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EXECUTIVE SUMJ.1-ARY 

In early 1982, as this study was just beginning, the California 
Youth Authority (YA) fnced severe crowding at its facilities, a 
result of the steadily increasing ward population. The passage 
of Proposition 8 in June 1982 has slowed down, and is expected to 
eventually reverse, this trend. However, with population pres­
sures likely to reassert themselves in the future, policymakers 
can lay the proper foundation now to hlin:mize overcrowding­
related problems. 

METHODOLOGY 

We analyzed a six-year period (1976-1981), identifying trends 
relating to overcrowding. Our findings were derived primarily 
from five sources: 

(1) Data compiled from Bureau of Criminal Statistics, State 
Controller's Office, and YA records; 

(2) Interviews with key justice system personnel; 
(3) Discussions with Youth Authority" administrative staff; 
(4) On-site visits to two Youth Authority facilities; and 
(5) Existing studies and literature. 

Our analysis of the causes of overcrowding included statewide 
data, as well as data on nine specific counties (Alameda, Fresno, 
Kern, Los Angeles, Madera, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Fran­
cisco, and Santa Clara). 

In assessing the effects of overcrowding, we looked at YA insti­
tutions as a whole and at six selected facilities (Northern and 
Southern Reception Center-Clinics, O.H. Close School, Preston 
School, Ventura School, and Youth Training School). 

KEY FINDINGS: CAUSES OF OVERCROWDING 

During the six years studied, YAis ward population rose substan­
tially. In 1981, the average daily population at YA's institu­
tions surpassed the 5000 mark, 27% higher than in 1976. The two 
factors controlling the population level are the number of wards 
admitted to the institutions and the length of stay. If either 
factor increases without a concurrent growth in YA's capacity, 
overcrowding results. 

The number of new admissions to YA increased nearly 15% between 
1976 and 1981, primarily a result of increased juvenile court 
commitments. While fewer wards were returned to YA as parole 
violators, this decline did not offset the ,higher level of new 
admissions. The average length of stay for institutionalized YA 
wards also rose substantially, from a low of 10.9 months in 1977 
to 13.1 months in 1981. 
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~s length of stay increases, fewer wards are released. Since a 
one-month increase in the average length of stay increases insti­
tutional population by nearly 500, this change contributed 
heavily to the population increase. 

YA's institutional bed capacity, the number of beds availablp for 
sleeping purposes, remained nearly unchanged until 1981 when 
approximately 150 beds were added. The budgeted capacity, 
reflecting YA's population projections as well as financial con­
siderations, rose appT-oximately 29% between 1976 and 1981. While 
budgeted capacity nearly kept pace wit4 YA's average daily popu­
lation, fluctuations above and below the average often resulted 
in overcrowding on a daily or weekly basis. Differences in over­
crowding were also experienced hetween facilities. 

YA's gro,¥ing ward population resulted from increases in both new 
admissions and institutional length of stay. We addressed three 
possible causes for this, consisting of changes in: 

(1) The youth population, as well as the number of arrests, 
probation referrals, and court petitions (i.e., work­
load of the judicial system); 

(2) The harshness of judicial processing; and 
(3) Legislation, administrative policy, and resources avail­

able to handle offenders at the county level. (We 
also assessed the impact of public opinion on this 
factor. ) 

1. ~orkload of the Judicial System. Overall, the population of 
young people who could be committed to YA (ages 10 through 
20) dropped slightly between 1976 and 1981. Despite this 
decline, YA estimates show an increase in 13- through 20-
year-old minority males between 1975 and 1980. Since commit­
ment rates per 1,000 felony arrests tend to be higher among 
Blacks and Hispanics, this increase in young minority males 
probably contributed to the larger number of commitments to 
YA. 

The volume of arrests processed by the juvenile justice sys·­
tem declined during the six years we studied: felonies 
declined by 10~ and misdemeanors by 12%. Even the most seri­
ous arrests, those for crimes against persons, remained 
nearly stable. 

The total volume of juvenile probation referrals and court 
petitions also declined during the six years, due to the 
decrease in status offense cases. However, we did not find 
that the number of felony or misdemeanor cases declined. 
This reflects the screening processing that occurs throughout 
the juvenile justice system (i.e., the less serious offenses 
tend to be diverted out of the system, while the more serious 
offenses are processed formally). 

-x-

Information about thA number of cases processed by the adult 
justice system is less complete, but we know that felony and 
misdemeanor arrests rose substantially among the young adult 
(18 through 20) age group between 1977 and 1981. A growing 
population of young adults (18 through 20) and the greater 
frequency of arrests among this group may have contributed ~o 
the higher level of adult court commitrr.ents, although most of 
the additional wards came from the juvenile courts. 

2. Judicial Processing Trends. During the past six years, we 
witnessed significant changes in judicial and public response 
to offenders. Of particular importance is the trend toward 
more severe juvenile court dispositiohS of initial petitlons 
(cases in which the offender is not currently under court 
supervision). More and more of these initial petitions 
resulted in commitment to YA rather than to local alterna­
tives. BCS statistics and interviews with justice system 
officials convinced us that these more severe dispositions 
are partially accounted for by an in-creasing severity in 
juvenile offenses. 

At the adult justice system level, the conviction rate for 
18- through 20-year-olds rose since 1977. An increasingly 
larger portion of these convicted were sentenced to YA. We 
attribute this latter finding to changes in sentencing laws 
and to increased severity of offenses. 

3. Legislation, Administrative Policy and Budget Considerations. 
Fiscal, legislative, and administrative trends of the past 
six years influenced both the number of wards committed to YA 
and the average length of institutional stay. The most 
important legislative changes were AB 3121, the Probation 
Subsidy Program, and the County Justice System Subvention 
Program. 

AB 3121, enacted in January 1977, was largely a response to 
public demand for reform in the juvenile justice system. The 
law removed status offenders (those who have committed acts 
which .... lOuld not be criminal if committed by an adult) from 
,the jurisdiction of the juvenile courts, while encouraging a 
harsher response to more serious juvenile offenders. 

Removing status offenders from YA's jurisdiction was consis­
tent with an existing YA policy and thus did not Signifi­
cantly reduce the ward population., The introduction of 
district attorneys into juvenile court proceedings, part of 
the effort to treat serious offenders more harshly, did im­
pact YA commitments. District attorneys prose~uted juvenile 
cases more zealously than had their predecessors, the proba­
tion officers, leading to more sustained petitions and com­
mitments to YA among delinquent offenders. 
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Probation Subsidy and the County Justice System Subvention 
Program were developed to give counties the financial incen­
tive to retain offenders at the local level, thus reducing 
commitments to state facilities. While the Subsidy Program 
initially reduced first commitments to YA, county commitment 
rates rose toward pre-Subsidy levels in the later years. 
California eventually replaced the Subsidy Program with the 
Subvention Program. The newer program has not reduced 
commitments to YAw 

It appears that the primary problem with both programs was, 
and continues to be, a fiscal one. At a time when local 
resources are severely reduced by Proposition 13, the funding 
provided through state programs simply is not a sufficicnt 
financial incentive for counties to retain custody of offend­
ers. With further reductions in county resources resulting 
from the statewide recession, juvenile courts have few 
options other than commitment to YAw 

The Legislature does not directly control YA sentence length 
as it does for commitments to Department of Corrections. 
Responsibility for determining length of stay lies with the 
youthful Offender Parole Board (YOPB). YOPB sentencing 
guidelines (set forth in the Administrative Code) were sub­
stantially modified in June 1978, nearly doubling the previ­
ous length of stay for many of the more serious offenses. 
Minor modifications made in succeeding years continued the 
trend toward longer commitments. 

Thus, while legislative and budgetary changes raised the 
level of commitments to YA, changes in YOPB policy lengthened 
commitment time. Both contributed to YA's growing population 
level. 

KEY FINDINGS: EFFECTS OF OVERCROWDING 

There is little doubt that the severely crowded conditions found 
in California's (and the nation's) jails and adult prisons can 
endanger the physical and psychological well-being of inmates. 
Prior to our study, however, we had little SUbstantive proof that 
YA overcrowding is severe enough to be harmful. 

We examined the effects of crowding on those individuals who must 
experience it on a daily basis--wards and staff. We also 
assessed the impact of crOWding on YA's rehabilitative efforts 
and budget expenditures. It was often difficult to distinguish 
between the effects of sheer population size (the number of 
wards' and crowding (the number above capacity). 

1. Stress Among Wards and Staff. Confinement can result in 
stress regardless of overpopulation. Confinement reduces 
privacy and meaningful activity, while increasing chances for 
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np.gative encounters and unwanted social interaction. 
Crowding can intensify this stress by endangering the 
personal safety of wards and staff alike. 

a. 

b. 

Wards. We assessed three indicators of stress among 
wards: illness complaints, grievances, and disciplinary 
problems. We found no relationship between illness 
complaints and crowding. 

Our analysis indicated that crowding may prompt wards to 
~ile more grievances. More than a function of popUlation 
1ncreases alone, we found that (1) grievance rates (aver­
age number per ward) rose in four of the six facilities 
that we studied, and (2) a greater portion of wards 
throughout all facilities filed grievances. The greater 
use of the grievance system may also reflect other fac­
tors. YA's grievance system is relatively new and was 
only fully implemented in 1976. As wards became more 
familiar with the system, there were more grievances 
filed. This may partially explain the increase in 
grievances, independent of crOWding and stress. 

Studies of prison crowding often emphasize disciplinary 
incidents, particularly violence, since these are the 
most visible effects of crowding. We found, to the con­
trary, that even as the ward population rose, assaults 
declined throughout YA institutions. Since approximately 
half of YA's beds are in single rooms, the opportunities 
for aggressive behavior are reduced, especially when 
coupled with the improved staff training we have seen in 
recent years. YA's recently instituted policy of mini­
mizing "time adds", one of the punishments for assaultive 
behavior, may cause staff to avoid reporting assaults. 
On the other hand, the less serious, non-assaultive dis­
Ciplinary incidents more than doubled in the six years 
that we studied. These may be a more accurate gauge of 
ward stress. 

Staff. Our measures of staff stress (injuries 
leave usag~) were not consistently related to 
However, interviews at several YA institutions 
other, less easily measured manifestations of 
induced stress. 

and sick 
crowding. 
revealed 

crowding-

First, YA often makes program changes to accommodate a 
growing ward population, even though these changes may be 
detri~ental to both wards and staff. For example, when 
crowdlng forces educational and treatment programs to 
a?cept more w~rds than they are designed for, program 
tlme per ward 1S shortened or ward-staff ratios are 
raised. Staff, unable to interact individually with each 
ward, may then become frustrated and stressed. 
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Second, while increasingly fewer staff assaults were 
reported, we cannot measure the fear of assault which staff 
undoubtedly face. This fear may be intensified by crowding, 
when staff feel they cannot adequately supervise the ward 
caseload. 

2. Rehabilitative Efforts. YA's statutory mandate is the pro­
tection of society through rehabilitation of its wards. 
Assuming that rehabilitation is enhanced by involvement in 
high quality programs geared to the ward's needs and by 
ward-staff interaction, we used these as indicators of reha­
bilitative effectiveness. We also reviewed studies of the 
relationship between recidivism and crowding. 

One ):ey component of YA' s rehabilitative efforts is the indi­
vidualizing of treatment programs for each ward. An effort 
is made to select the institution, living unit, and academic 
or vocational classes most closely matched to a specific 
ward's needs. We found that overcrowding reduced administra­
tive and staff flexibility both in program planning and 
placement, forcing ward placement decisions to be made on a 
space-available basis and mixing incompatible \'lards. 

Crowding strains YA's program resources. Class and living 
unit size increase while the staff-ward ratio declines, all 
to accommodate the larger number of wards. Maintenance of 
day-to-day control and security become the priority, leaving 
staff members with less time for individual counseling and 
interaction. Crowded conditions may also mask unrelated 
program deficiencies or inabilities of staff, becoming con­
venient Gxcuses for poor performance. Thus, crowding may 
reduce the quality of YA programs and the effectiveness of 
staff. 

Parole performance, or recidivism, was the most difficult to 
assess, since there is very little substantive research on 
its relationship to overcrowding. Based on several of YA's 
studies, we can only conclude that overcrowding may have a 
negative, short-term impact on parole success. We can also 
infer that the negative impact of crowding on program place­
ment and quality ultimately affects parole performance. 

Our analysis indicates that overcrowding reduces YA's reha­
bilitative effectiveness. 

3. Budget Considerations. It is difficult to place a dollar 
figure on the costs of overcrowding. While we know 'that YA' s 
operating expenses increased during tpe past six years, we do 
not know how much of this is attributable to overcrowding per 
se rather than simply to population increases. We must also 
note that when population pressure? force rehabilitative 
efforts to be sidetracked, there are ultimately long-term 
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costs to society. These costs, along with the costs to wards 
and staff who must live with crowding-induced t , s ress, are 
lmpossible to assess. 

One measurable cost of overcrowding is the cost of additional 
personnel. Security staff and living unit staff must be sup­
pleme~t~d to ~ccommodate larger ward populations. The costs 
of ,hlrlng ~lther intermittent or permanent employees and of 
paylng overtlme to curre~t employees are substantially higher 
than expected based slmply on popUlation increases since 
ov~rcro~ding forces YA to maintain a higher staff-ward'ratio. 
~hlle ~ staff members may be able tp supervise 50 wards, an 
lncrease of 5 to 12 more wards requires the addition of 1 or 
2 staff ~embers. ,The costs associated with the higher staff­
w~rd ratlo, and wlth the use of inter~ittent time and over­
tlme, are the most evident fiscal effects of overcrowding. 

There are other less apparent costs of overcrowding. For 
example, the higher grievance levels experienced by YA in the 
past few years may result in higher staff costs. H 

h owever, 
t ese costs are more difficult to assess. 

CONCLUSIONS 

During the past six years, YA faced unprecedented levels of crowding, along with potentially dangerous side effects. Although popUlation pressures have eased for the time being, we anticipate that YA will see its ward popUlations grow again in the coming years. 

What ,can be ?one to ~lle~iat~ overcrowding? The most obvious 
Solutlon--to bUlld more lnstltutlons--is also the most expensive 
and, over the long run, least effective option. Two viable means 
o~ reducing overcrowding are to reduce the lengths of institu­
tlo~al sta¥ or to se~d fewer people to YA (by emphasizing alter­
natlves to lncarceratlon). EVen if we are unable to reduce the 
ward popu~ati?n, it is impor~ant to explore means of ameliorating 
the negatlve lmpact of crowdlng (e.g., by increasing staffing 
levels). 

While the options are relatively simple, choosing among them will 
b~ 9uite difficult. Perhaps the best apP'roach is flexibility-­
glvlng YA the ability to respond to the everchanging size and 
nature of its ward popUlation before serious consequences of 
crowding can occur. 

TOPICS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

There are several topics which warrant further consideration, 
either through an assessment of existing studies, if available, 
or through original research. 
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2. 

Judicial Dispositions Among Minority Offenders. Commitment 
rates per 1,000 felony arrests are considerably higher among 
Blacks and Hispanics than among non-Hispanic Whites. Is this 
warranted by the seriousness of minority offenses/ offenders, 
or are minority group offenders discriminated against by the 
judicial system? This is a particularly important topic, 
given the demographic changes in the youth population (i.e., 
a growing number of minority youth, despite a general decllne 
in the overall youth population). 

Alternatives to Incarceration. In each county, there are a 
number of options for disposing of juvenile offenders, only 
one of which is commitment to YA. The availability of local 
alternatives, and the willingness to use these alternatives, 
varies from one county to another. Since cOIarni tments to YA 
could be reduced by greater reliance on local alternatives, 
it is important to determine what alternatives are available 
and effective, and why certain counties make more use of 
these alternatives than do others. 
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SECTION 1 

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE 
YOUTH )l..UTHORITY 

Considerable attention has recently been focused on the problem 
of overcrowding in the California Youth Authority (YA). At the 
request of Senator Watson, the Senate Office of Research under­
took to study the causes and effects of overcrowding in YA. This 
report summarizes the findings related to causes. A summary of 
the effects of overcrowding will be completed in October 1982. 

1.1 BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM 

In the past six years, the population of YA institutions 
increased significantly. At the beginning of 1976, YA institu­
tions housed 4579 wards. By the end of 1981, this figure jumped 
to 5876 an increase of 28.3%. 

These figures mask more serious problems that exist in certain 
institutions or that result from dramatic weekly fluctuations in 
the population. Increases in ward population caused YA facili­
ties to exceed their budgeted capacity, creating potentially 
dangerous situations for both wards and staff. All YA's existing 
facilities are now open, and the number of \tJards continues to 
climb. 

The problem of overcrowding is not unique to YA. California's 
state prisons, cou.nty jails, and juvenile halls are experiencing 
similar problems. Facilities in other states are also burdened 
by skyrocketing populations. 

If current trends continue, YA will inevitably be faced by criti­
cal choices. The most obvious choices include building more 
facilities for youthful offenders or developing alternative pro­
grams. As of July 1, 1982, YA had a total of 5376 beds available 
in its faci1ities.* In January 1983, YA expects to add an addi­
tional 20 beds, raising the capacity to 5396. This figure, one 
readily sees, falls dramatically short of even the numbers cur­
rently housed in YA. Many experts argue that increasing institu­
tional capacity will not provide a long-term solution to the 
problem. 

*When faced by population pressures, YA can request a budget 
increase to cover additional staffing and beds. This allowed YA 
to raise its "budgeted capacity" to 5860 in January 1982, well 
above the bed capacity of 5376. Thus, YA is able to provide 
beds and staff supervision for more wards than the facilities 
are designed to hold. In doing this, ~he population exceeds 
standards for day room and living room capacity. 
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1.2 GOALS AND MISSION OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY 

Thp. basic mission of YA, outlined in the Youth Authority Act of 
]941, is" •• to protp.ct society more effp.ctively by substitut­
ing for retributive punishment methods of training and treatment 
directed toward the correction and rehabilitation of young per-
sons found guilty of public offenses. " 

This statutory mandate continues as the fundamental legal guide 
for YA even today. However, the wording of the mandate has been 
modified in recent years in response to shifts in our attitude 
towards juvenile offenders. In 1977, YA developed a new statp.­
ment of its goals and missions, emphasizing two areas: 

• the need for services to rehabilitate offenders in order to 
protect society; and 

• the emphasis on delinquency prevention activities aimed at 
turning back the tide of criminal behavior (California 
Department of the Youth Authority, April 1978, p. 4). 

YA's new mission and goals statement coincided with a time of 
growing skepticism regarding rehabilitation as the primary role 
of YA. In the political arena, and among the general public, two 
basic considerations were related to this skepticism. First, it 
became more and more apparent that in spite of the emphasis on 
rehabilitation, commitment to YA is a form of punishment. 
Second, rehabilitation was increasingly questioned as the appro­
priate means of dealing with the small but visible group of 
potentially dangerous and violent YA wards. (California Depart­
ment of the Youth Authority, April 1978, p. 4.) 

AB 3121, impler,' " ted in 1977, reflected a similar awareness of 
the need to deal ~lth serious and violent juvenile offenders. 
Based on reports' in the media and personal experiences, many 
people felt that the existing rehabilitative system simply was 
not enough. ThiR feeling was reflected in the responses to our 
questionnaire, as described on the following page. 

SB 193, effective January 1982, again refined the mission state­
ment of YA as follows: 

.. to protect society from the consequences of crimi­
nal activity and to such purpose training and treatment 
shall be substituted for retributive punishment and 
shall be directed toward the correction and rehabilita­
tion of young persons who have committed public of­
fenses. 

Although SB 193 still maintained the general framework estab­
lished in 1941, the intent of the law was to toughen the philo­
sophical approach to the treatment of juvenile offenders. This' 
was consistent with public attitude towards offenders in general. 
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The spirit of this law is illustrated by Antonio Amador, YA's 
director, in the March 5~ 1982 CYA Staff News: 

.. our primary responsibility is not to the young men 
and women who are currently filling our institutions and 
camps to overflowing, but to the people of California 
who have paid for the costs of their offenses and are 
yearning for protection and relief. This does not mean 
that we would contemplate abandoning our time-honored 
approaches of training and treatment which seek to con­
vert offender.s to useful citizens; they are al1-
important and must be continued and improved upon. . 

Young people committed to the Youth Authority will be 
expected to be accountable for their past behavior as 
well as their actions in the future. The public expects 
us to make this message very clear, and it is the very 
least we can do. 

We asked probation officers, district attorneys, and juvenile 
court judges to rate the importance of various functions of YA on 
a scale of 1 to 5. (A description of the questionnaire is pro­
vided in Appendix A.) By compiling their responses and computing 
a weighted score for each function, we were able to develop a 
rank ordering of the functions. The rank ordering for each of 
the three respondent groups was as follows: 

Rank 
'O'r'der 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Prob Officers 
Protect Society 
Rehabilitation 
Incapacitation 
Punishment 
Deterrence 

District Attys 
Protect Society 
Rehabilitation 
Punishment 
Incapacitation 
Deterrence 

... Tuv Ct Judges 
Protect Society 
Incapacitation 
Rehabilitation 
Deterrence 
Punishment 

In addition to rating the importance of these five functions, we 
also asked respondents to identify the one function they viewed 
as the most important role of YA. Probation officers and dis­
trict attorneys indicated that protection of society was the most 
important, followed by rehabilitation, which lS consistent with 
our rank ordering. Judges, however, indicated rehabilitation was 
the most important, followed by incapacitation and protection of 
society. Thus, their identification of the most important func­
tion differed from their rank ordering. 

It is also interesting to note that the majority of the juvenile 
court judges, and about half of the probation officers and DAs, 
felt that rehabilitation is no longer as important a function of 
YA as it was in the past. Similarly, the vast majority of judges 
and probation officers, and approximately half of the DAs, indi­
cated that punishment has become more important in the past five 
years. Finally, many of the respondents highlighted the increas­
ing importance of protecting society. 
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One judge aptly summarized what appeared to be the feeling of 
most respondents: "Given the seriousness of the offenses we are 
seeinq and the dangerousness of many of the minors we are sending 
to CYA, protection (of society) as a goal is often more realistic 
than rehabilitation." Thus, whereas rehabilitation was once 
viewed as the primary role of YA, we have seen an increasing 
public emphasis on protection of society and punishment of the 
offender in recent years. 

1.3 A BASIC PRIMER ON JUVENILE COURT LAW 

California's juvenil~ court system has jurisdiction over any 
person under the age of 18 years who comes within the provisions 
of Sections 300, 601, or 602 of the Welfare and Institutions 
Code. 

Section 300 pertains to dependent children in need of care 
because of home conditions or medical deficiencies. Section 601 
refers to predelinquent children--children whose conduct may lead 
to delinquency. Section 60~ offenses are commonly referred to as 
"status offenses", since they are offenses only because of a 
person's status as a minor; e.g., runaway children, truancy. 
(Chilaren who fit into these sections are outside the purview of 
this study.) 

Section 602, pertaining to delinquent children, applies to those 
persons under 18 who violate California's criminal statutes. 
Since the implementation of AB 3121 in 1977, only Section 602 
offenders may be committed to YA. The juvenile court has juris­
diction over any person who was under 18 on the date of the 
alleged offense. 

The juvenile court has exclusive jurisdiction over all cases 
arising under Sections 300 and 601. It also has exclusive juris­
diction over minors under 16 in Section 602 cases. Therefore, 
the adult court has no jurisdiction in these cases. The juvenile 
court also has original jurisdiction over minors 16 or 17 in 
Section 602 cases. This means.if it finds such a minor not to be 
a fit and proper subject to be dealt with under the Juvenile 
Court Law, the juvenile court may refer the case for adult court 
processing. 

Certification hearings are held, if requested by the district 
attorney, to determine whether a minor is a fit and' proper sub­
ject to be dealt with under Juvenile Court Law. W&I Code Section 
707(a) lays out the guidelines for determining fitness. 

... [T]he juvenile court may find that the minor is not 
a fit and proper subject to be qealt with under the 
juvenile court law if it concludes that the minor would 
not be amenable to the care, treatment and training 
program available through the facilities of the juvenile 
court, based upon an evaluation of the following crite­
ria: 
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(1) The degree of criminal sophistication exhibited by 
the minor. 

(2) Whether the minor can be rehabilitated prior to the 
expiration of the juvenile court's jurisdiction. 

(3) The minor's previous delinquent history. 

(4~ Success of previous attempts by the juvenile court 
to rehabilitate the minor. 

(5) The circumstances and gravity of the offense 
alleged to have been committed by the minor. 

Under Sections 707(b) and (c), a minor shall be presumed to be 
not a fit and proper subject in, 

. . .any case in which a minor is alleged to be a person 
described in Section 602 by reason of the violation, 
when he or she was 16 years of age or older, of one of 
the following offenses: 

(1) Murder; 
(2} Arson of an inhabited building; 
(3) Robbery while armed with a dangerous or deadly 

weapon; 
(4) Fape with force or violence or threat of great 

bodily harm; 
(5) Sodomy by force, violence, duress, menace, or 

threat of great bodily harm; 
(6) Lewd or lascivious act as provided in subdivi­

sion (b) of Section 288 of the Penal Code; 
(7) Oral copulation by force, violence, duress, men­

ace, or threat of great bodily harm; 
(8) Any offense specified in Section 289 of the Penal 

Code; 
(9) Kidnapping for ransom; 

(10) Kidnapping for purpose of robbery; 
(11) Kidnapping with bodily harm~ 
(12) Assault with intent to murder or attempted murder; 
(13) Assault with a firearm or destructive device; 
(14) Assault by any means of force likely to produce 

great bodily injury; 
(15) Discharge of a firearm into an inhabited or oc­

cupied building; 
(16) Any offense described in Section 1203.09 of the 

Penal Code. 

The juvenile court may commit a youth to YA if: (1) the offender 
is adjudged a ward of the court based on a Section 602 offense 
committed prior to the age of 18; and (2) the judge " • •• is 
fully satisfied that the mental and physical condition and q~ali­
fications of the ward are such as to render it probable that he 
will be benefitted by the reformatory educational discipline or 
other treatment provided by the Youth Authority.1i (W&I Code, 
Sections 731 and 734.) In certain situations, the adult court 
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may ,commit an offender to YA who was under 21 at the time of the 
offense. 

A minor (under 18) adjudicated in the adult courts may not be 
sentenced to state prison unless first remanded to the custody of 
YA for evaluation concerning amenability to YA training and 
treatment. A 1979 California Supreme Court decision held that if 
YA's evaluation report recorunends a minor be committed to its 
jurisdiction, the court must give great weight to that recommen­
dation absent substantial countervailing considerations (In re 
Carl B., 1979, 24 C.3d 212). 

In response to the Carl B. decision, the California Legislature 
recently approved AB 3190, which will grant the judge discretion 
to sentence a minor to state prison regardless of the YA evalua­
tion. The bill, effective January 1, 1983, specifies that "the 
need to protect society, the nature and seriousness of the 
offense, the interests of justice, the suitability of the minor 
to the training and treatment 'offered by [YA], and the needs of 
the minor shall be the primary considerations in the court's 
determination of the appropriate disposition for the minor." 

1.4 METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

The present report focuses on five major issues: 

• to what extent is overcrowding caused by changes in the 
youth population, or the number of arrests, probation refer­
rals: and court petitions handled by the juvenile and adult 
justice systems? 

• to what extent' is overcrowding caused by changes in the 
harshness of judicial processing by law enforcement, proba­
tion, or courts? 

• to what extent have legislative and administrative changes 
contributed t, overcrowding? 

• to what extent have county budget cutbacks made it fiscally 
difficult to treat offenders at the local level, and thus 
contributed to overcrowding at the state level? 

• to what extent is overcrowding a result of public attitudes 
favoring harsher, more punitive actions by the juvenile and 
adult justice systems? 

In order to assess the relative importance of each of these fac­
tors, we reviewed relevant literature, analyzed data obtained 
from the Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS) and YA, and con­
tacted key justice system personnel. 

We analyzed a six-year period, identifying trends over time that 
relate to overcrowding. We chose 1976 as the starting point in 
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order to: (1) include the most recent data availablR; and 
(2) 'include a time period during which Y~ has experienced both 
high and low extremes in institutional population. 

The statistical analysis included data for California as a whole, 
as well as nine counties: Alameda, Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles, 
Madera, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Francisco, and Santa 
Clar~. We selected these cou~ties based on their population, YA 
comml~ment rates, and geographlcal location. Although this was 
not lntended to be a representative sample of the entire state, 
the county data did allow us to take a closer look at some of the 
causes of overcrowding which were masked by statewide data. 

We mailed questionnaires to probation officers district attor­
neys, and juvenile court judges in the nine selected counties. 
For s~me of the re~pondents, ~he q~estionnaires were adequate in 
answerlng all guestlons. In sltuatlons in Wllich the question­
naires we~e ei~her incomplete or unclear, we followed up with 
~eleph~ne lntervlews. A total of 50 questionnaires/telephone 
lntervlews were completed. 

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

This report containing the findings of-our analysis is organized 
in six major sections: 

• Section 2. 
• Section.3. 

• Section 4. 
• Section 5. 

• Section 6. 
• Section 7. 

Overview of Youth Authority Population Trends 
Demographic and Judicial Processing Trends: 

Impact on Youth Authority Commitments 
Factors Related to Processing Trends 
Length of Institutional Stay, Youthful Offender 

Parole Board Policy, and Ward Characteristics: 
Impact on Youth Authority Releases 

Legislative and ~udgetary Considerations 
Summary of Findings 

Detailed statistical tables are contained in Appendix A, and 
references are presented in Appendix C. 
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SECTION 2 

OVERVIEW OF YOUTH AUTHORITY POPULATION TRENDS 

The t.wo basic determinants of institutional population are the 
number of vlards admitted and the number released. While admis­
sions and releases are affected by a variety of complex factors 
(i.e., youth population and patterns of arrest, judicial process­
ing and Youthful Offender Parole Board [YOPBJ decisions), the 
population can only be kept at a stable level if the number of 
admissions equals the number of releases. If there is an 
increase in admissions and/or a decrease in releases the institu­
tional population will, of course, increase. 

This section examines the admissions and releases that occurred 
among YA population between 1976 and 1981. By analyzing these 
statistics, it is possible to assess the relative importance of 
changes in admissions and releases as contributors to institu­
tional overcrowding. Table 2-1 summarizes these statistics. 

Table 2-1 
YOUTII AUTHORITY POPULATION MOVEMENT* 

1976-1981 
'?o Chg 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 76-81 

Avg daily pop 44]6 3993 4370 4902 5168 5661 28.2 

Start of year 4579 3987 4085 4707 4901 5295 15.6 
Admitted 8971 8627 8680 8414 8675 8372 -6.7 

New cases 3558 3626 3775 3640 4968 4083 14.8 
Parole returns 1105 1109 1140 1075 1094 1002 -9.3 
Other 4308 3892 3675 3699 3613 3287 -23.7 

Released 9563 8535 8058 8220 8281 7791 -18.5 
Paroled 4892 4331 3902 4253 4348 4200 -14.1 
Other 4671 4204 4156 3967 3933 3591 -23.1 

End of year 3987 4085 4707 4901 5295 5876 47.4 

Total diff** -429 +98 +622 +194 +394 +581 

Other diff*** +363 +312 +481 +268 +320 +304 

*Does not include wards in other institutions: Department of 
Corrections (average 23); Out to court (jail) (average 99); 
and Department of Health (average 70). 

**Total number of admissions minus total number of releases. 
***Number of "other" admissions minus number of "other" releases. 
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2.1 ADMISSIONS TO THE YOUTH AUTHORITY 

Both the juvenile and adult courts can commit offenders to YA. 
For statistical purposes, YA categorizes admissions as first 
commitments (i.e., new cases) and parole returns. Table 2-1 also 
includes a category called "other" admissions, which consists of 
various short-term cases, * as well ,as who are returned to the 
institution following a temporary absence and ~ards. who are 
transferred from federal institutions or the Callfornla Depart-
ment of Corrections. 

2.1.1 First Commitments 

Between 1976 and 1981, the number of 
in every year except 1979. In 1976, 
ted to YA, compared to 4083 in 1981. 
of 14.8% or 525 wards. 

first commitments increased 
3558 wards were newly admit­
This represents an increase 

This increase was primarily a result of an increase in the number 
of first commi tmen'ts from juvenile courts. Commitments from this 
source increased by 23.7% or 417 cases, betwe~n 1976 a~d 1~81. 
The remaining 108 wards are accounted for by an lncrease ln flrst 
commitments from the adult courts (see Appendix A, Table A-21). 

To better understand the source of the larger number of juvenile 
court first commitments, we examined statistics compiled by YA 
which show the number and rate of juvenile court first co~it­
ments by geographic region (Southern C~lifornia, San FranC1SCO 
Bav Area Sacramento Valley, San Joaquln Valley). Twenty-two of 
th~ srnall~st counties are not included in the four geographical 
categories. 

Table 2-2 shows that on a regional basis, Southern California a~d 
the San Francisco Bav Area experienced the greatest increase ln 
volume of commitments and, therefore, had the grei'l.test impact on 
the overcrowding problem. However, this does ~ot t~ke into con­
sideration two important factors: (1) dlfferences between 
regions in terms of their overall "at-risk" populati?n (i.e., 
juveniles 10 through 17 years of age), and (2) dlfferences 
between counties within each region. We used the 10- through 
17-year-age group, since the bulk of juvenile court first commit­
ments are in this age category. 

*Parole guests, contract cases, W&I Code, Section 707.2 diagnos­
tic cases. 
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Table 2-2 
NUMBER AND RATE OF FIRST CO~MITMENTS 

FROM JUVENJLE COURTS 
1976 AND 1981 

Number Change 76-81 
Region 1976 1981 No. PCt. 

SouttJern California 1020 1249 +229 +22.5% 
San Francisco area 397 498 +101 +25.4% 
Sacramento Valley 143 154 +11 + 7.7% 
San Joaquin Valley 135 175 + 40 +29.6% 
22 other counties 59 94 + 35 +59.3% 

Rate 
1976 1981 

,56 72 
!j7 80 
73 90 
61 79 
46 76 

Differences in the at-risk population are accounted for by com­
paring the commitment rates shown i.n the last two columns of 
Table 2-2 (i.e., number of commitments per 100,000 population 
at-risk). On a regional basis, the Sacramento Valley had the 
highest commitment rate in both years. Although Southern Cali­
fornia accounts for over half of all juvenile court first commit­
ments to YA, it had the lowest commitment rate in 1981. There 
are, of course, tremendous variations between counties within 
each of these regions. For example, in 1981, juvenile court 
commitment rates within Southern California ranged from a low of 
21 per 100,000 juveniles (Orange County) to a high of 216 per 
100,000 juveniles (Kern County). 

2.1. 2 Parole Returns: With or Without a New Commitment 

vlhile the number of first commitments increased between 1976 and 
1981, the number of parolees returned to YA declined slightly. 
Parolees can be returned to YA with. or without a new commitment. 
Parolees returned with a new commitment consist of those who are 
adjudicated by the courts and resentenced to YA. These cases, 
referred to as recommitments, require a 3D-day diagnostic study 
at one of YA's reception centers prior to admission to an insti­
tution. 

Parolees who are returned without a new commitment may be sent to 
YA by either a parole agent or by the courts. In the latter 
instance, the court adjudicates the case but does not classify it 
as a new commitment. If the parolee is returned without a new 
commitment, the diagnost.ic study is not required. (These cases 
are also referred to as parole violators by YA.) 

In 1976, a total of 1105 parolees were returned to YA, compared 
with 1002 in 1981. Among these the number of parolees returned 
without a new commitment increased, while those with a new com­
mitment declined (i.e., recommitments). This decline in recom­
mitments was most evident at the adult court level. In the past, 
the majority of all recommitments came from the adult courts. 

\ 
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However between 1976 and 1981, adult court recommitments dropped 
from 62% to only 20% of the total number of recommitments (from 
380 to 81). Recommitments from juvenile courts increased in 
1977, but have declined since that time (see Appendix A, Table 
A- 21) . 

Two possible explanations for the reduction in parole re'turns 
are: (1) rejection policies used by YA since 1980; and (2) re­
duction in the overall parole caseload. 

By statute, YA must accept individuals committed if it believes 
that: (1) the individual can be materially benefitted by its 
reformatory and educational discipline; and (2) it has adequate 
facilities to provide such care (W&I Code Sections 736 and 
1731.5). In early 1980, YA began regularly rejecting cert~in 
cases based on the material benefits criteria. Faced by mountl~g 
population pressures in July of 1981, YA began rejecting ?e:t~ln 
adult court commitments based on the lack of adequate facliltles 
criteria. 

Adult court commitments who were at least 18 years old at the 
time of their offense were assigned a score that represented 
their "level of criminality" (based on corntnitment offense, pat­
tern of past criminal behavior, sophistication, and prior secure 
placements). Individuals whose criminality score exceeded a 
certain value were then rejected and returned to the court of 
commitment. This value or "cutoft" point was adjusted depending 
upon the degree of overcro~ding .. When p~pulation p~ess~res eased 
in September 1982, YA resclnded ltS POI1Cy of re)ect7ng cases 
based on a lack of available space, at least temporarlly. (See 
Section 3.4.4 for further discussion of the rejection policy.) 

While the stringent screening policy was in . force, many. adult 
court commitments were re:jected, thus partlally accountlng for 
the decline in parole returns (i. e., .July 1981 through September 
1982) . According to a study done by YA staff, 24% of the 426 
individuals who were rejected between July 1981 and March 1982 
were previously committed to YA (Palmer, August 1982, p. xii). 

The reduction in parole returns also was related to the decline 
in YA's parole caseload during the past six yea:s. The number ~f 
parolees supervised by YA dropped from 7963 ln 1976 to 6699 ln 
1979. By 1981, the parole caseload increased to 6972. Thus, the 
number of parolees "at risk" declined. 

2.2 RELEASES FROM THE YOUTH AUTHORITY 

The majority of those released from YA institutions are parole 
releases. The "other" category consists of contract casei that 
are released following diagnostic study, escapes, transfers to 
federal institutions or the Department of Corrections; and wards 
who are temporarily removed from the institution for reasons such 
as court appearance or furlough. 
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The number of wards released on parole shows a general decline 
over the years 1976 through 1981. In 1976, 4892 wards were 
paroled, compared with 4200 in 1981. This represents a decline 
of 14.1% or 692 wards (Table 2-1). 

A rough indicator of parole rates can be obtained by comparing 
the number of wards paroled in a given year to the average daily 
population (ADP) in that year and in the previous year. Both 
years are included, since wards paroled in 1981, for example, 
were most likely admitted in either 1980 or 1981. Using this 
formula, we see a parole rate of 54% in 1976 drop steadily to 39% 
by 1981. Thus, a smaller and smaller portion of YA wards were 
released each year, resulting in a larger remaining population. 

In each of the years under review, the number of "other" wards 
released from the institutions exceeded those received, thus 
having an overall effect of reducing the average daily popula­
tion. 

2.3 SUMMARY OF POPULATION TRENDS 

The two basic facto~s which contributed to institutional over­
crowding during the years 1976 through 1981 were: 

• an increase in the number of new commitments, primarily 
from the juvenile courts, and 

• a decrease in the number of parolees released from YA. 

Although the analysis of population trends identifies the sources 
of overcrowding, it does not explain the causes. The following 
sections explore possible causes of both the increase in new 
commitments and the decline in parole releases. 

Sections 3 and 4 explore factors which might account for the 
increase in commitments to YA. We focused primarily on factors 
related to juvenile court commitments. Less ~mphasis was placed 
on the adult justice system, since adult court commitments 
declined during the six-year period that we studied, and thus 
their impact was less aignificant. 

In Section 5, we examine reasons for the decline in YA parole 
releases. The number of wards released in a given year is highly 
dependent upon the' amount of time that wards spend in YA facili­
ties. Thus we focused on factors which affect length of stay, 
such as ward characteristics and parole policies. 
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SECTION 3 

DEMOGRAPHIC AND JUDICIAL PROCESSING TRENDS: 
IMPACT ON YOUTH AUTHORITY COMMITMENTS 

We have seen more new commitments to YA in recent years than in 
the past (Table 2-1). We have identified several factors which 
may have contributed to this increase, such as increases in the 
youth population, increases in the number of individuals entering 
the judicial system (i.e., offenses and arrests), more serious 
offenders, or harsher sentencing practices of judges. Each of 
these factors is addressed individually in the following sec­
tions. 

3.1 JUVENILE AND YOUNG ADULT POPULATION* 

One popular explanation of the recent increase in the nationwide 
prison population is that the number of people in the at-risk age 
group increased. We found that between 1976 and 1981, the over­
all population of juveniles aged 10 through 17 declined by 5.5%. 
At the same time, the overall population of young adults (aged 18 
through 20) increased by 9.6%. Combined, the at-risk population 
of youth aged 10 through 20 declined by 1.3% between 1976 and 
1981. The total at-risk population (aged 10 through 20) declined 
in all but two of our nine selected counties. In Madera, the 
overall population increased by approximately 13% and in San 
Bernardino by less than 0.1%. However, neither of these counties 
experienced any significant increase in commitments to YA. 

YA also prepared population estimates as part of an unpublished 
report outlining preliminary results of their Long-Range Popula­
tion Projection Project. Their data show that California's young 
male population (aged 13 through 20) increased slightly (1.8%) 
between 1975 and 1978 and declined slightly between 1978 and 1980 
(0.2%). However, between 1975 and 1980 the male population in 
this age group increased by 28.6% among Hispanics, by 2.6% among 
Blacks, and by 59.2% among the "Others" category. At the same 
time, the White young male population declined by 11%. 

Thus, despite the very slight overall increase among 13- through 
20-year-old males, the ethnic composition shows dramatic changes. 
The impact of this change is apparent when commitment rates per 
1,000 felony arrests are compared among ethnic groups. Blacks 
averaged 34.5 commitments per 1,000 total felony arrests between 
1977 and 1980, while Hispanics averaged 28.3 and Whites 19.2. 

*See Appendix A, Tables A-1 through A-10, for detailed population 
and arrest statistics. .. 
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Although time constraints did not allow us ~o dO,a ~imi~ar popu­
lation analysis for our nine selecte~ co~nt1es, 1t 1S 11ke~y that 
the growing population of young, m1nor~ty-gro~p m~les 1S re­
flected in the kinds of offenders seen 1n the Juven1le and adult 
ju~tice systems. Furthermore, the, fa~t, that an increasingly 
larger portion of YA wards are m1nor1t1es undoubtedly reflects 
this shift in population. >'" 

3.2 JUVENILE AND YOUNG ADULT ARRESTS 

Since an arrest represents the "point of entry" into the judicial 
system, changes in numbers of arrests may a~fect,the volume of 
cases that are eventually committed to YA by Juven1le or adult 
courts. We analyzed arrest statistics for juveniles un?er ag~ 18 
and those aged 18 through 20 to identify increases Wh1Ch m1ght 
account for the increased YA commitments. We excluded arrests 
for status offenses since these cases could not be committed to 
YA beginning in 1977. Detailed arrest sta~istics are shown in 
Appendix A, Tables A-I through A-10. Acc~rd1n~ to state law, 
individuals can be committed to YA by Juven1le courts for of­
fenses committed prior to age 18, and by ad~lt courts fo: ,of­
fenses committed prior to age 21. For th1S reason, we ~lm1ted 
our analysis of arrest statistics to the BCS age categor1es of 
"under 18" and "18 through 20". 

JUVENILES. Overall, juvenile arrests (under 18 years old) for 
law violations declined by 11.2% from 1976 through 1981, with 
felony arrests declining by 9.7% and misdemeanors by 12.1%. 

