
I .'.''': .. 
11 
II 
(I 

I 
I 

ji) I
,' 

• :, 

, 

llalirVP9ia's 
iI' 

~~()~atl()g S"~si~)' ~p()gpam 

A PROGRESS REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE 

1966 - 1973 

o 

, 
, 
i 

i 
i 

j 
! 
, 
I 

, , 

I 

j 
I 

j 

1 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



- j1 
" 

State of California 
RONALD REAGAN 

. Governor 

Health' and. Welfare Agency 

':EARL W. BRIAN,. M. D. 
Secretary 

DepartIllent of the 

YOL1.th Authority 

KEITHS. GRIF.FITHS 
Chief of Research and Development 

: DENNIS A. JOHNS 1 t 
., , Staff Behavioral Research Ana ys 

PHILIP D. WHITE 1 t 
. teo Behavioral Research Ana ys Assoc~a 

SHELDON BERKOWITZ 
Associate Social Research Analyst 

LILY T.WONG 
Senior Graphic Artist 

KAREN DEERING 
Senibr Clerk Typist 

KATHY SHERMAN 
Cl1erk Typist II 

gontributing writer: 

ROBERT C. CRAFT 
Assistant Deputy Director . 
Division of Community Serv~ces 

\,) 
,; 

ALLEN F. BREED, 
DIRECTOR 

GEORGE R. ROBERTS, 
CHIEF DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

youtH AUmORITY BOARD 
It'; 

A~iILEN F. BREED, 
DIRECTOR AND CHAIRMAN 

JULIO GONZAL,ES, 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

ED BOWE 
RICHARD W. CAL\',!N. JR. 
RUDOLPH A.CASTRO 
PAUL A, MEANEY 
WILLIf\ML. RICHEY 
GLADyS L. SA,NOERSON 

I. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

iJUMMARY ••••.••..••••......•••••••••••.••.•••••••.••••.•.•.•••••••. 

I NTRODU CTI ON •••.•.•..•••••••.•••••.•••••••••.••••••.••.•••••••.••• 
How the PrObation Subsidy Works ••••••••••••.•••••.••.•••.•••• 
How this Report is Organized •••.•.•••.•..••••.•.•.•••.•.••••• 

BACKGROUND OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY: 

PAGE 
NO. 

1 

I£GI SLATI ON , STM~DARDS, AND PROGRAMS ••..•••••••.••••••.••..••••••• 
Legislation.. • •. . • . .• •••• •• . • . .. • •• . • . •. • . .. ••• . ••• .••..••••• :., 
Subsequent Legislation....................................... I, 
Standards .•••••.•..•.••••.•••.•••••••••.••••••••.•••.••••.••• 
Su.pplementary Subsidy Funds •••.•••.••••••••.•••••.•..••••.••• 
Program Moni t oring •••.•••.•••. , .•••..••••••••••..•..••••..•••• 
Consultant's Field Contacts •••••.•.•••••••••.••••..•..••••••• 
Annual Inspection Report and Evaluation •••••••••••••.•••••••• 
Field AUdits--State Controller's Office ••..•••••••••••.•••••• 

DESCRIPTION OF SPECIAL SUPERVISION PROGRAMs 
IMPLEMENTED UNDER THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM •••••••••.••.•••••• 

Probation Special Supervision Programs •••••••.•••••••.•.••••• 
Special Programs Developed in Cooperation 

With Law Enforcement Agencies ••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••• 

THE GROWTH OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM 
DURING THE FIRST SEVEN YEARS •••.••••••••••••••••..••••••.•.••.•••• 

THE EVALUATION OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM •••.••.••••.••••••• 
Decreased Use of State Correctional Institutions •.••..••...•• 
More Even Administration of Justice •••..•••••••••••••••.••••• 
Increased Protection of Citizens ••••••••••••..•••••••••.••••• 
Rehabilitation of Offenders ••..•••.••••• ~ •.•••.•.•••.••••.••• 

APPENDIX A: ARTICLE 7. STATE AID FOR PROBATION SERVICES ••••••••• 

APPENDIX B: PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 31 COUNTIES 
(ACTUAL COSTS FOR 1966-67 FISCAL Y.EAR) •.••••••••.•••• 

APPENDIX C: PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 36 COUNTIES 
(AC'llUAL COSTS FOR '1967-68 FISCAL yEAR) .............. . 

APPENDIX D: PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM F'OR 41 COUNTIES 
(AC1'UAL' COSTS FOR 1968-69 Ii'ISCAL yEAH) ••.•..••...• ~ •• 

G 
({ 

8 
q 

q 

9 

10 
14 

15 

18 

40 

.1 



APPENDIX E: 

APPENDIX F: 

APPENDIX G: 

APPENDIX H: 

APPENDIX I: 

TABLE OF CONTE'I'l'.rS • • continued 

PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 46 COUNTIES 
(ACTUAL EARNINGS FOR 1969-70 FISCAL YEAR) •••••••••••• 

PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 44 COUNTIES 
(ACTUAL COSTS FOR 1970-71 FISCAL YEAR) ••••••••••••••• 

PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 47 COUNTIES . 
(ACTUAL COSTS FOR 1971-72 FISCAL YEAR) ••••••••••••••• 

PROBATI~N SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 47 COU~IES . 
(ACTUAL COSTS FOR 1972-73 FISCAL YEAI.) ••••••••••••••• 

A DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY STUDY 
FUNDED UNDER SECTION 1825(j) OF THE 
WELFARE AND INSTITUTIONS CODE •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

PAGE 
NO. 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

I 
I 

:1 

LI ST OB' TABLES 
TABLE 

NO. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1.5 

'16 

PAGE 
NO. 

Staff Involved in the Probation Subsidy Program, 
Spring, 1973•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 10 

Monthly Average Number of Cases Per Probation Officer 
In The Subsidy Program, By County, Spring, 1973 ••••••• 

Types of Classification Systems Utilized by Subsidy 
Counties, Spring, 1973 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Number of Cases Involved in Program Components Offered 
by Counties Involved in the Subsidy Program, 
Spri ng, 1973 •••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Growth in Probation Subsidy Program •••••••••••.••••••••••• 

Probation Subsidy Earnings •••.•••••••.•••••••••.•••••••••• 

Proportion of Commitment Reduction Attributed to CYA and 
CDC, 1966-67 Fiscal Year and Subsequent ••••••••••••••• 

1'1 

'19 

22 
Change in Commitment Rates From Base Period to F.Y. 

1972-73 For 47 Participating Counties................. 26 

Commitments and Sentences of Felony Defendants Convicted 
in California Superior Courts, 1965-1972 •••••••••••••• 

California County Jail Population as of One Midweek Day 
in September ••••••••••••.•.•••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 

Average Daily Population in California County Youth Camps 
and Schools, 1965-66 through 1972-73 ••.••••••••••••••• 

Frequency Distribution of Commitment Rates For 47 
Counties During Base Period and F.Y. 1972-73 •••••••••• 

29 

30 

30 

3? 
Selected Crime Indices in California and the Nation....... 33 

Adult Defendants Removed From Probation in California 
Criminal Courts by Termination or Violation 1960-72 ••• 

Mean Number of Arrests Among Matched Groups of Subsidy 
Rnd Regular Juvenile Cour!; Probationers ••••••••••••••• 

36 

Menn Number of ]i'indings 0 f CulpabiJ j ty Hefiulting From 
Heddi viClm Among Matc:hn(J (}rooupn 0 [' Subsidy' and 

"/.)0 
Hop;ular Ju voni 10 Court Prollili. ioners. • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

'. 



FIGURE 
NO. 

-----

LIST OF FIGURES 

1 Criminal Court Dispositions ••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• 

2 Proportion of New Juvenile Court Wards Committed to the 
Youth Authority, 1955-72 .•.............. ··················• 

3 Total Crime, Violent Crime, and Willful Homicide Rates 
in California and the Nation, 1960 to 1972 •..•••••.•..••••• 

PAGE 
NO. 

27 

28 

- ..... 

_
,,-J .. 

," ",,"t' • 

.. 
• 

__ d \ 

! ...... ,-

•.. _.-

..... -,' 

• 
'I' 
II 
II 

, 

• II 
.. 

'il 
,\I 

SUMHARY 

The California Probation Subsidy program was developed as a result 
of a 1964 State Board of Corrections study which found probation services 
to be inadefJ.uate. The study recommended that a}~ost-sha.:ring plan be 
adopted by the state to improve the.le.vel .. o~LJgcc3.J:"J~:r().1Jati_on super:vipt()D 
services. The program was passed by the Legislature and signed into law 
ln 1965:- It 'VIas subsequently implemented in the 1966-67 fiscal year and 
is now in its eighth year of operation. 

The program provides state funds to counties for the development of 
intensive supervision programs. These funds are disbursed to probation 
departments according to their level of commitment reduction to state 
institutions based on past commitment performance levels. 

011 March 31, 1973, int.ensive supoervision programs developed with 
Probahon Subsidy funds, were providing services to 18,367 probationers 
(both adult and juvenile) in 47 counties. A total ofl, 6.36 probation 
staff were involved in these special programs. Of this number, 590 
were deputy probation officers, 109 were supervising probation officers, 
331 were clerical personnel, and the remaining staff were involved in 
various support services. Average caseload size in the special supervision 
programs is about 30 cases per probation officer in contrast to the 
80-200 cases per officer found in the 1964 Board of Corrections study. 

A number of innovative classification systems have been instituted 
in Subsidy supervision programs. In addition, these intensive super
vision units have employed a wide variety of program components in 
providing enriched services to their cases. Services provided through 
Probation Subsidy funds include individual and group counseling and 
conjoint family counseling. Funds are also used to provide services on 
a contract basis for psychiatric, psychological, and medical services 
where needed. Additional features of the new special supervisicn programs 
include job placement services, vocational and training prcgramG, drug 
education programs, remedial education programs, anti~Ilarcotic testing, 
new placement programs such as specialized foster homes, group homes, 
and community day-care programs. 

The Probation Subsidy program has expanded from 31 participating 
counties during 1966-67 to 47 participating counties in 1972-73. Commit
ment reductionn by participating counties have increased each year from 
1,398 in 1966-67 to 5,41~9 in 1972-73. Total program earnings for 1972-T'i 
wero '1I,??,068,?10, as compared to first year earnings of ~~5,6'/~>,815 in 
1 ()6(l-h'! • 

I rr th(~ odgl na1 legifllation authori?linp; ntntr> aid for probation 
serv i (~()fl, I,h(~ fo 11 owi np; four progr'am gorll.S wc},p olllHoor'nted rol' the IJrof,I'nm: 

1) to increase the protcction afforded the Gitizens of 
thiA otnte, 

;.') to permit a morn even administration of Justice, 

i 



3) to rehabilitate offenders, and 

4) to reduce the necessity for commitment of persons to 
state correctional institutions. 

An evaluation of the attainment of these goals is presented in this report. 

In reference to the first goal of "increased protection of citizens," 
data collected on both the state and national level have shown that reported 
crimes have continued to rise in California, paralleling increases in 
national rates. Although California's crime rate is consistently higher 
than the nation, this can be attributed to the superior crime reporting 
system in the state. There is no indication thae the Probation Subsidy 
program has either increased or decreased public protection in California 
as measured by reported crimes. This is understandable in view of the face 
that Subsidy caseloads in terms of total numbers constitute such a small 
potential influence on the total crime rate picture. However, in the area 
of juvenile delinquency only, there are indications which.seem to point 
to a decrease in me.asureable delinquency indices after 1969. (See 
Statistical Fact Sheet No. 39, June 14, 1973, California Youth Authority, 
Information Systems Section). What this means in terms of Probation 
Subsidy's impact on the goal of increased protection of citizens is 
uncertain and subject to further study. 

To evaluate the success of the second goal (i.e., "to permit a more 
even administration of justice"), the variance in commitment rates for 
participating counties was studied for the base period and the 1972-73 
fiscal year. It was found that the range of commitment rates among the 
participating Subsidy counties was reduced by 44 percent. In addition, 
the participating counties were shown to be more comparable in their 
commitment practices in that there was an overall 40 percent reduction 
in variance in commitment rates. In light of the above findings, it was 
concluded that there was a "more even administration of justice" under 
Probation Subsidy as a result of these indicators showing less variation 
in perticipating counties' commitment rates. 

At thi~ time no conclus~ve evidence is yet available to evaluate 
tho aceomphshffien,t of the th~rd goal of Probation Subsidy - i.e. "to 
rehabilitate offenders". Pr~limi~ary analysis of recently colle~ted 
data on a matched sample of Juven~le court Subsidy and regular probation 
cases revea~ed,no difference between the two groups in the area of arrests 
and court f~nd~ngs (subsequent sustained petitions) Any ~nt t t' f ' " ..L erpre a ~on 
o the mean~ng of th~s study f~nding must necessarily await th h 

l
' f th d t ' , a oroug ana ys~s 0 e a a. Th~s deta~led analysis is schedul d fIt' cl bl' t" 4 e or comp e ~on 

an ~u ~?a 1~n ~~ early 197 and will include data on samples of adult 
and Juven~le Qubs~dy and regular probation groups C ' f th 

b 
. ' • ompar1sons 0 ese 

pro ut10n groups w111 also be made with comparable t t' 1 
A 

,.\. h d t ' 1 ' d' t s a e paro e groups. 
mE •• 0 wan II ~ lze Ul he report however to' d' tl "h" t." ,., 1n 1rec y assess the 

I.l.C .tIlV0men. 0.1 th1s th1rtl goal. Thic method st d' d th ' , .\ . b t' " J. U ~e e overall cr1m~nal 
nou.r , JlJ 0 a 10n v~olat~on rates before and aft C! b 'd " 
N 

1 .' t~ I, l' • er QU s~ y was ~nst~tuted 
O"Wl Iw"an(~ulg :tncreas(ld usc of problid:ion th d t· • 

'j L t L le chango in th·" percentages of ndu] ta' e ad ,/l. presented showed 
• . <~ .... romove from cr' '1 t 

prohnt:LOn by 6ucee8B'~ul termination between 1')GO nl 9' r ~m~n~ ?o~~ 
that '-.here has been flO (increase in the overaJ'l r a ( .1, 12., rh~s 1 n(hcatefl 
i Venosr; of statewide probation .. ehab:th tat~ ve effect-programs as a result of Probation Subsidy. 

ii 

..... ~, 

II, 

.' 

). 
• • • 
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I 

Finally, data was present d h . 
f:om participating Subsidy cou~ti:so~~~gb~hat commitm~nts to the state 
f~scal year by 50 percent f t a ye~ reduced ~n the 1972-73 
indicates there has been r~m he ba~e per~od. Additionally, data 
f 

'1' , no ~ncrease ~n the use of 1 l' , ac~ ~t~es as a result of the S b 'd oca ~nst~tutional 't u s~ y progr-m F th' , ~ may be concluded that th Pr b t' q,. rom ~s ~nformation , " e 0 a ~on Sub sid ' ~n ach~ev~ng its fourth goal _ ' Itt -y program has been successful 
ment of persons to state correc~iOen·a'l ~ 0 rt~tdUtC? the necessity for commit-.Lns ~ u ~ons." 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report provides a comprehensive review of the Probation Subsidy 
program in accordance with Section 1825(k) of the Welfare and Institutions 
COde, reviewing all facets of the Probation Subsidy program--how it came 
into being, how it was implemented, and what has resulted. 

How the Probation Subsidy Works 

The Probation Subsidy program grew out of a 1964 ,state Board of Correc
tions study that found that probation supervision was woefully inadequate. 
The program was passed by the Legislature and signed into la\v in 1965. Four 
program goals were enumerated by this legislation: (1) to increase thp 
protection afforded the citizens of this state; (2) to permit a morc even 
adminiE:;tration of justice; (3) to rehabilitate offenders; and (4) to reduce 
the necessity for commitment of persons to state correctional institutions • 

The program allocates state funds, which ~ould have been used to in
carcerate offenders and ~rovide parole supervision, to the counties for 
the development of adequate probation services. The theory is that this 
noe only reduces commitments, but also permits treatment of offenders in 
their home communities where chances for rehabilitation are j.ncreased. 

The Probation Subsidy program uses a statutory formula to determine 
a participating county's "earnings." Participation b:y the counties is 
entirely voluntary. Earnings are based upon a county's reduction of 
adult and juvenile commitments to the State Department of Corrections and 
the Department of the youth Authority. 

The benchmark by which a county "earnings" are computed is its own 
past commitment performance over a f' ", ';rear period beginning in 1959 and 
continuing through 1963, or the two i):< "" 1962-('3, whichever is higher. 
This five-year or two-year average com'C1::,,'.!:::-mt rate is a constant "base 
commitment rate" for the county. 

Annually, this rate is applied agr;dl.wt the county's popUlation 1.0 
determine its "expected number of commitmimts." A county is entiLlnd 1.0 
sUbvention if it's total commitments for an,Y given yeFJ..r is less than its 
"expected number of commitments." The amount of Gubvention is dependEmr. 
upon a formula LhaL provides varic)d amounts from $2,OSO to $L~ ,000 pN' 

cann, with the l::trgcr ;~mountn taking nffect H S r:ollnt lor; .incrcaue Lhai r 
perc('nt of roduct:ion. In [,;nncra.l, cOllrlt.:ipn wil.h rJ J'olaLivnly low barw 
commitmont rate noed only 'reduce commi. Lmnnts by I; pnt'(~ont l.o roach Llw 
$L~,OOO pnr caBO figure, while counLinn wiLh hip;h baOf~ commitment ral;(H) 
may nond 1;0 reduce by DS much FJ..S 25 pt'r'cent Lo rlc:hiov(\ Lhe $1~,OOO 1':ir:ur'C'. 

A c:ounty's earnings are computed ;J.nnually l.tnd arn paid by th0 ntllLo 
as reimbursement. for expensen incurred. J!k'lrninp;s :>: I~i' be spent OvnT' a 



rna be spent for 1971-7~, 
, l~or 1971-72 y , anyone who ~s 

arn~ngs 'may ass~gn , 
three-year span; e.g·, e osts Count~es ts to spec~al super-

4 gram c· , ' al cour ' . 
1972-73 or 1973-7 pro 'enile or cr~m~n b the Youth Author~LY, 

, 'by the JUv roved Y t ' 
placed on probat~on b dgets must be app, d regular proba ~on 
visipn units. propo~ed ~ocedures for Su~s~dY an made both by th~ 
and separate account~~g Pined. Field aud~ts are ontrollerls Off~ce. 
oper~tions must be :~~~t~uthority and the, State C 
Department of the Yd' ~ stration of the f the a m~n. , 

, is responsible or oard of Correct~ons. 
The youth Author~ t~ dards approved by the B, 'on ratios, staff 

program, 8.nd enforces s an load size, staff super~::-s~ services on which 
These standards cover ~a~e g ancillary or suppor ~n~ fic'adon systems 
qualifications and tra~n~n , t Qiagnostic and class~ , 

, f ds may be spen , 
Subvent~on un , 1 ratios. d t ff-cler~ca 
to be used, an sat' ns of the law, the 

'f' d sec ~o le islation has mod~ ~e Cha ter 1004, Statutes 
Over the years, g. ng with the enactment ?ft d P$2 million and 

t hange occurr~ 'opr~a e most recen c , . Marcr, 1973, wh~ch appr t probation. Even 
of 1~72, effect~ve ~nthese funds for offenders no ~~es are reimbursed, 
permitted the use 0 the essential element that co~~ nts to state inst~t1:;-' 
so, over t~e years, nt that they reduce comm~ me 
in proport~on to the exte 
tions remains unchanged. 

