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mixed reactions. Time constraints prohibited an examination of 
recidivism data or school attendance records~ Comparison of the 
El Dorado CQJJilty Probation status offender caselQad for 1976 over 
1975 showed! a' 27% reduction, but in the same time period~ the total 
number of status offenders appeared to have i nCy1eased 85%. Such 
an a~p~rent ~Iiscrepancy could be explained by the existence of !lduaP' 
case~, or by the project "widening the net" to provide s'ervices to 
c 1 i ents othel~ than status offenders. 

Recol11nendati()ns for improving the DSO program administration were: 

1} To implement more effective cOO1l1unication and coordination 
with locial system and non-system agencies. 

2) To establish a record-keeping system which separates actual 
from potential status offenders. 

3) To give feedback to law enforcement referral agencies regard­
ing the disposition of referrals so that caseloads can be 
determined accurately. 

During secpnd ye,a!:., changes took place at both project sites. At PRYS., the 

coordinator resigned and was twice replaced.. Negotiations began with probation, 

welfare, and American River College, to give academic credit to adults who 

received formal training in Foster P,arenting. Staff spent a larger amount 

of time in "PRII work, and the number of referrals to the site increased 23%, 

from 1!131 to 161. At TRYS, the coordinator res; gned and was replac~d. There 
\\ -

was g~nerally les!': "PR II here than in first year, and services became more 

"ma intenance/ongoi .. d", than emergency/crisis oriented.. The number of referrals 

increased 38% from 179 to 247\\ Two new services were added: a !:Luman Potential 
,! 

course, offered at ~he school to help prevent truancy, and Independent Living 

Workshops for youth starting out on their own. 

During the two years the project was operating, 687 clients received services, 

377 of these in second year. Of these 377, detailed information was furnished 

on 148 caseload clients. Limited information was available on the 229 non-caseload 

clients, and those who had personal contact could not be separated from phone 

contacts. The majority of caseload clients were female (61%), runaway (78%), 
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attending school (83%), and fr~~~\ natural parent homes (79~6). They averaged 

17-18 hours each, of counsel ing, and 13-14 hours ,of "supportll services. Fifty •. 

five clients (37%) received fostlar home placem~mt in the pY'oject's 10 homes,/" 

for 565 days. Thirty-six clients (24%) were referred to other agencies for 
additional hel p'. 

Some major differences appeared between ~ and TRYS.. PRYS staff spent 

more time on public relations and cOll1llunkating with other agencies; were 

more oriented to crisis intervent'ion and the typical runaway; had more frequent .," 

co~tact with clients in a shorter period of time; provided more hours of coun-

seling per client; placed morel clients in foster homes for·.onger periods of 

time; made more permanent placements, and made more referrals 1I0utll for additional 

services. TRYS staff provided innovative services with emphasis on prevention; 

spent more time developing the Foster Parent Program; spent more time in IIsupport" 

services to clients, had contact with their clients over a longer period; 

received referrals for a wide variety of reasons; and rated more of their 

cases closed, ~uccessfully •. 

Second year evaluation focused on client impact, quality and need for services, 

and project impact on system and non-system a.gencies traditionally concerne,C ' 

with status offenders. Insufficient information was obtained from the clients 

to assess perception of services.. For those 1977 cases which \'1ere closed 

at the end of the year, TRYS rated 50% of its cases successfully resol ved, 

and PRYS 33%. Thirty-three percent of PRYS cases and 27% of TRYS cases were 

considered unfavorable terminations. School status did not appe~r to change 

for clients after services. At least 60 (47%) of PRYS cl'ients and 99 (63%) 

of TRYS clients had contact with the juvenile justice system
D 

either before, 

after, or both before .~nd after services. 
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System and non .. system agencies staff fel t that" project staff satisfi ed status 

offender needs by providing 24-hour crisis counseling, information and p1aceme:nt 

services in a non .. judgmental fashion and were advocitesofor youth without 

alienating parents. Law enforcement officers felt their workload was reduced 

with the provision of services and alternative delivery sites outside the 

criminal justice system. 

A large part of the evaluation effort was directed toward determining the effect 

of the project on the work of the probation department. Both the number of 

~ferrals for status offensces·, and the number of .;;;f.;..ll~·e::;.;..n:.;::t.=..s seen for status offenses 

decreased from 1975 to 1977. There was some decrease in the number of contacts 

per referral. At the probation office in Placerville, cases dosed at intake 

increased and cases where a petition was filed decreased over the three year 

period, while at the Lake Tahoe office the reverse occurred . ., Recidivism rates 

for probation clients at Placerville decreased from 1975 to 19770 The escalation 

rate to 602 offenses was 14% and similar to that for PRYS/TRYS clients. The 

probation department experienced increased costs for foster home placaments; 

however, the welfare department, which pays a portion of these costs, paid 

less for such pla~ements in 1977. 

Deinstitutionalization, the project two-year goal, was accomplished in El 

Dorado County; but it cannot be attributed solely to the project. Juvenile 

ha1l status offender population dropped to zero in 1977. However, it had 

been the administrative policy of the chief probation officer, beginning in 

1976, to seek altern~tive facilities for status offenders; and L/fective 

January 1, 1977, deinstitutional;zation was mandated by state law (AS 3121). 

However, the presence of PRYS and TRYS made a significant contribution to 

carrying out the law by offering expanded facilities and alternative delivery 
, . 

sites to 1 aw enforcement offi cers who came in contact wi th s ta tus offenders p 
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Present Status of the Program 

With funds saved from the 1976 and 1977 operations, the two sites wer·e able 

to continue operation during January and February of 1978. In March:!, .Tahoe 

Human Services applied for and r~ceived a six-month grant extension from 

LEAA. It was expected that by mid-197a both PRYS and TRYS could be phased 

into local funding under monies available in the new fiscal yea.r. Additionally, 

with money available under AB 90 (reimbursing local jurisdictions for money 

expended to implement AB 3121, and authorizing subvention funds), there may 

be funds available from the county to keep PRYS and TRYS going. 
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I. BP.CKGROUND OF JHE DSO PROGRAt1 

A. Program History 

El Dorado County is located in Northern California, extending from 

25 miles'northeast of Sacramento to the southwestern shores of Lake 

Tahoe and the Nevada state line. There are two main population centers 

in the county separated by some 60 miles of major highway and mountains; 

the urban area ;n the north is a major winter and summer recreation 

area attracting visitors in large numbers. 

Within El Dorado County, prior to the establishment of Placerville 

Runaway and Youth Se:-ovices (PRYS) and Tahoe Runaway and Y,)uth Services 

(TRYS), both system and non-system agencies were working tm'lard the 

deinstitutionalization of status offenders. The chief probation officer 

" brought with him the experi ence ~f working at Sacramento County 

Probation Department, which had successfully accomplished deinstitution­

alization. Under his 'direction, a non-formal program was begun in 

1975, using the services of the Awakening Peace, New Morning, the 

Foster Parent Association, and other community agencies. 

In November, 1975, Tahoe Human Services, who operated the Awakening 

Peace and who had received OYD funds for Runaway Youth Services at 

Tahoe, began working with the probation department toward their common 

goal. In January, 1976, a second project site was planned at Placerville 

when a two-year LEAA discretionary grant was obtained. Such disc!'etionary 

grants were designed to assist local jurisdictions and states in planning 

and impl er,leliting programs to dellelop community-based resources to he1 p 

end incarceration of status offenders. The Placerville site (PRYS) 
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became operational in May, 1976, and joined already operatingTRYS, 
,J; 

at South Lake Tahoe, in providing a wide variety of services to assist 

law enforcement officers concerned with youthful non-criminal offenders 

in both areas. 

Concurrent with the award of discretionary funds to TRYS and PRYS, 

a grant proposal to evaluate the progY'am was submitted by Region D 

and approved by LEAA~ Work was to begin February, 1976. The evaluation 

was halted several times, however, due to uncertainty of funding. 

The contract was finally signed by LEAA in May, 1977, but the delay 

contributed to the imposition of two constraints: time press, and 

the need to use survey research methods instead of experimentation. 

B. Progral!] Operation During First Year (1976) 

The Region D Evaluation Unit S~aff collected data on project efficiency 

and effectiveness in the following areas: 

Project facilities and staff 

Cl'ients served 

Services provided to clients 
" 

Impact of services o~ clients 

Community support for the program 

Progress toward deinstitutionalization 

The data are contained in a separate document dated August 17~ 

The conclusions of the report were: 

The 050 project was successful in meeting its first­
year process program goals as spec1fied in the.grant. 
A program was established at two sltes to prov1de 
services to status offenders outside the criminal 
justice system. The program has establish~.and. 
maintained a twenty-four hour telephone crlS1S 11ne, 
counseling and referral services, and foster home 
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training and placements. (Th~ scope of this evalua­
tion, however, did not includEi an assessment of the 
quality of these services.) F'o110w-up interviews 
of the impact on clients and fa~ilies indicate that 
clients felt they benefited from the services, while 
the famil ies expressed mixed rE!actions. Time constrai nts 
prohibited an examination of recidivism data or school 
attendance records. Comparison of the El Dorado County 
Probation Department status offende~ caseload for 
1976 over 1975 shows a 27% reduction~ but in the same 
time period, the total number of status offenders 
seems to have increased 85%. Such an apparent discrepancy 
may be explained by the existence of "duaP cases, 
or by the project"widening the net" to provide services 
to clients other than status offenders. 

Recommendations for improving the DSO program admini­
stration were: 

1) To impl ement more effective conTllunication and 
coordination with local system and non-system 
agencies. 

2) To establish a record-keeping. system which separ­
ates actual from potential status offenders. 

3) To give feedback to law enforcement referral 
agencies ragarding the disposition of referrals 
so that caseloads can be determined accurately. 

Present Status of the Program and Impacting Legislation 

On January 1, 1977, AB 3121 (Dixon) became effective in California, 

'>:Jaking formal deinstitutional;zation of status offenders mandatory, 

dnd giving official momentum and support to the work of TRYS and 

PRYS. In that sense, the question of whether deinstitutionalization, 

as a goal, was accomplished through program efforts, cannot be addressed. 

