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Dear Friends of Probation:

On behalf of the Judicial Council and the California State Association of Counties (CSAC), we
are pleased to present you with the findings and recommendations of the Probation Services
Task Force. A group of 18 dedicated court, county, and probation professionals—who
collectively brought to the table hundreds of years of experience—spent nearly three years
studying a broad range of issues related to the probation system in California. The task force’s
work represents the most thorough examination of the state’s probation system by a
multidisciplinary body since the Legislature authorized the establishment of adult and juvenile
probation in 1903.

The task force undertook extensive research into probation services, examined the governance
structure in California and other states, and elicited broad feedback from a variety of
stakeholders through a comprehensive outreach effort. Over the three-year study, the
significance of probation’s contributions, the unique services departments provide, and the
critical position probation departments occupy in the context of the criminal justice system
clearly emerged. Regrettably, probation has for many years suffered from significant fiscal
constraints and the lack of a reliable statewide funding source, which, taken together, have
seriously hindered local departments’ ability to consistently deliver quality services, ensure
offender accountability, and guarantee public safety.

The findings and recommendations in this report seek to establish the foundation for a long-term
plan that will enhance the delivery of services, establish a more rational governance system,
and elevate the status of probation in recognition of the essential services the system provides
to our courts, counties, probationers, and victims.

Our sincere thanks go out to the court, county, and probation representatives who contributed
their time and expertise to this effort. Justice Patricia Bamattre-Manoukian ably guided the task
force through its work, and for that we owe her a debt of gratitude. We must also extend great
appreciation to the many and varied stakeholders who provided invaluable perspectives on
probation and the work of the task force. We invite the Governor, the Legislature, policymakers,
and all other interested parties to examine the significant body of knowledge developed during
the task force’s examination and consider the task force’s long-term plan for taking California’s
probation system to the next level.

Ronald M. George Tim Smith
Chief Justice of California and Supervisor, County of Sonoma and
Chair of the Judicial Council CSAC President
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report contains the findings and recommendations of the Probation Services Task
Force (task force), an 18-member body formed in August 2000 to undertake a
comprehensive examination of probation in California. This report details the scope of the
task force's examination, summarizes input from stakeholders around the state, makes
recommendations focused on enhancing probation in California, and lays out a research
agenda for future study.”

General Profile of Probation in California: Organizational Structure and Funding

Established in 1903 as a component of the newly formed juvenile court system, probation
occupies a unique and central position in the justice system. Probation links the system’s
many diverse stakeholders, including law enforcement; the courts; prosecutors; defense
attorneys; community-based organizations; mental health, drug and alcohol, and other
services providers; the community; the victim; and the probationer. Probation
departments in California’s 58 counties currently serve an estimated 415,000
probationers. Of the total probation population, about 23 percent are juveniles, and 77
percent are adults. California has the largest probation population of any state in the
nation, with the exception of Texas.

The governance structure of probation in California is unique. In some states, probation
and parole are joined in a single department; in others, as occurs in California, probation
and parole are administered separately.” Nationally there are six basic governance
models: (1) a state-level executive agency, (2) the state-level judiciary, (3) the local
judiciary, (4) a local executive agency, (5) a combination of state and local executive
agencies, and (6) both a local executive agency and the judiciary. As depicted in table 1,
California is the only state to follow the last model, a combination local judicial and
executive governance model.?

! This report, working documents, and appendixes can be found at the Probation Services Task
Force Web site at <www2.courtinfo.ca.gov/probation>.
2 Probation is distinguished from parole based on the jurisdiction and timing of offender
supervision. Probation officers are involved with alleged offenders and offenders supervised in the
community. Parole agents have jurisdiction over offenders following release from a state facility
such as the California Department of Corrections (adults) or the California Youth Authority
gjuveniles).

B. Krauth and L. Linke, State Organizational Structures for the Delivery of Probation Services
(June 1999) table 3: Primary Funding Sources for Adult Probation Services, p. 8.
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Table 1. Probation Departments: Organizational Options

Organizational Structure Number of States Percentage
State-level executive agency 30 60%
State-level judiciary 8 16%
Local judiciary 5 10%
Local executive agency 3 6%
State and local executive agencies 3 6%
Local executive agency and 1 2%
judiciary*

* California

Another defining characteristic of probation departments is the source of funding. Of the
50 states, the majority—36 states (70 percent)—support probation primarily from state
government appropriations. Of these, 19 states receive supplemental funding through
offender fees. Another 12 states (24 percent) are supported through combined state and
local funding. Only California and Indiana receive primary funding exclusively from local
government; both states also draw upon offender fees to offset costs (see table 2).*
Although limited-term federal and state grant funding is available, the state does not
provide a stable or continuous revenue stream in support of local probation services.
Given the extraordinary fiscal crisis facing California, the extent to which state support for
probation programs will continue is uncertain.

Table 2. Primary Funding Sources for Adult Probation Services

Supplemental
Funding From State Local State + Local
Offender Fees Government Government Government
Yes AR, IA, KY, LA, MIl, MS, MO, MT, CA, IN (2) IL, NY, OH, TX,
NV, NH, NM, ND, OK, SC, UT, VT, WV (5)
WA, WI, WY (19)
No AL, AK, CO, CN, DE, FL, GA, HI, 0) AZ, KS, MN, NE,
ID, ME, MD, MA, NC, OR, RI, TA, NJ, PA, SD (7)
VA (18)

National Trends in the Delivery of Probation Services

National research indicates that, in general, probation departments are suffering from
declining resources in the face of increasing service demands. From 1990 to 1999, adult
probation populations increased steeply, growing by 41.3 percent.’ Probation handles 60

4 -
Ibid.

® American Probation and Parole Association, Adult Probation in the United States: A White Paper,

prepared for the Probation Services Task Force, California Administrative Office of the Courts
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percent of the cases in the criminal justice system, while prisons handle 40 percent.’
National data on juvenile populations shows a similar growth in population.” Yet funding
to support the expansion of probation services to meet growing needs has not
materialized. Probation departments receive less than 10 percent of state and local
government funding for corrections, and, compared to appropriations for prisons,
probation funding has been on the decline for 30 years. As one national corrections
expert puts it, probation is simply doing more with less.®

California’s Probation Population

California experienced a significant change in the probation population between 1991
and 1999, with the total adult probation population increasing approximately 7 percent.’
As depicted in chart 1, the number of adult probationers sentenced for felony offenses
nearly doubled from 1990 to 1999, growing from approximately 130,000 to 245,000.
During this same time, the number of adults sentenced to probation for misdemeanor
offenses decreased by approximately 46 percent. This stark change in the probation
profile—with over 70 percent of adult probationers in 1999 being sentenced for felony
offenses—clearly has placed different and more intensive service demands on probation
departments. The number of juveniles on probation also increased in recent years; from
1989 to 1999, the number of juvenile probationers grew from approximately 172,000 to
210,000." While the number of juveniles and adults in the justice system increased, the
resources available to probation did not keep pace. The growth both in probation
population and in demand for related services compelled local governments and
probation departments to make difficult decisions regarding the allocation of limited
resources. Generally speaking, most probation departments funneled resources to serve
felony caseloads rather than misdemeanants.

(Sept. 2000) p. 10 <http://www?2.courtinfo.ca.gov/probation/reference.htm>. Hereafter referred to as
Adult Probation White Paper. Citing Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Dept. of Justice, U.S.
Correctional Population Reaches 6.3 Million Men and Women: Represents 3.1 Percent of the Adult
éJ.S. Population (news release, July 23, 2000).

Ibid.
" American Probation and Parole Association, Juvenile Probation in the United States: A White
Paper, prepared for the Probation Services Task Force, California Administrative Office of the
Courts (Sept. 2000) p. 15 <http://www?2.courtinfo.ca.gov/probation/reference.htm>. Hereafter
referred to as Juvenile Probation White Paper. C. Puzzanchera et al., Juvenile Court Statistics
1997 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2000).
8 Adult Probation White Paper, p. 12; Juvenile Probation White Paper, p. 15.
® california Department of Justice, California Criminal Justice Profile (1999a)
<http://justice.hdcdojnet.state.ca.us/cjsc_stats/prof99/00/7.htm> (as of Dec. 20, 2001).
10 3. Worrall et al., Does Probation Work? An Analysis of the Relationship between Caseloads and
Crime Rates in California Counties (Sacramento: The California Institute for County Government,
2001), p. 3.
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Chart 1: Felony Offenses as a Share of Adult Probation Caseload
in California

Probation cases by offense type, 1991 to 1999
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Examination of California’s Probation System: A Vast Undertaking

The members of the task force approached their examination of probation services and
governance with enthusiasm and commitment. To the best of their knowledge, such a
thorough and multidisciplinary examination of probation services in California had never
before been undertaken. The sheer size of the state and its probation population, the
unigue organizational and funding structures currently in place, and the lack of a similarly
positioned jurisdiction from which to draw comparisons rendered the examination a
remarkably daunting task. Another critical challenge presented itself: the lack of a core
data set meant that fundamental demographic, departmental, and program/service
information was not available to answer the critical question, “What is probation in
California?” Nevertheless, the task force set out to investigate the extensive menu of
innovative probation services delivered in the state, elicited broad public opinion on
probation through an extensive outreach effort, and tackled a vast set of issues in a
search to develop ideas and strategies for enhancing a system that, despite fiscal
limitations, has established a number of exemplary services.

One of the task force’s major undertakings in search of data and information about
present-day probation structures, practices, and operations was an extensive outreach
effort that sought input from both the recipients and providers of probation services and
from other key stakeholders in the system. Nearly 900 participants contributed to the vast
body of information gathered and examined by the task force: through site visits,
outreach sessions, probationer roundtables, and/or written surveys. This input in many
instances confirmed speculation about the difficulties, both fiscal and operational, facing
probation departments as much as it highlighted a multitude of exemplary and innovative
practices being implemented in many jurisdictions.

Probation Services Task Force 4
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Fundamental Principles

The establishment of general principles to focus and guide discussions marked a major
milestone in the task force process. These principles represented five critical points of
consensus and reflected a clear desire on the part of task force members to work
collaboratively toward recommendations for an enhanced model for probation that builds
upon existing successes.

The Five Fundamental Principles of the Probation Services Task Force

PrRINCIPLE 1. Authority over and responsibility for the conduct, support, funding, oversight,
and administration of probation services, including the appointment of the CPO, must be
connected.

PRINCIPLE 2. Courts and counties should develop and implement partnerships to
administer probation departments and work collaboratively to ensure appropriate levels of
services, support, funding, and oversight.

PRINCIPLE 3. Probation services should be administered primarily at the local level.
PRINCIPLE 4. Standards with measurable outcomes are necessary.

PRINCIPLE 5. Adult and juvenile probation services should be administered in a single
department.

Structure of the Report

The task force made significant progress in its examination of probation, culminating in
the formulation of 17 recommendations designed to enhance probation in California. The
pages that follow present in detail the scope of the examination, the task force findings,
and the task force recommendations. Section | offers an overview of the legislative and
historical background leading to the establishment of the task force. This section also
sets out the task force composition, charge, and processes for eliciting input from
stakeholder groups. Section Il sets forth the task force’s fundamental principles, which
served as a basis for examining alternative models for probation and which will continue
to guide future work in developing a new model for probation in California.

Three sections—sections Ill, IV, and V—describe the core of the task force’s work in
examining probation’s past, present, and future. Section Il describes the fundamentals of
probation in general and also outlines the key events and legislative actions that have
shaped probation in California in the past 25 years. Section IV details the current
structure of probation, including the core issues of governance, funding, and services.
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Section V describes the process by which the task force set out to create a new model for
probation, and it lays out the recommendations being advanced by the task force at the
end of its examination. Section VI sets forth a research plan for future study, and section

VIl delineates the task force’s 17 specific recommendations.

Summary of Principal Findings

The task force made the following significant findings:

Probation occupies a unique and central position in the local and state justice
structure. It serves as a linchpin of the criminal and juvenile justice system and is
the one justice system partner that regularly collaborates with all stakeholders as
an offender moves through the system.

Probation departments are and have been sorely underfunded for many years,
and program expansions in recent years have been largely supported by one-
time grants. There is a clear need to move away from a patchwork funding model
and toward the establishment of an adequate and stable funding base for
probation in California.

Despite fiscal and operational challenges facing probation departments, many
exemplary programs are at work in California. Probation departments must be
encouraged to borrow from proven practices and, when appropriate, to reallocate
existing resources to achieve greater program efficiencies.

Probation services tend to focus on the juvenile population, both preoffense
(prevention and intervention programs) and postadjudication. This phenomenon
can be attributed in large part to the fact that funding augmentations for probation
programs in recent years have been earmarked exclusively for juvenile services.

The focus on juvenile services means that the limited number of remaining staff
and resources are often insufficient to properly supervise the adult probation
population. All jurisdictions surveyed during this examination report banking
some measure of their caseloads,'* which often include a significant population
of serious, even violent, offenders in need of direct and intensive supervision. It
appears that resources currently devoted to adult probation services are
inadequate.

Limited availability of funding in the 1980s and early 1990s greatly slowed
probation department recruitment and hiring. As a result, there is a broad
experience gap in most probation departments because of the lack of journey-
and mid-level employees.

1 A banked case is one in which the probationer is only rarely or intermittently monitored for
compliance with court orders due to insufficient resources to provide appropriate levels of
supervision.
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= Probation does not share the status enjoyed by other public safety agencies in
the community. Task force members recognize the need to address the status of
probation in the community, to encourage discourse about the unique and critical
role of probation, and to raise public expectations about the services and function
of probation agencies.

= The current chief probation officer (CPO) appointment and removal process
relies on statutory language that is unclear and results in divergent practices from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Greater clarity and uniformity in the appointment,
evaluation, and removal processes are warranted.

= The size and complexity of California’s probation system makes it difficult to
borrow from other states’ operational models and structures. Any proposed
probation governance model must fit the unique requirements and circumstances
of our state and contain adequate flexibility to accommodate local needs.

= The status quo in the probation system is not acceptable. Despite the dedication
and efforts of probation department professionals statewide, the probation
structure as it exists today functions poorly on many levels.

= Few to none of the workload or cost drivers in the probation system, which
include legislative mandates, court orders, state budget decisions, and
administrative directives, are within the control of the county, yet it is the county
that has budgetary and programmatic responsibility over the department.

= The split governance structure, historic levels of underfunding, and the resulting
variation in service levels and programs from county to county promise to further
erode probation departments’ collective ability to provide a unified and critical set
of justice services upon which our courts, communities, victims, and probationers
rely.

= A statewide approach to probation that conforms to the five fundamental
principles articulated by the task force ultimately appears to be the most
promising model for the future.

Advancing the Work of the Probation Services Task Force

Over the past three years, the task force made great strides toward an improved
probation system by examining the history of probation, its current operation throughout
the state, and the significance of its work within the context of the justice system. From
this study, the task force developed 17 specific recommendations. While this effort
greatly developed the body of knowledge and represents perhaps the most
comprehensive examination of California’s probation system in recent memory,
substantial work to fully implement the vision of the task force remains. The task force
recommends that the counties and branches of state government establish a body tasked
with developing a specific, long-term reform model and an implementation plan. Through
this effort, the work of the task force will be advanced and the probation system improved
for the benefit of all Californians.
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Task Force Recommendations

The task force advances the following recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION 1: Probation departments must have stable and adequate funding to
protect the public and ensure offender accountability and rehabilitation.

RECOMMENDATION 2: California should develop a new approach to probation governance
that conforms to the five fundamental principles developed by the Probation Services
Task Force.

RECOMMENDATION 3: Probation standards and guidelines should be developed and
maintained to enhance the delivery of services to courts, communities, victims, and
probationers.

RECOMMENDATION 4: Probation departments should develop and annually review mission
statements with clearly defined goals and objectives.

RECOMMENDATION 5: Probation departments should incorporate measurable outcomes in
developing goals and objectives.

RECOMMENDATION 6: Probation departments should develop a common statewide
language to facilitate communication, delivery of services, and comparisons across
jurisdictions.

RECOMMENDATION 7: Probation technology resources should be maximized and
augmented to enhance statewide communication and improve operational systems,
resource allocation, and capacity for evaluation.

RECOMMENDATION 8: Probation departments should develop assessment and
classification systems and tools as part of an effective case management strategy.

RECOMMENDATION 9: Probation departments should establish a graduated continuum of
services and sanctions to respond to the needs of each offender.

RECOMMENDATION 10: Prevention and early intervention efforts in appropriate cases
should be an essential component of effective and meaningful probation services.

RECOMMENDATION 11: Courts and counties should develop and implement partnerships
and work collaboratively to ensure appropriate levels of services for adult and juvenile
offenders.

RECOMMENDATION 12: Probation departments should adopt workload standards rather
than caseload ratios.
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RECOMMENDATION 13: Probation departments should work with courts, schools, parents,
and education agencies to ensure that adult and juvenile probationers are provided with
appropriate general, special, and vocational educational services.

RECOMMENDATION 14: Juvenile detention reforms should be developed and implemented
to ensure that juveniles are appropriately detained and to reduce overcrowding in
detention facilities.

RECOMMENDATION 15: Probation departments should consider an approach to probation
that balances offender accountability, victim restoration, competency development, and
community collaboration.

RECOMMENDATION 16: In conjunction with any change to the probation model in
California, a change in name for probation could be considered to better reflect
probation’s function and status.

RECOMMENDATION 17: Counties and the branches of state government should establish a
body tasked with developing a specific long-term reform model for probation and an
implementation plan.
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SECTION |

The Task Force: Its Composition, Charge, and Process

This section of the report contains a discussion of the history of the Probation Services
Task Force (task force), its charge, subcommittee structure, and resources.™

HISTORICAL AND LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND
The task force arose out of ongoing discussions between the Judicial Council and the
California State Association of Counties (CSAC). The Judicial Council and CSAC have
shared a longstanding interest in evaluating probation structures and

services in California. Several legislative efforts to alter the chief | Key Factors in the Creation
of the Task Force

probation officer (CPO) appointment and removal process13

= Recognized need to examine
governance structure;

comprehensive manner. Structural changes resulting from the | 5 istoric underfunding of

passage of the Lockyer-Isenberg Trial Court Funding Act" also probation departments and
increasing demand for services;

= Joint court/county interest in
evaluating probation services
From the county perspective, it is important to note the increased in California; and

tension brought to bear by the 1997 Trial Court Funding Act, which | ® Restructuring following 1997
Trial Court Funding Act.

highlighted the need to form a task force to examine these issues in a

pointed to the need for an examination of probation in California.

enacted a major restructuring and realignment of fiscal and
operational responsibilities for California’s trial courts. Specifically, this act transferred
financial responsibility for the trial courts from counties to the state and began a process
of defining and separating the functions of courts and counties. The restructuring
exacerbated, in some counties more than others, the preexisting imperfections in the
probation governance structure. Probation and, up to the passage of the Trial Court
Funding Act, the courts have historically been funded at the county level. Today, overall
management and budgetary responsibility for probation remains with the counties, but, in

2 This report, working documents, and appendixes can be found at the Probation Services Task
Force Web site at <www2.courtinfo.ca.gov/probation>.

'3 The most recent legislative proposals—none of which has been enacted—include Assem. Bill
1303 (Thomson, 1999), Assem. Bill 1519 (Floyd, 2000), Assem. Bill 765 (Maddox, 2001), and Sen.
Bill 1361 (Brulte, 2002). As introduced, AB 1303 would have amended Pen. Code, § 1203.6, by
investing the board of supervisors with the authority to appoint and remove the CPO where
authorized by local ordinance or by county charter. AB 1519, as introduced, would have repealed
Welf. & Inst. Code, 88 270 and 271, and would have amended Pen. Code, §§ 1203.5 and 1203.6,
to make the CPO an elected official. AB 1519 subsequently was amended to establish an
appointment process through a seven-member multidisciplinary commission and to set forth
minimum experience and educational standards for the CPO. AB 765 also would have amended
Pen. Code, 88 1203.5 and 1203.6, and placed the CPO appointment authority with a six-member
selection committee. It, too, would have established minimum experience and employment
standards for the CPO and repealed Welf. and Inst. Code, §8 270 and 271. SB 1361 would have
invested the board of supervisors in Riverside and San Bernardino counties with the authority to
aPpoint and remove the CPO.

