 0P B ¢S S U0 E GOSN eEE s P sYe l 1

Probation only .cceeceeccsssascassonsanes 2 4*

Jail ....-...'.D.i“.'.ll.l...l.'...lll.(" 3 7

Probation and jail .s.civieevcevecaccnaesni 6 é

CYA COmm.itment .--on-na-oonno-.-n-ooo.(@/.é‘ 4 6

CDC COMMAIEMENE ceveveesenssasncassancenss 1l (LA
Not sentenced®**, . . ....cceiececencacnscsnsss 20 54.1 17 36.2

TOTAL 37 - | 100.0Q 47 100.0

*Includes one suspended sentence.
**Includes one mental hospital commitment.
***Tncludes acquittals, releases, and dismissals.

&
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DLsposition of All Arresis

Another perspective from which to view the disposition of arrests is based
on the total number of sentences given for all arrests during the study period.
Table 92 shows the total number of sentences involving probation, jail, and

state institutionalization.

TABLE 9A

'NUMBER OF SENTENCES INVOLVING '
PROBATION, JAIL, OR STATE INSTITUTIONALIZATION FOR STUDY GROUPS

Dischargees Parolees
Number of Sentences Number |Percent| Number Percgnt
Jall
No Jalil Sentence ..ccececesscsccascsnass 81 81.0 84 82.4
ONE O MOLE cevveasuasssossssscscssnsessns 19 19.0 18 17.6
: TOTAL 100 | 100.0 | 102 | 100.0
Probation
NO ProbatiOn ececeescsscsncsncncsnescssasone 81 81.0 87 85.3
ONe O MOYE .teevacsoonscsnssacscnsncsnnse 19 19.0 15 14.7
TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0
State Institutionalization
No State Institutionalization* .........| 89 89.0 86 84.3
State Institutionalization ..cceeecceaces 11 11.0 16 15.7
TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0
Reasons for State Institutionalization
Recommitment 0 CYA .ceccsccocacsansanss 0 0.0 9 8.8
New Commitment 0 CYA .iiicccecacocacnns 9 9.0 0 0.0
Commitment o CDC ..vviiveconncncoaannns 2%* 2.0 AL 6.9
No State LOCKUP ..ceacenecsascscsvossans 89 89.0 86 84.3
TOTAL 100 100.0 102 100.0

*State Institutionalization here refers to the Youth Authority, the
Department of Corrections, or a Department of Corrections placement in
a Department of Health facility. Two Dischargees and one Parolee were
in the latter category (see below).

**Includes two diagnostic placements in a Department of Health facility
by CDC.

***Tncludes five dishonorable discharges to CDC, one new commitment, and
one diagnostic placement.

¢?>,
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There are no significagt differences between Dischargees and Parolee§yin
the number of jail sentences‘or the humber of times piaced on probation. .
Parolees are somewhat more likely to be given a sentence invoiving state insti-
futionalization than Dischargees, but the difference is not statistically sig-
nificant. Eleven percent of the Dischargees compared to 16% of the Parolees
received such a sentence. All of these sentendes Qere mandated by court action,

Once again, however, these small differences may be due to differential process-

ing of Dischargee and Parolee arrests.

The two groups do not differ significéntly in total time sentenced to
jail and probation, as can be seen in Table 9B. Nineteen percent of Dischargees
compared £o 18% of Parolees werée placed in jail at least once. Dischargees
were senfenced to an average of 5.4 months in jail, compared to 5.1 months for
Parblees. Nineteen percent of the Dischargees and 15% of the Parolees were
placed oﬁ probation at least once. Dischargees were sentenced tq an %verage

of 15.3 months on probation, Parolees 14.6. None of these differences are

statistically sighificant.

Sy,

s
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TABLE 9B
TOTAL MONTHS SENTENCED“TO JaIl, AND PROBATION
; ‘ ‘ Dischargees Parolees
Total Months" Number |{Percent| Number |Percent
Jail
NO Jail Sentence ..eceeevecesseesssssess| 81 81.0 84 82.4
1l to 6 MOoNthS eeevevvicconnvoscorscsannss 13 13.0 13 12.7
7 or more MONthS iseescecvncvecsoncsosnna 6 6.0 5 4.9
: TOTAL 100 100.0 102 { 100.0
mDIAN "8 9 8 & 5 KU K B F S B S S S e SN T eSS P E RNt 5.4 N 5.1
| Probation
No Probation givaﬁ/....,................ 81 8l1.0 87 85.3
6 to 12 Months ..cvvveenavacccnsssacanns 6 6.0 o 5.9
14 or more MONthS ..eevecnteccconesasnas 13 13.0 9 8.8
100 100.0 102 100.0
MEDIBN evveeonnascacesnnancsasansancsnsonsss 15.3 14.6
| I

Arrest Record by I-Level

Interpersonal Maturity Level (I-Level) scores were available for 91% of
the study subjects. Previous studies have found the I-Level typology to be a
useful tool for predicting outcomes under various treatment conditions.L%Héw;

ever, fhese studies have been limited to wards on parole with variations in

caseload sizeées and supervisory styles of parole agents. The question naturally- a
arises as to how well Dischargees and Parolees of a given I-Level will do

relative to one another in the present study.

