If you have issues wewmg or accessing thls flle contact us at NCJRS gov

" : B R e NI SR SR A L e w e» Bt g

gl

}g EVALUATION OF THE 1‘”'f
e S fi SAN DIEGO COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT
e i . m,",; R : - P Sl R

SR NS A L £ ’ ROl il NN E s :
G V>K ADULT PROPERTY CRIME DEFERRED PROSECUTION' PROJECT =~

LR

fh._Nouemher_l,‘l973 to,ﬁovember 30,‘197u S 1i_~h;;'f'

;a, E Submitted to-vfg‘ .-{"i}' ";Z..1f5 o 1H, o iy

~»7Ruben E. Dominguez, Administrator f*rKenneth F. Fare
’»Human Resources Agency ST e ‘ Chief Probation Officer

\‘

_Prepared by. I

“'San Diego County Probation Department
~Program Evaluation Unit : E

i
A

: bconsultation prdvided by: - c’ﬂPrincipal Researchers | S f‘_?u~'7n

”Americaanustice‘Instituﬁe‘ . Katny Donohue, Deputy Probation
NSRRI S o : . Officer. II e el

 :‘Mary V. Ramirez, Senior Probation
Officer : , e

»ﬂProJect Director

:'~‘Frank L. DuPont Supervising gjx
Probation Officer SR R

-“The preparation of these materials was financially aided through
‘a Federal Grant from the ‘Law Enforcement Assistance: Administration
\ - and the California Office of Criminal Justice Planning under the YEQ
-\  Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of- 1968, as amended. R

' The opinions, findings and conclusions in.this publication are

' those of: the author and &dre not necessarily those of ‘the . Law '

S ‘Enforcement Assistance Administration or the California O'fice
‘fgof Criminal Justice Planning "-}‘@;f,j. : o :

";"OCJP reserves a royalty free, non—exclusive and irrefoca_
- license to reproduce, publish and usewt ese materials ‘
ik authorize others to do sa." & i 1




" TABLE OF CONTENTS e
B U P “Page
L la I\;Summary S L o P : - oy

'eII“Introduction

8}

;f{p, ‘,III_ Program Description
IV M Nethodology T e o g

 V Detailed Results

A, Population Statistics

vB;“Program ObJectﬁves

[ “TENE ~ W - SRR ¢ IR IR O

c. *Comparison of Successes, Failures and Rejects,Vc 9 f

1. Area of Residence . | L L
2. Age e ~v  o : B b
. Sex. . ‘ Cn R, 12
. Ethnic Characteristics S s 12
. Prior Record ' o 13
+ * Marital Status - : e 15

Level of Education - . = 16
Citation/Arrest. : ‘ AT

\O O~ VT £

9. Offense Resulting in Referral oo 18 SER I i

~10. Felony/Misdemeanor TR & I A P e
11, Referral Source ‘ ',’ T L e iy
12, 'Comments - DI A om0

fD. Description of Superv1sion Services ”f;ﬁf 20

1. Process Time .o 21
2. Probation Term L B 230
. Conditions of Probatlon , S 2k
. Referrals to Outside Agencies - 26
. Contacts =~ D R~ ]
. Program Failures LT ST S 29 o o
. Comments ~. .0 oo 29

oW =W

g

VI Conclusions and Recommendations Tyf;o' fiftf[s, "r3ok:MH

VII Appendix




Wkag,sﬁMMARY;M'"

E Lo sl ' ; : vl L R

- , The Adult Property Crime Deferred Pr osecution Project was selected A

Ve - for' a summative eval uation by the Ad Hoc advisory . committee to the ."' L
: Human Resources: Agency. ‘The. evaluation covered the project's first

. =13 months of operation from November l,L1973 through November, 30,

% o 1974. The case files were obtained for all cases that were ClOSed ;

. on or before November 30, 1974 and altogether, 316 files” were examined.
‘This included 164 files of program successes, 11. filts of program. G
~failures, and 141 files of individuals who were ex; luded from par—g Ry
*icipation : : i

v e The three program groups (successes, failures and rejects) were i
L compared in terms of. selected characteristics 1in order to get some
SRS idea about the program population in general and also to determine
~if there were differences hetween groups.  Available data indicated
~that the typical success case was a caucasian, 31 year old female - -
'who had received a citation for shoplifting. ~Success cases typically
“did not have a prior record and the vast magority had ‘at least a ;v[qf
‘high school- education.. The typical failure, on the other hand, was e
a caucasian, 24 year old male who had been arrested for petty. theft. -
He was also more likely to have a prior record and to have a_ lower
~educational level. °Rejected cases most closely resembled the successes:
except - “the the magority were males and they were more. likely to have
prior records - There were other small differences between groups but.
it ‘was the failuie ‘group that most often showed the greatest differences
It is not known, however, whether or not these-differences are really . ;,
significant because there was such a small group of failure cases’ t;‘yﬁ'ifj
to analyze o g T R _ TR TR e e

*—\\

An attempt was also made to- discover the kind of supervision serVice
~that was provided for program- participants It was determined that
“the time lapse between the commission of the offense .and the beginning :
of the. voluntary supervision program was approximately six weeks ;;‘;,,:g_s'
(1.5 months) This was contrary to the original expectation tha*fv‘;; G
“the superviSion program could begin within a few days of the arrest.
% The ayerage period of time actually under. supervision,‘for successes,
"‘*, was found to be approximately- six months during which time the client
' was seen an average of three times. Only ten cases appear ‘to have :;;~.
been referred to outside community ‘résources even’ though the. originall
‘proposal- stated that community resources would be used whenéver appli-
cable., ‘Judging. from the information available in the case file,fit
would appear:: that the. superv151on services provided were’ neither ,
M"intensive"n "tailored to the individual" 4s originally: 1ntended
. 1t is possibre that this was not the case but. rather, that project
ﬁr};ﬁ' personnel }imply failed to adequa ely document their casework acti
e in the case record S o .i , e

Overall 15 individuals were arrested on new charges while*under

supervision., Ten remained in the program and. finished 1t successful
hile the remaining five were terminated as. failures., The other
“six failures were. terminated for beingouncooperative or foi :
maintaining contact with the probation officer. i 5




rThe evaluation effort was somewhat hampered by inaccurate records“'

- nor was 1t recorded systematically. Case files were particularly

ffBecause of the limited scope of this study,‘it is not possible to‘p*":

draw definite conclusions about the program's effectiveness in dealing»

“with certain types of offenders. This .report 1is, instead, primarily
a description of certaln dspects of the program. It 1is, belileved,
v rhowever “that the program should be evaluated in terms of its -
'V'effectiveness but that the evaluation should be conducted on an.
on- going basis : o : ; S

and incomplete data. ‘Information was not collectad consistently

tlacking in documentation of casework services, and what information

o was available was. carelessly and incompletely recorded

| | 5
From the information available, it would appear that the prorram S %“”t

dealt primarily with low-risk 1ndividualsu' This possibility needs

further investigation, but if 1t is true, the program is not making

-as great a contribution to the: improvement of the Criminal Justice

System as 1t potentially could if. it could show itself to be effective,

~with higher—rlsk individuals

fOn the basis of the information gained in ‘this evaluation, the

following recommendations are being made

.Recommendation I - It is recommended that a formative evaluation be‘

designed to be conducted on an on—going basis

KZRecommendation II - It is recommended that record keeping proceduresf '

‘be improved and that documentation of casework
: activities be included in case files. :

‘VthﬁRecommendation III - It is being recommended that an effort be made ',
Sl v L ~to increase the number of referrals for. felonies;
from the District Attorney ' , :

o .i L
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/'In December\197u the Ad Hoc advisory committee to the Human Resources
= Agency selected’ the ‘Adult Property Crime Deferred Prosecution Project
~as one of the progfams to be evaluated by the Probation Department's 5

o

;; Evaluation Unit. The program was selected for a summative evaluation  ,:419

"to cover only the first 13 months of operation from November. 1, 1973 .

through November 30, 1974. Evaluation design was. scheduled to’ begin

- on February 17," 1975 ‘with data collection to: start on March 17 “1975

and continuing through April 30, 1975. . SRR |

. Midway through the data collection period a change/‘n emphasis and .
~ direction was approved for the Evaluation Unit. ﬁhis resulted in
“a shift in prlorities and a re-allocation of /the time and resources of

Evaluation Unit personnel. In regard to the’ Property,Diversion eval—"‘ e
uation; it was determined that time permitted completion of only the b

first phase of the‘data collectlion - examination of case files.