Y Stats. 1997, ch. 850.
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the vast majority of counties, the appointment authority for the CPO resides with the
court, a state-funded entity. While examples of counties in which collaborative
partnerships between the judicial and executive levels of government exist, other
counties have struggled with budgetary, management, and liability issues. At a minimum,
county representatives sought through the task force process greater clarity with respect
to governance issues and a more rational connection among fiscal responsibility,
oversight, and authority.

Furthermore, as confirmed by task force survey results, probation departments endured
significant financial constraints in the previous decade. Funding has eroded into a
patchwork of support based, in many instances, on grant funding—circumstances that
have led many departments to make difficult, but reasoned, decisions to pursue
programs for which funding was available. Consequently, service levels vary greatly by
county, and because juvenile prevention and intervention programs have enjoyed more
sustained—albeit not necessarily sufficient for statewide needs—Ilegislative and state
budget support, adult probation services in many counties suffered.

In early 2000, the Judicial Council and CSAC mutually concluded that a multidisciplinary
task force to examine probation issues was the optimal forum for achieving meaningful
review and for recommending potential system reforms. The task force set out to
examine the current status of probation with a view toward improving the delivery of
services, securing more regular and stable funding sources for both adult and juvenile
programs, and establishing more sure footing for the system as a whole for the coming
years.

TASK FORCE COMPOSITION

In August 2000, Chief Justice Ronald M. George appointed the 18 members to the
Probation Services Task Force and, to serve as nonvoting chair, an appellate justice. The
Chief Justice made appointments based on nominations by the following organizations:
CSAC; the Judicial Council; the Chief Probation Officers of California (CPOC); and the
California Probation, Parole and Correctional Association (CPPCA). Representation on
the task force was divided evenly among the courts, counties, and probation
organizations. Members were selected from different regions of the state and from
different county types (urban, suburban, and rural) to ensure balanced representation.*
The task force composition is detailed in table 3, including the number of appointments
and criteria used by each appointing entity.®

'* Several members, for various reasons, were unable to serve on the task force for the entirety of
the task force’s nearly three-year study. The process set forth above was followed to select
replacements and ensure continued balanced representation.

16'A list of task force members and their respective biographies is included in appendix A and at the
task force Web site.
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Table 3. Task Force Member Appointment Criteria

Number of
Representative Appointments | Appointed By Criteria
Nonvoting chair 1 Judicial Council Appellate justice
County 6 CSAC Urban, suburban, and rural;
north, central, and south
Court 6 Judicial Council Urban, suburban, and rural;
north, central, and south
Probation chief 3 1: Judicial Council Urban, suburban, and rural;
1: CSAC north, central, and south
1: CPOC
Probation officer 3 1: Judicial Council Urban, suburban, and rural;
1: CSAC north, central, and south
1: CPPCA

TASK FORCE CHARGE

The task force’s charge was broad and complex. It directed the members to identify and
evaluate issues as diverse as funding, services, appointment practices, organizational
structures, and the relationship between probation and the courts.

The Charge of the Probation Services Task Force

The task force’s charge was to (1) assess the programs, services, organizational
structures, and funding related to probation services provided by counties to the courts,
probationers, and the public and (2) formulate findings and make policy
recommendations to the Judicial Council, CSAC, the Legislature, and the Governor
following this assessment. The broad issues relating to probation under examination
include the following:

= |dentifying and evaluating practices and options for funding probation services;

= Identifying the nature and scope of probation services provided by counties to the
courts, probationers, and the general public;

= Identifying and evaluating practices and options for the appointment and
accountability of the CPO;

= |dentifying and evaluating various organizational structures for adult and juvenile
probation services;

= |dentifying and evaluating practices of other jurisdictions with regard to the range
and level of probation services, organizational structure, and funding; and

= Identifying the appropriate relationship between probation and the courts as it
relates to court services and alternatives for achieving the preferred outcome.
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The task force addressed each of the issues delineated in the charge. It used the charge
as the departure point for each of its outreach roundtables, which are discussed more
fully later in this section, and sought input on any and all of the broad policy areas. What
became clear through the task force’s work is that the issues set out in its charge are
fundamentally interrelated and at the same time vexingly complex. A discussion of
services necessarily triggers consideration of fiscal matters, while appointment practices
are clearly linked to organizational structures. The sections that follow describe the depth
of the task force examination and point out the areas that require additional study.

TASK FORCE PROCESS

To carry out its charge, the task force convened public meetings on a regular basis to
discuss ongoing work and develop findings and recommendations. At these meetings,
national experts were brought in for consultation as appropriate. Outreach strategies
aimed at gathering input from those delivering and receiving probation services were
developed to educate the task force regarding probation and to allow inclusion of as
many stakeholder groups as possible in the task force process.

During the initial 15 months of study, the task force undertook much of its work through
two subcommittees: the Relationship of Probation to Court and County Subcommittee
(the governance subcommittee), which examined governance issues, and the Services
and Caseload Standards Subcommittee (the services subcommittee), which examined
issues related to probation services. The subcommittees met frequently both in person
and via conference call during and outside the full task force meetings to review
information and develop proposals for full task force consideration. After initial review and
development of ideas by the individual subcommittees, and using data from national
experts, consultation with other jurisdictions, and stakeholder input, the task force as a
whole reviewed and discussed subcommittee suggestions before developing
recommendations.
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As detailed in table 4, the task force met over a three-year period at approximately

bimonthly intervals. All meetings were open to the public, and notices were posted on the

task force Web site.!” Based on available information and on input gathered through

outreach efforts, task force strategy was reviewed and altered as necessary. Nationally

recognized experts in the fields of probation, corrections, and other relevant areas were

invited to task force meetings to present information regarding both governance and

service issues.'®

Table 4. Dates and Locations of Task Force Meetings

Date

Location

September 29, 2000
October 26-27, 2000
January 11-12, 2001
March 22—-23, 2001
May 17-18, 2001

June 22, 2001

July 19-20, 2001
September 20-21, 2001
November 15-16, 2001
January 3, 2002

March 8, 2002

May 2-3, 2002

June 7, 2002
September 12-13, 2002
November 7, 2002
February 7, 2003

May 19, 2003

June 6, 2003

San Francisco
San Francisco
San Francisco
San Francisco
Los Angeles

Sacramento

San Francisco
San Francisco

San Francisco

Conference call

San Francisco
San Francisco
Sacramento
San Francisco
San Francisco
Burbank

Conference call

Conference call

Y The agenda and minutes of each task force meeting can be found at the task force Web site.

Information from the subcommittee meetings was presented to the task force and is included in the
full task force’s minutes.
18 Despite the fact that task force members examined innovations in operational structures in five
states—Arizona; Texas; Deschutes County, Oregon; New Jersey; and lowa—it became clear that
none of the models was immediately transferable to California.
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INFORMATION RESOURCES PROVIDED TO THE TASK FORCE

Before the appointment of task force members, the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC) engaged the services of two consultants to obtain background information on
probation both nationally and in California. Mr. Carl Wicklund, executive director of the
American Probation and Parole Association (APPA), drafted white papers on adult and
juvenile probation,’® which provided key demographic and statistical information
regarding the delivery and structure of probation services nationally.”® Simultaneously,
Mr. Alan Schuman, corrections management consultant, conducted site visits in July and
August 2000 to six probation departments for the purpose of establishing baseline
information on the status of probation in California. The AOC selected six counties for Mr.
Schuman'’s preliminary snapshot study to collect information from a representative cross-
section of California counties. More than 280 people were interviewed during the visits to
the snapshot counties, which were Fresno, Glenn, Los Angeles, Placer, Santa Clara, and
Santa Cruz. Mr. Schuman prepared reports on adult and juvenile probation for each of
the six counties. Both the snapshot study and the national white papers followed an
examination of criteria established by Mr. Wicklund and Mr. Schuman. The consultants
presented their findings to the task force at its first meeting in October 2000.%

19 American Probation and Parole Association, Adult Probation in the United States: A White
Paper, prepared for the Probation Services Task Force, California Administrative Office of the
Courts (Sept. 2000) <http://wwwz2.courtinfo.ca.gov/probation/reference.htm>. Hereafter referred to
as Adult Probation White Paper. American Probation and Parole Association, Juvenile Probation in
the United States: A White Paper, prepared for the Probation Services Task Force, California
Administrative Office of the Courts (Sept. 2000)
<http://www2.courtinfo.ca.gov/probation/reference.htm>. Hereafter referred to as Juvenile
Probation White Paper. The Adult Probation White Paper and the Juvenile Probation White Paper
are available at the task force Web site.

% A. Schuman, Executive Summary: California Six County Probation Sites, prepared for the
Probation Services Task Force, California Administrative Office of the Courts (Sept. 2000)
<http://wwwz2.courtinfo.ca.gov/probation/reference.htm>. Hereafter referred to as Six County
Executive Summary. This document is attached at appendix B; the individual county reports are
available at the task force Web site. Alan Schuman'’s biography is included in appendix B.

% Mr. Schuman also participated in task force proceedings during 2001 as a consultant. He brought
to the task force discussions a vast history and experience in the corrections field, and he offered
an important perspective on the California probation system that was informed by his six county
site visits during the snapshot study.
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Snapshot Study: Identified Areas of Common Concern

Results of the snapshot study clearly indicated that certain issues and areas of concern
were of importance to all or most of the probation departments and would bear greater
examination by the task force. These areas include, but are not limited to, the following:

= Monitoring and evaluation processes for probation services;
= Management information systems;

= Probation funding sources and long-term implications of reliance on grant
funding;

= Automated and validated risk/needs tools;

= Probation supervision workload standards;

= Specialized court services;

=  Staff development and training;

= Partnership with the judiciary;

= Partnership with other collaborative county departments; and

= Probation’s status in the community.

The national white papers and snapshot study results provided the task force with critical
background information and reference material for its examination. At its first meeting,
using the charge and these resource materials as a guide, the task force identified issues
to explore and drafted a preliminary work plan. The task force also used these resources
to inform its discussion during the course of its work.

The task force anticipated concluding its work in the fall of 2001, with a final report and
recommendations issued to the participating entities, the Governor, and the Legislature in
late 2001. As the task force began its work, it recognized the breadth and complexity of
the issues that confronted it. Furthermore, task force members, while considerably
informed by the white papers and snapshot study results, learned that comprehensive
data and statistics on probation services in California were not readily available to
advance and strengthen the examination process. Early in its process, the task force
recognized that although it would be able to make substantial progress toward
addressing the numerous issues in the charge, more time would be necessary to fully
examine the complex issues presented in the charge. Accordingly, the task force
undertook an additional 18 months of study, concluding in June 2003 with the publication
of this report to further pursue a California Probation Model that conforms to its
fundamental principles.
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OUTREACH TO STAKEHOLDERS

In an effort to include as many stakeholders as possible in its examination, the task force
carried out extensive outreach efforts. These efforts included a statewide stakeholder
survey, stakeholder roundtable discussions at multiple venues throughout the state, and

Task force outreach efforts included a
statewide stakeholder survey, stakeholder
roundtable discussions at multiple venues

roundtable discussions with probationers.??> The task force
reached approximately 460 stakeholders and more than 150
adult and juvenile probationers through these efforts. Results

throughout the state, and roundtable of these outreach efforts were provided to task force
discussions with probationers. The task members on an ongoing basis. The information from the
force reached approximately 460 stakeholder survey, roundtables, and probationers informed
stakeholders and more than 150 adultand ¥ the task force, educating members about probation

juvenile probationers through these efforts.

throughout California and providing a means of uncovering

and evaluating issues for the task force to consider. These
outreach efforts also allowed stakeholders not represented on the task force a way to
participate in the process and gave the many parties involved in the probation system an
opportunity to provide input.

Stakeholder Survey

In January 2001, the task force distributed a written survey for probation stakeholders in
all 58 counties. The response rate was excellent, with 141 surveys from 56 counties
returned.”® The survey results provided information from the entire spectrum of the
California probation experience, including courts, counties, and probation (chiefs and
deputy probation officers [DPOs]) as well as prosecutors and defense attorneys. The
input supplied the task force with a broad range of firsthand information regarding the
views of participants and stakeholders.? This information was examined by the task force
to gain a broad understanding of probation and probation services in California rather
than to learn specific facts about any one probation department.

The survey instrument was distributed to potential respondents across the probation
system. Certain stakeholder groups received only those portions of the survey that they
were sufficiently positioned to answer. For example, only the CPOs received questions
regarding agency staffing and workload, since they constituted the stakeholder group
best equipped to provide accurate and updated information on staffing. Table 5 shows
the distribution of the survey to the selected stakeholders.

22 Results of the outreach efforts are attached at appendixes C, D, and E, respectively, and are
available at the task force Web site.

2 Of the 141 responses, 51 were from CPOs, 19 were from county representatives (board of
supervisor members or county administrative officers), 44 were from court representatives (judges
or court executive officers), 11 were from prosecutors, 12 from defense attorneys, and 4 from a
solicitation sent to 100 randomly selected DPOs.

** The Stakeholder Survey and Stakeholder Survey Results are contained in appendix C.
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Table 5. Stakeholder Survey Distribution

Board of Court
Supervisors Presiding Chief Deputy I .
(BOS)/County Judge Probation | Probation District Public
; . . Attorney | Defender
Executive or (PJ)/Court Officer Officer (DA) (PD)
Administrative | Administrator (CPO) (DPO)*
Office (CA)

Part 1: Agency
Staffing and v
Workload
Part 2 Probation v v v v v v
Services
Part 3: Goals and
Prlorltl_es of v v v v v v
Probation
Departments
Part 4:
Appointments,
Evaluation, and 4 v v v
Term of Chief
Probation Officer
Part 5: Opinions
about_ the CPO v v v v
Appointment
System

* Sampling of DPOs through the State Coalition of Probation Organizations (SCOPO).

Stakeholder Roundtables

As a means of opening the task force process to public input during its first phase, the
task force and staff organized roundtable discussions with various stakeholders, including
judges, county supervisors, probation officers, public defenders, and district attorneys.
Approximately 325 stakeholders participated in these roundtable discussions. Table 6
lists the various stakeholder groups, stakeholder events, and the number of stakeholders
participating.
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Table 6. Stakeholder Roundtables

Total Number | Number of
of Participants
Date Event Location Stakeholders Participants in
at PSTF
Event Roundtable
12-7-00 | Beyond the Bench Los Angeles | Multidisciplinary 940 65
Conference dependency-focused
conference for
judges, court
executives, attorneys,
social workers, and
probation officers
1-20-01 | California Public Monterey Public defenders and 250 23
Defenders’ private defense
Association Juvenile counsel
Conference
1-26-01 | Juvenile San Diego Multidisciplinary 550 39
Delinquency and the delinquency-focused
Courts Conference conference for
judges, district
attorneys, public
defenders, probation,
community, victims,
and social services
2-1-01 | California Judicial San Diego Judges, court 490 28
Administration executives, and
Conference administrators
3-14-01 | Chief Probation Sacramento | Chief probation 48 48
Officers of California officers
(CPOC) Quarterly
Meeting
4-5-01 | California State Sacramento | County board of 250 50
Association of supervisor members,
Counties (CSAC) county administrative
Spring Legislative officers, and other
Conference county personnel
4-5-01 | Juvenile Law Costa Mesa | Juvenile court judicial 200 24
Institute Conference officers
4-27-01 | State Coalition of Bakersfield | Deputy probation 17 17
Probation officers
Organizations
(SCOPO)
Conference
5-18-01 | Center for Families, | Los Angeles | Multidisciplinary 400 13
Children & the domestic violence
Courts Family stakeholders
Violence and the
Courts Conference
6-7-01 | California District Sacramento | District attorneys 18 18
Attorneys’
Association
Conference
Total Number of Outreach Stakeholders 325
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Table 7 indicates the major themes that emerged during the roundtable discussions, with
examples of the general type of comment or content (right column) that was classified
under several thematic categories (left column). Table 8 cross-references these major
themes (column headings) to stakeholder groups (row headings), with check marks
designating which of these themes appeared to be of importance to individual
stakeholder groups.?® The information in these tables should be approached with some
caution as it merely reflects a cataloguing of stakeholder input for purposes of showing
the reader the breadth of comments raised and may not reflect the totality of issues of
concern to stakeholders or demonstrate the weight of concern for a particular issue.

Table 7. Major Themes Raised by Stakeholders during Outreach Efforts

Thematic
Category Examples of General Content for Theme
Caseload = Caseload levels
= Differences in caseload sizes for specialized programs (e.g.,
domestic violence or drug courts)
= Banked caseloads
CPO Issues = Appointment, performance, and evaluation issues
= Relationship of CPO to local judicial and executive branches
DPO Issues = General employment issues (e.g., training, recruitment and
retention, compensation, equipment/arming, attrition to other law
enforcement agencies, and retirement)
Facilities = Conditions of confinement and overcrowding
= Disproportionate minority confinement
Funding = Need to establish adequate, stable funding source
=  Grant funding
Interstate = Interstate compact for supervision of offenders
Compact

BA complete compilation of roundtable stakeholder commentary is included in appendix D.
Stakeholder responses are the opinion of the speaker and have not been adopted by the task
force.
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Thematic
Category

Examples of General Content for Theme

Relationships

Governance and structural issues (e.g., co-location of adult and
juvenile services in a single department)

Relation of probation’s functions to court and county structures
Court and county relations and impact of trial court funding reform

Coordination and collaboration among all county agencies
involved in probation (e.g., social services and mental health)

Statewide coordination of probation departments

Services

Range of services provided by probation
Best/promising practices

Specialized services for adults versus juveniles
Gender-specific services for juveniles
Placement options

Evaluation and assessment

Collaborative efforts with other local agencies (e.g., education,
programs for the developmentally disabled, and mental health
services)

Services in
Juvenile Hall

Need for assessment in juvenile hall
Educational and mental health services

Technology

Need for more effective use of technology to monitor and track
probationers

Integration of technology to improve delivery of services

Connectivity with law enforcement, social services, and other local
and state agencies

Vision for
Probation

Unique dual role of probation

Need to educate the public and work on improving the public’s
perception of probation

Need to reexamine how probation has evolved and analyze where
probation should be

Critical value of and need for probation services in the continuum
of justice system services
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Table 8. Stakeholder Themes

Stakeholder

Caseload

CPO
Issues

DPO
Issues

Facilities

Funding

Interstate
Compact

Relationships

Services

Services
in
Juvenile
Hall

Technology

Vision for
Probation

ATTORNEYS

Attorney (Children

in Dependency)

Attorney, Youth
Law Center

Defense Attorney

Deputy Public
Defender

District Attorney

Private Defense
Counsel

Public Defender

Others

COUNTY

Supervisors and
County
Administrative
Officers

COURTS

Judicial Officers

Court Executive
Officer

Court
Administration

Others

PROBATION

Chief Probation
Officer

Probation
Management




Stakeholder

Caseload

CPO
Issues

DPO
Issues

Facilities

Funding

Interstate
Compact

Relationships

Services

Services
in
Juvenile
Hall

Technology

Vision for
Probation

Deputy Probation
Officer

v

Others

SERVICE
PROVIDERS

Director of
Children’s System
of Care

Domestic
Violence
Researcher

Mental Health

Social Worker

STATE
AGENCIES

State of California
Court-Appointed
Special Advocate
(CASA) Director

California Youth
Authority

State Department
of Social Services

OTHERS




Probationer Roundtables

Task force members and staff also conducted roundtable discussions with more than 150
adult and juvenile probationers in three counties. Counties were selected
demographically to include probationers in rural, suburban, and urban counties in
northern, central, and southern California. Despite geographic and

demographic differences, adult and juvenile probationers interviewed | Over 150 adult and juvenile

across the state expressed similar comments. The relationship of the | probationers in three counties

probationer to his or her probation officer seemed to play a pivotal | Were interviewed to elicit their

. . . . . . erspectives and experiences as
role in the probationer’s perception of probation services received. persp P

recipients of probation services.

Some of the views and beliefs were broadly held, but other concerns

were voiced by only one individual.”® The paragraphs that follow, which summarize
comments and perspectives of the probationers interviewed, reflect only a relatively small
sample of probationers statewide and may not be supported by fact or research.