, d 
How This Report is Organ~ze , The first provides 

. t f I' major sect~ons. 
This report is organized W 0 ou, h' h the Probation Subsidy p~og:ram 

t of the law upon w ~c d f I' Probat~on 
background--an accoun. ' f the standardS develope 0 

11 as a d~scuss~on 0 
rests, as we '~l supervision programs. 
Subsidy-funded spec~~ 

, ervision programs implemented 
:Jection II describe~ the sp~~~al ~~p provides information o~: number 

undor the Probation SUbs~dYh pro
t

g
ff w' ho are involved in the spec~al super-

th program' t e sa· nd 'J. of (;DOns in , e '1 t employed in these programs; a " 
vision pr·ograms; program e emen, G 1 su~ervision programs which are 1 n 
summary description of the spec~a 
operation. 

4-h f the t' t' 1 information on the grow~ 0 
Section III presents sta.~s ::-~a first seven years of operation. It 

, S bsidy program dur~ng ~ s 
Probat~on u , gs and reductions in commitments. 
summarizes county earn~n 

This section 
, n IV evaluates t.he Probation Subsidy program. 'the 

, Gecho, ': . data which seeks to answer questions re~ard~ng 
rcv),Pwr-; nto.tJ..stH,al f ' t ted goal ~ of the Probation GubsJ..dy program 

h' r ih· out' sa' ." " ' oxl:erd 1.0 w 101 (. . t I in thin "'ection 'lrl' the hrst tentFl.t~ve 
'I' (lr'c'omp Ii n}l!'cl. I ncorpora e( • <),. ,. , t' on of 

we: t " . f'" GrlnC") 'II CVA tlcudy, m/ld(~ pOf1l1iblo by nn npproprJ..a ~ 
1'1 tid I np;cl 0 n .'" , ' 
'I~ II,(),()()() llY Lhn ntnl.n 1,('p;ls1ature. 

'J -,-
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BACKGROUND OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY: 
LEGISLATION, STANDARDS, AND PROGI~.AMS 

A resolution was adopted by the 1963 session of the Legislature 
proposing that a statewide study of probation be undertaken. The BOA-I'd 
of Corrections was asked to conduct this study to evaluate probation services 
and make recommendations. After completion of the study in 1964, fifteen 
recommendations were made for improvement of probation services in California. 
The development of special supervision programs vIas one of these rc>commf-'ndat lonr>. 

The 1964 probation stuiy urged that the sta.te adopt a cost-nhurinc; plan 
to improve probation supervision services. State Aid for Probntion Bervl ('l'1; 

legislation (Senate Bill 822) was passed unanimouGly by the '1965 Lpc;islaLllre, 
and the program became operative on July 1, 1966. As specified in Soction 
1820 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, the intent of Subsidy in "to 
increase the protection offered the citizens of the state, to permit the 
more even administration of justice, to rehabilitate offenders, and to reduco 
the necessity for commitment of persons to state correctional institutions."1 
This was to be accomplished through strengthening and improving local proba
tion supervision efforts so that more offenders, formerly committed to 
state level corrections could receive intensive supervision while remainin~ 
in the community. 

Legislation 

The Probation Subsidy law is covered in Section 1, Article 7, Sections 
1820 through 1827, of the Welfare and Institutions Code. This legislation 
included sections on: 

'I 

Legiclative Intent 
St-3.tn Sharing of Costs 
Establishment of Standards 
D~7elopment of Standards 
Procedures for Making Application for Funds 
Approval of Application 
Calculation of Commitments 
Annual. Commitment RaL8 
Reimbursement for Commi tment Rab~ Reduction 
Met.hod of Reimbursement 
Heimbursemenl. [Inder Unusurl L CondHi ons 
Proper Use of Funds 
Alternative Use of Funds 
Heport to the Legislaturo 
71ermination Date of LegiGlal.J on 

S(~(' Appc'ndI:x A ['oJ' Llw cmtirl' SUbr.idy Inw. 

1820 
1821 
1822 
1823 
1824 
1825(a) 
1825(b) 
182:';( c) 
1825(d) 
1825(e) 
18?5( r) 
18;25(g) 
18~~5(h) 
1826 
1827 



-~----~-. 

t LeO'islation Subsequen 9 

, 1825 of tho Welfnre Eo ded Scctaon ' , .t u~(' d ' 1,))0 Dmen ' "L count:t.oB 0 ". 4 ' t oduce ~n , 8 (f) Lo perm~ . 
SenaLe Bill 27 m r ddin Section 1 5? '. 'tLing a build-up 01 

::'nd InstiLutiom_. Code by at f-l gscal yen.r, thus pelm~ 'ble probation depnrL
.A , the nex ~ to ena that 
exceos earnings ~n 'tent of the program was 'ble it was planned' . 
earnings. Since the,~n vices as much as poss~ , for program costs ln 
mente to improv~ the~~u~~rbe available tO,the c~~~; invested $100,000 in 
any unused earn~ngs w For example, ~f a c mmitments enough to 
the following fiscal ye~~·for one year and reduced$~~O 000 program cost and 
a program and operated ~ 'd be reimbursed for the t the following year 
generate $200,000, itt wOlu~basis for the program cos s 

~ d on aquar er Y cOUJ.d raw ., . $100 000. 

from the rema~nlng , d Institutions Code, 
, ection 1826 of the Welfare an to the Legislature 

. In accordance w~th S th Authority prepared a repor~ d July 1 i 1966 
the Department of the.You ro ram which cover;d.the per~oe Probation Subsid? 
on the Probat~on SU~8~dYIP a~dition to descrlb~ng how ~h dations for modify~ng 
through J~e 3

0
',19 ._ e~r eriod, a number of r~comm~~e changes were 

worked dur~ng th~s two y st~d. The proposed leg~slat~d of representatives 
the Subsid~ law were ~ugg:ith a study committee compose artment of 
developed In coopera~~ont Assembly Office of Research, ~e~nts and other 
from probation depar me~ s, d t Committee, police depar m , , Jo-lnt Legislat~ve Bu ge F~nance, .... " 
interested groups. 

ture 
, th report to the Legisla' changes suggested ~n e 

Snme of the legislat~ve 1969 session of the Legislature. w~re enacted during the 

ermit counties to include 
Section 1821 was amended tOt Pto Section 601 WIC and mis-

'd' t d pursuan Th' minors adJu lca e, cial su ervision programs. _~s 
demeanant adults ~n spe , Pthe original law restricted ' 'f' nt change Slnce t 
was a s~~nl lca be included in the Subsidy progr~m 0 
cases wh~ch could 'ttable to the Youth Authonty 
felons and perso~s c~~~~Of the Welfare and Institutions pursuant to Sectlon 
Code. 

8 (b) modified to clarify which cases are 
Section 1 2~oth:a~ounty in computing Probati?n Subs~dy 
chargeable 'tt d to the state for d~agnostJ.c nings Cases comm~ e 
ear . not charged against the county. purposes are 

, ' 1825(d) was modified to pcrmit interpolation of 
Bectl0n ; t ble Lo tho nearent one-Lenth of one> parcent the paymen. a. . 
of roduction in comm~tment raLe. 

, 1825() was modified co broaden tho proviGions for Scctlon g , Th' t'on 
'. 'b ment under unusual clrcumstances. . ~8 sec ~ re~m urse , . t' t; less ori inally required that a parhClpa lng ~oun y (~arn 

' IT, h' al1' of l he sum pr.dd in \;h0. preVlOUs year becaus. e I.han ono- , , " , . . . ' t f 
of (!xtrnmo1 y unusua I clJ'cumstanccs bej ore the Dlrec or 0 

-

•

<. 

, ,. 

• 

• • 
I 

• 
• 
I 

I' 
I 
I 

, 

.' 

the Youth Authority, with the approval oj' UIP Dir'(!cLor' 
of J!'inance, could pay f~ county a Gum OqUD I La Lho prior 
year'l'3 payment. The section was changed to dnleLe 
"one-half," thus making it possible for a county to be 
considered for hardship if it earned any swn less than 
the sum paid the previous year. 

Section 1825(i) was modified to change the "actual" number 
of commitments to the "average" number of commitments in 
establishing a criteria for participation of the smaller 
counties under the alternative Subsidy plan. (This change 
was made to correct an error in the original legislation.) 

Section 1826 wa~ modified to require the Department of the 
Youth Authority to make periodic reports to the Legislature 
on the experience and results of the Subsidy program. 

Section 1827 was deleted. This section limited the effect 
of the law to the 91st day after the final adjournment of 
the 1969 regular session. 

DUring the 1971 legislative session, the following changes were made in the Probation Subsidy law: 

Senate Bill 354 was introduced and passed during the 1971 
legislative session. The effective date of this legislation 
was March 4, 1972. This legislation amended Section 1825(f) 
of the Welfare and Institutions COde which made it possible 
for counties to use excess earnings for two succeeding fiscal 
years. Previously, counties were permitted to use excess 
earnings for one year only, which sometimes caused radical 
fluctuations in program size, depending on the consistency 
with which they generated earnings. This legislative change 
makes it possible for counties to operate a more uniform 
program fromyear-to-year and provides an opportunity for 
better program planning. 

Senate Bill 353 was introduced during the 1971 legislative 
session and was signed into law with an effective date of 
July 1, 1972. This legislation amended Sections 1825(b) 
and (d) of the Welfare and Institutions Code. It provided 
that counties with a base commitment rate of less than 40 
could use l,O CL,o cases per 100,000 population) as their base 
commitment rate. It also provided that counties with a base 
commitment rate of morc than 100 (100 casen p(~r 100,000 
popul.a ti on would ho required. to USf) 100 afl Lheir base commit
ment raLc).) At LllO time Lho orie;ina I ProbaLion Subsidy 
I ()gj[]J.nLjon Wtlr; U('V('loped, an utLompL wuo mlldp 1.0 build 
inLo Lhe pl1ymcml, Lable a method of compnnonbng counties 
thili. had low comm:i l:mcmL rilLes. fl'he payment tnble provides 
l;hnL nounLic)A wiLh low commitmonl. r'nl.ns would noL hav(~ Lo 
r'ec1uc!c,) their commi Lmonl. rate by ilS lrtrg(\ n percontl1p;f) in 
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Experience 
$4 000 per case. 

order to get the full. .' Ie islation did not 
indicated that the or~g~nal g t'es which previously 

t those coun ~ . 
adequately compensa e d ·t rewarded Gountles 
had low commitment ~ates an tJ. s. This legislation 
with very high commltment ~a.e 
helped correct these inequltles. 

the following changes were made 
During the 1972 legislative session, 

in the Probation Subsidy law: 
. e March 7 1973, made signi

Senate Bill 160~ effectlv J venil~ Homes, Ranches, 
ficant changes. ln both t~epr~bation Subsidy. Section 
and Camps Subsldy and th itutions Code was 
1825(h) of the We~fare and.Ins;hiCh do not have juvenile 
amended to authorlze countJ.es Probation Subsidy funds 
homes, ranches, or campsttoi~S~ther counties. section 
to pay for camp placem&n ~f d Institutions Code 
888.~ \~a~ auded to the tW~f :~:t:n camE. subventions for 
prohJ.bltJ.ng the paymen. ., such out-of-
such placements to co~t~es reCelV~ng revent double 
county placements. Thls was done 0 P 
Subsidy for the same court ward. 

bl BOll ~68 became effective March 7, 1973. This. 
Ass:m y. 1 d-d d S ction 1825(j) to the Probation SUbSldy 
leglslatlon ~ e e t f th program 
la~-r This legislation broadened the concep 0 e, 
t • k it possible for local law enforcement agen~les to 
u~e~h: special $2 million appropriation included In the 
bill for the diagnosis, control, or treatment of offenders 
or alleged offenders. The sum of $150 ,00? was al~o 

~--~·~t d to carry out program evaluatlon studles 
approprla e f th . red 
of the Probation Subsidy program. It, ur er requl 
that the Director of the youth Authorlty conduct a 
revie\'/ of the Subsidy program and make a report to the 
1974 Legislature (1825(k)). 

Section 1825(d) of the WelfarE! and Institutions co~e was 
modified to allo,", the Director of the youth Authorlty, 
\vith the approval of the Dhec tor of Finance, to annua 11y 
adjust the dollar Ilmounts in the Subsidy payment table by 
basing such adju:::;Lment on the Consumer Prico In~cx ::a~her 
th::ln on changes in the cost to Lhf! sLa tn for mal ntalnl ng 

perf'ons Gommil.tcd. 

'llhn Department of the youth AuLhot'i Ly \'Jas r'(~quired by SecLion 182? 
of Uw Welfare and InsLitutions Codo 1.0 onl.abJinh minimum st.andardn for 
t.1w opl'lrati.on of "special supervifilon pr'op;rarns" d(!velop(~d under t.he 
Pl'obaUon Subsidy program. 'fueso nLandu.rtln for "l1pccial supervision 
pr(')f~rnmsll wnre blls<'!d on t.he findinp;r> of l.hr) 1<)611 Board of Corrections 
study Rnd previoun eLudius. 
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, These sta~d~rds were developed by the youth Authority in cooperation 
w1th local offlClals to remedy many of the problems identified in the 
1964 probation study. These problems included: (1) excessive caseloads 
(2) inadequate supervision of staff, (3) inadequate .secretarial serviceG: 
~4) lack of classification systems, and (5) limited resources to support 
lntensive or special supervision program efforts. 

Standards were developed for the Probation Subsidy program to cover 
p~rsonnel standards, caseload si~e, staff supervision ratios, c]assifir-a
tl~n systems, . staff-clerical ra t~~os, ancillary or supporting servi cos on 
WhlCh subventlon funds may be spent, and for evaluation ~tandardG. 

The following material provides a brief description of l.he f;<~vpn 
standa.rds for the Probation Subsidy program: 

1. Personnel Standards 

Personnel engaged in special supervision proerams are 
required to meet the standards outlined in "Standards 
for the Performance of Probation Duties ll established 
by the Director of the Youth Authority pursuant to the 
provisions of Section 1760.7 of the Welfare and Institu
tions Code. These personnel standards cover administration, 
personnel qualifications, periods of employment for 
employees, method of selection, tenure, salaries, etc. 

2. Workload for Deputies 

The standards require that the average monthly workload 
of a deputy probation officer assigned to special super
vision programs be "substantially below" the absolute 
maximum of 50 active supervision cases. 

3. Supervisors Workload 

The standards require that tho maximum number of deputy 
probation, officers supervised by a full-time Guper'visor 
not exceed six deputies. They further provide that the 
maximum unit case load for a full-time supervisor shall 
not exceed 300 active supervision cases at any given time. 

4. Classification System 

Probation departments are required 1,0 includC' ar; part of 
I.hdr plan n syntem oj' clrwnificai.ion bannd nn indivldunl 
ruWUG of rH'obnLion<:X'Il. ClanrrLl':icnUon is Lhl' Lnchn.iqun 
or uyeLem by which proba.LionC'T'fl nre dlllp;no~3('d and by whielJ 
dj f':f'oring Lrea!;menl. sl.!'a,l.egio[1 IU'C preflcribed. 

'.;. Stenographic Support Stanc1nrd 

One clerical poai tion must h0 !l,vai j,nb 1 () for nvery three 
doputy probation officers emp I.0YN.I to work in the specia I 
supervision program. In addition, a ful I-time clerical 
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position for each full-time supervisor is required. An. 
alternative to this standard makes it possible for countles 
to employ one-half of a clerical position for every 50 
cases under special supervision. 

6. Supporting Services Standard 

This standard describes the kinds of supporting services 
for which it may be appropriate for probation departments 
to contract under special supervision. These services 
include psychiatric, psychological, dental, medical, 
employment, housing, and other supporting services. 
Proposals for these services are subject to individual 
review by the Youth Authority. 

7. Study and Evaluation 

Under this standard, counties are permitted to claim 
reimbursement up to 10 percent of the annual special 
supervision budget for research purposes. Counties 
are required to maintain necessary records for research 
under the standard and are permitted to contract for 
research services with other agencies relative to 
special supervision programs. 

Supplemental Subsid~ Funds 

As a result of the enactment of Chapter 1004, Statutes of 1972, a 
"Supplement to Rules, Regulations, and Standards of Performance for 
Special Supervision Programs" was developed. A special allocation of 
$2 million was provided by the passage of this legislation which permitted 
supplemental Probation Subsidy funds to be used by local law enforcement 
agencies for the diagnosis, control, or treatment of offenders, or alleged 
offenders. These st~ndards describe the types of programs eligible for 
fur~ding with supplemental funds and include such programs as crisis inter
vention, mutual training projects, staff exchange programs, special jail 
counseling programs, law enforcement early intervention programs; and 
outline the requirements for making application for these funds. 

Program Monitorill$ 

'rhc DepartmrmL of the Youth Aul.hority ostablishes the proceduros to 
bo ['0 I lowed by a county participating in Lhn ProbaLion Subsidy program. 
(Jounl.ieG arc r·ot'jl1.i.t·nd to submiL a P;robnl.jon Su.bsidy proposal each year to 
the· Youth Authori Ly foT' review and appr·ovaJ. prior to implenlentation. ~(IhHm~ 
PY'opooll.lr. include a dCrlGripLion of their plannod programs and the estinnLod 
bu.dj.';nl. t'orruired to imp] oment the program. The Department of the youth 
AuLho.r'iLy ]"eviews Lhese progranls to assurE) they meet est;t:lblished Gtandards. 
HeqU(Wl;£j for program modificati on during the YC'{l,r are processed in the mmo 
rnrulnr'r' an t.he ini Lial proposal and muo L be rev'i nW0.d 8.nd approved prior t;o 
imp I 0.mr:m l.a l.lon by the r:ount.y. 
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Consultant's Field Contacts 

Consultants from the Youth Authority's Division of Community Services 
make routine contacts with the probation special supervision units during 
the. year. During these contacts, they provide program consultation, become 
familiar with the operation of the program, and arrange for staff training 
programs where the need is indicated. Any deficiencies in the program 
operation are brought to the attention of probation administrators so that 
corrective action can be taken. 

Annual Ins:eection Report and Evaluation 

Once each year a formal inspection of all special supervisio'n un iL fl if', 
made and a written report prepared. This report is mainta.ined in the fi IN1 

of the CYA Division of Community Services which monitors the Subsidy progr:tm 
and is available for review by other State agencies. The Chief Proba.tion 
Officer of each participating county also receives a copy of the report. 
The purpose of the inspection is for the consultant to verify that the 
program meets the established standards and to make recommendations for 
program improvements where appropriate. The report is based on information 
gathered during several days of observation and from the routine contacts 
made throughout the year. Areas covered in this report include a descrip
tion of the program, administrative organization, staffing pattern, a 
description of the classification system, treatment services, ffi~portive 
services, training programs, records and statistics, evaluation, and 
recommendations. If any deficiencies are noted in the report, the Chief 
Probation Officer is notified that corrective action must be taken. 