As shown in Table 10, the data indicate that I-Level scores have a nega-
tive relationship with the existence of an arrest record. I3's do worse, for

N
example, than I,'s across both groups, .and this difference is stgiistically
4 —_—- ; )
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significant (x2 = 4.5, df = 1, p < .05). However, the two experimental groups_
do not differ within a given subtype. Seventy percent of the 13 Dischargees
and 70% of the I3 Parolees fiad an arrest recoxd; 52% of the I4 Dischargees and
55% of the 14 Parolees also had an arrest record. These data suggeét that

I-Level did not offer a relative advantage to either experimental groE;ﬁ{

TABLE 10

ARREST RECORD BY I-LEVEL FOR STUDY GROUPS

I-Level
Total Unknown Iy I3 14
Arrest Record No. % No.. % No. K* No. % No. %
Dischargees
Arrest .......| 62 | 62.0{ 9| 47.4| & 35 | 70.0| 15 | 81.9
No arrest .... 38 38.0 10 52.6 0 15 | 30.0 13 48.1
TOTAL 100 |[100.0 19 {100.0 4 50 |100.0 27 [100.0

Parolees

AYrest c.eceees 62 60.8 8 44.4
No arrest .... 40 1 39.2 10 55.5
TOTAL 102 (100.0 18 {100.0

35 { 70.0{ 17 | 54.8
15 | 30.01 14 { 45.2
50 {100.0f 31 |100.0

Wik N

*Too few to percentage.
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CONCLUSIONS

This preliminary 13-month follow-up study finds no systematic differences
in the subsequent violational records between 100 wards discharged early from
parole and 102 similar wards retained under parole supervision. This sub-
sequent violational record includes: the number of arrests per individual,
the severity of the first and most serious arrest charges, the time to the
first and most serious charges, gentences involving state institutionalization,

probation or jail, and total time sentenced to probation or jail.

Nonetheless, during this follow-up period, Parolee arrests were dispased
of more guickly than Dischargee arrests by the justice system. Even though

-

these data suggest that Parolee arrests may be more quickly processed, the
difference between the two groups in the proportions of arrests having disposi-
tions may diminish when a planned 24-month followup of the violational recoxds

is conducted.

Other key issues not addressed in- this preliminary study will be addressed
in the 24-month followup. For example, this preliminary report has not.f:
analyzed the data to determine how much the length of prior time on parole

affects the subsequent violational record.

Féllowup for a longer duration and additional data analysis are likely
to aid in determining if it is feasible for the Youth Aughority to reduce
time on parole for a sélected group of wards without increasing the risk to

the public.
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APPENDIX I

Exclusions from Random Assignment

The original study design called for a more extended and comprehensive

study of the ex-offenders, and the reasons for exclusions, in part, reflect

this goal.

sions.

TABLE 11

EXCLUSIONS FROM RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Total wards on parcle listsS cveveevsennsareas 726

Exclusions from random assignment .......... 413

-Reagons for exclusion:

l- On Full Board Oi--'n'-u“l‘ladancno' 104

2‘ SPeCial SerViCe‘-.-.......-.....-.. 23

3. On Violation .;,................... 134

4, End jurisdiction by 7/1/76 «eveiees 73

5. Transfer pending ..eceeesceosccvees 36

6. Residence ocutside 4read .vesvvsiveses 23

7. . Out=0f=state CASES c.cscecrcicansan 15

80 'NO file (AR R R E A R R R R N RN 5

Total Eligible WardsS .sussscsescecceeeceeess 313

The table below shows the exact number and percentage of exclu~

(100.0%)

(56.6%)

(14.3%)
(3.2%)
(18.5%)
{10.0%)
(5.0%)
(3.2%)
(2.1%)
(0.7%)

(43.4%)

24
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STATE OF CALIFORM{A~-HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY LETTER OF DISCHARGE EDMUND G. BROWN JR, Governor

'DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AUTHORITY

February 9th 1976

Dear

Enclosed is a copy of the Youth Authority Board Order granting you a
General Discharge from parole effective March lst, 1976. A limited
number of persons including you have been selected for a study to see
whether young people now on parole could do just as well on their own.