After January 1, 1977, under AB 3121, the El Dorado County Probation 

Department had three options: 

-- To continue referring 6()l's to the TRYS and PRYS programs with 
no significant increase in its own budget~ (if the two projects 
received refunding to continue their services); or, 

-- To utilize its own services but continue to contract out for 
some phases of services to the status offender; or, 
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-- To completely abandon outside services, apply for additional 
money itself, and develop its own program to provide all phases 
of services to the status offender. 

During 1977, PRYS and TRYS received the full cooperation and support 

of the Probation Department, as i~\did from law enforcement agencies. 

With funds saved from the 1976 and 1977 operations, the two sites were 

able to continue operation during January and February of 1978. Tn 

March, Tahoe Human Services applied for and received a six month grant 

extension from LEAA. It was expected that by mid-1978 both PRYS and 

TRYS could be phased into local funding under monies available in the 

new fiscal year. Additionally, with the passage of AS 90 (reimbursing 

local jurisdictions for money expended to implement AS 3121 and 

authorizing monies for subvention) there may be funds available from 

the county to keep PRYS and TRYS going. 
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II. CHANGES IN PROGP~M OPERATION IN SECOND YEAR 

A. PRYS 

1. Staffing 

One CETA-paid counselor was picked up under the Grant and two 

additional CETA positions established and filled. The coordinator 

reSigned and was twice replaced (February and June). Upon reSig­

nation of the second replacement in December, a counselor was 

promoted and became a supervisor until funding became certain 

enough to warrant filling the coordinator position. 

2. Services 

Negotiations began with probation, welfare, and American River 

College to establish a certificated program for those community 

adults who received formal training in Foster Parenting. No final 

agreement was reached. One 12-hour Youth Problem-Solving Marathon 

was held for PRYS/TRYS clients and was opened to clients of other 

agencies. Four counselors facilitated the group process for 24 

participants. Foster home placements were for longer periods of 

time. 

3. Clients 

While the number of caseload clients did not change, the number 

of referrals to PRYS increased 23%, from 131 to 161. Runa\'Iay y'efer­

rals increased from 49% to 74% in second year, and incorrigible 

referrals decreased from 21% to 14%. Other client characteristics: 

sex, age, and living situation, remained essentially the same. 
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4. Referral Agencies 

PRYS sta~f spent more of the time establ ishing relations with commu­

nity agencies and in IJPRII work in general. The number of referrals 

from various agencies changed: 

law Enforcement 

Probation 

Street Agencies 

Schools 

Family 

FrierW%/Self 
(~) 

1976 

19% 

21% 

7% 

7% 

19% 

20% 

32% 

9% 

5% 

4% 

24% 

25% 

The number of clients who w.ere referred out for additional 

services decreased from 48% to 27% during second year. 

1. Staffing 

The coordinator resigned in March and a cou'1selor took his place. 

One counselor was added to complete the staff, but resigned in 

December. Jwo student workers were hired for the sumner under 

CETA funding, and one was kept on during the Fall. 

2. Service§. 

There \'Jas generally less "PR II work in second year. Services to 

clients were more II ma intenance/ongoingll than emergency~crisis 

oriented. Staff felt they were more knowledgeable about the area 

and the "problemll families and were faced with fewer crisis situa­

tions. TRYS had fewer caseload clients in the second year, but 
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rece; ved· 38% more referra 1 s. Two new s erv'j ces were added: A 

Human Potential course. offered at the school to help prevent truancy, 

and Independent Living Workshops for youth who want to start out 

on their own. Fewer clients were placed in foster homes for shorter 

periods. 

3. Cl ients 

The number of caseload clients decreased 45% in second year, but 

number of referra 1 s increased 38%, from 179 to 387. The number 

of runaway referrals decreased. During the first year, two-thirds 

of the referrals were runaways (120); in second year~ less than 

one-half the referrals were runaways. There was an increase in 

incorrigible referrals~ 13% to 20%. Thirty-six clients, (15%) were 

referred for truancy prevent10~ and independent living workshops. 

Client characteristics remained generally similar. 

4. ~ferral Agencies 

The number of referrals from various County agencies changed during 

second year: 

1976 1977 

l.aw Enforcement 27% 1.3% 

Probation 29% 17% 

Street Agencies 12% 21% 

Schools 7% 5% 

Family 8% 11% 

Friends/Self 15% 29% 

The number of cl ients referred put for additional services decreased> 

from 48% to 21%. 
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5. Facilities 

The building which houses TRYS added a youth employment service, 

increasing the number of youths in and out on a daily basis. 
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III. SCOPE OF THE EVALOATION 

Since the Region 0 Evaluation Unit had a grant to evaluate the program, 

two sets of objectives need to be addressed: the program grant objectives 

and the evaluation grimt objectives. Objectives for second year were: 

Program Grant 

Measurement of direct benefits to: 

1) Juvenile'Justice System, including reduction of recidivism, 
juvenile hall attendance and costs, probation department caseload, 
police man-hours. 

2) School System, including lowering of drop-out and absence rates, 
reduction of counseling and administrative time. 

3) Youth, including eliminauion from secure detention and the 
IIdelinquent li label, continuity of education and return of the 
youth to a productive life. 

;xaluation Grant 
'. 

1) A comparison of theg.ifferences in dis[!osition and re-arrest 
behavior between the Rrogram clients and system agency pre-program 
clients who would be matched on several variables. 

2) Quality of service ass,essment from the point of view of other 
agencies in the community and in the eyes of the client/family 
partici pants,. 

3) A comparison of the cost of the program with estimates of the 
cost of processing status offenders prfWioUSly. 

4) System impact of the program. Fl uctu'~\tiOn in flow of cl ients 
during program and pr~"';lro9ram year, wll\th analysis of impacting 
events. \';:, 

The second year evaluation attempted to focus on client impact, gual.U.'L 

and need for ,services and impact of services on system agencies in the 

community using ali amalgam of objectives from the two grants. The base­

line data which was needed for a comparative study, using matched samples, 

was not available due to ongoing deinstitutionalization in previous years 

(in adjoining counties as well as in E1' DOrado). Good cost estimates for 

processing status offenders in previous years were unavailable; therefore, 
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estimates of cost-per-program client were not determined for lack of realistic 

comparisons. 

'Vo assess client impact, botrl behavior and attitude were addressed. Cdminal 

justice system records were examined for client names and times ·of contact. 

Clients were asked to complete exit evaluation of services questionnaires. 

Counselors were asked to furnish information on the state of all c,~ses 
',":-, 

at time of termination of services or at the end of the year for IIopenll 

cases. Data was collected Oil living situation and school status at beginning 

and end of services. 

To assess guality/need for services, interviews were conducted with staff 

of schools, welfare and mental health departments, law enforcement agencies 

and probation departments. Contact names were furnished by the prl )ect 

staff at both sites. 

To assess impact on system and non-system agencies, probation department 
1 

records for status offenders in 1975, 1976 and 1977 were examined. Juvenile 

hall and welfare department staff were questioned concerning cost changes. 

The Chief probation officer provided invaluable assistance by allowing 

access to records, answering questions and making suggestions and expla-

nations. 

" 

Appreciation is expressed to Claribel Ivy, El Dorado County Probation Department 
at Placerville, and to Karen Anderson, District Attorney's Office at 
PTaG~rvi11e, for their patience in examining records and tabulating data 
for us. 
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The questions which were specifically addressed, and the data collected 

or attempted, are outl ined in Appe'i1dix A. 

During the c.ourse of the evaluation, it was clear that PRYS/TRYS relations 

with other agencies had improved considerably, following the recommendation 

of the first year report. On the other hand~ record keeping had not improved 

noticeably. At all times the staff was cooperative in agreeing to provide 

the requested data. However, forms were consistently incomplete, not 

submitted on time, and the number of clients reported in quarterly reports 

, did not agree with the number of data forms. It was not possible to 

determine which clients were seen in person and which were contacted by 

telephone. Evaluation staff made repeated trips to the project to clarify 

information and complete forms for 1977 clients. Data on clients served in 

January and February of 1978 have not yet been received; the final project 

report covering the two years and two months of operation has not been 

received. 
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IV. CLIENT PESCRIPTION 

,A. Caseload Clients 

PRYS received 161 referrals in 1977; 82 became saseload clients. TRYS 

received 247 referrals; 66 became caseload clients. Tables I and II 

show the sex and age breakdown at each site,. 

- TAB'L( r" 
-CASELDAD CLIHITS BY 
SIlE MID SEX (N=148) 

r-:::: 

~~ 
Ii 

Site Males Females Total 

PRVS 28 (34%) 54 (66~) 82 

TRVS 29 (44%) 37 (56%) 66 I 
TOTAL 57 (39%) 91 (61%) 148 

TABLE r I 
AG? DISTR!TUTlOO OF CftSELOAD QIBHS 

BY SIlE fIND SEX (N=148) 

Sex !1ales Females , 

---
~~ 13-15 I 16-18 10-12 1 13" 15 I 16-18 Site 10-12 

PRVS 0 14 I 14 2 33 I 19 

TRVS 1 13 ! '15 5 231 9 

While the number of females exceeds the number of males and is statis­

tically significant, ( p<.05) at both sites, TRYS staff also saw a 

significantly (p<.05) higher percentage ,of males than did PRYS.staff. 

Conversely, PRYS ~taff saw a higher percentage of females than TRYS. 
1/ 

Ages of male clie\~ts ranged from 13-18 years, while approximately 60% 
'-:::-::: 

of the females fell in the 13-15 year category at both sites, The 

primary reason for referral was runaway (Table III); thEre was a slightly 

higher percentage of incorrigible referrals at Lake Tahoe than in 

Placerville. More than one-third of the referrals at both sites came 
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from law enforcement agencies; probation accounted for 30% of the 

referrals at Lake Tahoe but for only 12% at Placerville." where the 

family was the second highest source. 
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TABLE IIr 

.~4~OM ~4s~~~r 
, 

j! I Site PRVS TRYS 
i 

(N=S2) (N=56) , 

-'1. 
I Referral , 

'-
~ 

I'~ 
I Referral Source Runaway 8J'lc Other • Total :lRunawaJ SDC [ Other ~ Total 

I PO, SO, CHP 27 1 
, 

28 (34%) l r-; i 23 
, 

1 (35~;) 

I 
I 

(12%) II 14 I I ~O I Probation 7 3 10 '5 1 (30%) 
Menta 1 Hea lth/ I 

. ;--

i I ( 21;) l i \ 
I,Jel fare 2 , 2 i I 

" 

( 1%) II 
i 

i 
Church/School 

, I 1 i 1 2 2 4 ( 6:~ 1 , 
I 

I- I 
, 

I I 

Street Aaenci es 2 1 2 5 (6%) 3 I 3 I 5;l' , 

I Familv 17 4 ! 22 ( 27%) I 
I 

( 9:1) 1 3 3 1 6 , 

I ! I I 12 1 ( 6:;) : Self S I 1 3 OS';) 4 I 4 , 
! I I ! 