Field Audits -- State Controller's Office 

Auditors from the Audits Division of the Sta.te Controller's Office 
conduct field audits of the probation department's Subsidy program budget 
to determine if' the expenditures of Subsidy funds were made in accordance 
with legal reqUirements. Funds unlawfully expended are recovered by 
Gubtracting payments from futUre county claims. 
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DESCRIPTION OF SPECIAL SUPERVISION PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTED 
UNDER THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM 

On March 31, 1973, special superv~s~on programs, developed with 
Probation Subsidy funds, were providing services to 18,367 cases. These 
cases included 9,818 juvenile court cases, 7,522 criminal court cases, 
and 1,027 lower court cases. There were 123 Subsidy units in L~7 partici
pating counties. These included 20 adult units, 44 juvenile units, and 
59 units providing services to mixed caseloads of adults and juveniles • 

TABLE 1 

STAFF INVOLVED IN THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM 

SPRING, 1973 

Full-Time Part-Time 

Job Classification Total Positions Positions 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
-

Total, all staff ...................... 1,636 100.0 1,203 100.0 433 

Total, Subsidy Unit staff positions. 1,030 (63.0) 988 (82.1 ) L~2 

Supervising Probation Officers •••• 109 6.7 99 8.2 10 
Deputy Probation Officers ••••••••• 590 36.1 583 48.5 7 
Clerical staff II> ••••••••••••••••••• 331 20.2 306 25.4 25 

Total, other staff •..•...••••••••••• 606 (37.0) 215 (17.9) 391 
Training .......................... 43 2.6 19 1.6 2L~ 

Psychiatric/Psychologicala •••••••• 16 1.0 3 0.2 13 
Teachers/Tutors/Aides •••••.••••••• 59 3.6 12 1.0 47 
Volunteers ........................ 246 15·0 2 0.2 244 
Administrative •••.••••••••.••••••• 39 2.4 8 0.7 31 
Research .......................... 21 1.3 17 1.4 4 
Otherb ............................. 182 11.1 154 12.8 28 

.. 

aDoes not inclUde staff hired through contract to perform these fUnctions. 

bThe "other" category includeD 12/+ full-time and 7 part-time community workers 
utilized by the Los Angelos County Subsidy program. 

100.0 

(9.7) 
2·3 
1.6 
5.8 

(90.3) 
5., 
:5.0 

10.9 
56. ') 

7· ;>. 
0.9 
6 r' •• J 

As shown in Table 1, a total of 1,636 probation personnel were in
volvod in the special. supervision programs. Staff consisted of 590 deputy 
probation officers, 109 supervising deputy probation officers, 331 clerical 
personnel, and 606 other staff involved in various support services, such 
as training, psychiatric and psychological work, tutoring, probation aide 
service, volunteer work, administration, and research. 
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TABLE 2 

MONTHLY AVERAGE NUMBER OF CASES PER PROBATION OFFICER 
IN THE SUBSIDY PROGRAM, BY COUNTY 

SPRING, 1973 

County 

Alameda •••• III .......... ~ '"' ............ .. 

Amador* .......................... !'I .............. .. 

Calaveras* ••••••••••••••••••• 
Colusa ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Contra costa ................. . 
Del Norte ••.•.••••••••••••••• 
El Dorado •••••••••••••••••••• 
Fresno ............ " .............................. .. 
Humboldt .......................................... 
Inyo ................................. 0 ........... .. 

Kern ............................... .. 
Kings ................... . 

.. It .... .. 

lassen ............ ¥ .............. . 

Los Angeles** •••••••••••••••• 
Madera 

.................... 0 ...... 

Ma.rin ... u .................. . ......... 
Mariposa ...................... . 
Mendocino •••• ......................... 
Merced ••••••••••.•••••• ......... 
Monterey ................ . ....... 
Napa .................... .. 
Nevada ••• '" ................................. 
Orange ................................ .. 
Placer •••.••••••••• ............ 
Plumas. • • • .. • .. • .. . • .. • . • . 

........ II • 

Riverside ••••••••••••• 
Sacramento ••••••• ..................... 
San Benito ••••••••• 
San Bernardino •••••••••• ..................... 
San Diego •••••••••••••• 
San Francisco •••••• .................... 
San Joaquin •••.•••••••• 
San Luis Obispo •••••••• :::::: 
San Mateo ••.••••••• 
Santa Barbara .••••••••• . . .. .. . . . . . . . .. . .. . .. 
Santa Clara ........................... 
Shasta .............................. 
Solano .................................. 
Sonoma •••••••••.•••••• 
Stanislaus ..... ~ ..................... .. 

.......... Q 

suttor •••••••••••••• 
........ II!I .. .. 

~rchama ....................................... .. 
Tula.r'e ..................... . 
Tuo.lumne •••••••••• . . .. .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. . . . . . . . . . 
Ventura .................................... 
Yolo ......................................... 
Yuba ...................................... 

Monthly Average 
Number of Cases 

36 
10 
10 
33 
20 
25 
33 
21 
36 
27 
24 
26 
28 
35 
17 
30 
26 
35 
31 
18 
42 
41 
33 
39 
34 
27 
39 
23 
36 
22 
32 
27 
29 
18 
40 
35 
38 
28 
38 
24 
40 
37 
37 
29 
30 
28 
30 

*Amador and CaJaveras Sub 'd 
half-time De~uty Probat~~nyo~~~grams e~c~ consist of only a one 

**The Los Angele f' , ~cer pos~t~on. 
s ~gure 1S an average of th 

separate Subsidy units. e caseload averages of 33 
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There were 583 full-time deputy probation officer'I) and 99 SUIJCH'VWlllP 

probation officers in the Subsidy program which resulted in a ratio of 5.9 
to 1. These figures indicated that the counties were meeting the standards 
set forth by the Youth Authority of a 6 to 1 supervision ratio. 

Table 2 presents the monthly average number of cases per deputy 
probation officer in the Subsidy program, by county, for the Spring of 
1973. These averages range from a low of ten cases (in two counties with 
only one half-time Subsidy probation officer) to a high of 42 cases per 
officer. If the caseload averages for the two counties (Amador and 
Calaveras) with only half Subsidy caseloads are projected for a fun 
caseload (Le., 20 cases), and these averages are included with the caf.W
load averages of the remaining 45 Subsidy counties, then the overall mptm 
of this distribution of average caseloads is computed to be 30.1. This 
average caseload figure for the statewide Subsidy program is well below 
the maximum of 50 set forth by the CYA standards. 

Table 3 presents a distribution of the types of classification 
systems which were employed by participating counties during the Spring 
of 1973. As can be seen from this table, the classification system most 
widely used by the counties involved a screening process accompanied by 
a case conference or case staffing. This system was used in 45 of the 
47 participating Subsidy counties. 

TABLE 3 

TYPES OF ClASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 
UTILIZED BY SUBSIDY COUNTIES 

Type of Classification 
System 

Screening and/or case 
conference to determine 
eligibility of case for 
selection ••• o •••••••••••• 

I-level system ••••.•••••• 

FIRO-B ..................... . 

Polk classification 
syotem .......... ' •.••••••••• 

b other ................... . 

SPRING, 1973 

Number of Counties 
Utilizing the Systema 

45 
19 
28 

2 

13 

Percent of Total 
Participating Countier. 

95.7 
40.4 
59.6 

4.3 
27·7 

.'lrJ'hirty-six GounLie1'l uti. tized two or morc classification systems within their 
resrecti vn p:l'oblltj on dopartments. An n. rosult, the number of counties uti li7.
lng each of the various classification systems in this table more than t.he 
number of Subsidy count.icG (117) • 

bClauslficl.l. Llon syGLcmfJ specified under ~he "0 ~hu t,II Cl,t Logory .include: Lhe 
d Ol3llOS6 Inventory, TenncBsee Self-Concept TesL, Ee:o-~~yping, MMPI, Work) oud 
Determined by Plan, FIRO-F, Polk System, President's Task Force Classification, 
and Base Expectancy. 
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The FIRO-B System was the next most frequently utilized classification 
system and was used by 28 counties. Next, was the I-level system, which was 

employed by 19 counties. 

Other systems, including the Polk, Jesness, and "l~rk:oad Determir:ed 
by Plan were used in 13 counties. It should be noted chav some countles 
used more than one type of system, and that i~ why a total on the table 
will exceed the number of participating counhes. 

Table L~ reveals the types of program components wh,ich were ir: 
operation in the Subsidy co~~ties as well as the n~mber of cases In
volved in each type during the Spring of 1973· ThlS table shOWS t~a~ 
the number of counties utilizing the major program components ,specl,fJ.ed 
on the form were as follows: transactional analysis, 16 counties; 
I-level, 16 counties; conjoint family counseling, 36 counties; small 
group counseling, 39 counties; and individual ca~ework, ,all 4? c~un~ies. 
Twenty-five counties indicated the use of "other t technlques ln thelr 

Subsidy programs. 

Overall, individual casework was the most widely utilized program 
component being used with a total of 15,769 probationers. I-level was 
used with'3,541 cases followed by "other" techniques with 3,190 cases 
and small group counseling with 2,670 cases. Conjoint family therapy 
was applied with 1,536 probationers and transactional analysis was used 
in only 950 cases. The "other" program category includes 773 cases on 
which FIRO-B treatment was employed and 170 cases involved in a behavior 
modification program. In addition, there were also a sizable number of 
cases in the "ocher" category that were in various recreational and 
activity group programs. 

Probation Special Supervision Programs 

Probation Subsidy programs are providing a variety of services to 
probationers. These programs include individual and group counseling 
and conjoint family counseling. In addition, funds are available to 
provide oervices on a contract basis for psychiatric, psychological, and 
medical oervices where needed. Some important features of the special 
supervision programs include job placement services, vocational and 
training programs, drug education programs, remedial educational programs, 
anti-narcotic testing, new placement programs, such as specialized foster 
homes, groups, and community day-care programs. 

The following are examples of specific programs developed with 
Probation Subsidy funds: 

Community Probation O£flcers 

The Gommunity Probation Officer job classification was 
developed to enable probation departments to recruit and 
hi~e,B~aff from minori~y group communities. The program 
utlhzJ.ng these CommunJ.ty Probation Officers was established 
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TABLE 4 

NUMBER OF CASES INVOLVED IN PROGRAM COMPONENTS OFFERED BY 
COUNTIES INVOLVED IN THE SUBSIDY PROGRAM < 

County 

Total, all cOLmties. 

Alameda •••.••••••• 
Amador ••••••• ~ •••• 
Calaveras ••••••••• 
Colusa ... tI •••••••• 
Contra Costa •••••• 
Del Norte ••••••••• 
El Dorado •••••••.• 
Fresno ........... . 
Humboldt .• , ••••••• 
Inyo ............. . 
Kern •••••.••.••••• 
Kings ••..•••.••••• 
lassen ........... . 
Los Angeles ••••••• 
Madera ...••....... 
Marin ............. . 
Mariposa .•.••...•. 
Mendocino ••••••••• 
Merced •••••••••••• 
Monterey •••••••••• 
Napa .............. . 
Nevada .............. . 
Orange ....•......• 
Placer ........... . 
PI urna.s •••••••••••• 
Riverside ••••••••• 
Sacramento •••••••• 
San Benito •••••••• 
San Bernardino •••• 
San Diego ••••••••• 
San Francisco ••••• 
San Joaquin ••••••• 
San Luis Obispo ••• 
San Mateo ......••. 
Santa Barbara •.••• 
Santa Clara ••••••• 
DhafJL(~ •••••••••••• 
Do lano ••••...••••• 
BOl'lOma .•••••••••••• 

Slaninlaun •••••••• 
sutter •••••••••••• 
~Vehama •••••••••••• 
Tulare ...•...... $. 

Tuolumne •••••••••• 
ventura .......... . 
Yolo ............. . 
Yuba •••••••••••••• 

SPRING, 1973 

Trans- Conjoint 
actional Family 
Analysis I-Level Therapy 

950 

12 

* 

50 

106 

30 
37 

6 
295 

174 
99 
* 

10 
100 

17 

14 

* 

3,541 

489 

20 

75 

59 

120 
110 

17 
1,088 

)186 
307 

* 
108 

20 

15 

8 

119 

1,536 

57 

34 
3 

13 
55 
4 

10 
22 

265 

54 

8 
17 
4 

86 
5 

18 
8 

80 
5 

150 
123 

* 
50 
54 
30 
12 
5 

20 
6 

6 
20 
36 
20 

200 
32 
24 

Small 
Group 

Counseling 

2,670 

78 

6 
7 

30 
21 

16 
25 

60 

729 
18 
35 

7 
24 

17 
244 

6 
11 
15 

300 
10 
15 

153 
50 
* 

174 
11 

150 
5 

10 
I ~) 

-'10 

39 
15 
40 
54 
10 

200 
10 
30 

Individual 
Casework Other 

15,769 3,190 

925 
9 
9 

36 
92 
44 
48 

308 
144 
53 

796 
73 
55 

4,753 
79 
59 
26 

105 
205 
110 
76 
82 

1,700 
33 
30 

500 
667 
34 

200 
993 
505 

* 
174 
76 

275 
212 

80 
81) 

1112 
L!h' ) 

I 

110 
319 

17 
420 
173 
'10 

6:;3 

17 
70 

3? 

386 

25 
1 

77 
110 
38 

252 

18 

* 
,:',6 
L39 

* 

110 
65 
6 

* 
*Progra~ elements ~nd~ca~ed as being utilized b 

of actual number of cl~ents involved. y county with no indication 
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, d 1 tionshipf:l between t o facilitate comm~~icat~ons an re a nd 
' 't f minority races a the special supervis~on cl~en so, . 'ncludes 

,. , t Th~s program ~ 
the special supe::ns~~n m:~d~· 'd 1 clients and families. 
crisis intervent~on w~th ~n ~v~ ua . t' re-
rm..e Community Probation Officers relay ~nformab ~t~n 
~LL 'ha' +0 the pro a ~on garding the probat~oners' be v~or v I' t have 

. of any need the c ~en may ~ off~cers. Awareness t tutoring 
, , h as J'ob placemen s, , for spec~al serv~ces sue b ht to the 

language interpretation, etc., are also roug , 
attention of the probation officer. This program ~s 
an example of services being brought closer to the 
client and his community. 

Community Day-Care Program 

While living at home, juveniles atten~ a treatment pro~ram 
at a commlmity center during the dayt~me ho~rs. ,Each ay 
the treatment center accommodates about,15 Juv~n~les and 
is geared to meet the individual academ~c',soc~al, and 
emotional needs of each minor in a su~port~ve t::eatment
oriented environment, including remed~al acad~m~c 
classes individual counseling, group counsel~ng, and 
conjoint family counseling. Tre~tment team,staff 
include one deputy probation off~cer, one a~de, ~ne 
teacher (trained to work with educationally hand1capped), 
and volunteers. 

Rehabilitation Officer 

A Rehabilitation Officer works in a rehabilitation center 
which receives wards 18 to 21 years of age. Services are 
provided while wards are in custody and ~fter rel~a~e. 
Services include: Educational and vocahonal tra~n~ng 
programs conducted on and off the site. Minors are 
permitted to maintain their employment through the 
Work Furlough program, and they are permitted to 
attend special classes or school, including junior 
college. 

Special Programs Developed Under Section 1825(j) 
of the W&I Code 

Section 1825(j) of Article 7 of the Welfare and Institutions Code 
enac\:ed by the 1972 Legislature (Chapter 1004, statutes of 1972) broadened 
the concept of the Probation Subsidy program and made it possible for 
locul la.w enforcement agencies to Use a special appropriation of $2 million 
for the diagnosis, control, and treatment of offenders or alleged offenders. 
This legislation terminates on June 30, 1974. 
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Programs developed in cooperation with law enforcement agencies 
have enabled the latter to share in the Subsidy program. Some examples 
of the types of programs developed with these supplemental funds include 
crisis intervention teams, staff exchange programs for orientation purposes 
jail counseling programs, and law enforcement early intervention programs. ' 

The following are examples of specific programs developed with supple
mental funds appropriated by Section 1825(j) of the Welfare and Institutiorw COde: 

Work Furlough Program 

Supplemental funds are being used to fund the salary and 
benefits of a Deputy Work Furlough Officer to conduct the 
work furlough program in the county jail. The Work Furlough 
Program permits an adult admitted to a period of incarcera
tion in jail to leave the jail during his working hours to 
partiCipate in some form of paid employment. He is, however, 
required to spend all non-working time in custody. This 
allows the incarcerated individual to maintain regular 
employment to support himself and his family while serving 
his sentence. 

Youth Service Team Project 

The Youth Service Team is a cooperative diversion project 
by law enforcement and probation departments with schools 
and welfare. Each agency has designated a person trained 
and experienced in working with young people to work on 
the team. The team consists of some part-time members and 
some full-time members. In addition to diverting individuals 
from the juvenile justice system, the Youth Service Team 
has increased interaction of partiCipating agencies' 
personnel by cross-training programs and through a team 
approach to casework preparation • 

The Youth Service Team inclUdes a Deputy Probation Officer, 
police officers, a welfare child protection worker, and 
school counselor personnel. The specific objectives of 
the Youth Service Team are to reduce the number of juvenile 
referrals by 25 percent; provide a community-based, short 
term service designed to treat pre-delinquent and delinquent 
youth (i.e., incorrigibles, runaways, truants, family and 
school problems); establish a closer working relationship 
between personnel of the probation department and police 
agencies and school districts. 

Pre-Trial Release Program 

This program is an effort to def.ll. directly with problems 
which arise as a result of the need to provide immediate 
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· d recommendations on newly 
pre-trial release stud~es an . es for people serving 

d eling serv~c . 
a~itted persons an couns. Th principal object~ves 
time as a condition of probat~on. ~ of alleged offenders 
of this project are to reduce the.~uml:~ th of stay of those 
detained, decrease the average ~~l~ rna~ives to a jail program, 
so detained, increase the use.o a n~itional incarceration. 
and lessen tensions accompany~ng co 

Jail Liaison As~istance Program 

t t 11 viate problems which may 
This program is an attemp 0 a ~. ·ustments and sub-
be at the root of unsatisfac~ory Ja~l adJ b t~on ·t performance on pro a ~ • 
sequent unsuccessful commun~ Y . ·d ~ an orientation 
The jail ~iaisonass~~!a~~~e~f~~~;re~~~;~j:~l as possible, 

!~i~~~~~!~~~~:c~Sw~th sheriff's ~epartment pe~s~~~~lo~e-
garding such admi~istrative ~unct~~~~o~St~~:~ue~c~; assists 
jail term~ good t:me, wordk t~~et in reorienting probationers 
in narcot~cs test~ng, an ass~S s 
prior to release from custody. 
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THE GROWTH OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM 
DURING THE FIRST SEVEN YEARS 

The Probation Subsidy program is in its eighth year of operation. 
Table 5 presents the grcwth of the Probation Subsidy program during its 
first seven years. The number of counties participating in the Subsidy 
program has increased from 31 in 1966-67 to 47 in 1972-73. The program 
earnings for the first year were $5,675,815 in 1966-67. Total Subsidy 
program earnings climbed to $22,068,210 in 1972-73. The reduction in 
commitments totaled 1,398 cases in 1966-67, and increased each subsequent 
year until reductions totaled 5,449 for 1972-73. 