We hope you will make good use of this opportunity to remain a free,
law-abiding citizen, making’ your own decisions and responsible for your
: own actlons. After you have gone at least one year with no arrests;
. contact Mr. Lee Shipman, Youth Authority, 12730 San Pablo Avenue, Rich-
mond, Califormia 94805, phone 232-2279 to change your discharge classi-
fication from General to Honorable.

If you have more gquestions get in touch with your parole agent before

March lst.
.o Very truly yours,
Allen F. Breed, Director
by:
Parole Agent
WCM/be
2/4/76
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APPENDIX III

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SCALE

In 1957, a Severity of Parolee Violation Behavior Scale was developed by
Martin Warren and Ernest Reimer of the California Department of Corrections.
(Details of scale development are .reported in Warren, M., "Severity of
Parolee Violation Behavior: An Instrument for Its Assessment", unpublished
Master's Thesis, University of California, January 1964.) Bertram Johnson

of the Youth Authority latér revised the adult version for use with a juven-
ile population, wia the addition of 14 items peculiar to¢ youthful delinquency
and by rewording two items of the adult scale. The scale was further adapted
for use in the Community Treatment Project in 1962 and again in 1965.

Severity Code No. Offense

1 010 Medical

1 011 Protection

1 012 Preventive (Ward's request)

1 013 . Preventive (Agent's request)

1 - 014 Uncooperative attitude .

1 015 Missed group meeting

1 016 Home adjustment '

1l 017 . Poor school adjustment

1 018 Simple runaway

1 0l9 Investigation

1 210 Traffic - parking violation

1 211 Traffic -~ signaling violation

1 212 Traffic - improperly equipped or defective

vehicle

1 213 Traffic - turning violation

1 214 + Traffic - passing or following violation

1 215 Traffic - light usage

1 216 Traffic - stopping or right-of-way viola-
* fion

1 217 Traffic - no license

1 218 Forcible incest victim

1 219 Forcible rape victim
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APPENDIX III
(Continued)

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SCALE

—

|

Severity Code No.

h

Offense

H NN NNNRNNBDDODNN

WWWw WL WwWwww

WVwwwwwwwwwww

(5]

020
021
022
023
024
025
220
221
222
- 223
224

Ioitering around a school

Cuxfew violation, loitering, trespassing
Runaway, whereabouts unknown

FPighting, no weapons

Drinking, possaession of alcohol

Malicious mischief, disturbing the peace, etc.
Unlawful assembly

Begging .

Causing traffic accident = property damage only
Speeding

Driving car with suspended - revoked license

Q030
031
032
033
034
035
036
230
231

232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
330
331
332

333
334

- " —— G - g S T D S S o D N i S e S S it T S - - - -y 20 v

Intoxication (alcohol, glue, etc.)

Riding in stolen car

Petty theft, unplanned

Missing, suspicious circumstances

Escape, no force .

Parole revoked, suspicion property theft

Receiving stolen property

Causing traffic accident - minor injuries

Possession of alcohol, transporting and consum=-
tion violation '

Prowling

Vehicle tampering

Female partner, statutory rape

Arson - unintentional

Illegal or forcible entry

Possession of burglary tools

Interfering with Peace Qfficer

Possession of fictitious identificatien

False crime report ‘ !

Contributing to delinquency of minor - alcohol

Contributing to delinguency of minor - obscene
matter

Contributing to delinquency of miner - runaway

Child harassment
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APPENDIX III
(Continued)

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SCALE

rsim

Severity Code No. Offense

4 040 Auto theft, unplanned

4 041 Check passing, unplanned

4 042 Male partner, statutory rape

4 043 Unplanned theft other than petty or auto

4 044 Reckless driving, not intoxicated

4 045 Attempted felony offense, no threat or force

4 240 Alimony or child support payment failure

4 241 Participant in riot -

4 242 Altering or counterfeiting documents for profit

4 243 Perjury

4 244 Sexual immorality or promiscuity

4 245 Causing traffic accident - major injuxy

4 246 Contribute to delinquency of minor - inter-
course, mutual consent

4 247 Contribute to delinquency of minor -~ petty
theft

4 248 Contribute to delinquency of minor - auto
theft ~ :

4 249 Possession of illegal weapons

4 340 Possession of concealed weapons

4y 341 Possession of narcotics paraphernalia

5 050 Petty theft, planned

5 051 Purse snatch, victim unharmed

5 052 Possession of marijuana _

5 053 Hitting a teacher &

8 054 Resisting arrest

5 055 Burglary, 2nd degree

S 250 Contribute to delinquency of minor -~ 2nd degree
burglaxry

5 251 Contribute to delingquency of minor - grand
theft (excludes auto)