The more serious felony arrests are categorized as either of­
fenses against the person (homicide, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault) or offenses against property (burglary, 
theft, auto theft). From 1976 to 1981, arrests for offenses 
against persons remained nearly stable, while property arrests 
declined by 12.3%. 

Looking at the nine counties, there is no clear relationship 
between arrest trends and commitment rates. For example, six of 
the nine selected counties committed a larger number of juvenile 
court cases to YA in 1981 than in 1976 (Alameda, Kern, Los 
Angeles,* Madera, Sacramento, and Santa Clara). Yet, of these 
six, only Kern and Madera made a g:e~ter number of ~elony or, 
misdemeanor juvenile arrests. The rema1n1ng four count1es han­
dled fewer felony and misdemeanor juvenile arrests in 1981 th~n 
in 1976. Furthermore, of the three counties that reduced the1r 
commitmp.nts to YA, two were handling considerably more felony and 
misdemeanor juvenile arrests in 1981 than 1976. 

*Since 1976 data are not available for Los Angeles, we used 1977 
for this county only. 

-15-

Our analysis does not show any clear or consistent link between 
the number of juvenile arrests for law violations handled by a 
county and the number of juvenile court commitments to YA. It 
appears that certain counties (e.g., San Bernardino, Fresno) 
handle more of their delinquent offenders without relying on 
commitment to YA than other counties. 

YOUNG ADULTS. While arrests of juveniles for law violations 
declined, those of young adults aged 18 through 20 increased. 
Statewide, between 1977 and 1981 (data not available for 1976), 
felony arrests increased 20%, while misdemeanor arrests increased 
30% among this age group. Serious felonies--personal and prop~­
erty offenses--increased by 16% and 20% respectively. During 
this same time period, the overall population of 18- through 
20-year olds increased by only about 6%. Thus it seems that 
arrests rose disproportionately to the population at-risk. This 
may be partially a function of the changing ethnic composition of 
young males (13 through 20). 

3.3 JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING OF OFFENDERS 

At each point in California's justice system, decisionmakers have 
various options for handling a case, some of which are more for­
mal or restrictive than others. It may be that law enforcement 
departments, probation departments and courts are referring more 
of their cases to the next level in the system. For example, a 
young burglar who would have been handled within the police or 
probation department during times of more "lenient" judicial 
processing may now be r~ferred on to the courts where he or she 
risks a YA commitment. 

3.3.1 Overview 

Juvenile and young adult offenders are processed by either the 
juvenile or ad~lt courts, depending upon their age, the offense 
with which they are ch~rged, and whether or not they are cur­
rently on probation. The juvenile court has the authority to 
handle most cases involving juveniles under age 18 unless the 
juvenile is charged with certain serious offenses that may be 
"waived" to the adult court. Offenders age 18 and over are pros­
ecuted in adult courts.* 

In the juvenile justice system, offenders are processed through 
three major systf~m components: law enforcement, probation, and 
courts. We examined decisionmaking in each component based on an 
assessment of BCS data and/or interviews with justice system 
officials (see Appendix A, Tables A.-II through A-20). While the 
analysis of arrests was limited to law violations, the probation 

*Juvenile courts may handle older youths who are already under 
probation supervision and violate a condition of probation. 
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and court statistics include status offenses and law violations. 
Faced by time constraints, we were unable to exclude status 
offenses from the latter analysis. The BCS data were examined 
for California as a whole~ as well as nine selected counties. 
Less emphasis was placed on decisionmaking in the ear~ier comp?­
nents of the system (i.e., law enforcement and probatlon) than lIt 

later components (i.e., courts), since courts have a greater 
impact on institutional population. 

3.3.2 Law Enforcement 

Law enforcement represents the first major.point where the.syst~m 
can exercise an option as to how a youth 1S handled. D1SPOS1-
tions can range from referral to probation or juvenile court to 
informal counseling and release. These decisions are often ba~ed 
upon consideration of the seriousness of the offense and pr10r 
record of the offender as well as general concerns, such as the 
number of available alternatives and legislative mandates. 
Often, dispositional decisions are highly sUbjective and may be 
governed by past practices. 

If the judicial system is viewed as a funnel, law enforcement 
exerts the first control over how large the flow through the 
system will be (i.e., how many juveniles will be processed "off~­
cially"). We found the number of juvenile ~r7ests in more. ser1-
ous offense categories decline or stablllze. But d1d law 
enforcement referrals to probation intake also decrease? 

Law enforcement dispositional data are limited by" ambiguit~ ~n 
two of the categories reported in the BCS data: handled wlth1n 
the department" and "referred to probati~n/ju~e~ile court~. Each 
can include a wide range of actual d1Spos1t1ons, rang1ng from 
informal to formal. For example, a. case that is referred ·to 
probation/juvenile court may be diverted to a non-judicial ~r?­
gram or filed in the juvenile court. Thus, ~he spec1f1c 
dispositional choice is masked by the general report1ng category. 

with these limitations in mind, it is valuable to assess trends 
ov~r time in the "official" versus "unofficial" handling of juve­
nile arrests by law enforcement. 

(a) Statewide Data 

While the number of cases handled by law enforcement decreased by 
23% between 1976 and 1981, the number of cases referred to juve­
nile court or to probation declined by only 18%. Thus, we see 
the proportion of cases referred to juvenile probat~on or to 
court increasing over time. Fewer cases were belng handled 
informally within the department, even though the volume of cases 
referred for more formal processing by juvenile probation or 
court declined. 

! 
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(b) County Data 

The proportion of cases referred to juvenile court or probation 
by law enforcement varies widely between counties. We found that 
while Los Angeles and San Bernardino referr~d only about half of 
their arre!ts to juvenile court or probation, Madera, Sacramento 
and San Francisco Counties referred nearly all of their cases to 
probation or juvenile court. The remaining counties ranged 
between 70% to 80% referrals. 

Several counties show substantial changes in decisionmaking over 
time. Fresno, Sacramento, San Bernardino, and San Francisco 
Counties now handle a greater number of cases at the law enforce­
ment level and refer a smaller portion to juvenile court or pro­
bation. This contrasts with Alameda, Los Angeles, Madera, and 
Santa Clara Counties which are handling fewer cases within their 
departments and referring a larger number of arrests to juvenile 
court or probation. It must be cautioned, however, that the 
category "to juvenile court/probation" as reported by BCS repre­
sents a broad range of dispositional options, including actual 
referral to probation as well as diversion. 

3.3.3 Juvenile Probation 

Once referred to probation, a number of dispositional options are 
available. BCS categorizes these options as: closed/trans­
ferred~ informal probation, or petition filed. 

Prior to 1977, the decision whether to file a case was made 
solely by the probation department. However, when AB 3121 was 
implemented in 1977, the responsibility for filing juvenile peti­
tions was transferred to the district attorney (DA). The role of 
the probation officer was limited to recommending the filing of a 
petition. A detailed discussion of AB 3121 is contained in Sec­
tion 7. BCS continued reporting petition filings as probation 
department decisions until 1981, when new reporting categories 
were developed. For the sake of simplicity, we have included all 
of the narrative on petition filing in this section on juvenile 
probation, with the understanding that DAs took over this respon­
sibility in 1977. 

AB 3121 also encouraged alternative' means of r.andling status 
offenders by mandating the deinstitutionalization of these 
offenders (i.e., prohibiting commitment to YA) and allowing for 
more probation and community services. Since the implementation 
of the bill, arrests of status offenders declined. Thus, the 
cases received by probation departments and juvenile courts are 
more likely to be delinquent offenders. As discussed in the 
following sections, this had an effect on overall dispositional 
patterns, since delinquent offenders are likely to receive more 
severe dispositions than status offenders. i 
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Cases handled by juvenile probation are classified as either 
"initial" or "subsequent" referrals. Initial referrals involve 
juveniles not already on probation, whil,e . subsequent referrals 
include those currently under the probation department's juris­
diction. Since certain categories of subsequent referrals were 
not reported to BCS prior to 1980, this category is excluded from 
our analysis of probation over time. 

(a) Statewide Data 

The number of initial referrals handled by probation departments 
declined 15% between 1976 and 1981, reflecting a reduction in 
referrals by l~T:! enforcement departments. Of these, slightly 
m<?re than hc:-1f were closed or transferred to another jurisdic­
tlon. Approxlmately one-third were petitioned to the juvenile 
court, while the remaining were placed on informal probation. 

The. filing of a pe~ition is the most severe dispositional option 
avallable to probatlon departments (and DAs) , subjecting the 
offender to a possible YA commitment by the courts. We compared 
the use of this option in each year from 1976 through 1981. We 
wanted to identify any changes that occurred in probation or DA 
practices and determine whether these changes affected the 
caseload of the juv~nilp. courts (i.e., by petitioning greater 
numbers of juveniles to the courts).* 

According to the BCS probation statistics, the most significant 
change was in 1977, when 35% of all initial refe~rals were peti­
tioned to juvenile court. This represents the highest petition 
rate of the six years analyzed. While the volume of initial 
referrals handled in 1977 was smaller than in 1976, the number of 
pet~t~ons to juvenile court was considerably larger. This high 
petltlon rate put a greater number of juveniles on the track to 
possible YA commitment. This was, of course, the year in which 
s~a~us off~n~ers were deinstitutionalized and responsibility for 
flilng petltlons was transferred from probation officers to DAs. 

In each year since 1977, the petition rate remained at a signi­
ficantly lower level, with the number of initial referrals peti­
tioned to court declining or stabilizing. Overall, the number of 
initial referrals petitioned to juvenile court declined by 15% 
between 1977 and 1981. 

(b) County Data 

Comparison of the nine counties indicates that, like law enforce­
ment departments, the dispositional practices of probation 
departments varied widely from county to county. In 1981, the 

*See Appendix A. Table A-II contains figures for California as a 
whole, while Tables A-12 through A-20 compare county statistics. 
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proportion of cases petitioned to juvenile court ranged from 18% 
to 46%. Seven counties petitioned less than one-third of their 
initial r~f~rrals to juvenile court (Alameda, Fresno, Madera, 
Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Francisco, and Santa Clara). The 
remaining two counties, Kern and Los Angeles; sent slightly less 
than 50% to juvenile court. These variations in decisionmaking 
between counties do not appear to reflect differences in the 
volume of initial referrals handled by the department. 

Changes in decisionmaking over time are apparent in many of the 
counties. In three of the counties, the number of initial refer­
rals to probation declined. In these three counties, the number 
placed on informal probation also declined, although the number 
petitioned to court remained stable (Santa Clara) or increased 
(Alameda, Sacramento). 

The most pronounced changes in t.he number of initial referrc.ls 
petitioned to court occurred in Fresno and Kern Counties, with 
increases of 61.5% and 64.6% respectively. In Fresno, this 
reflected a substantial decline in the number of cases closed or 
transferred, while in Kern it reflected a dramatic decline in the 
number of cases placed on informal probation. 

San Bernardino and San Francisco County Probation Departments 
handled a larger number of initial referrals, with more of the 
referrals placed on informal probation and fewer petitioned to 
juvenile court. In Madera, the reverse is true since fewer cases 
were placed on informal probation and more were petitioned to 
court. 

Los Angeles County Probation Department received fewer initial 
referrals, handling them in approximately the same manner 
throughout the six years. 

3.3.4 Juvenile Court 

The final stop in a youth's processing through the juvenile jus­
tice system is the court. This component has the greatest poten­
tial impact on institutional population, since it is at this 
point that a decision can be made to commit a youth to YA. 
Minors can be referred to juvenile court on either an initial or 
subsequent petition. This is consistent with initial and subse­
quent referrals in probation departments, discussed above. Thus, 
those referred to the court on initial petitions were not, at the 
time of the referral, already under the court's jurisdiction. 

Between 1976 and 1981, more and more YA commitments involved 
initial petitions. In 1976, 20% of all YA commitments were upon 
initial petitions. This figure rose to 33% in 1981. There are 
two explanations for this increase. First, initial petitions 
were handled more harshly, resulting iw greater numbers of com­
mitments to YA. This was at least partially a result of the 
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increasing seriousness of offenses. Second, the numbers of sub­
sequAnt petitions remained more stable, with fewer commitments to 
YA being made. 

(a) Initial Petitions 

The number of initial petitions handled by juvenile courts state­
wide increased in 1977, then declined in each of the succeeding 
years. By 1981, the volume of cases had dropped by approximately 
15% from the 1977 high. This reflects the declining number of 
initial referrals petitioned to the courts by juvenile probation. 

In the previous section, we indicated that California's probation 
departments petitioned a considerably larger number of initial 
referrals to juvenile court in 1977 than in the previous year. 
However, the court data do not show as large an increase. 
According to BCS staff, it is likely th~t this discrepancy is a 
result of the time lag between probation disposition and court 
disposition. 

Juvenile courts have a number of options for handling initial 
petitions, ranging from non-punitive to extremely punitive. 
Typically, judges base their decisions upon factors such as the 
offender's prior record, seriousness of offense and age. The BCS 
categorizes these options as follows: (1) those cases closed or 
transferred, (2) those cases remanded (sent along) to adult 
court, (3) those cases sent to probation (non-ward or ward), and 
(4) those cases committed to YA. 

CLOSED OR TRANSFERRED. During the six years we studied, the 
relative use of each dispositional option shifted. First, the 
proportion of petitions that were sustained* increased, as fewer 
cases were closed or transferred. The portion of cases closed or 
transferred varied from a low of approximately 16% in Kern County 
to a high of nearly 34% in Fresno. 

Taking into consideration the fact that yearly fluctuations may 
have been random, only four of the nine counties showed signifi­
cant decreases in the proportion of cases closed or transferred: 
Los Angeles, Madera, Sacramento, and Santa Clara. In the remain­
ing counties, the proportion of cases handled in this manner was 
similar for the years 1976 and 1981. 

*In the juvenile court, a petition is "sustained" if the judge 
determines that the allegation against a juvenile is true. 
Thus, the "portion of petitions that are sustained" is equiva­
lent to conviction rates in the adult court system. 

, 
• 

-21-

REMA~DED TO ADULT COURT. The juvenile court also has the option 
of remanding a particular case to adult court for processing. 
Sections 602 and 707(b) of the Welfare & Institutions Code, dis­
cussed elsewhere in this paper, set the criteria for those cases 
which can be transferred to adult courts. 

PROBATION. BCS' third dispositional option is probation. Analy­
sis of this option is particularly important since the use of 
probation is affected by state-mandated cuts in county criminal 
justice budgets. Statewide, the proportion of initial petitions 
given probation by juvenile courts increased from 64% in 1976 to 
74% in 1981. However, since the number of initial petitions 
filed declined during this time period, the actual volume of 
cases sentenced to probation on an initial petition declined 
slightly (1.4%). 

As might be expected, the individual counties vary in the fre­
quency with which they utilize probation. Kern County used this 
option most often (in 84% of all initial petitions), while San 
Francisco County used it least often (65%). Between 1976 and 
1981, three of the counties were fairly consistent in their use 
of probation (Alameda, San Bernardino, and San Francisco). 
Fresno and Kern Counties utilized probation slightly less often 
than they did in 1976. The remaining counties used probation 
more frequently than before. 

YOUTH AUTHORITY. The final dispositional option reported by BCS 
is commitment to the Youth Authority. Although very few initial 
petitions were committed to YA, the proportion increased between 
1976 and 1981 (from 0.6% to 1.4%). Therefore, even though juve­
nile courts were handling fewer initial petitions, a larger num­
ber resulted in a YA commitment. The number of cases increased 
by over 90%, from 328 in 1976 to 625 in 1981. 

The individual counties varied in their use of YA commitments. 
In four of the counties, only about 0.5% of the initial petitions 
resulted in YA commitment (Fresno, Kern, San Bernardino, Santa 
Clara). Madera and Sacramento Counties referred approximately 
1.5% of their initial petitions to YA, while the remaining coun­
ties were as high as 2% to 3%. 

Several important county-level changes occurred between 1976 and 
1981. In seven of the counties, the volume of cases was rela­
tively small and fluctuated widely from one year to the next. 
For these counties, therefore, we cannot assume an overall trend 
of either increasing or decreasing commitments to YA. 

The remaining two counties, however, did appear to be committing 
an increasing number of cases to YA. Alameda climbed from seven 
commitments in 1976 to 50 in 1981. Similarly, Los Angeles 
increased from 104 to 277 YA commitments in the same period. 
These two counties also exhibited the greatest increase in the " 
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proportion of all initial petitions that received a disposition 
of YA. 

(b) Subsequent Petitions 

BCS statistics regarding juvenile court processing of subsequent 
petitions are less informative than those regarding initial peti­
tions for two reasons. First, BCS figures tor Los Angeles County 
are underreported. B~S data show that the number of subsequent 
petitions handled by Los Angeles juvenile courts dropped nearly 
70% between 1976 and 1978. While the county probation department 
has indicated to BCS staff that their current reporting of cases 
is accurate, data that we obtained directly from the county juve­
nile court administrator indicates there is a substantial amount 
of underreporting. Thus, we must exclude Los Angeles from our 
analysis of subsequent petitions. 

Second, BCS instituted a new reporting system in 1979. Prior to 
the new system, two of the dispositional options for subsequent 
petitions were "prior status maintained" and "formal probation 
initiated". After 1979, subsequent petition dispositions were 
reported as either "non-ward" or "informal probation". We did 
not do an over-time comparison of probation dispositions for 
subsequent petitions since the new and old categories are not 
comparable. The remaining categories have remained the same: 
(1) closed/transferred, (2) remanded to adult court, and (3) com-
mitment to YA. Only these categories were included in our analy-
sis. 

STATEWIDE. When looking at statewide figures, the changes seen 
in the handling of subsequent petitions, both over time and 
between counties, are markedly different from those seen in the 
handling of initial petitions. While the number of subsequent 
petitions processed by juvenile courts remained nearly ~ta~l~, 
the dispositions varied from year to year. In 1977, a slgnlfl­
cantly larger portion of subsequent petitions were committed to 
YA than in the previous year, resulting in an increase of approx­
imately 200 cOIi~itments. Fewer cases were dismissed, trans­
ferred, remanded, or placed on probation in that year. 
Significant changes also occurred in 1979 and 1981, when the 
proportion and number of petitions committed to YA declined. 
Overall, the numb~r of YA commitments declined by 5% between 1976 
and 1981. 

SELECTED COUNTIES. We found similarities between court process­
ing of subsequent petitions statewide and in the eight counties 
studied. In six of the counties (Fresno, Kern, Madera, Sacra­
mento, San Bernardino, San Francisco), the number and proportion 
of cases closed, or transferr8d increaqed. In 1976, relatively 
few cases (between 2 and 25) were closed or trarisferred in these 
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counties. But by 1981, they each disposed of up to 276 cases in 
this manner.* 

In five of the counties (Alameda, Fresno, Kern, San Bernardino, 
and San Francisco), the number and proportion of youths committed 
to YA noticeably increased between 1976 and 1977. This increase 
was followed by a decline from 1978 through 1981. Subsequent 
petitions committed from the remaining three counties (Madera, 
Sacramento, and Santa Clara) have remained relatively stable. 

3.4 ADULT JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING OF OFFENDERS 

Youths handled as adults through the adult court system follow a 
path similar to that in the juvenile system: from law enforce­
ment disposition, through filing by the district attorney, and 
finally to disposition and sentencing by the courts. At each of 
these stages, changes in dispositional practices can affect the 
volume of cases ultimately sentenced to YA. 

Data available from BCS regarding the adult system do differ from 
those available for the juvenile system. Adult system data are 
collected through the Offender-Based Transaction Statistics 
(OBTS) reporting system, which includes information on disposi­
tions (at the police, prosecutor, lower court, and superior court 
levels of the adult justice system) of adult felony arrests. 

3.4.1 Data Limitations 

There are several inherent limitations of adult justice system 
data collected by BCS. We found that the data do not represent 
the total number of felony arrests or dispositions in any given 
year. BCS figures include only 70 to 95% of all dispositions, 
depending upon the year. Since the completeness of the data 
varied each year, we could not compare the volume of cases han­
dled at various levels within the adult justice system over time. 
We did, however, identify the volume of arrests made each year. 

Secondly, the data reflect dispositions made in a given year as a 
result of adult felony arrests made that year or in previous 
years. Thirdly, the completeness of the data varies from county 
to county, and by year within each county. Because of these 
variations, as well as the small volume of cases handled in some 
of the counties studied, we did not do an analysis of disposi­
tional practices by county. Finally, the age categories shown in 
BCS do not correspond exactly to the ages of offenders eligible 
for commitment to YA. We can lObk only at dispositions for 
offenders under age 20. 

*The increase in case closures at the state and county level may 
be a result of inaccurate reporting by several counties under 
the old BCS system. 
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Because bf these limitations, the BCS data can only provide a 
rough indication of the effects of adult system dispositional 
practices on the YA overcrowding problem. 

Based on data provided by YA, we know that approximately 2000 
wards were admitted each year upon adult court convictions. The 
majority of these wards were committed by superior courts. In 
1981, less than 2% were co~~itted from the lower courts. Thus, 
we have limited our court processing analysis to superior courts. 

3.4.2 Law Enforcement and District Attorney Dispositions 

Table 3-1 shows the disposition of young adult (under 20)* felony 
arrests. Since at least 1976, we see a progressively larger 
portion of these arrests being released outright by law enforce­
ment or rejected by the district attorney (i.~., complaints not 
filed). Thus, a smaller portion of the young adult felony 
arrests resulted in the filing of a complaint. Also, a progres­
sively larger portion was filed as a felony rather than. as. a 
misdemeanor. It appears, then, that law enforcement and dlstrlct 
attorneys are becoming more selective and choosing the more seri­
ous cases for court prosecution. 

Table 3-1 
DISPOSITION OF ADULTS ARRESTED ON FELONY CHARGES 

BY LAW ENFORCEMENT AND DISTRICT ATTORNEYS, 
AND ADMISSIONS TO YA FROM ADULT COURTS 

1976-1981 

Data Category 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

Under 20 years 
TOTAL ARREST DISPOS 

Law Enf Releases 
Complaints Denied 
Complaints Filed 

% misdemeanor 
% felony 

TOTAL ADMNS FROM 
ADULT COURTS 

9.7 
14.5 
75.7 
56.9 
43.1 

2185 

12.0 13.0 
15.7 ] 5. 3 
72.3 71.7 
53.8 54.6 
46.2 45.4 

1974 1922 

3.4.3 Adult/Criminal Court Dispositions 

13.9 13.5 13.5 
14.6 15.9 16.1 
71.5 70.6 70.4 
55.6 53.7 51.2 

44.4 46.2 48.8 

1884 2028 1994 

It is difficult to qssess the effects of superior court sentenc­
ing trends on YA population, since BCS data do not tell us how 
many cases were adjudicated in the courts. Furthermore, BCS 
information only shows what proportion of the adult court cases 
were sentenced to YA, not how many. 

*Age at time of commitment offense. 
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YA data does show how many wards were actually admitted based on 
adult court convictions. However, this is not directly compar­
able to court statistics, primarily because: (1) YA data do not 
indicate how many cases were sentenced by adult courts but 
rejected prior' to YA admission; (2) our BCS data do not include 
dispositions among 20-year-olds (i.e., only show under 20); and 
(3) an individual may be tried in more than one county, resulting 
in multiple commitments being counted by BCS, but only one admis­
sion being counted by YA. 

Table 3-2 
DISPOSITION AND SENTENCING OF 

YOUNG ADULT FELONY ARRESTS HANDLED IN SUPERIOR COURTS, 
AND ADMISSIONS TO YA FROM SUPERIOR COURTS STATEWIDE,* 

1976-1981 

Data Category 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

Under Age 20 
CONVICTION RATE** 90.1 90.5 90.2 91.9 92.2 

DISTRIBUTION OF SENTENCES 
YA 25.5 22.7 23.2 23.0 23.l 

% chg from prev yr -11.0 2.2 -0.9 0.4 

Prison 6.8 7.4 7.8 9.6 9.0 

Probation 15.1 12.1 9.9 9.6 8.1 

Probation with jail 47.7 52.5 55.6 54.2 56.2 

Jail only 3.5 4.1 2.6 2.8 1.9 

Other 1.4 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.7 

YA ADMNS FROM SUP CT 2057 1895 1857 1845 2001 

% change from prev yr -7.9 -2.0 -0.6 8.5 

1981 

92.2 

24.8 
7.4 

14.4 
6.8 

51.5 
2.0 
0.5 

1968 
-1.6 

In spite of these limitations, we can derive several findings 
from t.he BCS sentencing statistics (shown in Table 3-2). First, 
prison sentences were meted out with increasing frequency--a 
trend which is well- documented by the overcrowded conditions in 
our adult prisons. Sentences that compine probation and jail 
were also used with increasing frequency up until 1979 and 1980, 
but then declined. Probation alone, and jail alone, were both 
used less frequently in recent years than in 1976. Also, since 
1977, YA was used increasingly more often. In 1981, one-fourth 
of the young adults arrested on felony charges and convicted in 
superior courts were sentenced to YA. 

*YA admissions reflect the actual number of wards accepted by 
YA. Conviction and sentencing data include cases that may have 
been rejected by YA prior to admission. 

**Percent of dispositions that resulted.in1a conviction. 
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There is no clear relationship between the superior court sen­
tencing trends identified and the number of resultant YA admis­
sions. We would expect changes in the proportion of cases 
sentenced to YA to coincide with changes in the number of 
admissions. Yet, this is not the case for superior court com­
mitments. Between 1976 and 1981, the number of YA admissions 
resulting from superior court convictions declined by 4%. How-­
ever, this was not associated with a decline in the proportion of 
all cases that were sentenced to YA. 

There are several possible reasons why we did not find a clear 
relationship between superior court sentencing practices and YA 
admissions. First, there may be yearly fluctuations in the 
number of cases handled by superior courts that are reflected in 
the number sentenced to YA. Second, the number of admissions to 
YA is partially controlled by YA's screening policy. This policy 
is described in the following paragraphs. 

3.4.4 Youth Authority Screening Policy 

Prior to admission, adult court cases are screened by YA. Ini­
tially, the screening process was designed primarily to identify 
individuals who had previously been in YA and were recommitted on 
a new offense. It was felt that these individuals would not 
"materially benefit" from further efforts of YA (Palmer, August 
1982) . 

Beginning in July 1981, a new screening policy was implemented in 
order to reduce overcrowding in the institutions. This policy 
applied only to adult court commitments aged 18 and older and 
allowed YA to reject certain individuals based on the lack of 
available space. 

The number of adult court commitments rejected by YA increased 
dramat~cally in the past few years. Prior to 1980, approximately 
30 to 40 cases were rejected each year. Between January 1980 and 
July 1981, rejections totalled approximately 15 to 20 per month. 
Once the new policy was implemented in July 1981, the number rose 
to approximately 60 to 70 per month. For the first three months 
after the new policy was implemented, over 40% of all adult court 
cases aged 18 years or older were rejected and returned to the 
courts for resentencing. 

The rejection policy thus reduced the number of adult court 
admissions. The offenders rejected were usually older, with 
longer records of prior arrests. Many were recommitments. Those 
adult cases accepted tend to be younger and less sophisticated. 

In September 1982, population pressures eased, and YA was able to 
rescind its policy of rejecting cases based on a lack of avail­
able space. However, ,YA continues to rejec't criminal court cases 
if they feel the offender cannot materially benefit from the 
training or treatment. 
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Unfortunately, as we attempted to study admission rates from 
adult courts, these rejection practices obscured our analysis of 
RCS sentencing data. It was not possible to determine which of 
the commitments described in the BCS data were actually accepted 
by YA. Thus, we could not relate changes in YA admissions 
directly to changes in court dispositional practices. 

It is important to realize that the newer rejection policy was 
only in effect from July 1981 through September 1982. Our data, 
therefore, did not show the full effect of the policy. Although 
YA currently is rejecting fewer cases, they can exert a great 
deal of control over the number of adult court admissions in the 
future. 

3.5 SUMMARY OF PROCESSING TRENDS IN THE JUVENILE AND ADULT 
JUSTICE SYSTEMS 

Analyzing dispositional practices in the juvenile and adult jus­
tice systems, we identified changes which have occurred over the 
past six years and which relate to the increasing numbers of YA 
commitments. 

Juveniles and young adults are committed to YA from either the 
juvenile or adult courts. For individual cases, the likelihood 
of a commitment from juvenile court is very small compared to 
adult court. Among juvenile court petitions that are sustained 
(i.e., convicted), only 1.9% of initial petitions and 6.5% of 
subsequent petitions were committed to YA in 1981. In superior 
courts? approximately 25% of the convictions of young adult 
offenders (under 20 years) arrested on felony charges resulted in 
a YA sentence. 

These variations undoubtedly reflect the seriousness and prior 
record of offenders handled in juvenile versus adult courts. 
Also, our adult court analysis only includeo offenders arrested 
on felony charges. However, they also reflect the differing 
philosophies of the two courts. Juvenile court proceedings are 
generally designed for the purpose of rehabilitation and treat­
ment. Ideally, commitment to YA is reserved for the most serious 
cases and the cases for which other alternatives have failed. 
Adult courts focus on punishment. Although the philosophies of 
the two systems have become more similar in the last few years, 
statistics on dispositional practices still attest to the differ­
ences between the two. 

3.5.1 Population and Arrests 

We found that in 1980, 89% of juvenile 
were less than 18 years old at the time 
adult court first commitments, 86% were 
they were committed~ First commitments, 

court first commitments 
of commitment. Among 
18 to 20 years old when 
particularly those from 
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juvenile courts, contributed heavily to the increased YA 
tion. Thus, we looked for increases in population and 
among these age groups that might have contributed 
increased commitments. 

popul~­
arrests 
to the 

We identified the following statewide trends between 1976 and 
1981: 

POPULATION OF JUVENILES (aged 10 through 17) declined by 5.5%, 
while the population of young aduits (aged 18 through 20) 
increased by 9.6%. Combined, the overall at-risk population of 
youth aged 10 through 20 declined by 1.3% between 1976 and 1981. 

Estimates prepared by YA compare the population of young males 
(aged 13 through 20) in different ethnic groups. Despite a very 
small decline in the total 13- through 20-year-old male popula­
tion between 1975 and 1980, Blacks increased by 2.6%, Hispanics 
increased by 28.6%, "Others" increased by 59.2%, and Whites 
declined by 11%. The impact of this change is apparent when 
commitment rates per 1,000 felony arrests are compared among 
ethnic groups: Blacks averaged 34.5 commitments, while Hispanics 
averaged 28.3 and Whites 19.2. 

JUVENILE ARRESTS (under 18) for law violations declined by 11.2% 
from 1976 through 1981, with felony arr-ests declining by 9.7% and 
misdemeanors by 12.1%. At the same time, offenses against per­
sons (homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault) 
remained nearly stable, while property arrests (burglary, theft, 
auto theft) dropped by 12.3%. 

YOUNG ADULTS. While arrests of juveniles declined, those of 
young adults aged 18 through 20 increased. Statewide, between 
1977 and 1981 (dqta not available for 1976), there was a 20% 
increase in felony arr~sts and a 30% increase in misdemeanor 
arrests among this age g-roup. Serious felonies--offenses against 
persons and against property--increased by 16% and 20% respec­
tively. Since the population in this age group only rose by 6% 
between 1977 and 1981, arrests rose disproportionately. 

Based on our findings, we concluded that although the sheer num­
bers of youth in the 10 through 17 age group and the volume of 
arrests declined, less obvious changes occurred. It is likely 
that the growing population of young (13 through 20), minority­
group males is' reflected in the kinds of offenders seen in the 
juveriile and adult justice systems. The fact that an increas­
ingly larger portion of YA wards are minorities undoubtedly 
reflects this shift in population. 

3.5.2 Juvenile Justice System 

During the six years analyzed, there were several prominent 
changes in the volume and processing of cases at each level of 
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the juvenile justice system, some of which have affected YA's 
population. 

• Law enforcement: The number of arrests handled by law 
enforcement agencies declined by 23%. A larger portion of 
those arrested were referred on to probation. 

• Probation: Probation departments handled 15% fewer initial 
referrals in 1981 than in 1976. A greater portion of ini­
tial referrals were petitioned to juvenile court in 1977 
than in 1976, a portion which decreased in each of the suc­
ceeding years. 

8 Courts: The courts handled 15% fewer initial petitions and 
2% more subsequent petitions in 1981 than in 1976. The 
proportion of control petitions that were sustained and the 
YA commitment rate for initial petitions increased; result­
ing in even more YA commitments each year. For subsequent 
petitions, the commitment rate increased significantly in 
1977. Since 1977, both the number and rate of commitments 
have declined. (Findings for subsequent petitions are based 
on 57 counties, since reliable data were not available for 
Los Angeles.) 

Based on these findings" increased juvenile court commitments to 
YA were not a result of a mere increase in the number of cases 
processed through the system. Rather, it was a function of 
changes in the way that the system responds to the cases that are 
received. Of particular importance is the increasing severity of 
court dispositions for initial petitions. These changes are at 
least partially a result of increasing seriousness of offenses. 
(Based on data for 57 counties, the number of felony cases among 
initial referrals to probation and initial petitions to juvenile 
court increased between 1976 and 1981.) 

3.5.3 Adult Justice System 

As the population of youths aged 18 through 20 increased between 
1977 and 1981, the number of arrests in this group also rose. 
Between 1976 and 1981, several changes in adult system processing 
occurred. BCS data indicate that law enforcement officials and 
district attorneys became more selective, choosing only the more 
serious cases for court prosecution. In the courts the convic­
tion rate increased. The proportion of convicted offenders sen­
tenced to YA declined in 1977, then increased in the succeeding 
years. 

YA screens cases committed from the adult courts prior to their 
acceptance. Thus, adult court commitments are dependent not only 
upon judicial processing decisions, but also YA rejection poli­
cies. Since rejection can be modified based on population pres­
sures, this can be a primary factor in determining the level of 
commitments from adult courts. 
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SECTION 4 

FACTORS RELATED TO PROCESSING TRENDS 

We have already identified several trends indicating more formal 
handling of of~enders by the juvenile justice system. Law 
enforcement is referring a greater portion of arrests to proba­
tioni district attorneys are petitioning a greater portion of 
initial referrals to juvenile courtsi and finally, courts are 
committing a greater 'portion of initial petitions to YA. In 
order to learn why these trends are occurring, we analyzed BCS 
data and questionnaire responses from juvenile justice system 
officials 

4.1 OVERVIEW OF FACTORS RELATED TO CASE DECISIONMAKING 

As part of our questionnaire, we asked probation officers, dis­
trict attorneys, and juvenile court judges to rate the importance 
of various factors in influencing their decisions to either 
recommend or file a petition to juvenile court, or to recommend 
or make a commitment to YA. A summary of their responses is pre­
sented in Appendix A, Table A-22. 

Among all three groups of respondents, two factors were consis­
tently rated as being most important: seriousness of the offense 
(i.e., use of weapons, infliction of injury), and prior record of 
the offender. We assessed changes over time in these two of­
fender characteristics, as well as several others, through the 
responses to other items on the questionnaire and through BCS 
data. This analysis, presented in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, allows 
us to determine whether changes in these two most important fac­
tors contributed to the increasing severity of dispositions, 
particularly at the court level. 

Other factors consistently rated as being important included: 
legislative mandates, existence of supportive family ties, avail­
ability of adequate supervision through county probation and 
juvenile's attitude or demeanor. Probation officers and district 
attorneys also felt that the juvenile's age and substance abuse 
history, as well as departmental policy and public demand or 
opinion, were relatively important. The judges did not rank 
these as being important. 

One factor ranked as relatively unimportant by all groups was the 
availability of local alternatives, such as county-run or 
community-based programs. That is, the groups we interviewed did 
not indicate that a lack of local programs or facilities would 
influence their decision to send an offender to YA. This 
reflects recent court decisions which forbid commitment to YA 
solely because of a lack of local alternatives. 

-1 
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4.2 SERIOUSNESS OF JUVENILE OFFENSES 

We found that one of the primary determinants of decisions made 
at each level of the juvenile justice system is the seriousness 
of the offense. Typically, an offender charged with a more seri­
ous offense is more likely to be handled "formally" than one 
charged with a less serious offense. 

For example, in 1980, felony offenses were disposed of in the 
following manner: 75% of arrests were referred to probation, 51% 
of initial referrals were petitioned to court, and 1.1% of ini­
tial petitions were committed to YA. In the same year, misde­
meanors were handled as follows: 60% of arrests were referred to 
probation, 21% of initial referrals were petitioned to court, and 
0.3% of initial petitions were committed to YA. 

Since there is considerable difference between judicial handling 
of serious and less serious offenses, we compared types of 
offenses processed by law enforcement, probation and juvenile 
courts between 1976 and 1981. 'l'hus, we could determine whether 
or not changes in the seriousness of offenses are a cause of the 
increasing number of commitments to YA. We used BCS statistics 
and information obtained through questionnaires for the analysis. 

4.2.1 BCS Statistics 

Table 4-1 shows the distribution of offenses at each level of the 
juvenile justice system from 1976 through 1981. The biggest 
change in the offender population handled' by the system occurred 
in 1977 when AB 3121 was implemented. AB 3121 encouraged coun­
ties to develop alternative, non-judicial programs for status 
offenders. (Status offenses are acts that are only considered an 
offense when committed by a juvenile, such as curfew violation, 
runaway, and incorrigibility.) Thus, the number of status 
offenses handled at each level of the system dropped considerably 
in 1977, and continued to decline in the following years. 

'. 
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TablE' 4-] 
DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENSES HANDLED BY LAW ENFORCEHENT, 

PROB/TION, AND JUVENILE COURTS, 

Offense Category 

LAW ENFORCEHENT 
Felony 

Agst Per-sons 
Agst Property 

Misdemeanor 
Status Offense 

PROB-INI! REFS** 
Felony 

Agst Persons 
Agst Property 

Misdemeanor 
Status Offense 

1976 

100.0 
29.1 
4.6 

19.6 
48.1 
22.8 

100.0 
30.6 
4.0 

21.5 
43.6 
25.9 

JUV CT-INIT PETS** 100.0 
FE'lony 52.5 

Agst Persons 9.2 
Agst Property 36.4 

Mis~emeanor 30.6 
Status Offense 16.9 

1977 

100.0 
32.6 
5.2 

22.7 
53.7 
13.7 

100.0 
34.6 
4.7 

24.7 
51.5 
13.9 

100.0 
57.8 
10.3 
40.9 
36.7 
5.5 

1976-1981 

1978 

100.0 
35.1 
5.4 

24.3 
53.9 
10.9 

100.0 
35.3 
4.8 

25.4 
53.9 
10.7 

100.0 
57.7 
9.8 

38.6 
3.7 

1979 

100.0 
34.0 
5.7 

22.6 
55.6 
10.4 

100.0 
35.5 
5.2 

24.4 
55.5 
9.0 

100.0 
57.9 
10.6 
39.9 
39.2 
2.9 

1980 

100.0 
34,0 
5.9 

22.4 
55.4 
10.6 

100.0 
36.0 
5.1 

24.8 
55.3 
8.6 

100,0 
59.5 
10.7 
41.4 
38.3 
2.2 

1981 

100.0 
34.5 
6.1 

22.6 
55.4 
10.2 

100.0 
37.2 
5.1 

24.8 
54.7 
8.1 

% Chg 
76-81* 

-23.7 
-9.7 
-0.3 

-12.3 
-12.1 
-66.0 

-10.2 
9.3 

14.7 
3.8 

12.8 
-n.8 

100.0 -3.5 
62.3 14.5 
11.1 17.2 
42.8 13.4 
36.1 13.6 
1.6 -91.0 

With h d t e rop in the number of status offenses (see AB 3121 d' 
cussion), felonies and misdemeanors account for more of ~~~ 
?ffen~es handled by the system. In probation departments and 
JuvenIle cou:ts, felonies continue to make up an increasingly 
larger ,portIon of all cases. Misdemeanors, on the other hand, 
peaked In 1979 and have declined since that time. 

The extreme right-hand column on Table 4-1 shows the change ' 
i~;6 n~~~e~9~i cases recorded in each offense category, compari~~ 

. WI , . " The.t~tal vol~me of initial referrals to proba­
tIon and,I~I~la~ petItIons to Juvenile court declined as a result 
o~ the,dIm7nIshIng number of status offenses handled by the juve­
n7le JustIce system. However, the incidence of both felony and 
mIsdemeanor cases rose. 

A crucial question arising from the data shown in Table 4-1 . 
~ow can the incidence of felonies and misdemeanors decline am~~~ 
~aw e~iorcement cases, while increasing among probation and 
Juvenl e court caseloads? The answer relates to the screening 

of cases in 
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process that occurs throughout the juvenile justice {i.e., the 
less serious offenses tend to be diverted out of the system, 
while the more serious offenses are processed formally). It 
appears that although felony and misdemeanor arrests declined, a 
greater portion of these cases were referred on to probation 
dp.partments and juvenile courts. (It should be cautioned that 
the discussion of offense seriousness only reflects initial 
referrals and petitions, and Los Angeles County data is not 
included. ) 

4.2.2 Questionnaire Responses 

One of the areas addressed in the questionnaires was the change 
in offender characteristics between 1976 and 1981. We looked at 
three categories related to the seriousness of the offender: 
gang involvement, sophistication of the offender/offense, and 
offense seriousness. We asked respondents to indicate whether 
offenses were, for example, more serious, less serious, or 
unchanged from five years earlier. Table 4-2 summarizes their 
responses. 
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Table 4-2 
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES: 

CHANGES IN CHARACTERISTICS OF OFFENDERS HANDLED BY 
PROBATION OFFICERS, DISTRICT ATTORNEYS, 

AND JUVENILE COURT JUDGES BETWEEN 1976 AND 1981 

Characteristic Prob Offcrs DAs Judges TOTAL 

Age: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Older 10.0 5.6 0.0 6.3 
Younger 25.0 50.0 40.0 37.5 
Same 65.0 44.4 60.0 56.3 

Race: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
~Iore minorit ies 55.6 35.7 50.0 47.4 
Less minorities 5.6 0.0 0.0 2.6 
Same 38.9 64.3 50.0 50.0 

Gang Involvement: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
More 85.0 83.3 80.0 83.3 
Less 0.0 5.6 10.0 4.2 
Same 15.0 11.1 10.0 12.5 

Offense Seriousness: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
More serio1..!s 95.0 84.2 81.8 88.0 
Less serious 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Same 5.0 15.8 18.2 12.0 

Sophistication of 
Offender/Offense: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

More sophisticated 75.0 78.0 90.9 80.0 
Less sophisticated 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Same 25.0 2J.l 9.1 20.0 

prj or Record: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
More extensjve 55.6 88.9 55.5 68.9 
Less extensive 0.0 5.6 22.2 6.7 
Same 44.4 5.6 22.2 24 .• 4 

Number of Respondents* 20 18 11 49 

Although the responses varied from probation officers to district 
attorneys and juvenile court judges, the majority of the respon­
dents felt that offenders today are more likely to be involved in 
a gang, to commit more serious offenses, and to be more sophisti­
cated than in the past. Many respondents cited more frequent 
violence, brutality, callousness, and use of weapons as indica­
tors of increased seriousness and sophistication of offenders. 

*A few respondents did not respond to one or more of the six 
items shown in Table 2. 
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4.3 OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS: AGE, FACE, AND PRIOR RECORD 

In addition to the questions regarding offender seriousness, we 
asked respondents to indicate whether the age, race, or prior 
record of offenders had changed between 1976 and 1981. Their 
responses are shown in Table 4-2. 