Adult probationers commented on numerous aspects of their experiences in probation,
including their preferred treatment programs and the benefits they earn from different
services. Most adult probationers indicated that while they did not enjoy being on
probation, they believed that they benefited from it. They expressed a preference for
specialized treatment programs such as drug court, substance abuse treatment, and
batterers’ treatment programs, stating that these services were

particularly effective. Conversely, adult probationers indicated a dislike | aquit and juvenile probationers
for community service obligations, indicating that the terms of these | share common perceptions
programs are excessive. However, probationers said that they feel a | about their experiences in

great sense of accomplishment when allowed to participate in | Probation despite geographic
and demographic differences.

community service projects that they believe help their community or

that are tied to their crime. Other service projects not directly related to

the community or the crime are perceived as busy work. Adult probationers who had also
been on probation as juveniles indicated that probation has improved over the years,
especially with regard to provision of services and treatment by probation officers.

Like adult probationers, juveniles share common perceptions about probation despite
geographic and demographic differences. Generally speaking, juvenile probationers
would like more family and one-on-one counseling, field trips, programs designed
specifically for teenagers, and job/vocational skills training. Individual opinions of
programs varied depending on specific experiences, but several recurring program
elements were identified by juvenile probationers as being valuable: (1) programs that
last 90 days or more appear more effective than short-term programs, (2) small classes

% probationer roundtable comments are included in appendix E and can be found at the task force
Web site.
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and programs are preferred, (3) substance abuse treatment programs as part of
residential group homes and juvenile drug court are perceived to be effective, and
(4) frequent drug testing appears to serve as a deterrent to the use of drugs.
Furthermore, juvenile probationers believe group homes help them learn responsibility,
and they suggested that overall the personalities of the program staff and probation
officer play a significant role in the effectiveness of any particular program.

Circulation for Comment

In an effort to elicit public comment on the work of the task force, this report was
circulated to a broad group of stakeholders both in its interim and final draft forms.?” The
task force received 43 comments following the circulation of the interim report from
February 1, 2002, to March 15, 2002. Where appropriate, the task force incorporated
changes into the draft final report based on the comments received. These comments
also guided the task force during its second phase. The report was circulated in its final
draft form from March 14, 2003, to April 25, 2003, and the task force received seven
comments. During the second phase of its examination, the task force developed and
circulated for comment two interim governance models, which are discussed further in
section V.?® For each comment period, requests for input were sent to courts, counties,
probation, prosecutors, defense attorneys, and other interested parties. The task force
gained a great deal from the comment process, and its work was shaped in part by the
comments of interested individuals and organizations. The task force is grateful for the
time and effort of commentators.

CONCLUSION

The task force was the product of discussions between the Judicial Council and CSAC.
Both entities recognized a critical need to examine probation governance structures and
shared a longstanding interest in evaluating probation structures and services in
California. The task force undertook the first comprehensive examination of probation in
California and discovered that the state’s probation system serves over 415,000
probationers statewide (87,186 juveniles and 328,540 adults)®’; contains different
combinations of operational structures in each of the 58 counties; and lacks a single,
comprehensive source of probation data. The task force gathered a great deal of
information from the various outreach methods described in this section: written survey
responses, stakeholder roundtable input, and adult and juvenile probationer dialogues.

" The comment charts can be found at Appendix F.

% The interim model, versions 1 and 2, as well as accompanying comment charts can be found at
Appendix G.

9 Department of Justice, State of California, Bureau of Criminal Information and Analysis, Criminal
Justice Statistics Center, Juvenile Probation Caseload, 2001; Department of Justice Statistics table
7: Adult Probation Caseload and Actions, 2001 <http://justice.doj.ca.gov/cjsc_stats/prof01/00/
7.htm> (as of Jan. 2003).
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The contributions of consultants and other invited speakers before the task force also
advanced the task force’s examination.

The task force made tremendous progress in (1) outlining the scope of the challenges
that face the probation system in California, (2) discovering that, despite many examples
of successful programming and collaboration, the structure of probation contains several
deficiencies that warrant improvement, and (3) making significant findings and
recommendations for a statewide approach to probation that seeks to benefit all who
come in contact with the system.
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SECTION 11

Fundamental Principles

Early in its examination, the task force recognized that members held different ideas and
assumptions about probation relative to the two core areas of study: governance and
services. To guide discussion, focus the process, and enhance communication, the task
force established fundamental principles. The development of these principles
represented a key milestone in the task force effort, giving the members a basis for
examining the current delivery of probation services and for evaluating various alternative
probation system models. These principles served as a basis for building consensus in
developing its recommendations.

Numerous principles were presented and discussed by the task force. The five
fundamental principles listed here were agreed to by a consensus of the task force and
ultimately were adopted:

PRrINCIPLE 1. Authority over and responsibility for the conduct, support, funding,
oversight, and administration of probation services, including the appointment of
the CPO, must be connected.

PRINCIPLE 2. Courts and counties should develop and implement partnerships to
administer probation departments and work collaboratively to ensure appropriate
levels of services, support, funding, and oversight.

PRINCIPLE 3. Probation services should be administered primarily at the local
level.

PRINCIPLE 4. Standards with measurable outcomes are necessary.

PRINCIPLE 5. Adult and juvenile probation services should be administered in a
single department.
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SECTION 111

Probation Past

This part of the report provides background information on the creation of probation in

general and presents a historical account of the development of probation in California.

THE FUNDAMENTALS OF PROBATION

Probation is a judicially imposed suspension of sentence that attempts to treat and

rehabilitate offenders while they remain in the community under the supervision of the

probation department.®® Probation has many advantages over
incarceration. The cost of probation represents a small fraction of
the expense of institutional commitment. In its research brief on
probation in California, the California Institute for County
Government reports that annual probation services per probationer

Probation is a judicially imposed
suspension of sentence that attempts
to treat and rehabilitate offenders
while they remain in the community
under the supervision of the probation

cost approximately $3,060.* These costs represent a small department.

percentage (12 percent) of the $25,607 required to keep an
offender in prison for one year.*? Furthermore, adult and juvenile probationers benefit
from remaining in their communities and their homes. Adult probationers who are
supervised in their community are better able to support themselves and their family,
which increases their ability to pay restitution to the victim of the offense and continue to
contribute to society. Juveniles who remain in the community maintain a family
connection and family support, which often enhances their overall ability to benefit from
services. Perhaps most important, with the aid of the court and probation officer, the
probationer may be rehabilitated through the use of community resources. The imposition
of conditions appropriate to the offender and the crime also seeks to discourage
probationers from committing new offenses.

Probation in the United States has a relatively short history, dating from the first half of
the nineteenth century. John Augustus, a Boston shoe cobbler, is credited with being the
father of probation. In 1841, at a time when sending an offender to prison was the
preferred means of dealing with violations of the law, Augustus persuaded the Boston
Police Court to release an adult drunkard into his custody rather than committing him to

% Probation is distinguished from parole based on the jurisdiction and timing of offender
supervision. Probation officers are involved with alleged offenders and offenders supervised in the
community. Parole agents have jurisdiction over offenders following release from a state facility of
the California Department of Corrections (adults) or the California Youth Authority (juveniles).

%1 3. Worrall et al., Does Probation Work? An Analysis of the Relationship between Caseloads and
Crime Rates in California Counties, supra.

%2 Office of the Attorney General, Criminal Justice Statistics Center, p. 43
<http://caag.state.ca.us/cjsc/publications/misc/cinc/5cost.pdf> (as of Jan. 27, 2003).
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prison. Augustus’s efforts at reforming his first charge were successful, and he soon
convinced the court to release other offenders to his supervision. In 1843, Augustus
broadened his efforts to children.®

The legal basis for early probation efforts was the authority of the court, under common
law, to suspend sentence and allow the convicted offender to remain at liberty upon
condition of good behavior. It should be noted that the work of this first unofficial
probation officer was controversial. Augustus’s efforts were resisted by police, court
clerks, and jailers, who were paid only when offenders were incarcerated.®

By 1869, the Massachusetts Legislature required a state agent to be present if court
actions were likely to result in the placement of a child in a reformatory, thus providing a
model for modern caseworkers. The agents were to protect the child’'s interests,
investigate the case before trial, search for other placement options, and supervise the
plan for the child after disposition. Massachusetts passed the first probation statute in
1878, mandating an official probation system with salaried probation officers. After
Massachusetts’s example, other states quickly followed suit, with 33 states enacting
probation legislation by 1915.%° By 1956, all states had adult probation laws.*

PROBATION IN CALIFORNIA

California authorized a system of adult and juvenile probation in 1903.3" During the past
25 years, the budgets and programs of county probation departments have undergone
numerous transitions owing to adjustments in local government and judicial priorities,
changes in funding streams, and state and federal legislative actions. The history of
probation in California that follows includes a review and timeline of significant legislative
and budgetary events affecting probation services at the state level and service trends
that have resulted.

% Juvenile Probation White Paper, p. 1.

% A.R. Klein, “The Curse of Caseload Management” (1989) 13(1) Perspectives 27.

% T. Ellsworth, “The Emergence of Community Corrections,” in T. Ellsworth (ed.), Contemporary
Community Corrections (Prospect Heights, lll.: Waveland Press, 1996).

% 3. Petersilia, “Probation in the United States (Part 1)” (1998a, spring) 22(2) Perspectives 30-41.
3" The adult system in Stats. 1903, ch. 35, § 1, p. 36; and the juvenile system in Stats. 1903, ch. 43,
86, p. 44.
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Significant Events in the Past 25 Years

= 1976: Reinvention of the California Juvenile Court®®

As a result of landmark legislation in 1976, juvenile court laws in California changed
significantly. Among the major reforms enacted were (1) the introduction of the
adversarial process to the juvenile court and (2) the imposition of limitations on the
detention of wards who have not been alleged to have violated a law. These changes
greatly expanded the role played by community-based organizations, police agencies,
and other nonprobation staff in diversion, treatment, and temporary housing activities for
the juvenile at-risk (runaway, beyond control, and predelinquent) population.

= 1977: The Determinate Sentencing Law™®

The passage of Senate Bill 42 in 1977 marked a major shift in the sentencing structure
for most crimes committed by adults. The system changed from an indeterminate
structure to one that followed a specified triad of sentence choices established by the
Legislature for each crime. The establishment of a complex sentencing system and the
ensuing modifications to the scheme through both legislative and judicial action have
meant that probation officers now are required to have a strong working knowledge of the
law so they can prepare presentencing reports, for example, or make appropriate
recommendations of probation terms or imprisonment.

= 1978-1979: Proposition 13*° and Proposition 4**

In 1978, Proposition 13 reduced the property tax revenues collected by local
governments, which, in turn, reduced the overall level of resources that counties had
available to fund criminal justice and other programs. In 1979, Proposition 4 imposed
limits on state and local government spending by establishing the state appropriations, or
Gann (after the author of the measure), limit. The 1978-79 expenditure level serves as
the base and is adjusted annually for population growth, inflation (using the lower of the
percentage growth of the U.S. Consumer Price Index or California's per-capita personal
income), and transfers of financial responsibility from one government entity to another.

% Stats. 1976, ch. 1068.

% stats. 1976, ch. 1139.

40 constitutional amendment.
4l stats. 1977, ch. 47.
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Subject to the Gann limit are all tax revenues and investment earnings from these
revenues; proceeds from regulatory licenses, user fees, and charges that exceed costs to
cover services; and tax funds used for "contingency, emergency, unemployment, reserve,
retirement sinking fund, trusts or similar funds." As a result of both Propositions 13 and 4,
county discretionary funds were greatly diminished. The county departments that relied
heavily on county general-fund support, including probation, experienced severe budget
reductions. Probation departments lost funding for many programs and entered a long-
term hiring freeze, the effects of which are still being felt today. As discussed later in this
report, many departments face a large gap in experience, with a wave of probation
officers approaching retirement age and a substantial group of officers with about five
years of experience, with relatively few officers populating the middle range.

= 1982: Victim’s Bill of Rights**

Proposition 8 was the first of many efforts focused on the rights of victims. This initiative
increased the responsibilities and duties of the probation officer by requiring notification
of crime victims at various specified stages of the criminal and delinquency court
processes.

*  1994: Three Strikes Law™

The Three Strikes law consists of two nearly identical statutory schemes—one a
legislative bill and the second an initiative—designed to increase the prison terms of
repeat felons. The legislative measure was signed into law as an urgency measure and
became effective on March 7, 1994; the provisions of the initiative were effective later
that same year, following voters’ approval at the November 8, 1994, election. The Three
Strikes law established significantly longer sentences for defendants who had either one
or two prior convictions for crimes that were designated as serious or violent. Although
the Three Strikes law was a major change in the criminal justice system, it had only a
minimal impact on probation (e.g., longer probation reports for certain offenders).

= 1994: Expansion of Transfer of Juveniles to Adult Court*

Legislation enacted in 1994 lowered to 14 the age at which juveniles could be tried and
sentenced as adults for certain offenses. This measure increased the number of fithess
reports that probation departments needed to prepare and also required probation to
detain juveniles for substantially longer periods of time.

“2 proposition 8 (constitutional amendment).
“3 Stats. 1994, ch. 12, Proposition 184.
* Stats. 1994, ch. 453.
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= 1996: Federal Welfare Law™

In 1996, the federal government established the Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families (TANF) block grants, totaling $16.5 billion. Grants were issued to states to
extend assistance to low-income families. In California, approximately $169 million was
set aside in fiscal year 2002—2003 to support probation departments in the provision of
23 approved services, including mental health assessment and counseling; life skills
counseling; anger management, violence prevention, and conflict resolution; after-care
services; and therapeutic day treatment.*°

The federal government must reauthorize the TANF block grant program by June 30,
2003. At this time, there is uncertainty as to whether the funding level will be maintained.
Should the overall block grant received by the state diminish, probation’s proportionate
share might be affected. Reduction or elimination of this funding would have a
tremendously detrimental impact on probation departments and would likely result in the
cutting back of services.

= 1996 and 1998: Juvenile Crime Enforcement and Accountability Challenge Grant
Program®’

The Legislature began a major initiative in 1996 aimed at reducing juvenile crime and
delinquency through the Juvenile Crime Enforcement and Accountability Challenge Grant
Program. Pursuant to the first measure passed (the Challenge Grant | program), the
Board of Corrections awarded $50 million in demonstration grants to 14 counties for
collaborative, community-based projects targeting at-risk youth and juvenile offenders.

Two years later, the Legislature amended the Challenge Grant program (referred to as
Challenge Grant Il) and provided $60 million in additional funding for new demonstration
grants.”® The Board of Corrections awarded three-year grants totaling over $56 million to
17 counties for a broad range of programs expected to serve over 5,300 at-risk youth and
juvenile offenders. Examples of demonstration projects include residential treatment
programs; independent-living programs; day reporting centers; truancy prevention
programs; preprobation at-risk youth projects; enhanced assessment, case management,
and community supervision services; and coeducational academies.

Resources allocated for juvenile crime prevention and intervention programs through the
two cycles of Challenge Grant program funding represented a major infusion of revenue
in support of local, collaborative efforts, but all of this funding was in the form of one-time
grants, and it has since expired.

“5 Title IV of the Social Security Act.
“5 \Welf. & Inst. Code, § 18222.

47 Stats. 1996, ch. 133.

“8 Stats. 1998, chs. 500, 502.
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= 1997-present: Construction Grants for Juvenile Detention Facilities

The Board of Corrections administers federal and state construction projects for adult and
juvenile detention facilities. Federal support comes in the form of the Violent Offender
Incarceration and Truth-in-Sentencing (VOI/TIS) incentive grant program, while state
support for juvenile facilities comes in the form of a general-fund appropriation.*’

Since 1997, the Legislature has appropriated over $318 million in federal VOI/TIS funds
to the Board of Corrections for distribution to counties as competitive grants. Nearly 90
percent of the funds ($280 million of the $318 million) has been earmarked for local
juvenile detention facilities. Since fiscal year 1998-99, the Legislature has also made
available state general-fund support totaling $172 million for purposes of renovation,
reconstruction, construction, and replacement of county juvenile facilities and the
performance of deferred maintenance.

= 2000: The Gang Violence and Juvenile Crime Prevention Act—Proposition 21

In March 2000, California voters approved Proposition 21, the Gang Violence and
Juvenile Crime Prevention Act. This initiative statute made sweeping changes to the adult
and juvenile criminal justice systems and significantly changed the law regarding
probation supervision for juveniles. For specified crimes and juvenile offenders,
Proposition 21 shifts discretion away from the courts and probation to the prosecutor with
respect to determining the appropriateness of adult court jurisdiction for certain crimes,
and it grants full discretion to the prosecutor for the filing of probation violations. Further,
the initiative requires that juveniles charged with certain serious offenses be adjudicated
in criminal court, and it mandates a deferred-entry-of-judgment program in place of
informal probation. In addition, the initiative changes laws for juveniles and adults who
are gang-related offenders and for those who commit violent and serious crimes.

While the range of potential impacts is broad, the full impact of the initiative on the
criminal justice system, and on the probation system specifically, remains unknown.
Increased workload and operational pressures on probation are expected to be most
pronounced in the following areas: increased monitoring and supervision required by the
deferred-entry-of-judgment program; increased local detention costs in juvenile halls,
particularly for youths being held while awaiting trial in adult court; increased
transportation costs for moving juvenile defendants from detention to adult court;
additional investigation and reporting duties for cases transferred to the adult court; and
increased workload to ensure compliance with gang registration requirements.>® Some of

“9 Board of Corrections, An Overview of the Construction Grant Program <http://www.bdcorr.ca.gov
/cppd/construction%20grant/coninfo.htm> (as of May 2002).

*0 california State Association of Counties, Proposition 21: Anticipated County Impact
<http://www.csac.counties.org/legislation/juvenile_justice/index.html> (as of Jan. 2000).
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the workload demands brought on by the provisions of Proposition 21 may be in part
offset by reductions in workload resulting from a diminution in the number of fithess
hearings.

= 2000: The Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act™

A historic measure enacted in 2000 joined an established funding program for law
enforcement activities (the Citizens’ Option for Public Safety, or COPS) with a new
initiative aimed at juvenile crime prevention and intervention. Under the Juvenile Justice
Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA), county probation departments receive funding on a per-
capita basis to implement a comprehensive multi-agency juvenile justice plan. County
probation departments have received over $100 million statewide annually since fiscal
year 2000-01 for these purposes; however, funding must be reauthorized annually by the
Legislature.”” Since the program’s initiation in September 2000, counties have devoted
extraordinary resources and demonstrated enormous innovation in planning, expanding,
and implementing a broad range of programs to reduce juvenile crime and advance
public safety.

= 2000: The Substance Abuse Crime Prevention Act—Proposition 36

In November 2000, Californians approved the Substance Abuse Crime Prevention Act
that requires certain nonviolent adult offenders who use or possess illegal drugs to
receive drug treatment and supervision in the community, rather than being sent to state
prison or county jail or supervised in the community without treatment. As a condition of
parole or probation, the offender is required to complete a drug treatment program.
Proposition 36 became effective July 1, 2001, and the full impact of the statewide
program is still under evaluation.

As a result of Proposition 36, probation departments are experiencing workload
pressures and increased operational costs from a number of sources, including (1) the
monitoring and supervision of a new population of probationers,*® (2) assessment of the
eligibility and appropriate level of service for each participant and potential participant,
and (3) drug testing. The effects on individual probation departments vary by county and
depend on the structure of the local treatment program and the level of support, if any,
that the probation department receives from its county’s Proposition 36 allocation.

®1 Assem. Bill 1913 (Stats. 2000, ch. 353). Subsequently amended by Sen. Bill 736 (Stats. 2001,
ch. 475) and Sen. Bill 823 (Stats. 2002, ch. 21).

%2 A total of $242.6 million was provided for the joint funding initiative in FY 2000-01, with $121.3
million going to COPS for front-line law enforcement services and $121.3 million to JJCPA for
juvenile prevention and intervention programs. Overall funding was reduced by $10 million—to
$232.6 million—in FY 2001-02, yielding $116.3 to each program component. This same amount
was allocated in FY 2002-03 and is currently contained in the Governor’s spending plan for FY
2003-04.