Phase Two of the data collection effort was to invelve an examination ;
of court records and Sherrif's records on all:individuals referred

to the program.. This would have provided the recidivism and cost

data mentioned in the original evaluation design. Since time did Lﬁ:'“'
not permit collection of this data, this report covers only that
information obtained from the examination of case files and does. not

*cover as broad an area‘'as had been originally antioipated

g
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VThe Adult Property Crime Deferred Prosecution Project is a CCCJ

grant project which began on November 1, 1973. It is a cooperative

’”venture between the District Attorney, the San Diego City Attorney,

. first-time offenders) are referred to the project by the prosecuting’

and the Probation Department to divert some adult property crime o 5%

offenders from formal prosecution. - Selected: individuals (usually

agencles prior-to the beginning of the prosecution process. - After
additional screening, eligible offenders- -are then glven the oppor-. .
tunity of participating in a tallored program of voluntary probation
on .an intensive and short-term basis. = Commuriity agencies. and resources

© are used when appropriate and a maximum effort is made to set and
‘meet realistic goals. Successful completion of the probation program
results in a d*smissal of. the criminal charge by the prosecutor

. There was a 60- day delay in beginning the project due, iIn part, to

a delay by the Board of Supervisors in appropriating the necessary .

7 "matching" funds. Other delays were gncountered in releasing prOJected

- project personnel from thelr assignments within the Probation Department
' Consequently, the Progect Director was not assigned to: the Project

" until January 4, 1974. Three probation officers had been assigned'
by January 21, 1974 and the fourth and final offlcer joined. the

~program a few weeks later in February, 1974. The two clerical pos-—

ﬂThe-stated obJectlves of the project are as follows

itions were also filled during this period of time and the’ programj

‘began receliving its first referrals by the end, of January. - In spite
~of the delays, the deficit in program participants was made up by
the end of the third quarter (7=31=-78). ‘ R

B That approximately 10% of the first- time property crime
offenders will be diverted from formal court prosecution,,

°That while under probation supervision, 95%ﬂof the offenders
will not be arrested for a new offense,v e v

\‘:;‘That 60 days follow1ng terminauion of probat;on, 90% of

“'s*gythe offenders will not be arrested for a new offense, and

k*kf°That 98% of the offenders will successfully complete the‘f

| 'r program.;"

@
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e The first concern of the evaluation effort was to determine Af the '

-8 - Project met 1ts stated objectives.  Secondly, an effurt was made., -

- -, to examine all referred cases (including program successes, failures .
and rejects) in terms of selected characteristics. This was to . ST
”determine the types of clients ‘selected by the program and to det- R
~‘ermine their difference, if any, from those rejected Additionally, i

- an attempt was-made to examine the quantity ‘and quality of 'the = °
supervision services provided to those accepted into the prbgram. o

The Project Director provided a card file index of all cases referred RS
f£o the’ project broken down into groups of" successes, failures, and "‘\
‘kreJects Only those cases closed on or before November 30, 1974
weie considered in order to coincide as much as possible with the
program s fourth quarter report. These cases were then cleared
 through' Adult Records and data was collected from all files that
could be located.’ Information that was specific to the program was
collected on the form fourid in Appendix A. General information was
recorded in the Adult Data form found in Appendix B. ST

. Data’ collecfion was attempted on 74 variables This report, however, o
will only-cover approximately 30 variables: since there was insufficient -
information to comment-on the remaining variables. ‘It should be

. stressed that all the data included in this report was taken from’ e
case files only and does not include whatever information may have e
‘been recorded elsewhere by project personnel. Table 1 shows the )
total number of files examined in relation %o the. number in each
‘category as reported in the Project's fourth quarter report

. mable1l =

. NumberiofrcaseS‘ i“jbh'i‘f‘v‘SucceSS . f‘Failuréi ’f‘ReJect "pTOtalf;r
freportea by Program | 169 | 13 | ws fl a0 |7
cd‘Located for Evaluation ”ﬁ]pﬁ:iclsu{,t_i.f,7‘11;‘ ’ »51411;f) ffpglg-lff"i:f
' “‘.'Differe,me ey e -2** el T

(o _AV*The card file index provided by the Project listed only 165 cases,»ffil o
.» " one of which was actually a reJected case and was, therefore, trans-ﬁg'%gr
e ‘°ferred to that category;f ‘ S . . e Sl

;%%fan **The card file index listed only 12 failures instead of 13 One case
RS, file could not be located as lt was in transit between officers..~

***Tne card file index listed 1M8 rejected cases Three case files

“‘could rot be located because they were in transit between officers
~and there was no. record 4in the Adult probation index on’the other
four names. f,%v‘ Syl (D i £ :
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In terms of program status all’ offenders referred to the program ST &
\break down into three groups, the successesy failures and .rejects. ° ‘
Table 2 indicates the status of cases handled by the four Probation

- officers. (It must be remembered that the Table does not reflect

" the approximately 230 cases’ that were still open on November 30,

1974 but only those that had been closed. )

Table ]

By

Success ‘Failure 3 Reject ~ Total

krobation“Offieer N % | x I3 N5 N %

0.~ | 0% 10 7.zl 107 3.7
27.3% | 23 16.38| 62 19.6%
18.29 | 44 31.2% "84 26.63]
36.3% *'32,‘é2.7$% 8u]fgs.6% S
18.28 | 32 22.73f 76 2.0

:!‘Lﬂo.eernassigngd» 1 o oz

;kP:O;-l S 36 -21.9%
"rlo;-z | 38 23021
P03 | w8 29.3%

O E N W O

b ok k2 25.6%

Total . | 164 100% | 11  100% | 141  100% {|316  100%

‘The table shows tthat probation offlcer 1 handled fewer cases than the

" other officers. This might be explained by the fact that this officer
-entered the program approximately three weeks after the’ other officers L
and the other three, therefore, haa a headstart : = : : e

Program statistics indicate that 148 cases were. rejected from program
participation. The specific reasons for rejection in the 141 cases :
examined are found in Table 3. , s ~




Table 3

SO

Rejection Reason Lt e ‘ fa Total Rejected

il {Currently on Prohation/Parole ' o 9 : :

2. “History of Criminality/Priorlrecord ~ ,A _ ' :639 76 :
113.<40ff¢nder not‘interested : i R | ‘ ~‘u25 vTotai
| Ma., ReaSOn unkn¢Wh5_‘ “ L S : ’,13 |
-~ b. Prefers tovgo to court . |

c. Wants to leave town

‘e. Offender claims innocence;