TABLE 5 

GROWTH IN PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM 

Number of Average Median 
Counties Reduced Decrease Decrease 

Fiscal Participa- Program Commit- in Rate of in Rate of 
Year ting Costs Earnings ments Commitment Commitment 

1966-67 31 $ 1,632,064 $ 5,675,815 1,398 16.1% 36.7% 

1967-68 36 4,072,208 9,823,625 2,416 25·2 49.0 

1968-69 41 8,766,667 13,755,910 3,319 29·3 41.5 

1969-70 46 13,292,266 14,200,160 3,557 29·7 35.8 

1970-71 44 15,624,005 18,145,142 4,495 38.6 40.9 

1971-72 47 17,721,966 21,550,080 5,266 43.4 49.4 

1972-73 47 18,292,145 22,068,210 5,449 44.1 48.8 

Table 6 presents the yearly Subsidy earnings for each participating 
county during the first seven years of operation of the program. All 
counties which participated in the program at one tjme or another during 
the existence of the program are included in the table. As can be seen 
from this table, Santa Cruz entered the Subsidy program during 1968-69 
fiscal year and withdrew during the 1970-71 fiscaL year. San Mateo County 
participated in the Subsidy program for the firsL fo~r years of the program, 
withdrew during 1970-71 and re-entered the Subsidy program during the 1971-72 
fiscal year. Marin Oounty also withdrew from the program in 1970-71 and 
subsequently re-entered during the latter part of 1971-72. 
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TABLE 6 

PROBATION SUBSIDY 

Subsidy Earnings 

County 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 I 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

Alameda $944;000 $1,260,000 $1,240,000 $1,024,000a $1,208,000 $ 904,000 
Amador * * *' * - -
Calaveras * * * - - -
Colusa * 16,000 24,000 28,000b 16,000 24,000 
Contra Costa 576,000 648,000 484,000 232,000 260,000 336,000 
Del Norte 48,000 40,000 36,000 60,000 28,000 40,000 
El Dorado 100,000 104,000 108,000 100,000 72,000 96,000 
Fresno 336,000 236,000 268,000 356,000 400,000 536,000 
Humboldt 28,000 128,000 100,000 68,000 44,000 96,000 
Inyo * 56,000 36,000 52,000 44,000 40,000 r- . Kern 552,000 704,000 552,000 356,000 536,000 908,000 
Kings * 164,000 80,000 68,000 64,000 60,000 
lassen * * * c 40,000 36,000 r 

~ Los Angeles 104,615 2,415,625 5,064,000 5,184,000 7,864,000 9,488,000 \.0 
I Madera 100,000 132,000 116,000 100,000 116,000 92,000d Marin 88,000 104,000 88,000 16,000 ... 22,000 Mariposa 12,000 12,000 16,000 16,000 24,000 28,000 Mendocino 52,000 52,000 44,000 64,000 56,000 48,000 Merced * '" * 116,000 204,000 156,000 Monterey * 248,000 304,000 168,000 208,000 336,000 Napa 44,000 48,000 44,000 64,000 36,000 48,000 

NevCl-cla 84,000 56,000 56,000 56,000 72,000 88,000 
Orange * * 836,000 1,052,000 1,024,000 1,652,000 
Placer e e e e e e 
Plumas * * * * * 36,000 
Riverside * * * 592,000 700,000 752,000 
SCl-cramento - 244,000 404,000 624,000 
San Benito 6,248 e 32,000 4o ' OOOf 20,000 24,000 
San Bernardino 303,200 392,000 444,000 246 1 960 652}OOO 512,000 
San Diego * * 395,910 1,136 ,000h 1,432,000 1,540,000 
San Francisco * 400,00og 612,000 81,200 242,368 160,080 
San Joaquin 372,000 520,000 564,000 528,000 56L~,000 644,000 
Ban Luis Obispo 180,000 168,000 164,000 144,000 68,000 108,000 I ! 

I' 

•
• -,~ ~.. ' .... -. '''II'' ,- -~.f ~.' '.: , .• t. ;::.".! ".' : . "'~. • .. . ~j." ' "-' •.•. : '. 'v,; , ~ "0 -"' •• '" '.O' ", TAB, '.' 

PROBATION SUBSIDY 

Subsidy Earnings (Continued) 

...... '. : .... " ...... " •..... J!!!.: 
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Coun~ 

San Mateo 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Santa Cruz 
Shasta 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus . 
Sutter 
TelJama 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 
Ventura 
YOlo 
Yuba 

Total 

1966-67 

$ 164,000 
204,000 
568,000 

'* 
24,000 

120,000 
. 96,000 

'* 
* 

64,000 
256,000 

-
116,000 

'. 140,000 

'* 
$5,675,815 

1967-68 1968-69 
$ 144,000 $ 44,000 216,000 

196,000 452,000 
512,000 

* 128,000 60,000 
48,000 176,000 

100,000 184,000 
184,000 

'* '* '* 48,000 76,000 
84,000 252,000 

260,000 44,000 
28,000 192,000 

208,000 124,000 
156,000 '* 52,000 

$9, 823,625 $13,755,910 

1969-70 ! 

1971-72 1970-71 1 
$ 36,000 .$ * $ 40,000 196,000 116,000. 216,000 348,000 ~ - -- *'* * 32,000 - 76,000 72,000 120,000 

I 52,000 236,000 280,000 
268,000 312,000 280,000 . 
492,000 40,000 64,000 48,000 84,000 60,000 
64,000 224,000 260,000. 

264,000 24,000 
6,774J 

36,000 244,000 364,000 
372,000 116,000 108,000 
152,000 44,000 88,000 
36,000 

$14,200,160 

1972-73 

$1,020,000 
c 
c 

36,000 
648,000 
44,000 

116,000 
524,000 
108,000 

44,000 
708,000 

56,000 
36,000 

8,296,000 
68,000 

220,000 
16,000 
40,000 

196,000 
280,000 

76,000 
76,000 

2,068,000 
e 

32,000 
936,000 
544,000 

20,000 
616,000 

2,032,000 
36,210 

680,000 
144,000 

1972-73 

$ 384,000 
364,000 

-
'* 

36,000 
144,000 
232,000 
312,000 
16,000 
76,000 

268,000 
48,000 

320,000 
108,000 
44,000 

$18,145,142 '*County did not elect to partiCipate. 
*'*Withdrew from Subsidy program in March 1971. 

~Special conside"ation as pro~ided by Section 1825(g), W&I Gode, was given ($1,190,504). 

$21 ~550,080 $22,068,210 

Special conSideration as prOvided by Section 1825(g), W&I Gode, was given ($569,304). ~Eligible for 90 percent of salary of One half-time probation officer. 

Subsidy earnings prorated at ~ actual earnings as county partiCipated during the last quarter. ~ligible for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation officer. 
Special consideration as provided by Section 1825(g), W&I Code, Was given ($393,774). ~rnings Were prorated Since program operated one-fcurth year; paid #162,435 for program costs and giVen h $59,391 for excess earnings. . 

.Special ConSideration as prOvided by Section 1825(g), W&I Code, was given ($264,581). ~Special consideration as provided by Section 1825(g), W&I Code, Was given ($5
0
5,469). 

SpeCial conSideration as prOvided by Section 1825(g), W&I Code, was given ($27,

10

3). 
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Appendix Tables B through H present the annual.earning~ for each 
individual participating Subsidy county as well as 1n~ormat10n on actual 
number of commitments, reduction in commitments, comm1tment rates and 
percent reduction in commitment rates. 

Table 7 shows the overall commitment reduction figures for both the 
participating and non-participating counties during the first seven years 
of the Subsidy program. The table further distributes these figures 
according to the proportion of the reduction realized by the CYA and the 
CDC. 

The lower portion of this table presents the number and percent of the 
total decrease in commitments distributed between the CYA and CDC. From 
this information, it is seen that during the first year of operation of 
the program, reduction of commitments to the California Department of 
Corrections constituted two-thirds of the total statewide reduction in 
commitments. During the second and fourth fiscal years, the reductions 
were fairly evenly balanced between the Youth Authority and the Department 
of Corrections. During the third year, the Department of Corrections 
again constituted the majority of commitment reductions (57% vs. 43%). 
During the two most recent years of operation of the Subsidy program, 
however, the commitment reduction has been largely due to greater reductions 
in commitments to the CYA. 

Another interesting sidelight to the data in Table 7 is the decrease in 
commitment figures of non-Subsidy counties in comparison to Subsidy counties. 
During the seven years covered by the table, the overall percent decrease in 
commitments for non-Subsidy counties fluctuated between 5.3 percent and 19·7 
percent. In contrast, the Subsidy counties' decrease in commitments increased 
steadily from 16.0 percent in 1966-67 to 44.1 percent in 1972-73. 
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TABLE 7 

PROPORTION OF COMMITMENT REDUCTION ATTRIBUTED TO CYA AND CDC, 
1966-67 FISCAL YEAR AND SUBSEQUENT 

(Showing Percent Reduction From Base Commitment Years) 

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 ---.-.. -
Non- Non- Non-

Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy 
Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Countieu 

... ---
Total CYA & CDC Commitments 

Base rate .................. 60.9 64.4 61.2 63.8 60.4 82.2 
Expected commitments ••••••• 8,757 3,096 9,620 2,L~35 11,309 882 
Actual commitments ••••.•••• 7,359 2,627 7,204 2,102 7,990 726 
Difference ••••••.••••••.••• -1,398 -469 -2,416 -333 -3,319 -156 
Percent decrease ••••••••••• 16.0 15.1 25.1 13·7 29.3 17·7 

CYA Commitments 

Ba.se ra.te .................. 30.1 30·3 30.5 28.3 29.9 32.8 
Expected commitments ••••••• 4,332 1,456 4,793 1,081 5,594 352 
Actual commitments •••.•.••• 3,872 1,296 3,599 1,109 4·,162 425 
Difference ..••..••••••.•••• -460 -160 -1,194 +28 -1,432 +73 
Percent decrease ........... 10.6 11.0 24.9 0.0 25.6 0.0 

CDC Commitments 

Base rate •..••••••.•.••.••• 30.8 34.1 30.7 35.5 30.5 Lff). Lf 
Expected commitments ••..••• 4,425 1,640 4,827 1,354 5,715 530 
Actual commitments •.••.•••• 3,487 1,331 3,605 993 3,828 301 
Difference ••..••••••••••.•• -938 -309 -1,222 -361 -1,887 -229 
Percent decrease •••••••.•.• 21.2 18.8 25.3 26.7 33.0 43.2 

Total Decrease in Commitments 

Numb er ........•.•....•...•• 1,398 469 2,416 333 3,319 156 
Perc en t ................... ... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

CYA Decrease 

Number •.•.••..•.••••••••••• 460 160 1 , 19L~ - 1,432 -
Per'cen t ........... ' .... '* •••• 32.9 34.1 49.4 0.0 Lf 3.1 0.0 

CDC Decreal1() 

Number ••..•..•••.•••.•..••• 938 "509 1,222 333 1,887 1t)G 
Pfn'(!Cn 1. ••••••••• •.•••••••••• 67.1 6!;.9 50.6 100.0 56.9 '100.0 



TABLE 7 (Continued) 

PROPORTION OF COMMI~IT REDUCTION ATTRIBUTED TO CYA AND CDC, 
1966-67 FISCAL YEAR AND SUBSEQUENT 

(Showing Percent Reduction From Base Commitment Years) 

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

Non- Non- Non-
Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy 
Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties 

Total CYA & CDC Commitments 

Base rate .................. 61.3 79.6 62.4 45.5 61.1 77.9 
Expected commitments ••••••• 11,982 244 11,654 525 12,132 315 
Actual commitments •.••..••• 8,425 196 7,159 497 6,866 270 
Difference ...•....••.....•. -3,557 -48 -4,495 -28 -5,266 -45 
Percent decrease .••.•••.•.• 29.7 19·7 38.6 5·3 43.4 14.3 

CYA Commitments 

Ba.se rate .................. 30.1 28.7 30.6 20.4 30.1 28.6 
Expected commitments ••••... 5,884 88 5,715 235 ' 5,978 116 
Actual commitments •••••...• 4,091 104 3,173 262 2,775 150 
Difference ••....•........•• -1,793 +16 -2,542 +27 -3,203 +34 
Percent decrease ........... 30.5 0.0 44.4 0.0 53.5 0.0 

CDC Commitments 

Base rate .................. 31.2 50·9 31.8 25.1 31.0 49.3 
Expected commitments •.••••• 6,098 156 5,939 290 6,154 199 Actual commitments •.•••.••• 4,334 92 3,986 235 11 ,091 120 
Difference ••••• ~ ••••••••••• -1,764 -6L~ -1,953 -55 -2,063 -79 Percent decrease ••••.•••••• 28.9 41.0 33·0 19.0 33.5 39.'1 

Total Decrease in Commitments 

Number ..............•.••..• 3,557 48 4,495 28 5,266 45 Percent .................... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

CYA Decrease 

Nllmber ......•.....••.••.•. 1,793 - 2,9~2 3,203 Percent ................... 50.4 - -0.0 56.6 0.0 60.8 0.0 
CDC !)ncrc!{J ne 

Number ........•...•••....• 1,764 48 1,t.)~5 ~~8 ?,()6'~ III) Pr.:rcenL ••••.•.•.•••••••.•• 49.6 100.0 L13. L~ 100.0 j().? '100.0 
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TABLE 7 (Continued) 

PROPORTION OF COMMITMENT REDU 
1966-67 FISCAL ~OANDN ATTRIBUTED TO CYA AND CDC 

SUBSEQUENT ' 
(Showing Percent Reduction From Base 

Commitment Years) 

Total CYA & CDC Commitments 

Base rate ••••.••• 
Expect~d commitme~t~::::::: 
Actual commitments 
Difference •....•.•• 
Percent de~;;~~;··········· ........... 

CYA Commitments 

Base rate •..•••• 
Expected commitm;~t~::::::: 
Actual commitments 
Difference ••••.•••• 
Percent de~;~~~~··········· ........... 

CDC Commitments 

Base rate ••• 
Expected co~it~;~t~::::::: 
Actual commitments 
Difference. . •••.•••• 
Percent dec;;~~~··········· ........... 

Total Decrease in Commitments 

Number •.••.• 
Percent .............. . 

••••••••••••••••••• a 

CYA Decrease 

:~~~:~t ................... . .................... 
CDC Decrease 

1972-73 

Non
Subsidy Subsidy 
Counties Counties' 

61.4 
12,342 
6,893 

-5,449 
44.1 

30.2 
6,072 
2,641 

-3,431 
56.6 

31.2 
6,270 
4,252 

-2,018 
32.4 

5,449 
100.0 

3,431 
63.0 

74.2 
310 
275 
-35 

11·3 

27.2 
114 
118 
+4 

0.0 

47.0 
196 
157 
-39 

19.9 

35 
100.0 

0.0 

Number •..•..•.••. 
Percent •••••••••• 2,018 

----------.-.-.-.. ~·~·~·~··~·~·~··~·~·~·~··~.JL __ ~37~.~0~~10??6 
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IV 

THE EVALUATION OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM 

The aim of evaluation is to assess the extent to which the imple
mentation of a program is accomplishing its avowed goals. According to 
Section 1820 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, the Probation Subsidy 
program was intended to accomplish four general goals: (1) de(;J,'easod 
use of state correctional institutions, (2) more even administration of 
justice, (3) increased protection of citizens, and (4) rehabilitation 
of offenders. To what extent have these goals been achieved? 

Decreased Use of State Correctional Institutions 

One goal of the program was " ••• to reduce the necessity for commit
ment of persons to state correctional institutions ••• " Table 8 compares 
commitment rates for the 47 participating counties from the base period 
of the legislation to the 1972-73 Fiscal Year. Fresented in this table 
are both individual county rates and the mean rates for all 47 counties. 
fruring the base period these counties had a mean commitment rate of 
67.5 commitments per 100,000 population. By the 1972-73 Fiscal Year, 
however, commitments from these counties had been reduced to 34;0 
commitments per 100,000 population, a reduction of 50 percent from the 
base period. 

Figure 1 illustrates the effects of Probation Subsidy on the use of 
state commitments, county probation, and "other" sentences for criminal 
court cases. From this figure it can readily be seen that since the 
initiation of Probation Subsidy commitments to state institutions have 
decreased drastically, the use of probation has correspondingly increased, 
and the use of the "other" sentences has changed only slightly. 

Figure 2 shows how Probation Subsidy has influenced the use of state 
commitment for new Juvenile Court wards across the state. Here again, 
it can be seen that commitments to the state have decreased drastically 
following the onset of Probation Subsidy. 

Still another perspective is provided by Table 9. In 1972, the 
criminal courts of California sentenced 49,024 convicted felony offenders, 
a significant increase over the 30,840 sentenced in 1965. Since 1965 
the percent not sent to state youth and adult corrections has risen 21 
percent, from 70.5 percent of the total to 85.3 percent. If the 1965 
commitment proportions had been experienced in 1972, there would have been 
'I, ?83 more felony defendants sent to state level corrections programs than 
were actually Gent. 
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CHANGE IN COMlUTMENT RATES FROM BASE PERIOD TO F. Y • 

1972-73 FOR 47 PARTICIPATING COUNTIES 

COMMITMENT RATE 

County Base F.Y. Percent 
Perioda 1972-73 Change 

Alameda 64.5 41.2 -36.1 
Amador 43.6 30·8 -29.4 
Calaveras 40.5 20.8 -48.6 
Colusa 85.6 16.3 -81.0 
Contra Costa 53.0 25·2 -52.4 
Del Norte 117.8 32·3 -72.6 
El Dorado 70.9 12.2 -82.8 
Fresno 70.6 40.0 -43.3 
Humboldt 56.1 29.1 -48.1 
Inyo 119·3 30.7 -74.3 
Kern 100.8 48.3 -52.1 
Kings 85.2 64.5 -24.3 
lassen 62.2 11.6 -81.4 
Los Angeles 63.5 33·7 -46.9 
Madera 102.1 61.5 -39.8 
}1arin 21.8 13.4 -38.5 Mariposa 101.1 42.3 -58.2 Mendocino 59.2 40.0 -32.4 Merced 71·7 27.9 -61.1 Monterey 53.8 26.3 -51.1 Napa 46.3 23·7 -48.8 Nevada 101.5 34.5 -66.0 Orange 48.9 15.8 -67.7 Placer 25.3 53.9 +113.0 Plumas 73.2 7.9 -89.2 Riverside 74.4 26.1 -64.9 Sacramento 62.0 41.6 -32.9 San Benito 
San Bernardino 63.7 35.7 -44.0 
San Diego 70.3 48.3 -31.3 
San Francisco 

62.6 27.5 -56.1 
San Joaquin 67.9 65.8 -3.1 
San Luis Obispo 93.7 37.0 -60.5 
San Mateo 50.8 18.2 -64.2 
Santa &.rbara 31.1 22.8 -26.7 
Santa Clara 59·5 25.6 -57.0 
Shasta 38.2 45.8 +19.9 
Solano 58.2 47.7 -18.0 
Sonoma 49.9 30.2 -39·5 
Stanislaus 47.0 20·5 -56.4 
Sutter 116.2 62.2 -46.5 
Tehama 57.1 47·5 -16.8 
Tulare 102·5 38.5 -62.4 
Tuolumne 65.0 31.2 -52.0 
Ventura 67.2 16.8 -75.0 
Yolo 48.8 29.4 -39.8 Yuba 73.1 44.7 -38.8 
Mean b 75.0 52.2 -30.4 
Standard Deviationc 67.5 34.0 -49.6 23.26 14.47 or :962-63, whichever \'1as hi her 

-37.8 
a 
b1959-63 
A test of s2gn2f2cance comparin t g • 

c a probabi~it~ ?f less than • Og1. wo correlated means yielded a. t=9. 90 with 
A test of S2gn2f2cance comp . 