3 Participants who enter the Proposition 36 program for the commission of a lesser crime may not
otherwise have been placed under probation supervision.
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Service Trends

The generally stricter laws passed in the late 1970s and disenchantment with the efficacy
of offender treatment, combined with budget reductions in the early 1980s, reduced the
involvement of the probation officer in direct-treatment services. The role of the probation
officer evolved into one of a service broker, whereby services were delegated to
community-based organizations. The need to “do more with less” meant that officers
attempted to assess offender risk levels, supervised those probationers appearing most
at risk, and assigned lower-end probationers to banked caseloads.

In the mid-1980s, stronger relationships with police agencies emerged in response to
increased street gang activity and violent crimes. Several larger probation departments
developed intensive supervision units to provide focused monitoring of gang members
and other specialty caseloads. Some departments began arming probation officers and
joined as partners in enforcement operations with police agencies. Intensive supervision
was hands-on and became more intrusive in nature, involving increased field surveillance
activities and Fourth Amendment waiver searches. The 1980s also were a period during
which probation departments were dramatically limited in their ability to operate diversion,
prevention, and intervention programs. Reduced funding and the ensuing loss of
positions forced departments to scale back their front-end activities, leaving time only for
the public-protection aspect of probation services, such as monitoring and surveillance
activities.

In the 1990s, growing concern about youth violence yielded a greater focus on the need
for prevention efforts. General-fund appropriations remained low for discretionary
probation services, so departments expanded activities to generate revenue, increased
probation fee collections, and competed for grants to fund programs to work with youths
and their families in a comprehensive manner. Also, the state took a strong interest in
youth violence prevention and devoted considerable grant funding to the development of
local youth violence prevention and intervention strategies. Fiscal assistance for these
efforts, however, was limited-term in nature. Whether it will continue in a time of severe
fiscal constraint will again be tested during 2003—-04 budget discussions.

CONCLUSION

Probation began in 1841 as a means to provide a spectrum of punishment and
rehabilitation services for offenders. Over time, the role of probation and the clients
served by the system have evolved. Yet throughout its history, probation has retained as
a core function and priority the provision of accountability for law violations in the
community. Although changes during the past 25 years have affected the system,
probation continues to provide critical, quality services without adequate resources.
Probation provides numerous exemplary programs—many in partnerships with other
county agencies—that set the stage for building on relationships and maximizing
resources.
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SECTION 1V

Probation Present

This section describes the current structural elements of probation departments and
details in general terms the procedures for appointing, evaluating, and removing CPOs. It
also furthers the discussion of problems related to the somewhat unpredictable fiscal
mechanisms that fund current probation efforts.

Following the governance discussion, this section examines and describes a number of
core service issues driven in large part by the themes raised during outreach efforts,
especially the written stakeholder survey.

PROBATION: A LINCHPIN IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Probation occupies a unigue and central position in the local and state justice structure. It
serves as a linchpin of the criminal and juvenile justice systems and is the one justice
system partner that regularly collaborates with all stakeholders as an offender moves
through the system. Probation connects the many

diverse stakeholders, including law enforcement; | probation occupies a unique and central position in
the courts; prosecutors; defense attorneys; | the justice system. It links the many diverse

Community_based organizations; mental health, stakeholders, including enforcement; the courts;

drug and alcohol, and other service providers; the | Prosecutors; defense attorneys; community-based
organizations; mental health, drug and alcohol, and
other service providers; the community; the victim;

and the probationer.

community; the victim; and the probationer.

The role and identity of probation departments have

evolved substantially over the vyears, with

developments in the past decade showing extraordinary innovation in the face of fiscal
challenge. Substantial variation exists in the types of services offered in each of the 58
counties. While state law mandates certain probation services in all counties, other
programs are tested on a pilot or otherwise limited-term basis, supported by a fixed cycle
of grant funding.>* Local needs, community requirements, funding constraints, and the
absence of statewide standards in most core program areas® have encouraged the
growth of services and programs that best fit local needs.

** See appendix H.

%5 While statewide standards are in place in some areas such as custody facilities and staff training
requirements, for other major program considerations, such as caseload, there are no mandated
state guidelines. The task force recognizes (see fundamental principle 4) that further examination
of the viability and efficacy of standards in other core areas may be beneficial and has drafted
standards and guidelines at appendix | that may serve as a starting point for this effort.
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GOVERNANCE

In 57 of the 58 counties, a single CPO has oversight and supervisory responsibility for the
adult and juvenile services provided by the probation department. The City and County of
San Francisco is unigue in that it maintains separate adult and juvenile probation
departments, each with its own CPO. In the vast majority of the counties, the court
appoints the CPO. Structurally, however, probation departments are county agencies
financed by the local executive branch, and the CPO is a county official who hires staff
according to county procedures. This bifurcated governance system results in a wide
range of variations in policies, procedures, and facilities among probation departments
within California.

The CPO Appointment Process

The formal CPO appointment process is not uniform throughout the state, and in many
instances, informal practices—including collaborations with and consultations among
courts, county officials, and other key stakeholders in appointment and removal
decisions—have evolved, making exact accounting of official procedures in each county
somewhat difficult.”® Based on results from the task force’s January 2001 survey, and

taking into account a change in one county’s charter,”

it appears that the CPO is
appointed and removed by the courts in 51 of California’s 58 counties.®® The counties in
which the local board of supervisors now appoints the CPO> include major population
centers such as Alameda, Los Angeles, and San Diego. In terms of the numbers of
counties, the court-appointed CPO model is clearly prevalent; however, the county-
appointed CPO model applies to jurisdictions that supervise a significant number of
probationers in California. In the City and County of San Francisco, the court appoints the

adult CPO, and a county commission appointed by the mayor appoints the juvenile CPO.

In part, the differences in appointment practices stem from statutory ambiguity and
differing statutory interpretations. Statutory language can be interpreted to allow four
methods of appointment and removal of the CPO: (1) county appointment authorized by

* The following statutes govern California’s chief probation officer appointment process: Welf. &
Inst. Code, 8§ 225, 270, 271; Pen. Code, §81203.5, 1203.6.

*" The California Constitution recognizes two types of counties: general law counties and charter
counties. General law counties adhere to state law as to the number and duties of county elected
officials. Charter counties, on the other hand, have a limited degree of home rule authority that may
provide for the election, compensation, terms, removal, and salary of the governing board; for the
election or appointment (except of the sheriff, district attorney, and assessor, who must be elected),
compensation, terms, and removal of all county officers; for the powers and duties of all officers;
and for consolidation and segregation of county offices.

%8 Task force survey results indicate that the board of supervisors appoints in the following
counties: Los Angeles, Marin, San Diego, San Luis Obispo, Ventura, and Yolo. In addition, voters
in Alameda County approved a charter amendment on the November 2002 ballot that shifted the
CPO appointment and removal authority to the board of supervisors.

% Welf. & Inst. Code, § 271.
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county charter with relevant governing authority,?® (2) county appointment authorized by
county merit or civil service system with relevant governing authority,61 (3) court
appointment by the juvenile court presiding judge after nomination by the juvenile justice
commission,® and (4) court appointment of the adult probation officer by the trial court
presiding judge or a majority of judges as applicable in charter counties.® Although the
court appoints the vast majority of CPOs, the method by which the CPO is appointed
varies. Courts have different interpretations of the role of the juvenile justice commission
(e.g., whether the commission’s nominations are binding or whether they serve to give
the court guidance) and of the statutory basis for the appointment (e.g., whether the CPO
should be appointed under the Welfare and Institutions Code, the Penal Code, or both). A
second complication is that any given court or county may rely on the appointing authority
under a specific statute, but as a practical matter, it may use a system that is all together
different. In many jurisdictions, informal practices and traditions have evolved that may
include the participation of other stakeholders in the appointment process. Therefore, the
task force recognized the need to work toward clarity and uniformity in this area, while
leaving appropriate flexibility for charter counties.®

The task force surveyed courts, counties, and probation departments regarding the local
appointment process.® The majority of respondents indicated awareness that the court
principally has the statutory authority to appoint the CPO.

Most respondents also described varying levels and | Almost half of the survey respon
methods of communication between the court and county
government regarding the CPO selection and

appointment process. Task force members viewed this :
process, respondents pointed to

partnerships involving the major
indication that a solid basis exists for encouraging further | the appointment process as the

type of communication and partnership as a positive

collaboration in this process. Existing communication and | effectiveness.

that the appointment system works very well. In
many of the counties where respondents
indicated satisfaction with the appointment

dents indicated

existing
stakeholders in
key to its

collaboration models include the involvement, depending
on the appointing entity, of some or all of the following partners: the local juvenile justice
commission,® various configurations of the bench (e.g., one judge, the presiding judge of
both the juvenile and criminal divisions, or a committee of judges), the board of
supervisors, court executives, and county administrative officers.

%% |bid.

°! |bid.

52 Welf. & Inst. Code, § 270; Welf. & Inst. Code, § 225, mandates that each county have a juvenile
justice commission and sets forth the composition of such commission and appointment process.
° pen. Code, § 1203.5.

% For the purpose of this report, discussion of the current appointment process will reference court
and county appointment, without distinguishing the appointment method.

% See Stakeholder Survey Results, pp. 60—70.

% As mandated in Welf. & Inst. Code, § 270, “Probation officers in any county shall be nominated
by the juvenile justice commission of such county in such manner as the judge of the juvenile court
in that county shall direct, and shall be appointed by such judge.”
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The stakeholder survey sought input on individuals’ impressions of the current CPO
appointment system. Almost half of the respondents indicated that the appointment
system works very well. In many of the counties where respondents indicated satisfaction
with the appointment process, respondents pointed to existing partnerships involving the
major stakeholders in the appointment process as the key to its effectiveness.

The CPO Evaluation Process

The task force also surveyed courts, counties, and probation regarding the current CPO
evaluation process.67 Of the responding counties, 36 of 55 (65 percent) indicated that a
formal CPO evaluation process exists. Authority for conducting evaluations in most cases
(85 percent) resides with the judiciary. According to the survey, the executive branch
conducts approximately 25 percent of the CPO evaluations, indicating that in some
counties in which the court appoints the CPO, the executive branch is responsible for
evaluating the CPO. Of the jurisdictions that perform formal CPO evaluations,
irrespective of the entity responsible for the evaluation, 77 percent conduct the
performance assessments annually. County employee performance instruments and
procedures are often used for purposes of evaluating the CPO. In some counties where
no formal evaluation process exists, an informal process has developed. Twenty of the
55 responding counties have an informal process for evaluation of the CPO. In most
instances, the presiding judge conducts this evaluation. In almost two-thirds of the
counties where such an informal system has developed, the evaluation is conducted
solely by the judiciary. The frequency of informal evaluations varies, ranging from three to
five years, to “as needed,” to “weekly meetings with judiciary.”

The task force recognized the importance of the evaluation and addresses this issue in
Recommendation 4 pertaining to mission statements with goals and objectives.

The CPO Removal Process

Pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code section 270, “[p]Jrobation officers may at any
time be removed by the judge of the juvenile court for good cause shown; and the judge
of the juvenile court may in his discretion at any time remove any such probation officer
with the written approval of a majority of the members of the juvenile justice commission.”
In response to stakeholder survey questions on the CPO removal process,68 more than
half reported that CPOs serve “at will"—an employment status usually undertaken without
a contract and that may be terminated at any time, by either the employer or employee,
without cause.®® It should be noted that other employment arrangements may be
negotiated at the local level and that litigation has occurred following CPO termination
centering on issues related to alleged violations of other employment law provisions.

®7 Stakeholder Survey Results, pp. 63—-65.
%8 1d. at p. 66.
% Black’s Law Dict. (7th ed. 1999) p. 545.
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Over half of the survey respondents stated that their counties have no formal process for
CPO removal. In counties where a formal process for CPO removal is in place, 26 of the
responding counties (69 percent) reported that the judiciary conducts the formal removal
of the CPO. In 13 percent of the responding counties, the judiciary and juvenile justice
commission jointly conduct the removal process. The board of supervisors conducts the
removal process in the remaining 18 percent of the counties that responded to the written
survey. In 25 counties, the process for CPO removal relies on written county standards
and rules as guidelines regardless of which entity—the court or the county—carries out
the removal. In 8 counties (36 percent of the responding jurisdictions), removal is based
entirely on judicial discretion, meaning that the basis upon which removal is
recommended and carried out potentially could vary quite substantially among these
jurisdictions. Responses to survey questions regarding how disagreement over the
appointment, evaluation, discipline, and removal processes is handled revealed that in
some counties relationships between the judicial and executive branches of state

government are strained.

The task force carefully examined and vigorously discussed stakeholder input on the
issues surrounding governance. With respect to the current appointment, evaluation,
discipline, and removal processes for the CPO, stakeholder input informed the larger
discussions on both current and potential alternative models for probation governance.

PROBATION FUNDING SOURCES
As previously noted, probation departments in California do not enjoy a stable, reliable
funding base. The six-county snapshot study conducted in September 2000 indicated

that although there had been a dramatic increase in

total probation department spending in the previous
five fiscal years, budget augmentations, for the most
part, have been supported by fee increases and
federal and state fund contributions. While net county
general-fund contributions to probation
during this same period of time, the percentage of
county general-fund contributions in overall probation
budgets decreased. Counties in the snapshot study
reported that overall increases ranged from 24 to 83
percent. The general-fund contributions to the total
budget ranged from 35 to 58.3 percent. Four of the six
departments receive general funds of less than 50

increased

Probation departments in California do not enjoy
a stable, reliable funding base. Although during
the late 1990s, up until the fiscal crisis that
emerged in 2002, total probation department
spending increased dramatically, budget
augmentations, for the most part, have been
supported by fee increases and federal and state
fund contributions. In addition, a substantial
amount of probation funding is limited term. In the
face of the current economic climate, probation—
like all county departments—is unlikely to see any
growth in the foreseeable future.

percent of the total budget, with one department receiving less than 40 percent. With the

exception of one unreported department, all

others

indicated that general-fund

contributions have decreased as a percentage of their total budgets.
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Looking back to the passage of Proposition 13 in the late 1970s and the corresponding
decrease in county revenues, it is evident that probation department resources have
diminished dramatically. Adult and juvenile probation services were, in many counties,
reduced to a bare minimum. With very limited resources, ensuring basic public safety
was the first priority; departments then were forced to make other budgetary decisions
based on local requirements as to the allocation of any remaining resources.

As resources increased during the latter half of the 1990s—a period of extraordinarily
strong economic growth in California—probation departments integrated new and
innovative services and programs with the support of increased state and local funding.
State support has chiefly been targeted at the juvenile service area, such as at programs
funded through the Juvenile Crime Enforcement and Accountability Challenge Grant
Program’® and the Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA).”* As a result of the
funding priorities determined at the state level, juvenile prevention and early intervention
programs have become core services for many probation departments; however, a
substantial amount of this funding, including the two examples just cited, is limited term.
Indeed, the Challenge Grant Program has been terminated, and the JICPA, although
proposed for continued funding in the Governor's 2003-04 budget, is by no means
guaranteed. Probation departments hasten to point out that many of their personnel are
funded through specialized grant dollars, and that if this funding were discontinued, there
would no longer be a ready revenue source to sustain these positions.

While an increased focus on juvenile supervision and rehabilitation is generally
recognized as beneficial to the recipient probationers, the somewhat overbalanced

It is widely believed that
resources currently devoted
to adult probation services

emphasis on juvenile services means that the limited number of remaining
staff and resources is often sorely insufficient to properly supervise the
adult probation population. Results from outreach efforts indicate that all

are largely inadequate. jurisdictions reported some measure of banked caseloads, which often

includes a significant population of serious—even violent—offenders in
need of direct and intensive supervision. It appears that resources currently devoted to
adult probation services are largely inadequate.72

"% Stats. 1996, ch. 133; Stats. 1998, chs. 500, 502.

" Stats. 2000, ch. 353; 2001-2002 Budget Act (Stats. 2001, ch. 106); and 2002—2003 Budget Act
gStats. 2002, ch. 379).

2 Six County Executive Summary, p. 8.
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The current reliance on grant money for special programs and services will, of necessity,
diminish when this funding stream is discontinued. In the 1970s, probation departments
across the nation faced a serious financial and programmatic setback. At that time, a
federal program, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), provided
substantial financial support to state and local probation departments. When that funding
stream ended, many progressive probation programs that had received LEAA support
were eliminated. As a result, the reputation of probation was severely damaged, and it
took more than a decade to recover from the loss of service.”

California is now in a period of extraordinary fiscal crisis owing to a confluence of
economic factors, including a critical reduction in revenue statewide and a major

economic slowdown on the national level. Currently, the projected

budget deficit for the remainder of fiscal year 2002—03 and for
fiscal year 2003-04 is $38.2 billion.” As a result, it is highly likely
that state and county contributions to probation will decline steeply
in the immediate future. Unfortunately, in periods during which
funding available to probation decreases, the need for probation
often increases—research shows that when the economy
experiences a downturn, crime increases, thereby further taxing

Task force members were
unanimous that probation
departments must have adequate
and stable funding to ensure
success in delivering their critical
services. This area clearly presents
one of the major challenges that lies
ahead in formulating a new model
for probation in California.

the services of probation.”” Task force members were unanimous

that probation departments must have adequate and stable

funding to ensure success in delivering their critical services. This area clearly presents
one of the major challenges that lie ahead in formulating a new model for probation in
California.

It is important to note that even without substantial infusion of fiscal support, probation
departments can make positive gains by maximizing resources, implementing innovative
programs modeled in other jurisdictions in the state, and reallocating resources.

'3 Stakeholder Survey Results, pp. 46-47.

™ Governor’s May Revision, 2003-04 State Budget, p. 3 <http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/
BUD_DOCS/May_Revision_2003_www.pdf> (as of May 20, 2003).

S North Carolina Wesleyan College <http://faculty.ncwc.edu/toconnor/301/301lect07.htm> (as of
Dec. 20, 2001).
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Identifying the Cost of Probation

In an attempt to assess the total cost of probation, the task force drew on the expertise of
probation business managers and the AOC Finance Division. Initially, the task force
reviewed the annual revenue survey’® prepared by the Santa Clara County Probation
Department on behalf of the Probation Business Managers’ Association. However, the
task force quickly discovered that the revenue survey does not include expenses
associated with probation that are not reflected in the probation department budget (e.g.,
general overhead costs), which are assumed in other county department budgets.
Additionally, probation departments have no uniform standards for classifying revenues
and expenditures, making comparisons among and between departments difficult. In an
attempt to gauge the true cost of probation in a sample of counties and develop standard
elements for comparison, the task force sought the assistance of the AOC Finance
Division, which, through the process of establishing a statewide trial court budget
management process, has developed significant expertise and knowledge. The Finance
Division drafted a fiscal questionnaire that attempted to identify actual costs of probation
in a sample of counties. The task force shared this fiscal survey with CPOs and probation
business managers and determined that such a survey should not be undertaken at this
time. The task force recognized the complexity of such a survey and the need for
additional research, as outlined in section VI, and concluded that it was not feasible to
complete the survey prior to the anticipated publication date of this report.

MISSION STATEMENTS WITH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The task force’'s outreach efforts also provided illuminating information on operational
practices that appear to enhance the delivery of probation services. One of these
practices is the development of meaningful mission statements that include goals and
objectives. Survey results indicate that most counties have written mission statements for
probation departments. More than half of the mission statements were written in the past
5 years. Almost one-third of the counties have not developed a written mission statement
in the past 10 years. Half of the responding counties that do have a mission statement
also undertake an annual review of existing mission statements.”” Further discussion of
the importance of mission statements and related recommendations appears in section V
of this report.

"® Fiscal Year 20002001 Revenue Survey of California Probation Departments, prepared by the
Santa Clara Probation Department.
" Stakeholder Survey Results, p. 31.
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CALIFORNIA’S CASELOAD DILEMMA
The size of probation departments varies widely throughout the state, as do caseload
sizes both between and within counties. Information gathered during site visits, focus-

group outreach efforts, and surveys indicates that most counties have
no system in use to equalize workload distribution to probation staff.
Some jurisdictions have caseload size limitations, but none has
objective workload standards to ensure that workload is distributed in
an equitable manner.

Written survey responses in which probation departments self-reported

Most counties have no system
in use to equalize workload
distribution to probation staff.
Some jurisdictions have
caseload size limitations, but
none has objective workload
standards to ensure that
workload is distributed in an

on the size of sworn staff showed a range of authorized DPOs or
equitable manner.

equivalent employees per department from 2 to 4,800.” These

departments also reported average daily numbers of supervised

probationers ranging from under 500 to more than 83,000. Because of the wide
divergence in probation department size, the task force recognized that a variety of
solutions and strategies should be considered when discussing the issues facing large-,
medium-, and small-sized probation departments.