2
krd; No suitable rehabilitation program : 1 o
: : , , 5

5

Rejected by Prosecution after record check =

. Unable to locate offender f.ah ‘ S A‘ : | 16 e

4Offender uncooperative/failure to keep agpointments 29

. Mother would not allow offender to participate, R A |

i
5
6
it Offender living outside area 3 T ’;” R
] :
9

;J'Other R I IRLUE T L 13 Total_‘,

a. Prosecutor decided not tOfprosecute
b.i'Case'dismiSSed S
’c.i:Court disposed of gase

B ;'dlf ‘d. Court refused diversion

f. Offender pleaded guilty
f:gl"Offend@r mentally 111

T
a1

2

1
17é; ‘Unable to process through municipal court " fﬁg»
SR o

2

1

'~h;_ Offender had more stolen articles

o TOTAL . - )"‘1’;5 R 5;41“1f~”"'“

.h[fThe table’ indicates that the largest group cf offenders was reJected ffmd
'A:because of prior record s_v,‘ SR » 3W o¢,-

fE
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Reason #1 - 9 R

Reason #2 - 39 N

Reason #8 - 5 ' L . )
, : 53 = 38% of Total : x

The next largest group was. those who were uncoonerative, (29=21%)
and next, those who were simply not interested (25=18%). Together,
these three reasons .account for 76% of the cases rejected. (It
should be noted that in some cases the offender was rejected by.the

- program and in ofther cases the program was rejected by the offender. 9

However,; all of them will be handled under the general heading of .

program Rejects.)

B. PROGRAM OBJECTIVES e

Objective I - that approximately 107 of first time property crime

~offenders will be diverted from formal court prosecution.

Because of time considerations, 1t was not possible to develop
independent statistical data on the number of property offenders
entering the judicial process in-order to determine whether 10%
were being diverted. Instead, data provided by the project is .
being used to estimate whether or ‘not the project has achieved this
objective. . : :

- The Project Director reports_that'the estimated number of property
offenders during 1973 was 4125. Ten percent of that would be 412.
(Appendix C describes how this figure was computed.) Again using

project data, 563 referrals were received and 148 were rejected.
Therefore, 415 were placed under supervisicn which is very close

“to the ten percent figure initlally estimated. It would appear

from the available information that the first objective has- been
met. v ; :

Objective II - that while under probation supervision, 95% of the

'yaoffenders will not be arrested for a ‘new offense.

Case file information indicates that 15 out of the 175 program par—"
ticipants,. evaluated in’this. study, were arrestéd while under -
supervision. Five of ‘those arrested (including one who was arrested

“twice) were terminated from the program as failures, The other ten
went on to successfully complete the program. It would appear then -~
- that cnly 91% of the program participants remained arrest-free whlle

‘,under supe rvidsion, The arrests break down as follows o B

i Successes o o o !‘ e fFailures‘ B
Drunk Driving b Petty Theft 2.
S Drug Charges ; 3 ‘ o . Burglary . 2.
- Trespassing S R - Drunk & Failure 1 :
- Welfare Fraud SR D S To Appear L
n Contempt of Court 1 : Total‘ 5
: 0" G

N Total I
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Objective- III - that 60 days following termination of probation, 90%

~of the offenders will not be arrested for a new offense.

Case flles did not reflect any data beyond the termination date and
since it was not possible to check other records, this data is
unavailable. The Project Director indicates that 690-day record
checks were completed on 141 individuals and that only one had a -
new arrest.

Objeéctive’ IV - that 98% of the offenders will successfully complete

““the program.

of the 175 offenders selected for participation 169, or 94% successfully
completed the program according to the available data. :

'~ C. COMPARISON OF SUCCESSES, FAILURES AND REJECTS

o - i o
The three groups of offenders, successes, fallures and rejects,

were compared in terms of some selected characteristics in order .
to determine if there were any major differences between the various

- groups. The characteristics selected were limited to those on which

sufficient data had been collected by program personnel.:. There are
other characteristics that might have proved useful to investigate,

but unfortunately, the data was insufficientkin many areas.

1. Area of Resildence

Each offender's area of residence was determlned‘by his zip code at -
the time of arrest. Table 4 indicates the areas of residence for
the project population. :
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AREA OF RESIDENCE

Table 4

L s bt e i e R h 6

10

Zip Area Success Fallure Reject Total
001 Alpine 1 1
002 Bonita 1 1 o
010 Chula Vista 1 1 2
011  Chula Vista 1 1
o1y Del Mar 2 2 -
020 El Cajon: 2 3 5
1025 Escondido 3 -3
- 1032 Imperial Beach 1 L
1037 La Jolla 1 1 2
040 Lakeside ; 1 1
041 La Mesa 1 -3 4
045 Lemon Grove 1 1 2
050 . - National Clty 5 y 9
064 Poway 2 : 2
071~ Santee 3 ; 3
“1073 San ¥sidro , 1 - 1
077 Spring Valley "5 1. 6
101 Downtown San Diego 3 5 8
102 Southeast San Diego’ 8 13 21
103 Hillecrest 8 1 11 20
1104 North Park L 3 3 10
105 East San Diego 9 1 3 13
106 Point Loma 2 1 3
107 ~ Qcean Beach 1 6 8
108  Mission Valley , 2 2
109 Mission/Pacific Beach 18 P 10 29
110 01d Town 4 : ! 11
111 Linda Vista 14 6 20
113 Logan Helghts 2 10 12
114 Encanto 6 11 17
115 East San Diego 6 ; 6 12
116 Normal Heights 11 - 2 7 20
117 Clairemont 5 1 T 13
118 = Coronado 1 1 2
119+ Fletcher Hills 2 2
120 Lake Murray : 1 1= 2
121 ucsD 1 . 1
122 - University City . -3 : 3
123 Serra Mesa/Mission Village 3 1l 1 5
1124 San Carlos o 1 1
{126 Mira Mesa 1 - 1
127 Mira Mesa . 1 1.
o ]128 Rancho Bernardo 1 , 1
{129 ° Rancho Penasquitos o, 1 1
|31 Seripps Ranch y . by
1136 :Unknown : o 1 1
139 - Paradise Hills - 4 S S 2
. |154  Nestor/Imperial Beach 3 . ' 53
1262~ Out of County a 1 : R R
- 1888 . Mexico b B oy 8
1999 - Unknown i 2. 1 9 .. 12
e o .- TOTALS 164 11l 1417 316
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Table 4 shows that 78% of all referrals come from the city of San e
Diego with the highest number (29) coming from the Mission Beach and
Paclific Beach communities. Fifteen percent come from county areas .
outside the city. The remaining 7% are éilther outside the area or .
unknown. . -

2, Age

Table 5 indicates the age range for all cases examined calculated
. from the date of arrest. . g

- Table 5
‘ 7 x,Succeéé Fallure Reject .J| Total
_Age Range ’ N_ % | N & ! N.% N %
1. 18-22 69 42.1%| 7 63.6% 76; 53.9% || 152 48.2%
2. 23-27 ;~' 26 15.9% | 2 18.2% 28 19.9%) 56 17.8%
‘3. . 28-32 114 8.6l 1 9.1% 8 5.8%| 23 7.3%
b, 33-37 8  4.9% 5 3.5%| 13- 4.1z
5. 3842 7 h3g hoo2.8%) 11 3.5%
6. 43-47 12 73| 1 9ax | 2 1| 15 473
7. 48-52° 9 5.5% o6 el 15w
8. 53-57 . 5 3.0 o 4 2.8% 9  2.8%
9. 58-62 ' 6 3.6% ’; 1 0.7% 7T 2.2%
{10. 63-67 1 0.6%1 1 1 q.7%: 2 0.6%s
11, 68-72 © 4 2.4 | 2 1. 6 195 | -
12. '73‘and'gvér I3 1.8 426 T 2.2%
Total “'= | 168 1003 11 100z abr. 100gl 316 100 , 1, -
lA$e Range  }18-79 g-uy | 18- 76 " ‘18;79 - .
average age [ 31;&8~ | ouze 31.56  31}&8 B