"tie I " 
I I Fr1 e""," .• ::.::-~:......... __ -+--.;2=--"--_-r __ .,.-!2=--.J(~22':.L...,) 1 1 5:';) 

~;che~r ________ 4-_____ -+I ____ +-__ +-I ____ -4,r-~2~--_~1~-_~~_~_~~_~~-~~~~5~o/~')~ 
I TOTAL I (66,\ I ( 9 7 'I 82 I 51 10 5 'I 66 
______ -L,-~8~0%:.J..J...l.....1.;!:1=:.1%~) ...l-_--!..---...L.U77% ___ _ 

Composition of the residence from which the client came appears in 

Table IV; the majority of clients at both sites came from natural 

parent h~mes (one or more parents); other living situations characterized 

approximately 20% of the clients at each site. 
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The school 

in Tab] e V. 

TABLE IV 

ADULT COMPOSITION OF RESIDENCE FOR THE 
148 CASELOAD CLIENTS AT BOTH SITES 

I - Site 
PRYS TRYS . Total .Comoosition 

18 (27%) I 45 (30%) Both natural oarents 27 (31%\ 

One natural oarent alone 15, (18%) 14 (21%) 1 29 (20%) 
'\ 

19 (29%) 43 (29%) 
One natural parent and 

241' (29%) , another adul t 

Adootive or foster parents If! ( 5%) 6 (9%) 10 (7%) 
r 3 (4%\ 3 (2%) I Relative or Guardian 

9 (11%\ 9 (14%) 18 (12%) r Other 
r 66 1148 Total 82 I 

. 

")r { 

1 

status of clients at time of first project contact appears 

A ~ignificant]y higher percentage of PRYS clients were 

attending school; this was expected due to 

of the Lake Tahoe population. 

the more transient nature 

TABLE V 

SCHOOL STATUS FOR THE 148 
CA!!.ELOAD eLI ENTS 1 BY SITE 

r Site 
i 

PRYS TRYS School Status 

Full time student , 67 (82%) 50 (76'/,\ 

Part time student 5 (6%) 1 (2%\ 

OroD out. suspended/e~~lled 6 (7%) 14 (21%) 

Unknown 4 (5%) 1 (2%) 

Total 82 66 .. 
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I 
I 

I Total 

117 (79%) I 
6 (4%) 

20 (14%) 

5 ( 3%) 

148 
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Non-Caseload Clients 

Both sites had additional referrals that did not receive the full range 

of available services. These were accepted fer limited services as 

non-caseload clients: 1) Single client contact where there was not 

a significant alteration of the problem, or 2) client contacts for 

exchange of information or for minimal counseling. PRYS had 79 such 

referrals; 60 were different clients and 19 were either re-referrals 

or individuals who later became caseload clients, and were counted 

as such. TRYS received 181 such referrals; 169 were distinct clients. 

An indeterminate number of these referrals were phone contact only. 

At Lake Tahoe, 36 \<Jere participants in.groups: 25 in Independent Living 

Skills, and 11 in Truancy Prevention at the school. Table VI summar­

izes non-caseload data by sex. While the number of females seen at 

both sites is higher, there were a significantly larger number of 

males and smaller number of females at Placerville who were seen as 

non-caseload clients that were seen as caseload clients. 

~ SITE 

PRYS 

TRYS 

TOTAL 

TABLE VI 
NON-CASELOAD CLIENTS BY 
SITE AND SEX (N=260) 1, 2 

MALES FEMALES 

32 (40%) 47 (60%) 

82 (45%) .99 (55%) 

I 

114 (44%) , 
146 (56%) , 

TOTAL 

79
1 

I 
I 181 2 
j 

260 
I 

1 Of the 79 referrals. 17 later became caseload clients, 
and two were re-referra1s of the same person. There 
were actually 60 cl ients. 

! 

! 
j 

I 

2 Of the 181 referrals, eight later became caseload clients • 
and four were re-referrals of the same person. There 
were actually 169 c1 ients. 
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The primary reason for non-caseload referrals at Placerville was runaway 

(67%), but lIother" kinds of problems made up a significant portion: 

inappropriate (300/600 and 602) cases, custodial and child abuse cases, 

and youngsters in need of independent living skills and help with school. 

These lIother" kind of problems constituted the primary reaSOi1S for 

referral at Lake Tahoe (Table vi,v, and the largest referral source 

was street agencies both in and out of the county. Since law enforcement 

and probation account for only a small part of non-caseload referrals, 

the question should be raised whether these clients are appropriate 

targets in n program designed to accomplish deinstitutionalization. 

I,: 
I SITE 

Reason.ror 

~ I Referral Source 

TABLE VI I 
REFERRAL SOURCE AND REASON FOR REFERRAL FOR 

260 NON-CASELOAD CLIENTS, BY SITE 

1 

Runaway I Bpc 

PRYS 
(N=79) 

1 
Other 

II ~ • TRYS 
(N=181) 

I 

Toto 1 I. 'O",W", Bpc Other 

I 

I , 
Total I 

I PO SO CHP 22 2 24 (30~t I 5 3 2 10 ( 6;.) I 
r Probation 1 2 1" 4 (5%1 ~: 4 6 21 (12%) I 
! Hental Health/ 

1 1 (1%1 1 3 ( 2:0 , Helfare , 

I Church/School s 2 2 1 5 (6%1 1 8 9 ( 5%) 
i 

i Street Aoencies I 1 2 3 ( 4%J 9 3 37 49 (27':) 

i 
I 

I 
I 

Familv a 5 3 16 (20%1 i 7 6 9 22 (12%) 
I 

Friends 11 4 2 17 (22?O ! 14 3 14 31 on) 

Self 8 I 1 9 01%) 19 12 3 34 (19:1) 

Other I 2 I 2 ( 1%) 

1

181 TOTAL 53 I 14 12 79 I 68·· , 40 73 
(67;;) I (18:~) (16::) I (38%) ( 22';) ( 40<;) , ' l , _. 

1 "Other" includes 600 and 602 referrals, custodial a~d child mole~t~ng ca~e~, as well 
as youth with school-related problems and need for lndependent l1vlng Skll s. 

"\lather" includes parental abuse/neglect cases, youth ejected o,r about-to-be ejecte~ 
from home, clients in need of information or job referral~, and 36 youth referred or 
workshops on independent living skills or truancy preventl~n. 
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v. SERVICES TO CLIENTS 

\\ 

A comprehensive description of services is contained in the first year 

report. These consist of: 

1. Counseling: Individual, Group, Family/Foster Parent and Peer/Other 

2. 24-Hour Crisis Phone Line 

3. Consultation/Evaluation 

4. Foster Home/Parent Recruitment, Selection, Training, and Supervision 

5. Placement of Clients in Foster Homes 

6. Referral for Other Ne~ded Services 

7. Transportation 

Two new services which were added at Lake Tahoe are: 

8. Human Potential Course: 

This·was a truancy prevention and youth development course,offered 

at South Lake Tahoe Intermediate School to impact student attitudes 

and'relationswith teachers, school classes, home, peers, and them­

selves. It involved development of skills in communication, problem 

solVing and self awareness. Course material was presented twice 

weekly and coordinated with the schoril's eighth grade reading material. 

9. Independent Living Workshops: 

This was an on-going group for 14-17 year old youths to help them 

acquire the basic skills to get started on their own. 

IgPle VIII shows number and percentage of caseload clients who received 

various kinds of services at both sites. 
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TABLE VI I I 

SERl1{ES TO 148 C.ASELOAD CLIENTS J BY SIlE 
. 

Site 
SERVICE .PRYS TRYS TOTAL 

1- Consu1tation, Evaluation/ 
Referral w/Counse1ing 

3 ( 4%) 4 ( 6%) 7 ( 5%) 

2. Consultation, Evaluation/ 3 ( 4%) 3 ( 5%) 6'( 4%) 

Referral w/P1acement 

3. Counseling, 3 or less 6 ( 7%) 9 (13%) 15 (10%) 

4. Counseling> 3 38 (46%) 30 (46%) 68 (46%) 

5. Counseling, 3 or less 5 ( 6%) 3 ( 5%) 8 ( 5%) 

w/placement 
Jd 

6. Counseling> 3 27 {33%) 13 (20%) 40 (27%) 

w/placement 

7. Helped establish in- a 4 ( 6%) 4 ( 3%) 
dependent living 

TOTAL 82 66 148 

A. Caseload Cl;ent~ 

1. Couns~lin'9! 

All casel,oad clients at both sites received counseling either alone 

or' in cori'junction with some other service. For the majority of 

clients it was the only service, and 46% participated in more than 

three sessions. Table IXs~owS the total number of hours spent 

by project counselors in counseli.lg, and the average number of 

hours provided tOi~ach client. A client at Placerville, on the 

average, had contact with the project for about 11 weeks and received 

about 20 hours of counseling during that time. A client at Lake 

18 

Tahoe, on the average, was in contact with the project for about 

16 weeks and received about 15 counseling sessions. The amount 

of time for services in support of counseling - research, record 

keeping, consultation, - also differed· at the two sites: counselors 

at Placerville spent fewer hours, 11 per client, while counselors 

at Lake Tahoe spent about 17 hours for each client. 

Service 

Site 

PRYS (N=8?) 