The majority of respondents indicated that in 1981 they were 
handling juvenile offenders Who were either th~ same age or 
younger than those seen i~ 1?76. In terms of race, approximately 
half of the respondents lndlcated a greater portion of offenders 
were minorities, while slightly less than half felt racial char­
acteristics had not changed. 

As discussed above, nearly all respon~ents felt an offender's 
prior record was a prim~ry influen~e ,in their decisionmaking. 
When asked whether thlS characterlstlc had changed between 1976 
and 1981, about 55~ of the probation officers and the judges 
indicated that prlor records were more extensive. The remaining 
~robation officers felt.t~e prior records were unchanged, while 
Judges were evenly dlvlded between "less extensive" and "un­
changed." The responses of DAs were more consistent: 89% felt 
the prior records of juvenile offenders were more extp.nsive in 
]981 than in 1976. 

4.4 FACTORS RELATED TO COUNTY-LEVEL PROCESSING TRENDS 

Based on BCS data, we identified county-level variations and 
trends in judicial processing that occurred between 1976 and 
1981. We asked probation officers and juvenile court judges 
about these variations and trends in the questionnaires and tele­
phone interviews. 

4.4.1 Probation Officer Responses 

One of the questions that we asked probation officers was whether 
t~eir county petitioned a greater or lesser portion of its proba­
tlO~ referrals to juvenile court in 1981 than in 1976. Of the 17 
o~flcers ,th~t responded, 11 indicated a greater portion were 
flIed, 2 lndlcated a lesser portion were filed, and 5 felt there 
was no change. 

Among those respondents who indicated an increase in the portion 
of cases referred to court, the reasons most commonly mentioned 
were: 

• Offenses are more serious, partially because a larger number 
of the minor offenses are screened or diverted prior to 
probation; and 

• More of the offenders have a prior record. 
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We also asked probation officers to indicate whether they recom­
mended YA commitment in a larger or smaller portion of cases in 
1981 than in 1976~ Half of the respondents indicated they recom­
mended YA commitment in a greater portion of cases, while the 
other half felt their recommendations had remained unchanged. 

The reason most commonly cited for recommending YA commitment in 
a larger portion of cases was that they were dealing with more 
serious offenders. Respondents in one county indicated that 
there were more psychologically disturbed individuals, but a lack 
of local mental health facilities. Another respondent felt that 
the policy of his department allowed for greater use of YA in 
more recent years. 

4.4.2 Juvenile Court Judge Responses 

Our BCS statistical analysis indicated wide variations between 
the commitment rates of various counties, and changes that had 
occurred between 1976 and 1981. In order to find out why these 
variations and changes occurred, we asked juvenile court judges 
about commitment practices in their own counties. 

Respondents from counties with relatively high commitment rates 
emphasized the particularly serious nature of offenders in their 
community. In the counties which had relatively low commitment 
rates, juvenile court judges consistently highlighted two impor­
tant reasons for the low rates: 

• The counties make a concerted effort to find local 
placements, using YA only as a placement of last resort. 

• The counties have good local alternatives available. 

Similarly, judges who were able to reduce their commitment rates 
in the past five years attributed it to on-going efforts to 
divert offenders to community programs, only sending the most 
hardened offenders to YA. 

The most commonly mentioned reasons for higher commitment rates 
since 1976 were: (1) a new presiding judge, and (2) AB 3121. 
Respondents indicated that the new presiding judge in their par­
ticular county was harsher in dealing with juvenile offenders. 
AB 3121 affected commitment rates by screening out status of­
fenders prior to the court level, leaving the judges with only 
the more serious offenders (i.e., the offenders who were more 
likely to be committed to YA) . 

In general, juvenile court judges were very concerned about the 
financial problems in their counties and the threat to local 
programs and services. All of the judges indicated that local 
alternatives were used to the fullest extent possible, and that , 
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many facilities were overcrowded. They indicated their frustra­
tion at the reduction or elimination of good local programs, and 
feared that future reductions will be even more drastic. 
Although this was not specifically cited as a ca~ of YA over­
crowding, there is no doubt that when space is unavailable for a 
juvenile offender at the local level, some other alternative must 
be found. Unfortunately, YA often represents the only other 
option. 

4.5 SUMMARY OF FACTORS RELATED TO PROCESSING TRENDS 

We found that the two most important factors in the decisions 
made by probation officers, DAs, and juvenile court judges were 
offense seriousness and offender's prior record. We expected 
that if these characteristics changed over the course of time, it 
would be reflected in case decisionmaking trends. 

Based on BCS data, we did find that offenses handled by the juve­
nile justice system have become progressively more serious. This 
was supported by questionnaire responses from probation officers, 
district attorneys, and juvenile court judges. Respondents felt 
that juvenile offenders handled in 1981 were more sophisticated 
and more frequently involved in gangs than those in 1976. 
Respondents also noticed a trend toward juveniles with longer 
prior records. 

Probation officers and juvenile court judges indicated that the 
increasingly serious offenses and longer prior records of offend­
ers are responsible for the high commitment rates. Judges felt 
the lower commitment rates found in some.counties resulted from 
both the availability of, and concerted efforts to use, local 
alternatives. 

If these responses are indicative of statewide trends, then the 
juven~le offenders of recent years are quite different from those 
of 1976: They are more sophisticated, more likely to participate 
in a gang, and have a more extensive prior record. These changes 
undoubtedly played a part in the juvenile justice system process­
ing trends that occurred between 1976 and 1981. 
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SECTION 5 

LENGTH OF INSTITUTIONAL STAY, YOUTHFUL OFFENDER PAROLE 
BOARD POLICY, AND WARD CHARACTERISTICS: 

IMPACT ON YOUTH AUTHORITY RELEASES 

A major determinant of institutional population is the length of 
time that wards stay in the institutions. As the average length 
of stay increases, fewer wards are released on parole. Length of 
stay is determined by the initial parole consideration date set 
by YOPB, a date which can be lengthened or shortened depending 
upon the ward's behavior while in YA custody. Administrative 
policies of the Youthful Offender Parole Board and ward charac­
teristics also affect parole consideration date. 

5.1 OVERVIEW OF INSTITUTIONAL LENGTH OF STAY 

The average length of stay (LOS) in YA institutions rose steadily 
from a low of 10.9 months in 1977 to a high of 13.1 months in 
1981 (see Table 5-1). The 1981 figure represents the highest LOS 
in the history of YA. YA's 1980 Annual Report found this 
increase to be a result of YOPB policy changes, rather than 
changes in the characteristics of wards (California Department of 
the Youth Authority, April 1981a, p. 28). 

Table 5-1 shows that LOS climbed steadily between 1977 and 1981 
for both juvenile and adult court commitments. The LOS also 
increased for wards serving their first commitment and 'for 
parolees who were returned to YA on a new commitment. HoweVer, 
LOS for parolees returned without a new commitment declined dur­
ing the years 1976 through 1981. 

Table 5-1 
INSTITUTIONAL LENGTH OF STAY (IN MONTHS) FOR WARDS 

RELEASED TO PAROLE DURING CALENDAR YEARS 1976 TO 1981 

TyEe of Commitment 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

Total Commitments 12.0 10.9 11.3 12.0 12.9 13.1 
Juvenile Court 12.0 10.9 11.4 12.0 12.8 12.9 

Adult Court 12.0 11.0 11.2 12.0 13.1 13.3 

First Commitments nla 11.2 11.9 12.6 13.7 13.9 

Parole Returns With 
New Commitment 12.2 10.6 11.1 12.2 nla 14.1 

Parole Re~urns Wit~-
nla 6.7 out New Commitment 9.8 9.0 7.0 7.0 

The major determinant of length of stay is the nature of the 
commitment offense. Although not shown in the table, misde­
meanors carry a considerably shorter LOS than felonies (i.e., 7.6 
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months and .14.3 months respectively in 1981). And as expected, 
offenses aga1nst the person have a higher LOS than those against 
property. Thus, variations in LOS associat~d with other factors 
often reflect differences in commitment offense. This is partic­
ularly true of differences between LOS by ethnic group and age. 
When commitment offense is controlled, these variations are mini­
mized. 

At first glance, it might appear that the changes in LOS are so 
small as to be ineffectual. Yet, these changes have a dramatic 
impact on institutional population. The Institutions and Camps 
Branch.of YA estimates that a one-month increase in length of 
stay 1S equal to an approximate increase of 400 in the institu­
tion population. 

5.2 YOUTHFUL OFFENDER PAROLE BOARD 

The recent increase in LOS is primarily a function of changes in 
YOPB policy. In order to better understand YOPB policy, it is 
necessary to have some background on the composition and role of 
t~e Board. It is also important to review the history of regula­
t10ns that apply to the Board's decisionmaking (contained in 
Title 15,. ~ivision 4, Chapter 5, Subchapter 2, Article 3, Cali­
fornia Adm1n1strative Code) • 

5.2.1 The Board and its Procedures 

YOPB consists of seven members and ten representatives. Members 
are appointed by the governor, while representatives are civil 
service positions. 

Each ward committed to YA appears before a Board panel for an 
initial hearing. Generally, a "regular Board panel", consisting 
of two members £E representatives, handles the hearing. A Full 
Board panel--consisting of three hearing officers, at least one 
of which must be a Board member--is convened to hear some of the 
more serious cases. The most serious cases are heard by a Full 
Buard en Banc, which consists of seven Board members, five of 
whom must be present for a quorum. 

Based on the initial interview, as well as a review of the case 
history report prepared by YA staff, commitment papers, and other 
file materials, the Board sets a "parole consideration date" 
(PCD) . 

The PCD is the date by which the Board expects the ward to be 
ready for parole, although it is not a fixed release date. It 
may later be modified by decisions to either add or cut time from 
the ward's "PCD interval". (The "PCD interval" is the time 
between the ",ard's admis sion into YA and the assigned PCD.) 
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5.2.2 Past Changes to Board Policy 

In the past four years, there have been major changes in: 
(1) the PCD intervals set for various offenses, and (2) the man­
ner in which intervals are determined. The new policy is des-
cribed thoroughly in a report prepared by YA staff members 
Zeigler and Ward (July 1980). 

Prior to June 1978, the Board had considerable discretion in 
setting PCD intervals. Although there were guidelines describing 
four categories of offenses, each with prescribed PCD intervals, 
the Board had the authority to deviate from the guidelines as 
much and for whatever reasons as they deemed appropriate. 

In June of 1978 a new time-setting policy was established. The 
new policy li~ted seven categories o~ o~fenses (Board Hea:ing 
Categories) in order of seriousness and 1ndlcated an approprlate 
PCD interval for each category. The new policy lengthened the 
PCD interval for the more serious offenses, often doubling the 
previously prescribed PCD interval. For example, the most seri­
ous offense category under the old policy, which included murder 
and manslaughter, carried a PCD interval of "3 years or longer". 
Other serious offenses, such as robbery, rape and assault, had a 

"h l' suggested interval of "1 year or longer. T e new po lCY 
assigned PCD intervals that were twice these lengths. 

The new policy also introduced a more.struc~ure~ method .o~ time 
setting, minimizing the Board's dlscretlon l~ determlnl~g PCD 
intervals. The policy specified the amount of tlme by WhlCh a 
regular Board panel (two members or representatives) could ~e~i­
ate from the guidelines. Deviations greater than those speclfled 
required the approval of a "higher level" Board panel ~panel 
consisting of more Board members, as opposed ~o represent~tlves~. 
The effect of the new policy was to constraln the panel s deCl-
sions. 

There were two basic reasons for the new policy. First, the 
public was concerned about due process in the entire judicial 
system. It was felt that if Board discretion were reduced, wards 
would be sentenced in a more equal and fair manner. Second, the 
Board became more responsive to increasing public demand to set 
longer sentences for more serious offenders. Thus, the new 
policy was an outgrowth of public pressu~e for "fairness" in 
sentencing and harsher response to serious offenders. 

Since the new policy was established in 1978, several other 
changes have been made. The most significant changes occurred in 
the continuing trend toward increased PCD intervals. For exam­
ple, in December 1979, PCD intervals for some offenses were 
increased by as much as one year. 
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5.2.3 Effects of Board Policy Changes 

The net effect of thes~ changes in Board policy has been to 
increase the average PCD intervals for YA wards. As seen in 
Table 5-2, the average PCD interval for all YA wards was 10.4 
months in 1976 and 16.9 months in 1981. This represents an 
increase of 6.5 months. Part of this increase in PCD intervals 
is artificial. Some increase resulted from a change in the 
method of recording PCD intervals beginning in 1979. Because of 
the change, the average PCD interval for 1978 is approximately 
one-half month low, and those for 1977 and 1976 are approximately 
one month low. The remaining increase, approximately 5.5 months, 
reflects the changing YOPB policy. 

Similarly, the distribution of PCD intervals shifted. Signifi­
cantly fewer cases are being assigned a PCD interval of nine 
months or less, while more are being assigned the longer inter­
vals. This, of course, increases the average PCD interval. 

Table 5-2 
PAROLE CONSIDERATION DATE INTERVALS AT 

INITIAL APPEARANCE HEARINGS, 1976 - 1981 

Data Category 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

FIRST COMMITMENTS AND 
PAROLE VIOLATORS: 
Avg PCD interval 10.4 10.7 12.4 15.3 16.0 16.9 

Percent Distribution 
of PCD intervals: 

01-09 months 51.8 49.2 38.5 26.6 22.3 17.4 
10-12 months 27.4 27.1 27.6 29.1 30.0 32.0 
13-24 months 16.8 20.3 29.4 39.3 41.2 43.0 
25 months or more 4.0 3.4 4.5 5.0 6.5 7.6 

RECOMMITMENTS: 
Avg PCD interval n/a n/a n/a n/a 14.7 15.2 

The Board's harsher treatment of the more serious offenses is 
seen in the average peD intervals given for various offenses. 
From 1976 through 1981, PCD intervals for these serious offenses 
(murder, robbery, assault, sex offenses) increased by the great-
est amount, while PCD intervals for less serious offenses 
increased by a smaller amount or remained stable. 

In some cases, the effect of past policy changes is only now 
beginning to be felt. For example, an, offense that drew a 
three-year sentence prior to the June 1978 changes may now draw 
an additional two years. For wards committed more recently, 
these additional years have not yet impacted on institutional 
population. 
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5.2.4 Proposed Changes to Board Policy 

Changes currently being considered would further affect the 
inst~tutional.population. In early 1982, existing parole consid~ 
eratl0n date lntervals were scrutinized by a committee consisting 
of f~ur Board members, staff counsel of YA and YOPB, Deputy Sec­
retarles of the Youth and Adult Correction Agency, and YA staff. 
A~t~r an extensiv~ review of existing offense categories, spe­
clfl~ offenses, asslgned PCD's, and levels of decisionmaking, the 
commlttee proposed amendments to Board policy. 

The committee had the difficult task ,of weighing the fiscal 
impact of. any changes against the need to protect the public. 
The commlttee attempted to strike a balance between these needs 
by increasing the PCD intervals for the more violent offenses, 
while decreasing those for certain nonviolent offenses. 

Nonetheless, YA staff estimate that if approved and written into 
the Administrative Code, the proposed changes will increase the 
Department's bed needs by approximately 100 beds (Ahumada, Febru­
a ry 26, 19 8 2, p. 1). 

5.3 CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH AUTHORITY WARDS 

PCD intervals are affected by changes in the characteristics of 
wards committed to ~A. The characteristics that most strongly 
influence LOS are comnl1tment offense and prior record of the 
ward. Table 5-3 shows ward characteristics of first commitments 
between 1976 and 1981. 
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Table 5-3 
CHARACTERISTICS OF FIRST COMMITMENTS TO YA 

1976 - 1981 

Characteristics 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

TOTAL FIRST ADMNS 3559 3626 3776 3640 3968 4083 

COMMITMENT OFFENSE 
(% DISTRIBUTION): 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Against Persons '44.3 45.1 46.3 47.8 49.9 49.1 

Murder 3.0 2.6 2.4 2.8 2.9 3.3 

Manslaughter 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.7 1.9 1.8 

Robbery 24.6 23.0 24.9 24.9 25.8 24.7 
Assault & Battery 12.4 14.3 14.2 14.2 14.8 14.8 

Rape 2.4 2.9 2.6 2.9 3.3 3.4 
Kidnapping 0.5 1.1 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.1 

Against Property 42.2 45.4 47.0 46.2 1..3.5 44.9 

Burglary 25.6 27.4 26.8 25.4 25.6 27.8 
Theft (ex. auto) 8.3 8.3 9.1 10.4 9.0 9.1 
Auto Theft 6.5 7.5 9.0 8.8 7.0 6.3 
Forgery & Checks 1.0 1.2 1.1 0.6 0.9 0.6 
Arson 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 

Drug 3.5 2.5 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.1 

Other Offenses 10.0 7.0 4.3 3.6 4.3 3.9 

PREVIOUS COMMITMENTS** 
(% DISTRIBUTION): 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

None 43.6 38.1 37.5 35.1 39.0 44.6 

One 30.0 31.3 30.9 30.6 29.8 27.9 

Two 15.8 17.0 19.3 20.2 17.3 14.9 
. Three or more 10.6 13.6 12.3 14.1 13.9 12.5 

PRIOR CONVICTIONS OR 
SUSTAINED PETITIONS 
(% DISTRIBUTION): nIl nIl 100.0 100,.0 100.0 100.0 

None n/a n/a 13.6 14.5 15.9 19.6 

1-4 n/a n/a 55.5 61.1 60.2 61.4 
5-7 n/a n/a 19.9 18.6 18.1 13.8 
8 or more n/a n/a 11.0 5.8 5.8 5.1 

% Chg 
76-81* 

14.7 

27.1 
26.9 
46.0 
15.1 
36.4 
68.7 

138.9 

22.0 
24.3 
25.8 
12.1 

-30.6 
51.6 

-31.2 
-54.8 

*Percent change is calculated based on the number of wards 
mitted for each offense category. 

**Prior county level commitments. 
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5.3.1 Corrumitment Offense 

Looking at Table 5-3, it appears that commitment offenses have 
become more serious over time. The number of wards committed for 
offenses against persons increased by 27%, while those committed 
for offenses against property increased by 22%. 

Similarly, the proportion of all first commitments involving 
offenses against persons has climbed 'steadily, while first C0m­
mitments for drug offenses or escapes from county camp or juve­
nile hall have declined markedly. The proportion of first 
commitments for offenses against property has not changed in a 
consistent manner during the past six years. 

\ 

Some of the reasons for this shift in nature of commitment 
offense are related to legislative changes. Probation Subsidy 
and CJSSP encouraged counties to ma,i..ntain less serious offenders 
in their county. AB 3121 prohibited the 'commitment of status 
offenders to YA beginning in January 1977. Finally, penalties 
for use of marijuana were reduced. The effects of legislation 
are discussed more fully in Section 6. 

5.3.2 Prior History 

There is very little information compiled on the prior history of 
YA commitments. In order to better understand why more wards are 
committed, we wan.ted to know both the number of prior arrests, 
petitions, or convictions sustained by the' ward, . and previous 
efforts by the county to rehabilitate or punish the offender. 

Among YA staff, it is generally believed that wards committed to 
YA typically have a prior history of criminal behavior, and that 
the counties have made every attempt to deal with the offender at 
the local level. If this is true, then YA is being used as it 
should be, as the last available alternative for dealing with 
juvenile offenders. 

The only information that YA compiles regarding prior history of 
wards is the number of previous commitments to county facilities 
and the number of prior convictions.* More detailed information 
is maintained in individual case history files. However, since 
the information is not compiled in any way, it could not be used 
in this study. 

During the years prior to 1980, the percentage of first commit­
ments without'prior county con~itments declined. Thus, the wards 
received by YA were more and more likely to have been committed 

*For purposes of this discussion, the term "prior convictions" 
includes convictions in adult courts and sustained petitions in 
juvenile courts. 
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to a county facility at some prior time. In 1980, this trend was 
reversed--an increaslng portion of first commitments had never 
been committed to a county facility. The percentage of first 
commitments without prior convictions increased. The proportion 
of wards with between one and four prior convictions remained 
about the same, while the proportion of those with five or more 
conviction~ declined. 

According to YA, the primary reason for these changes is YA's 
rejection policy. That policy, applied by YA to adult court 
commitments, tends to reject those wards with a longer history of 
criminal and judicial involvement. The rejection policy has been 
used most extensively since 1980; thus, wards admitted in recent 
years are more likely to be younger and have fewer prior commit­
ments or convictions. 

Regardless of changes that occurred in the last few years, there 
are still strong indications that counties are attempting other 
means of rehabilitation prior to committing the ward to YA. In 
1981, over half of the newly admitted wards had experienced a 
prior county commitment, and more than 8 out of 10 had a previous 
conviction. 

We found that often the data do not accurately represent the 
entire criminal history of YA wards. What is missing is an 
accounting of any involvement with the justice system not result­
ing in a court conviction. Since very few arrests ever result in 
a conviction, it is likely that YA wards have had far greater 
criminal or judicial involvement than is reflected in the present 
analysis. Unfortunately, this kind of data is not compiled by 
YA. 

5.3.3 Effects of Ward Characteristics on Institutional Length 
of Stay 

It is difficult to assess the quantitative impact of changes in 
ward characteristics on average PCD intervals and lengths of 
stay. It is likely that the wards committed t.O YA in recent 
years are more sophisticated than in the past. According to YA 
data, their offenses are more serious, although they are less 
likely to have experienced a prior county co~nitment, and less 
likely to have sustained a previous court conviction. Under the 
new YOPB time-setting policy, these more serious offenders must 
be assigned a longer PCD interval. Furthermore, these changes 
may indicate to YOPB that wards seen in recent years are a 
greater threat to public safety, and thus warrant a longer insti­
tutional stay. 

5.4 SUMMARY OF LENGTH OF STAY, BOARD POLICY, AND WARD 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Based on analysis of YA data, we found that a primary cause of 
overcrowding in the past six years is the ever-increasing length 

i 
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of time that wards spend in the institutions. In 1976, the aver­
age length of stay was 12.0 months, compared wit.h 13.1 months in 
1981. Since a one-month increase in length of stay is equal to 
an increase of nearly 400 in the institution population, this 
change contributes heavily to overcrowding. 

The two factors identified as causes of this increased length of 
institutional stay were: (1) changes in Youthful Offender Parole 
Board policy, and (2) changes in ward characteristics. Major 
changes in Board policy occurred in June of 1978 when the PCD 
interval for many of the more serious offenses nearly doubled. 
Since that time, minor changes have been implemented. Addition­
ally, changes to the Administrative Code are now being considered 

, that will further aggravate the overcrowding problem. 

The offenses for which wards were committed to YA became more 
serious over the past six years. Between 1976 and 1981, the 
number of wards committed foT. offenses against persons increased 
by approximately 27%, while those for property offenses increased 
by 22%. YA data also indicate that wards were committed with 
less extensive prior records. These changes in ward characteris­
tics reflect changes in the overall offender population. Also, 
certain types of offenders were committed more frequently to YA 
as a result of legislative changes discussed in the following 
section. . 

, 
I 
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SECTIOI'! 6 

LEGISLATIVE AND BUDGETARY CONSIDERATIONS 

As we have shown above, the problem of in~titutional overcrowding 
at YA in the last few years cannot be explained solely by changes 
in youth population or arrests. It is closely related to changes 
in judicial processing, primarily at the juvenile court level. 
These judicial changes are partially accounted for by changes in 
the types of offenders processed through the juvenile justice 
system. 

We must also look at legislative and legal changes, as well as 
budgetary constraints, when discussing the increased severity of 
dispositions. This section is based in part on documents pre­
pared by the California Chil0., Youth and Family Coalition, and 
Arthur D. Little, Inc. 

6.1 LEGISLATIVE CHANGES 

While California now has a determinate sentencing system for 
adult offenders, California's juvenile justice system operates on 
different principles. These principles are carried out through 
the use of indeterminate sentencing. In addition, another sec­
tion, W&I Code Section 726, affects the length of institutional 
stays faced by juveniles by providing ~hat minors may not be 
incarcerated in excess of the maximum te:r;m of imprisonment, which 
could be imposed upon an adult convicted of the same offense. 

The current "get-tough-on-crime" attitude has manifested itself 
through dozens of legislative measures increasing penalties or 
disallowing probation (i.e., mandatory incarceration) for various 
crimes tried in the adult courts. The indeterminate system uti­
lized in California's juvenile courts has not been similarly 
affected. Juvenile justice officials, however, are undoubtedly 
aware of the "prevailing winds" in the State Capitol. The Legis­
lature has not passed measures to dictate the period of time a 
ward must spend in YA institutions or make commitment to YA man­
datory. However, bills which would toughen up on juvenile 
offenders have been introduced. For example, one bill would have 
made commitments to YA equivalent to CDC commitments for purposes 
of sentence enhancements based upon prior prison terms. 

6.2 AB 3121: CHANGES IN JUVENILE COUFT PROCEDURES 

AB 3121, passed by the Legislature in 
January 1, 1977. This law changed 
offenders. The new law: 

1976, became effective 
the handling of juvenile 

" .was designed to encourage alternative approaches 
to dealing with status offenders (Section 601s) by man­
dating the deinstitutionalization of Section 6018 and , 
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allowing for more probation and community services. 
AB 3121 also changed the juvenile court's handling of 
criminal offenders (Section 602s) ... by: (1) introduc­
ing a prosecuting attorney to file all Section 602 peti­
tions and attend all hearings; (2) requiring rules of 
evidence in juvenile proceedings; and (3) revising hear­
ing presumption regarding fitness to ease the movement 
of 16- and l7-year-old violent offenders to adult 
court." (CYA, January 1980a, p. i). 

The enactment of this law reflected the prevailing attitude of 
"getting tough" on criminals. In terms of YA overcrow~i~g, .the 
two most significant features of AB 3121 were the decrlmlnallza­
tion of status offenders and the introduction of district attor­
neys (DAs) into juvenile court proceedings. The law transferred 
responsibility for the filing of section 602 petitions from pro­
bation officers to DAs, mandated that the DA act as prosecutor 
and representative of the people in adju~i~atory. he~ring~,. and 
provided DAs the opportunity to partlclpate ln dlSposltlonal 
hearings. 

The district attorney's new role in juvenile court substantially 
impacted the nature and outcome of ~uvenile proce~dings .. Prior 
to 1977, section 602 petitions were flIed byprobatlon offlcers, 
who, presumably, worked with the judge to ieentify th~ most 
"rehabilitative" disposition for the juvenile. with the lntro­
duct ion of district attorneys, the orientation of juvenile pro­
ceedings shifted. According to researchers assessing the impact 
of AB 3121, the DAs "were more zealous prosecutors than the p:o­
bat ion officers, and ... their prosecutions led to more Sectlon 
602 adjudications and more orders for secure custody." 
(Schneier, 1982, p. 8). This was a result not only of the intro­
duction of DAs in juvenile proceedings, but also the noticeable 
lack of any mandates or financial support for defense represen~a­
tion. Thus, the "infusion of adversary skills on the prosecutlon 
side in 1977 was not matched bv an infusion of new talent or 
skill· on the defense side." (~teinhart, February 1980, p. 12.) 

When YA studied AB 3121, they carne to slightly different findings 
regarding the handling of section 602 offenders. Their statewide 
data showed an increase in the number of petitions handled by 
juvenile courts following enactment of the law, but no cha~ges ~n 
dispositional practices. However, for a Northern Callfornla 
sample of juvenile cases, Section 602 dispositions became more 
severe for the more serious offenses. 

Although these research findings do differ, it is clear that 
AB 3121 has had its intended effect: It has dealt more harshly 
with serious juvenile offenders. This would account for some of 
the increase in YA cbIT~itments since 1977. 
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6.3 PROPOSITION 8 

Proposition 8, passed by California voters in June 1982, states 
that "[n]otwithstanding any other provision of law, no person 
convicted of murder, rape or any other serious felony, as defined 
in Section 1192.7 of the Penal Code, committed while he or she 
was 18 years of age or older shall be committed to Youth Author­
ity." 

The constitutionality of Proposition 8 was thrown into doubt when 
challenges were brought based upon the "single subject rule". 
The California Supreme Court, in a swiftly-rendered decision, 
held that this measure did not violate the "single subject rule". 
The Court refused to rule, however, on the constitutionality of 
the separate sections of the initiative. Therefore, it is possi­
ble that a case will arise concerning the provision cited above. 
The Court will rule, at that time, on the section's constitution­
ality. 

This provision, if implemented as written, will dramatically 
affpct commitments to YA, as many of those who would have been 
committed to YA from the criminal (adult) courts will be sent to 
CDC. Thus, CDC's population will increase by the amount of the 
YA population decrease. YA originally estimated that their 
FY 83-84 ending population would be 6017. YA estimates that 
Proposition 8 will reduce that figure by approximately 600, 
resulting in an ending population of 5417. That figure is well 
below the 5872 wards confined in YA at the end of 1981. 

6.4 BUDGETARY CONSTRAINTS 

Many counties in California are faced with a variety of budget 
problems, often resulting from reduced state funding (e.g., Prop­
osition 13). We assessed the effects of these budgetary problems 
on juvenile and criminal justice activities through a review of 
literature and individual questionnaire responses. (More 
detailed discussion on budgetary constraints can be found in 
Arthur D. Littl~, Inc. [November 1981] and Steinhart [February 
)980].) 

6.4.1 Literature Review 

Proposition 13, passed by California voters in June 1978, placed 
severe restrictions on local revenue sources available to coun­
ties. Prior to this, cities and counties derived a larger por­
tion of their funding from property tax revenues. Taxation rates 
could be adjusted based on the budgetary needs of the county. In 
FY 1978, over half of county discretionary funds and over one­
quarter of city revenues were derived from property tax revenues. 

Limitations placed on property tax rates by Proposition 13 have 
severely restricted the ability of counties to generate revenues. 
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In an effort to avert fiscal crisis, the state initially provided 
"bailout" funds to counties. Because of this, and be~ause of a 
healthy state economy, basic criminal j~s~ice functlons were 
preserved during the early years of Proposltlon 13. 

The serious impact of Proposition 13 is now apparent. The bud­
gets of many probation departments have been severely cut. 
According to Tim Fitzharris, Executive Director of the California 
Probation, Parole and Correctional Association, average budget 
cuts have been approximately 11% (Drager, July 1979, p. 242). In 
its FY 1981 budget, the Los Angeles County. Probation Department 
was cut by approximately 15% or $15 million. 

Resources for capital funding were also severely reduced. Sev­
eral counties were unable to maintain or construct jail facili­
ties that comply with licensing standards. 

The budget cuts following Proposition 13 are cited as a factor,in 
minimizing the effects of the County Justice System Subventlon 
Program. "Representatives of l<;>cal government often note that 
the potential impact of the CJSSP ln terms of new or expanded 
justice system services was virtually negated by the enactment of 
Proposition 13. . • " (Arthur D • Little, ~ovember 1981, 
p. 111-14). State bailout funds were essentlal ,to pre~erve 
existing, bare-bones basic criminal justice serVlces ~l.e., 
police courts corrections). Minimal resources were avallable 
for th~ develop~ent of the local level, communit~-based alterna­
tives to incarceration envisioned in the SUbventlon Program. 

6.4.2 Questionnaire Responses 

Seeking firsthand knowledge of the effects of b~dget cu~s on 
juvenile justice system activities, we,aske~ pr<;>batl<;>n <;>fflce:s 
and juvenile court judges about the flnanclal sltuatlon ln thelr 
counties. 

PROBATION OFFICERS. We asked probation officers whether their 
counties had experienced budget cuts, staff reductions, or 
increased case load sizes between 1976 and 1981. The respondents 
were nearly unanimous in emphasizing the drastic budget ~uts that 
have occurred in their departments. In 6 of the 7 countles t~at 
responded, at least one individual ind~cated that caseload,slze 
increased. In 5 of these counties, the lncreases were a dlrect 
result of staff reductions, while the sixth county cited increas­
ing referrals as the cause. The caseloads in two counties 
increased from 75 to 120 and from 70 to 130, while a third county 
recently lost 250 probation officers, and a fourth lost 16% of 
its staff. 

Budget cuts and staffing reductions of this magnitude clearly 
affect both the quantity and auality of supervision provided to 
probationers. Several co~nties were forced to eliminate 
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essential services, such as informal probation and rehabilitative 
casework. Another detrimental outgrowth of incre~sed caseload 
size is that an increasingly greater portion of a probation offi­
cer's time must be devoted to paperwork (e.g., court-ordered 
reports, filing of petitions), thus leaving even less time for 
supervision. 

JUVENILE COURT JUDGES. All of the juvenile court judges inter­
viewed emphasized the budget problems that their counties are 
experiencing. Many expressed their frustration at the loss of 
the local programs which were seen as less costly, and more 
effective, than YA. 

Many judges indicated that in their counties, the most serious 
budget problems ar~ yet to be experienced. Several stated that 
the county boards of supervisors are now in the process of imple­
menting further reductions in services and programs. 

The reduction in probation services and local programs can affect 
YA commitments in several ~,ays. First, if probation officers are 
unable to provide informal probation, they may be more inclined 
to petition the case to court, thus subjecting the juvenile to 
the possibility of a YA. commitment. Second, we found that the 
"availability of adequate supervision through county probation" 
was a relatively i~portant factor in juvenile court judges' sen­
tencing decisions. Specifically, this was ranked as seventh out 
of 20 factors. Thus, as caseloads increase and supervision time 
decreases, judges may be more inclined to commit a juvenile to 
YA. Finally, if local facilities/services are overburdened or 
eliminated completely, counties may have nowhere to turn other 
than to state facilities. 

6.5 PROBATION SUBSIDY: FISCAL INCENTIVES FOR LOCAL 
SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES 

Since 1965, California 'has tried several means of providing coun­
ties with financial incentives to retain offenders at the local 
level. The first effort, the Probation Subsidy Program, was 
initiated at a time when California's juvenile population, 
arrests, and commitments to YA were increasing dramatically. In 
1965, the number of first commitments to YA had reached an all­
time high of 6189, resulting in a need for additional institu­
tional capacity. (Some of the information in this section is 
based on Griffiths, 1981, and Washburn, June 1978.) 

The Probation Subsidy Progr.am was designed to decrease the use of 
state correctional institutions by providing financial subsidies 
for local probation services. 

"If a county reduced its commitments durinq a given year 
below an 'expected number of commitments' (arrived at by 
determining the past commitment performance over a 
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five-year period), ·that county was reimbursed in accor­
dance with the number of hypothetical' state commitments 
treated in the home community. The more that counties 
reduced their commitments to state institutions the more 
they were reimbursed." (Griffiths, 1981, p. 2.) 

There is little doubt that the Subsidy Program reduced commit­
ments to state facilities, at least temporarily. This was par­
ticularly true for juvenile court commitments to YA. First 
commitments dropped from 4648 in 1965 to only 1464 in 1971. 
Female commitments dropped even more substantially, from 980 in 
1965 to 2~3 in 1973. While the counties retained the younger, 
less serlOUS offenders at the local level, YA received the older 
and more ser'iously delinquent youths. As the juvenile court 
commitment rate dwindled to about 30% 'of what it was prior to 
Probation Subsidy, YA no longer needed additional institutions. 
The available bed space allowed YA to transfer older wards who 
had previously been housed at the California Department of Cor­
rections to YA facilities. This, too, effectively increased the 
average age of YA's institutional population by about three 
years, from 16 to 19. 

In addition to changing the types of offenders committed to and 
housed in YA, Probation Subsidy led to an increase in the average 
length of institutional stav from 9.4 months in 1965 to 12.7 
months in 1975. This was an o~tgrowth of two factors: (1) in­
stitutional staff no longer had the population pressures which 
had previously forced the release of wards in order to make room 
for new admissions, and (2) there was a disproportionate increase 
in wards committed for more serious offenses as counties 
retai~ed those charged with lesser off~nses. A~ the length of 
stay lncreased, the daily population also increased. 

Unfortunately, the positive effects of the Subsidy Program dimin­
ished over time. The reduction in ?ommitments peaked between 
1971 and 1973, followed by a gradual lncrease in commitments. 
The same trend occurred with regards to another goal of the Sub­
si~y Program: to provide more even administration of justice. 
Prlor to th~ Program, there ~ere wide sentencing discrepancies 
between countles. The Program lntended to ,"even out" differences 
in commitment rates through its financial incentives. This goal 
was achieved during ~he early years ~f the Program, until 
1972-73. However, wlth the passage of time, counties shifted 
toward their previous commitment rates and the discrepancies 
reappeared. 

By 1974, criticism w~s mo~nting against the subsidy law. Oppo­
nents charged that lt dlscouraged counties from sentencing 
serious offenders to state correctional institutions. Law 
enforcement pointed out that the reduction in state commitments 
placed a heavier load on their agencies. In lieu of going to YA 
or prison, offenders were likely to receive a combination jail 
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and probation sentence. It was felt that this led to more crime 
LIS u result of their presence in the community. 

Additionally, the fixed subsidy of $4,000 for each reduced com­
mitment did not keep pace with inflation. As the cost of provid­
ing local probation services increased, the subsidy became less 
of a financial incentive for retaining offenders at the local 
level. Finally, there was criticism of the provision that Sub­
sidy monies could only be used for probation services, and not 
for prevention or diversion activities. 

6.6 COUNTY JUSTICE SYSTEM SUBVENTION PROGRAM 

In response to these criticisms, the Subsidy Program was replaced 
by the County Justice System Subvention Program (CJSSP) in July 
1978 (enacted by AB 90 and AB 2091). The provisions of these 
bills are contained in Article VII, Division 2.5, Chapter 1, 
Welfare and Institutions Code. (Arthur D. Little, Inc., con­
ducted a thorough evaluation of CJSSP, resulting in the publica­
tion of numerous reports. We found these' reports useful in pre­
paring this section. See also work by David Steinhart of the 
California Child, Youth and Family Coalition.) 

The program has two underlying philosophical features: 

(1) Counties must remain below a prescribed rate of juvenile and 
adult commitments to state correctional institutions in 
order to receive Program funds. Serious offenders, speci­
fied in W&I Code, Section 1812, are excluded and not charged 
to the county's commitment level. 

(2 ) Counties decide for themselves how to best use funds. They 
are encouraged to develop local sentencing alternatives for 
less serious offenders rather than committing them to 
already overcrowded state correctional institutions. 

The Subvention Program was designed to work in much the same 
manner as Probation Subsidy. Counties maintaining appropriate 
commitment rates receive funding for a wide range of criminal 
justice activities. Like Probation Subsidy, the new Program 
attempts to encourage counties to retain local custody of con­
victed offenders (Steinhart, February 1980, p. 13). Other goals 
of the Program include: (1) protecting society from crime and 
delinquency, (2) encouraging greater selectivity in the kinds of 
offenders retained in the community, (2) reducing the number of 
offenders reentering the local judicial systems, and (4) caring 
for status offenders. 

In 1979, the first year of the Program, counties received a total 
of $55 million. By 1982, the annual allocation was approximately 
$62 million. Although these Subvention monies were minimal in 
comparison to the total state and local operating costs of the 
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justice system, they were badly needed at a time when local fund­
ing has been reduced by Proposition 13. 

Overall, the Subvention Program has not reduced commitments to 
state facilities. Comparing commitm~nts to state institutions 
prior to 1978 and during the first two years of the Program, 
Arthur D. Little, Inc., found that 8 of their 10 selected coun­
ties actually experienced increases in commitments. 

The major increases, however, have been to California Department 
of Corrections (CDC) rather than to YA. In FY 1979-80, 7 of the 
10 counties experienced a reduction in YA first commitments as 
compared with the four years prior to the Subvention Program. 
Statistics compiled by YA ehow that first commitments declined by 
approximately 4% in 1979, the first complete year of the Subven~ 
tion Program, but then increased during the following two years. 

Other evaluations of the Subvention Program concluded that it has 
done little to reduce commitments to YA. According to the Cali­
fornia Children, Youth and Family Coalition, there are a number 
of reasons for this failure. First, AB 90 calculates the adult 
and juvenile commitment rates together. Counties with excessive 
adult commitments may be disqualified from receiving subvention 
monies, thus removing the financial incentive to reduce juvenile 
commitments. Second, counties have wide discretion in allocating 
Subvention monies. Because of local probation cutbacks, re­
sources typically are allocated to existing, essential criminal 
justice functions rather than community-based alternatives to 
incarceration. Special interest groups often challenge the local 
determination of the use of Program funds, feeling that they have 
not received their nfair share" of the monies. 

Many counties have found it difficult to stay below their pre­
scribed commitment rat.e in an era of increasingly severe public 
attitude toward crime and pressure for more prison sentences. 
According to evaluations conducted by Arthur D. Little, Inc., 
there were substantial increases in crime and commitment rates in 
the five years prior to implementation of the Subvention Program. 
For example, the offense rate per 100,000 population for the 
seven major offenses increased by 13%. First commitments to YA 
rose by 25.8%, while first commitments to CDC increased by 74%. 
These changes coincided with a shift toward increasingly violent 
and serious offenses. 

Additionally, the legislative intent of AB 90 (the encouragement 
of local sentencing alternatives) conflicts with recent legisla­
tion which mandates state imprisonment for certain offenses. 
Bills passed since the inception of .California's determinate 
sentencing law gene.rally increased the punishment for criminal 
activities. These bills expanded the number of offenses for 
which probation and suspended sentences are precluded, in effect 
mandating incarceration. Since many of these offenses are among 
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those specified in W&I Section 1812, they are excluded from the 
calr-ulations of county commitment levels. These offenses con­
tinue to place a burden on state correc~ional facilities. One 
such "free" commitment is robbery with an enhancement. In 1981, 
414 cases were committed to YA for enhanced robbery. 

Other reasons behind the minimal impact of the Subvention Program 
relate to existing budgetary constraints at the local, state and 
federal levels. These constraints are discussed in Section 6.4, 
Budgetary Constraints. 

6.7 SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE AND BUDGETARY CONSIDERATIONS 

It is apparent that fiscal and political trends of the past six 
years seriously affect the ability of counties to handle con­
victed offenders at the local level. This, in turn, affects the 
level of commitments to both adult and juvenile state correc­
tional facilities. Hoped-for reductions in commitments, like 
those achieved in the early 1970's as a result of the Probation 
Subsidy Program, simply have not been realized by its successor, 
the County Justice System Subvention Program. Although partially 
a result of flaws in the Program itself, much of the failure must 
be attributed to budget cuts and a stagnant state economy. The 
important lesson to be learned from past legislative efforts is 
that any future attempts to reduce the number of wards committed 
to YA must incorporate effective means of supporting local sen­
tencing alternatives and, more importantly, maintaining these 
over a long period of time. 

While past legislative efforts to reduce. YA. comm.itments did not 
have any appreciable long-term effects, Proposition 8 may signif­
icantly reduce YA's population. If Proposition 8 is implemented 
as written, YA may receive 600 fewer wards in FY 83-84 than 
originally estimated. 
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SECTION 7 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

During the past six years, the YA institutional population 
increased significantly. At the beginning of 1976, YA institu­
tions housed 4579 wards. By the end of 1981, this figure had 
jumped to 5876, well over the number of usable* beds of the 
institutions. Budgeted capacity, however, has been increased to 
accommodate the larger population. 

Our purpose in undertaking the present stu~y was to find out why 
YA's institutional population has increased so dramatically. We 
first examined the admissions and releases that occurred among 
the YA population between 1976 and 1981, in order to assess their 
relative importance as contributors to i.nstitutional overcrowd­
ing. 