The Table 1ndicates that referrals were of all ages and that they were”, y
,accepted and regected in roughly equal proportions in most cat;gories.‘R_
The only major difference between the various groups is with the - -

~ faliures in that their average age was somewhat lower\than that Por S O
‘kqother groups.,' SRR ORI ‘ S e gl e

it

1
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Fable 6 shows the breakdown of. the program populaticn;by"sex.‘ tp,ktcfv

oy
, Table 6

§ ‘ " | Success k FailUre‘ Rejects Total

[TE : i

_Sex | N % | ~ 2z | N~ % I N %
76  46.3% 8 72.7%4 | 84 59.6%
88 53.7% | 3 27.3% | 57 4o.uz

168 53.2%
148 46.84%

Male‘

Total 164 1008 | 11 100% 141 1100% || 316 = 100%

The Table indicates that 53.2% of all referrals were male, but only
£0% were accepted into the program. Conversely, . females accounted
for 46.8% of the referrals but 61.5% were accepted. When examined
by group that females tended to do better. The major differences -
rare again apparent with the failure group. S : g

L, Ethnic Characteristics

Table e illustrates the ethnic characteristics of the programf‘
population . 5

- Table 7

Success

Fallure

Reject

Total

N E

o X E.thn ic

| 2. Mexican

3. Black

"‘?Hb American

Indian

b OrientaIQ;'
‘»6.»cher;7wf

- |.7. Unknown

1 Caucasian‘

121 3. 8%
20 12 2%

16 9.8z~‘»‘

11 100%

84‘ 59 6%

13 9.2% |
41 29.1%

1o

1 0.7%,;
1

g

S S
6845
33 104
57 18.0%

o0.3%

216

b3k
1 0.3% °

[ Total

100%

100%

100%
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Examination reveals that Caucasians represented 68 M% of all ref- e
' errals but 75.4% of all ‘accepted cases. The biggest reason for this =~ .
. appears to lie with the blacks. They ‘made up 18% of the referred
fpopulation but only 9.8% of the accepted group. It 1s unknown why ™
-they were in. the Rejects group in a larger proportion than other:
“ethnic groups. It may be that a larger percentage of blacks werek~

not interested in participating in the program. '

5. Prior Record E

f;Table 8 indicates the number ef-individuals in each group with
“prior arrests.  All arrests we Autabulated with no effort made to:
differentiate between arrests that resulted in convictions and
'those that did not. = SRR t S

5?‘Tab1e;8i

Success. ) ~Féilure_%Ji'f'Rejects* Total

‘t’Arrests fi‘ i  i’th}:%; e ~ﬁk;'% ST A T t%fii
o w7 so.6x | 6 susz | on g6.8% || 2k 78.22
‘ |9 558 o i o ,9{9% 23 7.3%[€ s
7 h3g | 2 18. 2% | 12 858 21 6tE|
o 36s| 6 lior|
o.ra |l _1*{;ot3%i"“
ol 1 0.3
fvl.u%i~§;»2k :

= N . ol ey
' L.z eS0.6% |

1 o0.6% |

I e R R

R G

A
o~

V=T~ BT N - NEI ) S T VR I TR
v o v & o v oS

s
o

o
N

0
2
0
e e » o o1

. |Totals . |i64  100% |' 11 100% | 141 100% || 316 100z |

[
i

10|
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f,” ﬂThe Project Director stated that individuals with prior reoords :
'u,gwere generally ‘excluded from the program. "Exceptions were made, .
'Yhowever, when the prior offense(s) was considered ‘very ‘minor or
.. when the offense(s) had occurred many years previously. ‘Table 9

' 41lustrates the total number of priors comm*tted by ‘each group

¥? .ri_-and the average number per case. R T T S e
o k e Table 9k"'a i ‘fﬁ‘ | | ”
o ,5 ; = ’ Success | Failurel\f' Reieop
i | Total Priors for Group ' j~'i27i,a‘ ,4 : 3H' e 1193‘j'
& mber dn gm0 Lot e L [ e
y Average ﬁér éaée ] 'u‘;16‘i‘ - ﬁ'3569‘p‘1' C1.37

«Tt was to be expected that the Rejects group would have 'a larger
number of priors because this was the basis for rejection in many
of the cases. What is significant; ‘howevér, is that among the

- ‘acecepted cases, the 11 failures had a higher total number of priors

‘than the 164 success cases. Additionally, 45.5% of the failures

Uhad priors while only lO 4% of the successes. did. . .

&
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' ,3; Marital Status

‘stable 10 represents the marital status of all groups

Table 10 Tff,e7f;ﬂ;; e

. _Success l‘Failure\u‘h ' Reject

1 ‘ h o = : : h‘ ) o /N/ ‘

1-Status : N % .y N %. //N 9

is Never . }' 70 H2.7% 6 54.5% ° '57 65 5%7'
‘married. N S B O

/ 50;7%ﬁ7;f fewg;

2987 |
.05 |
u2,3%_,:“ﬁk‘

2. Married | 57 34 7% o 19~;21,8%,'

N
N
o]
L)
A®]
k-

. Separated | 4 2.4% | 1 9.z |  2- 2,3%i'
2 18.28 | 7T 8.0%

)tk.sbivorded k%18; 1 0%

N
H
lool
e
n.
_Q
=3

3
Cl
Sthwidowed T
'6i_Remarriedu; 6

1 7. Other ol o 1 2w

0

8. Unknown '[‘0 R S ]j‘s‘", i - 5Y missingffSM ”missing""ﬁ

Totalk S 1645“g100%f 1 gloo% | o 100% t7100%*15 sl

',Because marital status information was missing in 54 (38 3%) of the ‘
reJected cases, it 1s difficult to draw conclusions about the entire :
referred population. Comparisons between groups is also difficult SR
but it would appear that the successes had the highest percentage of '
;married individuals. : o , S , ;




Sy

- , er

;f7ir Level of Education e

T ‘ N L e e
U‘y.Table 11 tabulates the number of years of eduCationQCOmpleted.by,).»
: *vall program participants.>" L S T O S

a;?*fsf f¢*~if'fg kp “’v ,; r77 Tablef11,7'

;:71f'rf’ c o B Sucsess | Failure s-*ReJect B "‘-Totali Lo

Grade = | N - 3 e N % | N3 " N %

_'e;g A o ; . 1
ooy 6 L5 3.3% | ‘

‘iﬂ./i,’8;5 ;i     :>u- 2, 6% '»“;  s£?M | i 2 th;0%,"l

%

0.9%

1L | 15 988 ) 2 22.28 | 16 32.0% [ -33 15.6%

fq;{ ‘i'ulu;v ,‘ ~’: ,_12 {17,8%',§{‘  lmv11;1z  t i’urv 8(0% fv:2l7‘> 8{d%f;¥ .

:/,rii’E?kIGisrk 9
o L
| ey
i Z‘Q20e15;; : 1 vu bl
: 1 :

e

: s . S : '5“
A;?%.{'sf ;'1 1 o. 7nsei f,ﬂ ‘ ,F = a~,‘ S ‘ l 1 0'5£e;;
| | ] o2 6 2.8%
.

