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COMMUNITY RELEASE PROJECT
COST LFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

This report has been prepared by General Research Corporation (GRC) for the
Santa Clara County Juvenile Probation Department as part of a two-year eval-
uation of its Community Releare Project (CRP). The purpose of the evaluation
is to answer the following question: "Is CRP achieving the objectives sought
by the County Juvenile Probation Department and is it achieving them at the
lowest practicable cost?" This report addresses the second part of this ques~

tion.

The need for a cost-effectiveness analysis of the CRP 1s obvious. The CRP

is currently being funded through a grant with some matching funds from the
County. However, it is anticipated that the grant funds will terminate at
the end of the second year of the project (November, 1976); and, therefore,
at that time, the County will have to decide whether to accept full financial
responsibility for the project. This decision will be based largely on the
cost—-effectiveness of the project; that is, will iﬁ increase or reduce County
expenditures and will it be no more costly than any other acceptable alierna-

tive.

The purpose of the CRP 1s to provide intensive §upervision in the community
to some of the minors being detained in Juvenile Hall pending appearance be-
fore the Juvenile Court. Cases involving serious offeunses such as murder,
sex offenses, sales of narcotics, or situations in which the parents or
guardians refuse to accept the minor are not eligible. The Probation Depart-
ment estimates that 510 minors or 25% of those detained at their detenticn

hearing in 1972/1973 would have been eligible for CRP.

The CRP was begun in November 1974 as a two-year pilot project. The project
goals are to reduce fhé number of juveniles detained over the two-year period

by 500 and to determine whether CRP is as effective as detention in preventing
further offenses before the Court Hearing date and over & two-year period

after the Court Hearing date. Figure 1 shows that the CRP staff has been super-
vising an average of eight minors each day. Projected over the first year, CRP
willl have provided 2,730 supervision days to 260 minors or approximately

50% ;f those eligible. Thne other 50% of the eligible minors are detained in

Juvenile lall and are being used as a control group for evaluation purposes.
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Since the only alternative to releasing the eligible minors to CRP is to detain

them in Juvenile Hall, the CRP can be evaluated in terms of whether it 1s more

cost—effective than detention as a means of supervising these minors.

The remainder of this report attempts to answer this question by comparing
the costs of CRP supervision and detention. The following 1s a list which

identifies the costs of these alternatives:

Community Release Project Costs ' Detention Costs
e Screening " ® Detention %
® Rehearing e Additional violations prior %
e Supervision to court appearance ;
€ Rear;est prior to court ¢ Court appearance t
appearance ¢ Recidivism

o Court appearanrce

e Recidivism

Some of these costs will not be included in this evaluation. TFor exampie,
the court appearance cost is the same for both alternatives. It does not
effect the relative cost and therefore does not have to be considered when
comparing the altermatives. Similarly, while the cost of additional viola~
tions prior to the court appearance certainly has cost impact to the County,
current experience shows that none of the minors in either the CR?P or t@e

L

control grouph has failed to appear at his Court Hearing and during the

first six months only 3% or 4 mincrs in the CRP committed new offenses
requiring non- CR?Y intervention prior to the Court Hearing. The impact of
this cost factor would scem to be minimal in terms of the number of minors
involved. It is also not clear whether the arrest costs are greater or less
than detention violation costs. Neither are considered in this preliminary

analysis. .

One of the objectives of CRP is to reduce the potential recidivism rate of
the CRP participants. Obviously, a change in this rate would have signifi-

cant impact on the demand for criminal justice resources, and therefore, on

*The CKRP screening identifies all of the minors eligible for CRP. From
this pool, a number of minors are randomly selected for CKP and an equal
number are assigned to a 'Control Group." The "Coutrol Group' members
are used as a comparison group to CRP.




the cost to the County, However, it is oo early to evaluate the CRP in
these terms. Prelimirary analysis indicates that the probability of a CRP
minor being rearrvested within three months after the Court Hearing is
slightly less than for a control group minor, As more recidivism data he-

come available, this factor will be taken into consideration.
THE COST OF THE COMMUNITY RELEASE PROJECT

The budgetary costs of the Community Release Project during the first year,
November 1974 - October 1975, are as fellows: '

Salaries:
Supervising éroup Counselor I $15,984
2 Senior Group Counselors ‘27,624,
Benefits , 7,356
Travel 3,000
Consultant Services 11,000
TOTAL 4 ’ $64,964

These costs cover the cost of screenirng, which is conducted by the CRP project

manager, the cost of supervision, and the cost of evaluation.

Based on the latest projections cortained in the April 1975 CRF Progress
Report that 260 minors will complete the Community Release Project during
the first vear and each minor will average 10.5 days of supervision prior

to the Court Hearing (see Figure 1), the average cost per minor per day is:

3 ' Sy odb
: 1,74‘{ = 2088 304,984 = $23.80 per minor per day _~—f—7lzz;j3" -
Faug)(ro s 760) (10.5) ' (2y¢e) (1.3

This cost does not include any in-kind services provided by the Juvenile Court

or the Juvenile Probation Department. The flowchart presented in Figure 2

oy
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identifies eleven steps that CRP minors go through from the time of their
admission to Juvenile Hall until theilr Court Hearing. Seven of these steps
(Number 4 through 10), are concerned with selecting and supervising CRP minors.
It is these steps that make up the cost of CRP. Five of these seven steps
require in-kind services. The cecst per CRP minor of these services can be
estimated by costing the time renquired and personnel involved. The following

non-CRP personnel are involved each day:

Estimated

A Daily Rate Estimated.