7.1 POPULATION TRENDS IN THE YOUTH AUTHORITY 

We identified the following major findings regarding admissions 
to YA: 

Ct FIRST COMMITMENTS. Between 1976 and 1981, the number of 
first commitments increased in every year except 1979. In 
1976, 3558 wards were newly admitted to the YA, compared to 
4083 in 1981. This represents an increase of 14.8%, or 525 
wards. 

This increase was primarily a result of an increase in the 
number of first commitments from juvenile courts. Commit­
ments from this source rose by 23.7%, or 417 cases, between 
1976 and 1981. The remaining 108 wards (525 minus 417) were 
accounted for by an increase in first commitments from the 
adult courts. 

• PAROLE RETURNS. While the number of first commi t.ments 
increased between 1976 and 1981, the number of parolees 
returned to YA declined slightly. In 1976, a total of 1105 
parolees were returned to YA, compared with 1002 in 1981. 
While the number of parolees returned without a new commit­
ment increased, those with a new co~nitment declined (i.e., 
recommitments) . 

This decline in recommitments was most evident at the adult 
court level. In the past, the majority of all recommitments 
came from the adult courts. However, between 1976 and 1981, 
adult court re'commitments dropped from 62% to only 20% of 
the total number of recommitments (from 380 to 81). 

*Excluding beds reserved for special purposes (e.g., detention, 
hospital) . 
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Recommitments from juvenile courts increased in 1977, but 
have declined since that time. 

The major findings regarding releases from the Youth Authority 
were as follows. 

• PAROLE RELEASES. The number of wards released on parole 
showed a general decline over the years 1976 through 1981. 
In 1976, 4892 wards were paroled, compared with 4200 in 
1981. This represents a decline of 14.1%, or 692 wards. We 
found that a smaller and smaller portion of YA. wards were 
released each year, rosulting in a larger remaining popula­
tion. 

TO SUMMARIZE, our findings indicated that the two basic factors 
which contributed to institutional overcrowding during the years 
1976 through 1981 were: (1) an increase in the number of new 
commitments, primarily from the juvenile courts, and (2) a 
decrease in the number of parolees released from YA. The decline 
in parole releases is more clearly understood in relation to the 
increase in average length of stay (see Section 7.6). 

Based on our preliminary literature review and discussions with 
YA staff, we identified a number of likely causes of these 
trends. These causes can be categorized into seven areas: 

Causes related to increased YA admissions 
(1) Demographic trends (juvenile and adult population) 
(2) Judicial processing trends (juvenile and adult 

justice systems) 
(3) Changes in offender characteristics 

Causes related to declining YA releases 
(4) Trends in the length of time that YA wards spend in 

institutions 
(5) Youthful Offender Parole Board Policy 
(6) YA ward characteristics 

Causes related to both increased admissions and declining 
releases: 
(7) Legislation and budgetary considerations 

In general, we placed more emphasis on an analysis of juvenile 
court commitments than on adult court commitments, since the 
latter are declining and thus their impact is less. YA's policy 
of rejecting increasing numbers of adult court commitments (until 
September 1982) further reduced the effects of processing deci­
sions at this level. 
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7.2 DEMOGFAPHIC TRENDS 

Between 1976 and 1981, the overall population of juveniles (aged 
10 through 17) declined by 5.5%. At the same. time, the overall 
population of young adults (aged 18 through 20) increased by 
9.6%. Combined, the population of youth aged 10 to 20 declined 
by 1.3% between 1976 and 1981. 

Estimates prepared by YA compare the populRtion of young males 
(aged 13 through 20) in each ethnic group. Despite a slight 
decrease in the total 13- through 20-year-old male population 
between 1975 and )980, Blacks increased by 2.6%, Hispanics 
increased by 28.6%, "Others" increased by 59.2%, and Whites 
declined by 11%. The impact of this change is apparent when 
commitment rates per 1,000 felony arrests are compared: Blacks 
averaged 34.5 commitments, while Hispanics averaged 28.3, and 
Whites averaged 19.2. It is likely this growing number of young, 
minority-group males is reflected in the population of offenders 
seen in the juvenile and adult justice systems. ~nd the fact 
that an increasingly larger portion of YA wards are minorities 
undoubtedly reflects the population shifts. 

7.3 ARREST TRENDS 

We identified several major trends among juvenile and young adult 
arrests: 

• JUVENILES. Overall, juvenile arrests for law violations 
declined by 11.2% from 1976 through 1981, with felony 
arrests declining by 9.7% and misdemeanors by 12.1%. 

At the 
icide, 
nearly 
theft) 

same time, arrests for offenses against persons (hom­
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault) remained 
stable, while property arrests (burglary, theft, auto 
declined by 12.3%. 

• YOUNG ADULTS. While arrests of juveniles declined, those of 
young adults increased. Statewide, between 1977 and 1981 
(data not available for 1976), there was a 20% increase in 
felony arrests and a 30% increase in misdemeanor arrests 
among this age group. Serious personal felonies and serious 
property felonies increased by 16% and 20% respectively. 
Between 1977 and 1981, population of 18- through 20-year­
olds increased by only about 6%. Thus, arrests rose dispro­
portionately. 

TO SUMMARIZE, arrest trends reflect population trends: The more 
serious juvenile arrests are stabilizing or declining, while 
those of young adults are increasing. 
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7.4 .JUVENILE AND ADUL'l' JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING TRENDS 

The likelihood of a commitment to YA from juvenile court is very 
small when compared to criminal (adult) court. Among petitions 
Fustained in the juvenile court, only 1.9% of initial petitions 
and 6.5% of subsequent petitions were committed to YA in 1981. 
In criminal courts, approximately 25% of the convictions of young 
offenders (under 20 years) arrested on felony charges resulted in 
a YA sentence. 

7.4.1 Juvenile Justice System 

Between 1976 and 1981, there were several prominent changes in 
the volume and processing of cases at each level of the juvenile 
justice syste~, some of which have affected YA's population. 

• LAW ENFORCEMENT. The total number of arrests (law viola­
t~ons and status offenses) handled by law enforcement agen­
Cles declined by 23%. A larger portion of those arrested 
were referr~d on to probation. 

• PROBATION. Probation departments handled 15% fewer initial 
referrals in 1981 than in 1976. A greater portion of ini­
tial referrals were petitioned to juvenile court in 1977 
than in 1976, a portion which decreased in each of the suc­
ceeding years. 

• COURTS. The courts handled 15% fewer initial petitions and 
2% more subsequent petitions in 1981 than in 1976. The 
proportion of initial petitions that was sustained and the 
YA commitment rate for initial petitions increased result-. . ' 
lng. 7n even more ~A commitments each year. For subsequent 
petltlons, the commltment rate increased significantly in 
1977. Since 1977, both the number and rate of commitments 
have declined. (Findings for subsequent petitions are based 
on 57 counties, since reliable data were not available for 
Los AngeJes.) 

Based on these findings, increased juvenile court commitments to 
YA were not a result of a mere increase in the number of cases 
processed through the system. Rather, they were a function of 
changes in the way that the system responds to the cases 
received. Of particular importance is the increasing severity of 
c~urt dispositions for initial petitions. These changes are par­
tlally a result of the increased severity of offenses. Based on 
data ~rom 57 counties, the number of felony cases among initial 
probatlon referrals and initial juvenile court petitions 
increased between 1976 and 1981. 
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7.4.2 Adult Justice System 

Both the population of youth aged 18 through 20 and the number of 
arrests involving that age group increased during the years 1977 
through 1981 (arrest data not available for 1976). The number of 
cases entering the adult justice system, and the number of cases 
which could subsequently be sentenced to YA, increased by roughly 
20%. 

Between 1976 and 1981, several changes in adult system processing 
of young adult (under 20) felony arrests occurred: 

• LAW ENFORCEMENT AND DISTRICT ATTORNEY DISPOSITIONS. Law 
enforcement officials and district attorneys became more 
selective, choosing only the more serious cases for eventual 
court prosecution. 

• COURT DISPOSITION. The conviction rate increased in a 
fairly consistent manner between 1976 and 1981. Among those 
offenders who were sentenced by the superior courts: 
(1) prison sentences were meted out with increasing fre­
quency, (2) sentences that combined probation and jail were 
used with increasing frequency until 1979 and 1980, but then 
declined; (3) probation alone, and jail alone, were used 
less frequently; (4) since 1977, YA was used increasingly 
more often. 

YA serpens cases committed from the adult courts prior to their 
accp.ptance. Thus, these commitments are dependent not only upon 
judicial processing decisions, but alsc YA rejection policies. 
YA can modify its rejection policies based upon population pres­
sures. A stringent rejection policy in effect from July 1981 to 
September 1982 resulted in a large portion of the adult court 
commitments being rejected based on the lack of available space. 
The reduction in parole returns from the adult courts in 1981 was 
undoubtedly related to the stringent policy. 

Although the policy of rejecting cases based on a lack of avail­
able space has been rescinded, YA continues to reject cases which 
it feels cannot materially benefit from YA training and treatment 
programs. Thus, YA is able to exert a great deal of control over 
the number of adult court admissions through its rejection poli­
cies. 

7.5 OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS 

Based on our literature review and interviews with juvenile jus­
tice system officials, we found that two of the most important 
factors in determining how a case will be handled are the seri­
ousness of the offense and prior record of the offender. Thu~e 
anticipated that the juvenile justice system processing trends we 
identified might be related to changes in these two characteris~ 
tics. 

1 
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Through our BCS data analysis, we found that offenses handled by 
thp. juvenile justice system have become progressively more seri­
nus. This was supported by questionnaire responses from prnba­
tion officers, district attorneys, and juvenile court judges. 
Respondents felt that juvenile offenders handled in 1981 were 
more sophisticated and were more frequently involved in gangs 
than those in 1976. Also, the combined responses of probation 
officers, DAs, and juvenile court judges showed a trend toward 
longer prior records of juveniles. Probation officers and juve­
nile court judges both indicated that the increasing seriousness 
and longer prior records of offenders were associated with higher 
commitment rates. 

Jf these responses are indicative of statewide trends, then the 
juvenile offenders of recent years are quite different from those 
of 1976: They are more sophisticated, more likely to participate 
in a gang, and have a more extensive prior record. These changes 
undoubtedly played a part in the juvenile justice system process­
ing trends that occurred between 1976 and 198]. 

We were also interested to learn why YA commitment rates vary so 
dramatically from one county to another. Among ~ounties which 
had relatively high commitment rates, probation officers and 
juvenile court judges alike cited the particularly serious nature 
of offenders in their community. In the counties which had rela­
tively low commitment rates, judges highlighted two important 
reasons for the low rates: (1) the counties make a concerted 
effort to find local placements, using YA only as a last resort, 
and (2) the counties have good local alternatives available. 

7.6 LENGTH OF INSTITUTIONAL STAY 

Based on our analysis of YA data, we found that a primary cause 
of overcrowding in the past six years is the ever-increasing 
length of time that wards spend in the institutions. In 1977, 
the average length of stay dropped to a low of 10.9 months, com­
pared with 13.1 months in 1981. Since a one-month increase in 
length of stay is equal to an increase of nearly 400 in the 
institution population, this change contributes heavily to over­
crowding. 

The two factors identified as causes of this increased length of 
institutional stay were: (1) changes in Youthful Offender Parole 
Board policy, and (2) changes in ward characteristics. 

• YOPB POLICY. A major change in Board policy occurred in 
June of 1978 when the PCD interval (i.e., sentence length) 
for many of the more serious offenses nearly doubled. Since 
that time, other minor changes have continued the trend to 
increase PCD intervals. The net effect of these changes has 
been to increase the average PCD interval for YA wards from 
10.4 months in 1976 to 16.9 months in 1981. 

• 
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Additionally, changes to the Administrative Code are now 
being considered that will further aggravate the overcrowd­
i~g problem. YA staff estimates that the proposed changes 
wlll increase the Department's needs by approximately 100 
beds. 

WARD CHARACTERISTICS. The offenses for vvhich wards were 
committed to YA became more serious over the past six years. 
Between 1976 and 1981, the number of wards committed for 
offenses against persons increased by approximately 27%, 
while those for property offenses increased by 22%. YA data 
also indicate that wards were committed with less extensive 
prior records. 

Since a ward's sentence length is based on the commitment 
offense, we know that the more serious offenses of recent 
years contributed to the overall increase in average PCD 
interval. 

7.7 LEGISLATIVE AND BUDGETARY CONSIDERATIONS 

Fiscal and legislative trends of the past six years serl0usly 
affected the ability of counties to handl~ convicted offenders at 
the local level. This, in turn, affected the level of commit­
ments to both adult and juvenile state correctional facilities. 

7.7.1 IRgislative Changes 

The current "get-tough-on-crime" attitude has prompted many leg­
islators to introduce bills toughening penalties and mandating 
incarceration for various crimes tried in the adult courts. 
However, given the purposes and indeterminate sentencing policy 
of the juvenile justice system, legislators have not increased 
the penalties for offenses adjudicated in the juvenile courts 
(i.e 7 , increase the minimum length of institutional stay, make 
commltment to YA mandatory). Nonetheless, juvenile justice sys­
tem officials are not unaware of these pressures to toughen the 
stance against offenders. 

7.7.2 AB 3121 

AB 3121, enacted in January 1977, was in large part a response to 
public demand for reforms in the juvenile justice system. The 
primary intent of the law was to remove status offenders from the 
jurisdiction of the juvenile courts and to encourage a harsher 
response to more serious juvenile offenders. 

In terms of YA overcrowding, the most important features of the 
law were: (1) the deinstitutionalization of status offenders, 
thus prohibiting commitment to YA; and (2) the introduction of 
D~s.i~to juvenile ~o~rt proceed~ngs. The law transferred respon­
slblllty for the flllng of Sectlon 602 petitions from probation 
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officers to DAs, mandated that the DA act as prosecutor in adju­
dicatory hearings, and allowed DAs to participate in disposi­
tional hearings. 

The changes mandated by AB 3121 resulted in a more adversarial 
approach to juvenile proceedings. DAs prosecuted juvenile cases 
more zealously than their predecessors, the probation officers, 
leading to more sustained petitions and orders for secure place­
ment among Section 602 (delinquent) offenders. 

It is clear that AB 3121 achieved its intended effects: It has 
dealt more harshly with serious juvenile offenders. This con­
tributed to the increase among juvenile court commitments to YA 
since 1977. 

7.7.3 Proposition 8 

Proposition 8, passed by California voters in June 1982 will 
greatly affect commitments to YA. The initiativ6 provided that 
persons convicted of specified serious felonies could not be 
committed to YA if over 18 at the time the offens~ was committed. 
Thus, juvenile offenders who would now be commi t'f':ed to the YA 
would have to be sentenced to CDC. CDC's popula~ion, therefore, 
will increase by an amount equivalent to the redu~tion in YA's 
popUlation. YA estimates there will be 600 fe'wer commitments due 
to Proposition 8 in FY 83-84 than originally estimated. 

7.7.4 Budget 

Many counties are faced with a variety of budgetary problems, 
often resulting from reduced state funding. Proposition 13, 
passed by California voters in June 1978, severely restricted the 
revenues available to cities and counties by "freezing" property 
tax rates at a low level. In an attempt to avert fiscal crisis, 
the state initially provided "bailout" funds to counties, which 
helped to preserve basic criminal justice functions. 

As state bailout funds diminished and the economy in general 
stagnated, the full fiscal impact of Proposition 13 became appar­
ent. Our interviews with local juvenile justice system officials 
showed that many essential services have been curtailed or elimi­
nated entirely. Juvenile court judges, in particular, expressed 
frustration at the loss of local programs which were seen as less 
costly and more effective than YA. Unfortunately if local 
facilities and services are overburdened or eli~inated com­
pletely, counties may have nowhere to turn other than state 
facilities. 

7.7.5 Probation Subsidy Program 

Since 1965, California has tried several means of providing coun­
ties with financial incentives to retain offenders at the local 
level. The Probation Subsidy Program was initiated at a time 

r 
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when California's juvenile population, arrests, and <;ommitr;tents 
to YA were increasing dramatically. The Program provlded flnan­
cial subsidies to counties which stayed under a specified level 
of commitments to state facilities. 

During its early years, the Subsidy Program ~uccessfully reduced 
juvenile court commitments to YA: First commltments,d:opped from 
4648 in 1965 to only 1464 in 1971. However, the pos~tlve effects 
of the Program diminished over time, as county commltment rates 
shifted toward pre-Subsidy levels. 

7.7.6 County Justice System Subvention Program 

In response to growing criticism of the Subsidy Pr~gram, Cali­
fornia initiated the County Justice System Subventlon ,Program 
(CJSSP) in July 1978. The Subvention Program was deslgned,to 
work in much the same manner as Probation S~bsidy. ,Countles 
maintaining appropriate commitment rates re<;elved fund~ng for a 
wide range of criminal justice activities. Llke Pr~batlon Su~­
sidy, the new Prog:am atte~pts to encourage countles to retaln 
local custody of convlcted of renders. 

Ctatistics compiled by YA show that first conunitments declined by 
; proximately' 4% in 1979, the first complete year of CJSSP, ,but 
t~en increased during the following two years. Other evaluatlons 
of the Program concluded that it has ~one little t~ redu<;e YA 
commitments. The two principle reasons cltea for thlS fallure 
are: 

(1 ) 

(2 ) 

Counties 
fied from 
financial 

with excessive adult commitments may be disquali­
receiving subvention monies, th~s removing the 
incentive to reduce juvenile commltments. 

Counties have wide discretion in allocating subvention mo~­
ies. Because of local probation cutback~, re~o~rces, tY~l­
cally are aJlocated to existing, essentlal cr~mlnal J~stlce 
functions rather than community-ba.sed alternatlves to lncar­
ceration. 

Thus reductions in cow~itments achieved in the early 1970's as a 
result of the Probation Subsidy Program ~imply hav~ not been 
realized by its successor, the County Justlce Subven~lon Program. 
Al though partially a result of flaws in ·the Program :1. tself , much 
of the failure must be attributed to budget cuts and a stagnant 
state economy. 

The important lesson to be learned from past legislative effo:ts 
is that any future attempts to re~uce the number of wards commlt­
ted to YA must incorporate effectlve means of supporting local 
sentencing alternatives and, mor8 importantly, maintaining these 
over a long period of time. 

1 
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PART II 

EFFECTS OF OVERCROWDING 

SECTION 1 

BACKGROUND 

During the past decade, correctional institutions across the 
country have been plagued by burgeoning inmate populations. 
Population density and overcrowding can affect inmate behavior. 
A crowded prison environment, forcing inmates already prone to 
antisocial behavior into closer proximity to each other, can 
endanger the physical and psychological well-being of inmates. 
The prisons at Attica, New York and New Mexico were overcrowded 
when rioting erupted. Incidents of inmate stabbings and other 
violence purportedly increase during periods of overcrowding. 
The concern with crowding and behavior is not a new one. Many 
studies on the effects of crowding on human and other animal 
behavior were conducted as early as the 1960s. Systematic 
research on overcrowding in adult or youth correctional facili­
ties, however, is relatively sparse. This research is essential 
before policymakers can accurately assess the effects of over­
crowaing and establish standards to minimize negative effects. 

The constitutional prohibition against "cruel and unusual punish­
ment" has fostered many legal actions across the country, as well 
as here in California. Although YA has not been drawn into these 
actions, California's county jails and state facilities elsewhere 
have been sued on the grounds that ovclcrowded conditions consti­
tute "cruel and unusual punishment". 

Class action suits focus upon conditions often associated with 
prison crowding. The right to protection from violence, the 
right to basic care, and the right to be free of psychological 
debilitation are basic to the Constitution's guarantees. Court 
decisions on the "cruel and unusual punishment" issue concur with 
the experts in the field, finding that crowded conditions often 
foster the worst in those incarcerated and in the institutional 
system itself (Clements, 1979, p. 217). In the juvenile justice 
system, legal problems are compounded by mandates that juvenile 
institutions rehabilitate rather than punish. 

1.1 PURPOSE OF PART II 

In Part I of this study, we assessed the causes of overcrowding 
in California's Youth Authority, looking at various demographic, 
judicial, and correctional trends during the past six years. The 
eff0.cts of overcrowding constituted the primary focus for the 
second phase of our efforts. Part II is designed to answer four 
general questions: 

Does overcrowding increase stress among wards? 
Does oV0.rcrowding increase stress among staff? 
Can YA fulfill its legislative mandate (i.e., the protection 

of society. through rehabilitation of wards) when over­
crowded? 

How does overcrowding affect budgetary considerations? 

1 
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Proposition 8, as enacted by California v~ters ~n June 1982 (s~e 
Part I, Section 6.3 for a more thorough d1ScusS1on of Proposl­
tion 8) is generally expected to decrease YA's ward population. 
This expected decrease, however, could quickly vanish and tempo­
rarily be replaced by more severe crowding than before.und~r a 
current plan to shift administrative control of several 1nstltu­
tions. . It is anticipated that administrative control of YA's 
Youth Training School (YTS) in Chino will be transferred to the 
'':;lLLfornic' Dq;'artment of Corrections (CDC), while a portion of 
CDC's California Institution for Men in Chino will be transferred 
to YA. According to YA staff, the transfer would not be com­
pleted until at least 1984. These changes alon~ will cause a net 
loss of approximately 800 beds--a loss that w1Il be offset only 
partially by a reduction of about 600 "Proposition 8" wards. 

Even assuming that overcrowding is for now a less pressing issu~, 
it is still essential to carefully scrutinize the problem. It 1S 
inevitable that population pressures will reassert themselves in 
the future. If a proper foundation is laid now, many of the 
problems associated with overcrowding can he minimized by action 
taken by policymakers at an earlier stage. 

1.2 METHODOLOGY 

1.2.1 Data Sources 

In assessing the effects of overcrowding, we relied on three 
primary dota sources: (1) exis~ing studies iden~ified during a 
review of the literature ava1lable on the tOP1C; (2) data com­
piled by YA's Management Information Systems Section, Budget 
Office, and Staff Services Section, and by the State Controller's 
Office; and (3) discussions with YA administrative staff. 

1.2.2 Site Selection and Description 

w'e examined six-year trends first for all YA institutions (ten 
schools and two principal reception centers) and then more spe­
cifically for six individual facilities. The more specific 
detailed analysis of the individual facilities is important 
since, when looking at figures for all of YA, the overcrowding 
experienced in some facilities may be offset if others are opera­
ting under their budgeted capacity. 

The six sites chosen for in-depth study include two reception 
centers and four schools: Northern Reception Center and Clinic 
(NRCC), Southern Reception Center and Clinic (SRCC), O.H. Close, 
Preston, Ventura, and Youth Training School (YTS). In choosing 
these facilities, we tried to include: (1) an even geographical 
representation; (2) a range of institutional size, pop~lation 
characteristics and living unit types; and (3) representat10n of 
male and female living units. Each of these facilities was ,over­
crowded, to varying degrees, at some point between 1976 and 1981. 
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Reception centers constitute a ward's first contact with YA. The 
rec0ption center's function is limited primarily to initial diag­
nostic studies on wards (i.e., background information which 
assists in placement decisions).* Typically, a ward remains at 
the reception center for 30 days before being transferred to the 
assigned school or camp for "treatment". The physical layout of 
the two reception centers is very similar. Each consists of 
seven living units circling a central recreation area. All of 
the normal sleeping areas are single rooms. 

YA attempts to limit its most severe crowding to the reception 
centers, holdi~g wards until space becomes available at an appro­
priate school or camp. YA shields these facilities as much as 
possible from overcrowding, since their treatment programs may be 
negatively impacted by overcrowding. 

The four schools encompass a range of sizes and types. O.H. 
Close provides academic and treatment programming for younger 
male wards (aged 13-17). With a total bed capacity** of only 
379, the facility consists of 7 open dormitories and 99 single 
rooms. One of the least secure YA facilities, O.H. Close is part 
of a larger complex of institutions located in Stockton. 

The Ventura School in Camarillo has a bed capacity of 576. It 
consists solely of single rooms and is the only YA facility which 
houses females. Programming is coeducational, focusing on aca­
demic instruction and vocational training. 

The Preston School in lone consists of 7 open dormitories and 4 
units with single rooms. Its primary emphasis is vocational 
training, although there are academic classes, an intensive drug 
training program, and an extensive treatment unit with special­
ized counseling for psychologically disturbed wards. The facil­
ity handles older wards and wards who have been transferred from 
other facilities for disciplinary or other re-asons. 

One of the largest juvenile facilities in the country, the Youth 
Training School in Chino has a bed capacity of over 1200, con­
sisting solely of single rooms. YTS handles older, more sophis­
ticated wards, offering vocational and academic training. YTS 
and Preston are the most secure YA facilities, handling similar 
offenders. The primary difference is geographic--YTS dealing 
primarily with Southern California wards and Preston handling 
wards from Northern California. 

*Each of the two reception centers also runs a small, intensive 
care treatment program for psychologically disturbed wards. 
However, this only represents a small portion of their total 
population. 

**Defined as total number of beds, less those allocated for hos­
pital and detention purposes. 
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1. 2.3 Measures and Data Analysis 

After a review of existing literature and after preliminary dis­
cussions \vi th YA administrative staff, we identified severrtl 
methods with \vhich to measure overcrowding and its effects. We 
relied primarily on archival data maintained by YA for the years 
1976 through 1981, since the scope of the study did not warrrtnt 
extensive on-site, individual data collection efforts. 

In determining the relationship between ward population and 
behavior in YA, we studied the years 1976 through 1981, comparing 
various measures of population (i.e., average daily population, 
admissions, and overcrowding) with measures of behavior (i.e., 
ward illness, grievances, and disciplinary incidents; staff ill­
ness and injury). 

We relied upon a widely used measure of the degree of association 
between two variables, the "coefficient of correlation" or urn. 
Correlation r.oefficients assess the relatedness (or unrelated­
ness) of two variables over time. For example, if we correlate 
average daily population with warn violence and obtain a high 
enough value of urn, we can assume that violence is related to 
population. * Using this measure, we can consider each year 
rather than simply the chrtnge between 1976 and 1981. 

In comparing ward and staff behavior with population, we used 
both the numbers and rates of incidents. We would expect the 
number of incidents to increase when population increases, simply 
because of the increased number of wards. However, an associa­
tion with incident rates would indicate thai behavioral changes 
are not merely a resul~of increased population. 

*Values of the coefficient may range from -1 to +1 and, gener­
ally,' the further "r" is from zero, the stronger the relation­
ship. We considered a relationship to be "significant" if the 
correlation coefficient exceeded a pre-specified value (+ or 
-.73 for significance at the .10 level). When our analysis 
indicates a significantly positive or negative relationship 
between twb measures, we can assume with relative certainty tha-c 
the t,,,o are related. However, if our analysis does not show a 
significant relationship (Le., a significant value of "r") , it 
does not necessarily signify that the the measures are unre­
lated. It may be that the measures do not accurately measure 
the concept that we are assessing (i.e., stress). Or the mea­
sures may not be s~fficiently sensitive to show differences over 
time. For a detailed discussion of correlation coefficients and 
their interpretation, see Hamburg, 1970. 

>. 
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SECTION 2 

WHAT IS OVERCROWDING? 

The concept of "overcrowding" can be measured in various ways. 
In general, these measures describe either the "spatial density" 
or "social density" of a facility. Spatial density refers to the 
number of square feet per person, while social density refers to 
the number of occupants in a housing unit. It is important to 
understand the differences between these measures, since the 
definition used can often determine whether or not a facility is 
deemed to be overcrowded. 

In reviewing literature related to overcrowding in adult and 
youth correctional facilities, we found that some studies focus 
only on total institutional populatio~, while others comp~re the 
population to some measure of capac1ty. Even the capac1ty of a 
given facility can vary, depending upon whether one looks at the 
total number- of beds or the budgeted capacity (which only 
includes staffed beds). Some of the more sophisticated studies 
look at the amount of space available for each inmate. 

2.1 MEASURES OF OVERCROWDING USED IN THE PFESENT STUDY 

For our study of YA, we compared the average daily population of 
each facility with its budgeted capacity. Each year, the Depart­
ment of Finance and the Legislature establish a "budgeted 
capacity" for YA, based in part on YA's estimate of its w~rd 
population for the following year. Since state budgetary cons1d­
erations also affect the amount of money allocated to YA, the 
budgeted capacity may fall short of Y~'s ward populati~n esti­
mate. Strtffing levels are based upon th1S budgeted capac1ty. 

For purposes of this study, we have defined,crowding as, av~rage 
daily population divided by budgeted capac1ty. When th1S f1gure 
is greater than 1, the facility has exce~d~d i~s budgeted capac­
ity and is thus overcrowded. When a fac1l1ty 1S not overcrowded, 
the average daily population will be less than the budge~ed 
copacity, and our figure will De less than 1. Our overcrowd1ng 
figure in not dichotomous. That is, there are degress of over­
crowding. 

There are several limitatior,s to our measure of overcrowding 
which must be noted. First, tr,e budgeted capacity figure which 
we rely on is not necessarily equivalent to the physical ~ed 
capaci ty of the facilities. St;!~ond, 0';1r measure ~f ov~rcrowd1ng 
relates only to social denslty, w1thout cons1derat1on of the 
spatial density of the faciliti~s. 

To supplement our overcrowding measure, we also e~am~ned the 
average daily population and the total number of adm1sS1ons each 
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year. We correlated various measures of ward and staff behavior 
with average daiJy population, institutional admissions, and 
overcrowding, assessing the relative importance of each. It is 
important to include all three measures of population, since they 
are not always related to each other. 'For example, admissions 
may drop and average daily population rise without any change in 
our measure of overcrowding if the budgeted capacity is similarly 
increased. --

2.2 OTHER COMPONENTS OF OVERCROWDING 

There are many other factors--factors which often vary from one 
institution to another--which may have a considerable impact on 
the effects of overcrowding. As such, these factors can "con­
found" our analysis of crowding. Some of the factors which are 
particularly important include type and size of living units and 
institutions, ward characteristics, and amount of daily activity. 

2.2.1 Type and Size of Living Units and Institution 

There is evidence that inmates in different sizes and types of 
living ~nits exhibit varying responses to overcrowding, even if 
the spatial density (amount of physical space per inmate) is the 
same. All other conditions being equal, the sheer size of a 
living unit is a variable that can produce physiological and 
psychological effects. Combined with overcrowding, larger living 
units generally produce more negative results on human behavior 
than do smaller living units. 

Similarly, overall institutional size is closely related to the 
effects of ov~rcrowding. Larger institutions consistently demon­
strate higher rates of suicide, death, and disciplinary incidents 
than smaller facilities (McCain, Cox, and Paulus, December 1980; 
Brown and McMillen, August 1979). Thus, the sheer population 
size of an institution exerts a negative influence on its inmates. 

2.2.2 Characteristics of Inmates 

Tolerance of overcrowding differs among individuals, apparently 
due to background factors and past learning (McCain, Cox and 
Paulus, December 1980; Clements, 1979). This is a particularly 
important factor in YA, due to the changing nature of its wards~ 
Over the years, YA wards have become more sophisticated and are 
more likely to be committed for serious offenses, to come from'an 
urban environment., and to be a minority-group member (Lerner, 
1982, p. 27). These changes may influence the effects weattri­
bute to overcrowding, either enhancing or mitigating them. 

A corollary to this is that YA was designed for younger, smaller 
wards .. A·living unit which was once comfortable for 5.0 boys may 

. be totally inadequate for 50 large young men (Lerner, 1982, p. 4·5). 
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2.2.3 Daily Routine of ~\Tards 

either be attenuated or amel~o­The effects of overcrowding may confined to crowded sleeplng 
rated by daily activity. ,Wards . tYP7cally react more 
auarters or idle for long perlods of tlme (Cl ts 
~ to overcrowding than. those who are not emen, negatively 
1979) . 

2.2.4 Controlling for.Copfounding Variables 

' 't individual data co ec lon 11 t ' efforts 
Studies that lnclude on-slfe'these confounding factors. Since we 

control for some 0 1 How 
can , ould not exert such contro s. -
relied on ar~hlv~l data, we ~e ate me~sures, such as the percent 
ever, we dld lnclude a9g g in these measures 
committed for offenses agalnst pe~~ons, ~~m~~~o ~xamined the dif­
against the effe~ts of overcro~1~~1~s a~d those that encompass 
ferences between slngle-700~ fac]. 1 between small facilities and 
both dormitories and slhng e room~, other confounding factors larger ones. There may, o~ever~ ,e 
which researchers have not ldentlfled. 

2.3 POPULATION AND CROWDING TRENDS IN YA 

time in the admissions, average daily Table 2-1 shows trends over dl'n of YA institutions (recep-l' acity and overcrow g - h 
popu atlon, cap , hI) Total admissions fluctuated eac 
tion centers and sc 00 ~. 'ulation increased steadily from 
year, w~ile ~he l~~~rag;hf:l;~e~~~g contrad·iction results from the 
1977 h t routh

g 
. length of stay increased each year (see fact t at e average , 

discussion in Part I, Sectlon 5). 

ca acity of YA institutions is less than the total 
The budgeted sin~e only a certain number of beds are useable at 
bed.capac~ty, fi ures for the six facilities are shown 
~ glven t~me. bica~:~f:Y Th~ difference between the two, measures 
ln Appen~lx ~a ,e , discussion of overcrowdlng. When 
of capaclty lS lmportant ~n o~r h' her than the budgeted capac-
the institutional pOPulat~bonl lStolrncrease- the useable bed space, 
't it might be POSSl e '~ 
l-Y", 1 1 that is closer to total bed capaclyY. ralslng lt to a eve 

~ 
I 

1 
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Table 2-1 

Admissions, Average Da~ly Population, Capacity and Crowding 
in YA Institutions (Schools and Reception Centers) 

1976 - 1981 
% Chg 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 76-81 

Total Admissions* 16,175 14,835 15,138 14,964 15,532 14,475 -10.5 

First Admissions & 
Parole Returns 4,661 4,721 4,893 4,707 5,051 4,537 -2.7 

Average Daily 
Population 4,083 3,688 4,029 4,547 4,763 5,208 27.4 

Budgeted Capacity** 4,052 3,623 4,025 4,534 4,721 5,228 29.0 

Bed Capacity*** 5,097 5,093 5,074 5,085 5,085 5,236 2.7 

Crowding 1.009 1.018 1.001 1.003 1.009 .996 

NOTE: Crowding equals average daily population divided by budgeted capacity. 

During fiscal year 1981-82, a total of 239 institutional beds 
technically could not be used because they were unstaffed (20 
beds), were used as office or storage space (59 beds), or were 
"lost" to special programs (160 beds). Certain living units 
designed to house, for example, 50 wards may be budgeted to house 
only 35 or 40, in order to implement an intensive treatment pro­
gram, such as a drug or alcohol program. The budgeted capacity 
was further reduced by 135 beds in order to accommodate daily 
turnover or overcrowding. 

The figures shown in Table 2-1 reflect the relationship between 
average daily population and budgeted capacity. Using this mea­
sure, the institutions were overcrowded during the first five 
'years of our study (1976-1980). Average daily population then 
dropped below the budgeted capacity in 1981. . 

Population trends in our six selected facilities, shown in Appen­
dix Table B-1, mirror the trends in YA institutions overall. 
While the average daily population in each facility rose, admis­
sions declined in three of the institutions and increased in the 
remaining three. 

Appendix Table B-3 shows that none of our six sites was over­
crowded in 1976. In the following years, they varied in the 
severi ty of overcrowding experienced. The' importance of these 
dif~ering trends is highlighted in our analysis of the effects of 
overcrowding presented in the following sections. 

*Includes first admissions, parole returns, 
transfers between institutions" temporary 
escape returns, and all other arrivals. 

**,Average for four calendar year quarters •. 
***As of June 30 of each year. 

contract 'cases, 
parole detention, 
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SECTION 3' 

CFOWDING AND STRESS 

The relationship between crowding and stress has been studied in 
both correctional and non-correctional setti.ngs. Although 
experts generally agree that crowding is linked to both physical 
and psychological stress, the specific findings of various stud­
ies differ. These variations are probably attributable to dif­
fering methodologies (e.g., study setting, methods of data 
collection, measures used). 

Early studies on the effects of crowding in non-correctional 
settings identified a variety of stress-related effects of over­
crowding, including illness complaints, feelings of loss of con­
trol, and social or psychological withdrawal (see McCain, Cox, 
and Paulus, 1980, p. 4, for example). Some studies noted that 
individuals can tolerate crowding for short periods of time or if 
they know that the crowded conditions have a definitive end. It 
has also been found that the effects of crowding can be amelio­
rated if the individual has a strong personal-social identity or 
a sense of belonging to a "community" (Clements, 1979, p. 219). 

While certain factors lessen the stress associated with crowding, 
others serve to enhance stress. Studies have shown that per­
ceived or real threats to one's personal safety increase the 
psychological stress of crowding. If an individual is confined 
to the crowded conditions for long periods of time, if the 
crowded setting is "closed", or if resources are limited, psycho­
logical stress may be further enhanced (Clements, 1979, p. 219). 
The ability to control one's personal space and privacy or to 
avoid unwanted social interactions has also been identified as 
related to crowdinf::J-induced stress (Sommer, 1969 i Baum and 
Valins, 1973). 

It is apparent that many of the conditions found to ameliorate 
crowding-induced stress are lacking in correctional settings, 
while the stress-enhancing conditions typify the correctional 
environment. The most obvious stress-enhancer, namely confine­
ment for long periods of time, exists in any prison or youth 
institution environment, whether crowded or not. The mere act of 
confinement prOTIlotes anxiety, whether living units are densely 
populated or not . (Nacci, Teitelbaum and Prather, 1977, p. 27). 
Given the inextricable link between involuntary confin~ment and 
crowding, it is difficult to determine the negative effects of 
each, independent of the other. 

The studies of institutional crowding that we reviewed utilized 
various measures of stress. Some researchers looked at emotional, 
psychological or physical health, while others looked at disci­
plinary incidents (ranging from minor to serious incidents), 
riots, deaths or suicides. 

i 
j 
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Some of these criteria exist in archival data maintained by the 
institutions, while others necessitate on-site data collection. 
The particular measure used in a study may affect the relation­
ship found between overcrowding and stress. 

Some researchers hypothesize that stress springs from internal­
ized ~eelings engendered by crowding, feelings such as loss of 
control over one's life, overstimulation of one's senses, or fear 
for personal safety. Others attribute stress to the lack of 
privacy or lack of activity associated with overcrowding. There 
is also a suggestion that overcrowding, by increasing the oppor­
tunity for negative encounters or unwanted social interactions, 
leads to stress. (See McCain, Cox and Paulus, December 1980, 
pp. 137-138 for discussion.) 

The difference between each of these interpre~utions is the so­
called "intervening variable" (helplessness, overstimulation, 
fear, 'lack of privacy, etc.). While factors such as fear and 
lack 0f privacy appear most consistent with the YA setting, it is 
likely that various interpretations may be true for certain indi­
viduals or in certain situations. 

3.1 STRESS AMONG YA WARDS 

In the course of this study, we looked at correlations between 
crowding and stress for both YA wards and YA staff. Presumably, 
c~owding is more likely to produce stress among wards than staff. 
While both may be subjected to fear for their personal safety, 
frequent or unwanted contacts wi,th others, and sensory stimula­
tion associated with crowded conditions, YA wards must confront 
the added impact of involuntary confinement. 

Our information on ward behavior was drawn primarily from archi­
val data. Initially, we identified five ways we might measure 
strees-related behavIor: illnesses, grievances, disciplinary 
incidents, escapes, and deaths. These were chosen after discus­
sions with YA administrative staff and reviews of other studies. 
A preliminary review of the data indicated that deaths occurred 
so infrequently in YA that they did not warrant analysi,s. Thus, 
they ,were excluded from the report. The following subsections 
discuss the four remaining measures and their relationship to 
overcrowding. 

3.1.1 Ward Illnesses 

Th~re is; considerable evidence suggesting that cro~ding impacts 
the e~otibnal and physical health of wards. Possible explana­
tions for this relationship include: (1) wards are more suscep­
tible to illness when under stress~ (2) wards are mor~ likely to 
complain when ,under stress; and (3) the lack of privacy asso­
ciated with overcrowding results in higher levels ,of illness. 
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In a recent study of YA, Lerner suggested that th~ ~environment~l 
. Its" that wards are subjected to are a cr1t1cal factor 1n 1nsu . .. . . 
undermining health: ". . .the tension of .11v1ng ln n01~y, 
crowded quarters causes anxiety, dermatolog1cal problems, h1gh 
blood pressure, and other stress-related diseases ... " (198~, p. 
18). Moore (1980) found illness co~p~aint rates to be assocla~ed 
with privacy and environmental cond1t1ons. Inmates who had 17t­
tIe privacy had higher illness complaint rates th~n those w1th 
more privacy. Inmates facing' farmlands had fewer 111ness com­
plaints than those facing interior courtyards. 

For our analysis, we examined three measures of health/illness: 
outpatient contacts in the dispensary, outpatient cont~cts in the 
living units, and number of sick days per month. F1gures were 
only available for two institutions--O.H. Close and Preston--and 
are for January and June of each year~ 

Admitte~ly illness complaints are a subjective measure of actual 
health, reflecting a ward's own perce~tion of his or her health. 
However, since we are using compla1nts as a measure.of stre~s, 
the question of whether or not co~plai~ts are assoc1ated w1th 
actual changes in physical health 1S un1mportant. 

As shown in Table 3-1, dispensary contacts* and sick days de­
clined in both O.H. Close and Preston between 1976 and 1~81. At 

h same time, admissions declined in O.H. Close, but 1ncrea~ed 
Inepreston. The average daily populations and levels of crowd1ng 
increased in both'facilities. 

*Outpatient contacts in the dispensary were dramatically lower in 
1977 than in 1976 in both facilities, possibly as a ~esult of a 
policy change. Although the number of contacts decl1ned further 
between 1977 and 1981, the decline was less abrupt. 

~, 
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Table 3-1 

Dispensary Contacts and Sick Days: O.H. Close and Preston 
1976 - 1981 (January and June) 

O.H. CLOSE 
Outpatient Contacts 

in the Dispensary 

Outpatient Contacts 
C'l the Living Units 

Sick Days 

PRESTON 
Outpatient Contacts 

in the Dispensary 

Outpatient Contacts 
on the Living Units 

Sick Days 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No, 
Rate 

1976 

8,841 
26.00 

14,482 
42.59 

144 
0.42 

6,059 
15.70 

410 
1.06 

178 
0.46 

1977 

1,951 
5.67 

11,733 
34.11 

150 
0.44 

3,816 
10.69 

505 
1.41 

156 
0.44 

1978 

1,702 
4.81 

10,317 
29.14 

118 
0.33 

3,072 
8.08 

324 
0.85 

99 
0.26 

1979 

1,213 
3.30 

7,252 
19.71 

115 
0.31 

3,998 
8.49 

304 
0.65 

104 
0.22 

1980 

2,885 
7.82 

8,327 
22.57 

130 
0.35 

3,862 
7.51 

171 
0.33 

67 
0.13 

1981 

1,368 
3.45 

7,507 
18.91 

95 
0.24 

3,634 
6.50 

113 
0.20 

127 
0.23 

'3-0 Chg 

76-81 

-84.5 

-48.2 

-34.0 

-40.0 

-72.4 

-28.7 

At O.H. Close, the number and rate of outpatient contacts and 
sick days were negatively related to two measures of population 
(average daily population and crowding). However, the relation­
ship with number of admissions was much stronger and was posi­
tive. While these findings appear contradictory a~ first, they 
are not. Admissions to O.H. Close declined, while average daily 
population and overcrowding both increased. Thus, the decline in. 
illness complaints at O. H. Closl~ is related to both :the decline 
in admissions and the increasing size of the ward population and 
level of crowding. 