{w ol 12 7.8 W1 oatas | 1 208 || 14 66.6%

;15F'§“3.",' 10 6.5%5 | ‘i"j<;af1' 2.06 ff 11 528 |
e oses 2 woes fnoses |
| ;i?3%ﬁ~‘ e s‘,255i0;9%,g‘,r'

A

_;asixﬁéﬁn;a;isikislssif 1oo%>f'[;f”9vi71°d%¥>l.7507’1190%7;55212r 100%

o fmwar ey jum . dwm

'*f;ig.asJEJ rg};;;12;6!5;;<ev;;;1z;osff; .
*Education data was missing in a large number of cases particularly
jin the reJects group (91 6& 5%) g G , :

R

RERT N

12 :"‘60j 39. 2%‘ij ‘5‘;55,6%§ . _17rr34,ogg,',e82_;38l6%f;1rr%f';
13 :k~'19 24 |} 7 oz || 26 12.38 |

077% .frrrV,'a?fff7  ,ee-' R '?ilﬁe 0‘5%:j}j:fP{
missing fi2#'ﬁissingiii9lr miSSihékrlOui missing ,wkf:;

jiglsgiéiafigi ;“:sy

i12.267,°;¥*‘”:”"




S What information was available, indicates that the average educational
.1eve1 was fairly high and roughly equivalent for all ‘groups. Howeveﬂ‘
~ when looking at individuals with less than a ‘high school education,
" there appears to be some- differences between groups. The success
: group had. 39 (25.5%) with less than a high school education, the‘i;,
 fallures 3 (33.3%) and the rejects, 19 (38.0%). Complete data for.
‘all groups would be netded to determine whether or not these dif—’
ferences are actually significant., : SR

: !a8.i Citation/Arrest '

Table 12 ‘shows the program population in terms of those who werc e
arrested as opposed to those who were given a citation at the time,
vof ‘the offense. . : ;

:Tablell2ti~'v ,ee

| success | Faillure | Reject |l Total |

b | ,ﬁtgzlgylv N % ﬁ;f..'.‘ N % '“1 --Ni.ﬂz-y*';liff

arrest | 67 4ot | 6.5k | 86 6h.2g 159 51, 55|

|oitation - | 97 s9.15 | 5 ws.ss | 48 35.6% [ 150 48.5%
“UnknOWnk:f’l’ ﬂl~ 0 o ' . ‘t7* misslng»‘ 7 missin ls
T°t?1" i | '164'r>1°°%' ;iﬁl . ibd%f'f 315]? 1004 fyj

, 'The data indicates that arrests and citations were referred in.
* . roughly eoual numbers ‘but the arrest cases were more likely to be:
. rejected. .(64.2% of rejected cases were arrests.) This appears;
reasonable in that arrests would ‘more likely represent the more '
“serious offenses. ' Citations are generally not issued to offenders- - = ..
with prior records or with felony offenses.. Data indicates that a |
- +larger percentage of: reJect cases had prior records,'and &'bltati0n~@ fn'
‘;'was issued 1n only one felony offense. L ; , S >

e
B e




9. Offense Resulting in Referral "'ry 'i"m e :r'rjﬁﬁgn"pragw”w
LJ'Table 13 1ndicates the offenses that result in referraﬁ\to property s
: diversion by all- program participants.fpf . : \ : , e

Table 13 L

Success ‘ Failuré;’ ;,’Reject ' 'quotalt

offense | w3 | w oz | N % N9

|Theft of lost | 1 o.6% | - | . | 1 o0.3%
‘ property , o B — SRR A

N B

Burglary ‘ 112 7.3% 1 :‘18.2% ; 512‘ rS;
Forgery~?"f 1 3 ‘1,8%‘ " ft~ téfi;# ;
| 9.0% | 3 2% 6 1.9 -
63.6% | 107 75.9% || 255 80.8%

| credait cara | 20 1. 2% - 2 0.6%
~theft ‘ ; B o G

2|l 26 825 |

(%]
LA). Ul
M
\Ve]
N
\D
Y

NSF checks | 2. 1.2%

q

Petty theft | 141 86 1%_.

Grand theft | 1 0.6% ol b1 0.3
| Receiving sto- | - 1 0.62 | 1 9.1%2| 10 7.2% | 12 3.8%
len property | S T 1 ‘

| Malicious | 1 0.6% e o i1 0.3%
| mischief I R | o | R

Grant theft- | B o |z o.tell 1 0.3
| auto . R R ot B
lother b b g |2 0.67

,Q‘Totalh:p | a6 1003 11 ;oo%"V 141 10Q%‘ «316fvelod%,fr'

5

.»pThe greatest number of all referrals was for petty theft (80 8%)

. over half of these being successes. . Fallures had a larger percentage
- (more than double) of burglaries than di& either the successes or
. relects. Of the successes, only 23 of 164 cases. (14%) were referred
};}“ﬂ:r~=for charges other than petty theft . ‘

,}),o
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‘d"10. Felony/Misdemeanor

B .Table 14 represents a comparison of felony and misdemeanor offenses
: for each group. : :

Lam

w‘*completinc the program was 18.99%.

Table*isz B :
Success d,Failare-f ,*Réject‘ '}Total
n oz | ow oz | Nez w5
: Felony L 31 18.9% | 4 ~36.4%‘; | 36 26.3% ,71,M2é:é%:‘
Misdemeanor | 133 81.1% 7 63.68 | 101 73.7%~,241;j77;2% ;
Unknown ‘Ot 0 | | & L] imissingﬂ U”missingj
|Totar -16ud1100% 11 1o0p | it 100% 16 100% |

Only 22.8% of the program's referrals were felony charges“which'is,_iﬂ e

somewhat below the program's original expectations that at least

a third of their cases would be felonies. The percentage of those’
accepted was slightly lower {20%) and the percent. successfully L
The program itself, however, 15&.
not to be faulted for this lower percentage since the program is ”

'Jtotally dependent on the. prosecuting agencies for referrals.

..,j the program.
- . referrals to the program which increased the referral rate.

'iﬂCity Prosecutor, and court referrals
. eourt referrals also come from: the City Prosecutor even though they
were also handled by the court._ ~ : e Gy AR S :

11.‘ Referral Source', : , f~'})f' : ;' e 1%1 : o *?f '

Table 15 represents the source of referrals for all participants
Originally, reférrals were to come only.from the offices of the i
City Prosecutor and the District Attorney
however, it was decided to include individuals who had received
field citations for petty theft (shoplifting) - Because of the.

At the time of the defendant's arraignment

If the court concurred, the arraignment was. continued‘
for six months, in order to permit the defendent to participate in
Additionally, the court also began to make its own
- Table
15 indicates the referral source for all cases by District Attorney,
- It should be noted that all-

- During the second . quarter .

- method of processing c1tations, it was necessary to include the court'f‘
“in - the referral process.
-the court was informed of the City prosecutor s wishes to defer
: prosecution.




15°
& .
kSuccess Fallure ttReject Total
| Referral Sourcev 1N ‘ % | N % NW % ;N"%’ ’
.\ ‘w'iDiStrict attorney | 26 16.0% | 4 36.4% | 31 22.1% [l 61 19.4% |
‘ City Prosecutor 68 41.7% | 3 .27.2% | 56 40.0% |[127 40.4z
Court- "fv'.vs‘ _w,f691442,3%f' 4 36.4% "53 37.9% 126 40{2%
“i,Unknown S ‘missing 0 lﬁmissin § > missing
 lmotar o} 1w '106% 11,‘igo%% 141 100% ||316  100%

qw

" Table

“information.
large number of these individuah
‘fore~'there was no opportunity

o to the individual.
o and short—term basi]
- when applicable 4

Again, the data reflects a lower percentage of referrals from the

;'12. Comments

‘District Attorney than had been originally anticipated.
- 40.2% of all referrals involved the court, a factor which was not
o anticipated in the original planning ~ «

Additionally,

‘The somewhat Timited number of characteristics examined in relation

to all groups was limited by the lack of data found in the case files.