Stakeholders repeatedly stated their concerns with the caseload situation in California.
Several themes emerged: First, caseloads are too high. Second, grant-funded programs
often require probation officers to supervise a specified, small number of offenders, which
reduces the number of probation officers available for supervising the general probation
population. This phenomenon, in turn, leaves the remaining probation officers who
supervise the general population with high caseloads. Third, many stakeholders are
concerned about the possible negative impact of new laws, including major initiative
statutes, that could lead to increases in the number of probationers. Finally, another
recurring comment raises issues related to the potential liability and negative impact on
victims associated with a large number of banked, unsupervised probationers.

Many counties have more than one method of assigning cases, but almost half of the
counties that responded to the survey make assignments according to specialized case
type. Methods used to distribute caseload include assignment by specialized case type,
rotation, amount of work, and geographic factors. When probation departments are
unable to supervise all court-assigned probationers, the practice used throughout most
counties is to bank cases, which places probationers under less intensive or virtually no
supervision. CPOs faced with management issues regarding the most effective use of
limited resources frequently choose specialized intensive supervision for certain high-
need populations (e.g., sex offenders, drug-involved offenders, gang violence offenders,

8 Stakeholder Survey Results, pp. 9-19; Los Angeles Probation Department <http://probation.co
.la.ca.us/information_track/aboutthedept.html> (as of Nov. 28, 2001).
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and domestic violence offenders), meaning that DPOs with general caseload
assignments often carry a very high number of cases.”” In most instances, the
specialized intensive supervision caseloads are considerably smaller than regular
probation caseloads, often because program requirements define a specific caseload
ratio.®

Probation departments report that for many years adult misdemeanants simply have not
been a priority because of the severely limited resources available to supervise adult
offenders.®! Out of necessity, probation departments focus on felons and other serious
offenders. However, it is important to point out that adult misdemeanants may have been
charged with a more serious crime, but later plea bargained in exchange for a
misdemeanor violation. While misdemeanant probationers are likely to be placed in
banked caseloads where they receive little or no supervision, they may indeed be
disposed to commit serious crimes.®

Compared with adults, a substantially larger proportion of juvenile probationers had
misdemeanor charges.®® Probation departments have determined that intensive
supervision services can break the cycle of juvenile crime and divert youths from an
eventual progression into the adult criminal system. As discussed earlier, many counties
in California already emphasize prevention, diversion, and front-end services for
juveniles. This community approach has proven to be an excellent way of maximizing
available resources.®* The lower caseloads that often accompany the use of specialized
and intensive supervision programs also are another important element in the successful
supervision and rehabilitation of the juvenile probation population.

Strategies for Managing Workload

The task force recognizes that to optimize probation services, caseloads must be at a

Workload measure rather than
caseload size is the most
accurate and effective gauge
for equalizing work distribution

among probation officers.

manageable level. Workload measure rather than caseload size is the
most accurate and effective gauge for equalizing work distribution among
probation officers.

A common theme emerged during outreach events underscoring the
difficulties probation departments face when they receive inadequate

funding but are simultaneously expected to provide higher levels of
service. The task force recognized that a close examination of workload and assessment

9 Stakeholder Survey Results, p. 21.
8d. at p. 23.

/interim%20report/program_evaluation.htm> (as of Nov. 27, 2001).
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of the viability and feasibility of standards were critical components of its charge. The task
force is very concerned that probation departments have the ability to develop and define
more realistic expectations relating to workload; however, a more thorough statewide
examination is necessary to develop a proper implementation strategy. In the sections
that follow, the task force offers findings that potentially could assist probation
departments in the short term in addressing chronic workload challenges.

THE WORK OF PROBATION

To gain a better understanding of the day-to-day operations of probation, particularly by
those members who do not work directly in the field, the task force was provided with
comprehensive briefings on the breadth of probation departments’ responsibilities. This
section details the statutory authority and the scope of required duties of probation
departments.

Adult and juvenile probation services operate largely under separate statutory guidelines,
specifically the Penal Code and the Welfare and Institutions Code, respectively.
However, the Penal Code and the Welfare and Institutions Code do not completely
delineate the scope of probation services. Other codes, such as the Administrative Code,
Civil Code, Code of Civil Procedure, Family Code, and Probate Code, assign additional
responsibilities. In an attempt to understand the complexity of probation services and the
competing priorities placed on probation departments, in summer 2002 the task force
compiled a list of laws and mandates relevant to probation.85 This document does not
enumerate every statutory reference to probation, nor does it include case law
summaries related to probation. It does bring together those laws and mandates that
delineate the bulk of probation’s work. The task force anticipates that this document will
serve as the basis of an effort to examine and make recommendations to improve the
delivery of probation services for the benefit of probationers, communities, victims, and
the courts.

Probation agencies are responsible for a variety of tasks. While the manner in which
these tasks are performed may vary from county to county, general responsibilities can
be grouped into the following categories:

= Intake and investigation services;
= Offender supervision services;
= Other services; and

= Custody services.

% See appendix H.
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Intake and Investigation Services

The role of probation officers begins before adult and juvenile offenders are placed on
probation. Probation has responsibility for conducting bail and own-recognizance
investigations and reports, pretrial investigations, presentence investigations, and intake
services. In some larger probation departments, probation officers specializing in these
areas perform these tasks, but in some smaller counties, probation officers’ intake and
investigation duties may be combined with other probation responsibilities.

Offender Supervision Services

Probation departments are responsible for supervising offenders in their jurisdiction. In
addition to supervising probationers who commit an offense in their jurisdiction, probation
departments also provide courtesy supervision of offenders who are on probation for
offenses committed in other counties or states. There are as many activities that
constitute offender supervision as there are differences in how the tasks may be carried
out from county to county. All counties provide intensive supervision services for some
offenders. Some type of specialized caseload supervision is provided in all counties,
although the types of caseloads (e.g., drug-involved offenders, domestic violence
offenders, and gang members) vary considerably.

Through its outreach efforts, the task force was able to identify many exemplary service
programs. Many of these practices and programs involve partnerships with key
community stakeholders and depend on a common commitment to the overriding goal of
assisting probationers, victims, and communities. Practices and programs vary across
the state due to variation in local need and resources. While a probation department
serving a large jurisdiction may be able to create specialized programming for a particular
offender population, probation departments in smaller jurisdictions may not have the
resources or offender population to justify specialized services and programs. While at
this time the task force is not recommending specific practices, the exemplary services
and programs listed here may be appropriate for probation models in place now or in the
future.
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Exemplary Services and Programs

Through its examination and reports from the snapshot study and site visits, the task
force noted numerous exemplary service programs that are currently being implemented
in probation departments. Examples include, but are not limited to, the following:

= Adult and juvenile drug courts;

= Domestic violence programs;

=  Electronic monitoring;

= Juvenile automation systems;

= School campus partnerships;

= Neighborhood accountability boards;

=  Wrap-around services programs for juveniles and families;

= Juvenile restorative justice programs;

= Continuum of sanctions programs for juveniles;

= Teen or peer courts;

= Partnerships between juvenile probation and public/private juvenile-serving
agencies;

= Alternatives to juvenile detention;

=  Systems management advocacy resource teams for juveniles; and

= Partnerships with other government branches working to maximize limited
resources.

Adult Services

Section 1203 of the Penal Code defines probation for adults as “the suspension of the
imposition or execution of a sentence and the order of conditional and revocable release
in the community under the supervision of a probation officer.” Section 1203 also lays out
the responsibilities of probation departments for adult offenders. Data indicates that most
counties already have in place basic services for most adult offenders.®® Many adult
participants in the criminal justice system never encounter probation because they are
misdemeanants. Probation provides supervision for adult offenders who are granted
probation by the court, including those with domestic violence and drug offenses that are
assigned to a specialized calendar. Survey responses show that adult drug courts are
evolving into a core service of adult supervision. The probation officer's participation in
adult criminal matters is very different from his or her role in the supervision of juvenile
probationers.

Juvenile Services

The Welfare and Institutions Code sets out the purpose of juvenile probation as follows:
“(m)inors under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court as a consequence of delinquent
conduct shall, in conformity with the interests of public safety and protection, receive
care, treatment, and guidance that is consistent with their best interest, that holds them

»87

accountable for their behavior, and that is appropriate for their circumstances.”™" Chapter

8 Stakeholder Survey Resdults, p. 25.
87 Welf. & Inst. Code, § 202(b).
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2 of the Welfare and Institutions Code is the primary statutory authority for juvenile
procedures and serves as an indispensable legal reference for all persons involved
directly or indirectly in juvenile services. However, even though the same laws bind all
California counties, the administrative procedures relating to the implementation of these
laws are not always found in the statutes or the California Rules of Court. Instead, the
manner of implementation and service levels vary from county to county, depending on
local practices, needs, and resources.

An important distinction between adult and juvenile probation is the way in which the
probationer is referred to the system. A referral to juvenile probation can come from law
enforcement, parents, schools, or other community agencies, but in adult probation, the
referral to the probation department is always made by the court and, generally, only after
the defendant’s conviction. Following a juvenile referral, the probation officer will assist
the court by investigating and reporting back to the court with a recommendation for a
just disposition or disposition consistent with the safety and best interests of the
community. Many juvenile cases never make it to court but are instead diverted to
informal probation, conditionally dismissed, or counseled and dismissed. It is the
responsibility of the juvenile probation officer to deal with a juvenile both before and after
his or her disposition, but the responsibility of adult probation officers focuses exclusively
on what to do after an adult is convicted of a crime. In either instance, if probation is
granted, the probationer is placed by the court under the supervision of the probation
officer for a specified period of time and under specific terms and conditions imposed by
the court.

The task force recognizes that greater resource availability for juvenile services permits
and encourages innovation and collaboration. The many exemplary programs and

The task force recognizes that greater
resource availability for juvenile services
permits and encourages innovation and
collaboration. The many exemplary
programs and services for juveniles are
readily transferable to the adult population

services for juveniles are readily transferable to the adult
population should the funding and resources necessary to
carry them out at that level be available.

Another important function of probation agencies is to provide
treatment and other services directly to offenders or, in many

should the funding and resources necessary | cases, to refer offenders to appropriate community agencies.

to carry them out at that level be available. In many instances, juveniles placed in non-restrictive and/or

treatment facilities are in foster care placement and are
treated similarly to children in dependency foster care placement. Because of the strong
correlation between substance abuse and crime, probation agencies provide services or
refer offenders to substance abuse treatment. Many agencies contract for counseling
services for offenders, and many have job development programs. Some agencies also
provide education programs for driving-under-the-influence offenders.
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Other Services: Collections and Victims Services

Probation departments are frequently involved in the collection of money from offenders
for restitution, fees, and fines. Even if probation agencies do not actually collect funds,
some assess offenders’ ability to pay or may be responsible for supervising offenders’
monetary obligations and enforcement of payments. Probation departments also may
delegate responsibility for collection to a central county collection agency. Often, the
differences in services provided depend on the size of the county.

Many California probation departments provide services for victims of crime, although
there are models in which another county agency, such as the district attorney’s office,
carries out this function. It is widely recognized that including and helping victims as part
of the justice process is critical, and that it represents an important component of a
balanced and restorative justice approach to probation.

Custody Services

As described in further detail in the following paragraphs, responsibility for custody
facilities is a core function of probation departments. Generally, this responsibility extends
to three types of facilities—juvenile halls, county ranch/camp facilities, and adult work
furlough facilities—as well as electronic monitoring programs. Although less common,
some probation departments may operate day treatment centers, and, in one county, a
regional treatment facility is available for high-need juvenile offenders. The sheriff's
department has involvement in some of the custody services in certain counties.

Juvenile Halls

Probation departments are responsible for the juvenile hall facilities where youthful
offenders under the juvenile court jurisdiction are temporarily detained as they go through
the court process or are committed by the court. More than 10,000 juveniles are admitted
to juvenile hall each month, with the length of stay averaging 30.7 days, according to the
most recently available data.®® Juvenile halls are generally used only for temporary
detention assessment, for short court commitments, or as a detention alternative while a
juvenile awaits other placement. When it becomes necessary to remove juveniles from
the community or from parental custody, they may be placed in foster homes or private
facilities, committed to county camps or ranches, or committed to the California Youth
Authority (CYA).

8 california Board of Corrections, Juvenile Detention Profile Survey Report, 3 Quarter Report
2002.<http://www.bdcorr.ca.gov/fsod/juvenile%20detention%20survey/2002/quarter_3/
survey_results.pdf> (as of December 30, 2002).
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County Ranch/Camp Facilities

While most counties have juvenile halls, fewer have ranch or camp facilities. Ranch and
camp facilities provide a local placement option for juveniles with a history of serious or
extensive delinquent behavior. The stay in a camp or ranch facility now averages 112.5
days.? Generally, when a stay at a ranch facility is required, juveniles are under close
supervision and required to participate in education and treatment programs. Failure to
comply with conditions may result in termination of probation and possible commitment to
CYA.

Adult Work Furlough Services

Some probation departments are also responsible for operating adult work furlough
programs. In these types of programs, probationers live in a facility under close
supervision but are allowed to go to jobs during working hours. Programs generally
combine close supervision with a rehabilitation element to ensure public safety.

Electronic Monitoring

Increasingly sophisticated technology is making the close surveillance of offenders in the
community easier and more affordable. Electronic monitoring provides the probation
department with an alternative to in-custody supervision and is considered a very viable,
economical option on the custody continuum. While it is impractical to have probation
officers constantly watching offenders, electronic surveillance tools permit heightened
surveillance at a fraction of the cost of traditional supervision. Many probation
departments make use of electronic monitoring in conjunction with other forms of
supervision, thus freeing time for probation officers to attend to the offender’s
rehabilitation needs while maintaining public safety.

PROBATION EMPLOYMENT ISSUES

Although the task force charge does not specify a review of employment issues, the task
force recognized early in its examination that employment issues are integrally connected
to the delivery of quality services. During outreach efforts and task force discussions, a
broad range of employment issues was raised. A complete assessment of probation
employment issues was well beyond the scope, available time, and resources of the task
force.”® However, the task force determined that it was critical to undertake a preliminary
assessment of the most prevalent probation employment issues. There is a clear
recognition that employment issues affect service delivery and the perceptions of the
community, victims, probationers, and the employees themselves regarding the probation
system.

% |bid.

% Task force members noted the somewhat analogous effort of the Task Force on Trial Court
Employees (see http://www?2.courtinfo.ca.gov/tcemployees/), which was a separate, statutorily
created body (Stats. 1997, ch. 850) tasked with examining employment issues following the
realignment of the responsibility for trial court operations. The work of the employee task force
suggests the complexity and scope that might be expected in a comprehensive examination of
probation employment issues.
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Employment Issues

The task force identified and recognized major areas of concern relating to probation
employees. These issues include, but are not limited to, the following:

= Employment standards, including experience and education requirements;

= Sufficiency of training and safety equipment;

= Support for probation as a provider of essential community services;

= Sufficiency of pay and benefits to acknowledge and compensate the
professional status of probation officers and custody facility employees; and

= Recruitment and retention of probation employees.

Education and Experience

Many stakeholders expressed great concern over the issue of qualification requirements
for potential new probation employees and how these requirements related to
compensation. Some observed that educational standards set for new probation
employees are inequitable when compared to the hiring requirements for other justice
system employees. For example, in most counties probation officers are required to have
a college degree, while most law enforcement agencies do not require more than a high
school diploma, yet law enforcement officers often receive higher salaries. Many job
functions of probation and other peace officers are similar—performing investigations,
making arrests, and protecting the public—and they generally work with the same
clientele. The task force felt that this issue should be examined closely to remedy what is
perceived by many to be a disincentive to probation employee recruitment.

The education and experience of the CPO also was raised as a critical issue.
Stakeholders voiced strong concerns that department heads should be required to meet
certain minimum educational standards and bring to the position appropriate experience
and background in probation. The task force recognized that a statewide standard on the
gualifications of the CPO might be appropriate at a future date if probation were to
function under a state probation model. However, the task force, cognizant of the need
for local flexibility, particularly under the current county-based system, deferred
discussion on the merits of qualification standards.
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Training

From the late 1970s to the early 1990s, when probation departments were faced with
diminishing resources, many agencies greatly, if not completely, reduced recruitment of
new officers.”* As a result, many probation departments now are faced with a gap in staff
experience; with a wave of officers reaching retirement age, departments are left with
very few staff members who have more than 10 years of experience. The remaining
probation staff, for the most part, consists of probation officers with 5 or fewer years on
the job. The result of this experience gap is that there are few journey- or mid-level
employees to mentor younger, less experienced staff. Senior management has the
added pressure of ensuring that the quality of probation managers and line staff services
is maintained at an acceptable level of performance.

Many stakeholders have the perception that the training for new probation staff is
insufficient. Many probation employees stated that they are being required to work
beyond areas of training and expertise. Some stakeholders stated that there is a need for
more training in mental health issues and perhaps even collaborative training with partner
organizations. It should be noted that at the time of this writing, a statewide
reimbursement program, the Standards and Training for Corrections Program (STC), has
been proposed for elimination from the 2003-04 state budget. Since 1980, the STC
program has supported critical skills development training for probation and sheriff
department personnel who staff adult and juvenile detention facilities across the state.
The elimination of this program would represent a $16.8 million reduction in state
reimbursements that help local agencies offset travel, tuition, per diem, and staff
replacement costs associated with the training of probation and correctional officers. If
this budget reduction is imposed, probation departments will face yet another
extraordinary challenges in ensuring the delivery of quality services.

Equipment and Technology Issues

Stakeholders frequently raised concerns regarding the provision of appropriate safety
equipment to deputy probation officers. These discussions centered on both arming and
the availability of tools necessary for probation officers to do their job. The current
statutory framework®? allows arming decisions to be made by the CPO at the local level,
in a context in which the best information about the safety issues presented in that county
can be considered. In view of the task force’s fundamental principle 3, which emphasizes
local control, the current statutory framework for arming appears appropriate.

%1 Stakeholder Survey Results, pp. 46-47.
%2 pen. Code, § 830.5.
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In addition, other safety equipment may be provided to probation employees when it is
appropriate. The task force recognizes the need for probation to make the best use of
available and innovative technologies to enhance service delivery. There are a number of
tools and technologies that could be more fully integrated in a cost-efficient manner to
deliver services more efficiently. Depending on local needs and circumstances,
equipment and technologies such as cell phones, laptop computers, personal digital
assistants, and automatic downloading by phone linkage could benefit local probation
departments and lead to improved services delivery and working conditions for probation
employees.

Probation Status

Task force members devoted considerable discussion to public perception and the status
of probation. During stakeholder events, many comments surfaced indicating that

robation does not share the status of other public safety agencies
P P yag The task force recognizes the need

to address the status of probation in
address the status of probation in the community, encourage | the community and to raise public

in the community. Task force members recognize the need to

discourse about the unique and critical role of probation, and raise | awareness about the unique
public awareness about the services and functions of probation | services and functions of probation
agencies. A key function of the task force examination is to | departments.

educate, and to encourage the ongoing education of, policy
makers, the public, and probationers about probation, with a view toward enhancing the
status of the system statewide.

In some jurisdictions outside of California, probation departments, as part of larger efforts
to improve and expand their role and status in the community, have undergone a name
change. Views expressed by stakeholders and task force members indicate that
changing probation’s name to, for example, the Department of Community Justice, might
be an important shift yielding several benefits. The new designation would enhance the
standing of probation by emphasizing its unique dual role, and it would identify probation
as an essential community partner in the justice system. A major shift in the delivery of
probation services or significant governance reform may warrant consideration of a name
change.

Recognition and Compensation

Retirement benefits available to probation employees was another key issue raised by
stakeholders in various outreach forums. Currently, decisions to extend safety
retirement—which offers a higher retirement benefit to peace officers than to other public
employees—to probation officers are made at the local level, meaning that in neighboring
counties great disparities in benefits could potentially exist. While the task force
recognizes that safety retirement and compensation levels for probation officers are
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significant issues, it is also important to point out that these decisions are currently and,
under the existing governance structure, most appropriately made at the local level. Pay
and benefits also must be commensurate with responsibility.