At ~reston, there was a strong negative relationship between 
average daily population and the number of outpatient vis~ts on 
the living units. Admissions to Preston were negatively related· 
to the number of sick days used by wards. The measure of crowd­
ing was negatively related to both the sick day ,rate. and total 
number of outpatient contacts. In PrestoI')., the~ ," ,the growing 
ward population was associa·ted with reduced illness complaints. 

We initially predicted that illness complaints, as a ,measure of 
ward stress, wonld increase with crowding. However, data from 
O.~~ Close and.Preston directly contradicted our prediction. We 
found crowding and population to be associ~ted with reduced lev~ 
els of illness. It is possible that ,medical resources are over~ 
taxed ,when facilities are crowded, discouraging wards from 
visiting the dispensary and making it difficult for medical staff 
to visit the. living units. Similarly, staff may be unabl~ to 
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leave their posts to transport wards to and from the dispensary. 
If either of these interpretations are correct, illness com­
plaints would not accurately measure ward health. Thus,-olir 
assumption about health, illness complaints and btress may be 
faulty: that is, health and illness complaints may not be 
related to ward stress. 

3.1.2 Ward Grievances 

One ind~cator of the conditions of confinement, as perceived by 
wards or inmates, is the frequency and nature of complaints about 
staff or facilities. While it might be ~een as a biased measure, 
it can indicate how wards respond to the YA environment and, 
indirectly, to the level of stress that Ithey experience. YA 
administrative staff view grievances in a positive manner. The 
grievanc.e system is intended to be part of the treatment program, 
encouraging wards to resolve problems in asystematic, legitimate 
manner. 

YA has had a formal grievance system in operation in its institu­
tions and forestry camps since mid-1975 and in its parole units 
since 1976. This Ward Grievance Procedure provides wards with a 
means of filing and resolving complaints about perceived prob­
lems. The only issues which cannot be "grieved" are Youthful 
Offender Parole Board decisions and certain disciplinary matters, 
which are appealed through separate procedures. 

We looked at the number and type of grievances filed each year 
and at the proportion of all wards who utilized the grievance 
procedure. 

(a) Number of Grievances 

As shown in Table 3-2, 9662 grievances were filed by wards in YA 
institutions and camps in 1981, an increase of about 5% over 
1976. During the same years, the average daily population of 
institutions and camps rose from 4416 to 5661, an increase of 
28%. Between 1977 and 1981, however, ward population and griev­
ances both rose by about 40%. It appears that in the first com­
plete year of the program, 1976, staff encouraged wards to file 
grievances, pushing the number of cases to an abnormally high 
level. 

Table 3-2 

Number of.Institutional Ward Grievances Filed 
1976 - 1981 

% Chg 
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 76-81 ---

Total 9~192 6,867 8,935 10,512 1.0,194 9,662 5.1 

Institutions 9,081 6,756 8,806 10,398 10,017 9,493 4.5 

Camps 111 111 129 114 177 169 52.3 

I 
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We found that the number of griF.;vances is significantly related 
to both average daily population ar:d overcrowding., The griev~nce 
rate (i.e., number of grievances per average dally populatlon) 
peaked in 1979 and then de~lined. In 1976, t~ere were ,approxi­
mately 2.1 grievances flIed per average dally populatlon, com­
pared with 1.7 in 1981. 

During this period, an increasingly larger proportion of wards 
used the grievance system, substantiating o~her indications th~t 
population increases are not solely responslble for the addl­
tiona 1 grievances. Between 1976 and 1979, only about lout of 
every 9 wards in the institutions and camps filed a grievance. 
By 1980, this figure rose to more than 1 in 3. In 1981, 52% of 
incarcerated wards filed a grievance. 

There are several possible interpretations of these findings. On 
the negative side, it may be that conditions in the institutions 
and camps have in some way deteriorated, leading to general dis­
satisfaction-among wards. 

It is also possible that conditions have simply changed, without 
any sUbjective judgment regarding the favorability of these 
changes" YA staff find that the number of grievances increases 
when program changes are implemented in a facility, then level 
off as wards and staff become accustomed to the changes. In 1979 
and 1980, population increases forced administrators to implement 
new programs and policies throughout the institutions: These 
changes coincide with an increase in the number of' grlevances 
filed. By 1981, the new programs were stabilized, and grievances 
declined. This does not, however, explain the fact that a 
g~eater proportion of wards filed grievances in 1980 and 1981, as 
compared with previous years. . 

YA staff suggest a more positive interpretation of the increas­
ingly widespread use of the grievance system by wards, since they 
view grievances as a beneficial part of the treatment program. 
In YA's opinion, more wards are trying to resolve problems and 
relieve stress in a positive fashion. 

A similar interpretation relates to ward familiarity witll the 
Ward Grievance Procedure. When the system was first implemented 
five years ago, wards may have been unfamiliar with filing proce­
du~es and tincertain about staff reaction to grievances. As the 
system became more effective, wards should have'been well aware 
of filing procedures, no longer fearing reprisal for filing 
grievances. Thus, we would expect more wards to use the griev­
ance system. 

As a ~orollary, we point out that not all grievances are justifi­
.able. Several YA line staff members indicated that wards have 
learned to take advantage of the system. This may be more cornman 
now than in earlier years. 

I 
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(b) Nature of Grievances 

While ward complaints may address a variety of problems, in prac­
tice most grievances are individualized. Rather than grieving a 
specific poiicy or procedure, most grievances deal wi~h the man­
ner in which a policy or procedure affects a partlcular ward. 
For example, a ward is more likely to ask that a specific indi­
vidual be allowed to visit, than to complain about the visitation 
rules themselves. The former is referred to as an individual 
grievance, while the latter is called a policy gri~vance. 

Other grievances are classified as: staff or staff action, in 
which the complaint is primarily related to an action by staff; 
ward or ward action, involving grievance against another ward; 
equipment, when a compl~i~t,alleges faulty or i~adeq~ate equip­
ment or physical facliltles; and other, whlch lncludes all 
remaining cases (CYA, September 1, 1982, p. 8). 

Grievances classified as ward, equipment, or other, constit.ute 
only a small portion of all grievances (about 8% in 1981). Con­
versely, individual grievances accounted for the bulk of all 
grievances (62% in 1981). The remaining grievances fell into the 
categories of policy (14%) and staff action (16%). (See Appendix 
Table B-4.) 

In the six years studied, there were progressively more indi­
vidual grievan~es filed, rising from a low of 4087 in 1977 to 
nearly 6000 in 1981. Although there were yearly fluctuatio~s, 
fewer grievances were filed against staff or other wards, whlle 
more equipment complaints were lodged. The decline in grievances 
against staff may be attributable to improved staff performance. 
In 1980, YA began an extensive program of sta~f training in areas 
such as crisis intervention and use of the grlevance system. As 
staff became better trained, wards may have had fewer complaints 
against them. 

(c) Ward Grievances in the Six Facilities 

We assessed the relationsh.ip between the three population mea­
sures (average daily population, admissions, and crowding) and 
grievances in our six sites using correlation matrices. Overall, a strong positive relationship emerged between the total number 
of grievances filed in the six facilities and both the degree of 
overcrowding and the average daily population. This is not unex­
pected. As the population increases and overcrowding worsens, 
there are more wards who can file grievances. 
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Table 3-3 

Total Grievances in Six YA Facilities 
1976 - 1981 

1976 1977 
% Chg 

1978 1979 1980 1981 76-81 

;mcc No. 432 498 628 614 813 880 103.7 
Rate 1.67 1.87 2.33 2.28 2.95 2.64 

SRCC No. 898 587 1,098 874 953 1,243 38.4 
Rate 2.99 1.92 3.39 2.70 2.80 3.17 

D.H. Close No. 325 331 394 288 389 229 -29.5 
Rate 0.96 0.96 1.11 0.78 1.05 0.58 

Prpston No. 1,069 824 1,441 1.,727 1,468 1,428 33.6 
Rate 2.77 2.31 3.79 3.67 2.86 2.56 

Ventura No. 766 937 1,266 1,967 885 957 24.9 
Rate 2.31 3.31 3.99 4.46 1. 79 1.71 

YTS No. 1,573 852 902 1,900 2,204 1,913 21.6 
Rate 1. 78 1.17 1.15 1.97 2.11 1.70 

The rate of total grievances (number per average daily popula---tion) was related to population trends in t.wo facilities. * In 
O.H. Close, the total grievance rate'was negatively related to 
both crowding and average daily population. In YTS, average 
daily population was positively related to the total grievance 
rate. 

There was,no consistent relationship between population trends 
and the dlfferent types of grievances in our six facilities. For 
example, the level of crowding in NRCC was positively related to 
the ~umb~r and rate of staff grievances, while the level of 
?ro~d:-ng 1n S~CC was positively related to the number and rate of 
1nd1v1dual gr1evances. (See Appendix Tables B-S through B-7.) 

Among the schools, crowding was positively related to the number 
of policy grievances and ward grievances (Preston), and to the 

*~he, :eception centers' average daily populations include a f 
lnd1v 1duals who are undergoing diagnostic testing and are ~~~ 
wards of, YA., ~he~e in~ividuals cannot file grievances or be 
c~arged ~lth d1sc1pl1nary ~nfractions. YA estimates that the 
d1~gnost1c c~ses constitute approximately 1% of the average 
~a11y p~pulat10n. Thus, the grievances ,rates and disciplinary 
1nfract10n rates shown for the reception centers are approxi­
mately 1% too low. 
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number of staff grievances (Ventura). There was no relationship 
between crowding and any of the different types of grievances at 
either O.H. Close or YTS. However, av~rage daily population was 
positively related to the number and rate of individual and 
equipment grievances, and the number of other grievances. 

While. our findings indicate wide variations between the facili­
ties, there is a common element. Except for O.H. Close, more and 
more grievances are filed as crowding increases. Furthermore, in 
four facilities, the grievance rate for certain types of griev­
ances went up as crowding increased. Thus, these grievances 
increased more than would be expected based on ward population 
levels. 

In summary, our analysis of grievances in all YA institutions, 
and in the six facilities, strongly supports the assumption that 
crowding and ward grievances are related. The fact that grie.v­
ance rates in four of the facilities rose indicates that this is 
not merely a function of population increases. Instead, griev­
ances increased significantly and disproportionately as a func­
tion of crowding. 

3.1.3 Disciplinary Incidents 

Studies of prison overcrowding tend to emphasize disciplinary 
infractions and violence, since these are the most common and 
visible effects of crowding. While violence is the most severe 
disciplinary problem, minor infractions can tax the time and 
resources of institutions. 

One study of federal correctional institutions found that the 
higher the level of crowding (relative to capacity), the higher 
the level of disciplinary infraction rates, particularly in 
institutions housing younger offenders (Nacei, Teitelbaum and 
Prather, 1977). Another study found that increased population, 
without considering crowding, led to disproportionate increases 
in disciplinary infractions. That is, infractions increased mbre 
dramatically than population. The authors attributed this at 
least partially to crowding-induced stress (McCain, Cox and 
Paulus, 1980, pp. 10-12). Finally, Megargee (1976) discovered 
that disciplinary incident rates were not related to overall 
population, but were related instead to spatial density (i.e., 
amount of liv{ng space per inmate). 

There is general agreement that violence is associated with 
crowding (Jan, September 1980; Nacci, Teitelbaum and Prather, 
1977). The connection between violence and crowding may be due 
to any of several factors, such as increased frequency of inter­
personal friction (Clements, 1979, p. 223). Altercations are 
more likely when crowded conditions result in unavoidable encoun­
ters between hostile individuals. Minor altercations more easily 
escalate into violence when ,tension levels are high. This is I 
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aggravated when overcrowded living units are understaffed, leav­
ing wards to "rule" one another through force. 

The destructive corisequences of violence may result from direcl 
assaults on wards or staff, or in extortions based upon the 
threat of violence. The fear for one's safety engendered by 
frequent violence may in turn heighten fear and stress among 
~ards. , Thus, the relationship between overcrowding and violence 
is a circular one. Overcrowding promotes stress, which fosters 
violence. Violence leads to higher stress (due to fear for per­
sonal safety), which in turn breeds even more violence. 

Lerner points out that while YA endeavors to reduce disciplinary 
problems, the physical and environmen~al conditions associated 
with overcrowding, as well as the large-scale design of many YA 
facilities, still lead to unacceptably high levels of violence 
(Lerner, 1982). 

(a) Disciplinary Incidents in YA 

The relationship between ward density, living unit size and vio­
lent behavior has been the subiect of several YA studies. The 
most recent project reduced the nun~er of wards in several open­
dorm living units at the DeWitt Nelson Training Center by 23%. 
The reduction in living unit size produced a significant and 
disproportionate decrease in violence. YA noted that the reduc­
tion in living unit size resulted in more frequent staff-ward 
interaction, which helped to lessen the number of violent inci­
dents (CYA, April 1981b). 

A previous study, the Preston Institutional Violence Reduction 
Project, compared violence levels in two open-dormitory living 
units which had different popUlation levels. In one unit, 1 
staff member was added so that 6 staff members supervised 47 
wards. In the other,S staff members supervised a reduced popu­
lat:ion of 38 wards. Although the ward-staff ratios were similar, 
only the unit with reduced ward popUlation experienced a reduc­
tion in violence. Thus, adding staff to a large YA living unit 
is not sufficient to reduce violence (CYA, January 1980b). 

For our analysis, we found that the best measures of ward vio­
lence or infractions are collected by YA through their Discipli­
nary Decision-Making System (DDMS). YA records all disciplinary 
incidents through this system, ranging from minor infractions 
resolved by liv~ng unit staff to serious assaults requiring YOPB 
action.* We concentrated on three measures: total disciplinary 
incidents (referred to simply as DDMS) , assaults on wards, and 
assaults on staff. 

*If a ward is involved in multiple incidents which are heard at a 
single disposition hearing, only one--the most serious inci­
dent--is tabulated. 
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ALL INSTITUTIONS. Table 3-4 shows the number and rate of disci­
plinary incidents in YA institutions (schools and reception cen­
~er~) from 19?6 through 1981 .. The total number of disciplinary 
lncldents has rlsen each year, lncreasing by nearly 80% in just 6 
years. In 1981, more than 5,000 incidents were reported. 

Total Disc. 
Inci.dents ---

Wa rd -on -Wa rd 

Ward-on-Staff 

Table 3-4 

Disciplinary Incidents Among Wards in YA Institutions 
(Schools and Reception Centers) 

1976 - 1981 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

No. 2,947 3,761 3,889 4,719 5,212 
Rate .72 1.02 .97 1.04 1.09 

No. 517 405 459 544 736 
Rate .13 .11 .11 .12 .15 

No. 185 107 72 87 80 
Rate .05 .03 .02 .02 .02 

% Chg 
1981 76-81 

5,267 78.7 
1.01 40.3 

501 -3.1 
.10 -73.] 

92 -50.3 
.02 -60.0 

Similarly: the rate of disciplinary incidents (number divided by 
average daily population) increased by 40% between 1976 and 1981. 
The rat~ peaked at 1.09 in 1980. Our analysis showed a high 
correlatlon between the number of disciplinary incidents and 
average daily population. However, we found no significant rela­
tionship between the rate of disciplinary incidents and either 
crowding, average daily popUlation or admissio~s. 

The number and rate of ward-on-ward assaults peaked in 1980, then 
declined in 1981. The incidence of ward-on-staff assaults 
declined considerably--from 185 in 1976 to 92 in 1981. Staff 
assault rates also declined. Our correlation analvsis did not 
show any relationship between ward or staff assault; and institu­
tional population measures. 

SIX SITES. Table 3-5 shows the level and rate of disciplinary 
incidents (DDIwlS) in our six study facilities. Between 1976 and 
1981, the number of total disciplinary incidents increased in 
every facility. In O.H. Close, disciplinary incidents remained 
nearly stable, while NRCC experienced more than twi~e as many 
incidents in 1981 as they had in 1976. 
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Table 3-5 

Disciplinary Incidents in Six YA Facilities 
1976 - 1981 

% Chg 
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 76-81 

NRCC No. 143 188 233 151 193 313 118.9 
Rate .55 .70 .86 .56 .70 .94 70.9 

SRCC No. 105 95 85 122 110 147 40.0 
Rate .35 .31 .26 .38 .32 .38 8.6 

O.H. Close No. 225 191 185 220 279 230 2.2 
Rate .66 .56 .52 .60 .76 .58 -12.1 

Preston No. 339 515 596 811 893 885 16],1 
Rate .88 1.44 1.57 1.72 1. 74 1.58 79.5 

Ventura No. 339 692 658 84) 230 386 13.9 
Rate 1.02 2.45 2.08 1.91 .47 .69 -32.4 

ITS No. 791 893 763 1,024 1,232 1,286 62.6 
Rate .89 1.23 .97 1.06 1.18 1.14 28.1 

DDMS rates differ widely among the facilities. In 1981, the 
highest DDMS rates were experienced in Preston (1.58) and YTS 
(1.14), the two facilities for the older, more sophistica~ed 
wards. In previous years, Ventura had also experienced high 
levels of DDMS incidents, but the rate dropped appreciably in 
1980. Preston, Ventura and YTS also have the highest budgeted 
capacities and population levels of all facilities studied. 

SRCC had the lowest DDMS rate in each of the six years (.38 in 
1981). In 1981, the DDMS rates at NRCC and O.H. Close were some­
what higher than SRCC (.94 and .58.respectively). In two of the 
facilities, the DDMS rate declined while it increased in the 
other four. Our correlation analysis did not support a signifi­
cant relationship between crowding and disciplinary incidents 
except at NRCC and Ventura. In NRCC, both the number and rate of 
disciplinary incidents were positively related to crowding. In 
Ventura, crowding was positively related to the number of DDMS 
incidents, but negatively related to the rate. 

In 1981, ward-on-ward assault rates ranged from a low of .03 
(SRCC) to a high of .09 (YTSand Preston). The ward-on-staff 
assault rates were quite low that year (between .00 and .02). 
Surprisingly, the nu~ber and rate of assaults on wards and on 
staff declined between 1976 and 1981 in each facility. In gen­
eral, ward assaults peaked in 1979 and 1980, then dropped. Since 
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the number of staff assaults is quite low in individual facili­
ties, the only apparent trend is tlie overall decline in inci­
dents. We found strong negative correlations between crowding 
and assault rates in three of the four schools (O.H. Close, 
Ventura, YTS), but not in either reception center. (See Appendix 
Tables B-8 and B-9.) 

WARD CHARACTERISTICS. There is some support for the notion that 
such prison incidents are natural results of .the aggressive 
nature of many of the wards or inmates. This suggests that 
assault rates are related to offender characteristics, rather 
than to population measures (Farrington 'and Nuttal, 1980). It 
would then follow that the more violent offenders there are in 
any facility, the more disciplinary incidents there should be. 
To explore this possibility, we corre~ated· several measures of 
ward characteristics (i.e., number and percent of wards committed 
for an offense against the person) with the number and rate of 
disciplinary incidents and assaults. 

In NRCC, Preston, and YTS, we found a significant positive rela­
tionship between the number of wards commi tte'd for personal 
offenses and the number of DDMS incidents. Since we had not 
found any correlation between DDMS incidents and crowding in the 
two schools (Preston and YTS) , DDMS incidents in these facilities 
are better explained by ward characteristics than by crowding. 
None of the other facilities showed any significant relationship 
between ward characteristics and DDMS incidents. 

Ward characteristics were negatively correlated with total 
assault rates in SRCC, Preston and Ventura. Comparing the rela-· 
tionships between assaults and crowding, and assaults and ward 
characteristics, we found that in some facilities the incidence 
of assault is closely related to crowding, while in other facili­
ties it is related to ward characteristics. Apparently, changes 
in ward behavior are linked to individual variations between the 
facilities. 

Overall, crowding in our selected sites was generally related to 
an increase in the number and rate of disciplinary incidents, but 
to a decrease in the assault rate. Increase the percentage of 
wards committed for offenses against the person was similarly 
related to increased DDMS incidents and reduced assault rates. 

At first glance, these conclusions appear t? contradict the prem­
ise that crowding breeds violence. However, there may be several 
explanations for these unexpected findings. First, violent inci­
dents may not appropriately measure stress in YA. Since approxi­
mately half of YA's beds are in single rooms, the opportunities 
for aggressive behavior are reduced. In this situation, the 
level of total disciplinary incidents may be a more accurate 
gauge of ward stress. 
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Second, reported incidents may not accurately reflect actual 
behavior in the fa~ilities. Based on informal discussions with 
line staff, Lerner concluded that staff may be more reluctant to 
report assaultive behavior during times when the facilities are 
crowded, since they may result in time adds (1982, p. 51). This 
is consistent with YA's new policy, implemented in the past year 
when overcrowding was at a peak, reducing time adds in order to 
ease population pressures. Third, the drop in assaultive behav­
ior may be related to increasingly widespread use of the griev­
ance system. If wards are able to vent anger or stress through 
legitimate means (i.e., grievances), they may not resort to 
physical attack. 

It is also possible that changes in staft behavior occurred as a 
function of overcrowding. Many studies indicate that crowded 
conditions force staff to focus most of their attention on secu­
rity and control. Under these circumstances, staff may be better 
able to control potential assaults. 

3.1.4 Crowding and Escapes 

We anticipated that escapes would increase with overcrowding. It 
seemed logical that staff, responsible for larger numbers of 
wards, would be less able to monitor the activities of each ward. 
In addition, the stress experienced by wards in overcrowded 
institutions also would appear to provide greater incentive for 
escape. 

Our analysis did not substantiate our anticipations. Between 
1976 and 1981, escapes declined in all but one institution 
(Ventura). Preston did experience a large number of escapes in 
1980, but this was not significantly related to population dens­
ity, average daily population, or admissions. 

Changes in security measures and programming presumably account 
for the decline in escapes. 
staff are now better trained in 
gram changes have also been 
institutionalized wards. 

According to YTS administrators, 
monitoring ward behavior. Pro­

made which facilitate control of 

We should note that a YA project at DeWitt Nelson Training Center 
found that escapes declined when the population in several open 
dormitories was reduced (CYA, April 1981b). In terms of our 
analysis, overcrowded conditions might have led to more escapes 
had YA not improved security measures and staff training. 

3.2 STRESS AMONG STAFF 

Considerably less attention has 
affects institutional staff. 
exercise greater control within 
they return horne at the end of 

been focused on how crowding 
Presumably, since staff members 

the crowded conditions, and since 
each day, they are better able to 
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protect themselves against the effects produced by overcrowded 
situations. We found, however, other less obvious manifestations 
of overcrowding-induced stress among staff. 

A study conducted by YA at Preston School compared staff turnover 
and sick leave usage with changes in ward population and staff­
ing. The sick leave analysis did not reveal any consistent 
trends, since additional staffing was associated with higher 
rates of sick leave in one unit and lower rates in the other. YA 
found staff departures were much less freq~ent during the project 
period than during previous years. There is some possibility 
that the reduction in staff departures was attributable to either 
reduced ward population and additional staffing or to the fact 
that staff members who have a personal commitment to the project 
postponed transfers or terminations (CYA, January 1980b, p. 36). 

Overcrowding's impact upon program management could constitute 
another source of staff stress. Crowded conditions often negate 
staff efforts to interact with wards, since attention is focused 
on security (see Lerner, 1982, for example). Staff members may 
be frustrated by their inability to relate to lar.ge numbers of 
wards and to attend to other matters. For example, disciplinary 
incidents may go unreported when staff cannot afford the time to 
leave their posts._ 

Our interviews at YTS and NRCC highlighted the discouragement 
felt by many staff members. Several YTS counselors lamented 
undesirable changes in effective drug-abuse programs, changes 
forced upon them with the occurrence of overcrowding. As the 
number of wards assigned to the program rose from 80 to 104, 
caseloads increased, leaving less individual time for each ward. 
The original nine-month program shrunk to three months with the 
onset of overcrowding. The counselors feel their chances of 
successfully treating war.ds have been considerably reduced. 

Counselors at NRCC noted that overcrowding in a reception center 
results in "daily battles to find beds for everyone". YA endeav­
ors to limit its most severe crowding to reception centers, since 
reception center programs are minimal and thu~ would not be 
impacted as seriously as the treatment efforts undertaken at the 
schools. 

While this policy favors the schools, it often has unexpected 
effects on the reception centers. According to staff, reception 
centers were relatively free of disciplinary problams before 
overcrowding. Wards, aware that their stay would be short, 
remained on their "best behavior", knowing this could result in 
time cuts when their cases were before YOPB. When the schools 
are filled to capacity, a ward's stay at the reception center is 
extendeq until space is available. Staff members indicated that 
once the placement and length of stay decision is made, there is 
less incentive for good behavior. Our analysis of DDMS incidents 
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confirmed this (i.e., DDMS incidents rose considerably between 
1976 and 1981). This further burdens staff already trying to 
cope with larger ward populations. 

Another negative impact overcrowding may have on staff is 
assaults and the fear of assaults by wards. This most often 
occurs when staff members intervene in encounters between wards. 
While relatively few staff assaults were reported during the past 
four years (92 assaults throughout the schools and reception 
centers in 1981), staff are still anxious for their safety. This 
t'~nsion serves to intensify the already-dangerous working condi­
tions, thus reducing staff's ability to handle disciplinary prob­
lems. This has been cited as a cause of high staff turnover, and 
also may be a factor in incidents of injury and illness. 

Interviews with staff at YTS and NRCC indicated that high unem­
ployment further aggravates stress among staff. Dissatisfied YA 
employees are less apt to leave when other opportunities are more 
limited. The resultant anxiety compounds existing problems. 

It seems that exposure to crowding-induped stress can affect 
staff morale, health, and effectiveness. Furthermore, the 
effects of overcrowding on ward behavior and program management 
may intensify already high levels of staff tension. 

As part of our study, we wanted to measure indicia of staff 
stress by looking at turnover, sick leave, and injuries. Since 
data on staff turnover was not available prior to 1980, we chose 
to exclude this from our analysis. 

Staff injuries are classified as the result of "ward distur­
bances", "environment", or nother". We anticipated that the 
first category would be most closely related to crowding. "Envi­
ronmental" injuries are those such as tripping over equipment, 
running into a desk, etc. All remaining injuries are included in 
the "other" category. 

Our findings regarding staff injuries showed little consistency. 
Only two facilities exhibited a significant association between 
crowding and injuries. At SRCC, crowding was positively related 
to the rate of injuries due to ward disturbances. At YTS, crowd­
ing was positively related to the number of total injuries, as 
well as the number and rate of "other" iryjuries. (Injury rates 
are defined as number of injuries divided by number of staff 
positions.) The few remaining relationships found did not fit 
any pattern. Some were negative and others were positive; some 
related to "other" injuries and others to total injuries. 

Similarly, our data on usage of sick leave by staff did not 
present any consistent trends. We could not find any relation­
ship between measures of population and utilization of sick 
leave. The number of days of sick leave taken increased over the \ 
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yea~s, primarily due to increased staff positions. Between 1976 
d 1981 the sick leave rate (average number of days used by 

~~ch staff member) dropped in four of the facilities I and rose 
only slightly in the other two. 

We thus conclude that our measures of stress ~staff injuries and 
sick leave usage) do not indicate any correlatlon between crowd­
ing and the level of staff stress. It must be noted, however, 
that the measures used may not accurately r~flect stress, or may 
not be sufficiently sensitive to identlfy changes that have 
occurred. 
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SECTION 4 

CROWDING AND REHABILITATION 

Few researchers have attempted to analyze the relationship 
between crowding and rehabilitation. There are several reasons 
why information on this topic is relatively sparse. 

First, most studies of crowding are conducted in adult prison 
settings, where rehabilitation per se is not a primary concern. 
While some studies of adult prisons include rearrests or recon­
victions, they are the exception and not the rule. 

Second, there is no agreement on which treatment strategies have 
proven successful in rehabilitation. Wilson (1980), argues that 
there are no known treatment rnethods which enhance rehabilita­
tion. 

Finally, without any real understanding of which treatment tech­
niques are effective, it is difficult to define and measure reha­
bilitation. 

Lerner (1982) expresses a less pessimistic view of rehabilita­
tion. After extensively interviewing YA wards and staff, he 
concluded that YA's progressive treatment programs could poten­
tially be effective. However, he found that staff efforts at 
rehabilitation are negated by the oppressive living conditions 
fostered by the physical structure of YA institutions. The phys­
ical conditions are intensified by crowding, thus further negat­
ing staff rehabilitation attempts. 

We noted in Section 3 that crowding directly affects the level of 
stress among YA wards and staff. To the degree that overcrowd­
ing-induced stress is a barrier to effective treatment and reha­
bilitation, our previous discussion is also relevant here. 

We initially intended to correlate crowdina with measures of 
rehabilitation such as participation in academic and vocational 
programs and parole revocation rates. We ultimately decided to 
forego this facet of the study after finding that the correlation 
analysis did not reveal any consistent findings. Discussions 
with YA staff revealed that program participation was also 
affected by many factors other than crowding, such as ward char­
acteristics and changes in program emphasis. 

Our discussion of the effects of crowding on rehabilitation is 
based on the available literature and on interviews with YA 
staff. For our purposes, we assumed that rehabilitation is 
enhanced by increased ward-staff interaction and by greater 
involvement in educational, vocational, or therapeutic programs 
geared to the ward's needs. We then used these as the best 
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rehabilitation. Keeping in mind the 
measure rehabilitative effectiveness, we 
th~ relntionship betw('cn crowdina nnd 

A key component of YA's rehabilitative efforts is the individual­
izing of treatment programs for each ward. Every effort is made 
to select the institution and specific living unit most closely 
matched to a particular ward's needs. 

The Youthful Offender Parole Board (YOPB), at its initial hear­
ing, determines the most appropriate institutional placement for 
each ward, based on prior reports and a staff evaluation. Infor­
mation considered includes the ward's age, maturity ~evel, place 
of residence, perceived delinquent sophistication, educational 
and vocational needs, as well as the various programs offered by 
each institution. 

The final determination of institutional placement, however/ is 
made by YA. When facilities ar~ crowded, this determination is 
necessarily based on population management concerns. Crowding 
thus reduces administrative flexibility in handling wards. As 
such, wards are not always placed in the institution selected bv 
YOPB as most ideal for rehabilitation. -

We observed several Board hearings in the early part of 1981, at 
a time when YA was facing particularly severe population pres­
sures. We found Board members to be frustrated by the lack of 
flexibility in placing wards and by their inability to make the 
final placement decision. Assuming that there is some rehabili­
tative value in YA institutional programs and that the Board is 
an adequate judge of appropriate institutional placement, failure 
to place wards in the recommended institutions results in a 
decline in prospects for rehabilitation. 

Once placed in an institution, the ward is assigned to a specific 
living unit and treatment programs (e.g., high school classes, 
masonry trade classes). Ideally, this decision would be based 
upon critetia similar to those used in choosing the appropriate 
ins·ti tutioT' > However, as livIng units and programs become 
crowded, staff must make placement decisions on a space-available 
basis, and are less able to consider the needs, interests and 
aptitudes of any specific ward. 

Even in uncrowded conditions, certain "high demand" programs 
(e.g., drug abuse treatment programs, specific vocational 
classes) have only a limited number of slcts available. Some 
wards must therefore be placed in less desirable programs. 
Crowding further accentuates this situation. 
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When wards are placed in a less-than-ideal institution or living 
unit, the negative impact on wards can be even greater than 
expected. Crowded living units may house many incompatible 
wards, Violent offenders may be placed with those who have com­
mitted lesser property offenses. This can create an intensified 
atmosphere of verbal and physical abuse, allowing more sophisti­
cated wards to dominate less sophisticated ones. Clements (1979) 
suggests that this increases stress levels far beyond what would 
be anticipated merely by the addition of a few more wards. 

When wards are given unsuitable placements, a greater proportion 
of staff time must be spent resolving potential crisis situations 
and reducing tension. Less time is left for counseling or indi­
vidual attention. Crowded conditions can also mask staff 
inabilities, becoming a convenient excuse for poor performance, 
inaction, or inadequate service. 

Thus, we see that overcrowding can cause administration and staff 
to lose flexibility in program planning and placement, assigning 
wards to institutions, living units, or programs which do not 
adequately meet their needs. This has both direct and indirect 
effects on YA's ability to rehabilitate wards. 

4.2 PROGRAM QUALITY AND PARTICIPATION 

Once the placement decision is made, crowding can negatively 
affect both wards' participation in assigned programs and the 
quality of these programs. 

One of the most extensive reviews of crowding and program par­
ticipation was undertaken by Jan (1980). An overcrowding index 
was calculated for four Florida institutions, then compared with 
various measures of program participation. Although there was 
considerable variation between the institutions, Jan found a weak 
positive relationship between overcrowding and enrollment in 
grades 1 through 12. At the adult institutions, overcrowding was 
positively related to the rate of.vocational education certifi­
cates issued, but negatively related to the rate of enrollment in 
college-level courses. 

In YA, nearly all wards, except those with severe emotional prob­
lems, participate in academic or vocational programs. Therefore, 
as the total number of wards increases, th~ number placed in YA's 
educational programs also increases. . 

Based on a study of 23 juvenile correctional facilities, McEwen 
(1978) showed that as program size expanded, there was less like­
lihood of full program participation. ~hus, it is clear that as 
crowding incr~ases program participation, 'there will be less 
participation by wards. 
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YA is not budgeted to hire additional teachers. When conditions 
b~come cro~de~, ,the teacher-student ratio declines, allowing less 
t~mc for lndlVJduRI contact. As a result, th0 quality of cd~~~~ 
tlonal ar,d treatmen~ p~ograms presumably ,suffers. Although the 
teac~er-~t~den~ ra~lo lS important in any classroom, it is criti­
cal In an lnstltutlonal setting where many wards hav€ educational 
problems and need special attention. 

It is ob~ious that crowding has,a negative effect on the quality 
of educatlonal opportunities avallable in YA institutions. -

4.3 WARD-STAFF INTERACTION 

There is some evidence that ~he quality and quantity of ward­
staff, in~eracti~n is an lmportant factor in rehabilitation 
Crowdlng lS partlcularly detrimental, impairing the ability of 
~a~ds an~ staff ,to form meaningful relationships. This was 
orlefly ~l~cus~ed ln the previous discussion of program quality 
and partlcl~atlon. Most of the studies that we reviewed corn ared 
ward-staff lnt~raction with living unit size, institution si~e or 
ward-staff ratlO. 

~~ re~ently concluded, after reviewing research on the subject, 
,at,t,e quality of ward-staff interaction could be enhanced 

slgnlflc~ntly by reducing both living unit size and the staff­
:~rd ratlo. The finding~ of ~ever~l studies indicate that juve-
lIes are more apt to ldentlfy wlth socially-acceptable (staff) 

valu~s when these r~ductions are made. By increasing both the 
quallty and quantlty of ward-staff interaction wards a ear 
amenable to treatment (CYA, January 1980b). ' pp 

YA fo~nd that smaller and more highly staffed living 't 
aSsoclat d 'th" " unl s are . ,e Wl , posltlve, nonviolent, and nondelinquent social 
relat~o~s a~ong lnmates, as well as [inmate] identification with 
rehablllt~tlve goa~s., ... ~S]mall living unit size or a hi h 
staf~-to-~n~ate ratlo lS essentlal to the development of a ther~­
peutlc mllleu and effective use of treatment strategies" (CYA 
January 1979, p. 10). ' 

Alt~ough many of these studies were unable to control confoundin 
varlable~ (s~c~ as ,variations in treatment modalities betwee~ 
comparatlve Ilvlng unlts) or were unable to distinguish b t 
the effects of living unit size and ward-staff ratio vir~u:~~~ 
all concluded that small living units are prerequisit~ to suc­
cessful treatment. 

The MCEwe~ analysis mentioned in the preceding section found that 
p~og~a~ Slze (both number of wards and staff-ward ratio) was 
slgnlflcantly related to positive ward-staff relations S 11 
programs correlated positively with closer personal rel~tio~:hi~~ 
between youths and staff, with youth perception of greater staff 
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consistency, and with greater likelihood of full program partici­
pation and close supervision. Optimum program size was deter­
mined to be between 10 and 35 juveniles. 

YA's c:):.cern about ward-staff interaction was a catalyst for 
three studies. The first study (Jesness, October 1, 1965) exam­
ined the effects of living unit size on the level and quality of 
staff interaction with young male wards. The experimental and 
control groups were closely matched except that the experimental 
living unit contained 20 beds, while the control unit had 50 
beds. The study found that wards in' the experimental unit 
received almost five times more staff time than wards in the 
control unit. More supportive, individual relationships were 
developed between wards and staff in the smaller unit, and the 
unit was described as friendlier and less r~gimented. 

According to the results of Jesness' study, the experimental 
wards were more eftectively rehabilitated. This conclusion was 
drawn when parole revocations during 15 months following release 
were found to be less than otherwise anticipated. Although 
Jesness noted that the difference in revocation rates decreased 
after the first 15 months, any short-term increase in rehabilita­
tive effectiveness may be attributable to increased ward-staff 
i.nteraction. 

YA also evaluated the effect of changing living unit size while 
keeping the staff-ward ratio constant in the Preston Institu­
tional Violence Reduction Project (CYA, January 1980b). One liv­
ing unit maintained the normal population of 47 wards and was 
enriched by one additional staff member, while another unit was 
decreased to 38 wards with no additional staff. The staff-ward 
ratio was 10 to 1 on both units. After 15 months, the conditions 
on the two units were reversed. 

The results showed that a decrease of nine wards on the unit was 
positively related to ~ ... an improvement in ward-staff rela­
tionships ... [and] improvement in social climate, including more 
clearly defined program expectations, less need for staff con­
trols, and more emphasis on [potential] post-release problems" 
(CYA, January 1980b, p. 1). Even without an increase in the 
staff-ward ratio, the wards indicated that they could express 
their feelings more freely and that staff were more likely to 
take a personal interest in them. This study demonstrated that 
the reduction of the number of wards per living unit was more 
effective than to the addition of staff to an already overcrowded 
unit.' , 

YA's third study in this area took place at Dewitt Nelson (CYA, 
April 1981b). Ward population was reduced from 50 to 37 on four 
living units. Although not as rigorously controlled as the two 
prior studies, informal observations and interviews showed that 
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staff members had more time for counseling and were less preoccn­
pied with surveillancp procedures after the population reduction. 
Noise and tension levels diminished while communication between 
wards and staff was enhanced. 

Brown and McMillen (August 1979) contend that the quality and 
quantity of individualized attention decreases as the size of the 
institution increases. Maintenance of day-to-day control gains 
priority, discouraging time for interaction and rehabilitation. 
Thus, the impact of larger institutions on ward-staff interac­
tions is very similar to that of larger living units. 

Clements (1979) notes that while the stress-related effects of 
overcrowding are well documented, it is important to consider the 
direct effects of crowding on treatment. As population pressures 
increasp, there are too few staff to identify and treat problems 
that require counseling or individual- attention. Attempts at 
therapy are more difficult in a negative environment. 

Moos' study of 51 juvenile correctional units highlighted the 
importance of the ward-staff ratio and its effect on treatment 
quality and ward-staff interaction (Moos, 1975). He determine6 
that smaller and more highly ~ltaffed correctional programs fos­
tered more coherent and inteqrated social environments. He 
concluded that smaller living unit size is an indispensable 
prerequisite to the success of treatment strategies. 

The size of individual living units, as well as the overall size 
of the institution, clearly can limit the quality and quantity of 
interaction between wards and staff, thus interfering with the 
rehabilitative process. While none of the studies reviewed 
assessed the effects of crowding per se (i.e., the studies did 
not compare population to capacity), crowding undoubtedly inten­
sifies the problems associated with the large living units and 
institutions which typify YA. 

4.4 RECIDIVISM 

The term "recidivism", for purposes of this study, will be gener­
ally defined as a ward's return to YA as a parole violator. 
Recidivism rates are the most commonly used measure of rehabili-­
tation, allowing the statistical comparison of various types of 
treatment. However, the validity of using recidivism as a mea­
sure of rehabilitation is open to question, since numerous fac­
tors other than treatment influence whether or not an individual 
will recidivate. 

Conditions in both the institution and the community can affect a 
ward's parole performance, which in turn can affect the probabil­
ity of return to YA as a parole violator. Since many of these 
variables are impossible to control, any attempt to document the 
effects of crowding using measures of recidivism is suspect. 
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This may be one of the reasons that few researchers attempt to 
measure rehabilitative effectiveness as a function of crowding. 

In his Fricot Ranch study, Jesness found that young wards from a 
20-bed ~nit were less likely to violate parole than were wards 
from a 50-bed unit. After 12 months on parole, the parole revo­
cation rate for wards from the larger living unit was 50 percent 
higher than the rate for wards from the smaller unit. After 15 
months on parole, the difference was 38 percent. After two 
years, however, there were no significant differences between the 
two groups (.Jesness, J.965; Jesness, 1971). Thus, living unit 
size may have a short-teJ:;r':l impact on rehabili t.ation. 

Farrington and Nuttall (1980) note that there are very few stud­
ies of rehabilitation which randomly assign inmates to prisons of 
differing size in order to control for confounding variables 
(e.g., age of the facility, inmate-staff ratio, degree of over­
crowding, geographic location, and individual characteristics of 
the inmates). Furthermore, most studies do not attempt to relate 
crowding to behavior outside the institution. 

One of the only attempts to randomly allocate offenders to dif­
ferent size facilities was the Jesness study, discussed pre­
viously. The significant short-term effects of that study were 
criticized by Farrington and Nuttall because the larger unit had 
a larger ward-staff ratio and a more punitive form of management. 

Farrington and Nuttall examined reconviction rates for 2000 men 
released from English and Welsh prisons during 1965. These rates 
were chosen as the best available measure of correctional effec­
tiveness. While reconviction rates were not significantly 
related to prison size, there emerged a strong negative relation­
ship to overcrowding, with crowding apparently reducing prison 
effectiveness. 

The authors theorized that the relationship might be caused by 
"contamination" of less sophisticated prisoners. They postulated 
that attempts at rehabilitation are more difficult in overcrowded 
conditions and that overcrowding may cause excessive stress and 
aggression. We should note that their analysis of recidivism was 
limited to the first 18 months of parole. As shown by Jesness 
(1971), rehabilitative effectiveness shown in the early months of 
parole may diminish over time. 

Overall, we found little substantive research on the relationship 
between crowding and recidivism. The few studies identified 
concluded that crowding hampers attempts at rehabilitation. 

1 

i 



-97-

SECTION 5 

BUDGETARY IMPACT OF CROWDING 

It is difficult to place a dollar figure on the costs of crowding 
experienced by YA. Although YAws operating expenses increased 
over the past six years, some of this is attributable simply to 
inflation and to the larger ward population now housed by YA, 
rather than directly to crowding. For example, ~s the ward popu­
lation increases, there aTe proportionate increases in the costs 
of food, clothing, bedding, educational and vocational materials, 
and supplies. 

We were, however, able to assess SOffie of the effects of crowding 
on correctional resources. The primary area in which crowding 
has a disproportionate impact on the budget is staffing. Other 
smaller, more indirect costs of overcrowding could be associated 
with the additional disciplinary problems and ward grievances 
previously discussed in Section 3. 

We must also note that when rehabilitative efforts 
sity, sidetracked because of overcrowding, there 
long-term costs to society. These costs, along 
tional costs to wards ~nd staff, are impossible to 

5.1 STAFFING AND PERSONNEL COSTS 

are, of neces­
are ultimate 

with the addi­
assess. 