~Information was particularly lacking in the files of the rejected

cases and they frequently contained nothing more than the basic arrest

~matlon“was not collected in any/
kinformation was missing : 3/
/

'~,iD" DEoCRIPTION 'OF - SUPERVISION SERVICES

T A T e ‘, : ,',/_" Sl e

R

\‘) .

Part of the reason; for this lies in the fact that a
S were never interviewed and, there—
: so get certain kinds of information
However,.even in the cases when- individuals were interviewed infor-
systematic way and therefore, much

. On the basis of available information Successes and Rejects appeared

. to be somewhat similar with the Failures being the most different.

- They differed from the other groups in almost every characteristic

with major differences showing up in age and severity of prior reccrd.
" They were, however, a very small group, and these differences should
- ‘again be exam;ned when a larger group is available for study. :

*‘The original proposal by the Diversion Proiect stated that supervision
‘would eenter around a mutually agreed upon plan of supervision tailored
The offender was to be dealt with on an intensive"

existing community resources to De used T

«dnghe case files of all individuals accepted into the . program (Successes
.ooand: Failures) were. examined in order to get some idea about the level
a_of supervision services being provided , : e :

ER TR
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‘*Again the factors examined‘were determined by the 1nformation that

- was recorded by program personnel .

o1 Process Time

Table 16 represents a comparison of program successes and failures
~in terms. of process time. Process time refers to the amount of

time (in months and tenths) between the date of arrest for the
‘property offense and' the date the offender was formdlly placed under
° probation supervision.

21 .
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Table 167

SuCcess' | Paillure 1l Total

Process Time 1 N 3 ‘N % N g

0.1 ~ 0.5 13 7.9% 2 18.2% 15 8.6%
lo.6 - 1.00 | 4 26.8% | 6 sh.6z || 50 28.6%

1.10 - 1.50 62 37.9%9 2 1f.2% 64 36.6%
1.60 - 2.00 24 ih.7% o 24 13.7%
3% | 1 9.0%
8% |
.B%k
2%
.6%
.6%

M”S

1.7%
1.7%
1.1%
0.64
0.6%

2.10 - 2.50
2.60 - 3.00 |
3.10 - 3.50
3.60 - 4.00

oW W o

&.10 - 4.50

e B (U VU SRR PURRI
O O H H R o=
T

4,60 ~ 5.00
5.10 - 5.50
5.60 - 6.00
6.10 - 6.50

6.60 - 7.00 | o o | i
7.10 - 7.50 R R S O PR A 3 1.7%

7.60 - 8.00 ‘ . | h
8.10 - 8.50

~ ]8.60 - 9.00
o0 -9.50 |- b o |

9féb - 10.00 Lk | 1 0.6% i e 1 0.6%

Totai | 164 100z | 11 100% 175 100%

;“{ ?§A‘AVerag¢;‘, e ;11e52*mohfhs:L rl;Ou months , '1.&9 months

i ;The average process time for program successes was 1. 52 months and
T 04 for program failures. Process time for the magority of program.
o sucéesses was 1.40 months, but only 1. 00 month for program failures

L R L T




The original grant proposal for this program states that "Routinely,
several months pass between the time the offense 1s committed and
the time probation may be granted ... The problems which led %o
commisslon of the offense, many times, becomes magnified or so :
deeply hidden that probation and rehabilitative efforts are. *endered
less effective." "... the [Diversion] plan will allow intervention
~within a few days of the commission of the offense." “The project
wlll provide lmmediate treatment for the offender, thereby reducing
ithe delay between arrest and prcbation supervision."

These goals or desires do not seem to have routinely been met since S
nearly 70% of all people accepted into the program had a process time
of over one month (In’'fact, 11 of 175 clients had process times of
- over three months, and 4 had times over seven months!). Generally,
- failures had briefer process times than successes (91% of failures

had process times less than 1.5 months while only 71 6% of successes
fell into this category) _

It should be p01nted out that the length of process time was not
solely under the control of the Property Diversion Unit; the referring
agenciés could delay referral of a case for weeks...This was par-
ticularly true for citation cases where arralgnment hearings were

set three weeks after the offense. Whatever the reason, it does
appear that process time was not in accordance with the stated goals
in the original proposal. :

2 Probation Term

Table 17 indicates the terms of probation supervision granted for -

o
7?

program successes and failures. . | | o
| "4Table 17 | | | -
Success. Failure | Tctal‘fv
Term in.Months | N %  " "wNyk % | N %‘a
2.2 o e : 1 Ogﬁ%
3.0 | 2 12 b e 1w
b0 .| o sz b e osar
s |6 3 | 6 355
6.0 |z ewaz | 9 ses | 145 83.8% s
A‘7~°;f.'cfev;‘ ;2'» 1. 2%~ﬂ | g1"»9-1%f;,s‘; 1. 6%i ”? ¢j‘* "'
S L R 1 1 ez ';;3 % | az_;fffru~
'Unknown*fk s 2 missing, SR I ;‘ B 2 missigg
Total ‘ ~16u 100% ; :r~11Q  100%1 1751\ 100%
Average Time'ybl e5 75 months E*c 6 27 months 5 79 months



+The average term of probation for successes was 5.75 months, Tor c
failures, 6.27 months. This difference could be due to the failure
cases appearing to need 1onger supervision at the initial screening

The great majority of all cases (83 8%) were granted six months‘ «
probation supervision. It should be noted that the original grant
proposal stated the term would be geared to individual needs, and
it was felt that this would be seven months in most cases. However, - .
once the court became involved in the process, the judges began

' settinq the time at six months.

In those cases with supervision terms other than six months, 1t
1s assuméd that the term was more geared to the specific needs of
the individuai c¢lient. ‘

The actual time under supervision was also computed for each case.

The success cases, of course, were almost always supervised for the
entire term initially agreed upon. Failure cases, on the other

hand, were generally removed from the program prior to the expiration
of the original term set. For the failures, time under supervision,
ranged from 1.7 to 6.0 months with an average time of 4.62 months.

o3, Conditions of Probation -

- As a part of the supervision plan, offenders must agree to abide
- by certain conditions of probation. There are four standard conditions
which everyone must agree to, which are listed below.
1. Report'in person as directed by the Probation officer'

24 kNOUiPy the Probation officer promptly of any change in
: reslidence or employment

3. Be a laW~abiding citizen. If arrested, notify the ProbatiOn\
' officer at once. - e , - .

4. Do not leave the COunty’without propef(permiSsion.'
ey In addition to the standatd conditions sOme’offenders had one or
- more additdonal’ conditions tailored to their individual needs. Ad- {;
ditional conditions fell into the following categories. C i '

1.  Engage in prdgramkof‘work and/orfschool.

i

2.: Non—association with specified individuals.t'
e 13; »Write report on offense.
’t Make restitution. L
i,,fEngage_in‘vclnnteeb nork;‘

j

5 |

6. Engage in a therapy program. .
7. Contact the Probation officer at specified times.

; |

. Enroll in an English class.




Table 18 indicates the numbers of individuals with eaeh of the fﬁd ;;

specified conditions. N
| Table 18

Condition Success s'Feilure ‘Total
l. Work/School - 32 | 8- 4o
2, Limit Associates 1 1
3. Write Report 37 2 ‘39
L, Restitutionk | 8 1 ‘9u
5. Volunteer Work 25 1 26
‘6. Therapy o | 10 "3 13
7. Contacts 9 3 J 12 -
8. English Class 3 3

 Some offenders had more than
summarizes this information.

one additional condition and Table 19

. -imposed.