TRYS (N=66) 

TOTAL (148) 

TABLE IX 
HOURS OF COLNSELING AND SUPPORT SERVI CES TO 148 

CL\SELOAD QIENTS AT BOlli SITES 

Counselinq Support Services 
Av~rage Average 

Total Hours ,per client Total Hours .oer client ,-

1660 20.2 hrs 900 11. 0 hrs 

971 14.7 hrs 1129 17.1 hrs 

2631 17.7 hrs 2029 13.7 hrs 
..... .. . . - -~ 

2. Foster Home Placement 

Average 1 ength of 
client contact 

80.3 days 

115. a days 

95.8 days 

Fifty-five clients received roster home placement. The difference 

between the two sites, both in number and length of placements 

is significant (p<.05). Table X shows that 43% of the Placerville 

clients were placed for an average of 12 days~ while 30% of the 

Lake Tahoe clients were placed for about 7~ days each. 
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Site 

PRYS (N=82) 

TRYS (N=66) 

TOTAL 

TABLE X 

FOSTER HOM: PlAmENT FOR 55 

QlSElDAU QI8'JTS AT BOTH SITES 

Number of tlumber. of Average number 
clients placed days placed of days/clie,t 

35 (43%) 414 12 

20 (30%) 151 7k. 2 

55 (37%) 565 10 
.~...... ~ 

Tables XI and XII show what happened to project clients who had 

been placed in foster homes. In some situations, there was a 

IIcooling off" period; 11 of the Placerville clients and ten of the 

Lake Tahoe clients were returned to the same natural family unit 

\1 from which they had been removed. An additional five clients 

at Placerville were returned to a home with a different natural 

parent in it. Of the 55 clients who were placed, 13 (24%) were 

referred for or received permanent placement. Just as counselors 

at Pl acervi 11 e made more pl acements for longer periods of time, 

a significantly higher percentage of its clients were permanently 

placed. Of the cases considered "closed", TRYS and PRYS returned 

approximately equal percentages of youngsters (approx. 80%) who 
)) 

came from n<ttura 1 parent homes back to natural parent homes. 
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TABLE XI 

EFFECT OF FOSTER HOt"E PLACEJlGlT 00 3S PRYS CASELDAD QIENTS 

I . 
Identical IUnidE'ntical ~ct Natural Natural Permanent Secure Case Still 

rirst Contact ~, Parent Unit Parent Unit Placement Detention Unknown Ooen Total 
" 

Both natural parents 4 2 1 2 9 (11%) 

One Natural l'Jtirent alone 2 2 4 (5%) 

One natural parent + 5 2 4 4 15 (l8~J , 
Relative or Guardian 1 1 (1%)' 

Adootive 01' Foster Parents 2 1 3 (4%) 

Other 2 1 3 (4%) 

TOTAL 11 5 9 1 9 35 (43%) 
(13%) (6%) (11%)" 0%) (WO 

TABLE XII 

,EFFECT OF roSTER H{)(I£ PlACfJIENT (}J 20 TRYS ('ASEUJAD QIC'rrS 

Ident1cal Un;de.n~ical 
.. -

~ct Natural . Natural Permanent Secure lcase Still 
First Contact ' Parent Unit Parent Unit Placement Detention Unkncwn Ooen Total 

80th-natural parents 4 1 5 ( 7%) I 

One Natural oarent alOnE! 4 2 6 ,( 8%) I 
One natural oarent + 2 1 

. I 
Relative or Guardian I~ Adoptive or Foster Parents 3 

Other 2 1 I 3 ( 5~1. 
TOTAL 10 4 1 5 

(15%) ( 6%) ( 2%i J.7%) 20 (3D?:) 
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During 1977, Placerville had three foster homes with a total of 

five available beds; Lake Tahoe had seven homes with a capacity 

of nine beds. Since there was some criticism during the first 

year of project operation, that staff acted as foster parents for 

their own clients and received payment for placements, no project 

staff member was a foster parent in 1977. 

3. Referrals 

Table XIII shows that 24% of all the project clients received 

referral for additional services. A significantly larger number 

of Placerville clients were referred (p<.05), largely to the county 

welfare department. This is explain~d by the fact that county 

welfare makes most of the permanent placements. Counselors at 

Lake Tahoe made the largest number of referrals for caseload clients 

to street agencies. 

TABLE XI I I 

!tFERPJlLS RJR ~ CASELOAD Q'!ENTS)BY SIiE 

! I 
, 

rE~ PRYS Ti\YS TOTAL RMerred 0 

, ~unty Wel fare I 
I 

12 (14%) 3 (4%) I 15 (10%) 

County Mantal Health 3 ( 4%) 2 (3%) 

I 
5 ( 3%) 

Private Practitioners 3 ( 4X) 2, (3%) 5 ( 3%) 

Street Agencies 3 ( 4%) 4 (6%) 7 ( 5%) 
1 

Employment Set'vice 1 ( 1%) 
, 

1 (2%) 2 ( 1%) 

Church IJ ( 0%) 2 (3%) 2 ( 1::) 

• i 
TOTAL Z2 (27%) I 14 (21%) 36 (24%) 

! , ., 
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B. Non-Caseload Clients 

Table XIV shows services to non-caseload referrals at both sites. 

TABLE XIV 

SERVICES TO 2m Nm-CASELOAD a.mrrs, BY SITE 

I PRYS 

11 

TRYS I SITE (N=79) (N=lSl) 
______ Reason T . i [ 1[ 
Service------· __ lRunawavL Boc i Other Total t Runa~/ay Boc Other Total 

I I t 
(41 %) I Ind, Counsel ina 24 t 4 I 4 32 3S 1S 4 60 (33;, ) 

Family Counselino ., ! 
(l8%) II ' I 29 (l6;~ ) I i 5 2 14 16 11 2 

GrOJD Counse1ino 1 I 3 4 ( 5%) II 5 9 31 
I 
I 45 ( 25;:) 

, 
( 6%) r Placement ! 5 I 5 

Referral 8 6 14 { 18%} 8 2 10 ! 20 (ll~) 
, I 

Informa ti on i 4 I 2 6 ( 8%) 1 1 2 ( 1%) 
In-dependent Tivlng ! ! I Skins , I 25 I 25 (lit.,:) 

t ! Returned Client Home 3 3 ( 4%) 1 

Other 1 1 ( 1%) 

TOTAL 53 14 12 79 I 68 40 73 lS1 
(67%1 (1S%) (16%) (38 c;) (22%) (40r;) 

. '-

Counseling was the major service at Lake Tahoe (74%), with workshops 

on Independent Living Skills and referral accounting for the balance. 

At Placerville, 64% of non-caseload referrals received counseling. 

In addition to providing referrals (18%) and information (8%), a small 

number (6%) received foster home placement. 

1/ 
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VI. STAfFING AND USE OF TIME 

PRYS staff was composed of a coordinator and four counselors, as well as 

a peer counselor and a data collector, during most of 1978. The coordinator, 

two counselors and the data collector position were grant funded; other 

posiltions were CETA-funded. TRYS staff was composed of a coordinator, 

three counselors, two peer counselors and two volunteers (during part of 

the y~ar) and a secretary. Positions for the coordinatorjJ two counselors 

. and the secret~ry were grant funded; one counselor position and the two 

peer counselor positions were CETA funded. 

Figu¥'es 1 and 2 show time use act both sites by project' coordinators and 

counselors. Administration andl?rogram Development was considered the 
'. 

only indirect service; all other tategories were dirett services to clients 

(Figure 3). Both coordinators spJ~t nearly half ?f their time on admini-
i. 

strative functions~ The· coordinatelr at TRYS spent more time in resource 

development and counseling than the PRYS coordinator where the emphasis 

appeared to be on staff training and community relations. Counselors at 

PRYS spent more time on counsel ing t.han did TRYS counselors. At TRYS there 

was more time devoted to the Foster Parent Program. At the ~/O sites 

indirec~ services occupied an equally small portion of the counselors' time. 

In addition to regularly scheduled work hours and assignment shown in 

Figures 1 and 2, the coordinator and counselors at each site were "on call" 

on a rotating basis to meet emergency needs. PRYS coordinator/counselors 

spent, on the average, 102.5 hours each month lion ca 11", answered five 
'I 
;: 

calls~er month each, and actually worked five of those lion call" hours. 

TRYS coordinator/counselors were lion call" an average of 111.5 hours each 

per month and used an average of six and one half hours of their time 

to respond to six and one half calls. 
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FIGLRE 1 

TIME USE BY PROJECT_COORDINATOR AT PRY~ 
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FIGURE 2 

Tut USE "BY PROJECT COORDINATOR AT TRYS ____ ~,'M .. 

Administration and 
Program Development 

45.6% 

Training, Traval, & i ~ 
Conmunication ....... 1IIiI-~\\ 6.6% 
Presentation 

Resource Development 
and Research 

24.3% 
I) 

TIME USE BY COUNSELORS AT TRYS 
; ---

\ 
\ 
I Counseling and Client 
-- Support Services 

Foster Parent Recruitment 
and Training 

Counseling and Client 
Support Services 

~ 
, '\ 

43.7% 

i\ .' 
il 
!! 

.8.1% \ Foster Pa~le~t Recruitmen~ 
t--;i%--=:::::7~--__ ==:"1"""- and Tra Ht1 ng, Administration and \ 

Program Development ..........-

Training, Travel, 
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VII. PROGRAM IMPACT 

A. On, Cl ie!1§. 

Five areas of client impact were examined: client perception/rating 

of services; project/counselors' records of the disposition of eacH 

1977 caseload client; client's living and school situation at the 

beginning and end of the year; record of client contact with the juvenile 

justice system before and after receiving services; and, client escalation 

to 602 offenses. 

1. Client Perception/Rating of Services 

Counselors at both sites were asked to have each cl ient, who ter­

minated after August 1, complete an exit ev.aluation quest'ionnaire. 

Five complete forms were received from the 19 PRYS and 41 TRYS 

caseload clients who were eligible; clients sometimes did not 

show up for the final interview. This method of judging impact 

had to be eliminated. 