Step Personnel Time (Salary & fringe) Cost/Minor
4 Court Clerk 5 min/CRP minor 57 .60
5 Screening Personnel 5 min/CRP minor 73 v‘ .76
6 PO Clerk 5 min/CRT? minor 57 .60
7 Probation Officer 2 min/CRP ninor 75 .31
8 Court Probation Cfficer 5 min/CRP minor 75 .78
9 Receiving Personnel 10 min/CRP minor 65 _1.35
Cost per minor $4.40

The total cost of the Community Release Project is, therefore, $64,964 + $4.40 X
260 = $66,108 or $24,22 per minor per day.

BENEFITS OF THE COMMUMITY RELEASE PROJECT

Since enrollment in the Community Release Froject replaces the need for deten-
tion, the benefits derived by not incurring detention costs can be considered
as CRP benefits. (Other benefits such as improved shor"— and long-term

behavior are being identified in a non-economic evaluation of the CRP and

control group minors.)

The cost_to th County\ef Operating Juvenile Hall in fiscal year 1973-1974

<:fff:§ij947,638.02. This cost includes:
St

Salaries and Employee Benetits $1,748,917.08

Services and Supplies . 358,711.2C
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(Clothing, communications, telephone, food,
household, maintenance, medical/dental,
office expenses, postage, professional

services, and travel.)

County Overhead 233,103.68
School Department B 322,827.00
Inventory Adjustments (Food) 2,500,22
Administration 204,104.70
Finance 53,335.15
Depreciation 24,139,00

TOTAL $2,947,638.02

Juvenile Hall in fiscal year 1973-1974 provided 82,582 resident days. There«

fore, the daily cost per minor was:

$2,947,638,02
82,582

= $35.69

In order to determine the true economic benefits to the County of relesasing
minors to the CRP, it is necessary to estimate the cost that the County would
have incurred if the CRP minors had remained in detention (i.e., if the CRP
had not exicted). The difference between this detention cost and the CRP
supervision cost ($24.22) is the cost-effectiveness per client per day of

the CRP, '

There are several alternative approaches to calculating this figure. The
simplest approach is to assume that the cost of detention is proportional Lo
the number of minors detained. With this assumption the costs and benefits

become ¢




Cost of Detentlon = $35.69 per day per minor
Costs of CRP = $24.22 per day per minor
(Benefits - Costs) of CRP = $35.69 - $24.22 = $11.47 per day per minor

Using the latest projections that by the 2nd of the first year 260 minors will
have finished the program and each minor will have been supervised for au

average of 10.5 days, the savings to the County is:

Cost-effectiveness of CRP = $11.47 x (260 minors) x (10.5 days)
= §31,313

However, it can be argued that the costs to operate Juvenile Hall ($2,947,638.02)
are not only proportional to the number of minors in the Hall, but also include
certain fixed costs, costs which are a function of ‘the types of minors detained,
and costs which are step-wise proportional to the number of minors detained,
Determining the cost equation that satisfies these assumptions is not #n easy

task, Its form might iook as follows:

Cost of Detention = Fixed Cost (Cf) 4+ Variable Cost (Cv)

With the assumption that fixed costs do not change appreciably, the savings
by nst detaining CRP minors would reduce the cost of detenticn only in pro-

portion to Cv' Costs which seem to fall into these categories dre the following:

1}

(Cf} Fixed Costs

Overhead $§ 233,103.68
Administration ‘204,104.70
Finance 53,335.14
Depreciation _ 24,139.09

SUBTOTAL 8 514,682.52

Cu




C ) Variable Costs (linear function of number
v of minors detained)

Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,748,917.08

Services and Supplies 358,711,20
School Department 322,827.60
Food Inventory ’ 2,500.22

SUBTOTAL $2,432,955.50

Some of the variable costs are a function of the mix of minors (a hostile
minor requires more supervision than a passive one), and a stepwise function
of the size of the staff (the curreant staff might be able to handle the CRP
minors without any increase in staff size and there iz a minimum staff re-
quiréd even with only one minor in detention). These complex cost relation~
ships, however, require cost data that are not ‘available. Therefore, for
the purpose of this evaluation, the CRP winors are assumed to be reprcsenta-
tive of the total Detention Hall population, that it is meaningful to talk
zbout a fraction of a staff, and that the size of the required staff is

directly proportional to the number in detention.

With these assumptions, the variable cost can be expressed on a per-client

per-day basis:

$2,432,955. 50
82,582

= $29.46

The cost of detention then becomes:

Cost of Detention = $514,682.52 + $29.46 » (nuwber in detention)

The benefits minus costs of CRP is:

Benefits ~ Costs of CRP = $29.46 ~ $24,22 = $5.24 per minor per day




The cost-effectiveness of CRP per year = $5.24 x 10.5 x 260
$14,305,00

In summary, intensive supervision in the community is and will continue to

be more cost-effective for certain mincrs than detention in Juvenile Hall.
CRPY will save the County between $5,24 nd $11.47 per minor per daj:- Using
the current CRP screening statistfég’;;z prujégg;:Zs that 540 clients will be
eligible for CRP in 1974/75, the cost savings to the County could range be-
tween $29,711 and $65,035 per year.* The County should therefore continue
the proéraﬁ even after Federal and State support has terminated and until the

cost of detention is reduced significantly or another more cost-effective

alternative to detention is available.

*$5.24 x 540 n 10.5 = $29,711
$11.47 » 540 x 10.5 = $65,035.
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