~ quirements to meet.
r,'iview is correct.v

The' table indicates that most

conditions in addition to the four:.
1s that the failures appear to .have had more ccnditions imposed than

standard:ones.

Table 19 - ;
7 \ Success ‘ Failureﬂe Total
Number of Conditions N 4 N % N %
Nb additional cOnditionS“r5l 31;1%‘ 0 S 51 29.1%
1 additional condition | 102 62.2% 5 45.5% || 107 61. 1% |
2 additional conditions | 10" 6.1 5 45.5%" 15 -8, 6%
3 adéitional conditions 1 0.6% 1_7‘9.02 2 1.2%
| rota1 | 164 sloo%, | 11 »100%\~' 175 100%

Lo
offenders (71%) had at least one spegial ‘
What 1is significant

the successes in that over half had at least two additional conditions.
Less than 7% of the successes had two or more conditions.,

pretation would be that fallures were recognized in the screening

e

. process- as potential problems and, therefore, more conditions were- : o
i ‘An opposite view would be that additional conditions increased P
- the individual's potential for failure in that there were more re- =

Only a more in depth study could determine which

One inter-.
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4§, Referrals to Outside Agencies B

L N
Table 20

‘NUmber of Referrals’ N ’%f c - N g Q‘ﬁ<§¥$;x%

'7Success 7 “Fallure - Total

0 ‘, | 154 93.9% 11 1003 || 165 94.3%

1 ) a0 saz | o of || 10 s5.78

‘Total .} 1s4 100% 11 100% || 175  100%

;f&iiSA Contacts

Referrals were to the following agencies
Job Corps
Therapist

i

V.A. Hospital
tChicano\Federati?nt
Western Behavional Sciences Institute
Legal Aid | |
Jewish Community,Services

~ Senior Services

(S = SRS N = S = DU N S R T R e

}fDepartment of Public Welfare s,f et

The original grant proposal indicates "Existing community agencies.

i.and resources will be used when applicable." Case file information

wouldti idlcate that’ referrals to outside agencies were applicable~ o

~ in only 10 (6.1%) cases.

'~This seems to be in conflict Vith the information presented about :
~ the conditions of’ probation. *Table 18 indicates that of those who -

successfully completed the program, 25 were ordered to do volunteer :

"0 'work and 10 were ordered to obtain therapy. It can- only be conc luded
. -therefore, that either aome individuals did not in fact comply with
- their conditions of probation, or that their compliance was not :

properly documented in the case file.

L N R L e , ST D -
y

0

‘kall case files included a log sheet for recording contacts with clients.ﬁ;~
"~ The form' provided space for indicating the date and type for ‘each i

~_contact. Tables 21 22 and 23 summarize the information obtained
'vg;from those logs. _

o
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Success Group

HeL

Table 21

Office

°Field

Number of Contacts'

TN 4

ffT&pe Unknde*

Total Contaghs¥¥

G

© =N oV =W N

_31’

|33
s

30

|22
12

18.9%
20.1%

17.7%
38.3%
13.44

7.3
373

0.6%

140 85'&%]“

104

 14 ;

| 63.4%
12 7.3 29
8 W74

2f 1.2 i 6
2 124 9.

17.7%
'8.5%k

o
5.5%

'-ii.z%f

19
y
12.8%
23. 8%’f
20. 1%M
'15 8%

L‘21
‘39fl
33
o
i
i

5.5%

9 2%
o 6%
o 67

11.68

Total

fen

100%.

164 100%.

' 16&‘.

1004

164

,100% |

- Average Number
per Cliept

.27

0 26

0.74

v3°26

4

*Contact logs. sometimes ahowed dated entries with no indication as’

to what type of contact it waseliiif

**Total contact figures include all log entries iﬁcluding those where'
-~ the type was unknown." S , S L
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Failure'Grous

‘Table 22

~ie

A
e

Office

Field

Type Unknown

Total Contacts

g Numbertof COntacts

1N‘a%‘

N - 5

‘N‘;%'

N %

W L NTEe W W N O

s
o

27.3%

18.1% |

3

5 145.5%
.2

1

- 9.1%

11 100% |

',H;]» 9. 1~"

19.1%

8 72 7%

3 ~27,3%
‘," .27, ?%A .

I 3 27,3%*f '

. ,v l 9.1% o

| Total

Average Number

111 100%

l1.09

11 100%

11 - 1o0%

| 11 100%

2.09

per Client

. Table 23

_~Office :

Type Unknown{

Group‘AVeragés L

: Average,for'Successes

Y .09 «“

Field

"_0127,':i

2 04TH
1?0?

mTotal“Cohtact"

.3.26~r"f'

“’.'r 2. 09

’ Average for Failures

2 19

w3 19

Average for Total

']f‘face—to face contacts.
rare known for

M3

'f.zu,

‘~575T%?"

u””iInformation from the tables indicates that 132 (23 6%) of the entriesi-?~"
' on"the contact. sheets did not. specify the type of. contact. s
- very. possible that many of these’ were telephone contacts. rather than:'. .
Only those specified as "office" or "fileld" =
VS sure to have been face-to-face meetings.‘ :
?;;,only these two’ types, the average number of total contacts per m;;%“j*
,vclient drops to SRR O : B e - e

It is

‘Looking at "WQf::
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"The project proposal indicated that "intensive" supervision servicesf
. would be provided. Available information does not reflect that this

was the case and there are several: possible explanations. It may
have been determined that many individuals did not need,more intensive

- service and, therefore, there was no necessity to see them more -
often. The other possible explanation is that program personnel were '

careless in-their case recording and simply did not properly document

i,their activities with clients. As previously mentioned, many entries
' that were made,,were carelessly done and did not specify type

6. Program Failures

s

sj”Eleven individuals were terminated from the. program as failures. o
,The reasons. Ior failure were as follows: : :

3ﬁ 1. Offender re—arrested g el sribvril;5»
2. Offender failed to maintain contact :;‘,ﬁ14

kY :ﬂlv34'_Offender~uncooperativea'"j 0 o 2

Total 1l

,*fNo additional information is known about the final disposition in s
' ‘these cases ‘except that the five who were arrested were subsequently

referred to the Probation Department to. be processed through normal

‘jprocedures Lelr T O T

"‘117 Comments .

- “The" first impression received after examining case files was that S
they contained very little information. There appears to have been e
. overy little concern ‘about . documenting ecasework activities. and ‘as a e
-<ﬂiresult it ‘appears .as if there was only minimal interraction with
. eclients. As with other characteris*ics, there appeared to be . some
;v;p'differences between the successes and: failures in terms of the kind
. of supervision service. provided. . Only ‘a.more detailed”examination
‘oﬂf,could determine if this is, in fact true.;_]wxg.,,k. ,,,;;¢q3Q

; Contacts for failures were lower than those for successes but this '-e*"‘”
u'ﬁwas to be ‘expected.  Many of the failures were-—excluded from the T
- program precisely for failing to maintain ccntacthith the probation e
officer. t , e ,;ﬂffc{7
- The table for the success group does, however, show some surprises
. From the available information, 19 (11.6%) of the successes had-no .
‘contacts at all recorded in the case file. This was in spite of the
- fact that 'in some of those cases, court report information indicated'~f‘?>f
* that the offender had "reported monthly." Since the average term S
- of probation was approximately six months (Table 17) for successes
1t can be calculated that they were contacted on an average of onre
- every 1.7 months or approximately every T% weeks. This is” ‘counting
..-all types of contacts including those that might possibly have been“,
'telephone calls.»v < . ,




-fVI cOncLUSIoNs'ANDyRECOMMENDATioNS_

It would be impossible, at this time to draw definitive conclusionst»
}jabout the effectiveness  of the Adult Property Crime Deferred Prosecution
~2 Project primarily because of the limited scope of this study. - Instead,; ..
-+ an-attempt has been made to simply describe certain aspects of the *_)‘ w
i - program and its clientele in the hopes of providing some useful in- - o
" formation for future program planning. This study has, in many ways, . . %
~ralsed more questions than 1t has answered and it is for this reason S
that the following recommendations are being submitted.,f L

-

7‘,f74Recommendation I -1t is recommended that a formative evaluation bey"
o designed to be conducted on-an on—g01ng‘basis

The major question still needs to be answered -as to whether or not
 the project is more effective in dealing with certain types of
~‘offenders than the normal criminal justice process. In order. to _
qﬂrespond to this question it is essential to know what the long range - ..
effects of the program are on its'! participants in relation to similar e
“individuals who do not go through the program. This could best be =
. determined by designing and conducting an on—going study that would
, ‘i;include ‘comparison or control groups. A careful design would also
‘ K-inssre that data collectlon would by systematic and that sufficient
'data would be available on those variables cons1dered to be important.