When faced with crowding, YA can adjust institutional staffing 
levels by hiring intermittent employees on an as-needed basis, by 
providing overtime hours to permanent staff or by creating addi­
tional permanent positions. The Department of Finance (with the 
State Legislature) allocates a maximum dollar amount yearly to be 
expended in each category, thus limiting YAws flexibility in 
choosing among these options. 

It is often difficult for YA to add permanent positions in 
response to overcrowding, since it. is faced by continually chang­
ing daily populations and by budget constraints. YA can only add 
youth counselor and group supervisor positions, since the Depart­
ment of Finance requires that the academic and vocational classes 
be overcrowded rather than hire additional instructors. 

Thp- reception centers can respond to crowding more quickly than 
the schools due to their large intake and rapid turnover. Unlike 
the schools, the reception centers use an "overcrowding coverage 
formula" to establish staffing levels. At SRCC, for example, 
there are typically two counselors assigned to each 50-ward unit 
during the day. A population increase of 5 wards warrants 1 
additional counselor, while a 12-ward increase requires 2 coun­
selors. 
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'l'he budgetary impact stems from the higher staff-ward ratio 
required when living units are crowded. The staff-wRrd ratio is 
1 to 25 under normal circumstances, compared with 1 to 16.5 when 
crowded. Personnel casts per ward, then, art considerably higher 
when the reception center populations exceed 50 wards per living 
unit. At SRCC, the staff-ward ratio increases when the daytime 
population exceeds 313. During the past four years (1978 through 
1981) the average daily population at SRCC fluctuated between 324 
and 392. While this is only a rough measure of daily staffing 
costs, we can assume that personne1 costs per ward were higher in 
those years as a direct result of overcrowding. 

All YA facilities regularly use overtime and intermittent time to 
replace staff who are temporarily absent (e.g" sick leave or 
training). The use increases beyond normal levels when the 
facilities become crowded. Since we were unable to obtain fiscal 
records prior to 1980, we could not correlate overtime and inter­
mittent costs with measures of crowding. However, we did compare 
records for 1980 and 1981, since average daily populations 
increased substantially in 1981. 

The reception centers used intermittent employees much more fre­
quently in 1981 than in the previous year, as average daily popu­
lation and crowding increased in both facilities. The centers 
used 151,591.37 hours of intermittent time in 1981, nearly twice 
as many hours as in 1980 (89,097.26). The reception centers also 
increased the number of permanent positions from 521 in 1980 to 
539 in 1981 (figures based on quarterly estimates). The use of 
overtime by regular employees in the reception centers was 
approximately the same in both years (66,210.23 in 1980, 
66,086.31 in 1981). 

In the four schools studied (O.H. Close, Preston, Ventura and 
YTS), fewer hours of intermittent time were used in 1981 than in 
1980 (225,063.65 in 1980, 216,351.10 in 1981), while regular 
employees used more overtime (201,490.10 in 1980, 221,043.22 in 
1981). Overall, the combined use of overtime and intermittent 
hours was higher in 1981 than in the previous year. At the same 
time, the four schools lost approximately 20 staff positions. 

We cannot say with certainty that the additional overtime hours, 
intermittent hours, or staff positions in the reception centers, 
or the additional overtime hours in the schools, are attributable 
to overcrowding. Other factors were also significant, including 
the state freeze on hiring. But the fact that the ward popula­
tion increased in all of the facilities implies that crowding is 
partially responsible. The associated monetary costs are the 
single most apparent budgetary impact of crowding. 

5.2 COSTS OF WARD GRIEVANCES 

In Section 3, we noted that crowding is associated with a higher 
level of grievances in YA institutions. Resolution of a 
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grievance requires staff time. The amount of time depends upon 
whether the grievance is handled formally or informally, and 
whether the ward appeals the grievance. A brief summary of the 
grievanGe resQlution procedures clarifies these differences. 

Upon the filing of a grievance, the ward has the right to a hear­
ing before a grievance committee consisting of equal numbers of 
staff and wards. Although the grievance can be resolved infor­
mally prior to the committee hearing, staff members must prepare 
a written response regarding the disposition of the grievance in 
either situation. 

Grievances not resolved to the satisfaction of either the ward or 
the staff can be appealed through the various levels of review 
(e.g., treatment team supervisor, program administrator, superin­
tendent) • If, after review, the grievance is not satisfactorily 
resolved, the matter can be appealed to the director of YA or to 
a professional arbitrator. 

It is apparent that the higher the level of review, the more 
staff time must be devoted to a grievance. Approximately half 
(47%) of all grievances filed in 1981 were resolved informally, 
requiring only minimal staff time. An additional 30% reached the 
level of the institution's superintendent or the director of YA, 
and less than 1% required independent review. Grievances 
appealed to these levels incur the greatest staff time. (Some of 
the grievances heard by the institution's superintendent may be 
"emergency grievances", which do not follow the normal process of 
committee review and thus are not as costly in terms of st.aff 
time. The remaining grievances were resolved by treatment team 
supervisors or during committee hearings. 

We were unable to determine whether crowding affects review prac­
tices, for. example whether a greater portion of the grievances to 
be appealed during bvercrowding. We do know that as progres­
sively more grievances were filed, there generally were more 
grievances appealed through the highest levels of review. More 
time is therefore required of the superintendent, director or 
independent reviewer, as well as of staff involved in the earlier 
stages of review. 

In some instances, staff may be able to complete the grievance 
review process during normal working hours, thus incurring no 
additional costs. If this becomes impossible, the additional 
time emerges as overtime. 

If staff are able to complete the grievance review process during 
their normal working hours, there is no monetary impact. In some 
instances, the review process might require overtime. There are 
also direct costs incurred by the use of professional arbitra­
tors. , 
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We can assume that any increased costs associated with the ward 
grievance process in recent years are related to the higher popu­
lation levels. Since we found some support for a relationship 
between grievance rates and crowding, it appears that crowding 
also imposes a financial burden on YA resources. 

5.3 COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY INCIDENTS 

We found that disciplinary incidents also increased during the 
past six years. Throughout the schools and reception centers, 
more than 5000 disciplinary incidents were reported in 1981, 
resulting in an increase of nearly 80% over 1976. At the same 
time, the average daily population rose only 27%. Our analysis 
of the six facilities indicated that the increased number and 
rate of disciplinary incidents were related to crowding. 

Institutional staff have a range of options for reprimanding 
wards involved in disciplinary incidents, including restriction 
of privileges, program changes, lock up, transfer to another 
living unit or institution, extra duty, or time adds (i.e., addi­
tional months added to the ward's length of stay). The most 
expensive of these is obviously the addition of time, since each 
month that a ward remains in the institution costs approximately 
$2000. Typically, time adds are reserved for the most serious 
incidents. Our analysis indicated that these more serious disci­
plinary incidents (i.e., assaults on wards and staff) declined 
during the six years that we studied. It is possible that this 
decline is related to the greater reliance on the grievance sys­
tem by a larger number of wards. 

Table 5-1 

Use of Time Cuts and Time Adds 
Among Walds in YA Institutions 

(Schools and Reception Centers) 
1976 - 1981 

% Chg 
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 76-81 

Time Cuts 
Total Months 10,826 9,458 6,591 8,111 l.0,866 10,962 ].3 
No. of Wards 3,168 3,010 2,495 3,492 4,325 4,345 37.2 
o~ of ADP 77.5 81.6 61.9 76.8 90.8 83.4 
Mean Months 3.42 3.14 2.64 2.32 2.51 2.52 '·26.3 

Ti.me Adds 
Total Months 8,266 6,029 6,208 7,600 7,407 6,271 "24.1 
No. of Wards 2,334 1,725 1,751 :.1,267 2,265 1,836 -21.3 
% of ADP 57.1 46.8 43.5 49.9 47.6 35.3 
Mean Months 3.54 3.50 3.55 3.35 3.27 3.42 -3.4 

Net Months -2,560 -3,429 -383 -511 -3,459 -4,691 
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In 1981, about one-quarter of all disciplinary incidents resulted 
in time adds, compared with more than 40% in previous years. The 
total months of added time resulting from disciplinary incidents 
in the institutions dropped from 8266 in 1976 to 6271 in 1981, 
while the average time add dropped from 3.54 to 3.42 months. 

In November 1980, YA's continuing concern about population pres­
sures led to development of a policy to reduce time adds by 
encouraging other dispositions of disciplinary incidents. This 
policy, when coupled with the fact that there were progressively 
fewer assaultive incidents, accounts for the decline in time 
adds. 

Judging from our figures, the costs associated with disciplinary 
time adds declined over the past six years. Additionally, time 
adds can be offset by time cuts, which typically are given to 
reward good behavior or program progress, or to reduce population 
pressures. Table 5-1 shows that YA gave time cuts to more wards 
in 1980 and 1981 than in previous years, although the average 
amount of time cut from wards' sentences was less. As a result 
of these countervailing trends, the total months of time cuts was 
nearly the same in 1976 as in 1981. 

During each of the years that we studied, the net effect of time 
adds and time cuts was to reduce ward population. That is, time 
cuts outweighed time adds. The difference between the two was 
particularly large in 1981, when there were nearly 4700 more 
months of time cuts than time adds. 

In the past few years, then, the reduction in time adds and the 
continued use of time cuts have been an effective means of reduc­
ing both population pressures and correctional resources in YA. 

5.4 OTHER BUDGET CONSIDERATIONS 

Finally, we must point out that crowding in one sense may produce 
a savings, since the annual cost per ward may be less. The Cali­
fornia Department of Corrections recently announced that its 
annual cost per inmate declined $400. While this is certainly 
not a "brighter side" of crowding, it can occur. 

YA's research on living unit size poses contradictions in this 
area. The Preston Violence Reduction Project showed a net dollar 
savings--due to the reduction in violence, negative behavior, 
escapes and time adds--that was associated with lower ward dens­
ity. A similar project at DeWitt Nelson Youth Conservation Cen­
ter was not able to achieve a cost savings. While Preston 
experienced a net savings of 8 beds per year, the DeWitt Nelson 
project was unable to show any bed savings on lower density liv­
ing units (i.e., 50-bed dormitories with 37 wards). At DeWitt 
Nelson, the budgetary impact of the reduction in violence and 
other acting-out behavior was not enough to offset the loss of 52 
beds (CYA, April 1981b, P. 32). 
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SECTION 6 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this portion of our study was to assess the 
effects of crowding in YA, based on other studies of crowding, 
interviews with YA staff, and analys~s of archival data. We 
looked at six-year trends in YA institutions as a whole and in 
six selected facilities (NRCC, SRCC, O.H. Close, Preston, 
Ventura, and YTS). Each of these facilities was overcrowded 
(i.e., contained more wards than it was budgeted for) during at 
least some of the years that we studied. 

We designed our study to answer four general questions: 

• • • 

• 

Does overcrowding increase stress among wards? 
Does overcrowding increase stress among staff? 
Can YA fulfill its legislative mandate (Le., the protection 

of society through rehabilitation of wards) when over­
crowded? 

How does overcrowding affect budgetary considerations? 

The findings presented in this report indicate that the overall 
population level of a facility, and the degree of crowding, may 
have important consequences for wards and staff, YA rehabilita­
tive efforts and state financial resources. 

6.1 STRESS AND CROWDING 

The most commonly cited effect of crowding is stress among wards. 
We identified a variety of reasons why crowding might engender 
stress. Many of these are inextricably linked to the population 
increases, which lead to crowding, as well as to the confinement 
necessitated by prison settings. 

Confinement itself can destroy a ward~s sense of privacy and 
control over the environment. Increases in ward population can 
reduce the opportunity for meaningful activity, increasing the 
chances for negative encounters and unwanted social interactions. 
When crowding occurs, the negative impact of confinement may be 
intensified, as wards begin to fear for their personal safety. 

We also saw a need to assess crowding-related stress among staff. 
Stress may be engendered by many of the same factors that affect 
wards, such as fear. When facilities are overpopulated, staff 
must cope with their inability to effectively interact with 
wards. Their efforts at rehabilitation may be undermined by this 
lack of interaction, as well as by the program changes needed to 
accommodate growing ward populations. 
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When we correlated population size and crowding with measures of 
ward and staff stress, we found inconsistencies between facili­
ties. The inconsistencies are probably attributable to the dif­
ferent types of facilities and to the relatively short time span 
that we studied. It is also likely that our broad measures of 
stress (e.g., illness, grievances, disciplinary problems) are not 
sensitive enough to isolate all of the effects of crowding. 

The following summarizes our findings from interviews with YA 
staff and analysis of archival data compiled for 1976 through 
1981. 

Does OVercrowding Increase Stress Among Wards? 

The three measures used as indicators of ward stress were illness 
complaints, grievances, and disciplinary incidents. 

(1) Illness Complaints 

We initial~y predicted that illness conplaints would increase 
with crowding. However, data from O.H. Close and Preston 
directly contradicted our prediction. We found crowding to be 
associated with reduced levels of illness. 

It is possible that medical resources are overtaxed when facili­
ties are crowded, discouraging wards from visiting the dispensary 
and making it difficult for medical staff to visit the living 
units, Similarly, staff may be unable to leave their posts to 
transport wards to and from the dispensary. If these assumptions 
are true, illness complaints do not accurately reflect ward 
stress. 

If crowding renders medical facilities and staff unable to 
respond to wards' needs, this would constitute a negative impact 
not directly measured in this study. Staff interviews at NRCC 
and YTS supported this notion. When facilities are crowded, 
hospital beds are often used to provide extra sleeping space. As 
a result, there may not be beds available when a ward is actually 
ill. 

(2) Ward Grievances 

The formal grievance system utilized throughout YA provides wards 
with a means of resolving complaints about perceived problems, 
thus acting as an outlet for ward stress. While grievances may 
be viewed as a biased measure, their nature and frequency can 
indicate how wards respond to YA's environment and, indirectly, 
to the level of stress experienced. 

During the past six years, YA's institutions as a whole experi­
enced an increasing number of grievances. The greatest increases 
were found in the numbers of individual grievances (when a ward 
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feels that he or she has been unfairly treated) and equipment 
grievances (when a ward alleges fRUIty or inadequate equi~ment or 
physical facilities) filed. Although,the number of grlevances 
did not rise as rapidly as the populatlon, we found that an 
increasingly larger proportion of wards used the grievance sys­
tem. 

In the six facilities that we studied in detail, there were wide 
variations in the number and types of grievances filed. However, 
there was one element common to all the institutions, except for 
O.H. Close. More grievances were filed as crowding increased. 
In four of the facilities, grievance rates for certain types of 
grievances went up as crowding increased. Thus, these grievances 
increased more than would be expected based on ward population 
alone. 

Our analysis strongly supports the assumption that crowding 
prompts wards to file more grievances. The fact that grievance 
rates rose in four of the facilities, and that a greater portion 
of wards throughout all facilities filed grievances, indicates 
that this is not merely a function of population increases. 
Instead, grievances increased significantly and disproportion­
ately as of crowding increased. 

(3) Disciplinary Incidents 

Studies of prison crowding tend to emphasize disciplinary inci­
dents, particularly violent incidents, ~ince thes~ a:e ~he ,most 
visible effects of crowding and are lmportant ln lnstltutlonal 
management. The three factors we used to measure unrest in YA 
facilities were to'tal disciplinary incidents, assaults on wards, 
and assaults on staff. 

Throughout YA institutions as a whole, the number of discipli~ary 
incidents nearlv doubled between 1976 and 1981. The more se:lous 
incidents, assa~lts upon staff and upon other wards, declln~d. 
Similarly, in our six selected facilities, we found that crowdlng 
generally is related to an increase ~n t~e number and rate of 
disciplinary incidents, and a reductlon ln assaults. 

Our six-site analysis revealed that disciplinary incidents are 
also related to the number of wards committed for serious of­
fenses (i.e., offenses against the person). Therefore, ~e assume 
that changes in ward characteristics during the past ,Sl~ ¥ears 
are partially responsible for the higher level of dlsclpllnary 
incidents. 

At first glance, the decline noted in ward and staff assaults 
appears to contradict the premise that crowding breeds violence. 
However violent incidents may not appropriately measure stress 
in YA.' Since about half of YA beds are in single rooms, the 
opportunities for aggressive behavior are reduced. Also, staff 
may be reluctant to report assaultive behavior when the 
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faciliti~s are crowded, since it may result in time being added 
to the ward's length of stay. This is consis~ent with YA's new 
policy, implemented in the past year when c:owdlng was at a peak, 
reducing time adds in order to ease populatlon pressures. 

In this situation, the level of total disciplinary incidents, 
which did in fact increase, may be a more accurate gauge of ward 
stress. 

Does OVercrowding Increase Stress Among Staff? 

Our two measures of staff stress (injuries and sick leave usage) 
were not consistently related to crowding. In two of the ~ix 
study sites, certain types of injuries did incre~s~ ~s a functlon 
of crowding. However, in the remain~n~ f~ur facllltle~, th~ few 
relationships that we found between lnJurles and cr~wdlng dld not 
fit any pattern. Similarly, our data on usage of slck leave by 
staff did not present any consistent trends. 

While our analysis did not demonstrate that crowding increases 
stress among staff, our interview~ at ~RCC and YT~ r~vealed 
other, less easily measured, manlfestatlons of crowdlng-lnduced 
stress. First, YA often must make program changes to accommodate 
its growing ward population, even though these changes maY,be 
detrimental to wards and staff alike. For example, when crowdlng 
forc~s educational and treatment programs to accept more war~s 
than they are designed for, staff may b~ ~r~strated ,by thelr 
inability to interact with wards on an lndlvldual basls. Other 
undesirable program changes, such as higher ward-staff ratios or 
shorter program time per ward, provide a further source of frus­
trai:ion. 

Second, while increasingly fewer staff assaults were reported, it 
js difficult to measure the fear of assault which staff undoubt­
~dly face each day. This fear may be intensified by crowding, 
whe~ staff feel they cannot adequately supervise the increased 
number of wards. 

6.2 CROWDING AND REHABILITATION 

Can YA fulfill its legislative mandates (the protection of 
society through rehabilitation of wards) while overcrowded? 

The relationship between crowding and rehabilitative effective­
ness has received relatively little attention among researchers 
and thus is not well understood. We would expect that the 
crowding-induced stres:s experienced by wards and staff presents a 
barrier to effective rehabilitation. 

Since our efforts to directly measure these effects did not show 
consistent findings, our assessment of crowding and rehabilita­
tion was based on available literature and on interviews with YA 

i 
r 
L , , 
l-
I 
f r 
\ , 
f 
1 
I. 

-106-

staff. We assumed that rehabilitation was 
ment in programs geared to the ward's needs 
interaction. We then used these as th~ b0.st 
of rehabilitation. We also reviewed studies 
between crowding and recidivism. 

(1) Program Placement 

enhancEd by involve­
and by ward-staff 

available indicators 
of the relationship 

A key component of YA's rehabilitative efforts is the individual­
izing af. treatment programs for each ward. Every effort is made 
to select. the institution, specific living unit, and treatment 
program most closely matched to a particular ward's needs. We 
found that overcrowding reduces administrative and staff flexi-
bility in program planning and placement, forcing ward placement 
decisions to be made on a space-available basis. 

Not only do rehabilitative efforts suffer, but incompatible wards 
may be thrown into the same living unit. Violent offenders may 
be placed with those who have committed lesser offenses, creating 
a tense atmosphere in which more sophisticated wards may dominate 
less sophisticated ones. 

(2) Program Participation and Quality 

We anticipated that fewer wards would be allowed to participate 
in programs when the facilities were crowded, leaving many wards 
idle. However, given YA's policy that nearly all wards partici­
pate in an academic or vocational program, we found that the 
increasing numbers of wards served only to strain existing 
resources. Since YA generally is not budgeted to hire additional 
teachers in response to crowding, this results in a higher 
student-teacher ratio and allows less time for individual con­
tact. Crowded conditions may also mask unrelated program defi­
ciencies or inabilities of staff, becoming a convenient excuse 
for poor staff performance, inaction~ or inadequate service 
delivery. 

For these reasons, crowding reduces the quality of educational 
opportunities offered in YA institutions. The overall low level 
of academic achievement among young people entering YA, and their 
lack of vocational skills, makes this a. particularly detrimental 
consequence of crowding. 

(3) Ward-Staff Interaction 

The quality and quantity of ward-staff interaction can be an 
important factor in rehabilitation. Crowding diminishes interac­
tion both in the classroom setting, as discussed previously, and 
in ward living units. 

YA's own research emphasizes that small living unit size and high 
staff-ward ratios are essential to rehabilitative efforts. Their 
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findings indicate that when these two criteria are met, staff 
members hav~ more time for individual counseling and interaction. 
When rel~t].v01y f0w staff ar0 responsiblo for large numh0Ts of 
wa~ds~ ma1nten~nce ?f day-to-day control and security becomes the 
pr1or1ty, leav1ng llttle time for interaction and rehabilitation. 

(4) Recidivism 

There is very little substantive research on the relationship 
b~twee~ cro~d~ng an~ re~idivism. One YA study found that reduc­
t10~ 1n llv1n~ un1t Slze has a short-term impact on recidivism. 
It 1S not certa1n, however, whether the improvement was attribut­
able to the size of the living unit or to the lower ward-staff 
ratio and more punitive form of management associated with the 
unit. 

Due to the lack of studies on crowding and recidivism we cannot 
draw any firm conclusions regarding this measure of ;ehabilita­
tion. We can only infer that the impact of crowding on program 
p~acemen~, participation and quality, and on ward-staff interac­
t10n ult1mately affects parole performance. 

6.3 BUDGETARY IMPACT OF CROWDING 

How Does Overcrowding Affect Budgetary Considerations? 

It is difficult to place a dollar fiqure on the costs of crowding 
~xperienced by YA. While we know that YA's operating expenses 
1n~re~sed during the past six years, we do not know how much of 
th1s 1S attributable to crowding per se rather than simply to 
population increases. 

We must also note that when crowding forces rehabilitative 
efforts to be sidetracked, there are ultimately long-term costs 
to society. These costs, along with the costs to wards and staff 
who must live with crowdin0-induced stress, are impossible to 
assess. 

We ~id evaluate three areas in which crowding might impact cor­
re~t1onal resources: staffing and personnel costs, the ward 
gr1evances. system~ and the disciplinary decision-making system. 
Increases.1n sta~flng and personnel costs result directlv from 
0~er~ro~d1ng,.wh7le the costs associated with ward grievances and 
d1sc1~11nary 1nc1dents result indirectly from other effects of 
crowd1ng. 

(1) Staffing and Personnel Costs 

From ~ st~ffing standpoint, crowding is expensive. While YA must 
ove:f7ll 1tS academic and vocational classes rather than hire 
add1t1onal teachers, security staff and living unit staff must be 
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supplemented to accommodate larger ward popUlations. Costs asso­
ciated with hiring intermittent or permanent employees, or with 
paying overtime to current employees, are substantially higher 
than expectations which are based simply on population increases. 

When the reception centers are crowded, additional employees are 
hired based on an established "overcrowding formula" (e.g., an 
addition of 5 wards to a 50-ward living unit warrants 1 addi­
tional counselor, while a 12-ward increase requires 2 counsel­
ors). Since there are normally only 2 counselors on each 50-ward 
living unit, the budgetary impact stems from the higher staff­
ward ratio required to accommodate crowding. 

YA schools, on the contrary, do not use any overcrowding formula. 
Generally, they supplement their staffing levels by hiring 
intermittment employees or paying overtime, rather than hiring 
additional permanent employees. While all YA facilities regu­
larly use overtime and intermittent time to replace staff who are 
temporarily absent, the use increases beyond normal levels when 
the facilities become crowded. 

The monetary costs associated with the higher staff-ward ratios, 
and with the use of intermittent time and overtime, is the single 
most apparent budgetary impact of crowding. 

(2) Ward Grievances 

We found that the level of ward grievances r03e during the past 
six years as a result of increases in both ward population and 
crowding. Resolution of each grievance requires staff time. The 
amount of time, and associated staffing costs, depends upon 
whether the grievance is handled formally or informally, and 
whether the ward appeals the grievance. 

Our analysis did not show whether crowding affects review prac­
tices (e.g., whether a greater portion of the grievances are 
appealed during times of crowding). However, we do know that as 
the volume of grievances grew, more grievances were appealed 
through higher levels of review, simply because there were more 
grievances available for appeal. 

If staff are able to complete the review process during their 
normal working hours, there is no monetary impact, although this 
reduces the time available to interact with wards. However, if 
overtime is required, or if a professional arbitrator is needed, 
there is a direct monetary impact on YA. 
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(3) Disciplinary Incidents 

We found that disciplinary incidents also increased during the 
past six years as a result of population increases and crowding. 
One of the options that may be used to reprimand wards involved 
in disciplinary incidents is "time adds" (i.e., additional months 
added to the ward's length of stay). Since each additional month 
a ward remains in the institution costs approximately $1600, time 
adds are an expensive disciplinary measure. 

We anticipated that the use of time adds would increase in pro­
portion to the increase in disciplinary incidents. However, we 
found several reasons why this was not true. First, time adds 
are reserved for the most serious incidents, such as ward and 
staff assaults. These incidents declined during the past six 
years. Second, in November 1980, YA implemented a policy to 
reduce time adds as a result of population pressures. Evidently, 
the policy is effective: The total months of added time dropped 
more than 40% between 1976 and 1981. 

In the past few years, then, the reduction in time adds has been 
an effective means of reducing population pressures and preserv­
ing correctional resources in YA. 

6.4 CONCLUSIONS 

During the past six years, YA faced unprecedented levels of 
crowding, along with potentially dangerous side effects. 
Although population pressures have eased for the time being, we 
anticipate that YA will see its ward populations grow again in 
the coming years. 

What can be done to alleviate overcrowding? The most obvious 
solution--to build more institutions--is also the most expensive 
and, over the long run, least effective option. We can also 
reduce crowding by expanding the budgeted capacity of existing 
institutions, by sending fewer people to XA or by reducing the 
lengths of institutional stay. However, if we are unable to 
reduce the ward population, it is important to explore means of 
ameliorating the negative impact of crowding (e.g., increasing 
staffing levels). 

While the options are 
be quite difficult. 
giving YA the ability 
nature of its ward 
crowding can occur. 

relatively simple, choosing among them will 
Perhaps the best approach is flexibilit~-­

to respond to the. ever-changing size and 
population before serious consequences of 
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APPENDIX 1>. 

PART I DATA TABLES 

SOURCES AND NOTES TO APPENDIX TABLES 

Population estimates and arrest statistics are presented in 
Tables A-I through 10. Tables A-II through 20 describe juvenile 
dispositions by law enforcement, prob~tion, and juvenile courts. 
The tables include statewide data and statistics for nine coun­
ties: Alameda, Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles, Madera, Sacramento, 
San Bernardino, San Francisco, and Santa Clara. These counties 
were chosen based on their population, YA commitment rates, and 
geographical location. 

Population estimates were obtained from the Department of 
Finance. Arrest and juvenile disposition data were obtained from 
the Department of Justice, Bureau of Criminal Statistics. 

Table A-21 presents data on the number 
juvenile and adult courts, obtained 
lished YA statistics. Responses to our 
in Table A-22. 

(1) Tables A-I through 10 

of YA commitments from 
from published and unpub­
questionnaire are shown 

POPULATION. The two population groups that· we used in the analy­
sis are juveniles (ages 10 through 17) and young adults (ages 18 
through 20). These correspond to the age of most YA commitments. 

ARRESTS. The number of law violation arrests are shown for juve­
niles (under 18), adults (18 and over), and juveniles and adults 
combined. The major offense categories shown in the tables are: 

• SEVEN MAJOR OFFENSES: homicide, forcible rape, robbery, 
assault, burglary, theft of over $200, and motor vehicle 
theft. 

AGAINST PERSONS: homicide, forcible rape, robbery, 
assault. AGAINST PROPERTY: burglary, theft of over $200, 
and motor vehicle theft. 

• TOTAL: all law violations (excludes status offenses). 

• FELONY LEVEL: person offenses (homicide, forcible rape, 
robbery, assault), property offenses (burglary, theft, motor 
vehicle theft, forgery, checks, and credit cards), drug law 
violations, and other miscellaneous felonies. 

• MISDEMEANOR LEVEL: assault and battery, petty theft, checks 
and credit cards, drug law violations, weapons, and other 
miscellaneous misdemeanors. 

.. 1 
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Juvenile arrest rates for law violations are also included in 
Tables A-I through A-I0. The rates are per 100,000 population, 
~nd are calculDted using thp following formula: 

Number of juvenile arrests 
Population ages 10-17 x 100,000 = 

(2) Tables A-II through 20 

Juvenile 
Arrest Rates 

This group of tables presents juvenile justice processing statis­
tics for the thre~ major system components: law enforcement, 
probation, and courts. All of the statisties are based on total 
offenses (law violations and status offenses). 

Law enforcement dispositions are show~ tor the two major catego­
ries recorded by BCS: (1) handled within the department, and 
(2) referred to probation/juvenile court. Cases IIhandled within 
the department" include those released to parents or referred to 
u community program. Cases II referred to probation/juvenile 
court ll do not necessarily imply subsequent handling by the proba­
tion department. They might instead involve a referral to a 
delinquency prevention office at the probation department who 
then refers the case to a local program. Although these two 
categories are broad and ambiguous, more detailed dispositional 
data are not available from BCS. 

Probation dispositions are recorded by ~CS as: (1) closed or 
transferred to another jurisdiction, (2) informal probation, or 
(3) petition filed. Cases handled by the probation department 
are classified as either "initial" or "subsequent" referrals. 
Initial referrals involve juveniles who are not already on proba­
tion at the time of their current offenses, while subsequent 
referrals involve juveniles who are on probation status. Since 
subsequent referrals were not recorded by BCS prior to 1980, this 
category is excluded from the statistical tables and analysis. 

Juvenile court cases are also classified as either "initial~ or 
"subsequentll petitions. The statistics compiled by BCS record 
initial court dispositions in four general categories: 
(1) closed or transferred to another jurisdiction, (2) remanded 
to adult court, (3) probation (non-ward and ward), and (4) CYA. 

BCS statistics regarding subsequent petitions are less informa­
tive than those regarding initial petitions due to: (1) sus­
pected inaccuracies in the data reported by Los Angeles County, 
and (2) change in the reporting system used by BCS. Because the 
data reported to BCS by Los Angeles County appear to be underre­
ported, this county is excluded from the statistical tables and 
analysis. Also, BCS began instituting a new reporting system in 
1979. Prior to that time, two of the dispositional options were 
recorded as "prior status maintained" and "formal probation ini­
tiated". In the new system, dispositions are recorded as either 
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non-ward or formal probation. Since these categories are not 
comparable, the trend analysis only includes the remaininq 
disposi t ioneiJ. categories: (1) closed/transferred, (2) remanded 
to adult court, and (3) CYA. 

(3) Table A-21 

This table shows the number of commitments admitted to YA during 
1976 through 1981, by court of commitment and IIstatus ll of commit­
ment (i.e., first commitment, parole return with or without a new 
commitment) . 

(4) Table A-22 

As part of our study effort, we mailed questionnaires to proba­
tion officers, district attorneys, and juvenile court judges in 
the nine selected counties. We asked respondents to rate the 
importance of various factors in influencing their decision to 
either recommend or file a petition, or recommend or make a com­
mitment to YA. Based on their ratings, we developed an overall 
rank ordering of the factors for each respondent group. These 
are shown in Table A-22. 
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TABLE A-1 
POPOI.ArIOM. CRIMES AND ARRE5rS: CALIFORNIA 

1976 - 1981 

% % 0" 
Change Change Change 

Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 3,182,800 3,166,300 -0.5 3,142,600 -0.7 3,095,500 -1.5 
18-20 1,202,700 1,23~,500 3.1 1,269,200 2.4 1,292,000 1.8 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 1,548,314 1,516,842 -2.0 1,575,182 3.8 1,689,152 7.2 
7 Major Offenses 907,898 917,358 1.0 977,985 6.6 1,060,631 8.5 
Person 143,507 158,827 10.7 164,751 3.7 183,704 11.5 
Property 764,391 764.531 0.0 813,234 6.4 876,927 7.8 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 4,135.1 4,100.7 4,280.0 4,553.0 
Person 653.6 683.1 721.0 788.6 
Property 3,481.5 3,417.5 3,559.0 3,764.4 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 1,366,988 1,410,587 3.2 1,399,724 -0.8 1,460,608 4.3 

Juv. Law Viol. 272,990 271,162 -0.7 254,401 -6.2 265,607 4.4 
Felony Level 103,003 102,473 -0.5 101,008 -1.4 101,425 0.4 
Person 16,398 16,141 -1.6 15,521 -3.8 16,898 8.9 
Property 69,444 70,877 2.1 69,622 -1.8 67,317 -3.3 
Drug Law Viol. 9,895 8,108 -18.1 8,378 3.3 8,342 -0.4 
Other 7,266 7,347 1.1 7,487 1.9 8,868 18.4 

Misdemean. Level 169,987 168,689 -0.8 153,393 -9.1 164,182 7.0 
Adult Felony 224,532 224,961 0.2 233,957 4.0 254,467 8.8 
Person 53,430 55,538 3.9 57,906 4.3 64,789 11.9 
Property 94,108 93,924 -0.2 96,592 2.8 105,009 8.7 

ARREST RATES 
PER 100,000 

(age 10-17) 
Total Juvenile 8,577.0 8,564.0 8,095.2 8,580.4 

Felony 3,236.2 3,236.4 3,214.2 3,276.5 
Person 515.2 509.8 493.9 545.9 
Property 2,181.9 2,238.4 2,215.4 2,174.7 
Drug Law Viol. 310.9 256.1 266.6 269.5 

\ Other 228.3 232.0 238.2 286.5 
Mic:n.c:r.moonnr <; 't/.n R <; "'.,., eo I. IIg1 1 <; ",n'" Q 

% 

Change 
1980 79-80 1981 

3,059,600 -1. 2 3,009,200 
1,307,300 1.2 1,317,800 

1,838,417 8.8 1,830,288 
1,192,489 12.4 1,207,549 

209,903 14.3 208,165 
982,586 12.0 999,384 

5,016.1 5,218.7 
882.9 899.6 

4,133.2 4,319.1 

1,561,658 6.9 1,666,569 

254,838 -4.1 242,472 
97,621 -3.8 93,027 
16,980 0.5 16,319 
64,159 -4.7 60,937 
. 7,419 -11.1. 6,619 

9,063 2.2 9,152 
157,217 -4.2 149,445 
274,814 8.0 293,168 
68,692 6.0 67,434 

112,140 6.8 121,429 

8,329.1 8,057.7 
3,190.6 3,091.4 

555.0 542.3 
2,097.0 2,025.0 

242.5 220.0 
296.2 304.1 

c: ,.,0 c: I. nrr ~ 

.. 

% 

Change 
80-81 

-1.6 
0.8 

-0.4 
1.3 

-0.8 
1.7 

6.7 

-4.9 
-4.7 
-3.9 
-5.0 

-10.8 
1.0 

-4.9 
6.7 

-1.8 
8.3 

~c 

Change 
76-81 

-5.5 
9.6 

18.2 
33.0 
45.1 
30.7 

21.9 

-11.2 
-9.7 
-0.5 

-12.3 
-33.1 

26.0 
-i2.1 

30.6 
26.2 
29.0 
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Data Category 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 
18-20 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 
7 Major Offenses 
Person 
Property 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 
Person 
Property 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 

Juv. Law Viol. 
Felony Level 
Person 
Property 
Drug Law Viol. 
Other 

Misdemean. Level 
Adult Felony 

Person 
Property 

ARREST RATES 
PER 100,000 

(age 10-17) 
Total JUvenile 

Felony 
Person 
Property 
Drug Law Viol. 
Other 

Misdemeanor 

1976 1977 

151,080 146,080 
61,000 57,516 

95,948 93,879 
52,811 52,468 

8,854 9,229 
43,957 43,239 

4,773.7 4,736.2 
800.3 833.1 

3,973.3 3,903.1 

75,840 76,317 

15,495 14,565 
5,303 5,263 

871 848 
3,644 3,732 

460 307 
328 376 

10,192 9,302 
12,066 11,956 

2,972 2,884 
5,314 5,362 

10,256.2 9,970.6 
3,510.1 3,602.8 

576.5 580.5 
2,412.0 2,554.8 

304.5 210.2 
217.1 257.4 

6,746.1 6,367.7 

..... ..., 

TABLE A-2 

POPULArION » CRIHF.S AND ARRESTS: ALAMEDA COONr'l 
1976 - 1981 

0" % % 0" % % 

Change Change Change Change Change Change 
76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

-3.3 142,070 -2.7 132,280 -6.9 135,690 2.6 133,740 -1.4 -11.5 
-5.7 58,260 1.3 58,870 1.0 58,840 -0.1 58,370 -0.8 -4.3 

-2.2 94,099 0.2 101,921 8.3 106,493 4.5 109,418 2..7 14.0, 
-0.6 51,237 -2.3 54,966 7.3 60,664 10.4 64,965 7.1 23.0 
4.2 9,149 -0.9 10,555 15.4 12,409 17.6 11,673 -5.9 31.8 

-1.6 42,088 -2.7 44,411 5.5 4'8,255 8.7 53,292 10,4 21.2 

4,615.1 4,970.7 5,488.0 5,840.1 
824.1 954.5 1,122.6 1,049.4 

3,791.0 4,016.2 4,365.4 4,790.7 I 
>' 
Ul 
I 

0.6 76,593 0.4 89,067 16.3 94,235 5.8 98,690 4.7 30.1 

-6.0 13,216 -9.3 15,415 16.6 15,033 -2.5 13,830 -8.0 -10.7 
-0.8 4,813 -8.6 5,391 12.0 5,206 -3.4 4,793 .-7.9 -9.6 
-2,6 724 -14.6 969 33.8 1,001 3.3 883 -11.8 1.4 
2.4 3,430 -8.1 3,472 1.2 3,323 -4.3 3,015 -9.3 -17.3 

-33.3 363 18.2 432 19.0 440 1.9 431 -2.0 -6.3 
14.6 296 -21.3 518 75.0 442 -14.7 464 5.0 41.5 " 
-8.7 8,403 -9.7 10,024 19.3 9,827 -2.0 9,037 -8.0 -11.3 
-0.9 12,082 1.1 13,611 12.? 14,152 4.0 15,890 12.3 31. 7 
-3.0 3,001 4.1 3,388 12.9 3,497 3.2 3,674 5.1 23.6 
0.9 5,177 -3.5 5,890 13.8 5,925 0.6 6,851 15.6 28.9 

cj 
I 

9,302.5 11,653.3 11,078.9 10,341.0 
3,387.8 4,075.4 3,836.7 3,583.8 

509.6 732.5 737.7 660.2 
2,414.3 2,624.7 2,449.0 2,254.4 1 255.5 326.6 324.3 322.3 

208.3 391.6 325.7 346.9 

1 5,914.7 7,577.9 7,242.2 6,757.1 
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TABLE ,1-3 

POPOI.Anmi. CRIMES AIm ARRESrs: FRESNO COUMl'Y 
1976 - 1981 

% % % 'l-, % % 

Change Change Change Change Change Change 
Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 71,740 73,170 2.0 72,500 -0.9 71,180 -1.8 69,560 -2.3 68,280 -1.8 -4.8 
18-20 26,250 27,820 6.0 27,670 -0.5 28,020 1.3 28,110 0.3 28,750 2.3 9.5 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 39,795 37,937 -4.7 40,154 5.8 40,666 1.3 43,279 6.4 42,911 -0.9 7.8 
7 Major Offenses 24,606 24,853 1.0 26,418 6.3 26,657 0.9 28,180 5.7 27,809 -1.3 13.0 
Person 2,868 3,416 19.1 3,697 8.2 4,125 11.6 4,674 13.3 4,188 -10.4 46.0 
Property 21,738 21,437 -1.4 22,721 6.0 22,532 -0.8 23,506 4.3 23,621 0.5 8.7 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 5,207.6 5,114.8 5,329.4 5,273.4 5,448.6 5,356.1 
I 

Person 607.0 703.0 745.8 816.0 903.7 806.6 :> 
Property 4,600.6 4,411.8 4,583.6 4,457.4 4,544.9 4,549.5 0\ 

I 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 36,318 40,169 10.6 41,232 2.6 43,616 5.8 46,307 6.2 48,373 4.5 33.2 

Juv. Law Viol. 5,239 5,996 14.4 6,336 5.7 7,039 11.1 7,006 -0.5 6,502 -7.2 24.1 
Felony Level 1,736 1,901 9.5 2,354 23.8 2,394 1.7 2,286 -4.5 2,188 -4.3 26.0 

Person 258 333 29.1 503 51.1 534 6.2 506 -5.2 451 -10.9 74.8 
Property 1,282 1,334 4.1 1,581 18.5 1,573 .,0.5 -1,449 -7.9 1,413- -2.5 10.2 
Drug Law Viol. 87 84 -3.4 108 28.6 97 -10.2 123 26.8 129 4.9 48.3 
Other 109 150 37.6 162 8.0 190 17.3 208 9.5 195 -6.3 78.9 

Misdemean. Level 3,503 4,095 16.9 3,932 -2.8 4,645 16.6 4,720 1.6 4,314 -8.6 23.2 
Adult Felony 4,993 5,256 5.3 5,019 -4.5 4,832 -3.7 5,564 15.1 5,888 5.8 17.9 

Person 1,301 1,556 19.6 1,515 -2.6 1,608 6.1 1,857 15.5 1,731 -6.8 33.1 
Property 2,574 2,623 1.9 2,410 -8.1 2,044 -15.2 2,331 14.0 2,614 12.1 1.6 

ARi1EST RATES 
PER 100,000 

(age 10-17) 
Total Juvenile 7,302.8 8,194.6 8,739.3 9,889.0 10,071.9 9,522.6 

Felony 2,419.8 2,598.1 3,246.9 3,363.3 3,286.4 3,204.5 
Person 359.6 455.1 693.8 750.2 727.4 660.5 

\ 
Property 1,787.0 1,823.2 2,180.7 2,209.9 2,083.1 2,069.4 
Drug Law Viol. 121.3 114.8 149.0 136.3 176.8 188.9 
Other 151.9 205.0 223.4 266.9 299.0 285.6 

Misdemeanor 1+,,882.9 5,596.6 5,492.4 6,525.7 6,785.5 6.318.1 
.. 1 
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TABLE A-4 

POPOL\rIC»I , CRIMES AND AltREsrs: 
1.976 - 1981 

% % 

Change Change 
Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 

YOL~ POPULATION 
10-17 56,220 56,290 0.1 55,100 -2.1 53,620 
18-20 18,900 19,560 3.5 19,850 1.5 20,150 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 28,669 28,281 -1.4 29,352 3.8 31,528 
7 Major Offenses 15,128 15,472 2.3 16,971 9.7 17,822 
Person 1,882 2,230 18.5 2,643 18.5 2,888 
Property 13,246 l3,242 0.0 14,328 8.2 14,934 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 4,153.8 4,136.9 4,421.8 4,522.2 
Person 516.7 596.3 688.6 732.8 
Property 3,637.0 3,540.6 3,733.2 3,789.4 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 27,042 26,592 -1.7 24,839 -6.6 28,492 

Juv. Law Viol. 6,442 6,960 8.0 6,100 -12.4 6,815 
Felony Level 1,792 2,038 13.7 2,029 -0.4 2,071 
Person' 260 322 23.8 261 -18.9 396 
Property 1,398 1,534 9.7 71.,582 3.1 1,453 
Drug Law Viol. 69 107 55.1 92 -14.0 81 
Other 73 75 2.7 94 25.3 141 

Misdemean. Level 4,650 4,922 5.8 4,071 -17.3 4,744 
Adult Felony 3,370 3,336 -1.0 3,527 5.7 4,027 

Person 779 920 18.1 991 7.7 1,199 
Property 1,533 1,461 -4.7 1,538 5.3 1,692 

ARREST RATES 
PER 100,000 

(age 10-17) 
Total Juvenile 11,458.6 12,364.5 11,070.8 12,709.8 

Felony 3,187.5 3,620.5 3,682.4 3,862.4 
Person 462.5 572.0 473.7 738.5 
Property 2,486.7 2,725.2 2,871.1 2,709.8 

\ Drug Law Viol. 122.7 190.1 167.0 151.1 
Other 129.8 l33.2 170.6 263.0 

Misdemeanor 8,271.1 8,744.0 7,388.4 8,847.4 
\..t:_~J.r"':;:;:X!:t.;t.::I.-.;-,~,·,,:,::: ~'-""''=l. .~'_''''-~''''' --'<'<F_' , ... _ ...... , • ..,.~..... ., 

URN mtlIIrf 

0", % 

Change Change 
78-79 1980 79-80 

-2.7 52,090 -2.9 
1.5 20,190 0.2 

7.4 36,144 14.6 
5.0 21,445 20.3 
9.3 3,286 13.8 
4.2 18,159 21.6 

5,287.2 
810.2 

4,477 .1 

14.7 33,994 19.3 

11.7 6,799 -0.2 
2.1 2,075 0.2 

51.7 357 -9.8 
-8.2 1,502 3.4 

-12.0 102 25.9 
50.0 114 -19.1 
16.5 4,724 -0.4 
14.2 4,821 19.7 
21.0 1,373 14.5 
10.0 1,997 18.0 

13,052.4 
3,983.5 

685.4 
2,883.5 

195.8 
218.9 

9,068.9 
• , ''-<''''r ...... 