. th . anng two co 1 
W2 a probab21ity of less than .01. rre ated variances Yielded a t=3.51 
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Figure 1 

Criminal Court Dispositionsa 

1955-72 

: 
b . b • • ,allIiDI Pro atl.on • • • 

State Commitment C • ......... ....... other d 

~~~~ 
~~+. ~~ 

• ~~~ 

~ .. ,:' JU.I ~II~I 
",,~1 • 

p.t1l1 rt· .. t • ~ .... • 
it"" ~n ~"I • )a'" · • • • • 

AlII ... • • • ~ • : 
~?'tl ... 

....... J..~ ~~ ~ - -" 
= i 
= 
= II • 
= 

lUll 
~~ ... 

~'" .un '" ~~~ 
~~ 

.. ~ 
~ 

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

1955 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 1972 

Year 

aCrime in California, Bureau of Criminal Statistics, 1960-72. 

blncludes both straight probation and probation plus jail. 

clncludes commitments to both CYA and CDC. 

dlncludes straight jail, commitments to aRC (mental hygiene), and fines. 
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Proportion of New Juvenile Court Wards Committed 

to the Youth Authority, 1955-72a 
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California Youth Authorit;r., February, 1973. 
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TABLE 9 

COMMITMENTS AND SENTENCES OF FELONY DEFENDANTS CONVICTED 
IN CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL COURTS, 1965-1972 

By Type of Sentence 

Type of Sentence 1965a 1966b 
1967

b 
1968b 

Total 30,840 32,000 34,683 40,477 

Prison, Dept. of 
Corrections 7,',84 6,731 5,990 5,492 

youth Authority 1,910 1,831 1,993 2,056 
Probation--straight 9,030 9,883 11,070 13,536 
Probation and jail 6,627 6,871 9,265 11,524 
Jail 4,693 4,777 4,335 5,283 
Fine 276 596 570 919 

Civil Commitment: 
Rehabilitation Center 869 961 1,195 1,389 
Mental Hygiene 251 350 265 278 

Percent Distribution 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Prison, Dept. of 
Corrections 23.3 21.0 17.3 13.6 

youth Authority 6.2 5.7 5.8 5·1 
Probation--straight 29.3 30.9 31.9 33.4 
Probation and jail 21·5 21·5 26.7 28.5 
Jail 15.2 1Lr.9 12·5 13.0 
Fine 0.9 1.9 1.6 2.3 

Civil Commitment: 
Rehabilitation Center 2.8 3.0 3.4 3.4 
Mental Hygiene 0.8 1.1 0.8 0.7 

aCrime and Delinquency in California, 1969, p. 33 

bCrime and Delinquency in California, 1970, p. 19 

cCrime and Delinquency in California, 1972, p. 42 

1969
b 

1970b 

50,568 49,950 

4,940 5,025 
2,197 1,873 

19,470 19,249 
13,718 14,564 
7,020 6,118 
1,112 988 

1,855 1,903 
256 230 

100.0 100.0 

9.8 10.1 
4.3 3·7 

38.5 38.5 
27.1 29.2 
13.9 12.2 
2.2 2.0 

3·7 3.8 
0·5 0·5 

1971c 1972c 

56,018 49,024 

5,LW8 5,664 
1,973 1,515 

21,738 17,606 
17,703 17,318 
5,771 4,062 

704 436 

2,350 2,084 
371 339. 

100.0 100.0 

9·7 11.6 
3·5 3·1 

38.8 35.9 
31.6 35·3 
10·3 8·3 
1·3 0·9 

4.1 4.2 
0·7 0·7 

Some concern has been expressed that the reduction in commitments of 
offenders to state-level corrections has increased the population of local 
institutions, thus shifting the burden of institutionalization to local 
government. Tables 10 and 11 address this issue. 

Table 10 shows total jail popUlation on a midweek day in early September 
of each year since 1965· The sentenced prisoner popUlation has declined durine 
thiD pE'Jriod while the number of unsentenced prisoners has increased sienificantly. 
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. Year 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

TABLE 10 

CALIFORNIA COUNTY JAIL POPULATION AS 
OF ONE MIDWEEK DAY IN SEPTEMBER* 

Percent 

Total Unsentenced Sentenced sentenced 

7,890 16,201 67.2 
24,091 

21,794 7,460 14,334 65.8 

21,785 7,875 13,910 63.9 

24,9'74 9,617 15,357 61.,5 

25,471 11,000 14,471 56.8 

26,035 10,205 15,830 60.8 

25,500 11,000 14,500 56.9 

24,924 10,794 14,130 56.7 

Percent 
Unsentenced 

32.8 

34.2 

36.1 

38.5 

l~3.2 

39.2 

43.1 

43.3 

*Crime and Delinguency in California, individua~ rep~rts 
for the years 1965-71. Data for 1972 appears ~n Cr~mes 
and Arrests Reference Tables, 1972, page 91. 

The total popUlation of juvenile homes, ranches, and camps in 
California, as shown in Table 11, peaked at 2,992 in 1968-69. In 
1972-73 .. this number declined to 2,612, a decrease of 13 percent, . even 
though California's juvenile popUlation continued to increase dur~ng 
this period. Many juvenile halls are now below capacity. 

'fABLE 11 

A VER.A.GE DAI LY POPULAT[ ON IN CALH'ORNJ. A 
COUNTY YOUTH CAMPr.l AND !Jcnoo!:} 

1965-66 through 1972-73* 

Year 

1965-66 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
1969-70 
1970-71 
1971-72 
197?-'1"1 

Average Daily 
PopUlation 

2,669 
2,648 
2,817 
2,992 
2,787 
2,740 
?, q·ltG 
2,6'1~' 

+ nt~\tist:tc:al Jo'LWts on the Cali 1'01'nio'l 
You th All thol"iLy, November, 1 <)T'i, 11. ]I) 
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The data appearing in Tables 10 and 11 indicate that there has not 
been an increase in the utilization of local institutionalization as a 
result of the Probation Subsidy program. Rather, the numbers and pro
portions of sentenced prisoners in county facilitil~s have actually 
decreased slightly sir~ce tb.e program's inception. 

In conclusion, the dat.a pre5ented in thj.s section indicate that 
the Probation Subsidy program has been extremely successful in achieving 
its goal of reducing the use of state correctional institutions, and 
furthermore, that the accomplis1rffie:nt of this goal has not been offset 
by the need for increased institutionalizatio:l at the local level. 

More Even Administration of Justice 

Prior to Probation Subsidy it was observed that commitment rate3 
from one co~ty to another varied widely. In fact, county commitment 
rates ranged from a low of 22 to over 119 per 100,000 population during 
the base period. Accordingly, another goal of the Probation Subsidy 
legislation was to reduce this variation in order to "permit a more 
even administration of justice." 

Table 8 (page 26) compared commitment rates for the 47 participating 
counties from the base period to the 1972-73 fiscal year. During the base 
period the distribution of county commitment rates had a range of 98 
(119 - 22 + 1). By the 1972-73 fiscal year, however, this range had 
been reduced to 55 (66 - 8 + 1), a reduction of 44 percent. In addition 
to individual county rates and mean rates, Table 8 also presents a 
commonly used measure of dispersion known as the standard deviation. 
This statistic indicates how widely a group of scores vary around the 
mean; the greater the variance, the larger the standard deviation. During 
the base period the standard deviation of county commitment rates was·?3.3. 
By the 1972-73 fiscal year, however, this figure had been cut to 14.5. 
This reduction of nearly 40 percent means that the participating counties 
have become significantly more homogeneous in the degree to which they 
commit persons to state correctional institutions. 

Another perspective is given by Table 12 which presents frequency 
distributions of commitment rates per 100,000 population for the 47 
participating counties during the base period and the 1972-73 fiscal 
year. In this table the reduced variance of ~ommitment rates discus~ed 
above can readily be observed. For example, ~t can be seen that dur~ng 
the base period only 26 counties (or 55 percent) of Lhe 47 counties had 
eommitment rates which fell wi thin the three monl: frC'quent crttegoriE's 
(50 - 79). During the 1972-73 fiscal year, however, -j''j counties (or 
70 percent) hud commitment rates falling within the three mORt frefjuent 
categories (20 - 49). 
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TABLE 12 

I COMMITMENT RATES FOR 
FREQUF~GY DISTRIBUTION~ ~~IOD AND F.Y. 1972-73 
4'1' COUW,rIES DURING BASE 

FREQUENCY 
Co\t\mi ttl\t'nl:. Bates 

Base Period 1972-73 ]'. Y. 
1wr '100,000 

Number Percent population Number Percent 

47 100.0 47 100.0 
Total 

17·0 - -
h,)u und over 8 

2. '1 - -
1 90 - ,,;N 4.3 - -

So - 8\) 2 
8 17·0 - -

7() - 'f'l 
9 19.1 4 8.5 

l~O - (.)'1 
9 19.1 2 4.3 

~'l) - t:;",) 23.4 ~ , 

6 12.8 11 
in) - 4q 

4.3 10 21.3 
~O - ~~l 2 

25·5 2 4.3 12 
~X) - 2q 

7 14.9 
II.) - -

'10 - 1 2.1 
':1 - -

(\ -

reater amount of consistency 
Aguin, tht"S0 datu sho"" t~t t~~~'e was at g to their use of sta.te insti-

nmong thE> participating counhes 'o[l. 1 r~~pec there was during the Base 
tnt'll."lns d\\l'ing the .'1 1-)7:2-'7? fi~~al ye~r th:n terms of that legislation 1 this 
Pt"l'iod of th.e Subsl.dy legJ.sla loon. n drn" tration of J'ustice. \I It 

. ' . t' of a "more even a J.nl.S 
CQl\t~istelh'Y loS l.ndJ.c,a love tl t this goal of the legislation has been 
in thns logicnl to conclude :a., . 
n,1,'hh"ved sinN' the program IS J.nJ. hatJ.cn. 

lU\'l't'aSl'd Prot~ction of Citizens 

Hopef\tl that Pl'ohatiol1 Subsidy could somehow h~lp stem f t~~e e~:~islation 
ilh'l'l'using crime rates of the early 1960~s, the desJ.gner~ 0 'tizens One 
\ni.' htd(>d~B a g~xll the- increase~ pr~tectJ.on of the st'7te s ~~ Admittedly, 
m.~" "\\1'" ·Y"~ tlw 1 ('vel of protectJ.on loS th, e reported crJ.me ra, e. . t . ",", -., ,,\, ' . . f 'e sJ.nce ~ ~s 
t h~' l't'pul't ed 1.';l'iml~ rate lS not a pr:cJ.se mea~ure 0 crJ.m ted crimes 
infhh'lh~t'd b~ a nUI\\bt~r of othel' varlables. :Cor example,.repor . dicated 
o.('1'I'n\1 on tlh' pub} ic I f; \~illingness to report them. StudJ.es have ~n ) 
t)nty ~:t11\:'11 Pl:\'1l'\)l't i()ll~ \)1' s(,)m~ kil'l.ds of cri~(> (like shopli~~ing and rape 
m'l~ nd\l11 Uy l't'llOl'tt'd 1 \>Jh:i.1.(~ tnrger proportJ.ono of other Cllmes are 
l't~pl 'i'l I'd. 

Ano{ 1'11''1' f~dtW inf\u~'\nei.ng repoI't.~d cl'ime rn.tes it. tl:c qUc:-lity of d 
~ hI' N{ir~ting (;d,11W 1'C'pm'tinr, systE'm. For many years, Callform,a has ,~ 
~, ,-,<,U,N' dn,ta \~()ll(>ct hm systt~m on rl'ported crimes than any othe: sta e. 
'l'hf'l'~'fol'~ 1 it might be c}",'J?cct~c~ that n higher percentage ~f coromJ. tted 
,,"l'imN' \~t)\\l d be l'0C\)).'dt'd l11. 1.11).S state than, ('lso\.,there, \o[11J.ch , ... ould , 
l'Nmi t in ntlPnJ't'utty highet' crime l'tl..tea for California. Figure '3 ana 

Table 13 compare California and United states crime rates from 1960 to 
1972. These data show that California has consistently higher Grime 

! rat.es than the national rates for both total crime and crimes of personal 
.' violence and consistently lower crime rates for willful homicide. Willful 

f homicide (including murder and non-negligent manslaughter) represents a 
type of crime which is unlikely to be affected significantly by crime 
reporting procedures. For instance, the probability of a murder being 
reported in any jurisdiction in 1960 was probably close to 100 percent, 
as it is today; hence any increase in reported murders is probably due 
to an actual increase in murders rather than to improvements in crime 
reporting systems. One conclusion to be reached from these data is that 
it is California's superior crime reporting system which accounts for 
its consistently higher reported crime rates as compared to national rates. 

Year 

1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

Percent 
Change 

1960-1966 
1966-1972 

TABLE 13 

SELECTED CRIME INDICES IN CALIFORNIA 
AND THE NATION 

Rates per 100,000 Population 

United states a 
Californiab 

Total Crime Violent Willful Total Crime Violent 
Index Crime Homicide Index Crime 

1,126 160 5.0 1,586 238 
1,141 157 4.7 1,564 233 
1,194 161 4.6 1,618 233 
1,295 167 4.5 1,726 240 
1,443 189 4.9 1,899 262 
1,516 198 5.1 2,062 275 
1,671 218 5.6 2,190 298 

,1,926 251 6.1 2,443 34'1 
2,240 295 6.8 2,783 409 
2,483 325 7·'3 3,045 449 
2,747 361 7.8 3,261 472 
2,907 393 8.5 3,527 515 
2,830 398 8.9 3,527 540 

48.4 36.2 12.0 ~58 .1 25·2 
69.4 82.6 ~8.9 61.0 81.2 

Willful 
Homicide 

3.9 
3·7 
3·9 
3·7 
4.2 
4.8 
l~. 7 
5.4 
6.0 
6.9 
6.8 
8.1 
8.8 

20·5 
87.2 

llli'r'om Crim(~ in the United states - Ii'BI Uniform Crimo Reports, 1970 , 71, 
and 72. 

bJlly·om Crime and Delinquency in California - Cn I i fornia Bureau of Cr:i mina. 1 
Statistics, 1960-1972. 
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It is also apparent from the data in Figure 3 and Table 13 that the 
Probation Subsidy program has neither increased nor decreased reported 
crime in California. Rather, reported crime rates in California have 
continued to rise, paralleling increases in national rates. Therefore, 
to the degree that reported crime is a valid indicator of level of "public 
protection" Probation Subsidy has not been successful in achieving its 
goal to increase protection. On the other hand, there also is no indica
tion from these data that Probation Subsidy has reduced public protection 
in California. The obvious conclusion is merely 'that crime rates have 
increased due to fcrces that are national in scope. 

The most probable explanation for the failure of Probation Subsidy to 
reduce reported crime in California lies in the fact that reported crime 
is an extremely gross measure. Wnile it is impossible to determine exact 
numbers, it is apparent that only a small percentage of the total crimes 
reported in California are actually committed by persons who are on 
probation caseloads. Furthermore, since Subsidy caseloads (adult and 
juvenile) in 1972 constituted less than 10 percent of the total active 
probation caseload for that year, their potential for affecting the 
overall crime rate was negligible. In other words, even if criminal 
activities among Probation Subsidy caseloads were reduced to zero, we 
still would probably not expect crime rates to be decreased significantly • 
Consequently, a more appropriate evaluation of Probation Subsidy can he 
obtained by directly examining the degree to which Probation Subsidy has 
been effective in reducing the criminal activity of its probationers, and 
by making comparisons, where possible, with conventional probation and 
state parole. These are the objectives of the next section of this report • 

Rehabilitation of Offenders 

For most correctional specialists a major goal of any correctional 
program is the rehabilitation of the offender. Unfortunately, "rehabilitation" 
is very difficult to define in terms of readily available data, which makes 
this a difficult goal to evaluate. 

One type of measure which reflects a program's degree of succes: in 
rehabilitating offenders is the type of removal from the program. For 
example, when a probationer is found to be rehabilitated, his probation 
may be terminated. If a probationer is terminated early, before his 
probation has expired, it is a definite sign that he has responded well 
to the program and is considered to be rehabilitated. A regular termination, 
however, can represent a range of rehabilitative effects from succeosful 
to marginal (but not negative enough to be considered a total failuru). 
Finally, if the probationer is arrested for a new offense or otherw'.se 
violates the conditions of his probation, it can be concluded that;;he 
program has failed to some degree in its efforts to rehabilitate him. 

From Table 14 it can be seen that there has been Ii tHe ohane" in 
the percentages of adults removed from oriminal court probation caDeloads 
by termination (success) and violation (failure) between the years of 1960 
and 1972. The fact that these percentages val'Y by less than 5 percentage 
points during this 13 year span is quite rema;.:kable considering the dramatic 
changes which have occurred in California's criminal justice system during 
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this period. The consistency of these data t.herefore suggest Lha L, despite 
the enormous increase in probation caseloads following the initiation of 
Proba~i?n S~bsidy, there has been no consequent decrease in the overall 
rehab2l2tat2ve effectiveness of county adult probation programs across 
the state. 

TABLE 14 

ADULT DEFENDANTS REMOVED FROM PROBATION IN CALIFORNIA 
CRIMINAL COURTS BY TERMINATION OR VIOLATION, 1960-72 

Termination 
Total Total Violation Percent Percent Year Number Percent Number Percent Early Normal Number Percent 

1960a 
9,779 100.0 6,160 63.0 9.2 53.8 3 ~ 619 ' 

1961a 37.0 
11,728 100.0 7,391 63.0 5.3 57·7 4,337 

1962a 37.0 
11,618 100.0 7,632 65.7 5.6 60.1 3,986 34.3 

1963a 
11,956 100.0 7,494 62.7 9.4 53.3 4,462 

1964a 37·3 
12,810 100.0 8,210 64.1 10.8 53·3 4,600 

1965a 35.9 
13,6\1~ 100.0 8,531 62.7 12.4 

1966b 50.3 5,081 37.3 
13,937 100.0 9,275 66.5 24.3 42.2 

1967b 4,662 33·5 17,534 100.0 11,490 65.5 19.5 46.0 
1968b 6,044 34.5 

15,657 100.0 9,928 63.4 
1969b 

18,571 
15.3 48.1 5,729 36.6 

100.0 11,552 62.2 16·3 1 ()?Ob 23,987 
45.9 7,019 37.8 100.0 14,853 61.9 18.8 43.1 1971b 1),152 38.1 26,875 100.0 17,192 64.0 

1972b 
c c 9,683 36.0 27,097 100.0 17,798 65.7 c c 9,299 34.0 

a 
From Delinquency and Probation 

in California, Bureau of b Statistics, 1960-6 • Criminal 5 
From Crime and Delinquency in C l'f ' 

c ~tatistics, 1966-72. a 2 orn2a, Bureau of Criminal 
Th2s breakdown is no longer provided in BCS . 

reports. 

AnoL}H~X' interesting observat' , 
Lhe por'centuge of ear'] y Lerm'; t' 20n maae Possible by Table 14' th,.,t .. 
('I) I 1960 I ... na 20ns has i ' 2s <-I. 

. r y n. These doLI). indicate that nCl:'eased dramaticaLly since Lhe 
f..l.rO curren L.ly recognized. b' a much larger Pt· 
oxpira. tion of Lh .' as G2ng SUccessfully r h "b ' L' rop~r lon of. cn sos 
Pt'obaLion SUb""delr normal probationary period ~he a l ltat(~d prior t.o the 

ul y. However th v an was the c . 
Lhe available data. ' e reasons for this trend ar'e ase prlor to 

not, clear l'rom 
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Broadly based data, such as that presented in Table 14, can be used 
to detect trends over time in the statewide criminal justice system. 
However, this is not the type of data which is necessary in order· to 
conduct valid comparative evaluations of the rehabilitative effectiveness 
of specific correctional programs within that system. This is because 
these data are influenced by a number of variables which are unrelated 
to the actual rehabilitative processes yet which may exert considerable 
influence on the success rates of the various programs. For example, 
certain types of administrative policies may directly influence the 
percentages of cases terminated or violated. When such policies differ 
from one program to the next it is impossible to use terminations and 
violations as valid measures of success and failure. 

Other variables which invalidate the use of such broadly based 
data are those associated with the types of offender assigned to the 
programs. For example, if the criminal backgrounds of the offenders 
assigned to two correctional programs are significantly different, other 
conditions being equal, the program receiving the less severe cases 
will have the better "success" rate as indicated by a higher percentage 
of cases being terminated. Therefore, in conducting comparative 
evaluations of correctional programs it is necessary to control for 
differences in types of offenders assigned to the programs. 

Such considerations emphasize the need for undertaking thorough 
comparative evaluation sturties of the various program alternatives 
within the criminal justice system. These studies should address the 
primary question: Which types of offenders when exposed to what types 
of correctional programs exhibit the best rehabilitative effects? 

A study such as this is underway by the Department of the youth 
Authority and is nearing completion at the present time. 2 The study 
employs matched samples and statistical techniques (analysis of covariance) 
to control for differences among the populations in offense type, age, 
ethnic origin, base expectancy (a measure predictive of violational 
behavior), and length of time on field supervision (the "at risk" period 
during which the sample cases were being supervised in the community 
and were thus liable to commit further crimes and be arrested). 

Although the analysis of the data is only in the initial stages 
and is far from complete, some preliminary results are available. 
These results relate to a comparison of Subsidy and regular juvenile 
probation with respect to the degree of recidivism which occurred during 
the first 12 months of supervision. 3 Table 15 shows the mean numbers 

1 

('l'hn donie;n of thir-; study is described in Appl'nrlix T. 
I 

JUomJlflrinollG between matched Subsidy probation and "tate pM'olll p.;roupn 
.n:rn cu:rrent Ly underwny. Results will be ava i 1.abl ~ in lutUT8 roportG. 
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and percentages of felony, misdemeanor, and total arrests among m t h d 
~~UP~hOf Subsidy and regular probationers. It can be seen from ~hc e 
w~t~ at there are no signilicant differences between the two samp~se 
12 rtehspect t? the adjusted mean numbers of arrests during the f' ets 

mon s of f~eld sup " Th b' ~rs lar ernswn. e Su s~dy sample had a slightl 
,ger mean number of felony arrests (0 53 to 0 44 t y 