2.-Case Di sposi tion 

Counselors were asked to furnish case dispositions for the 148 

who became caseload clients; results appear in Table XV. The 

clear success rate for all cases (l ;nes 1 and 2) is significantly 

higher at TRYS (43%) than at PRYS (25%). (When only "closed" cases 

are considered, it is 50% and 33%). PRYS referred more clients 

out (20%) than did TRYS (11%). While the two sites are not different 

in rate of apparent "failures" (lines 6, 7, 8 and 9) i.e. PRYS ~ 

25% and TRYS = 23% .• they are significantly different when only 

"closed" cases are considered, 33% and 27%. A larger percentage 

of PRYS cases were still open at the end of the year. 
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TABLE XV 

DISFDSITlON RJR 148 CL\saOAD QI8nS)BY SITE 

Disposition ~ PRYS I TRYS TOTAL 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Situation improved; 13 (16%) 27 (41%) 40 (27%) 
client returned home 

Situation improved; 7 ( 9%) 1 ( 2%) 8 ( 5%) 
change of living 
conditions 

,. 

Client/family moved 5 ( 6%) 6 ( 9~O 11 ( 7%) ; 

away , 
! 

Referred for addi- 7 ( 9%) ( 3%) 2 9 ( 6%) 
, 

tional services I 
I 

Referred for per- 9 (11%) 5 ( 8%) 14 (10%) I 
manent placement I 
Situation unchanged 3 ( 4%) 2 ( 3%) 5 ( 3%) i 
after services I 

I 
I 

Cl ient/fami 1y 12 (15%) 10 ( 15%) 22 (15%) i 
! 

refused servi ces 

Cl i ent ran away 1 ( 1%) 1 ( 2%) 2 ( 1%) 

Client is in Juvenile 4 ( 5%) 2 ( 3%) 6 ( 4~1a) 
Hall or on Probation 

Case is sti 11 open 21 (25%) 10 (15%) 31 (21%) 

TOTAL 82 66 148 

3. living Situation 

Tables XVI and XVII show the conditions under which the 148 case­

load clients were living at first and last project contact. Of 

the 47 "closedu cases at PRYS where youngsters were in natural 

parent homes, 39 (83%) were still with natural parents (not neces­

sarily the same family unit) at the end of project services. 
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TABLE XVI n 
UVII~ SIMTHl4 FOR tQ PI1YS CASELOAD QIBlTS AT .FIHST fIlilllJ\ST mOJECT Wm\CT 

I~~ ~ame I~if!erent 
Adoptive Juvenile Family Family 

,Beginnin . Unit Unit or Foster Other Unknown Hall Case Open Total 

,\ Ii 
\1 \ : 

\ 

Both Natural Parents 19 1 1 1 5 27 (33%) 

One Natural Parent Alone 4 3 1 7 15 (18%1 

One Natural Par'ent + 10 
.,1 j,l 

3' ! 3 1 7 24 (29%) { 1 
Adoptive/Foster 1 2 " 1 4 ( 5%) 

~ 

Relative/Guardian 1 1 1 3 ( 4~) 

~ 
4 2 3 9 (11%) 

.' .' .. TOTAL 34 11 9 3 3 1.1 1 21 82 
(41%) (13%) ( 11%) ( 4%) (4%) (1%) (25%) 

L 

U 
r 1 

I j 

, 11 

lJ 
TABLE XVI I 

! " 

LIVING SITUATION FOR 66 TRYS CASELOAD CLIENTS AT FIRST AND LAST PROJECT CONTACT 
r ; ! 

i 
.; 

, 

~, 
~ame I~ifferent '. I Juveni le Family Family Adoptive 

. Beginning Unit Unit or Foster Other Unknol'ln Hall Case Open Total 

[1 
Both lIatural Parents 12 1 2 3 1B (27'!:\ 

One Natural Parent Alone 
.;, 

1 2 (21%) 11 14 
U 

Dne natural Parent + 8 2 1 2 2 2 2 19 (29%) 

i Adoptive/Foster 3 3 I 6 ( 9%) 
11 L 

.j 

Relative/Guardian 

Other 1 6 2 9 (14%) Ll 
TOTAL 31 3 6 12 2 2 10 66 

(47%) (5%) (9%) (18%) (3%) (3%) (15%) 
r i 
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parent Of the 46 "closed" cases at TRYS, where clients W6re in natural 

homes, 34 (74%) were still with natural parents at termination • 

PRYS counselors also returned six clients to natural parents where 

the original living conditions were different; no such changes 
were made at TRYS. 

4. School Situation 

~s XVIII and XIX show client school status at the beginning 

and end of project services. Fo~ the flclosed fl cases at PRYS, there 

was no apPIJciable,change either ;n drop-outs or returnees. At 

TRYS, 9% of the clients who were out of school returned, and 12% 
dropped out. 

TABLE XVI II 

CHAffi: IN SCHOOL STArnS FOR 82 PR'f.3 CASarno CU8'-1TS 

~:.IFU'l /part ; Suspended Beglllll1n . Time Time , or Drooout ' Unknown 
Juvenlle ' Case 

Hall , Ooen Total Full Time 48 - i -I - 1 18 67 (82%) I J 

Part Time 1 I 
3 I 1 

, 

I I - 1 
1 - - 5 

Suspended or 1 
! 

I J - I 4 J 

Dropout - - I 1 I 

I 
6 

I I UnknO\~n I -- - ! 2 - 2 4 TOTAL 50(61%)1 I 3 5 2 1 I I 
I 

21 82 
! j 

"' 
r 
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TA13~E XIX 

GW~rx: IN SQ!£R STAM FOR 66 TINS CPSaDAD CLIBITS. 

~FUll i~~l"t Suspended -Juvenile l'Tase -
Beainn n Time ,11me or C,cpout Unknown Hal1 I Ooen Total 

I I 
I 37 Full Time I , 5 - - ! 7 50 (76%) 

I i 
Part Time - 1 - - - - J 1 1 

i I 
Suspended 4 

! 
- 7 - 2 

I 
1 14 

or Dropout " - - - - - 1 1 
Unknown 

TOTAL 41(62%) 1 12 - 2 10 I 66 

-.' ,- , 

5. Juvenile Justice System Contact by Clients 

The names of all 1976 and January to June 197f) cl i ents were checked 

against El Dorado County Probation Department records. Results 

appear in Table XX. Records of 601 and 6Q2 offenses were tabulated 

separately; the t\1/0 categories are not mutually exclusive. Some 

c i Hmts wi th 601 records may also have 602 records. Therefore, 
fl 

at least 47% of PRYS clients and 63% of TRYS crients had a record. 

The higher percentage at TRYS may be explained by a larger percentage 

of referrals from probation. It appears that project ser,'ices 

helped cut down the number of PRYS clients who had contact with 

probation for a 6Q1 offense, after seeing the counselors. The 

same trend does not appear for TRYS clients, nor for 602 offenses 

at either site. 
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TABLE XX 
. 

JlJ'vBHI£ JlETHI SYS1EN canAcT BY PRYS AND TRYS OJENTS 

Site 

~ Period 0 
Contact . 601 

Before project'services 31(24%) 
1 

After project services 18 (14%) 
2 

Both before and after ue 9%) 

Total 60 (47%) 

1 Eleven were IIrepeat offenders. 
2 Five were IIrepeat offenders. 
3 Six were IIrepeat" offenders. 
4 One was ,a "repeat" offender. 

PRYS TRYS 
(N=127) {N-157} .. 

No. of No. of No. of 
contacts 602 contacts 601 contacts 602 

48 16 (13%) 21 44 (28%) 49 13 ( 8%) 
3' 5 7 " 

21 16 (13%) 19 45 (29%) 65 24 (15%) 
4 6 8 

33 3 ( 2%) 7 10 ( 6%) 30 5 ( 3%) 

102 3~ (28%) " 47 99 (63%) 144 42 (26%) 

5 Seventeen were "repeat offenders. 
6 Seven were "repeat offenders. 
7 Seven were IIrepeat" offenders. 
8 Three were "repeat offenders. 

I 

No. of 
contacts 

19 

27 

13 ,-
59 

..L .... __ .. L_~_ .... _ 



r 

5. Escalation to 602 Offenses 

Thirteen percent of the clients seen by PRYS counselors later became 

602 offenders; fifteen percent of the TRYS clients escalated to 

602 offenses. Since the names for 1976 and 1977 were not broken 

down, this rate applies for the two year period. 

6. Program Recontact by Clients 

Four percent of PRYS' 1977 clients were re-referred to the program 

at1eastone additional time; 3% of TRYS' clients were re-referred. 

B. On the Probation Department 

Five areas of impact were addressed: the number of status offenders 

in secure detention in 1975, 1976, and 1977; costs foY" operation of 

the juvenile hall; costs for.foster home placements; number of referrals 

and number of contacts status offenders had with probation during the 

same period (workload); and status offender escalation to 602 offenses. 

1. Status Offenders in Secure Detention 

/) 

Table XXI shows the number of status offenders in the county who 

spent six hours or more in secure detention in 1975, 1976, and 

1977. The reduction which appeared for 1976 was probably due to 

the combination of the presen~e of TRYS/PRYS plus the administrative 

pol ice of the chief Probation officer to house 601 offenders el se­

where. AS 3121,which became effective January 1, 1977 5 accounted 

for the fi na 1 reducti on. No 601 offender)'1I,as deta i ned more than 
I 

five or ten minutes. If·)ctditional time was needed for record 

checking, etc., the youth was transported to a crisis resolution 

home from which he was free to leave. Only if there was a concurrent 

602 charge was a minor held in the hall. 
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TABLE XXI 

STA' fL6 OFffN[ER) IN SECUF£ 

I£TENTlOO )BY YEAR 

~~ Site 1975 1976 1977 

Placerville 61 21 0 

South Lake Tahoe 7 2 0 

2. Juvenile Hall Operating Cost 

While there was 100% reduction in the number of status offenders 

in the hall in 1977, this had very little effect on its operating 

costs, for three reasons: 

-- A declining number of such offenders in previous years 
due to administrative policy. 

Increased population in the county and more 602 detentions. 

Inflation. 

3. Foster Home Placement Cost 

PRYSjTRYS paid $10 per day for each client placed in one of its 

foster homes and used 565 placement days in 1977. The probation 

department payment varied from $4.50 to $13..50, depending on client 
2 

needs and parent ski 11. The county welfare department also paid 

a porti~n of the cost for probation placements.' Table XXII shows 

foster home placement costs for status offenders in the county 

for 1975, 1976, and 1977. The increase in probation costs was 

due to population increases in the county and to increased rates. 