A related question to be answered has to do- with program cost : The
" determination of program effectiveness must also take into consider—
" ation the cost of services, provided. It may be. that a program is
extremely effective in dealing with a particular problem but that
© _the cost 1s greater than can be. afforded. Only a comprehensive
,,”f}formative design could respond to this question Additionally, any ,
- other areas of interest to: program personnel could be: built into an. f‘
t'evaluation des1gn.,; EARE A : : S e L

'{Recommendation II - It is recommended that record keeping procedures _
O , be . improved and that documentation ox casework
activities be 1ncluded in case files

5nghroughout this evaluation effort there was a continuing problem w1th
- “inaccurate and incomplete records. There was 1little consistency in ,
;. -what information was collected or how it was: recorded Additionally,,ﬂQ;
. case files were ‘characterized by a. scarcity of infermation about O
. Probation Officer/Client interraction ‘This lack of documentation
~ - makes 1t .appear that the’ supervision services‘provided were, neither
;?"intensive"‘nor "tailored to the individual." Even if this isnot =~ = =
- the case, program personnel would have no- way of refuting that charge R
~.at: this: point. It 1s primarily for this reason that an improvement
©in record keeping 1is" ‘being recommended regardless of whether or not
jp[any additional evaluation wiil be conducted in the future.ncg-~*

1 *ﬁff;endation IIIe- It 15 being recommended that an &ffort be made 751 (g
o : ' to Increase the number of referrals for felonies-.qﬁ;;V
‘”{,T}om the Distnict Attorney IR e




CJust on the basis of the limited number of characteristics presented

~the question arises as to whether program participants would not
"~ have been Just-as "successful" without the program.. If the program
ls selecting that kind of individual, then it's: contribution £0 the
e improvement of the Criminal Justice System 1s less than if 1t dealt .
-~ with individuals presenting a higher risk. Those individuals committing S
.. the more serious offenses would be in this higher risk category and. '

" the recommendation is that an attempt be made to have more of them
: ,included ‘ : Lo . : :

B It is recognized that the decision to refer offenders lies with the

prosecuting agenciles and is, therefore, beyond the conitrol of the ‘~f~ S
Project Director. However, 1t is believed that an effort should be R

‘made to increase referrals from the District Attorney so that the :
- program will have a greater chance of impacting the Criminal Justice
System o : BRI « . Lo T T

it
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| o

Statistical data on the number of defendents prosecuted for property

~erimes within the San Diego Judicial District is not readily available.
. While the various police agenciles have data on reported ¢rime and
arrests, data on specific crimes prosecuted is not currently available»

from the dourts.

In order to obtain data on which to compare the Project Oojective of
»w deferring from prosecution approximately 10% of those offenders who

. would originally have been prosecuted for property crimes, project.

'staff went to the Municipal Court Criminal Control Register and man-
ually counted by the day, the number of complaints filed. Since it

~.wWould have been prohibitive in time to have surveyed the entire year,'

Y

twé weeks each in January and October 1973 were selected as. being
representative. ' Court filings were determined for both misdemeanors

. ‘and felonlies. Individuals scheduled for arraignment. in the South Bay

~ Branch of the -San Diego Munlicipal Court were rejected as being outside
the area covered by the project ‘

The following information was obtained from the survey

MISDEMEANORS_
B January 1973 o ; . October 1973
, ﬁ1+2—73- 216 ' 10-1-73 8
Y 1-3-73 . 12 .l 10-2-73 6 -
C1-b4-73 0 230 | 10-3-73 12
1-5-73 9 i 10-4-73 . 1 o -
S 1-6-73 17 10-5-73 8 Total: 243
o 1-8-73 17 o . 10-9-73 5 Daily average: 11.6
S 1-9-73 8 ~~10-10-73 25 = Weekly average: 57.5
1-10-73 12~ '10-11~73 6 = Estimated Neo.: .2875
1-11-73 11 , 10-12-73 11 . L ,
©1-15-73 15 - 10~15-73 14
< 1-16-73 10 - 10-16-73 10
ik B ’, B _f_ FELONIES :
o January 1973 P ,October 1973 N
-.>,1~2~73r,218 . 101~ 73 = 9
o 1-3-73 " 8 - 10-2- 73. o R
o 1=4=73 a7 : 10-3-73 10 Ry , R
0 A=5=-73 17 10-4-73 '8 . S
1-8-73 4 =<i~,1o‘5 -73 14 ~ Total: 103 ;
o 1-9-73 LT \\'10+9~73 -7 Dally average: 5
.1-10-73 15 10-10-73 6 Weekly average: 25
0 1-11-73° 5 - \10-11-73 15 Estimated No.: 1250
S 1-12-73 6 0 )10-12-73 12 L T
S 1s15-73 12 =10-15-T3 10
',«;:;1 -16=73 ‘17 ,-.*'10%16+T3° 12
“u;_ -17 73 : 5T;* Sen iy o o

Estimated Property Crime filing in San Diego Judicial District,
Misdemeanor and Felony 4125 T T T . G



DISP. OF CHARGE

L] .- l N R Tl IRESER ’:’
o R : Appendix A o
* ADULT PROPERTY CRIMES DEFERRED
PROSECUTION DATA FORM = -
NAME: DOB:
T. OFFENSE
DATE: - CHARGE: , L
AGENCYT _ A/C:  M/F:
TT. REFERRAT - T
DATE: AGENCY: DA _,cp , CT
[T SCREENING —
. DATE: s |
DECISION: ~ REJECTION 3 ACCEPTANCE
REASON ~ P.O. ASSIGNED:
DIS. OF CHAnGE ‘
TV. ~INTAKE
NOT ACCEPTED L_J AccepTED [ o
REASON ' DATE (of Agreemen’c) s

TERM

CONDITIONS

7.0, ASSIGNED

V. PPLGRAM

_CONTACTS: DATES TOTAL
PLACES™ :
» LENGTH
REFERRALS: PROBATION
" OTHER AGENCIES
ADDITIONAL -
NEW ARRESTS ~ -
DATE . | cuaReE AGENCY _DISE.
~CLOSING: rAILURQ , SUCCESS| ;'
; “DATE =L DATE
TOTAL TINE TOTAL TIVE '
- REASON CHARGED DISMISSEDL
o ‘ yES L1 MO :
;:DISP. OF CHARGE DATE __ '
T POST-PROGRAT
“"60=DAY DATE: ‘
ARRESTS: NOCT [ YESCY .
| DATE _|CHARGE AGENCY _| DISP.
: =
 'Filled out by: Date filled out:
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