~~~!:m!~o~e~;ar.probationers had a slightly l~ge:r~::nsn~:~e~a~~), 
noted that 66 ests (0.59 to 0.56 arrests per case). It should be 

percent of the Subsidy group and 74 
probation group had no fl' percent of the regular 
numbers of felony arrest e any ~r~s~s dur~ng the stUdy period. The mean 
of only one third of th ssr~c?~ e ~n Table 15, then, are the product 
<::ases. e u s~ y cases and one fourth of the regular 

TABLE 15 

OF Su1~Y ~~:~TS AMONG MATCHED GROUPS 
JUVENILE COURT PROBATIONERSa 

Type of Arrest 
Program Total Felony Misdemeanor 

Mean Percent Mean Percent Mean Percent 
Subsidy Probation 

(N == 81'3) 1.09 100.0 0.53 48.6 0.56 51.4 
Regular Probation 

(N == 1313) 1.03 100.0 0.44 42.7 
~eans 

0.59 57.3 . 
are adJusted for Base EXpect 

anGY Score and Time at Risk 

From Table 16 't 
differe ~ can be seen that ther . 
number ~~e~e~~!yween,tdhe two probation samPl:sa~~t~lso no significant 
S b 'd ' m~s emeanor, and ttl ' respect to the me 
u.s~ Y probation sample of 843 0 a f~ndings of culpabil't "an 

ta~ned petitions per cases had a mean numb ~ y. The 
case compared to a m er of 0.51 sus 

ean of 0.48 per case for t~e 

I, 
'rhe "adjusted mean" is th 
I)Il Gases had been act Ie average score Which wo Id 
. 
Hll(j(J Expectancy S ua ly matched on a u be expected if 

. • core and the len th case for case b ' 
wonL of th(~ means is the I' g of time "at ri If as~~ on the 
Pt'()cc{~ure which mathematic:~~lttOkf an, objective sta~~st·. Th~s adjust-
Bano Expecb,ncy t. y a es 1nto ac ~cal matching 

, . .,core and the "at r' k' count the effects of 
1s 'period. 
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regular probation sample of 1,313 cases. The percentages of findings 
classed as felonies and misdemeanors were 47.6 and 52.4, resp'ectively 
for Subsidy probation compared to 42.8 and 57.2 respectively for regular 
probation. It should be pointed out that 81 percent of the Subsidy 
group and 86 percent of the regular probation group had no felony 
findings sustained during the study period. 

TABLE 16 

MEAN NUMBER OF FINDINGS OF CULPABILITY RESULTING FROM RECIDIVISM 
AMONG MATCHED GROUPS OF 

SUBSIDY AND REGULAR JUVENILE COURT PROBATIONE.'RSa 

Type of Findingb 

Program Total Felony Misdemeanor 

Mean Percent Mean Percent Mean Percent 

Subsidy Probation 
eN = 843) 0.510 100.0 0.243 47.6 0.267 52.4 

~0gular Probation 
eN = 1313) 0.484 100.0 0.207 42.8 0.277 57.2 

aMeans are adjusted for Base Expectancy Score and Time at Risk. 

bFindings refer to sustained petitions. 

This preliminary analysis suggests that Subsidy probation and regular 
probation are very similar with respect to rehabilitative effectiveness 
with similar juvenile probationers. A future report will compare the 
effectiveness of these two probation groups with a similar juvenile 
CYA parole. 

In conclusion, initial indications are that Subsidy Probation does 
not appear to be substantially more effective than regular probation 
with regard to the rehabilitation of a comparable group of more serious 
juvenile offenders~ . This finding is, of course, only tentative in that 
it is based on a limited analysis of immediately available juvenile probation 
data. A great deal of additional data is currently being collected on both 
juvenile and adult probation and parole which will add substantial information 
as to the degree to which this final goa~ has been achieved. Until this 
data is analyzed, any conclusions regarding this final goal should be held 
in abeyance. 
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APPENDIX A 

ARTICLE 7. STATE AID FOR PROBATION SERVICES 
(Added by stats. 1965, Ch. 1029) 

1820. LEGISLATIVE INTENT. It is the intent of the Legislature in en
acting this article to increase the protection afforded the citizens 
of this state, to permit a more even administration of justice, to 
rehabilitate offenders, and to reduce the necessity for commitment of 
persons to state correctional institutions by strengthening and improving 
the supervision of persons placed on probation by the juvenile and 
superior courts of this state. 

1821. STAT.E SHARING OF COST. From any state moneys made available to 
it for such purpose, the State of California, through the Department 
of the Youth Authority, shall, in accordance with this article, share 
in the cost of supervising probationers in "special supervision programs" 
established by county probation departments to reduce commitments to 
the Department o~ the youth Authority or the Department of Corrections. 

(Amended by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1415.) 

1822. ESTABLISHMENT OF MINIMUM STANDARDS. The Department of the Youth 
Authority shall adopt and prescribe, subject to approval by the State 
Board of Corrections, minimum standards for the operation of "special 
supervision programs." A "special supervision program It is one embodying 
a degree of supervision substantially above the usual or the use of new 
techniques in addition to, or instead of, routine supervision techniques, 
and which meets the standards prescribed pursuant to this section. Such 
standards shall be sufficiently flexible to foster the development of 
new and improved supervision practices. 

1823. DEVELOPMENT OF STANDARDS. The Director of the Youth Authority 
shall seek advice from appropriate county officials in developing 
standards and procedures for the operation of "special supervision 
programs." 

1824. APPLICATION FOR FUNDS. A county shall make application for sub
ventions toward the cost of special supervision programs to the Department 
of the Youth Authority in the manner and form prescribed by the department. 
Any such application must include a plan or plans for providing special 
supervision and a method for certifying that moneys received are spent 
only for these special supervision programs. 
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1825. APPROVAL OF APPLICATION. (a) No county shall be.entitle~ to. 
receive any state funds provided by this article until ~ts ap~l~cat~on 
is approved and unless and until the minimum st~ndar~s prescr~bed by 
the Department of the Youth Authority are comp:-~ed w:~h and then only 
on such terms as are set forth hereafter in th~s sec'\... ~on. 

(b) A commitment rate for each county and for the stat7 as a whole . 
shall be calculated by the Department of the Youth Author~ty by comput~ng 
the ratio of new commitments to state and county population, expressed 
in a rate per 100,000 population, for each of the calendar years.1959 
through 1963. The average of these rates for a countY,for th~ f~ve-Y7ar 
period or the average of the last two years of the per~od, wh~chever ~s 
higher shall be the base rate for that county, however, if the base rate 
is 10w~r than 40 commitments per 100,000 population, the rate shall be 
established at 40, and if the rate is higher than 100, the rate shall be 
established at 100. The number of commitments shall be the total of the 
new commitments to the custody of the Director of the Youth Authority and 
the new criminal commitments to the custody of the Director of Corrections, 
as certified by the respective departments. The county and state popula
tion shall be that certified by the Department of Finance to the 
Controller as of July 1 of each year. Persons committed to the Depart
ment of Corrections and subsequently discharged under section 1168 of 
the Penal Code and persons committed to the Department of Corrections 
or the Department of the Youth Authority for diagnostic study only 
pursuant to Section 1203.03 of the Penal Code or section 704 or 1752.1 
of the Welfare and Institutions Code, shall not be counted as having been 
committed for purposes of determining commitment rates under this sub
division or subdivision (c). 

(c) An annual commitment rate shall be calculated at the end of 
each fiscal year for each participating county and for the state as 
a whole in a like manner to that described in subdivision (b) using 
the population figure of the July I included in the year. 

(d) The maximum amoun~ that may be p~id to a county pursuant to this 
article is determined by obtaining the interpolated dollar amount in the 
table in this subdivision for such county's base commitment rate and its 
percentage decrease, interpolated to the nearest one-tenth of 1 percent, 
in rate of commitment and multiplying the appropriate dollar amount by 
the "commitment reduction number." The "commitment reduction number" 
is obtained by subtracting (1) the most recent annual commitment number 
from (2) the product of the base commitment rate and popUlation of the 
county for the same year employed in (1). The Director of the Youth 
Authority, with approval of the Director of Finance may annually adjust 
the dollar amounts in the ensuing table, beginning with the 1973-1974 
fiscal year, to reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index established 
by the u.s. Department of Labor and given a weighted average for California 
by the California Department of Industrial Relations. The first adjust
ment shall use the December 1971 index as the base. Payments per un
committed case sh~ll ~n any event,not exceed the average annual per 
capita cost of ma~nta~ning wards ~n Youth Authority institutions. 
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PER CAPITA SUBSIDY IN RELATION TO PERCENTAGE DECREASE 
BASE COMMITMENT RATES/100,000 

(Adult and Juvenile) 

Percent of 
decrease from 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80-89 90-100 base rate 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 

0 percent-----
1 percent----- $2,285 $2,180 $2,135 $2,105 $2,085 $2,080 2 percent----- 2,570 2,360 2,265 2,210 2,175 2,160 3 percent----- 2,855 2,545 2,400 2,315 2,260 2,240 4 percent----- 3,145 2,725 2,535 2,420 2,350 2,320 5 percent----- 3,430 2,910 2,665 2,525 2,435 2,400 6 percent----- 3,715 3,090 2,800 2,630 2,520 2,480 7 percent----- 4,000 3,275 2,935 2,735 2,610 2,560 8 percent----- 4,000 3,455 3,065 2,840 2,695 2,640 9 percent----- 4,000 3,635 3,200 2,945 2,785 2,720 10 percent----- 4,000 3,820 3,335 3,055 2,870 2,800 11 percent----- 4,000 4,000 3,465 3,160 2,955 2,880 12 percent----- 4,000 4,000 3,600 3,265 3,045 2,960 13 percent----- 4,000 4,000 3,735 3,370 3,130 3,040 14 percent----- 4,000 4,000 3,865 3,475 3,215 3,120 15 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,580 3,305 3,200 16 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,685 3,390 3,280 17 percent.----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,790 3,480 3,360 18 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,895 3,565 3,440 19 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,650 3,520 20 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,740 3,600 21 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,825 3,680 22 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,915 3,760 23 percent----- 4,000 4/000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,840 

24 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,920 25 percent----- 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 OVer 25 percent 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 

(e) The state will reimburse the county upon presentation of a valid 
claim based on actual performance in reducing the commitment rate from 
its base rate. Whenever a claim made by a county, pursuant to this 
article, covering a prior fiscal year, is found to be in error, adjust
ment may be made on a current claim without the necessity of applying 
the adjustment to the allocation for the prior year. 

(f) If the amount received by a county in reimbursement ()f its ex
penditures in ~ fiscal year is less than the maximum amount computed 
under subdivis~on Cd), the difference may be used in the next two 
succeeding fiscal years and may be paid to the county in quarterly 
installments during such fiscal years upon preparation of valid claims 
for reimbursement of its quarterly expenses. 
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(g) In the event a participat~ng county earns less than the sum paid 
in the previous year because of extremely unusual circumstances claimed 
by the county and verified by the Director of the Youth Authority with 
the approval of the Director of Finance, the Director of the' Youth 
Authority may pay to the county a sum equal to the prior year's payment, 
provided, however, that in subsequent years the county will be paid only 
the amount earned. 

(h) Funds obtained under this article shall not be used to support 
existing programs or develop or expand new programs in juvenile homes, 
ranches, or camps established under Article 15 (commencing with Section 
880) of Chapter 2 of Part 1 of Division 2 of this code, except that 
funds obtained under this article may be used by a county that has not 
established a juvenile home, ranch or camp to pay for its juvenile home, 
ranch or camp placements in other counties. 

(i) Counties where the average number of commitments in the base period 
as established by subdivision (b) is less than 30 may elect either to 
comply with the procedure set out above or, as an alternative, to receive 
from the state 90 percent of the salary of one full-time additional 
probation officer' or, in the event there are" fewer than 20 persons 
~1ac:d o? probation annually otherwise eligible for commitment to state 
~nst~tut~on~, the~ounty would be entitled to 90 percent of the salary 
of a hal,f-~~me, ofhcer." ~ll the event a county chooses the alternative 
pro~osal, ~t w~ll be el~g~ble for reimbursement only so long as the 
off~cer d~v~tes all of his time in the performanc~ of probation services 
to s~P7rv~~~on,of persons eligible for state commitment and persons 
~:rt~c~pat~ng ~n special supervision programs and (1) if its base rate 
~~ below the state average, it does not on an annual basis exceed the ba~e 
stat7 rate, or (2) if its base rate is above the state average it does 
not ~n the year exceed by 5 percent its own base t ' ra e. 

(j) As a supplement to earnings received by t' 
division (d), a sum of two million dollars coun ~es ~ursuant to sub-
appropriated for the 1972-1973 fiscal year ($~h~OO,OOO) ~s hereb~ 
tributed by the Director of the Youth Auth', ~s sum shall be d~s-
to each participating county of or~ty through the allocation 
'. an amount not to exceed 10 t f th count~es' earn~ngs generated in the 1971-19 2 ' per:en 0, e 

allocation may be used, notwithstandin 7 f~:C~l year. Th:s spec~al 
any other section of this article, forgtthe ~rov~s~ons of Sect~on 1821 or 
of offenders or alleged offenders b 1 he d~agnos~s, control, or treatment 
the county, subject to standards Yl ocal law enforcement agencies in 
the Director of the Youth Authorit

ru 
es, and regUlations established by 

In addition, one hundred fifty ~h 
appropriated for the 1972-1973 fis °lusand dOllars ($150,000) is hereby 

t f ca year to reimb " , coun y or carrying out program evaluati ,urse,each part~c~pat~ng 
Director of the youth Authority E h on stud~es spec~fied by the 
studies shall be required to en~e ~c coun.ty participating in these 

t t r ~nto a contr t 1 s a e. Such agreement shall specif th ac ua agreement with the 
be reimbursed. Y e maximum amount each county shall 
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No county shall share in any additional funds appropriated by this 
subdivision unless it enters into an agreement with the state to provide 
such evaluation or is granted an exemption by the Youth Authority. 

The provisions of this subdivision shall be terminated on June 30, 
1974. 

(k) A review of this article shall he made by the Director of the 
Youth Authority and a report made to the 1974 Legislature by the fifth 
day of the 1974 Regular Legislative Session. 

(Amended by Stats. 1968, Ch. 11; amended by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1415; 
Stats. 1971, Chs. 829 and 830; and amended by Stats. 1972, Ch. 886 and 
Ch. 1004.) 

1826. REPORT TO LEGISLATURE. The Department of the Youth A~thority 
shall make periodic reports to the Legislature on the exper~ences and 
the results under the provisions of this article. 