.. 

"t, 

Change 
1981 80-81 

50,520 -3.0 
19,970 -1.1 

34,500 -4.5 
21,183 -1. 2 

3,252 -1.0 
17,931 -1. 3 

5,135.3 
788.4 

4,346.9 

36,407 7.1 

6,342 -6.7 
1,985 -4.3 

410 14.8 
1,258 -16.2 

178 74.5 
139 21.9 

4,357 -7.8 
5,990 24.2 
1,587 15.6 
2,281 14.2 

12,553.4 
3,929.1 

811.5 
2,490.1 

352.3 
275.1 

8,624.3 

% 

Change 
76-81 

-10.1 
5.7 

20.3 
40.0 
72.8 
35.4 

34.6 

-1.6 
10.8 
57.7 

-10.0 
158.0 . 

90.4 
-6.3 
77.7 

103.7· 
48.8 

-1 
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'IABLE A-S 
POPIlLArI<It , CRIMES AND ARRESTS: LOS ANGELES COOHrY 

1976 - 1981 

% % % % 'le. % 
Change Change Change Change Change Change 

Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 937,850 971,300 3.6 955,860 -1.6 935,360 -2.1 911,290 -2.6 884,280 -3.0 -5.7 
18-20 372,150 344,770 -7.4 346,460 0.5 347,900 0.4 347,930 346,930 -0.3 -6.8 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 505,671 491,886 -2.7 517,268 5.2 562,721 8.8 626,730 11.4 634,212 1.2 25.4 
7 Major Offenses 341~105 339,445 -0.5 365,280 7.6 403,749 10.5 464,456 15.0 476,274 2.5 39.6 
Person 66,688 70,411 5.6 76,541 8.7 86,868 13.5 99,724 14.8 99,392 -0.3 49.0 
Property 274,417 269,034 -2.0 288,739 7.3 316,881 9.7 364,732 15.1 376,882 3.3 37.3 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 4,707.1 4,673.6 4,973.1 5,455.9 6,195.1 6,331.4 
Person 920.3 969.4 1$042.1 1,173.9 1,330.1 1,321.3 I 
Property 3,786.8 3,704.2 3,931.0 4,282.1 4,864.9 5,010.1 ~ 

co 
I 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 513,447 512,561 -0.2 483,127 -5.7 499,115 3.3 495,967 -0.6 513,183 3.5 -0.1 

Juv. Law Viol. 86,925 83,642 -3.8 77 ,103 -7.8 77,678 0.7 73,867 -4.9 69,230 -6.3 -20.4 
Felony Level 41,551 40,924 -1.5 40,686 -0.6 39,591 -2.7 39,157 -1.1 36,967 -5.6 -11.0 

Person 7,857 7,415 -5.6 7,029 -5.2 7,563 7.6 8,406 '11.1 8,027 -4.5 2.2 
Property 26,069 26,992 3.5 26,344 '-2.4 24,881 -5.6 24,128 -3.0 2,3,035 -4.5 -11.6 
Drug Law Viol. 5,007 4,016 -19.8 4,618 15.0 4,305 -6.8 3,569 -17.1 2,749 -23.0 -45.1 
Other 2,618 2,501 -4,5 2,695 7.8 2,842 5.5 3,054 7.5 3,156 3.3 20.6 

Misdemean. Level 45,374 42,718 -5.9 36,417 -14.8 38,087 4.6 34,710 -8.9 32,263 -7.0 -28.9 
Adult Felony 95,411 94,548 -0.9 98,953 4.7 109,945 11.1 113,213 3.0 117,389 3.7 23.0 

Person 23,759 24,505 3.1 25,565 4.3 28,571 11.8 29,423 3.0 28,563 -2.~ 20.2 
Property 36,099 36,429 0.9 37,727 3.6 42,317 12.2 44,942 6.2 48,671 8.3 34.8 

ARREST RATES 
PER 100,000 

(age 10-17) 

\ 
Total Juvenile 9,268.5 8,611.3 8,066.3 8,304.6 8,105.8 7,829.0 

Felony 4,430.5 4,213,3 4,256.5 4,232.7 4,296.9 4,180.5 

1 
Person 837.8 763.4 735.4 808.6 922.4 907.7 

\ Property 2,779.7 2,779.0 2,756.1 2,660.0 2,647.7 2,604.9 
Drug Law Viol. 533.9 413.5 483.1 460.3 391.6 310.9 
Other 279.1. 257.5 281.9 303.8 335.1 356.9 , 

Misdemeanor 4,838.1 4,398.0 3,809.9 4,071.9 3,808,9 3,648.5 

1 
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Data Category 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 
18-20 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 
7 Major Offenses 
Person 
Property 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

1976 

7,120 
2,330 

2,341 
1,578 

325 
1,253 

7 Major Offenses 3,149.7 
Person 648.7 
Property 2,501.0 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 4,158 

·juv. Law Viol. 419 

Felony Level 162 
Person 17 
Property 122 
Drug Law Viol. 8 
Other 15 

Misdemean. Level 257 
Adult Felony 615 

Person 147 
Property 261 

ARREST RATES 
PER 100,000 

(age 10-17) 
Total Juvenile 

Felony 
Person 
Property 
Drug Law Viol. 
Other 

Misdemeanor 

5,884.8 
2,275.3 

238.8 
1,713.5 

112.4 
210.7 

3,609.6 

1977 

7,780 
2,360 

2,510 
1,667 

315 
1,352 

3,121.7 
589.9 

2,531.8 

4,078 

517 
207 

31 
146 

4 
26 

310 
612 
182 
253 

6,645.2 
2,660.7 

398.5 
1,876.6 

51.4 
334.2 

3,984.6 

TABLE A-6 
POPOI.An(lll, CIU1IES AND AlmES!S: MADERA COOM1'Y 

1976 - 1981 

Change 
76-77 

9.3 
1.3 

7.2 
5.6 

-3.1 
7.9 

1978 

7,850 
2,440 

2,769 
1,835 

328 
1,507 

3,259.3 
582.6 

2,676.7 

-1.9 4,133 

23.4 533 
27.8 215 
82.4 42 
19.7 151 

-50.0 3 
73.3 19 
20.6 318 
-0.5 607 
23.8 184 
-3.1 254 

6,789.8 
2,738.9 

535.0 
1,923.6 

38.2 
242.0 

4,051.0 

% 

Change 
77-78 1979 

0.9 
3.4 

10.3 
10.1 
4.1 

11.5 

7,840 
2,580 

2,984 
2,044 

345 
1,699 

3,384.1 
571.2 

2,812.9 

1.3 4,965 

3.1 544 
3.9 14.9 

35.5 35 
3.4 93 

-25.0 4 
-26.9 17 

2.6 395 
-0.8 661 
1.1 227 
0.4 263 

6,938.8 
1,900.5 

446.4 
1,186.2 

51.0 
216.8 

5,038.3 

Change 
78-79 

. -0.1 
5.7 

7.8 
11.4 
5.2 

12.7 

1980 

7,870 
2,680 

3,283 
2~349 

388 
1,961 

3,676.1 
607.2 

3,068.9 

20.1 6,140 

2.1 537 
-30.7 164 
-16.7 23 
-38.4 114 
33.3 3 

-10.5 24 
24.2 373 
8.9 702 

23:4 246 
3.5 282 

6,823.4 
2,083.9 

292.2 
1,448.5 

38.1 
305.0 

4,739.5 

Change 
79-80 

0.4 
3.9 

10.0 
14.9 
12.5 
15.4 

1981 

7,980 
2,740 

3,587 
2,667 

493 
2,174 

4,047.0 
748.1 

3,298.9 

23.7 6,797 

-1.3 548 
10.1 179 

-34.3 25 
22.6 132 

-25.0 2 
41. 2 20 
-5.6 369 
6.2 811 
8.4 223 
7.2 361 

6,867.2 
2,243.1 

313.3 
1,654.1 

25.1 
250.6 

4,624.1 

% 

Change 
30-81 

1.4 
2.2 

9.3 
13.5 
27.1 
10.9 

% 

Change 
76-81 

12.1 
17.6 

53.2 
69.0 
51. 7 
73.5 

10.7 63.5 

2.0 30.8 
9.1 10.5 
8.7 47.1 

15.8 8.2 
-33.3 -75.0 
-16.7 33.3 
-1.1 43.6 
15.5 31.9 
-9.3 51. 7 
28.0 38.3 

I 
:t> 
\0 
I 
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TABLE A-7 

Pm'UIATlmt • amms AND ARRESrS: SACRAMENTO comr.ry 
1976 - 1981 

% % % % "'.: 0." 

Change Change Change Change Change Change 
Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 112,180 104,340 -7.0 101,260 -3.0 97,700 -3.5 93,710 -4.1 90,800 -3.1 -19.1 
18-20 42,620 40,360 -5.3 40,490 0.3 40,690 0.5 40,150 -1.3 39,900 -0.6 -6.4 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 59,729 57,152 -4.3 63,338 10.8 68,260 7.8 76,141 .11.5 78,350 2.9 31.2 
7 Major Offenses 33,779 33,259 -1.5 37,720 13.4 41,042 8.8 46,166 12.5 49,353 6.9 46.1 
Person 4,654 4,903 5.4 5,607 14.4 5,636 0.5 5,820 3.3 6,365 9.4 36.8 
Property 29,125 28,356 -2.6 32,113 13.2 35,406 10.3 40,346 14.0 42,988 6.5 47.6 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 4,756.9 4,570.4 5,061.7 5,345.4 5,856.4 6,186.9 
Person 655.4 673.8 752.4 734.0 738.3 797.9 I 

>' Property 4,101.5 3,896.7 4,309.3 4,611.4 5,U8.1 5,389.0 I-' 
0 
I 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 46,571 49,013 5.2 45,959 -"-.2 46,991 2.2 48,813 3.9 47,464 -2.8 1.9 

Juv. Law Viol. 8,194 8,469 3.4 7,065 ~16.6 8,425 19.2 i",582 -10.0 6,016 -20.7 -26.6 
Felony Level 3,097 2,972 -4.0 2,555 -14.0 2,668 4.4 2,449 -8.2 2,475 1.1 -20.1 
Person 463 533 15.1 384 -28.0 441 14.8 426 -3.4 417 -2.1 -9.9 
Property 2,234 2,062 -7.7 1,818 -11.8 1,778 -2.2 1,650 -7.2 1,680 1.8 -24.8 
Drug Law Viol. 123 117 -4.9 113 -3.4 147 30.1 146 -0.7 129 -11.6 4.9 
Other 277 260 -6.1 240 -7.7 302 25.8 227 -24.8 249 9.7 -10.1 

Misdemean. Level 5,097 5,497 7.8 4,510 -18.0 5,757 27.6 5,133 -10.8 3,541 -31.0 -30.5 
Adult Felony 7,179 6,933 -3.4 7,103 2.5 7,375 3.8 8,253 11.9 9,097 10.2 26.7 

Person 1,901 1,990 4.7 1,910 -4.0 2,013 5.4 1,986 -1.3 2,189 10.2 15.1 
Property 2,794 2,568 -8.1 2,660 3.6 2,788 4.8 3,080 10.5 3,366 9.3 20.5 

ARREST RATES 
PER 100,000 

(age 10-17) 
Total Juvenile 7,304.3 8,116.7 6,CJ77 .1 8,623.3 8,090.9 6,625.6 

Felony 2,760.7 2,848.4 2,523.2 2,730.8 2,613.4 2,725.8 ~ 
I 

Person 412.7 510.8 379.2 451.4 454,6 459.3 
I 

\ 
Property 1,991.4 1,976.2 1,795.4 1,819.9 1,760.8 1,850.2 

I 
Drug Law Viol. 109.6 112.1 111.6 150.5 155.8 142.1 

j Other 246,9 249.2 237.0 309.1 242.2 274.2 
Misdemeanor 4,543.6 5,268.4 4,453.9 5,892.5 5,477.5 3,899.8 

I 
I 

l , 
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Data Category 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 
18-20 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 
7 Major Offenses 
Person 
Property 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 
Person 
Property 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 

Juv. Law Viol. 
Felony Level 

Person 
Property 
Drug Law Viol. 
Other 

Misdemean. Level 
Adult Felony 

Person 
Property 

ARREST RATES 
PER 100,000 

(age 10-17) 
Total Juvenile 

Felony 
Person 
Property 
Drug Law Viol. 
Other 

Misdemeanor 

1976 1977 

108,770 112,790 
41,390 40,680 

50,602 54,966 
28,205 33,272 
3,797 5,103 

24,408 .28,169 

3,862.6 4,362.4 
520.0 669.1 

3,342.6 3,693.3 

39,262 38,994 

9,363 10,066 
3,666 4,031 

567 716 
2,595 2,794 

222 200 
282 321 

5,697 6,035 
6,816 7,171 
1,611 1,889 
2,952 2,982 

8,608.1 8,924.6 
3,370.4 3,573.9 

521.3 634.8 
2,385.8 2,477.2 

204.1 177.3 
259.3 284.6 

5,237.7 5,350.7 

TABLE A-8 

POPULArIat, CRIMES AND ARRES'tS: SAlt BERNARDINO COOHrY 
1976 - 1981 

% % % % 'ls % 

Change Change Change Change Change Change 
76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

3.7 111,260 -1.4 109,550 -1.5 108,510 -0.9 107,640 -0.8 -1.0 
-1. 7 41,980 3.2 42,410 1.0 42,730 0.8 42,650 -0.2 3.0 

8.6 56,109 2.1 62,934 12.2 70,380 11.8 70,201 -0.3 38.7 
18.0 35,143 5.6 39,642 12.8 45,745 15.4 46,670 2.0 65.5 
34.4 5,573 9.2 6,190 11.1 7,299 17.9 7,344 0.6 93.4 
15.4 29,570 5.0 33,452 13.1 38,446 14.9 39,326 2.3 61.1 

4,326.9 4,637.6 5,062.0 5,039.4 
686.2 724.1 807.7 793.0 

I 

> 
3,640.7 3,913.4 4,254.3 4,246.4 t-' 

t-' 
I 

-0.7 38,422 -1.5 41,869 9.0 46,005 9.9 50,055 8.8 27.5 

7.5 9,312 -7.5 10,995 18.1 10,148 -7.7 10,760 6.0 14.9 
10.0 4,004 -0.7 4,480 11.9 4,355 -2.8 4,485 3 . .0 22.3 
26.3 729 1.8 7-70 5.6 646 -16.1 710 9.9 25.2 
7.7 2,765 -1.0 3,087 11.6 3,085 -0.1 3,143 1.9 21.1 

-9.9 211 5.5 209 -0.9 220 5.3 206 -6.4 -7.2 
13.8 299 -6.9 414 38.5 404 -2.4 426 5.4 51.1 
5.9 5,308 -12.0 6,515 22.7 5,793 -11.1 6,275 8.3 10.1 
5.2 7,641 6.6 8,732 14.3 9,878 13.1 10,956 10.9 60.7 

17.3 2,080 10.1 2,510 20.7 2,726 8.6 2,611 -4.2 62.1 
1.0 3,087 3.5 3,572 15.7 4,200 17.6 4,638 10.4 57.1 

8,369.6 10,036.5 9,352.1 9,996.3 
3,598.8 4,089.5 4,013.5 4,166.7 

655.2 702.9 595.3 659.6 
2,485.2 2,817.9 2,843.1 2,919.9 

189.6 190.8 202.7 191.4 
268.7 377 .9 372.3 395.8 

4,770.8 5,947.1 5,338.7 5,829.6 
"",-", .. '" ''''". '. '.''''>;. _,,~c- - ; "- ;tzr,_ ~ '::;;;".: :~: •• '-:':';;': , 
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rABLE A-9 
!'OPU!ArI08 , CRIMES AND ARREStS: SAM FRANClSOO COOH1"Y 

1976 - 1981 

% % 0", % % % 

Change Change Change Change Change Change 
Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 59,050 60,000 1.6 57,610 -4.0 55,280 -4.0 53,290 -3.6 51,600 -3.2 -12.6 
18-20 28,520 26,660 -6.5 26,150 -1. 9 25,700 1.7 25,280 -1. 6 24,900 -1. 5 -12.7 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 78,465 72,644 -7.4 71,782 -1. 2 72,321 0.8 71,956 -0.5 73,501 2.1 -6.3 
7 Hajor Offenses 55,080 49,875 -9.4 48,322 -3.1 49,972 3.4 48,064 -3.8 46,357 -3.6 -15.8 
Person 10,799 9,432 -12.7 10,613 12.5 11,202 5.5 12,867 14.9 12,181 -5.3 12.8 
Property 44,281 40,443 -8.7 37,709 -6.8 38,770 2.8 35,197 -9.2 34,176 -2.9 -22.8 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 7,981.5 7,288.5 7,083.3 7,356.4 7,089.1 6,810.2 
I 

Person 1,564.8 1,378.3 1,555.7 1,649.1 1,897.8 1,789.5 :x> 
Property 6,416.6 5,910.1 5,527.6 5,707.3 5,191.3 5,020.7 f-I 

N 
I 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 43,782 46,509 6.2 53,564 15.2 53,120 -0.8 59,206 11.5 72,535 22.5 65.7 

Juv: Law Viol. 5,016 5,251 4.7 5,488 4.5 5,381 -1. 9 5,587 3.8 5,235 -6.3 4.4 
Felony Levei 2,407 2,323 -3.5 2,279 -1.9 2,179 -4.4 2,349 7.8 1,904 -18.9 -20.9 

Person 621 468 -24.6 549 17.3 554 0.9 586 5.8 472 -19.5 -24.0 
Property 1,664 1,678 0.8 1,532 -8.7 1,378 -10.1 1,278 -7.3 1,000 -21.8 -39.9 
Drug Law Viol. 48 71 47.9 91 28.2 117 28.6 178 52.1 119 -33.1 147.9 
Other 74 106 43.2 107 0.9 130 21.5 307 136.2 313 2.0 323.0 

Misdemean. Level 2,609 2,928 12.2 3,209 9.6 3,202 -0.2 3,238 1.1 3,331 2.9 27.7 
Adult Felony 10,013 11,345 13.3 11,577 2.0 12,130 4.8 12,372 2.0 15,300 23.7 52.8 

Person 3,148 3,074 -2.4 3,202 4.2 3,470 8.4 3,204 -7.7 3,349 4.5 6.4 
Property 4,631 5,430 17.3 5,291 -2.6 5,157 -2.5 4,432 -14.1 4,945 11.6 6.8 

ARREST RATES 
PER 100,000 

'< 
(age 10-17) 

Total Juvenile 8,494.5 8,751.7 9,526.1 9,734.1 10,484.1 10,145.3 
Felony 4,076.2 3,871.7 3,955.9 3,941.8 4;408.0 3,689.9 
Person 1,051. 7 780.0 953.0 1,002.2 1,099.6 914.7 

\ Property 2,818.0 2,796.7 2,659.3 2,492.8 2,398.2 1,938.0 
Drug Law Viol. 81.3 118.3 158.0 211.6 334.0 230.6 
Other 125.3 176.7 185.7 235 .. 2 576.1 606.6 

i Misdemeanor 4,418.3 4,880.0 5,570.2 5,792.3 6,076.2 6,455.4 
I , , 
I 

0 
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TABLE A-10 
POPUI.ArI<If , CJUHES AND AIUtE.S'IS: SANrA CLARA romrrY 

1976 - 1981 

% ')-0 % '70 % 0-b 

Change Change Change Change Change Change 
Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

YOUTH POPULATION 
10-17 203,770 192,980 -5.3 190,190 -1.4 186,880 -1. 7 183,140 -2.0 179,740 -1. 9 -11.8 
18-20 70,150 67,400 -3.9 72,220 7.2 73,910 2.3 75,400 2.0 75,570 0.2 7.7 

CRIMES-FREQUENCY 
FBI Index Crimes 81,737 74,907 -8.4 79,304 5.9 84,002 5.9 98,235 16.9 97,877 -0.4 19.7 
7 Major Offenses 39,878 37,579 -5.8 41,522 10.5 42,331 1.9 50,587 19.5 50,781 0.4 27.3 
Person 4,528 4,770 5.3 4,967 4.1 5,220 5.1 6,632 27.0 7,074 6.7 56.2 
Property 35,350 32,809 -7.2 36,555 11.4 37,lll 1.5 43,955 18.4 43,707 -0.6 23.6 

CRIME RATES 
PER 100,000 

7 Major Offenses 3,280.5 3,046.0 3,310.6 3,314.1 3,891.3 3,877.9 
I 

Person 372.5 386.6 396.0 408.7 510.2 540.2 tl> 
Property 2,908.0 2,659.4 2,914.6 2,905.4 3,381. 2 3,337.7 

...... 
l.J.) 

I 

ARRESTS-FREQUENCY 
Total Juv./Adult 59,282 59,618 0.6 64,616 8.4 68,277 5.7 71,661 5.0 75,216 5.0 26.9 

Juv. Law Viol. 17,887 17,896 0.1 16,451 -8.1 17,618 7.1 16,346 -7.2 14,974 -8.4 -16.3 
Felony. Level 5,432 5,112 -5.9 4,383 -14.3 4,731 7.9 3,968 -16.1 3,729 -6.0 -31.1+ 

Person 567 528 -6.9 549 4.0 661 20.4 528 -20.1 525 -0.6 -7.4 
Property 3,404 3,413 0.3 3,121 -8.6 3,166 1.4 2,613 -17.5 2,342 -10.4 -31.2 
Drug Law Viol. 977 751 -23.1 342 -54.5 361 5.6 362 0.3 316 -12.7 -67.7 
Other 484 420 -13.2 371 -11.7 543 46.4 465 -14.4 546 17.4 12.8 

Misdemean. Level 12,455 12,784 2.6 12,068 -5.6 12,887 6.8 12,378 -3.9 11,245 -9.2 -9.7 
Adult Felony 8,982 8,181 -8.9 9,644 17.9 9,822 1.8 10,027 2.1 ll,090 10.6 23.5 
Person 1,749 1,503 -14.1 1,811 20.5 1,839 1.5 2,047 11.3 1,911 -6.6 9.3 
Property 3,919 3,612 -7.8 4,060 12.4 4,296 5.8 4,336 0.9 4,734 9.2 20.8 

ARREST RATES ~ 

PER 100,000 

\ (age 10-17) 
Total Juvenile 8,778.0 9,~~73.5 8,649.8 9,427.4 8,923.8 8,330.9 

\ 
Felony 2,665.8 2,649.0 2,304.5 2,531.6 2,166.6 1,824.3 
Person 278.3 273.6 288.7 353.7 288.3 292.1 
Property 1,670.5 1,768.6 1,641.0 1,694.1 1,426.8 1,303.0 
Drug Law Viol. 463.3 389.2 179.8 193.2 197.7 175.8 
Other 237.5 217.6 195.1 290.6 253.9 303.8 

\ Misdemeanor 6,112.3 6,624.5 6,345.2 6,895.9 6,758.8 6,256.3 

1 
\ 
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TABLE A-ll 

DISPOSrrI<Il OF JUVFJm..ES BY LAW EIiFORcmtEN'I. 

JUVEIIILE PROBATIOH. AND JUVENILE OOURT: CALIFORNIA 
1976 - 1981 

% % % % ~ '", 
Change Change Change Change Cha~ge Change 

Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-31 76-81 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 346,235 307,710 -11.1 281,186 -8.6 292,909 4.2 282,784 -3.5 266,626 -5.7 -23.0 
Handled in Dept 136,478 120,150 -12.0 103,23" -14.1 107,171 3.8 101,308 -5.5 93,818 -7.4 -31. 3 
To Juv Ct/Prob 209,757 187,560 -10.6 177,949 -5.1 185,738 4.4 181,476 -2.3 172,808 -4.8 -17.6 
% Handled in Dept 39.4 39.1 36.7 36.6 35.8 35.2 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 60.6 61.0 63.3 63.4 64.2 64.8 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 161,170 149,215 -7.4 142,975 -4.2 145,863 2.0 144,268 -1.1 137,004 -5.0 -15.0 
Closed/Transf 89,937 76,192 -15.3 74,440 -2.3 80,180 7.7 79,404 -1.0 75,363 -5.1 -16.2 
Informal Prob 22,252 20,493 -7.9 20,481 -0.1 19,239 -6.1 18,453 -4.1 16,780 -9.1 -24.6 
Petition Filed 48,981 52,530 7.2 48,054 -8.5 4n,444 -3.4 46,111 -0.7 44,861 -2.7 -8.4 
% Closed/Transf 55.8 51.1 52.1 55.0 55.0 55.0 
% Informal Prob 13.8 13.7 14.3 13.2 12.8 12.2 I 
% Petition Filed 30.4 35.2 33.6 31.8 32.2 32.7 ~ 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
I--' 

"'-
INITIAL PETITIONS 52,795 52,998 0.4 48,744 -8.0 48,133 -1.3 46,750 -2.9 44,861 -4.0 -15.0 I 

Dism/Transf/Rem 18,864 18,596 -1.4 15,575 -16.2 14,199 -8.8 12,726 -10.4 11,115 -12.7 -41.1 
Probation 33,603 33,953 1.0 32,690 -3.7 33,464 2.4 33,489 0.1 33,121 -1.1 -1.4 
Non-ward 6,282 4,617 -26.5 4,709 2.0 4,344 -7.8 3,467 -20.2 2,769 -20.1 -55.9 
Formal 27,321 29,336 7.4 27,981 -4.6 29,120 4.1 30,0~:! 3.1 30,352 1.1 11.1 

CYA 328 449 36.9 479 6.7 470 -1.9 535 13.8 625 16.8 90.5 
% Di~m/Transf/Rem 35.7 35.1 32.0 29.5 27.2 24.8 
So Probation 63.6 64.1 67.1 69.5 71.6 73.8 
% CYA 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.4 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 21,657 20,469 -5.5 19,360 -5.4 19,083 -1.4 21,710 13.8 22,136 2.0 2.2 
Dism ITrans f IRem 1,383 1,194 -13.7 943 -21.0 1,109 17.6 2,725 145.7 3,116 14.3 125.3 
Prior Status 
Maintained 18,348 17,141 -6.6 16,455 -4.0 N/A N/A NIA 

Formal Probation 
Initiated 613 616 0.5 490 -20.5 N/A N/A N/A 

CYA 1,301 1,512 16.2 1,454 -3.8 1,186 -18.4 1,333 12.4 1,237 -7.2 -4.9 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 6.4 5.8 4.9 5.8 12.6 14.1 
% Prior Status 

Maintained 84.7 83.7 85.0 MIA NIA N/A 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 2.8 3.0 2.5 N/A N/A NIA 

1 % CYA 6.0 7.4 7.5 6.2 6.1 5.6 

1 
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TABLE A-12 
DISPOSITIOR OF JUVFJI1LES BY LAW ENmRCEMFM, 

.JUVEM11..E PROBATION, AND .JUVENILE COURT: ALAMEDA COUN'l'Y 
1976 - 1981 

% % % % % % 
Change Change Change Change Change Change 

Data Category 1976 1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 18,996 17,248 -9.2 15,490 -10.2 17,561 13.4 17,318 -1.4 16,431 -5.1 -13.5 
Handled in Dept 6,506 5,739 -11.8 4,940 -13.9 6,065 22.8 5,527 -8.9 5,185 -6.2 -20.3 
To Juv Ct/Prob 12,490 11,509 -7.9 10,550 -8.3 11,496 9.0 11,791 2.6 11,246 -4.6 -10.0 
% Handled in Dept 34.3 33.3 31.9 34.5 31.9 31.6 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 65.8 66.7 68.1 65.5 68.1 68.4 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 8,468 7,844 -7.4 7,708 -1.7 8,134 5.5 8,456 4.0 7,484 -11.5 -11.6 
Closed/Transf 5,504 4,33·9 -21.2 4,562 5.1 5,149 12.9 5,654 9.8 4,732 -16.3 -14.0 
Informal Prob 1,042 382 -63.3 410 7.3 41:1 0.2 403 -1.9 406 0.7 -61.0 
Petition Filed 1,922 3,123 62.5 2,736 -12.4 2,574 -5.9 2,399 -6.8 2,346 -2.2 22.1 
% Closed/Transf 65.0 55.3 59.2 63.3 66.9 63.2 
% Informal Prob 12.3 4.9 5.3 5.1 4.8 5.4 

I 
% Petition Filed 22.7 39~~ 35.5 31.6 28.4 31..4 ~ 

JUV CT DISPO OF I-' 
U1 

INITIAL PETITIONS 1,919 3,070 60.0 2,900 -5.5 2,644 -8.8 2',420 -8.5 2,346 -3.1 22.3 I 

Dism/Transf/Rem 532 1,048 97.0 928 -11.5 739 -20.4 607 -17.9 598 -1.5 12.4 
Probation 1,380 1,997 44.7 1,936 -3.1 1,888 -2.5 1,793 -5.0 1,698 -5.3 23.0 

Non-ward 370 736 98.9 734 -0.3 795 8.3 240 -69.8 2 -99.2 -99.5 
Formal 1,010 1,261 24.9 1,202 -4.7 1,093 -9.1 1,553 42.1 1,696 9.2 67.9 

CYA 7 25 257.1 36 44.0 17 -52.8· 20 17.6 50 150.0 614.3 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 27.7 34.1 32.0 28.0 25.1 25.5 
% Probation 71..9 65.0 66.8 71.4 74.1 72.4 
% CYA 0.36 0.81 1.2 0.64 0.83 2.13 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 1,313 1,673 27.4 1,638 -2.1 1,425 -13.0 1,440 1.1 1,442 0.1 9.8 
Dism/Transf/Rem 77 124 61.0 116 -6.5 63 -45.7 77 22.2 85 10.4 10.4 
Prior Status 
Maintained 1,135 1,337 17.8 1,323 -1.0 1,160 -12.3 1,205 3.9 N/A 

Formal Probati.on 
Initiated 43 95 120.9 71 -25.3 96 35.2 60 -37.5 N/A 

\ CYA 58 117 101.7 128 9.4 106 -17.2 98 -7.5 116 18.4 100.0 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 5.9 7.4 7.1 4.4 5.4 5.9 
% Prior Status 

J 

Maintained 86.4 79.9 80.8 81.4 83.7 N/A 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 3.3 5.7 4.3 6.7 4.2 N/A 
% CYA 4.4 7.0 7.8 7.4 6.8 8.0 

1 
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Data Category 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 
Handled in Dept 
To Juv Ct/Prob 
% Handled in Dept 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 
Closed/Transf 
Informal Prob 
Petition Filed 
% Closed/Transf 
% Informal Prob 
'l(, Petition Filed 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
INITIAL PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Probation 

Non-ward 
Formal 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% ProbatiOn 
% CYA 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Prior Status 
Maintained 

Formal Probation 
Initiated 

CYA 
~ Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Prior Status 

Maintained 
'l(, Formal Probatn 

Initiated 
'l(, CYA 

1976 

7,404 
1,540 
5,864 

20.8 
79.2 

4,756 
2,984 

904 
868 

62.7 

19.0 
18.3 

940 
282 

651 
154 
497 

7 
30.0 
69.3 
0.74 

509 
25 

429 

18 
36 

4.9 

84.3 

3.5 
7.1 

TABLE A-13 
DISPOS1n<lC OF .JlJVEKILES BY LAW EMFORCDIFJIr, 

JUVDfILE PROBA'rIOIf, AND J1JVflm.E OOORT: FRESNO COOMTY 

1977 

'l(, 

Change 
76-77 

7,003 -5.4 
1,886 22.5 

5,117 -12.7 
26.9 

73.1 

3,765 -20.8 
2,024 -32.2 

669 -26.0 
1,072 23.5 

53.8 

17.8 
28.5 

1,161 

318 
836 
164 

672 
7 

27.4 
72.0 
0.60 

23.5 

12.8 
28.4 
6.5 

35.2 
0.0 

495 -2.8 
14 -44.0 

393 

32 
56 

2.8 

79.4 

6.5 
11.3 

-8.4 

77.8 
55.6 

1976 - 1981 

1978 

'l(, 

Change 
77-78 1979 

'l(, 

Change 
78-79 

7,446 
1,608 

5,838 
21.6 
78.4 

3,804 
2,197 

637 
970 

57.8 
16.8 

25.5 

6.3 
-14.7 
14.1 

1.0 

8.5 
-4.8 
-9.5 

1,215 4.7 

386 21.4 
814 -2.6 
153 -6.7 
661 -1.6 

15 114.3 
31.8 
67.0 

1.23 

541 
22 

446 

9.3 
57.1 

13.5 

26 -18.8 
47 -16.1 

4.1 

82.4 

4.8 
8.7 

8,317 
2,409 

5,908 
29.0 

71.0 

4,436 
2,570 

526 

1~340 

57.9 
11.9 
30.2 

11. 7 
49.8 
1.2 

16.6 
17.0 

-17.4 

38.1 

1,340 10.3 

485 25.6 
848 4.2 

80 -47.7 
768 16.2 

7 -53.3 
36.2 
63.3 
0.52 

850 57.1 
231 950.0 

N/A 

N/A 
29 -38.3 

27.1 

N/A 

N/A 
3.4 

1980 

8,124 
2,588 
5,536 

31.9 
68.1 

4,739 
2,362 

1,139 
1,238 
49.8 
24.0 
26.1 

'l(, 

Change 
79-80 

-2.3 
7.4 

-6.3 

6.8 
-8.1 

116.5 
-7.6 

1,238 -7.6 
423 -12.8 
802 -5.4 

6 -92.5 
796 3.6 

13 85.7 
34.2 
64.8 

1.05 

949 

270 

N/A 

N/A 
36 

28.5 

NIA 

NIA 
3.8 

11.6 

16.9 

24.1 

1981 

7,675 
2,269 
5,406 

29.6 
70.4 

4,991 

2,107 
1,482 

1,402 
42.2 
29.7 
28.1 

C-.=.nge 
8':-Bl 

-5.5 
-:2.3 
-2.3 

5.3 
-:'0.8 

30.1 

:3.2 

1,402 :3.2 

4BO :'3.5 
917 :4.3 

4 -33.3 
913 :'4.7 

5 -51.5 
34.2 
65.4 

0.36 

eo!. 

Change 
76-B1 

3.7 
47.3 
-7.B 

4.9 
-29.4 

63.9 

61.5 

49.1 
70.2 
40.9 

-97.4 
83.7 

-28.6 

919 
276 

-3.2 !jO.G 

2.2 1,004.0 

NIA 

NIA 
24 -;3.3 -33.3 

30.0 

NIA 

NIA 
2.6 

i 
I , , 
I 
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Data Category 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 
Handled in Dept 
To Juv Ct/Prob 
% Handled in Dept 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 
Closed/Transf 
Informal Prob 
Petition Filed 
% Closed/Transf 
% Informal Prob 
% Petition Filed 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
INITIAL PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Probation 

Non-ward 
Formal 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
0.(, Probation 
% CYA 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Prior Status 
Maintained 

Formal Probation 
Initiated 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
0.(, Prior Status 

Maintllined 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 
% CYA 

1976 

8,814 
2,690 
6,124 

30.5 
69.5 

4,801 
3,631 

438 
732 

75.6 
9.1 

15.2 

849 
117 
725 

70 
655 

7 
13.8 
85.4 
0.82 

816 
19 

700 

10 
86 

2.3 

85.8 

1.2 
10.5 

TABLE A-lit 
DISPOSInat OF .JUVENILES BY LAW ENFORCEHF.If.[, 

JOVEHILE PROBATIat, AND J1JVERILE <X>ORT: KERN COON'l'Y 
1976 - 1981 

1977 

9,104 
3,484 
5,620 

38.3 
61.7 

% 
Change 
76-77 

3.3 
29.5 
-8.2 

4,437 -7.6 
3,215 -11.5 

480 9.6 
742 1.4 

72.5 
10.8 
16.7 

869 2.4 
102 -12.8 
757 4.4 

15 -78.6 
742 13.3 
10 42.9 

11.7 
87.1 
1.15 

740 
28 

-9.3 
47.4 

565 -19.3 

2 -80.0 
145 6B.6 
3.B 

76.4 

0.3 
19.6 

c 

1978 
Change 
77-7B 

7,63B -16.1 
3,071 -11.9 
4,567 -18.7 
40.2 
59.8 

3,426 
2,277 

362 
787 

66.5 
10.6 
23.0 

-22.8 
-29.2 
-24.6 

6.1 

928 6.B 
96 -5.9 

822 8.6 
10 -33.3 

812 9.4 
10 0.0 

10.3 
88.6 
1.08 

803 8.5 
25 -10.7 

626 10.8 

o -100.0 
152 4.8 
3.1 

78.0 

0.0 
18.9 

1979 

7,895 
3,011 
4,B84 

38.1 
61.9 

3,332 
2,125 

273 
934 

63.8 
8.2 

28.0 

% 

Change 
78-79 

3.4 
-2.0 
6.9 

-2.7 
-6.'7 

-24.6 
18.7 

1,105 19.1 
157 63.5 
935 13.7 

24 140.0 
911 12.2 

13 30.0 
14.2 
84.6 
1.lB 

821 2.2 
16 -36.0 

678 B.3 

o 0.0 
127 -'Ui.4 

1.9 

82.6 

0.0 
15.5 

1980 

% 

Change 
79-80 

7,634 -3.3 
2,661 -11.6 
4,973 1.8 

34.9 
65.1 

3,459 3.B 
2,"()42 -3.9 

159 -41.8 
1,258 34.7 

59.0 
4.6 

36.4 

1,258 13.8 
21B 3B.9 

1,027 9.8 
6 -75.0 

1,021 12.1 
13 0.0 

D.3 
81.6 
1.03 

976 1B.9 
157 8B1.3 

N/A 

N/A 
125 

16.1 

N/A 

N/A 
12.8 

1981 
Change 
80-81 

Change 
76-81 

7,217 -5.5 -lB.1 
2,143 -19.5 -20.3 
5,074 2.0 -17.1 

29.7 
70.3 

2,722 
1,436 

81 
1,205 
52.8 

3.0 
44.3 

-21.3 -43.3 
-29.7 -60.5 
-49.1 -81.5 
-4.2 64.6 

1,205 -4.2 41.9 
191 -12.4 63.2 

1,009 -l.B 39.2 
10 66,7 -85.7 

999 -2.2 52.5 
5 -61.5 -2B.6 

15.9 
83.7 
0.41 

807 -17.3 -1.1 
110 -29.9 478.9 

N/A 

N/A 
126 

13.6 

N/A 

N/A 
15.6 

0.8 46.5 

I 
:x> 
....... 
-....J 
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Data Category 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 
Handled in Dept 
To Juv Ct/Prob 
% Handled in Dept 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 
Closed/Transf 
Infornal Prob 
Petition Filed 
% Closed/Transf 
% Infornal Prob 
% Petition Filed 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
INITIAL PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Probation 
Non-ward 
Formal 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Probation 
% CYA 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Prior Status 
Maintained 

Fornal Probation 
Initiated 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Prior Status 

Maintained 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 
% CYA 

1976 

98,862 
45,282 
53,580 

45.8 
54.2 

32,287 
10,723·· 

6,890 
14,674 

33.2 
21.3 
45.4 

16,793 
6,867 
9,B22 
1,742 
8,080 

104 
40.9 
58.5 
0.62 

10,404 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

TABLE A-15 
DISPOSITI<B OF JlJVElfILF.S BY LAW Erm>RCEMEKr. 

J1JVENILE PROBATION. AND J1JVENILE COORT: LOS ANGELES COON'l"Y 

1976 - 1981 

% % % 
Change Change Change 

1977 76-77 1978 77-78 1979 78-79 1980 

85,973 -13.0 78,717 -8.4 80,066 1.7 77 ,152 
39,322 -13.2 36,031 -8.4 34,990 -2.9 33,499 
46,651 -12.9 42,686 -8.5 45,076 5.6 43,653 

45.7 45.8 43.7 43.4 
54.3 54.2 56.3 56.6 

28,948 -10.3 27,029 -6.6 25,273 -6.5 24,473 
8,254 -23.0 7,926 -4.0 8,855 11.7 8,835 
6,028 -l2.5 6,869 14.0 6,346 -7.6 5,766 

14,666 -0.1 12,234 -16.6 10,072 -17.7 9,872 
28.5 29.3 35.0 36.1 
20.8 25.4 25.1 23.6 
50.7 45.3 39.9 40.3 

14,666 -12.7 10,890 -25.7 10,552 -3.1 9,877 
5,152 -25.G 3,011 -41.6 2,378 -21.0 2,299 
9,324 -5.1 7,675 -17.7 7,912 3.1 7,323 

285 -83.6 188 -34.0 141 -25.0 111 
9,039 11.9 7,487 -17.2 7,771 3.8 7,212 

190 82.7 204 7.4 262 28.4 255 
35.1 27.7 22.5 23.3 
63.6 70.5 75.0 74.1 
1.3 1.87 2.48 2.58 

8,782 -15.6 3,184 -63.7 3,696 16.1 N/A 
N/A 171 181 N/A 

N/A 2,701 3,065 13.5 N/A 

N/A 4 7 75.0 N/A 
N/A 305 437 43.3 N/A 
N/A 5.4 4.9 N/A 

N/A 84.8 82.9 N/A 

N/A 0.1 0.2 N/A 
N/A 9.6 11.8 N/A 

-1 

% % 01, 

Change Change Change 
79-80 1981 80-81 76-81 

-3.6 72,060 -6.6 -27.1 
-4.3 30,623 -8.6 -32.4 
-3.2 41,437 -5.1 -22.7 

42.5 
57.5 

-3.2 21,946 -10.3 -32.0 
-0.2 8,193 -7.3 -23.6 
-9.1 3,568 -38.1 -48.2 
-2.0 10,185 3.2 -30.6 

37.3 
16.3 I 
46.4 :t>' ...... 