5 252 Pimping

5 253 Fraudulent solicitation of funds

5 254 Peeping Tom

5 255 Growing marijuana

5 256 Prostitution solicitation

5 257 —— Sale of altered or counterfeit documents
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SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SCALE .
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APPENDIX IIZ
(Continued)

s B
Severity | Code No. Offensé
6 460 Homesexual act, same age partners
6 061 Narcotics addiction
<] 062 Check passing, planned
& 063 Salling marijuana
6 064 Grand theft auto, planned
6 085 Battery
6 260 Suicide - attempted
6 261 Suicide ~ accidental
6 262 Prostitution
6 263 Extortion - no threat or force
6 264 Contribute to delinquency of minor - grand
theft auto
& 265 Cough syrup addiction
6 266 Sexual act with animals
é 268 Inciting riot
re A ' . o
7 070 Male participant, group statutory rape, no¢
force
7 071 -Drunk driving
7 072 Abnormal sex act with minor, mutual consent
7 073 Negligent action causing death
7 074 Burglarly lst degree, unplanned
7 075 Grand theft (not auto, planned)
7 270 Contzibute to delinguency of minor - marijsaana
7 271 Contribute to delinguency of minor - lst degree .
burglary
7 272 Indecent exposure
7 273 Incest - willing participant
7 274 Incest act aggressor - no force
7 275 Arson, wilfull
8 080 Possession of narcotics
8 081 Parole revoked, potential for violence
8 082 Selling narcotics to support own addiction
8 083 Burglary lst degree, planned
. 8 084 Sex act with minor, no threat or force
8 085 Escape, with force
8 280 Suicide, intentional
.8 281 Contribute to delinquency of minor - narcotics

Y
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APPENDIX III
(Continued)

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SCALE

Severity Code No. Qffense
9 090 Purse snatch, victim harmed
9 091 Assault with deadly weapon, armed robbery
9 092 Assault to commit robbery, grand theft, rape,
etc.
9 093 Attempted murder, administering poison
9 094 Selling narcotics, large scale
9 095 Forcible rape
9 290 Extortion with threat or force
9 291 Kidnapping « attempted
9 292 ‘Kidnapping
9 293 Incest act, aggressor with force
10 100 Attempted murder while committing anothex
felony
10 101 Sex act with minor, with force
10 102 Voluntary manslaughter
10 103 o Murder, 2nd degree .
10 104 Assault with caustic chemical
10 105 Murder, lst degree
10 300 Train wrecking, attempted
10 310 Mayhem

Q
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APPENDIX IV u

DISPOSITION CODE: < RANK ORDER CODE, HIGHEST NUMBER TAKES PRECEDENCE

0l

02

03
04
05
06
07

08

09

10
1l
12

13

14

15

S

18

19

20

21

22

Warrants, disposition unknown

Don't know if charged or convicted, no information (excludes
warrants)

Charges not yet filed, warrant outstanding
Escaped, returned to commitment without charging
Investigative arrests only, released

849(b) (1) - released, deem;d not an arrest
Released by police other than 849 (b) (1)

Released to juvenile authorities or petition requested, no
furhter information

Charges filed, but; off-calendar, certified to Juvenile Court,
insane at commission, insane pending trial, warrant outstanding

Dismissed at intake *
Informal probation by probation intake
Case dismigsed or discharged at court (UNLESS 13)

Case dismissed or "disappeared" at same time other charge(s)
sustained

Acquitted

Convicted, don't know sentence

Fine 0-$99

Fine $100-199

Fine $200-299

Fine $300+

Choice of fine or jail, choice unspecified
Formal progation without wardship

Formal probation with wardship (CODE 21 IF UNCERTAIN)
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APPENDIX IV
(Continued)
DISPOSITION CODE: ...
23 Jail (1-29) =
24& Jail (30-179)
25 Jail (180-365) ‘ o
26 Jail (1-29) and Probatior (1-6 months)
27 " " " " (6 months to one year)
28 " " " " (1-2 years) "
29 " " " " (2+ years)
30 Jail (30-179) and Probation (1-6 months)
31 " " o " (6 months to one year)
32 " " " " (1-2 years) -
33 " " " " (2+ yeais) o o
34 Jail (180-365) and Probaticn (1-& months) S,
. v

35 " " T " (6 months to one year)
36 " " " " (1-2 years)
37 " " " " (2+ ygarsi
38 County-level boys facility commitment {boys ranch,“seﬂicr;"

boys camp, 24~hour boarding school, etc.) ©o
39 Mental Hospital Commitntent
40 California Rehabilitation Center (CRC) commitment
41 éalifornia Youth Authority (CYA) commitment
42 California Department of Corrections (CDC) commitment @
43 No actual sentence ~ everything suspended
44 OTHER (specify) ) |
NCTE: Ifﬁcombination involving. three or more components: - code the most

serious (highest ranking). Jail is most serious, probation next,
and Fine least seriocus. ‘

- Code enly actually imposed sentences except wﬁen suspended (43)
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