(Amended by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1415.) 
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Est emate,j 
~ Population 

county 7-1-66 

Alameda 1,047,500 

Contra Costa 531,000 

Del Norte 18,100 

E1 Dorado 45,500 

Fresno 415,600 

Humboldt 106,000 

Kern 334,300 

Los Angeles 6,957,200 

Madera 44,700 

Marin 196,900 

Mariposa 6,200 

Mendocino 51,200 

Napa , 76,600 

Nevada 25 300 

Placer* 7J,100 

Sacramento 624,300 

San Benito* 17,500 

San Bernardino 657,400 

San Joaquin 278,800 

San Luis Ob1SPO 103.000 

San Mateo 540,400 

Santa Barbara 247,400 

Santa Clara 927,300 

Shasta 77,400 

Solano 164,800 

Sonoma 183,600 

Tehama 28,300 

Tulare 191,300 

Tuolumne 19,500 

Ventura 318,000 

Yolo 80,900 

Total 14,391,100 

PROBATION SUB£JIDY PROGRAM FOR 31 COUNtfIES 

Participating Counties 

(Actual Costs for '1966-67 Fiscal Year) 

county Expected 
Base 1966-67 Actual Difference 

Actual 
1966-67 

Commjt- COmmit- 1966-67 Expected/ Commillment 
ment Rate ments Commitments Actual Rate 

64.5 676 440 -236 42.0 

53.0 281 137 -144 25.8 

117·8 21 9 -12 49.7 

70.9 32 7 -25 15.4 

70.6 293 209 -84 50.3 

56.1 59 52 -7 49.1 

100.8 337 199 -138 59·5 

63.5 4,418 4,369 -49 62.8 

102.1 46 21 -25 47.0 

21.8 43 21 -22 10.7 

101.1 6 3 -3 48.4 

59.2 30 17 -13 33.2 

46.3 35 24 -11 31. 3 

101.5 26 5 -21 19.8 

25·3 19 21 +2 28.0 

62.0 387 437 +50 70.0 

63.7 11 6 -5 34.3 

70.3 462 382 -80 58.1 

93·7 261 168 -93 60.3 

50.8 52 7 -45 6.8 

31.1 168 127 -41 23.5 

59·5 147 96 -51 38.8 

38.2 354 212 -142 22.9 

58.2 45 39 -6 50.4 

49.9 82 52 -30 31.6 

47. 0 86 62 -24 33.8 

102.5 29 13 -16 45.9 

65. 0 124 60 -64 31.4 

67. 2 13 14 +1 71.8 

48.8 155 126 -29 39.6 

73.1 59 24 -35 29·7 

60.9 8,757 7,359 -1,398 51.1 

*El1gib1e for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation officer. 
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APPENDIX B 

Percent 
Reduc~ 

tlon in 
Rate SUbsidy 

34·9' $ 91+4.000 

51. 3 576,000 

5'f.8 48,000 

78.3 100,000 

28.8 336,000 

12·5 28,000 

41.0 552,000 

1.1 104,615' 
'. 'f .. 

54.0 100,000' 

50.9 88,000 

52.1 12,000 

43.9 52,000, 

32.4 44,000; 

80.5 84,000 

- * 

- -
46.2 * 

17·4 303,200 

35.6 372,000 

86.6 180,000 

24.4 164,000 

34.8 204,000 

40.1 568,000 

13.4 . 2lj"OOO 

36.7 120,000 

28.1 96,000 

55.2 61t,000 

51.7 256,000 

- -
18·9 116,000, 

59.4 I ltO,OOO 

16.1 $5,6'75.815 
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County 

Alameda 
Colusa 
Contra Costa 
Del Norte 
El Dorado 
Fresno 
Humboldt 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Los Angeles 
Madera 
Narin 
Hariposa 
Mendocino 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 
Placer* 
Sacramento 
San Ben1to* 
San Bernardino 
San Francisco 
San Joaquin 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Shasta 

,., Solano I'; Sonoma 
'. ,. Tehama 

Tulare 

I Tuolumne 
Ventura 
Yolo 

I Total 

Estimated 
Population 

7-1-67 

1,065.50 
12,700 

545,100 
18,000 
45,500 

420,700 
105~900 

14,900 
339,900 
68,400 

7,032,400 
45,200 

201,200 
6,200 

52,000 
246,100 
77,600 
25,600 
75,100 

631,700 
17,900 

667,700 
747,500 
284,400 
104.300 
555,400 
249,800 
966,800 
78,400 

169,200 
187,500 
28,500 

192,800 
21,600 

330,800 
83,900 

15,716,200 

PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 36 COUNTIES 

Participating Counties 

Actual Costs for 1967-68 Fiscal Year 

county 
Base Expected Actual Difference 

Commitment 1967-68 1967-68 Expected/ 
Rate Commitments Commitments Actual 

64.5 687 372 -315 
85.6 11 7 -4 
53.0 289 127 -162 

117.8 21 11 -10 
70.9 32 6 -26 
70.6 297 238 -59 
56.1 59 27 -32 

119.3 18 4 -14 
100.8 343 167 -176 
85.2 58 17 -41 
63.5 4,466 3,841 -625 

102.1 46 13 -33 
21.8 44 ·18 -26 

101.1 6 3 -3 
59·2 31 18 -13 
53.8 132 '(0 -62 
46.3 36 24 -12 

101.5 26 12 -14 
25.3 19 26 +7 
62.0 392 451 +59 
63.7 11 6 -5 
70.3 469 371 -98 
67.9 508 408 -100 
93·7 266 136 -130 
50.8 53 11 -42 
31.1 173 13'( -36 
59.5 149 95 -5-!j. 
38.2 . 369 256 -113 
58.2 46 31 -1!5 
49·9 . 84 '+0 _41~ 

1~7. 0 88 42 -46 
102·5 29 10 -19 
65.0 125 62 -63 
67.2 15 4 -11 
48.8 161 113 -48 
73.1 61 30 -31 

61.2 9,620 7,204 -2,11-16 
'.; 

*El~gible for 90 percent of salary of one .full-time probation-of.f~cer. 

I'.' " 'f 
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APPENDIX C 

Actual 
1967-68 Percent 

Commitment Reduction 
Rate in Rate Subsidy 

34.9 1~5. 9 $1,260,000 
55.i 35.6 16,000 
23.3 56.0 648,000 
61.1 48.1 40,000 
13.2 81.4 104,000 
56.6 19.8 236,000 
25.5 54.5 128,000 
26.8 77·5 56,000 

; 49.1 51.3 704,000 
24.9 70.8 164,000 
54.6 14.0 2,415,625 
28.8 71.8 132,000 
8.9 59.2 104,000 

48.4 52.1 12,000 
34.6 41.6 52,000 
28.4 47.2 248,000 
30·9 33.3 48,000 
46.9 53.8 56,000 
34.6 - * 
71.4 - -
33·5 47.4 * 
55.6 20.9 392,000 
54.6 19.6 400,000 
47·8 49.0 520,000 
10·5 79.3 168,000 
24.7 20.6 144,000 
38.0 36.1 216,000 
26.5 30.6 452,000 
39·5 32.1 60,000 
23.6 52.7 176,000 
22.4 52.3 184,000 
35.1 65.8 76,000 
32.2 50.5 252,000 
18.5 72.5 4·4,000 
34.2 29.9 192,000 
35.8 51.0 124,000 

. 45.8 25.2 $9,823,625' 
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County 

Alameda 
Colusa 
contra costa 
Del Norte 
E 1 Dorado 
Fresno 
umboldt H 

Inyo 
K 

K 

L 

ern 
ings 
os Angeles 

Madera 
M arin 
Mariposa 
M 

M 

endocino 
onterey 

Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 
Placer 
Sacramento 
San Benito 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Fram:isco 
San Joaquin 
San Luis Obispo 
San Matieo 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Santr! Cruz 
Shasta 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
YUba . 
Total 

Esi.;imated 
Population 

7-1-68 

1,069,900 
12,200 

550,800 
16,700 
45,400 

417,300 
101,500 
14,500 

340,700 
66,200 

7,101, /tOO 
/t3,400 

207,/t00 
5,900 

51.900 
246,400 
80,200 
25.200 

1.317.800 
7/t,800 

631,100 
18,100 

683,900 
1,297.200 

7/t8.700 
288.100 
105,400 
553.700 
25/t,900 

1,011.900 
115,200 

79,200 
172 ,600 
19lj,600 
40,900 
29,100 

192,/t00 
20,/t00 

350.100 
84,/t00 
47.700 

18,709.200 

rROEArION Gll.BSlDY PROGHAH FOR 41 COUIn'IES 

Participating Counties 

(Actual Costs for 1968-69 Fiscal Year) 

county Expected 
Base 1968-69 Actual Difference 

Actual 
1968-69 

co:nmit- Conulli t- 1968-69 Expected/ Commitment 
ment Rate ments Commitments Actual Rate 

64.5 690 380 -310 35.5 
85.6 10 4 -6 32,8 
53.0 292 171 -121 31.0 

117.8 20 11 -9 65.9 
70.9 32 5 -27 11.0 
70.6 295 228 -67 54.6 
56.1 57 32 -25 31.5 

119.3 17 8 -9 55.2 
100.8 343 205 -138 6').2 

85.2 56 36 -20 5/t.4 
63.5 4,509 3,~43 -1,266 45.7 

102.1 44 15 -29 34.6 
21.8 45 23 -22 11.1 

101.1 6 2 -It 33.9 
59.2 31 20 -ll 38.5 
53.8 133 57 -76 23.1 
46.3 37 26 -11 32.4 

101. 5 26 12 -1/t /t7.6 
48.9 6/t/t 435 -?09 33.0 
25.3 19 28 +9 37·4 
62.0 391 509 +118 80.7 
63.7 12 /t -8 22.1 
70.3 481 370 -Ill 5/t.1 
62.6 812 706 -106 5/t.4 
67·9 508 355 -153 /t7·/t 
93·7 270 129 -141 /t/t.8 
50.8 5/t 13 -41 12.3 
31.1 172 161 -11 29.1 
59·5 152 103 -49 /to./t 
38.2 387 259 -128 25.6 
69.2 80 /t8 -32 41.7 
58.2 46 3/t -12 42.9 
/t9.9 86 61 -25 35.3 
47.0 91 /t5 -1~6 23.1 
57·1 23 11 -12 26.9 

102.5 30 9 -21 30.9 
65.0 125 60 -65 31.2 
67.2 1/t 7 -7 3/t.3 
/t8.8 171 119 -52 31~. 0 
73.1 62 23 -39 27·3 
75.0 36 23 -13 /t8.2 

60./t ll,309 7.990 -3.319 42.7 

*El1gible for 90 peI'cent of salar'y of Olle fui1-time probation officer • 
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APPENDIX D 

Percent 
Reduc-
tion in 
Rate Subsidy 

45.0 $ 1,240,000 
61.7 24,000 
41.5 484,000 
44.1 36,000 
84.5 108,000 
22·7 268,000 
43.9 100,000 
53·7 36,000 
40.3 552,000 
36.2 80,000 
28.0 5,064,000 
66.1 ll6,oOO 
49.1 88,000 
66.5 16,000 
35.0 /t4,ooo 
57.1 30/t.000 
30.0 4/t,000 
;3.1 56,000 
"2.5 836,000 

- * 
- -

65.3 32,000 
23.0 /t4/t,000 
13.1 395,910 
30.2 612;000 
52.2 56/t,000 
75.8 164.000 
6./t /t/t,OOO 

32.1 196 ,000 
33.0 512.000 
39.7 128.000 
26.3 48,000 
29.3 100,000 
50.9 18/t,OOO 
52·9 /t8,000 
69.9 8/t,000 
52.0 260,000 
/t9.0 .28,000 
30.3 208,000 
62.7 156,000 
35·7 52,,000 

29.3 $13,755,910 
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Popu1atlon 
County 7-1-69 

Alameda 1,051,100 
Calaveras 13,700 
Colusa 12,100 
contra Costa 560,900 
Del Norte 16,600 
E1 Dorado 45,600 
Fresno 417.500 
Humboldt 101,000 
Inyo 15,700 
Kern 340,000 
Kings 70,200 
Lassen 18,400 
Los Angeles 7,000,800 
Madera 41f,900 
~larin 203,600 
Hariposa 6,100 
Mendocino 53,500 
Merced 107,600 
Monterey 244,900 
Napa 80,800 
Nevada 26,500 
Orange 1,378,300 
Placer 80,300 
Riverside 442,500 
Sacramento 632 600 
San Benito 18,800 
San Bernardino 687,500 
San Diego 1,366,500 
San Franc i sc 0 706,900 
San Joaquin 293,900 
San Luis Obispo 96,800 
San Mateo 550,400 
Santa Barbara 260,900 
Santa Clara 1,032,600 
Santa Cruz 120,100 
Shasta 81,300 
Solano 174,800 
Sonoma 204,100 
Stanislaus 199,000 
Sutter 42,400 
Tehama 29,800 
Tulare 194,000 
Tuolumne 21,000 
Ventura 369,100 
Yolo 86,700 
Yuba 47.700 

Total 19,549.500 

PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 46 COUNTIES 

Participating Counties 
(Actuul Earnings for 1969-70 Fiscal Year) 

COUli~ Y EXI'N;t:(',j 

I~:l'~'" I, U, - 10 t,Jtuol Di l'f'erence 
C(l!mlll t- COlr.'nll;- 1(;69-79 Expected/ 

ment R3.te ",ents Commitments ProJected 

64·5 678 422. -256 
40.5 6 13 +7 
85.6 10 3 -7 
53.0 297 239 -58 

117.8 20 5 -15 
70.9 32 7 -25 
70.6 295 206 -89 
56.1 57 40 -17 

119.3 19 6 -13 
100.8 343 254 -89 
85.2 60 43 -17 
62.2 11 3 -8 
63.5 4,446 ;1,150 -1,296 

102.1 46 21 -25 
21.'8 44 40 -4 

101.1 6 2 -4 
59.2 32 16 -16 
71.7 77 48 -29 
53.8 132 90 -42 
46.3 37 21 -16 

101.5 27 13 -14 
48.9 674 411 -263 
25.3 20 22 +2 
74.4 329 181 -148 
62.0 392 331 -61 
63·7 12 2 -10 
70.3 483 413 -70 
62.6 855 571 -284 
67.9 480 451 -29 
93·7 275 143 -132 
50.8 49 13 -36 
31.1 171 162 -9 
59·5 155 106 -49 
38.2 394 307 -87 

. 69.2 83 92 +9 
58.2 47 39 -8 
If9.9 87 69 -18 
47.0 96 37 -59 

116.2 231 153 -78 
57.1 21f 14 -10 

102·5 31 10 -21 
65.0 126 70 -56 
67.2 14 8 -6 
48.8 180 119 -61 
73.1 63 34 -29 
75.0 36 25 -11 

61. 3 11,982 8,425 -3,557 

')fEligible for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation officer. 
**Eligib1e for 90 percent of salary of one half-time probation officer. 
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APPENDIX E 

Actun1 P(,l'eent: 
1~o9-'(O Heduc-

commitment tlon in 
Rate Rate 

40.1 37;8 
91f·9 -
24.8 71.0 
42.6 19.6 
30.1 74.4 
15.4 78.3 
If9.3 30.2 
39.6 29.4 
38.2 68.0 
74·7 25.9 
6) .• j 28.1 
16.3 73.8 
45.0 29.1 
46.8 54.2 
19.6 10.1 
32.8 67·6 
29.9 49.5 
41f.6 37.8 
36·7 31.8 
26.0 lf3.8 
49.1 51.6 
29.8 39.1 
27.4 -
40.9 45.0 
52.3 15.6 
10.6 83.4 
60.1 14.5 
41.8 33.2 
63.8 6.0 
48.7 48.0 
13.4 73.6 
29.4 5.5 
40.6 31.7 
29·7 22.3 
76.6 -
48.0 17.5 
39.5 20.8 
18.1 61. 5 
76.9 33.8 
33.0 42.2 .. 
33.6 67.2 
36.1 44.5 ' 
38.1 43.3 
32.2 34.0 
39.2 46.4 
52.4 30.1 • 

43.1 29·7 

'. 

Suh::1uy 
Rrll'll! O"S 

1,021l,OO o 
-

28,000 
23t!,000 
/io,ooo 

100,000 
356,000 
68.000 
52,000 

356,00 
68,00 

* 
5,184,00 

100,00 
16,00 
16,00 
61f,00 

116,00 
168/00 

64,00 
56,00 

1,052,00 

592,00 
244,00 
40,00 

246,96 

o 
o 
* 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
* 

1,136,00 
81,20 

528,00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

144,00 
36,00 

196,00 
348,00 

32,00 
72,00 

236,00 
312,00 

'fO,OO 
81f,OO 

224,00 
24,00 

... 244,00 
116,00 

44,00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

$14.200,16 o 
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;A1ameda 
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:Amador 
ica1averas 
:co1usa 

J 
'contra costa 
:Del Norte 
;E1 Dorado 
'Fresno 
'Humboldt 
i,Inyo 
" 'Kern 
Kings 
Lassen 

J, 
'I: jLos Angeles 

• Ii 

'Madera 
Mariposa 

:Mendocino 
Merced 
MontereY 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 
Placer 
Riverside 
Sacramento 
San Benito 

-

I· 
I 
Ii 

San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
,San Joaquin 
;San Luis Obispo 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Shasta 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 
,'ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 

J 
I 
I· 
I, . Total 

Ec 1; f ~h lf~('cl 

Popul.t;ion 
7-1-70 

1,064,600 
11,900 
12,700 
11,900 

555,900 
14,400 
42,000 

407,700 
98,200 
15,400 

325,400 
64,600 
16,400 

6,990,000 
40,800 
6,000 

51,000 
105,300 
2!J.7,100 
77,500 
26,100 

1,!J.20,000 
76 ,800 

452,200 
638,700 
18,100 

674,200 
1,354,100 

703,700 
284,700 
105,800 
261,200 

1,065,500 
77,500 

166,600 
200,200 
192,500 

42,000 
28,700 

186,100 
21,600 

377,!J.00 
90,300 
43,800 

18,674,600 

PROBA'rrON CUBSIDY PROGRAH fOR It It COU.NTLl!:S 

Participating Counties 

(Actual Costs for 1970-71 Fiscal Year) 

county t.:xPr>c tr>t1 
r;I~C : ,)'['(\-','1 Ac tu::!l Differ'Coller: 

Commi.t:- COlilmit- 1970-71 Expected/ 
tnent Rate ments Commitments Ac tua1 

64.5 687 385 -302 
43.6 5 9 +4 
40.5 5 8 +3 
85.6 10 6 -4 
53.0 295 230 -65 

117.8 17 10 -7 
70.9 30 12 -18 
70.6 288 188 -100 
56.1 55 44 -11 

119.3 18 7 -11 
100.8 328 19!J. -134 

85.2 53 39 -16 
62.2 10 - -10 
63.5 4,44!J. 2,!J.78 -1,966 

102.1 42 13 -29 
101.1 6 - -6 

59.2 30 16 -1!J. 
71. 7 76 25 -51 
53.8 133 81 -52 
!J.6.3 36 27 -9 

101. 5 26 8 -18 
48.9 694 438 -256 
25.3 19 36 +17 
7!J..4 336 161 -175 
62.0 396 295 -101 
63.7 12 7 -5 
70.3 47!J. 311 -163 
62.6 848 490 -358 
67.9 478 414 -64 
93·7 267 126 -141 
50.8 54 37 -17 
59·5 155 126 -29 
38.2 407 425 +18 
58.2 45 48 +3 
49.9 83 53 -30 
47.0 94 24 -70 

116.2 224 154 -70 
57.1 '24 8 -16 

102·5 29 14 -15 
65.0 121 56 -65 
67.2 15 13 -2 
48.8 184 93 -91 
73.1 66 39 -27 
75.0 33 11 -22 

62.4 11,654 7,159 -!J.,495 

J
,tE1 igi ble 

t:. 

for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation officer. 