Recruitment and Retention

Several recruitment and retention problems were highlighted for the task force through
outreach efforts. The identified source of the problems varied. Many stakeholders
mentioned that differences in levels of compensation and retirement benefits across
jurisdictions often attract probation officers away to other counties. Another common
theme was the instability perpetuated by grant funding: departments are often forced to
make limited-term hires for specific grant-funded programs, and this lack of certainty and
job security undermines employees’ loyalty and sense of permanency. Specific
recruitment and retention issues identified include the following:

= Loss of employees to other county, state, and federal law enforcement agencies
due to higher salary and benefits packages;

= Anincreasingly less experienced pool of employees;

= High turnover, with employees leaving for other justice system careers shortly
after the department devotes significant training resources; and

= Lack of incentives for advancement within probation departments.

Further study and improvement should be made in the area of recruitment and retention
of probation employees.

COLLABORATION

An overriding theme arising in the surveys, interviews, forums, and meetings of the task
force is that more cooperation, coordination, and partnership agreements result in better
practices, services, and satisfaction by stakeholders. Repeatedly, stakeholders testified

An overriding theme arising in the surveys,
interviews, forums, and meetings of the
task force is that more cooperation,
coordination, and partnership agreements

that partnership programs are perceived to be the most
successful and are the most accepted services. Many
probation departments participate in a system of care with
other county departments, including mental health,

result in better practices, services, and education, drug and alcohol, and child protective services, to

satisfaction by stakeholders. better serve juveniles and their families. This collaborative

approach is encouraged by the Legislature as a more
effective way to serve community needs. For example, counties are required to establish
juvenile justice coordinating councils® to be eligible for specified grant funding. Although
these councils are mandated in the juvenile arena, the task force discussed that it would
be appropriate to broaden their purview to examine and address adult concerns.

% Welf. & Inst. Code, §§ 225, 749.22.
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CONCLUSION

This section sets forth some of the task force’s core observations regarding the current
operations and status of probation. It is understandable that, given the sheer size of
probation populations in California and the historic underfunding of the system, a number
of complex challenges threaten the efficacy and success of probation department
services. While the task force has been substantially educated about these challenges,
the issues presented will require additional time and study by courts, counties, and other
stakeholders before a specific plan for restructuring the California probation system can
be formulated and implemented. As discussed in the next section, the task force
concluded that a statewide probation system that conforms to the fundamental principles
set forth in section Il promises to be of greatest benefit to courts, counties, and
probationers. However, the task force also recommends that the counties and the
branches of state government establish a body tasked with developing a specific, long-
term reform model and an implementation plan.

Thus far, this report has discussed where probation began and detailed its current
operations. The next section, “Probation Future,” discusses the recommendations of the
task force for the future evolution of probation.
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SECTION V

Probation Future

This section introduces the key recommendations being set forth by the task force. In
large part, these recommendations serve as a guide to the assessment of probation
services in California and of a new model for probation services. The task force
encourages all participants in the probation system to -carefully examine the
recommendations with a view toward working on implementation, where applicable,
without delay.

FUNDING

Probation departments are funded through a mix of federal and state grants, local funds,
and offender fees. Probation department budget increases seen in the late 1990s and up
to 2002 have been supported largely by one-time grants and other unstable funding
sources. It is highly unlikely that counties will be able to increase needed probation
department resources in the foreseeable future. As California navigates a period of
severe fiscal uncertainty, the need for a stable funding base becomes increasingly
critical.

RECOMMENDATION 1: Probation departments must have stable and adequate funding to
protect the public and ensure offender accountability and rehabilitation.

GOVERNANCE

One of the primary reasons the task force was created was to address governance
issues. California is the only state in the nation to follow a strictly local operational
model.”* The governance of probation rests at the local level and is shared between the
judicial and executive branches of local government. One of the principal functions of
probation departments is to carry out orders of the court, and, in most counties, the CPO
is appointed by the court. The task force learned through its outreach efforts that the
prevailing opinion is that probation clearly aligns itself with the court and that probation
officers clearly view themselves as an arm of the court. However, probation is a county
department, with the CPO serving as a county department head, and the executive
branch ultimately has budgetary, management, and fiscal responsibility for the operations
of the probation department.

% B. Krauth and L. Linke, State Organizational Structures for the Delivery of Probation Services
(June 1999) table 3: Primary Funding Sources for Adult Probation Services, p. 8.
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California’s bifurcated governance model places pressures on the system. Anecdotally,
task force members learned that the CPO could be presented with conflicts owing to the
“two masters” structure. The court, for example, could request that the probation
department provide a higher level of service than the county is able to fund. Or the county
could be unable or unwilling to fund the probation department at a level sufficient to
provide a service requested by the court. Another potential byproduct of the governance
structure is that a CPO who reports to two entities may also have a sense that neither
entity can actively champion the cause of probation.

There is a broad sense among stakeholders that retaining maximum local flexibility in the
area of governance is optimal. However, the task force concluded that the current
governance structure is unsatisfactory in many respects. While members were able to
arrive at this conclusion with relative ease, the next step—identifying an alternative to the
existing structure—proved to be the biggest challenge facing the task force. The task
force went to extraordinary efforts to outline a new model for probation in California that
would ensure effective services, establish clear lines of responsibility, encourage
collaboration among justice system partners, and secure adequate and stable funding.

The Process Undertaken for Developing a New Model for Probation

In addition to its information gathering through roundtable discussions and other outreach
efforts, the task force examined probation models from across the United States and
surveyed the probation department in every county in California. As the task force began
looking at development of the California Probation Model, it became increasingly clear
that probation does, in fact, function as an arm of the court, and that certain probation
services are intrinsically linked to the courts. Probation departments also serve an equally
important, yet distinct, role in detaining juveniles in correctional facilities and providing
community prevention services—activities that are not traditionally associated with the
judicial branch.

The task force delegated initial responsibility for examining alternative governance
models to the governance subcommittee. The subcommittee began its analysis of
possible models for probation’s organizational and funding structure by identifying eight
models that either existed in other jurisdictions or that appeared to contain other viable or
desirable elements. The subcommittee identified the components of each model,
determining the appointing, evaluation, and removal authority with respect to the CPO.
The subcommittee also determined who would be responsible for liability, funding, and
the administration of probation services under each model. The models that were
analyzed include the following:
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= Local or state commission;

= State executive;

= Local executive;

=  State judicial;

= Local judicial;

= Elected;

= Combination (county level); and

= Combination (state level).

Following the identification and brief examination of all models identified by the
governance subcommittee, the task force met and narrowed the focus of its examination.
The task force spent the bulk of its time examining the three alternative models—
(1) local, (2) court, and (3) state executive—that appeared to be in accord with the
fundamental principles (see section Il). Consistent with fundamental principle 1 of the
task force, each model assumed that the appointing authority of the CPO and the fiscal
responsibility for probation services are connected. The task force called on national
probation experts and probation/correction officials from other states to provide
information on the strengths and weaknesses of their respective systems. However, the
task force recognized that the size and complexity of California necessitates creation of a
system tailored to the needs of California rather than the adoption of a system that,
despite showing successes in another jurisdiction, is not suited to the needs of this state.

Table 9 sets forth the three probation models examined by the task force and the
variations within each model. These variations generally involve differences related to
which party has appointment, evaluation, and removal authority over the CPO. The local
model is set forth in the set of three columns at the left. There are three variations of the
local model: court, county, and hybrid systems. The court model, which is set forth in the
two columns in the middle, has two variations: local oversight by the trial courts and
oversight by the Administrative Office of the Courts. The state model is outlined in the two
columns at the right. In this model, the state executive branch would oversee probation,
with the court or a local committee administering the appointment, evaluation, and
removal processes.
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Table 9. Probation Models: CPO Appointment, Removal, and Evaluation Processes

Local Model Court Model State Model
Model LCEZ)?L; Ct:?:rt Local — Local — Court State — State —
P . Local — Hybrid (Trial Court State — Court Executive Executive
Charter Executive ; .
C . Funding) (Court) (Committee)
ounties)
Appointment Court BOS 1) Shared Court Court and AOC Court Local committee
Authority 2) Veto by (BOS and court)
nonappointing
party
3) One selects
acceptable
candidates,
other appoints
Evaluation Court and/or BOS | BOS 1) Appointing Court AOC Court 1) Committee
Authority authority 2) Court
3) Court 4) State
executive
Removal Court BOS 1) Appointing Court Court and AOC Court 1) Committee
Authority authority 2) Court
2) BOS 3) BOS
3) Court 4) State
4) Veto by executive
nonappointing
party
Administration Court and/or BOS | BOS 1) BOS Court AOC Court 1) Committee
2) Court 2) Court
3) BOS
4) State
executive
Base Funding County County County County County County County
Base Funding State and federal | State and federal | State and federal State and State and federal | State executive State executive
(Grants) grants grants grants federal grants or | grants or AOC
AOC




Local Model Court Model State Model
Model L?gi; Ct:?rl:rt Local — Local — Court State — State —
P . Local — Hybrid (Trial Court State — Court Executive Executive
Charter Executive : .

Counties) Funding) (Court) (Committee)
Additional N/A BOS BOS AOC AOC State executive State executive
Funding
Liability BOS BOS BOS/AOC AOC AOC State executive State executive

insurance policy and/or AOC
insurance policy

State Standards None None None or Judicial Judicial Council | Judicial Council State executive State executive

Council

AOC: Administrative Office of the Courts
BOS: Board of Supervisors




Local Model Variations

The authority for the core governance functions—appointment, evaluation, and
removal—could potentially take one of three shapes in a local probation system: (1) the
court, (2) the board of supervisors, or (3) joint or shared authority between the board of
supervisors and the court.

Under the first variation, the status quo would, in large part, be maintained. The CPO
would continue to be appointed and removed by the court (except in charter counties)
and evaluated by the court and/or board of supervisors, depending on local practice. The
county would provide base funding, with state and federal grants furnishing supplemental
funding. Legal and fiscal liability would rest with the county. Under this model, there
would be no mechanism for the creation of statewide probation standards. The task force
rejected this model because it perpetuates the inherent problems in the existing probation
system, which will not be resolved until other reform occurs. The task force concluded
that a different structure that conforms to the fundamental principles must be put in place
to sufficiently elevate probation’s status and improve services and funding.

Under the second variation of the local model examined, the CPO would be appointed,
evaluated, and removed by the county board of supervisors. The funding and
administrative structures would be retained at the local executive branch level.
Promulgation of statewide standards or guidelines would be difficult under such a model.
This model variation is undesirable because it removes the court from the governance of
probation and because it contains the same deficiencies identified with the local court
model.

Under the local hybrid model, a number of options would be available regarding the
appointment, evaluation, and removal of the CPO. The court and county government
could have equal appointing, evaluation, and removal authority. One party could
appoint/remove the CPO, with the other party holding veto power; or one party could
select acceptable candidates from which the other party would appoint the CPO. Any of
these decision-making options would be applied to the evaluation and termination
authority of the CPO as well. The board of supervisors, the court, or both would
administer probation services. The existing funding structure would be retained, and legal
liability would rest with the board of supervisors and/or the judiciary. The Judicial Council,
with the assistance of a probation services advisory committee, could develop statewide
standards and guidelines. While this model was discussed at length, it, too, presented
major administrative complications that were not immediately resolved by the task force.
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Court Model Variations

A court-based probation system could be vested at the local or state level. Under a local
court model, the local judiciary or a local probation service center, administratively distinct
from the local court, would administer probation services. Authority for the appointment,
evaluation, and removal of the CPO would rest with the local court. The board of
supervisors would provide base fiscal support through the establishment of a
maintenance-of-effort agreement (MOE), and the probation system would be
supplemented by grants and state funds. Liability would rest with the state judiciary, and
the Judicial Council, with the assistance of a probation services advisory committee,
would promulgate statewide standards and guidelines.

Alternatively, the authority to appoint and remove the CPO could be vested with the court
and the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), with CPOs evaluated by the AOC.
Probation would be administered and funded by the AOC, with base funding coming from
the county in the form of an MOE, and supplemental funding provided by grants and the
judiciary. The Judicial Council, with the assistance of a probation services advisory
committee, would develop statewide standards.

The task force spent much of its second phase grappling with the various implications of
a model under which the judiciary would assume responsibility for probation or functions
provided by probation. The task force explored ethical issues related to probation officers
becoming employees of the judiciary such as whether a judge could hear (1) cases
involving lawsuits against probation officers and (2) cases where the judge is asked to
assess the credibility of employees at probation violation hearings. The task force also
discussed the current ethical implications of having the presiding judge of the juvenile
court inspect such facilities under Welfare and Institutions Code section 209 as well as
the possible ethical implications of having judges administer detention facilities. After
much discussion and debate, the task force concluded that while some of these
guestions raised issues needing resolution, the ethical issues should not serve as a
hindrance to the judiciary’s assumption of oversight responsibility for probation services.

With regard to the concerns related to probation officers becoming employees of the
judiciary, the task force was fortunate to be able to draw on the procedures developed by
the Task Force on Trial Court Employees, which was charged with establishing a
personnel and governance structure for court employees. With regard to an employee of
the court being a party to a lawsuit and ethical issues under the canons of judicial ethics
and Code of Civil Procedure 170.1 related to disqualification, provisions were developed
for assigned judges and sitting appellate justices from another appellate district to hear
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those cases.*® The task force believes that these or similar procedures would be equally
applicable to probation employees in a court-centered probation model.

The task force also discussed the implications of probation employees testifying in
probation violation hearings, where the court would be assessing the credibility of an
employee and making a determination as to whether a probation violation had occurred.
The task force distinguished judgment calls and credibility issues in that it is the probation
officer’'s role to make judgment calls that the judge must then evaluate. There appeared
to be no ethical concerns regarding judges’ evaluation of judgment calls of their
employees; in fact, other court employees—namely, family law mediators and child
custody evaluators—are regularly called to testify. However, when the judge must assess
the credibility of a witness who is an employee, the question becomes whether a
reasonable person would conclude that a judge, in fact, could not be fair in assessing the
credibility of such employee. In situations where the employee has a direct economic
interest in the case, then the judge would have a conflict and should not hear that case.
However, where the employee is a witness and the issue is just a matter of credibility
related to a conclusion that does not have a direct impact on the employee, a strong
argument can be made that a reasonable person would not conclude that the judge
should recuse himself or herself due to an ethical conflict.

While the unique issues presented by probation officers becoming employees of the court
did not raise insurmountable objections, the realignment of certain probation functions
with the judiciary presented more serious concerns. The assumption of responsibility for
detention and treatment facilities by the judiciary emerged as a major obstacle for both
variations of the court-centered model. Issues of particular concern to the judicial
representatives on the task force—should the model contemplate removing the detention
function from executive branch oversight—included separation of powers, conflicts of
interest, and liability. Additional concerns were raised regarding the financial
responsibility for building new and maintaining existing facilities; the assumption of legal
liability for injuries or losses that occur in and around facilities; and the responsibility for
managing, staffing, maintaining, and responding to liability for facilities.

In an attempt to resolve concerns regarding the oversight of detention and treatment
facilities, the task force formed working groups during its first phase to examine various
models for administrative responsibility and liability for juvenile facilities. The four models
examined were a court model; a state model; a model in which the CPO, as an employee
of both the court and county, oversees juvenile facilities; and a model in which the county
administers probation and associated facilities. In this last model, a collaborative
appointment, evaluation, and removal process would be instituted.

% Stats. 2000, ch. 1010 (Sen. Bill 2140 [Burton]).
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In examining and assessing the feasibility of the various facilities models, it became clear
that the majority of the judiciary continued to oppose assumption of oversight
responsibility for detention and treatment facilities for a variety of reasons. The principal
opposition stemmed from problems relating to separation of powers between the
executive and judicial branches of state government. Judicial stakeholders expressed
firm beliefs that detention is an executive function and that judges cannot and should not
run a facility to which they make regular referrals. The statutory obligation under Welfare
and Institutions Code section 209 requiring the juvenile court presiding judge to inspect
such facilities also raised major concerns for judicial representatives. The task force
discovered that any ethical issues raised regarding facilities might already be problematic
because of the court’'s current role as the appointing entity for the CPO. Judicial
representatives on the task force clearly articulated the view that facilities administration
presented the potential for numerous conflicts; simply put, how could courts both oversee
detention facilities and respond to litigation regarding claims of overcrowding or
substandard conditions in such facilities? Currently, the court may have a perceived
vested interest as the appointing entity, and a shift in facilities governance would increase
the role of the court in facilities administration and could alter the ability of judges to
conduct neutral inspections.

Further, there is a general concern that assumption of responsibility for detention facilities
places the judiciary, typically the neutral arbiter, in a position of advocacy and
responsibility. While in recent years, with the advent of trial court funding, the judiciary
has assumed an advocacy role with regard to court employees and court facilities (e.g.,
negotiating employment contracts), court staff are the personnel directly accountable for
the operation of the court, and court facilities are the buildings in which the courts
operate. Detention institutions are not established for the support of the court; instead,
they are established for rehabilitation and detention. While judicial representatives
acknowledged that shifting responsibility for detention facilities to the courts does have
some merit, they also noted that such a shift would fundamentally alter the role of the
judiciary and should be considered only after much examination and full study of potential
implications.

The issues explored above emerged as severe hindrances to a recommendation that
contemplates assumption of probation facilities by the judiciary. It should be noted that
while the majority of the judiciary has serious concerns regarding the assumption of
responsibility for detention facilities, a minority of the judiciary feels that these problems
are not insurmountable under a state or judicial branch model as such systems exist in
other states. Conversely, CPOs and probation stakeholders strongly believe that
oversight of facilities belongs on a continuum of services that includes sanctions, and that
administration of these facilities must remain administratively linked to the other services
on that continuum. Furthermore, counties observed that unless services and facilities
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were completely severed, they could not conceive of a system under which facilities
could be operated without a close, rational connection to the programs and services
provided within. Therefore, if operational authority over services and programs were to be
realigned to a state entity, then counties must similarly be divested of the facilities.

Executive Model Variations

Last, the task force examined the creation of a new state executive branch department to
oversee probation. In the state executive model, the local court, possibly in conjunction
with the board of supervisors or representatives from the state executive branch agency,
would have authority to appoint, evaluate, and remove the CPO. The local court and/or
board would also have administrative responsibility over probation. The county would
provide base funding, and the state executive branch would provide additional funding.
Liability would rest with the state executive branch, and the state executive branch would
promulgate statewide guidelines and standards.

After examination of the three models selected from the original eight, and after looking
closely at models in Arizona, Deschutes County (Oregon), and Texas, the task force
recognized that each of the models under consideration presented major issues
pertaining to facilities responsibility and liability, potential conflict of interest, and financial
and administrative complexities. The task force attempted to take the differing interests of
all parties into consideration when drafting the probation model described below.

A New Model for Probation

After nearly three years of study, the task force has made a number of key findings, all of
which build on a core assumption: the status quo in the probation system is not
acceptable. Despite the dedication of countless probation service

After nearly three years of study, the providers, the probation structure as it exists today functions

task force made a number of key poorly on many levels. The split appointment authority, historic

findings, all of which build on a core
assumption: the status quo in the
probation system is not acceptable.

levels of underfunding, and the resulting variation in service
levels and programs from county to county promise to further

erode probation departments’ collective ability to provide a unified
and critical set of justice services upon which our courts, communities, victims, and
probationers rely.
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Significant Factors Challenging the Probation System

As this report discusses in detail, all of the following factors contribute to the current state
of the probation system:

= The split appointment authority creates internal and external conflict between
courts and counties and interferes with both parties’ ability to meet their
respective responsibilities associated with probation.

= Few of the workload or cost drivers in the probation system are within a county’s
control. Probation departments must carry out duties as dictated by legislative
mandate, state policies, state budget decisions and administrative directives, and
court orders.

= Probation departments rely on county funding and state support through grants
and subventions, which are largely unpredictable and insufficient.

= Programs and service levels vary from county to county, and, very often, funding
availability drives programmatic decisions.

The task force concluded that these factors, taken as a whole, point to the need for a new
governance structure for probation. In the paragraphs that follow, the task force lays out
the rationale that led to the conclusion that the model promising to offer greater fiscal and
programmatic stability, improved service delivery, and a rational governance structure is
one that contemplates a realignment of probation services with the state.