For some homes, a monthly retainel' of $50 is also paid. 
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The decrease in welfare costs was due to a large number of youth 

placements being charged to the 300 W & I Code instead of the 

601 W & I Code. The welfare department did not believe there was 

any actual decrease in their 1977 budget for foster home youth 

placements. Nevertheless, if money spent for placement of youthful 

offenders is considered alone, there was a 76% decrease in county 

expenditures in 1977. 

TABLE XXII 

rro~IES EXF£NJE) FOR FOSlER H(fI£ 

PLAa:M:1ITj BY YEAR 

~ Year PRYS/TRYS Probation Welfare 

1975 not known 1,832.30 15,067.45 

1976 3,430.00 2,276.31 21,31Q.:58 

1977 5,650.00 3,031.33 2,722.10 

4. Probation Status Offender Workload 

I 

I 

Deinstitutionalization in El Dorado County was a gradual process 

which began early in 1975 and followed the informal administrative 

policy of the chief probation officer. This policy and the imple­

mentation of AB 3121 were greatly facilitated by the presence of 

PRYS/TRYS by offering alternative delivery sites with expanded 
3 

facilities and services. Table A in Appendix B shows the number 

of status offenders referred to probation since January, 1975; 

there were significant reductions in 1976 and 1977~ particularly 

All supplementary Tables A through N appear in Appendix B. 
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in runaways and incorrigibles at Placerville, and in runaways at 

Lake Tahoe (Table B). Demographic characteristics of the clients 
'» 

were examined to see if a trend could be located. Tables C and 

D show that the El Dorado County Probation office at Placerville 

saw increasing numbers of males and decreasing numbers of females 

in the middle and upper age ranges from 1975 to 1977, while the 
, 

El Dorado County Probati on Depa rtment off; ce at Lake Tahoe saw de-

creasing numbers of males and increasing numbers of females in 

all age ranges. One clear trend appears on source of referral 

to probation: the sheriff's office accounted for an increasing 

proportion of referrals from 1975 to 1977, while the proportion 

of referrals from the police department decreased (Tables E and F). 

From Tables G and H, it can be seen that at Placerville the number 

of contacts for runaways decreased in 1977 over 1976, and for incor­

rigibles contacts decreased over the three year period. At Lake 

Tahoe, where number of contacts was already lc~:in 1975, there 

was a small reduction in contacts for runaways, and a small increase 

for incorrigibles. Figures C and D (Appendix C) show that the 
\\ 

reductions in workload occurred ~~imarily in mid-winter and mid-

summer. 

Tables I and J show the dispOSition modes used by probation during 

the three years. At Placerville there was an increasing proportion 

of cases closed at intake and .a decre·asing proportion placed on 

informal supervision or where a petition was filed. At Lake Tahoe 

the percentage that was closed at intake decreased, a larger 

proportion of cases had a petition fil ed, and an increasing p'roportion 
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referred to Tahoe Human Services. Tables K and L give the same 

data for runaways only\, The percentage of such cases closed at 

intake decreased' over the three year period and was comparatively 

smaller than for status offenders as a whole. This may indicate 

that the more serious cases are still being referred to probation. 

Recidivism rates for probation clients appear in Table N; recidivism 

steadily decreased at Placerville from 1975 to 1977; the trend 

is unclear at Lake Tahoe. 

5. Escalation to 602 Offenses 

Table Mshows the escalation rate for status offenders to criminal 

offenses, by year. When the 1976 and 1977 data are combined (to 

make it comparable to that for TRYS/PRYS), the escalation rate 

for probation cltents is 14%, similar to the 13% for PRYS clients 

and the 15% for TRYS. 
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VII I. NEED FOR THE PROGRAM IN THE COMMUNITY. 

i { 

A. Needs of Status Offenders 

The names of IS staff members of the county welfare and mental health 

departments, police and· sheriff1s departments, schools and county 

probation, as well as one judge, one district ~~torney, and a member 

of the Juvenile Justice Commission, were furnished by the project and I 

were interviewed by the evaluator. These individuals were asked "What 

services do status offenders need?" and "Who is the primary provider?1I 

Responses appear in Table XXIII. Most respondents felt the project 

best provided crisis counseling, information and housing/placement 

because of the 24-hour availability, and we1,l trained, non-jud/Jmental 

staff, who were "advocates" for youth whi14not alienating the parents. 
\\ 

A few respondents felt that project staff s~retimes failed to communicate 

with other agencies, or, there was implicit permission or support for 

the youth to leave home. It' w;).s generally perceiv.ed that the county 

probation department, schools, and mental health and ~/elfare departments 

provided the needed services to the community before the advent of 

the project. 

B. Ch~nges in Law Enforcement Functions 

{I 

Status offenders typically seen by the PQlice and sheriff's department 

at Placerville and South Lake Tahoe were runaways and incorrigibles. 

This did not change with the establishment of project facilities or 

as a result of AB 3121. However, officers had~previously cited such 

offenders to the probation department or booked or put them in jail. 
\ 

During 191'6 and 1977 they were generally "ignored", counseled and 
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relea'sed, or referred to PRYS/TRYS~' Time spent with minor non-criminal 

offenders decreased since 1975. Previously, th~-=.;greatest amount of 

time was spent in transporti:ng or Jlbaby-sitting;fi now, more time is 

spent i ~)founsel ing them. Runaways we\~e 1 ess frequently seen th}ln 
_/;/ . " /I 

in 1975, and rarely picked up. The.officers perceived that the project 

has increased available options for delivery of status offenders and 

lessened their workload. 

TABLE XXI I I 

CCt'fIJJilITY AW PCRCEPTIQ~ OF STATUS OFFENtER NEErE 
(N==18) 

l (~% whc saw PRYS/TRYS 

Status 
% who saw PR'fS/TRY as sharing the 

No. who as the primary \ service with % who 5ay r>~;;S/TR,(S 
Offender Perceived satisfier of this an~ther community not satisyfing 
N\leds this n:e~d need aoency thi sneed . 

'1. I'ii"aividua~ " 

CounseliM 18 SO% 50% 
12. Faml1y 

\' Counse 1 i no 10 40% 60% 
'3. Housing/ I 

.., 

Placement 12 50% 50% 
4. Immediate Shelter' 

24 hrs/dav 6 83% 'i 17% 
'--'~ 

I S. HCl'o with school 6_ 100% 
6. Infonnat1on/ J 

advice 4 50% 
-- -- 50% '\. 

7. Jobsiskfl1s 3 100% 

8 .. Mtldical attention 2 100% 

9. Recreation 1 100% 
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IX. CONCLUSIONS 

Tahoe Human Services fulfilled its contractualobligatioris. A second 

project site at Placerville was established to provide services outside 
......-., 

the formal system to status offenders. Twenty-four hour youth andcfamily \ 

crisis counse11ng, foster home/parent·)'raining and placement for youth, 

referral, information services, and transportation were prov;'ded,,~y pro"': 
- (._----) 

fessional staff at the two yoyth service centers in El Dorado County. 

The project enlisted the full cooperation and support of the police, sheriff 

and probation departments, as well as other system and non-system agencies., 

in establishing a referral system and a comprehensf\Je program to meet the 

needs of youthful non-criminal offenders. 

During the two years when the project was operati,ng under a LEAA disGretionary 

grant, 687 clients receiv'ed services. Staff at PRYS saw 131 caseload and 

non-casel~ad clients in 1976;'and 142 in 1977. At TRYS, there were 179 
\ 

in 1976 and 235 in 1977. A description of the full range of services~ 

clients served in 1976, staff background and training, facilities, and 

problems encountered in program implementation are contained in a separate 

document: An Evaluation of the Oeinstituti~nalization of Status Offenders 1~ 

El Dorado County. 

Some changes in program operation took place during the second year •. There 

was staff turQover at both sites, at least partially due to uncertainty 

of continued funding. New services were initiated especially at TRYS~ 

directed toway'ds prevention of delinquency and development of potential. 

The number of referrals at both sites increased. PRYS saw more runaways 

and fewer incorrigibles than in 1976; TRYS saw fewer runaways. While the 

probation department made fewer referrals, it still accounted for a sizeable 
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number se.mt to TRYS. TRYS also recei ved a 1 arge number of non·-caseload 

referral~ from street agencies and families but the majority of caseload 

clients came from law enforcement. agencies. Law enforcement officers 

accounted for the largest pontion of all referrals to PRYS. Fewer clients 

we1"e referred outside the project for additional services than in 1976. 

Detailed information was furnished on the 148 caseload clients, although 

incomplete data forms were repeatedly returned to both sites. Limited 

information was available on 229 non-caseload clients; those who had pet'sonal 

contact with the project could not be separated from phone contacts. The 

majority of caseload clients were female (61%), runaway (78%), attending 

school (83%), and from natural parent(s) homes (79%). The 260 non-caseload 

referrals were chiefly runaways at PRYS, but came to TRYS for a wide variety 

of reasons. Some were inappropriate referrals while others were in need 

of information, job referrals, help with school, or independent living 

Ski·.n s. 

Caseload and non-caseload clients were distinguished by the breadth of 

services received as well as number of conta~ts with the project. Case-

load clients averaged 17-18 hours of counseling and 13-14 hours of support 

services. Fifty-five cl i ents rece'ived foster home placement in the project' s 

10 homes for 565 days. Approximately 80% of "placed" youngsters who came 

from natural parent homes were returned there. Twenty-four percent of 

caseload clients were referred to other agencies for additional help. 

Non-caselpad clients received the same kinds of services and in addition, 

truancy prevention courses and workshops on independent living skills were 

provided. Direct services to clients accounted for 94% of the counselors' 

time, and for about 54% of the project coordinators' time. 
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Some major differences appeared between PRYS and TRYS. PRYS staff spent 

more time on public relations and communicating with other agencies; were 

more oriented to crisis intervention and thetypica1 runaway; had more 

frequent contact with clients in a shorter period of time; provided more 

hours of counseling per client; placed more clients in foster homes for 

longer periods of time; made more permanent placements, and made more re­

ferrals 1I0util for additional services. TRYS staff provided innovative services 

with emphasis on prevention; spent more time developing the Foster Parent 
'J 

Program; spent more time in "support" services'to clients, had contact 

with their clients over a longer period; received referrals for a wide 

variety of reasons; and rated more of their cases closed, successfully. 