00 

-6.4 10,185 3.1 -39.3 I 

-3.3 2,241 -2.5 -67.4 
-7.4 7,667 4.7 -21.9 

-21.3 83 -25.2 -95.2 
-7.2 7,584 5.2 "6.1 
-2.7 277 8.6 166.3 

22.0 
75.3 
2.72 

3,615 -65.3 
382 

1 

2,768 
464 

10.6 

N/A 

N/A 1 
l2.8 I 

j , 
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Data Category 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 

Handled in Dept 
To Juv Ct/Prob 
% Handled in Dept 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 
Closed/Transf 
Informal Prob 
Petition Filed 
% Closed/Transf 
% Informal Prob 
% Petition Filed 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
INITIAL PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Probation 

Non-ward 
Formal 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Probation 
% CYA 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Prior Status 
Maintained 

Formal Probation 
Initiated 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Prior Status 

Maintained 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 
% CYA 

1976 

566 
94 

472 

16.6 
83.4 

850 
531 
110 
209 

62.5 
12.9 
24.6 

221 
96 

122 
o 

122 
3 

43.4 
55.2 
1.36 

154 
4 

136 

o 
13 

2.6 

88.3 

0.0 
~.4 

TABLE A-16 
DISPOS!TI.<»f OF JUVENII..ES BY LAW ENFORCEHENr, 

JUVENILE PROBATI<»f, AND .JtJVF.NIU: <X>ORT: MADERA COUNTY 

1977 

558 
102 
456 

18.3 
81. 7 

926 
524 
148 
254 

56.6 
16.0 
27.4 

296 
112 
179 

1 

178 
5 

37.8 
60.5 
1.69 

% 

Change 
76-77 

-1.4 
8.5 

-3.4 

8.9 
-1.3 
34.5 
21.5 

33.9 
16.7 
46.7 

45.9 
66.7 

125 -18.8 
9 125.0 

102 -25.0 

o 
14 

7.2 

81.6 

0.0 
11. 2 

0.0 
7.7 

1976 - 1981 

1978 

% 
Change 
77-78 

566 1.4 
52 -49.0 

514 12.7 
9.2 

90.8 

806 -13.0 
496 -5.3 
128 -13.5 
182 -28.3 

61.5 
15.9 
22.6 

226 '·23.6 
88 -21.4 

133 -25.7 
1 0.0 

132 -25.8 
5 0.0 

38.9 
58.8 
2.21 

152 21.6 
8 -11.1 

122 

o 
22 

8.2 

80.3 

0.0 
14.5 

19.6 

0.0 
57.1 

1979 

% 
Change 
78-79 

588 
52 

536 
8.8 

91.2 

3.9 
0.0 
4.3 

827 2.6 
401 -19.2 
169 32.0 
257 41. 2 

48.5 
20.4 
31.1 

257 13.7 
45 -48.9 

206 54.9 
2 100.0 

204 54.5 
6 20.0 

17.5 
80.2 
2.33 

163 7.2 
21 162.5 

N/A 

N/A 
11 -50.0 

12.9 

N/A 

N/A 
6.7 

1980 

% 

Change 
79-80 

586 -0.3 
31 -40.4 

555 3.5 
5.3 

94.7 

850 2.8 
484 20.7 
118 -30.2 
248 -3.5 

56.9 
13.9 
29.2 

248 -3.5 
71 57.8 

175 -15.0 
1 -50.0 

174 -14.7 
2 -66.7 

28.6 
70.6 
0.8 

221 
34 

N/A 

N/A 
11 

15.4 

N/A 

N/A 
5.0 

35.6 
61.9 

0.0 

1981 

.., 
Change 
80-81 

% 

Change 
76-81 

596 1.7 5.3 
4 -87.1 -95.7 

592 6.7 25.4 
0.7 

99.3 

940 10.6 10.6 
589 21.7 10.9 
86 -27.1 -21.8 

265 6.9 26.8 
62.7 
9.1 

28.2 

265 6.9 19.9 
66 -7.0 -31.3 

195 11.4 59.8 
1 0.0 

194 11;5 59.~ 

4 100.0 33.3 
24.9 
73.6 
1.51 

204 -7.7 32.5 
26 -23.5 550.0 

N/.\ 

N/A 
18 

12.7 

N/A 

N/A 
8.8 

63.6 38.5 

-1 

1 

j 
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Data Category 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 

Handled in Dept 
To Juv Ct/Prob 
% Handled in Dept 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 
Closed/Transf 
Informal Prob 
Petition Filed 
% Closed/Transf 
% Informal Prob 
% Petit1.on Filed 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
INITIAL PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Probation 

Non-ward 
Formal 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Probation 
% CYA 

JUV CT DIS}>O OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Prior Status 
Maintained 

Formal Probation 
Initiated 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Prior Status 

Maintained 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 
% CYA 

1976 

7,172 
21 

7,151 
0.3 

99.7 

7,532 
5,260 

779 
1,493 

69.8 
10.3 
19.8 

1,714 
504 

1,197 
245 
952 
13 

29.4 
69.8 
0.76 

1,267 
42 

1,109 

26 
90 

3.3 

87.5 

2.1 
7.1 

TABLE A-17 

DISPOSlnUI OF J1lVEIIILF.S BY LAW ENFORCEMF..Nr • 
.JOVEIJD.E l'R(BlATIOR. AND JUVENILE COUR:r: SACIWIEN1'O COOlf.rY 

1977 

6,916 
18 

6,898 
0.3 

99.7 

7,126 
If,499 

728 
:;',899 
63.1 
10.2 
26.6 

2,063 
575 

1,475 
249 

1,226 
13 

27.9 
71.5 
0.63 

1,402 
46 

1,223 

46 
87 

3.3 

87.2 

3.3 
6.2 

% 
Change 
76-77 

-3.6 
-14.3 
-3.5 

-5.4 
-14.5 
-6.5 
27.2 

20.4 
14.1 
23.2 
1.6 

28.8 
0.0 

10.7 
9.5 

10.3 

76.9 
-3.3 

1976 - 1981 

1978 

% 

Change 
77-78 

7,090 2.5 
97 438.9 

6,993 1.4 
1.4 

98.6 

6,040 
3,566 

629 
1,845 

59.0 
10.4 
30.5 

1,908 
522 

-15.2 
-20.7 
-13.6 
-2.8 

-7.5 
-9.2 

1,380 -6.4 
266 6.8 

1,114 -9.1 
6 -53.8 

27.4 
72.3 
0.31 

1,642 17.1 
70 52.2 

1,432 17.1 

31 -32.6 
109 25.3 
4.3 

87.2 

1.9 
6.6 

1979 

% 

Change 
78-79 

7,365 3.9 
276 184.5 

7,089 1.4 
3.8 

96.3 

6,506 
4,008 

521 
1,977 

61.6 
8.0 

30.4 

2,164 
588 

1,569 
262 

1,307 
7 

27.2 
72.5 
0.32 

1,692 
60 

1,506 

7.7 
12.4 

-17.2 
7.2 

13.4 
12.6 
13.7 
-1.5 
17.3 
16.7 

3.0 
-14.3 

5.2 

19 -38.7 
107 -1.8 
3.6 

89.0 

1.1 
6.3 

1980 

8,241 
398 

7,843 
4.8 

95.2 

6,462 
3,998 

377 
2,087 
61.9 
5.8 

32.3 

2,087 
368 

% 

Change 
79-80 

11.9 
44.2 
10.6 

-0.7 
-0.2 

-27.6 
5.6 

-3.6 
-37.4 

1,699 8.3 
326 24.4 

1,373 5.0 
20 185.7 

.17.6 
81.4 
0.96 

1,464 -13.5 
92 53.3 

N/A 

N/A 
121 
6.3 

N/A 

N/A 
8.3 

13.1 

1981 

5,339 
89 

5,250 
1.7 

98.3 

5,924 
3,572 

406 
1,946 
60.3 
6.9 

32.8 

1,946 
413 

1,505 
308 

1,197 
28 

21.2 
77.3 
1.44 

1,360 
112 

N/A 

N/A 

% 

Change 
80-81 

-35.2 
-77.6 
-33.1 

-8.3 
-10.7 

7.7 
-6.8 

-6.8 
12.2 

-11.4 
-5.5 

-12.8 
40.0 

-7.1 
21.7 

85 -29.8 
8.2 

N/A 

N/A 
6.3 

% 

Change 
76-81 

-25.6 
323.8 
-26.6 

-21.3 
-32.1 
-47.9 
30.3 

13.5 
-18.1 

25.7 
25.7 
25.7 

115.4 

7.3 
166.7 

-5.6 

I 
~ 
N 
o 
I 

1 
1 

1 
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Data Category 

LAW ENF DISPC OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 

Handled in Dept 
To Juv Gt/Prob 
% Handled in Dept 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 
Closed/Transf 
Informal Prob 
Petition Filed 
% Closed/Transf 
% Informal Prob 
% Petition Filed 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
INITIAL PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Probation 

Non-ward 
Formal 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Probation 
% CYA 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Prior Status 

Maintained 
Formal Probation 
Initiated 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Prior Status 

Maintained 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 
% CYA 

~976 

12,614 
6,255 
6,359 
49.6 
50.4 

7,383 
4,978 

391 
2,014 
67.4 
5.3 

27.3 

2,157 
616 

1,541 
2 

1,539 
o 

28.6 
71.4 
0.0 

949 
2 

891 

2 

54 
0.2 

93.9 

0.2 
5.7 

TABLE A-18 
DISPOSInClt OF .JUVFJnLES BY LAW ENFORCEtIDIr, 

JUVEH1LE PROBATION, AND JUVENILE COURT: SAN BERNARDIItO COUN'.rY 

1977 

12,709 
6,612 
6,097 
52.0 
48.0 

8,332 
4,935 
1,128 
2,269 
59.2 
13.5 
27.2 

2,103 
677 

% 

Change 
76-77 

0.8 
5.7 

-4.1 

12.9 
-0.9 

188.5 
12.7 

-2.5 
9.9 

1,425 -7.5 
o .-100.0 

1,425 -7.4 
1 

32.2 
67.8 
0.05 

837 -11.8 
2 0.0 

776 -12.9 

o -100.0 
59 9.3 

0.2 

92.7 

0.0 
7.1 

1976 - 1981 

1978 

11,129 
6,034 
5,095 
54.2 
45.8 

7,815 
4,813 
1,303 
1,699 

61.6 
16.7 
21. 7 

2,067 
677 

1,386 
o 

1,386 
4 

32.8 
67.1 
0.19 

% 

Change 
77-78 

-12.4 
-8.7 

-16,4 

-6.2 
-2.5 
15.5 

-25.1 

-1. 7 

0.0 
-2.7 
0.0 

-2.7 
300.0 

~,040 24.3 
o ~OO.O 

~,004 29.4 

o 0.0 
36 -39.0 

0.0 

96.5 

0.0 
3.5 

1979 

12,696 
6,635 
6,061 
52.3 
47.7 

8,778 
6,006 
1,252 
1,520 

68.4 
14.3 
17.3 

1,677 
530 

1,141 
o 

1,141 
6 

31.6 
68.0 
0.36 

% 

Change 
78-79 

14.1 
10.0 
19.0 

12.3 
24.8 
-3.9 

-10.5 

-18.9 
-21. 7 
-~7.7 

0.0 
-17.7 
50.0 

848 -18.5 
1 

809 -19.4 

o 
38 

0.1 

95.3 

0.0 
4.5 

0.0 
5.6 

1980 

11,841 
6,168 
5,673 

52.1 
47.9 

8,864 
5,783 
1,464 
1,617 

65.2 
16.5 
18.2 

1,617 
410 

1,199 
2 

~,197 

8 

25.4 
74.1 
0.49 

0.(, 

Change 
79-80 

-6.7 
-7.0 
-6.4 

1.0 
-3.7 
16.9 
6.4 

-3.6 
-22.6 

5.1 

4.9 
33.3 

772 -9.0 
44 4,300 

N/A 

N/A 
21 -44.7 

5.7 

N/A 

N/A 
2.7 

1981 

12,637 
7,072 
5,565 
56.0 
44.0 

8,615 
5,716 
1,314 
1,585 

66.3 
15.3 
18.4 

1,585 
416 

1,162 
1 

1,161 
7 

26.2 
73.3 
0.44 

837 
42 

N/A 

N/A 
21 

5.0 

N/A 

N/A 
2.7 

% 

Change 
80-81 

6.7 
14.7 
-1. 9 

-2.8 
-1. 2 

-10.2 
-2.0 

-2.0 
1.5 

-3.1 
-50.0 
-3.0 

-12.5 

Change 
76-81 

0.2 
13.1 

-12.5 

16.7 
14.8 

236.1 
-21.3 

-26.5 
-32.5 
-24.6 
-50.0 
-24.6 

8.4 -11.8 
-4.5 2,000 

9.5 -57.4 

I 
> 
N 
f--' 
I 
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Data Category 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENIl,E ARRESTS 

Handled in Dept 
To Juv Ct/Prob 
% Handled in Dept 
% To Jilv Ct/Prob 

JUV PROlI DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 
Closed/Transf 
Informal Prob 
Petition Filed 
% Closed/Transf 
% Informal Prob 
% Petition Filed 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
INITIAL PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Probation 
Non-ward 
Formal 

CYA 

% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Probatj,ol1 
% CYA 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Prior Status 
Maintained 

Formal Probation 
Initiated 

CYA 

% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Prior Status 

Maintained 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 
% CYA 

1976 

6,124 

7 
6,117 

0.1 
99.9 

3,896 
2,598 

141 

1,157 
66.7 

3.6 
29.7 

956 

331 
609 

50 
559 

16 
34.6 

63.7 
1.67 

510 
7 

401 

3 
99 

1.4 

78.6 

0.6 
19.4 

TABLE A-I.9 
DISPOS:rrIca OF JUVENIl.ES BY LAW ENPCJIlCE!Dr, 

J1JVEIfILE ~orc. AIm J1JVEIfILE OOORT: !WI FJWICISW COOIIl'Y 
1976 - 1981 

1977 

6,037 

13 
6,024 

0.2 
99.8 

3,718 

2,393 
162 

1,163 

64.3 
4.4 

3J..3 

% 

Change 
76-77 

-1.4 
85.7 

-1.5 

-4.6 
-7.9 
14.9 

0.5 

936 -2.1 
296 -10.6 

598 -1.8 
45 -10.0 

553 -1.1 

42 162.5 
31.6 
63.9 

4.49 

503 
7 

362 

-1.4 

0.0 

-9.7 

2 -33.3 
132 33.3 
1.4 

72.0 

0.4 
26.2 

1978 

% 
Change 
77-78 

6,106 1.1 

9 -30.8 
6,097 1.2 

0.1 
99.9 

3,930 
2,631 

185 

1,114 

66.9 
4.7 

28.3 

5.7 
9.9 

14.2 

-4.2 

807 -13.8 
284 -4.1 

511 -14.5 

47 4.4 
464 -16.1 

12 -71.4 
35.2 
63.3 

1.49 

262 -47.9 
o -100.0 

195 -46.1 

4 100.0 

63 -52.3 
0.0 

74.4 

1.5 
24.0 

1979 

5,936 
9 

5,927 
0.2 

99.8 

4,600 
3,167 

210 

1,223 

68.8 
4.6 

26.6 

1,134 

365 
734 

46 
688 

15 
34.0 
64.7 
1.32 

360 
1 

284 

4 

71 
0.3 

78.9 

1.1 
19.7 

% 

Change 
78-79 

-2.8 

0.0 
-2.8 

17.0 
20.4 

13.5 
9.8 

40.5 
35.6 
lu3.6 

-2.1 

48.3 
25.0 

37.4 

45.6 

0.0 
12.7 

1980 

% 

Change 
79-80 

5,868 -1.1 

54 500.0 
5,814 -1.9 

0.9 
99.1 

4,862 
3,541 

221 

5.7 
11.8 
5.2 

1,100 -10.1 
72.8 
4.5 

22.6 

1,100 -3.0 
430 11.7 

656 -10.6 
64 39.1 

592 -14.0 

14 -6.7 . 
39.1 

59.6 
1.27 

560 55.6 

165 16,400 

N/A 

N/A 
76 

29.5 

N/A 

N/A 
13.6 

7.0 

1981 

5,589 
99 

5,490 
1.8 

98.2 

Change 
80-81 

% 

Change 
76-81 

-4.8 -8.7 
83.3 1,314.3 
-5.6 -10.3 

5,172 6.4 32.8 
52.2 
22.0 

-9.7 

3,955 11.7 

172 -22.2 
1,045 

76.5 

3.3 
20.2 

1,045 
343 

674 
59 

615 

28 
32.8 
64.5 
2.68 

-5.0 

-5.0 
-20.2 

2.7 
-7.8 

3.9 
100.0 

9.3 
3.6 

10.7 
18.0 
10.0 

75.0 

514 -8.2 0.8 
133 -19.4 1,800 

N/A 

N/A 
88 

25.9 

N/A 

N/A 
17.1 

15.8 -11.1 

I 
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N 
N 
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Data Category 

LAW ENF DISPO OF 
JUVENILE ARRESTS 

Handled in Dept 
To Juv Ct/Prob 
% Handled in Dept 
% To Juv Ct/Prob 

JUV PROB DISPO OF 
INITIAL REFERRALS 
Closed/Transf 
Informal Prob 
Petition Filed 
% Closed/Transf 
% Informal Prob 
% Petition Filed 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
INITIAL PETITI0NS 
Dism/Transf/Rem 
Probation 

Non-ward 
Fomlal 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
0of, Probation 
% CYA 

JUV CT DISPO OF 
SUBSEQT PETITIONS 
Disrn/Transf/Rem 
Prior Status 
Maintained 

Formal Probation 
Initiated 

CYA 
% Dism/Transf/Rem 
% Prior Status 

Maintained 
% Formal Probatn 

Initiated 
% CYA 

1976 

23,276 
6,813 

16,463 
29.3 
70.7 

10,483 
5,715 
2,293 
2,475 
54.5 
21.9 
23.6 

2,731 
820 

1,901 
249 

1,652 
10 

30.0 
69.6 
0.37 

1,605 
128 

1,356 

31 
90 

8.0 

84.5 

1.9 
5.6 

TABLE A-20 
DISl'OSr.rI<B OF JUVERILES BY LAW EMFORCEMF.Nr, 

JlJYEIIILE PROBATION, AIQ) JUYIllIILE 000ItT: SAMrA CLARA COON'l'Y 
1976 - 1981 

1977 

20,263 
5,491 

14,772 
27.1 
72.9 

9,114 
4,213 
1.824 
3,077 
46.2 
20.0 
33.8 

3,269 
1,178 
2,085 

122 
1,963 

6 
36.0 
63.8 
0.18 

1,435 
76 

1,239 

% 

Change 
76-77 

-12.9 
-19.4 
-1.0.3 

-13.1 
-26.3 
-20.5 
24.3 

19.7 
43.7 

9.7 
-51.0 
18.8 

-40.0 

-10.6 
-40.6 

-8.6 

24 -22.6 
96 6.67 

5.3 

86.3 

1.7 
6.7 

1978 

17,641 
2,798 

14,843 
15.9 
84.1 

9,281 
4,628 
1,721 
2,932 
49.9 
18.5 
31.6 

3,222 
1,025 
2,177 

183 
1,994 

20 
31.8 
67.6 
0.62 

1,304 
53 

1,145 

% 

Change 
77-78 

-12.9 
-49.0 

0.5 

1.8 
9.9 

-5.6 
-4.7 

-1.4 
-13.0 

4.4 
50.0 
1.6 

233.3 

-9.1 
-30.3 

-1'.6 

12 -50.0 
94 -2.08 

4.1 

87.8 

0.9 
7.2 

1979 

18,803 
2,462 

16,341 
13.1 
36.9 

9,253 
4,480 
1,475 
3,298 
48.4 
15.9 
35.6 

3,428 
1,078 
2,342 

279 
2,063 

8 

31.5 
68.3 
0.23 

1,571 
39 

1,444 

% 
Change 
78-79 

6.6 
-12.0 
10.1 

-0.3 
-3.2 

-14.3 
12.5 

6.4 
5.2 
7.6 

52.5 
3.5 

-60.0 

20.5 
-26.4 

26.1 

13 8.3 
75 -20.21 

2.5 

91.9 

0.8 
4.8 

1980 

17,438 
1,976 

15,462 
11.3 
88.7 

8,677 
4,616 
1,519 
2,542 
53.2 
17.6 
29.3 

2,886 
798 

2,084 
225 

1,859 
4 

27.7 
72.2 
0.14 

1,813 
73 

1,620 

% 

Change 
79-80 

-7.3 
-19.7 
-5.4 

-6.2 
3.0 
3.0 

-22.9 

-15.8 
-26.0 
-11.0 
-19.4 
-9.9 

-50.0 

-15.4 
87.2 

12.2 

43 230.8 
77 2.67 

4.0 

89.4 

2.4 
4.3 

1981 

15.734 
2,078 

13,656 
13.2 
86.8 

7,601 
3,560 
1,579 
2,462 
46.8 
20.8 
32.4 

2,462 
490 

1,958 
89 

1,81)9 
14 

19.9 
79.5 
0.57 

1,743 
113 

N/A 

N/A 
96 

6.5 

N/A 

N/A 
5.5 

Char<ge 
80-81 

-9.8 
S.;! 

-11.7 

-12.4 
-22.9 

3.9 
-3.1 

-14.7 
-38.6 
-6.0 

-60.4 
0.5 

250.0 

-3.9 
54.8 

24.7 

% 

Change 
76-81 

-32.4 
-69.5 
-17.1 

-27.5 
-37.7 
-31.1 
-0.5 

-9.8 
-40.2 

3.0 
-64.3 
13.1 
40.0 

8.6 
-11.7 

6.7 
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TABLE A-21 
STATEWIDE COMMITMEN'l'S TO THE YOUTH AUTHORITY, 

1976 THROUGH 1981 BY TYPE AND COURT OF COMMITMENT: 
CALIFORNIA 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 ---

TOTAL 1ST COMMITMENTS AND 
PAROLE RETURNS 4,670 4,737 4,918 4,721 5,062 

First Commitments 3,559 3,626 3,776 3,640 3,968 
Juvenile Court 1,754 2,013 2,196 2,058 2,189 
Adult Court 1,805 1,613 1,580 1,582 1,779 

Parole Returns With New 
Commitment 615 * 715 679 634 563 
Juvenile Court 227 354 337 332 314 
Adult Court 380 361 342 302 249 

Parole Returns Without 
New Commitment 496 396 458 444 531 

\ * Figures for juvenile and adult court recommitments do not 
add to total because of discrepancies between CYA dat~a sources. 

% Chg 
1981 76-81 ---

5,085 8.9 

4,083 14.7 
2,170 23.7 
1,913 6.0 

387 -36.2 
306 34.8 

81 -78.7 

615 24.0 
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Rank 
Order 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

T.MLE A-22 
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE* OF FACTORS RELATED 

TO CASE DECISIONMAItING: SUMMARY OF QUESTIOHHAIRE 
RESPONSES BY PROBATION OFFICERS, DISTRICT AT'l'ORNEYS 

AND JUVENILE COURT JUDGES 

PROBATION OFFICERS 
To Recommend To Becommend 

Petition Filing YA Commitment 

Use of weapon 

Infliction of injury 

Prior record 

Departmental policy 

Legislative mandates 

Juv's attitude/demean 

Substance abuse hist 

Exist supp family ties 

Public demand/opinion 

Adq supv by co. prob 

Age of juvenile 

School/employ status 

Dispo of co-offenders 

Complainant preference 

Exist supp camm ties 

Avail space local alt 

Space cO.-run fac 

Racial background 

Use of weapon 

Infliction of injury 

Prior record 

Legislative mandates 

Departmental policy 

Age of juvenile 

Adq supv by co. prob 

Juv attitude/demean 

Substance abuse hist 

Exist supp family ties 

Public demand/opinion 

Exist supp comm ties 

Space in cO.-run fac 

School/employ status 

Dispo of co-offenders 

Complainant preference 

Avail space local alt 

Racial background 

DISTRICT ATTORNEYS 

To File Petition 

Use of weapon 

Infliction of injury 

Prior record 

Departmental policy 

Legislative mandates 

Age of juvenile 

Juv's attitude/demean 

Substance abuse hist 

Public demand/opinion 

Adq supv by co. prob 

Exist supp family ties 

Complainant preference 

School/employ status 

Dispo of co-offenders 

Avail space local alt 

Space in cO.-run fac 

Racial background 

*Listed in order of importance, from most to least important. 

JUVENILE COURT JUDGES 

To Commit to YA 

Use of weapon 

Infliction of injury 

Prior record 

Legislative mandates 

Age of juvenile 

Exist supp family ties 

Adq supv by co. prob 

Juv attitude/demean 

School/employ status 

Exist supp comm ties 

Space in cO.-run fac 

Pen in sim adult cases 

Substance abuse hist 

Dispo of co-offenders 

Avail space local alt 

Public demand/opinion 

Court policy 

Complainant preference 

Defense counsel present 

Racial background 
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APPENDIX B 

PART II DATA TABLES 

SOlJRCES. The appendix tables were compiled based primarily on 
data provided by YA. Tuble B-2 includes information from YA's 
Budget Office and from the annual Governor's Budgets. All 
remaining tables refJect data provided hy Max Zeigler and Harmon 
Orsborn in the ManagemEnt Information Systems Section, and Dave 
Bantz in the Ward Rights Section. 

ABBREVIATIONS. The abbreviations shown in the appendix tables 
are: NRCC (Northern Reception Center and Clinic), SRCC (Southern 
Reception Center and Clinic), and YTS (Youth Training School). 

CALCULATIONS. The "crowding" figures shown in Table B-3 were 
calculated as follows: average daily population divided by bud­
geted capucity. The rates shown in Tables B-5 through B-9 
reflect the number of incidents divided by average daily popula­
tion. 
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Table B-1 

Total Admissions and Average Daily Population in Six YA Facilities 
1976 - 1981 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

TOTAL ADMISSIONS* 

NRCC 3,150 3,256 3,083 2,966 3,267 3,285 

SRCC 3,877 3,327 3,484 3,344 3,605 3,265 

O.H. Close 699 654 634 592 593 588 

Preston 809 1,001 1,383 1,027 1,381 971 

Ventura 589 484 567 706 918 783 

YTS 1,986 1,663 1,612 1,723 1,795 1,799 

AVERAGE DAILY 
POPULATION 

NRCC 259 267 270 269 276 333 

SRCC 300 306 324 324 340 392 

O.H. Close 340 344 354 368 369 397 

Pres':on 386 357 380 471 514 559 

Ventura 331 283 317 441 494 561 

YTS 886 726 783 967 1,044 1,124 

*Includes first admissions, parole returns, transfers, contract cases, 
temporary parole detention, escape returns, and all other arrivals. 

l'." 
f·, 

Budgeted Cupaci ty and 

% Chg 
76-81 

1976 1977 

BUDGETED 
4.3 CAPACITY 

-15.8 NRCC 266 261 

-15.9 SRCC 320 302 

20.0 O.H. Close 345 345 

32.9 Preston 401 380 

-9.4 Ventura 384 348 

YTS 1,018 814 

BED CAI'ACITY* 
28.6 

NRCC 283 283 
30.7 

SRCC 331 331 
16.8 

O.H. Close 379 379 
44.8 

Preston 562 574 
69.5 

Ventura 545 529 
26.9 

YTS 1,200 1,200 

*As of June 30. 
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Table B-2 

Bed Capacity in Six YA Facilities 
1976 - 1981 

1978 1979 1980 1981 

268 281 263 267 

2S'8 315 319 320 

345 350 355 355 

358 461 516 540 

320 433 498 545 

761 947 996 1,062 

283 289 289 320 

331 331 331 350 

379 379 379 379 

574 554 554 572 

540 565 525 576 

1,200 1,200 1,200 1,212 

% Chg 
76-81 

0.4 

0.0 

2.9 

34.7 

41.9 

4.3 

13.1 

5.7 

0.0 

1.8 

5.7 

1.0 

'< 

i 
I 
~ 

1 



r 

\ 
I 

~ . , 



-BS-
-B4-

Table B-4 
TablE' B-3 

Subject of Ward Grievances 
Crowding in Six YA Facilities 1976 - 1981 

1976 - 1981 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 % Chg 
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 76-81 

CROWDING TOTAL 9,219 6,893 8,944 10,515 10,194 9,662 4.8 

0.97 1.02 1.01 0.96 1.05 1.25 
NRCC Individual No. 5,147 4,087 4,793 5,284 5,799 5,998 16.5 

0.94 1.01 1.09 1.03 1.07 1.23 
SRCC 

% Total 55.9 61. 7 53.6 50.3 56.9 62.1 

0.99 1.00 1.03 1.05 1.04 1.12 
O.H. Close 

Policy No. 1,407 899 1,242 2,007 1,497 1,395 -0.9 
% Total 15.3 12.9 13.7 19.1 14.7 14.4 

0.96 0.94 1.06 1.02 1.00 1.04 
Preston Staff Actions No. 2,025 1,149 1,876 1,998 1,932 1,525 -24.7 

0.86 0.81 0.99 1.02 0.99 1.03 
Ventura 

% Total 22.0 16.6 21.0 19.0 19.0 15.8 

0.87 0.89 1.03 1.02 1.05 1.06 
YTS 

Ward No. 235 200 264 258 218 195 -17.0 
% Total 2.6 2.9 2.9 2.5 2.1 2.0 

Equip., etc. No. 369 375 627 755 499 448 21.4 
% Total 4.0 5.5 7.0 7.2 4.9 4.6 

Other No. 84 J51 143 213 249 101 20.2 
% Total .9 2.1 1.5 2.0 2.4 1.0 
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INDIVIDUAL 

NRCC 

SRCC 

D.H. Close 

Preston 

Ventura 

YTS 

POLICY 

NRCC 

SRCC 

O.H. Close 

Preston 

Ventura 

YTS 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 
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Table B-5 

Individual and Policy Grievances in Six YA Facilities 
1976 - 1981 

1976 

172 
0.66 

448 
1.49 

180 
0.53 

676 
1. 75 

434 
1.31 

901 
1.02 

100 
0.39 

147 
0.49 

55 
0.16 

119 
0.31 

215 
0.65 

234 
0.26 

1977 

251 
0.94 

286 
0,93 

205 
0.60 

491 
1.38 

727 
2.57 

588 
0.81 

84 
0.31 

122 
0.40 

37 
0.11 

126 
0.35 

106 
0.37 

68 
0.94 

1978 

338 
1.25 

481 
1.49 

212 
0.60 

700 
1.84 

910 
2.87 

626 
0.80 

78 
0.29 

194 
0.60 

49 
0.14 

186 
0.49 

169 
0.53 

119 
0.15 

1979 

31£ 
1.18 

359 
1.11 

118 
0.32 

814 
1. 73 

1,089 
2.47 

1,149 
1.19 

172 
0.64 

180 
0.56 

45 
0.12 

258 
0.55 

473 
1.07 

340 
0.35 

1980 

468 
1. 70 

565 
1.66 

220 
0.60 

716 
1.40 

449 
0.91 

1,655 
1.59 

142 
9,51 

137 
0.40 

68 
0.18 

160 
0.31 

220 
0.45 

199 
0.19 

1981 

436 
1.31 

966 
2.46 

132 
0.33 

736 
1.32 

423 
0.75 

1,481 
1.32 

153 
0.46 

147 
0.38 

35 
0.09 

211 
0.38 

241 
0.43 

121 
0.11 

% Chg 

76-81 

153.5 

115.6 

-26.7 

8.9 

-2.5 

64.4 

53.0 

0.0 

-36.4 

77.3 

12.1 

~48.3 

e. 
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Table B-6 

Staff Action and Ward Grievances in Six YA Facilities 
1976 - 1981 

STAFF ACTION 

NRCC No. 
Rate 

SRCC No. 

O.H. Close 

Preston 

Ventura 

YTS 

WARD 

NRCC 

SRCC 

O.H. Close 

Preston 

Ventura 

YTS 

Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

1976 

108 
0.42 

225 
0.75 

54 
0.16 

226 

0.59 

89 
0.27 

353 
0.40 

26 
0.10 

30 
0.10 

24 
0.07 

21 
0.05 

13 . 

0.04 . 

6 

0.01 

1977 

89 
0.33 

123 
0.40 

50 
0.15 

119 
0.33 

67 
0.24 

162 
0.22 

31 
0.12 

11 
0.04 

32 
0.09 

40 
0.11 

10 
0.04 

2 

0.00 

1978 

127 
0.47 

331 
1.02 

66 
0.19 

353 
0.93 

121 
0.38 

117 
0.15 

59 
0.22 

16 
0.05 

48 
0.14 

59 
0.16 

5 

0.02 

5 
0.01 

1979 

69 
0.26 

246 
0.76 

59 
0.16 

444 
0.94 

233 
0.53 

286 
0.30 

19 
0.07 

28 
0.09 

47 
0.13 

53 
0.11 

30 
0.07 

13 
0.01 

1980 

101 
0.37 

177 
0.52 

62 
0.17 

503 
0.98 

126 
0.26 

243 
0.23 

33 
0.12 

32 
0.09 

29 
0.08 

38 
0.07 

18 
0.04 

5 
0.00 

1981 

216 
0.65 

42 
0.11 

46 
0.12 

350 
0.63 

178 
0.32 

201 
0.18 

26 
0.08 

17 
0.04 

13 
0.03 

57 
0.10 

18 
0.03 

4 
0.00 

% Chg 
76-81 

100.0 

-81.3 

-14.8 

54.9 

100.0 

-43.1 

0.0 

-43.3 

-45.8 

171.4 

38.5 

-33.3 

1 
l 
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EQUIPMENT 

NRCC 

SRCC 

O.H. Close 

Preston 

Ventura 

VTS 

OTHER 

NRCC 

SRCC 

O.H. Close 

Preston 

Ventura 

YTS 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 
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Table B-7 

Equipment and Other Grievances in Six YA Facilities 
1976 - ~981 

1976 

23 
0.09 

47 
0.16 

11 
0.03 

26 
. 0.07 

15 
(\.05 

74 
0.08 

3 
0.01 

1 
0.00 

1 

0.00 

1 

0.00 

o 
0.00 

5 
0.01 

1977 

42 
0,16 

44. 
0.14 

7 

0.02 

48 
0.13 

27 
0.10 

32 
0.04 

2 

0.01 

1 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

1978 

24 
0.09 

75 
0.23 

1'3 

0.05 

141 
0.37 

59 

0.19 

34 
0.04 

2 

0.01 

1 
0.00 

1 

0.00 

2 

0.01 

2 

0.01 

1 
0.00 

1979 

38 
0.14 

61 
0.19 

19 
0.05 

158 
0.34 

142 
0.32 

112 
0.12 

o 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

1980 

66 
0.24 

41 
0.12 

10 
0.03 

48 
0.09 

70 
0.14 

98 
0.09 

3 
0.01 

1 
0.00 

o 
0.00 

3 

0.01 

2 
0.00 

4 
0.00 

1981 
% Chg 

76-81 

41 78.3 
0.12 

71 51.1 
0.18 

3 -72.7 
0.01 

52 100.0 
0.09 

51 240.0 
0.09 

94 27.0 
0.08 

8 166.7 
0.02 

o -100.0 
0.00 

o -100.0 
0.00 

22 2,100.0 
0.04 

46 
0.08 

12 
0.01 

140.0 

NRCC 

SRCC 

D.H. Close 

Preston 

Ventura 

YTS 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 

No. 
Rate 
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:rable B-8 

Ward-on-Ward Assaults in Six YA Facilities 
1976 - '1981 

1976 

29 
.11 

17 
.06 

69 
.20 

57 
.15 

41 
.12 

101 
.11 

1977 

24 
.09 

23 
.08 

49 
.14 

59 
.17 

30 
.11 

76 
.11 

1978 

34 
.13 

24 
.07 

65 
.18 

71 

.19 

27 
.09 

70 
.09 

1979 

22 
.08 

21 
.06 

48 
.13 

139 
.30 

32 
.07 

78 
.08 

1981i 

13 
.05 

19 
.03 

60 
.16 

115 
.22 

39 
.08 

110 
.11 

1981 

27 
.08 

12 
.03 

27 
.07 

49 
.09 

33 
.06 

99 
.09 

% Chg 

76-81 

-6.9 
-27.3 

-29.4 
-46.0 

-60.9 
-65.0 

-19.5 

-40.0 

-19.5 
-50.0 

-2.0 
-18.2 

1 

.i 
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Table B-9 

Ward-on-Staff Assaults i.n Six YA Facilities 
1976 - 1.981 

% Chg 
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 76-81 

-r (/ 

NRCC No. 7 3 2 2 5 4 -42.9 
Rate .03 .01 .01 .01 .02 .01 -66.7 

'APPENDIX: C 
SRCC No. 5 5 8 7 0 1 -80.0 

Rate .02 .02 .03 .02 0 -100.0 ,0 

,REFERENCES 
O.H. Close No. 13 9 2 3 10 1 -46.2 

.Rate .0"+ .03 .01 .01 .03 .02 -50.0 

Preston No. 18 8 10 21 10 10 -44.4 ')," 

Rate .05 .02 .03 .05 .02 .02 -60.0 

Ventura No. 20 15 6 6 6 6 -70.0 
Rate .06 .05 .02 .01 .01 .01 -83.3 

YTS No. 81 43 13 19 22 25 -69.1 \\ 

Rate .09 .06 .02 .02 .02 .02 -77.8 

)1' 
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APPENDIX D 

GLOSSARY* 

ADJUDICATION: the determination of a oontroversy and a pro­
nouncement of a judgment based on evidence presented; implies 
a final judgment of the court. 

ADULT: a person 18 years of age or older. 

ARREST: " ... taking a.person into custody, in a case and in the 
manner authorized by law. An arrest may be made by a peace 
officer or by a private person." (P.C. 834) 

ARREST RATE: 
tion. 

the number of arrests per 100,000 at-risk popula-

BCS: California Bureau of Criminal Statistics. 

CDC: California Department of Corrections. 

CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY (YA): the state agency which has 
jurisdiction over and maintains institutions for wards com­
mitted from juvenile and adult courts. 

CAMPS, RANCHES, HOMES AND SCHOOLS: county-level juvenile correc­
tional facilities used for post-court treatment of juvenile 
offenders. These facilities are maintained by the various 
county probation departments. 

CLOSED AT INTAKE: a case closed by the probation department 
following investigation of the juvenile's circumstances and 
the nature of the alleged offense. No further action is 
taken. 

CONVICTION: a judgment, based either on the verdict of a jury or 
a judicial officer or on the guilty plea of the defendant, 
that the defendant is guilty. 

CRIME:" .an act committed or omitted in violation of a law 
forbidding or commanding it •.• " (P.C. 15) 

CRIME RATE: the number of crimes per 100,000 at-risk population. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS: the state agency which has jurisdic­
tion over the California prison system for inmates committed 
from adult courts. 

*These glossary terms are intended for this specific publication. , 
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DISMISSAL: the termination of a case by a court without a deter­
mination of guilt or innocence. 

ISPOSITION--COURT: the final action taken by a court. 

DISPOSITION--POLICE: the final action taken by a law enforcement 
agency. 

DISPOSITION--PROSECUTOR: the final action taken by the prosecut­
ing agency (e.g., filing or declining to file a complaint). 

FELONY: " ... a crime which is punishable 
imprisonment in the state prison .. .. " 

with aeath 
(P.C. 17) 

or by 

FILING: a document filed with the court clerk by a prosecuting 
attorney alleging that a person committed a crime. 

INITIAL PETITION: a petition filed in juvenilp. court on behalf 
of a minor not under probation or YA, alleging that the minor 
has committed a delinquent act. 

INITIAL REFERRAL: 
that a minor 
delinquent act. 

an allegation made to the probation department 
not on probation or parole has committed a 

INTAKE DETERMINATION: the probation department disposition of a 
referral. 

JUVENILE: a person under the age of 18. 

,JUVENILE COURT: the court responsible for adjudicating juvenile 
offend{;rs. 

LAW VIOLATION: behavior prohibited by a section of 
Code. Applied to juveniles under Section 602 of 
and Institutions Code. (Does not include Section 
offenses. ) 

the Penal 
the T.velfare 
601 status 

LOWER COURT: the court of original jurisdiction. 
court can conduct preliminary hearings to determine 
cause in felony cases. 

The lower 
probable 

MISDEMEANOR: a crime punishable by imprisonment in the county 
jail, by a fine, or by both. 

OFFENSE--CHARGED: 
the defendant 
complaint upon. 

the charged offense is the offense for which 
was arrested or which the attorney files a 

OFFENSE--SUSTAINED: The sustained offense is the offensp. for 
which the juvenile court sustains a petition, equivalent to 
conviction in an adult court. 
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PAROLE: an added period of supervision following completion of a 
prison sentence or a stay in the California Youth Authority. 

PAROLE VIOLATOR (PAROLE RETURNS WITHOUT NEW COMMITMENT) = in the 
Youth Authority, refers to a parolee ~etur~ed to custody ~f 
YA without a new commitment. (See Recommltment for comparl­
son. ) 

PETITION: the formal presentation to the juvenile court of 
information surrounding the alleged offense by a juvenile; 
similar to a complaint for an adult. 

PRISON: a state correctional facility where persons are confined 
following conviction of a felony offense. 

PROBATION: a judicial requirement that a person fulfill certain 
conditions of behavior in lieu of confinement in prison. 

PROBATION WITH JAIL: a court disposition imposing a jail term as 
a condition of probation status. 

PROBATION~-FORMAL (JUVENILE): a probation grant in which the 
minor is declared a ward of the juvenile court and placed on 
formal probation. 

PROBATION--INFORMAL (JUVENILE): s~pervlsl0n of a mino:, in lieu 
of filing a petition, for a perlod not to exceed SlX months 
(Welfare and Institutions Code Section 654). 

PROBATION--NON-WARD (JUVENILE): a probat~on grant without ward­
ship for a specific time not to exceed six months (Welfare 
and Institutions Code Section 72 Sa) ... 

PROSECUTOR: an attorney employed by a governmental agency whose 
official duty is to initiate and mai~tain criminal proceed­
ings on behalf of the government against a person accused of 
committing a criminal offense. 

RECOMMITMENT: (PAROLE RETURNS WITH NEW COMMITMENT): i.n the 
Youth Authority, refers to a parolee who is resentenced to 
the Youth Authority for a new law . violation. (See Parole 
Violator for comparison.) 

REMAND TO ADULT COU~T: referral of a juvenile over 16 years of 
age to adult court under Welfare and Institutions Code Sec­
tion 707 because he or she is not "amenable" to the treatment 
available through the juvenile court. 

SENTENCE: 
son. 

. d btu n a clonvicted per-the penalty lmpose y a cour po 
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STATE INSTITUTION: a facility for housing persons under the 
jurisdiction of a state correctional program. 

STATUS OFFENSE: conduct which constitutes an offense only when 
committed by a juvenile (Welfare and Institutions Code Sec­
tion 601). 

SUBSEQUENT PETITION: a petition filed on'behalf of a juvenile 
who is already under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. 

SUPERIOR COURT: the court of exclusive jurisdiction for felony 
trials and all juvenile hearings. Also, the first court of 
appeals for municipal or justice court cases. 

TIME ADDS: additional months added to a Youth Authority ward's 
length of stay as a result of disciplinary problems or pro­
gram performance. 

TIME CUTS: months removed from a Youth Authority ward's length 
of stay as a result of good behavior or program performance. 

WAIVE TO ADULT COURT: See Remand to Adult Court. 

YA: California Youth Authority. 

YOPB: Youthful Offender Parole Board. 
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