Jt: 
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APPENDIX.F 

Actu11 Percent 
197( -71 [:e:ctuc -

commitment tlon in 
Rate Rate SUbsidy -
36.2 -43.9 $ 1,208,000 
75.6 - -
63.0 - -
50.4 -41.1 16,000 
41.4. -21. 9 260,000 
69.4 -41.0 28,000 
28.6 -59.7 72,000 
46.1 -34·7 400,000 
44.8 -20.1 44,000 
45.5 -61.9 44,000 
59.6 -40.9 536,000 
60.4 -29.1 64,000 
0.0 -100.0 !J.O,OOO 

35.4 -4!J..3 7, 86l~, 000 
31. 9 -68.8 116,000 
0.0 -100.0 2!J.,000 

31.4 -47. 0 56,000 
23.7 -66.9 20!J.,000 
32.8 -39·1 208,000 
3!J..8 -2!J..8 36,000 
30·7 -69.8 72,000 
30.8 -37·0 1,024,000 
46.9 - * 
35.6 -52.1 700 ,000 
!J.6.2 -25·5 404,000 
38·7 -39·3 20,000 
1~6.1 -34.4 652,000 
36.2 -42.2 1,!J.32,000 
58.8 -13.4 242,368 ' 
44.3 -52.8 56!J.,000 
35·0 -31.2 68,000 
48.2 -18.9 116,000 
39.9 - -
61. 9 - -
31.8 -36.3 120,000 
12.0 -74.5 280,000 
80.0 -31.2 280,000 
19.0 -66.6 64,000 
48.8 -52.4 60,000 
30.1 -53·7 260,000 
60.2 -10.4 6.774 
24.6 -49.5 364,000 
43.2 -40.9 108,000 
25·1 -66.5 88,000 

38.3 -38.6 $18,145,1 1/2 
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CO:ln',y q 

iAlruneda 
~AmadOr 
;calaveras 
'colusa , 

~ -" 

ilcontra costa 
'JDel Norte 
:El Dorado I 

.' jFresno 
'!Humboldt 

i.~ 

'jInyo 
r' 
~ 

~ 
'Kern 
l;Kings 
r/Lassen 
;Los Angeles 
(Madera 
,iMarin 
'.Mariposa -• 
'Mendocino 
,;Nerced 
i}Monterey 

I Napa 
: Nevada 

J ,Orange 
;'Placer 
Plumas 

!Riverside 
~jSacramento I 
I 
I 

San Benito 
San Bernardino 

"San Diego 
'San Franc i sc 0 

San Joaquin 
: San Luis Obi spo 
:'San Mateo 
Santa Barbara 

'Santa Clara 
Shasta 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 
Sutter 

I 
I 
I 

, Tehama 
Tulare 

'Tuolumne 
o 'Ventura 

,I 
. Yolo . , 
: Yuba 

Total 

Estimated 
Population 

7-"'..-71 

1,080,700 
12,500 
14,200 
12,400 

570,900 
14,900 
46,100 

421,500 
100.300 

16,000 
335,600 
65,000 
17,200 

7,024,600 
43,000 

20,(,200 
6,700 

51,700 
107,400 
251,400 
81,500 
27,900 

1,498,000 
80,000 
12,200 

472,200 
649,000 
18,600 

696,600 
1,394,700 

703,300 
297,700 
107,500 
556,800 
267,800 

1,101,000 
79,500 

177,100 
213,100 
201,600 
42.800 
30,500 

194,100 
23,400 

395,100 
93,800 
45,700 

19,860.800 

PROBA'IJ ON SUD;jIDY PROGHAN FOR 47 COUN'rrE:3 
Participating Counties . 

(~ctual COGts for 1')71-72 Fiscal Yellr) 
, 

Cuunty !':xpected 
Base 1971-72 Ac tual Difference 

CO'l1m'';- Com:>1:.t- 1971-72 Expected! 
c'o::n': "lte I:" : ~ I; C COIi~7ni tmcn~s Ac tu~l 

64.5 697 471 -226 
43.6 5 9 +4 
40.5 6 12 +6 
85.6 11 5 -6 
53.0 303 219 -84 

117·8 18 8 -10 
70.9 33 9 -24 
70.6 298 164 -134 
56.1 56 32 -24 

119·3 19 9 -10 
100.8 338 111 -227 
85.2 55 40 -15 
62.2 11 2 -9 
63.5 !~, 461 2,089 -2,372 

102.1 .. 44 21 -23 
21.8 45 23 -22 

101.1 7 - -7 
59.2 31 19 -12 
71.7 77 38 -39 
53.8 1j 51 -84 
46.3 38 26 -12 

101. 5 28 6 -22 
48.9 733 320 -413 
25·3 20 40 +20 
73.2 9 - -9 
74.4 351 163 -188 
62.0 402 246 -156 
63·7 12 6 -6 
70.3 490 362 -128 
62.6 873 488 -385 
67.9 1~78 430 -48 
93·7 279 118 -161 
50.8 55 28 -27 
31.1 173 16,3 -10 
59.5 159 105 -54 
38.2 1~21 537 +116 
58.2 46 27 -19 
49.9 88 75 -13 
47.0 100 33 -67 

116.2 234 111 -123 
57·1 24 12 -12 

102.5 31 15 -16 
65.0 126 60 -66 
67·2 16 7 -9 
48.8 193 100 -93 
73.1 69 31 -38 
75.0 34 25 -9 

61.1 12,132 6,866 -5,266 

APPENDIX G 

----_.-
Ac tuul Pcrtlen:; 
1971-72 Reduc-

Com:~' tment tion in 
F1.te ~jt~e ~t~b~~ , rly . 
113.6 -32.4 $ 904,000 
72.0 - -
84.5 - -
40.3 -52.9 21~, 000 
38.4 -27·6 336,000 
53.7 -54.4 40,000 
19.5 -72·5 96,000 
33.9 -44.9 536,000 
31. 9 -43.1 96,000 
56.3 -52.8 40,000 
33.1 -67.2 908.000 
61.5 -27·8 60,000 
11.6 -81.3 36,000 
29·7 -53.2 9,488,000 
48.8 -52.2 92,000 
11.1 -49.1 22,000* 

0.0 -100.0 28,000 
36.8 -37·9 48,000 
35.4 -50.7 156,000 
20.3 -62.3 336,000 
31. 9 -31.1 48,000 
21. 5 -78.8 88,000 
21.4 -56.3 1,652,000 
50.0 - ** 
0.0 -100.0 36,000 

3U.5 -)3.6 752,000 
37· 9 -~8.9 624,000 
32.3 -49.i+ 24,000 
52.0 -26.0 512,000 
35.0 -44.1 1,540,000 
61.1 -10.0 160,080 
39.6 -57·7 644,000 
26.0 -48·7 108,000 
29.3 -5.9 40,000 
39.2 -34.1 216,000 
48.8 - -
34.0 -In.6 76,000 
42.3 -15·1 52,000 
15.5 -67·1 268,000 
55.1 -52.6 1~92, 000 
28.0 -;-0.9 1~8, 000 
49.2 -52.0 6!~, 000 
30.9 -52.4 264,000 

29·9 -55.5 :;6,000 

25·3 -48.1 372,000 
33.0 -54.9 152,000 
54.7 -27·1 36,000 

34.6 -43.1~ $21. 550,080 

1',fSUbSidY earrtings for f.larin county pro-rated at t of actual earnings as t4arin only participated in the prop;rmn 
'dUring the last quarter of fiscal year. Actual earnings would have been $88,000 for the entire fiscal year. 

'*~E1ieible for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation officer. 
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Barbara 
Clara 

Estimated 
Population 

7-1-72 

1,095,800 
13,000 
14,400 
12,300 

583,400 
15.500 
49,300 

429,500 
99,800 
16,300 

341,900 
68,200 
17,200 

6,966,900 
4-3,900 

208,500 
7,100 

52,500 
111,100 
254,600 

84-,!!-00 
2~,000 

1,565,200 
83,500 
12,700 

485,700 
668,100 
19,600 

699,700 
1,448,300 

685,600 
299,900 
110,100 
560,400 
269,600 

1,140,800 
81,800 

182,400 
219,800 
207.300. 
4-4,200 
31,200 

198,700 
23,800 

410,900 
96,100 
46,000 

20,106.000 

PROBATION SUBSIDY PROGRAM FOR 47. COUNTIES' 
Participating Counties 

(Actual Costs for 1972-73 Fiscal Year) 

County Expected 
Base l CJ72-73 Actual Difference 

commit- commit- 1972-73 Expected/ 
ment Rate ments Commitments Actual 

64.5 707 452 -255 
43.6 6 4- -2 
40.5 6 3 -.3 
85.6 11 2 -9 
53·0 309 147 -162 

100.0 16 5 -11 
70.9 35 6 -29 
70.6 303 172 -131 
56.1 56 29 -27 

100.0 16 5 -11 
100.0 342 165 -177 

85.2 58 44 -14 
62.2 11 2 -9 
63.5 4-,424 2,350 -2,074-

100.0 4-4- 2~( -17 
40.C 83 28 -55 

100.0 7 3 -4-
59.2 31 21 -10 
71.7 80 31 -4-9 
53.8 137 67 -70 

·46.3 39 20 -19 
100.0 29 10 -19 
48.9 765 248 -517 
40.0 33 4-5 +12 
73.2 9 1 -8 
74.4 361 127 -234-
62.0 414 278 -13r 
63.7 12 7 -5 
70.3 4-92 338 -154 
62.6 907 399 -508 
67·9 466 451 -15 
93·7 281 111 -170 
50.8 56 20 -36 
4-0.0 224 128 -96 
59·5. 160 69 -91 
40.0 456 523 +67 
58.2 48 39 -9 
49.9 91 55 -36 
47. 0 103 45 -58 

100.0 207 129 -78 
57.1 25 21 -4 

100.0 31 12 -19 
65.0 129 62 -6'7 
67.2 16 4 -12 
48.8 201 121 -80 
73.1 70 43 -27 
75. 0 35 24- -11 

61.4 12,342 6,893 -5,44 

for 90 percent of salary of one full-time probation office~. 
for 90 percent of salary of one half-time probation Officer. 
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APPENDIX H 

Actual Percent 
1972-73 fieduc-

Commitment tion in 
Rate R.1te Rubsldy 

41. 2 -36.0 $,1,020,000 
30.8 -29. 4 ** 
20.8 -48.6 ** 
16.3 -81.0 36,000 
25·2 -52.5 648,000 
32.3 -67·7 41f,OOO 
12.2 -82.8 116.000 
40.0 -1~3.3 '524.000 
29·1 -48.2 108,000 
30·7 -69.3 4.lf,000 
48.3 -51·7 708,000 
64.5 -24.3 56,000 
11.6 -81.3 36,000 
33·7 -46.9 8,296,000 
61.5 -38.5 68,000 
13.4 -66.4 220,000 
42.3 -57·7 16,000 
40.0 -32.4 40,000 
27·9 -61.1 196,000 
26.3 -51.1 280,000 
23·7 -48.8 76,000 
34-.5 -65.5 16,000 
15.8 -67.6 2,068,000 
53·9 * 
7·9 -89. 2 32,000 

26.1 -64.9 936.000 
4-1.6 -32.9 51f4.000 
35·7 -43.9 20,000 
48.3 -31. 3 616,000 
27·5 -56.0 2,032.000 
65·8 -3.1 36,210 
37. 0 -60.5 680,000 
18.2 -64.2 I1f4,ooo 
22.8 -42.9 384,000 
25.6 -57. 0 364,000 
45·8 
47·7 -i8.1 36,000 
30.2 -39.6 11PI,OOO 
20·5 -56.4 232,000. 
62.2 -37.8 312,000 
47·5 -16.8 16,000 
38.5 -61. 5 76,000 
31. 2 -52.0 268,000 
16.8 -75. 0 118,000 
29.4 -39.7 320,000 
114·7 -38.8 108,000 
52.2 -30.11 /.j.lj"OOO 

34-.3 _114.1 068,210 
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APPENDIX I 

A DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBATION SUBSIDY STUDY FUNDED UNDER 
SECTION 1825(j) OF THE WELFARE AND INSTITUTIONS CODE 

Background 

Realizing the need for a more thorough assessment of the Subsidy 
program than has been available in the past, the California Legislature 
enacted Section 1825(j) of the Welfare and Institutions Code, one of the 
provisions of which made available $150,000 to conduct evaluation studies 
of the effectiveness of this innovative program. On March 7, 1973, these 
funds became available to reimburse counties for participating in program 
evaluation studies specified by the Director of the Youth Authority. Unless 
granted an exemption, each county participating in the Subsidy program was 
required to enter into a contractval agreement with the state to provide 
such evaluation in order to qualify for their share of a special $2,000,000 
supplemental earnings allocation also made a'Tailable through this legislation. 

Rather than encourage each of the 47 Subsidy counties to undertake 
separate evaluations of their Subsidy programs which would result in an 
uncoordinated, potpourri of data, it was decided that a single evaluation 
project using uniform measures and techniques carried out over a sample of 
representative counties would best fulfill the intent of the legislation • 
Therefore, the California youth Authority developed and proposed a plan in 
which 15 representative Subsidy counties would subcontract with the CYA to 
perform the evaluation. The counties to be involved were contacted and 
agreed to this plan. The youth Authority accepted the responsibility for 
conducting the overall assessment of the Subsidy program in these counties 
under this plan. The 32 remaining Subsidy counties were permitted waivers 
from participating in the study. The 15 counties selected to participate 
represent approximately 75 percent of the overall statewide population • 

Study Population 

In an effort to complete the assessment of the Probation Subsidy 
program for inclusion in the review of the program for the Legislature 
by January, 1974, it was decided to choose a cohort of cases that came 
into the Subsidy program in 1971. The reason for this decision was to 
allow a sufficient period of time to elapse in order to compare the outcome 
(success or failure) of cases participating in a Subsidy or conventional 
supervision program. It was found that the 15 selected study counties 
represented 87 percent of the statewide adult cases entering the Subsidy 
pror;ru.m in 1971 and 74 percent of the enterinp; juveni I e C.:18e(l. It wnB 
also decideq. to conduct separate assessments of the juvenile and the adul.t 
programs, uince these populations exhibit unique differences. 
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't was decided to 
, d program, ~ 'd' t d 'uvenile Subs~ y, de cases adJu ~ca e , 

For the stud~ of6thew~lfare and Institut~ons ~~e purposes of compar~son, 
select male, Sect~on, 02 rvision in 1971• For of male, Section 602 
ruld assigned to Subs~dy supewere chosen: (1) a gro~p probation in 1971; 
two additional study grou~S d to conventional re~ armmitments to the 
cases adjudicated and ass~gn~ion 602 juvenile cour co 
and (2) a group of ma~e, Se~ 
CYA placed on parole ~n 197 • , comparison cohort 

th four follow~ng 'd t 
the adult programs, e" court cases ass~gne ,0 

To evaluate ,(1) adult male cr~m~nal., court cases ass~gned . 
groups were se~e?ted: 1971' (2) adult male cr~(~)al oup of male Californ~a 
Subsidy su~erv~s~onb~~ion ~pervision in 1971;. 3 a1~r and (4) a group of 
to convent~onal pro, (CDC) cases paroled ~n 197, 'tments paroled 
Department of Correct~ons , (CYA) criminal court comm~ 
male California Youth Author~ty 
in 1971. 

t ' n only data for the 
t ' f this evalua ~o , ,t th 

Thus far in the implementa ~on 0 d by the count~es 0 e 
1 ted and returne d ' enile case 

'uvenile sample has been c~mp e 1 number of complete JUv. 
~outh Authority for analys~s. The,t~~~ cases' (2) 1,371 convent~onal 

. (1) 865 Subsidy superv~S~ , 't ole cases. These 
forms ~as. . d (3) 225 CYA juven~le cour par , 'bl Subsidy popula-
probat~on cases, an 46 cent of the el~g~ e t 
samples represent npproximate~y p~ of the eligible CYA ju~enile cour 
tion (as defined abov~) and 2 ~~~cedesign called for a match~ng ~f f 
arole population. S~nce the s , Y the Subsidy cases, on the bas~s 0 

~onventional supervision cases w~~h bout 500 additional cases were added 
seriousness of criminal ba~k~roun ,a to insure enough cases for future 
to the conventional superv~s~on sample 1 cases. This was done to enh~ce 
matching and resulted in a totall~f ~,3i obtaining an adequate convent~onal 
the likelihood (through oversamp ~ng 0 

probation comparison group. 

Study Methodology 
, P bation Subsidy an attempt has been 

'In the present evaluat~on of ro , d' 'd als placed in intensive 
made to control fo~ the fact tha~ ~h~ d~) ~~ ~enerallY "tougher" cases 
supervision probat~on p:ogram~ ~ u G~~eers) than those in regular proba
(i.e., have more extens~ve cr~m~nal, elihood of etting into trouble , 
tion and therefore have a gr~ater hk "s b '~yll and "regular ll probat~on 

C tly compar~sons between u s~· f 
~!~~n~ot ~::~q~~ried ~ut ~t'n the st~dYdSo~~r~~ ~~~d~~:~a~ls~~;:n~ional 

b 'd es in relat~on 0 a samp e ra 1 ely 

~~o~~tr~~:~r~~~thO~:t~~r~ ~~~~;~~i~~~~a:;~:~~s:~~ep~~!~~dW~~f~~~:~;:allY 
::ri~~: criminal backgrounds and therefore an equal hkehhood 0 u 
violational behavior. 

, 1 f Sub""Ldy CrlflCG, nnn 
'rhe procedure involved Gc1.ect~ng a r~dom sump e, 0 "'. ion cases 

I,~ lecting matched samples of convent~onal probat~on superv~s ~ t 
Gllen se ) h' h . 'lar with respecv 0 d CYA (juvenile court parole cases w ~c were s~m~ .. d 'ng 
a~f type age and race.· 'Further matching was also accompl~she us~ 

b
o eknseund characteristics predictive of violational behavior which were s 

ac gro 'f th combines numerou 11 ted from county case f~les. One 0 ese measures,. ~ 

bC~t e~f information, all of which are indicative of the hkel~b.ood ~1 
~ s . 1 . 1 f d to as a ' base future violations, into a s~ng e numer~ca score, re erre 'fferences 

expectancy score. ll Again, all matching was undertaken so that any d~ 
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found in actual subsequent offense rates could more reliably be attributed 
to the types of correctional programs to which the subjects had been 
exposed rather than to the client selection process of these programs. 

Besides background characteristics related to violational behavior, 
the study plan called for the collection of two additional types of data 
on each case being stUdied: measures of the treatment process and outcome 
measures. 

Treatment process data relates to the specific elements of the correc
tional programs to which the cases were exposed. Examples of this type of 
data are types of program experiences, amount of contact between the subject 
and his probation officer or parole agent, and special treatment techniques 
or services employed. The intent of the collection of this information was 
to assist in identifying and isolating any program elements which were 
responsible for successful correctional treatment. This information was 
extracted from probation and parole case files. 

Outcome measures used in the study include data relating to the 
probation and parole performance of all cases studied. These measures 
are the criteria against which both the background measures and process 
measures were to be evaluated. Arrest and disposition data were collected 
in most cases for a uniform 12 month period of field supervision following 
each subject's assignment to his particular correctional program. The 
"study period l1 was adjusted to accou .. lt for Hnon-arrest liableH periods 
such as detentions in jailor other 24 hour facilities. Also, the arrest
disposition records of subjects with less than 12 months of field supervision 
were weighted appropriately to correct for their reduced total arrest 
liability. 

The actual arrest-dispolSition data is being provided by the Bureau of 
Criminal Statistics' for adult subjects and from probation case files for 
juvenile subjects. 
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