Second year evaluation attempted to focus on client impact, quality and 

need for services, and project impact on system and non-system agencies 

traditionally concerned with status offenders. Insufficient information 

was obtained from the clients to assess perception of services. For those 

1977 cases which were closed at the end of the year, TRYS rated 50% of 

its cases sw:cessful1y resolved, and PRYS 33%. Thirty-three percent of 

PRYS cases and 27% of TRYS cases 'were considered unfavotable termina,tions. 

School status did not appear to change for cl ients after services. At least 

60 (47%) of PRYS clients and 99 (63%) of TRYS clients had contact with 

the juvenile justice system, either before, after, or both before and after 

services. Fewer of PRYS clients had formal contact for a 601 offense after 

project services than had contact before; this does not hold "rOf' TRYS cl ients, , 

nor for 601 offenses. Thirteen percent of PRYS clients ar.d 15% of TRYS 

clients escalated to 602 offenses. Four percent of PRYS 1977 clients and 

3% of TRYS clients were re-re:-rl'J,rred tQthe project for services after 

initial contact. 
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System and non-system agencies staff felt tha.t project staff satisfied 

st.atus offender needs by providing 24-ho1lr crisis counseling, information 

and placement services in a non-judgmental fashion and were advocates 

.~ . 

for youth without ali enati n9 parents. Law enforcement off; cers felt thei r 

workload was reduced with the provision of services and alternative delivery 

sites outside the criminal justice system. 

A large part of the evaluation effort was directed toward determining 
j 

1 the effect of the project on the work of the probation department. Both 
~ i h b . . 

\ 

t e num er of referrals for status offenses, and the number of clients 

, 

I • ~.' : 

I'; 

I 
i 

seen for status offenses decreased from 1975 to 1977. There was some decrease 

in the number of contacts per referral. At the probation office in 

Placerville, cases closed at intake increased and cases where a petition 

was filed decreased over the three year period, while at the Lake Tahoe 

office the reverse occurreg. Recidivism rates for probation clients at , ) . 

Placerville decreased from 1975 to 1977. The escalation rate to 602 offenses 

was 14% and similar to that for PRYS/TRYS cl ients. The probation department 

experienced increased costs for foster home placements; however, the welfare 

department,which pays a portion of these costs, paid 1 ess for such placements 

'in ,.1977. This may have been due to a reclassification of clients. For 

clients classified as 601's, there was a reduction of foster home costs 

to the county in 1977. 

Oeinstitutionalization, the project two-year goal, was accomfJlished in 

El Dorado County; but itcannot be attributed solely to the project. Juvenile 

hall status offender population dropped to zero in 1977. However, it had 

been the administrative policy of the Chief Probation Officer, beginning 
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in 1975, to seek alternative facilities for status offenders; and effective 

January 1, 1977, de;nstitutionalization was mandated by state law. The 

presence of PRYS and TRYS made a significant contribution to carrying out 

the '] aw by offer; ng expanded faci 1 i ti es and a lterna ti ve deli very sites 

from law enforcement officers who came in contact with status offenders. 
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APPENDIX A 

Questions addressed by the evaluation, and the source 
and data collected. 
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. Questions addressed by the evaluation, and the source and data collected. 

Categories and Description of Data to be Collected 

Objective 

A. Client Impact Question~ 

1. How effective are program 
services from the pe:r-'spective 
of the clijntls behavior? 

a. Have the 1976 program clients 
had any system contact since 
receiving services? 

b. How does the rate of system 
contact for the 1976 program 
clients compare to any-known 
rate of recidivism for status 

. offenders as a whole 

c. How many of the 1976 program 
clients were referred additional 
times for program services during 
1976 and 1977. ' How many of the 
1977 clients from January -June. 
were referred from July-December? 

Source/Data to be Collected 

a. Incidents of contact collected 
from Probation Dept. records 

b. BCSdata for 1976 Probation 
Dept. records for 1976, 1975 

C. TRYS/PRYS records of rereferrals 

2. How effective are program services from 
the client1s point of view? 

a. What changes took place as a 
result ~ services? 

b. How does client perceive his 
abl1ity to handle similar 
problems in the future? 

3. HO\,I effective are program servi ces 
from the counselor's paint of view? 

- , 

a. Ylhat ctl.:inges teak pl ace? 

b. How able is the client to handle 
similar problems in the future? 

c. How likely is the client to have 
system contact. 

A .. 1 

a. & b •. Exit forced choi ce 
questionnaire to be completed 
by c 1i ent "C 

a, b & c. Exit forced choice 
questionnaire to be completed by 
counselor 
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"Questions addressed by the 'evaluation, and ~he ,source and data collected •. (Con1t.) " 

~ource/Oata to be Collected Objective 

B.. gua 1 ; ty/Nee:f!J~ Serv; ce 

f:' 

L What delE.!~Y system f~r se~vice 
to status offenders eXlsts 1n El 
Dorado County? 

2. What unique contribution do TRYS/ 
TRYS made to the delivery system 

3. AY'e the cl ients seen by program 
similar to status offenders in 
pr:evious years? 

II C. ~y.sJem/Com~nity Impact 

1. How has the processing of status 
offenders changed, and what effect 
do program services have on the 
Probati o!n Department? 

a. How many contacts did 
proba,tionJ~ave wi th a status 
offender during 1975, 1976 and 
1977:1 

b. Has the program changed the 
number of foster homes/bed 
spi:l.cie used by the Probation·, 
Dept? What is the cost 
compared to the total cost for 
TRYS/PRYS foster homes? 

c. What changes in cost of operating 
juvenile hall have occured from 
1975 to 19771 

d. Has the number of status offenders 
changed since 1975? Is the flow 
over time different? What was done 
to and for status offenders in 
1975 and before? 

?..=:---:::::::::::.::::::...~ 

A-2 

I', 

1. Co 11 ect from ~1enta 1 Health, 
Welfare, Probation, Sheriff, 
Police and street agencies 
what services they provide 
and cross compare for dupli­
cation. Forced choice check 
list to be completed by line 
staff. 

2. Forced choice questionnaire 
to be'completed by staff 
responsible for coordination/ 
direction of services of 
their respective agencies. 

n 
'I 
IJ 

n 
u 
U 

3. A sample of 50 runaway clients [] 
records from 1977, 1976 and 
1975 (probation) for a cam­
pa ri son of bac kg round i nfor­
mation available. 
Interivews with Police and 
CHP in 2 sites using open 
ended questions. 

J] 

J] 
a. Count number of contacts from [1 

case fol ders in Pt'oba t ion Dep t. l\ 

b. Count number from Probation 
records. Costs from Helfare. 

c. Costs from Probation Dept. 
records for 1975-77. 

n L,:/ 

n 
U 

lJ 
d. Number of status offendet·s 0 

seen by Probation 1975, 76 and 
77 from records. 
Graph monthly referrals for 
each year. 
Examination of number on 

U 
informal and formai probation. IJ 
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APPENDIX B 

Supplementary Tables 

A. Number of Status Offenders and Number of Referrals to El Dorado County 
Probation Department, in 1975, 1976 and 1977 by Site. 

B. Number of Status Offenders Referred to El Dorado County'Probation Department 
in 1975, 1976 and 1977 'Ii by Reason for Referral. 

C. Status Offenders Referred to El Dorado County Probation at Placerville in 
1975, 1976 and 1977 ,~y Age and Sex. 

, . , 

D. Status Offenders Referred to El Dorado County Probation at South Lake Tahoe 
in 1975, 1976 and 1977 by Age and Sex, 

E. Source of Referral to El Dorado County Probation at Placerville for Status 
Offenders in 1975, 1976 and 1977. 

F. Source of Referral to El Dorado County Probation at South Lake TahOe for 
Status Offenders in 1975, 1976 and 1977. 

G. Number of status Offender Referrals to El Dorado County Probation Department 
at Placerville in 1975, 1976 and 1977, Average Number of Contacts per Referral 
and Range by Offense. 

H. Number of Status Offender Referrals to El Dorado County Probation Department 
at South Lake Tahoe in 1975, 1976 and 1977, Average Number of Contacts per 
Referral, and Range by Offense. 

I. Disposition of Status Offender Referrals to El Dorado County Probation 
Department at Placerville ;n 1975, 1976 and 1977. 

J. Disposition of Status Offender Referrals to El Dorado County Probation 
Department at South Lake Tahoe in 1975, 1976 'and 1977. 

K. Disposition of Runaway Referrals to El Dorado County Probation at Placerville 
in 1975, 1976 and 1977. 

L. Disposition of Runaway Referhils to El Dorado County Probation at South 
.Lake Tahoe in 1975, 1976 and 19~7. 

M. Number of Status Offenders Referred to El Dorado County Probation Department 
in 1975, 1976 and 1977 Who Later Escalated to 602 Offenses. 

N. Number and Percentage of El Dorado County Probation Department Status 
Offenders in 1975, 1976 and 1977 Who Were Recidivists. 
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Appendix B 

Table A 

Number of Status Offenders and Number of Referrals to El Dorado 
County Probation Dept. in 1975, 1976 and 1977, by site (exclu­
sive of referrals with whom no personal contact was made). 

I~ Year 

1975 

-1976 

1977 

Placerville 
Number of 
Status Number of 
Offenders Referrals 

123 153 

70 88 

54 58 

Appendix B 
Table B 

South' Lake Tahoe 
Number of 
Status Number' of 
Offenders Referrals 

93 109 

~. 70 

33 /:''39 

Number of Status Offenders Referred to El Dorado County Probation 
Dep,artment in 1975, 1976 and 1977 by Reason for Referral. 

Site Pl acervi 11 e 
" 

South Lake Tahoe 

~ 
1975 1976 1977 1975 1976 1977 

Reason 
for Referral 

Runaway 72 34 28 58 47 18 

BPC 37 18 8 19 12 10 

Truant 3 0 1 0 0 2 

Curfew 11 18 17 6 6 3 

Total 123 70 54 93 65 ' 33 
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Appendix B 

Table C 11 
, - I 

Status Offenders Referred to E1 Dorado County Probation at 
Placerville in 1975, 1975, and 1977 by Age and Sex. 