RECOMMENDATION 2: California should develop a new approach to probation governance
that conforms to the five fundamental principles developed by the Probation Services
Task Force.

While the task force is cognizant of the remarkable fiscal difficulties facing California, it
became clear to the task force that a stable and adequate source of funding must be
provided to probation to ensure public safety and the rehabilitation of offenders. It also
became evident that a reconfiguration of existing resources under a state model would
alleviate the difficult circumstance that exists now for probation departments owing to a
bifurcated governance system. The task force has established that the California
probation system, although funded through the counties, is to a great extent closely
aligned with the courts on both programmatic and functional levels. Further, it has been
demonstrated that probation departments receive their funding and are administered as a
county department, while their workload and costs are primarily driven by factors—
legislative mandate and court orders—over which the county has no control. Counties
bear the responsibility for all costs associated with probation, including those associated
with activities that are not traditional court operations such as detention, prevention, and
intervention.
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Fortunately, in suggesting that the state begin to assume greater responsibility for
probation, the task force notes that there is a model upon which to build: trial court
funding. In centralizing the operations of the trial courts at the state level, primarily
through the passage of the Trial Court Funding Act of 1997, the Legislature acted on its
previously established principle that the funding of trial court operations is most logically a
function of the state. Such funding, the state reasoned, was necessary to provide uniform
standards and procedures, economies of scale, and structural efficiency and
simplification. These same principles apply in the case of probation.

In keeping with the logic of trial court funding, structural improvement of the probation
system and realignment of certain probation responsibilities would provide improved
delivery of services, a more uniform and equitable court system that would increase
access to justice for the citizens of California, and a rational governance system. The
task force’s proposal would transfer the responsibility for the cost of probation services to
the state or to a state entity, such as the court system. This proposal represents a logical
step in the ongoing reevaluation of the division of functions and responsibilities, as they
relate to court-connected activities, between courts and counties.

As it did in the early stages of trial court funding reform that began in the 1980s, the
Legislature should recognize that the state must phase in increasing support for
probation. The current funding structure for probation leaves many departments in
circumstances of great instability, especially when the state—as it does today—faces

As it did in the early stages of
trial court funding reform that
began in the 1980s, the

extreme fiscal hardships that require dramatic reductions in state
support of county operations and major cost shifts away from county
treasuries. In reaching the conclusion that probation must become a

Legislature should recognize that | More centralized program, the task force clearly recognizes that

the state must phase in transfer of program responsibility is extraordinarily complex and may
increasing support for probation. require a phased-in approach over a multi-year period. The task force

views its work contained within this report as the establishment of the
foundation and framework for a major shift that could be accomplished through a process
involving the many key stakeholders in the probation system. The task force joins in the
finding stated in the Lockyer-Isenberg Trial Court Funding Act of 1997, which can equally
be applied to the probation structure: “[iJt is increasingly clear that the counties of
California are no longer able to provide unlimited funding increases to [probation] and, in
some counties, financial difficulties and strain threaten the quality and timeliness of

[probation services].”®

% Stats. 1997, ch. 850 (Assem. Bill 233 [Escutia]).

Probation Services Task Force 72

Final Report



Transferring and centralizing program responsibility for probation would accomplish many
important objectives. First, it would offer a centralized, stable funding base to probation
departments. A statewide model would provide probation with a greater capacity to
advocate for its needs on a statewide basis. Further, a statewide model would provide a
direct connection between authority and responsibility for providing probation services.

Recognizing that the process by which a statewide probation model can be established
may take many years, the task force recommends that increased collaboration between
courts and counties be encouraged. Interim steps must be undertaken to ensure further
advancement of a more realistic and practical realignment of probation responsibilities,
and ongoing studies in a number of critical areas also are needed.

Additional Studies Needed

A number of additional studies need to be undertaken to address topics including, but not
limited to, the following:

= A clear definition of core probation services proposed for transfer;

= The impact of the proposed statewide model on probation employment issues;
= An analysis of current laws and mandates that drive probation workload;

= A complete assessment of fiscal impacts; and

= The disposition of detention facilities.

The task force has outlined steps toward a model that preserves probation’s role in
providing services to the community while enhancing its connection to the courts. Section
VI sets forth specific steps for future study of these issues. The task force encourages
counties, courts, and probation to continue to work together in gathering this vital
information and moving toward a new model for probation.

An Interim Model for Probation Governance

The task force is cognizant of the fact that any change in probation governance must be
based on a thorough understanding of the work of probation as well as the fiscal and

operational impacts of such a change. Toward that end, the task

. . . . The task force concluded that certain
force developed an interim model for the appointment, evaluation, | _
issues—namely, those surrounding the

discipline, and removal of the CPO for introduction in the 2003— . .
appointment, evaluation, and removal of

the CPO—need an immediate remedy
continue to operate as a county department, and the CPO would | while efforts continue to develop a long-

04 legislative session. Under this interim model, probation would

remain a county officer. The task force has encouraged court, |term proposal for probation governance.

county, and probation advocates to work collaboratively on a
legislative effort to alter the current statutory scheme by codifying the concepts contained
in the interim model (version 2) described below. It is not the intent of the task force to
introduce a model that would apply to charter counties or those counties in which a merit
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or civil service system defines the appointing authority. Nor is it the intent of the task
force that current CPOs, for purposes of their current positions, should require
reconfirmation under any new appointment procedures that may result from this proposal.

To develop a model acceptable to counties, courts, probation, and other stakeholders,
the task force devoted significant time to developing the model and reviewing feedback
received from stakeholders during the open comment process.”’

Initially, the task force circulated a model (version 1) that would have created a local
probation oversight committee with equal membership from the court and the county
government to oversee the CPQO’s appointment, evaluation, discipline, and removal. The
proposal was viewed as an initial step to address, at least in part, the issues of the
appointment and retention of the CPO.

Version 1 of the interim model was circulated for comment in July 2002, and interested
parties were given 30 days to comment. The task force met in September 2002 to
examine public comment received and, based on public input, subsequently concluded
that version 1 was unsatisfactory for a number of reasons, including the concern that the
approach proposed was not flexible enough to accommodate existing successful local
efforts. The task force then developed an alternative interim model (version 2).

In devising version 2, the task force attempted to address the concerns identified
regarding version 1, particularly those comments indicating that many counties are
already engaged in collaborative efforts at the local level. Therefore, version 2 contains
two distinct tiers. The first tier requires the county and court to meet and develop a local
agreement that formalizes a process for screening, hiring, evaluating, and
disciplining/removing the CPO. While the task force strongly urges that local agreements
contain a collaborative process, the process may take any form, as long as both the court
and the county formally agree to its provisions. This agreement would remain in effect
until such time as it is superseded by a new agreement or rescinded by either the court or
county.

However, if the county and court within a jurisdiction are unable to enter into an
agreement, or if either party rescinds an existing agreement, the default model set forth in
tier Il would go into effect. Under the tier Il default process, candidates for the position of
CPO would be nominated by a committee consisting of members of the county
government (members of the board of supervisors) and the court (judges) in equal
numbers following a screening process involving the juvenile justice commission.
Members of the nominating committee would be required to unanimously approve all

" The interim model, versions 1 and 2, as well as accompanying comment charts can be found at
Appendix G.
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candidates forwarded to the appointing entity. The appointment of the CPO would be
made by the entity that currently retains appointment authority. Once a CPO is appointed,
the county and court would jointly conduct an annual evaluation of the CPO. With regard
to personnel actions, the entity currently responsible for personnel actions against the
CPO would retain that authority. However, the entity that does not have appointing
authority may recommend personnel actions regarding the CPO to the appointing
authority, and the entity with the appointing authority may not take negative personnel
actions (regarding employment status) against the CPO without the approval of the other
party (the entity without appointing authority).

The task force is hopeful that the concepts contained in version 2 will be enacted in the
2003-04 legislative session while counties, courts, and probation continue working
toward a new model for probation in California.

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES

As discussed in section IV, probation departments deliver quality programs and
administer numerous exemplary services. However, substantial variation exists in the
types of services offered in each of the 58 counties. While state law mandates certain
probation services in all counties,*® other programs are county specific based on local
needs. Often, these programs are pilot or demonstration programs or operate on a
limited-term basis supported by a fixed cycle of grant funding. Local needs, community
requirements, funding constraints, and the absence of statewide standards in most core
program areas have encouraged the growth of services and programs that best fit local
needs.

RECOMMENDATION 3: Probation standards and guidelines should be developed and
maintained to enhance the delivery of services to courts, communities, victims, and
probationers.

The task force concluded that, while statewide standards and guidelines may be
appropriate at a future date, given the current county-based probation system, statewide
standards cannot be imposed on local jurisdictions without corresponding financial
assistance. The task force was encouraged by the efforts of the Chief Probation Officers
of California to further best practices and uniform procedures.”® At a minimum, local
probation departments should develop and maintain standards and guidelines for the
delivery of probation services that meet community needs. The task force recognized that
many probation departments already have standards and guidelines in place, but in an

% See appendix H.
% The task force commends probation standards developed by CPOC in January 1980 and
encourages continuation of such efforts.
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effort to encourage the use of standards and guidelines, it developed the sample
guidelines found in appendix I.

MISSION STATEMENTS WITH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

As discussed in section Ill, outreach efforts and stakeholder input clearly points to the
value of probation departments’ development of mission statements. Typically, a mission
statement declares the main purpose of an organization. The objectives provide the
specific action steps required at every level of the organization to implement the mission
and ensure that all employees are working toward the same goals. Mission statements
are especially significant in organizations that have many employees with limited
experience, a phenomenon that reportedly exists in many probation departments
statewide. Although 85 percent of the responding counties stated that they had written
mission statements for their departments, survey results also indicated that some
probation departments lacked mission statements and objectives. More than half of the
counties with mission statements had written them during the past 5 years. Almost one-
third of the responding counties indicated that their mission statements had not been
reviewed in the past 10 years.'®

RECOMMENDATION 4: Probation departments should develop and annually review mission
statements with clearly defined goals and objectives.

The task force concluded that mission statements are most effective when they are
targeted at the unique characteristics and needs of the local population and thus must be
developed at the local level. Stakeholder collaboration and input are essential ingredients
in the successful implementation of a probation department’s mission statement. Many
elements will be common to most mission statements and accompanying goals and
objectives (e.g., an emphasis on public safety), but other elements will vary greatly
because of the diversity of the locales and populations throughout the state.

A well-thought-out and clearly stated mission statement that is reviewed but not revised
annually and that contains precisely communicated goals and objectives can be a useful
tool for focusing a department and its collaborative partners on the tasks they set for
themselves. To maximize the benefit to be derived from the formulation of mission
statements, all aspects of the mission, goals, and objectives must be understandable and
clearly defined.

While mission statements are necessary to properly manage a department, they also
help the department communicate its mission and function to the public and community.
A strictly internal mission statement may be useful, but a greater benefit will be achieved

199 stakeholder Survey Results, p. 31.
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when a clearly defined mission statement accompanied by goals and measurable
objectives is effectively communicated to the public. When there is successful external
communication of probation’s role in the community, then the public perception of
probation can be based on probation’s success or failure in achieving its goals and
objectives.

In July 2002, the Chief Probation Officers of California (CPOC) developed the following
mission for the organization and probation departments in California “The mission of
CPOC is to provide leadership in the mobilization, coordination, and implementation of
Probation programs that provide for public protection including detention and treatment,
victim services and the prevention of crime and delinquency; and to ensure the provision
of quality investigations and supervision of offenders for the Courts.”

RECOMMENDATION 5: Probation departments should incorporate measurable outcomes in
developing goals and objectives.

Measurable outcomes are necessary to determine not only what is working in a
department, but also what is not. Once a probation department has developed a mission
statement with goals and objectives, the next step in the process is to establish
measurable outcomes so that the success or failure in achieving the stated goals and
objectives can be objectively evaluated. Measurable outcomes range from items such as
a reduced juvenile hall population to decreased truancy. To the extent possible,
measurable outcomes should be stated in positive or growth-related terms (increased
number of juveniles completing school or getting a GED), rather than in negative or deficit
terms (decreased recidivism). Outcomes can be measured by educational progress,
relationship formation, leadership roles, and the taxable income generated by
probationers over an extended period of time.

INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATION

Communication and effective information systems are critical within probation
departments, between probation departments, and in communications with other justice
system participants. As the California justice system moves toward a coordinated
approach, effective communication becomes increasingly important. Further, in a time of
fiscal prudence, information takes on a key role in the identification of cost-effective
services.

RECOMMENDATION 6: Probation departments should develop a common statewide
language to facilitate communication, delivery of services, and comparisons across
jurisdictions.
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To encourage effective communication, probation needs a common language. For
example, employee titles, services, programs, and outcomes frequently do not share
common definitions across county lines or among different county departments. Effective
communication between and among stakeholder groups is a fundamental prerequisite for
the development of statewide guidelines or standards and effective mission statements
and strategic plans and their component measurable goals and objectives. Where there
is potential for misunderstanding, extra effort must be made at the outset to ensure that
all interested parties share a common language.

RECOMMENDATION 7: Probation technology resources should be maximized and
augmented to enhance statewide communication and improve operational systems,
resource allocation, and capacity for evaluation.

Technology touches every element of probation. At a time when probation departments
are being asked to do more with available resources, technology is one of the most
important tools probation departments have to aid in the development, evaluation, and
improvement of programs.

The task force has not performed an in-depth review of probation technology and
information systems in California; such a review and its accompanying recommendations
could serve as the focus of an entire task force effort. However, the task force discovered
during the information-gathering phase that certain technology-related concerns were
prevalent. Stakeholders repeatedly stressed technology’s potential uses in developing
and strengthening collaborative efforts and in enhancing the delivery of services. In
addition to computer automation systems, there are a number of tools and technologies
that could be more widely incorporated, as discussed in section Il

Currently, probation departments do not share an automation system nor are there
statewide technology standards. The absence of a standardized system makes any
meaningful intra- or intercounty sharing of data impossible. In a state as large and
diverse as California, a one-size-fits-all technological solution is not feasible. There is,
however, a clear need for technology to be implemented in a way that will allow
interconnectivity countywide and statewide. Information collection efforts must be
improved to provide the data necessary for the development of more effective
collaborative systems.

At present, some counties do not have the resources to supply the hardware and/or
software necessary to compile and deliver data for existing databases. The task force
recognizes that even if a standardized system is developed, allowance must be made for
flexibility and innovation at the local level if individual probation departments are to
maximize strengths in their own diverse contexts.
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Future legislation to fund technology development and improvement at the local level
should be considered. The initial impetus for the creation of a state-level information
system that allows county-to-county sharing of information will have to come at the
county level. Most probation departments in California do not have enough staff to
provide services and run an information system. Legislation may be necessary to fund
technology for probation departments so that they have adequate personnel to maintain
management information systems. Funding of necessary employee positions will be a
major issue for medium- and small-sized probation departments if they are to implement
and effectively use adequate technology systems. Systems will not be effective without
staff support.

The technology issues of probation for adult and juvenile offenders are similar, but
potential privacy issues relating to information about juveniles call for special attention.
Legislation may also be necessary to deal specifically with privacy issues raised by the
intra-agency sharing of information. Existing confidentiality statutes and regulatory
provisions serve as barriers to information sharing.'®* Laws are designed to protect the
rights of juveniles by ensuring confidentiality and restricting access to sensitive
information. Laws also have the effect of limiting access to information about many
juveniles who have come into contact with probation departments. The development of a
statewide database to collect information regarding juveniles falling under any Welfare
and Institutions Code designation would require a legislative change to existing laws.**

In an effort to explore models for a statewide probation services information system, the

193 {5 determine whether the state had a

task force surveyed a cross-section of states
statewide probation services information system and, if so, to gather information on the
state’s specific information system. The states provided input on interaction with other
agencies, the transfer of electronic data, the entity responsible for maintaining the data,
and the data entry process. In addition, each state was asked to provide information on
any obstacles encountered while developing and/or implementing its system. Of the eight
states that responded, Arizona, Florida, and Texas indicated that they have a statewide

probation services information system.

101 Several laws designed to ensure confidentiality and restricted access to sensitive records

protect certain juvenile offenders. For example, Welf. & Inst. Code, § 285, permits data to be
reported only in the aggregate, without identifying information. While aggregate statistics are
certainly valuable, individual-level data is essential. At present, the law prohibits linkage of county
databases into a single statewide database (J. L. Worrall and P. Schram, Evaluation of California’s
State-Level Data Systems for Incarcerated Youth (Jan. 2000) School of Social and Behavioral
Sciences, California State University at San Bernardino, p. 14 <http://www.csus.edu/calst/
%gvg:jnment_Affairs/Reports/fpr?.pdf> [as of Nov. 28, 2001]).

Ibid.
193 Arizona, Florida, Georgia, lllinois, lowa, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and Texas.
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The task force was fortunate to discover that the American Probation and Parole
Association (APPA) is the recipient of a grant from the U.S. Department of Justice, Office
of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance, to develop a document defining
functional standards that will assist probation agencies in implementing effective

automated case management systems.'*

APPA notes that increased workload, changes
in job tasks, and increased record-keeping requirements along with an enhancement in
available technology for information management have prompted probation agencies to
automate case management systems. However, APPA also recognizes that the use of
automated case management systems is sporadic, and the quality of information
management systems is uneven among probation agencies nationwide. Limited
availability of shared information among agencies forces each agency to struggle with
independent development of automated case management systems, leading to

inefficiencies and duplications.

APPA, in partnership with the National Center for State Courts, has developed a
document defining functional standards to assist probation agencies in implementing
effective automated case management systems.

This effort is particularly important because nationwide there have been no guidelines or
standards to assist probation agencies in the development, implementation,
maintenance, or enhancement of automated case management systems. APPA notes
that limited availability of shared information among agencies has forced each agency to
struggle through an expensive independent development process that included
identifying its organizational needs, translating those needs into functional requirements
for a case management system, and communicating those needs appropriately to a
systems architect. APPA has administered this project to produce standards to:

= Alleviate the burden faced by probation agencies for individual system
development;

= Facilitate dialogue between probation agencies and case management system
providers; and

= Encourage conformity in probation automated case management systems by
recommending these as national standards.

The functional standards provide probation agencies with standards that can be used in
developing an automated case management system. They also set forth clear definitions
of terms. The functional standards are organized in a hierarchy of functional groups,
functions, and standards, with the highest organizational level being functional groups.
They identified two core functional groups (case processing and management), as well

104 See < http://www.appanet.org/grant%20and%20special%20projects/functional_standards.html>

(as of May 20, 2003).
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as three ancillary functional groups (file and document management, integrated justice
information systems, and financial systems). The functional standards are inclusive and
should be examined carefully to ensure that if implemented, they would meet the needs
of individual jurisdictions. The task force and APPA encourage interested jurisdictions to
engage in a planning process with careful consideration of (1) the goals and objectives of
the planned technology system and (2) the development of a technology system that
would relate to other entities and technology systems in the local justice system.

MANAGING THE PROBATION PROCESS

Probation performs a unique and critical role in the criminal and juvenile justice systems,
often serving as a linchpin among the many stakeholders. Probation officers draft reports;
provide evaluations and recommendations to the court; and direct offenders to mental
health, education, substance abuse, and other appropriate services. They also assess
and provide services to low-risk offenders and intensive supervision and services to high-
risk offenders.

RECOMMENDATION 8: Probation departments should develop assessment
classification systems and tools as part of an effective case management strategy.

and

All offenders, adult and juvenile, must be properly assessed so they can receive
appropriate services and supervision. Case assessment and planning are important at
two levels. First, assessment is necessary to make decisions about appropriate
alternatives and services for individual offenders. Second, assessment of risk and needs
is essential to make agency or jurisdictional plans for probation services.'*

Assessment and classification systems are necessary to properly supervise offenders
along the continuum of services and sanctions. Although commonly associated with high-
risk offenders, these systems work equally well with low-risk offenders. Supervision and
treatment efforts are needed to deal with those at the highest risk of reoffending, and to
accomplish that, appropriate assessment and classification strategies are needed.
Identifying and working with high-risk offenders creates an opportunity to prevent future
offenses, leading to decreased criminal behavior and enhanced public safety.