I 

Sex Ma1e Female 

'~ 
Year 10-12 13-15 16-17 10-12 13-15 16-17 

1975 9 ( 7%) 23 (19%) 31 (25%) 2 ( 2%) 39 (31~O 19 (15~1 

1976 4 ( 6%) 14 (20%) 18 (26%) 1 ( 1%) 24 (34%) 9 ( 13%) 

1977 2 ( 4%) 14 (26%) 15 (28%) 1 ( 2%) 16 (30%) 6 (11%) ~ [l 

r' J ' .. 
r 

:' 

""(able D 

t 
I 

r 
i iCD4 .", 

.,., .. - 1 Status Offenders Referred to El Dorado County Probation at South 
Lake Tahoe in 1975, 1976 and 1977 by Age and Sex. 

T 0:1 
I 

W ., 

1 

Sex Male Female 

~ Year 10-12 13-l,5 16-17 10-12 13 ... 15 
" 

16:.,11-

1975 10 ( 11%) 34 ( ~~7~h' 13 (14%) 1 ( 1%) 18 (30%) 7 ( 8%) 

: ~, , ' 

1976 4 ( 6%) 11 ('L7%) 10 (15%) 4 ( 6%) 26 (40%) 10 (15%) 

1977 1 ( 3%) 6 (18%) 4 (12%) 3 ( 9%) 13 ~39%J 6 {18%) 

\<,1 

, 1 

,1 

\1 
tl 
'I 
II 
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TABLE E 

Source of Referral to E1 Dorado County Probati~nat Placerville for Status Offenders in 1975, 
1976 and 1977. 

Referral ll1ental Source Probe Out of Health Year SO PO CHP Officer School lParents Self Juris. PRYS ~el fare Other lotal (47%) (20%) 
1975 72 31 3 5 6 ~ 23 2 8 1 2 0 153 (64%) ( 9%) """'I:--~ 

1976 56 8 0 5 1 10 1 5 0 1 1 88 (66%) ( 7%) 
1977 38 4 1 1 1 10 0 2 1 0 0 58 

TABLE F 

Source of Referral to E1 Dorado County Probation at South Lake Tahoe for Status Offenders in 
1975, 1976 and 1977 

Referral Mental 
Source Probe Out of Hp.alth Year 50 PO CHP Officer School Parents Self Juri s. PRY5 Welfare Other Total 

1975 
( 7%) (7fj%) 

8 76 0 '3 1 17 0 4 0 0 0 109 

1976 
-m,;y (39%) 

16 27 0 3 0 4 4 15 1 0 0 70 
(26%T (31%} 

1977 10 12 0 0 0 5 0 10 2 0 0 39 , 

'. 
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TABLE G 

Number of Status Offend~'r Referrals to E1 Dorado County Prob'ation Department at 
Placerville ;n 1975, 1976 and 1977, average number of contacts per referral, and' 
range, by offense. 

Violation of 
Year Runaway I neon"; Cli b 1 e iruant Curfew 

~lber of.referrals~ 81 56 3 13 

1975 Average number of ,'I 

contacts per referral 3;107 5.63 4.00 1.39 
Range of contacts 

1/,L30 per referral 1-30 1-10 1-6 -
j/ 
l/ 

Number of referrals ./ 43 24 - 21 
Average number of ,.1 

1976 contacts per referral 3.52 6.88 - 1. 30 
Range OT contacts 
.per referra 1 1-17 1-20 - 1-6 

-
Number of referrals 33 7 1 17 

1977 Average number of 
( 2) ,contacts per referr'a 1 ~" 2.63 2.71 (1) 

Range of contacts,~ 
per refe.!:.!:!l1. C", 1-10 1-10 -- -,..--
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TABLE H 

Number of status offender' referrals to E1 0 
South Lake Tahoe ;n 1975~ 1976, and 1977 orado County Probation Dept. at 
referral, and range? by dffense. ' average number of contacts per . 

Year Runaway Incorrigible 
Violation of 

Tryant Curfel'/ 
Number of,referrals 67 35 7 Average number of . -1975 
contacts Oer referral 2.24 1.89 (1) Range of contacts - .. 
per referral 1-17 1-25 .. -
Number of referrals 51 13 6 Average number of -1976 contacts per referral 1. 73 1.85 (1 ) Range of contacts -
per referra 1 1-20 

. 
- 1-7 - -

J1yrnb~r of referrals f 24 .11 2 2 Average number of . 
1977 contacts per referral 1.29 2.36 (1) (1) Range of contacts 

Der referral 1-6 1-13 - -
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Appendix B 

TABLE I 

Disposition of Status Offender Referrals by E1 Dorado County Probation at Placerville in 1975, 1976, and 
1977 . 

~ Closed 
Y~ar at Intake 

1975 Z6 Iso?::) 

1976 44 (50%1 . 
1977 39 (67%) 

Referred to 
P.RYS/New Morni n~ 

1 

4 

2 

Referred to 
N.H. or Welfare 

18 

10 

2 

Appendix B 

TABLE J 

! 
. Placed on I Petition 

, I tiforma 1 Su~v.! Filed Total 

33 (22%) 25 (16%) 153 

16 (18%) 14 (16%) 88 

9 (16%) 6 (10%) 58 

Disposition of Status Offender Referrals by E1 Dorado County Probation at South Lake Tahoe in 1975, 1976 
and 1977 

-
~n 

Referred to THS 
Close4 (TRYS/Awakening Referred to Placed on PetHion 

Year ' at fntake Peace) . _ M.H. or Welfare J tiforma 1 Su~v. Filed Total 
" 

1975 69 (63%) I 22 11 (10%) 6 ( .6%) lOq 

1976 27 (39%) 27 11 2 ( 3%) 3 (,4%.) 70 

1977 13 (33%) 17 3 2 ( 5%) 4 (10%) .J 39 
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Appendix B 

TABLE K 

i \ 

Disposition of Runaway Referrals to E1 Dorado 'County Probation at Placerville inr 1975, 1976 and 1977 
Ii , 
I; 

~n i 

Closed Referred Referred to Placed on I,' - Petition ): 

Year at Intake to PRVS N.H. or Helfa·re . I Morilla 1 SU~".:. Filed Total 

1975 46 (57%) 
.\ 

9 3 11 (14%L. 12 (15%) 81 

1976 17 (40%) 10 1 5 (12%) 10 (23%) 43 . 
1977 16 (48%) 4 0 7 (21%) 6 (18%) 33 

Appendix B 

TABLE l . 

Disposition of Runaway Referrals to E1 Dorado County Prooation at South Lake Tahoe in 1975, 1976 and 1977 

~nl Closed Referred I Referred to Placed on Petition 
Year at Intake to TRYS M.U. or Helfare Jr'lformal Supv. Filed _ Total 

1975 37 (55%) 18 0 8 (12%) 4 i.§%) 67 -
1976 16 (31%) 31 1 1 ( 2%) 2 (4%) 51 

" 

1977 8 (33%) 14 0 1 ( 4%) 1 ( 4%) 24 

n 

I 
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I 
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_, II 

\\ 

--
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Appendix B 

TABLE M 

Number of sta'itus Offenders Referred to £1 Dorado COl,lnty 
Pr,obation Department in 1975, 1976 and 1977 Who Later 
Esca 1 a ted to 602 Offenses. 

Number of 601 clients referred in 1975: 

Number who escalated: 

in 1975 
in 1976 
in 1977 

Number of 601 clients referred in 1976: 

Number Who escalated: 

in 1975 
in 1976 

Number of 601 clients referred 

Number who escalated: 

Appendix B 

TABLE N 

in 1977: 

216 , 
;/ 

49 (23%) 

12 ( 6%) 
33 ( 15%) 
4 ( 2%) 

135 

21 (1.5%) 

10 ( 7%) 
11 ( 8%) 

87 

11 (13%) 

, , 
, , 

Number and· percentage of E1 Dorado County Probation Department Status Offenders 
in 1975, 1976 and 1977 Who Were Recidivists. 

Site Placervi11e South Lake Tahoe 
" No. of Sta tus No. of Recidivism No. of Status No. of Recidivism 

Year Offenders Recidivists Rate - Offenders Recidivi sts Rate -. 
1975 123 36 29.2% 93 23 24.7% 

1976 70 11 15.7% 65 3 4.6% 

1977 54 3 5 .5~'; '" 33 4 12.1% 

B-8 

•• ",-"~, "«-' ,,,--' 

n 
,~ 

n 
Ll 
q 
~ ) 

11 t 

I : 
} \ 

f ! 
,'If, ! 

t! 

Ii 
II ,.1 

U 
f l I j 

r 1 

I I 1. ! 

f) 

r 1 1 

fl 
U ",' 

U 

..... ~ -... - "'. 

I, n ;; i 

j , 
I 

.1 n 
! 
i, 

n 
r J 

If] 
! I 

I 

tl r 

I 
L1 

r~ 
I 1] ! , 

· . I' 
i;. J 

l~ J 

n 
rl 
(J 

f1 
Ii I . 

If 
, II I 

11 

'-.-
."._". , ....... ~"' ... -'"';,.!.., ~.;:,: :;,?:""~·,·{.L:·,,.'.;-·::::i.'· ::.~.'~ ... -ftl;·~"';=M""-'-" .• V.~·-<·_" __ . 

APPENDIX C 

Supplementary Figures 

A. Number of Status Offender Referrals to E1 Dorado County Probation Department 
at Placerville in 1975, 1976 and 1977, by Reason for Referral. 

B. Number of Status Offender Referrals to El Dorado County Probation Department i 

at South Lake Tahoe in 1975, 1976, and 1977, by Reason for Referral. 

C. Number of Status Offender Referrals to E1 Dorado County Probation Department 
at Placerville for 1cr7~, 1976 and 1977, by Month. 

D. Number of Status Offender Referrals to E1 DoradQ g,lollnty PY'oba ti on Department 
at South Lake Tahoe in 1975, 1976 and 1977,· by Month. . 

Q. 
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