195 Adult Probation White Paper, p. 32.
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Use of a formal assessment and classification system brings greater validity, structure,
and consistency to the assessment and decision-making process. This formal
assessment also allows a more precise allocation of limited system resources, permitting
probation departments to target the most intensive/intrusive interventions on the most
serious, violent, and chronic offenders.

Meaningful program evaluation is also connected to assessment and classification.'*
Once offenders are directed to the appropriate programs and subgroups within programs,
it is expected that the offenders’ goals will be achieved successfully. Program outcomes
can be measured to evaluate programs, and, if necessary, program components can be
adapted to more fully accomplish goals.

An up-front technological investment in the area of risk and resiliency assessment may
save time and resources later. As more probation departments focus on high-risk
offenders, development and improvement of diagnostic tools that enable rapid and
accurate identification of high-risk individuals so they can be supervised and managed
effectively becomes crucial. These tools are being used effectively to address underlying
issues such as substance abuse and mental health issues.

In the long run, eliminating the need to enter and store the same information in multiple
locations will conserve resources. Some counties are already entering the kind of
information necessary to make decisions about offenders, but the information is not being
used effectively because there is no efficient way for the data to be shared. Many
counties that do not have automated systems will require assistance to catch up with
existing technology.*®’

RECOMMENDATION 9: Probation departments should establish a graduated continuum of
services and sanctions to respond to the needs of each offender.

A continuum of graduated services tailored to the needs of offenders is also necessary.
Once an offender’s risk, resiliency, and needs have been assessed, it is imperative that
probation departments provide the appropriate response and services. Probation
departments need the flexibility to offer offenders services tailored to particular needs.
Every effort must be made to implement or expand services on the continuum to ensure
public safety and encourage rehabilitation. The services available cannot be of a one-
size-fits-all variety. A range of services and programs that can be tailored to fit individual
clients is needed. The sanctions within a continuum do not necessarily correspond to a
level of supervision. Other dimensions must include severity of punishment, degree of
accountability, treatment intensity, and cost.

106

107 Adult Probation White Paper, p. 33.

Six County Executive Summary, pp. 6—7.
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Sanctions refer to a range of graduated, credible restrictions targeted at specific offender
profiles and used as monitoring controls.’® The theory behind sanctions is that offender
populations present a broad range of risks that must be accompanied by an appropriate
range of sanctioning options to match those risks. The sanctions range from less to more
severe and can move up or down the continuum depending on the performance of the
offender. The primary advantage of sanctions is that they give probation departments the
tools and ability to respond appropriately to a diversity of offenses and offenders.

A continuum of services and sanctions also must be sufficiently nuanced and flexible to
appropriately address the needs of the offender. There is a particularly strong need for
gender-specific services, especially those targeted at female youthful offenders. In some
counties, 25 percent of detained juveniles are female,'® and often there are no gender-
specific services in place.

Services are also needed for adults. The Welfare and Institutions Code is specific
regarding probation services for juvenile offenders. The Penal Code, which generally
governs the adult probation system, does not contain the same level of specificity as to
services. Because probation departments are not mandated to provide as detailed a
continuum of services to adult offenders, and because probation departments must make
difficult decisions as to how best to spend limited resources, juvenile offenders are
provided, relative to adult offenders, a broader continuum of services.

When possible, intervention should be based on strength building rather than flaw
ﬁxing.110 Approaching a probationer with a perspective that focuses on strengths and
competencies allows the probation officer and the probationer to mutually discover how
these personal resources can be applied to the situation.'** In the past, these types of
efforts have failed because there was no effective extension from philosophy to practice.
The philosophical first step is to believe that a probationer can build upon strengths and
past successes in a way that can help keep troublesome behavior in check. Just as
important is the second step of having practice methods that identify and marshal these
strengths to effect the necessary behavior changes.

198 Adult Probation White Paper, p. 48.

199 california Board of Corrections, Juvenile Detention Profile Survey Report, 3 Quarter Report
2002.<http://www.bdcorr.ca.gov/fsod/juvenile%20detention%20survey/2002/quarter_3/survey_resul
ts.pdf> (as of December 30, 2002).

119 Adult Probation White Paper, p. 21.

11 M. D. Clark, Strength-Based Practice: The ABC's of Working with Adolescents Who Don’t Want
to Work with You (1999) Institute for Strengths in Juvenile Justice <http://www.drugs
.indiana.edu/prevention/assets/asset2.html> (as of Nov. 28, 2001).
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RECOMMENDATION 10: Prevention and early intervention efforts in appropriate cases
should be an essential component of effective and meaningful probation services.

Much of the work being done in the area of prevention and early intervention focuses on
the application of programs to juvenile services.**? Prevention and early intervention
programs are premised on the theory that early identification of at-risk youth and targeted
programming is an effective means of rehabilitation. Prevention and early intervention
can be prearrest, informal probation, or age-related intervention. Similar prevention and
intervention efforts targeted at the adult system warrant further study. Adult drug court
and domestic violence efforts have proven effective in addressing the needs of adult
offenders; these efforts should be examined and expanded as appropriate.*** Adult and
juvenile services must target the appropriate population—what works for one offender
may not work for another offender who committed the same offense.

Strategies for Planning Effective Services

This strategy for planning effective services can be applied to programming in the
juvenile or adult venue. This strategy encourages a disciplined approach to all prevention
efforts and early-intervention services.

= Strengthen families in their role of guiding, disciplining, and instilling
sound values;

= Support core social institutions and their role in supporting families and
helping them develop their maximum potential,

= Promote prevention strategies and activities that reduce the impact of
negative risk factors and enhance the influence of positive protective
factors in the lives of those at greatest risk to offend;

= Provide immediate, effective, and appropriate interventions at the first
sign of trouble in an offender’s life;

= Establish a meaningful system of graduated sanctions and a logical
continuum of services to respond effectively and appropriately to the
needs of each offender; and

= Use the least restrictive alternative to placement in an effort to keep
families intact whenever possible and appropriate.***

12 por example the Orange County Probation Department’s 8% Solution program has successfully

targeted high-risk juvenile offenders ages 15 and under at the time of their first or second contact
with probation (<http://www.oc.ca.gov/Probation/e8%25Solution/c8%ProblemProgramOverview
.asp> [as of Nov. 28, 2001]).

113 A new statewide study shows that drug courts provide substantial savings to the criminal
justice system by reducing prison and jail costs, victimization costs, and recidivism. See
<http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/reference/documents/colljustrept2003.pdf> as of May 22, 2003.

114 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Comprehensive Responses to Youth at
Risk: Interim Findings from the SafeFutures Initiative (Nov. 2000) p. 4.
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Efforts must be made to intervene at an early stage with those at greatest risk of violating
the law. A clearly defined plan, measurable process and outcome thresholds, and broad-
based collaboration are needed.

RECOMMENDATION 11: Courts and counties should develop and implement partnerships
and work collaboratively to ensure appropriate levels of services for adult and juvenile
offenders.

The decade of the 1990s saw the advent and growth of collaborative treatment-based
programs in courts and probation departments.”™ These programs are grounded in
probation interaction with other community resources to provide court-monitored
comprehensive treatment programs for adult offenders. The goal of these programs is to
reduce recidivism and restore the offender to useful status in society. Examples of such
programs are drug courts, domestic violence courts, and mental health treatment courts.

Early data on these programs has demonstrated that they are effective in reducing crime
and enhancing public safety.'® The task force had neither the time nor the resources to
fully explore the extent and efficacy of adult collaborative treatment programs in probation
services. Further study should be given to collaborative adult prevention and treatment
programs that exist in California or in other jurisdictions to help determine effective
program options that would positively affect the adult offender population.

RECOMMENDATION 12: Probation departments should adopt workload standards rather
than caseload ratios.

The term caseload is used to indicate the number of cases assigned at any one time to a
probation officer. Of the many mechanisms that have been used to assess and study the
issue of probation resources, a strict caseload measure that quantifies the number of
cases assigned per officer has remained the most prevalent. The question “What is the
ideal caseload size?” is difficult to answer because of the extreme diversity of probation
departments.

Workload measure rather than caseload size is the most accurate and effective gauge for

equalizing work distribution among probation officers.™’

Workload measure realistically
considers the number of cases, contacts, and other responsibilities for each case, as well
as job responsibilities not specifically related to case management. Probationers should
be treated differently depending on the amount and type of supervision required. Each

case should be given a weighted value depending on the risks and needs associated with

15 juvenile Probation White Paper, p. 87.

116 Six County Executive Summary, p. 13.
17 stakeholder Survey Results, p. 19.
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the probationer; this information will help the department more rationally and equitably
distribute workload.

Caseload per officer is neither a fair nor accurate assessment of the amount of work
being performed. Probation must move away from focusing on the number of cases per
probation officer and instead focus on the actual amount of work assigned. The task force
recognizes that this philosophical shift alone will not resolve the problem of heavy
workload, because a root cause of the problem is the high ratio of probationers to
probation officers. In addition to equalizing work distribution, a workload approach will
also position probation departments to more accurately describe and quantify their
workload challenges so they can make more solid policy and operational decisions and
more persuasively make a case for additional resources.

Moving to a workload mentality helps achieve the goal of ensuring that each probationer
is treated appropriately in terms of the amount and type of supervision received. This
system recognizes that a probation officer may be expected to give different amounts of
time and attention to each case. In practice, this will translate into different frequencies of
personal contacts per case by the assigned officer.*® If a probation department is
adopting a management strategy that is based on differentiation of case supervision, then
the method of assigning and accounting for those cases must accommodate that
approach.

The following factors support the development of probation department workload
measures:

= No national standards exist that define workload measures;
= Management and line staff are concerned about disparity in workload size;

= Standards ensure that probation employees are not asked to work beyond the
appropriate work hours;

= As part of overall sound management standards, workload measures guarantee
that each employee has nonclient activities built into his or her work schedule;

= Workload measures ensure that probation employees receive credit for all job-
related functions in which they participate;

= Workload measures provide budget justification for needed resources;
= Workload standards allow more control over a department’s direction; and

»  Workload standards allow development of planned contingency options.**?

118 .
Ibid.
119 APPA Position Paper on Caseload Standards <www.appa-net.org> (as of Nov. 28, 2001).
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Workload standards will not produce accurate time allotment unless the preceding factors
are included in their development. During the outreach process, probation employees
continually stressed the importance of workload equalization.'” Translating assessed
risk/needs into accurate time allotment is the key to equalizing workload for probation
officers.

The task force’s information-gathering process determined that the necessary tools for
implementing a risk/needs assessment that is connected to a workload approach are

already available.***

These assessment tools are probation-officer friendly. They can be
self-administered on personal computers and then scored and their results printed within
20 to 30 minutes. Advanced instruments have validation components that determine the
truthfulness of each test taker. The best instruments have validation components and
allow the test to be normalized to the probation population in each local jurisdiction. With
the proper equipment, a single trained person can administer the assessment instrument
to as many as 15 people at the same time.*® With good assessments, staff can focus on
identified needs. Assessment of adult and juvenile probationer’s risk/needs is essential to

maximize the limited resources available for supervising this population.'*

A formalized assessment of each probationer must occur both before and after delivery
of services by probation employees. A comparison of evaluations will allow progress to
be measured and will also assist in the study of the value of services that the department
provides. These assessments will also gather the information necessary to ensure that
proper time units are allotted for different supervision and administrative tasks. The task
force recognizes that there must be a clear connection between the use of validated
risk/needs assessment (the time and resources each individual case requires) and
workload standards (how work can be equitably distributed).

The traditional view of process and measurable outcomes is that process measures
serve as aids in determining whether a program is implemented as designed. Measurable
outcomes are used to determine whether the program or practice achieved the desired
results. By collecting data that measures both the process and the outcome of services
provided to each probationer, probation management will have the raw data necessary to
make informed adjustments to service delivery.

120

o1 See Stakeholder Survey Results, pp. 19-22.

Stakeholder Survey Results, p. 19.
122 s

Ibid.
2% |bid.
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Advantages of Workload Assignment Standards

Workload assignment standards, using process and measurable outcomes, would
provide the following probation management advantages:

= Equal workload distribution for all probation employees;

= Elimination of the mystique of what a full workload looks like;

= Accountability and measurability of probation services;

= Hard data for equalization of workloads among probation services;

= A management tool for making objective case-assignment decisions;

= Hard data for funding authorities for budget justification;

= Community credibility and legitimacy of probation’s function and
activities; and

= Areward system for probation employee efficiency.

Implementation of a workload standard will benefit the public by maximizing the use of
available probation resources. Probation employees and probation management will
benefit from the equalization of workload throughout departments and from the collection
and aggregation of data necessary to justify increased funding for departments. This
approach will also reduce the likelihood of and need for making uninformed policy
decisions by providing objective, quantifiable process and outcome data.

EDUCATIONAL ISSUES

While the task force recognizes that inadequate education factors existed before the
probationer entered the justice system, the task force examined the role of education as
a preventative tool, the delivery of probation services that meet the educational needs of
offenders, the provision of education in custody facilities, and the education and
vocational training needs of adult offenders. Probation officers have neither the training
nor the skills to address the educational needs of children in the delinquency system or
those of adult offenders; however, probation plays a key role in identifying educational
needs and connecting probationers with proper services.

RECOMMENDATION 13: Probation departments should work with courts, schools, parents,
and education agencies to ensure that adult and juvenile probationers are provided
with appropriate general, special, and vocational educational services.

Education and special education training for probation officers must be expanded if this
issue is to be addressed. Probation officers should be trained to ensure that children’s
educational rights are investigated, reported, and monitored. Probation officers need to
be trained to recognize whether a juvenile has a disability and to actively pursue
necessary educational services. Probation officers must also be connected with local
education representatives so that they work together to address the educational needs of
children.
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Training for appropriate staff needs to include such topics as identification of behavioral
and learning disabilities, the causal relationship between certain disabilities and the
juvenile justice system, the special education process, school discipline (e.g., expulsions
and suspensions), and the legal framework regarding education. Probation officers
should be apprised of federal and state special education law, as well as of the many
types of disabilities that a juvenile may have.'**

Communities also should consider school-based probation officers. School-based
probation officers could more readily deliver the following services:

= Notify the school of a juvenile’s probation conditions and any special educational
or therapeutic needs;

=  Monitor a juvenile’s attendance, school performance, and behavior;

= Conduct home visits and coordinate intervention services from sources outside
the school system;

= Coordinate reentry conferences for students returning to school following
placement in a juvenile facility; and

= Provide services to children who are not necessarily wards, but rather were
referred to the probation department because of school behavior and discipline
problems, minor offenses, or family difficulties.'*

126 probation

Education is one of the most effective forms of crime prevention.
departments should, whenever appropriate, support the efforts of parents and schools to

identify children with exceptional needs or other educational

disabilities to provide proper educational services. Advancing a child’s | Juveniles who have received
educational proficiency and skills can be a deterrent for a child who | inadequate education are found
may be in danger of violating criminal laws. llliteracy and poor | Within the juvenile justice

academic performance may not be direct causes of criminal behavior, system in disproportionate

numbers.

but juveniles who have received inadequate education are found

within the juvenile justice system in disproportionate numbers.*?’

Because so many juvenile offenders are eligible for special education services, juvenile
justice professionals, and especially probation services staff, should be apprised of the
narrow, yet comprehensive, special education field of law. Both federal and state laws

articulate special education services and legal entitlements for students.**® Section 24 of

124 Warboys et al., California Juvenile Court Special Education Manual, Youth Law Center (1994)

.74, 75.
b Ibid.

126 Center on Crime, Communities and Culture, Research Brief, Occasional Paper Series (Sept.
1125397) p. 1 <http://www.soros.org/crime/research_brief__2.html> (as of Dec. 20, 2001).

Id. atp. 2.
128 |ndividuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (20 U.S.C. § 1400 et seq.), and Educ. Code,
88 56300, 56301, requiring each school district, special education local plan area, or county office
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the Standards of Judicial Administration, relating to juvenile court matters, was amended
in January 2001 to address the educational needs of children before the court. Section 24
provides guidance to the juvenile court regarding the educational rights of children. It
includes a special education training component for judicial officers, court personnel,
attorneys, volunteers, law enforcement personnel, and child advocates.'® Section 24(9)
and (h) provide principles concerning special education to guide the juvenile court and
clarify the court’s role in taking responsibility for the education of children under the
jurisdiction of the juvenile court.

Probation officers can actively participate in the child’s educational process in many
ways. Many probation departments already work to address children’s educational
needs. School Attendance Review Boards, systems of care, and Juvenile Assessment
Centers are in place in many jurisdictions. They must work with other court and education
system participants to ensure that the child’s educational needs are identified and met.
Probation officers should consider the following responsibilities regarding the child’s
educational concerns. Probation officers should (1) ensure that cases stemming from
school behavior that may be disability related are reviewed for appropriate special
education procedures; (2) request special education records, evaluations, and
assessments; (3) ensure that the child’s educational records are transferred to the
subsequent placement and that the child’s placement or service provider can
appropriately meet the child’s educational needs; (4) work with the child’s family
members, attorney, Individualized Education Program (IEP) team, and other interested
parties to coordinate the child’s assessment; (5) participate in IEP meetings to effect
changes in the child’s education; (6) provide truancy services or make appropriate
community referrals regarding truancy; (7) obtain all relevant education records and
ensure that they are accurate and current; and (8) ensure that the child is not conveyed
to the physical custody of the California Youth Authority until the child’s IEP, for the
individual with exceptional needs, has been furnished to the CYA.

There is an established link
between truant behavior and

| There is an established link between truant behavior and delinquent

delinquent behavior. behavior, with truancy often a precursor to delinquency.”*® Probation

departments should work with local education agencies to establish
truancy prevention programs as a delinquency prevention measure. A child who is not
regularly attending school, and is therefore without adult supervision, has a greater
chance of engaging in misconduct. Recognizing the link between truancy and

of education to actively and systematically seek out all individuals with exceptional needs, including
children not enrolled in public schools.

129 cal. Standards Jud. Admin., § 24(d)(2).

130 california Task Force to Review Juvenile Crime and the Juvenile Justice Response, Final
Report (Sept. 1996) p. 62.
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delinquency, probation departments and other agencies can collaborate to establish
truancy—juvenile delinquency prevention programs.

Education is critical to a child’s success and can be used as a preventative measure
against delinquency. Probation departments should work with schools and education
agencies to ensure that juveniles in custody and on probation receive the educational
services and appropriate curriculum required by law. To prevent recidivism and assist
juveniles in getting back on track educationally, juveniles must receive the services to
which they are legally entitled and must be provided with a challenging educational
curriculum.

Juveniles in correctional facilities may require remedial education for a number of
reasons: either they have missed a significant amount of schooling and have fallen
behind, or they have not received the educational services to which they are entitled.
Remedial education is intended to improve a person’s deficient skills; however, this does
not mean that the curriculum or assignments need to be easy to complete. Juveniles may
require intensive assistance and varying levels of educational attention or oversight. Each
juvenile has different educational strengths and weaknesses and, depending on the
disability, may require various approaches to learning.

Understandably, juvenile facilities face numerous barriers to providing adequate and
appropriate educational services. Facility overcrowding and understaffing are major
concerns. These pressures may restrict education and treatment services. The
differences among juveniles (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity, academic performance, and
offense history) make clear the necessity of differential and individualized educational
programming.™*

Whether a juvenile receives GED preparation, prevocational and vocational education,
literacy and functional skills education, or academic courses, juveniles in juvenile facilities
are entitled to receive an appropriate education. Juvenile facilities must collaborate with
educational and other community agencies to ensure that this population is obtaining an
appropriate education.

131 5. Meisel et al., Collaborate to Educate: Special Education in Juvenile Correctional Facilities

<http://www.edjj.org/Publications/pub01_17_00.htmlI> (as of Nov. 28, 2001).
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Probation departments also should work with education agencies to ensure that adult
probationers have access to educational and/or vocational services.

Research has shown that Research has shown that education is one of the most effective forms

education is one of the most of crime prevention for adults as well as for juveniles.”** Many adult

effective forms of crime
prevention for adults as well as

for juveniles.

probationers never completed high school or received an equivalency
degree or GED. Probation departments must work with education

agencies to ensure that adult probationers have access to education
services and must also encourage probationers to complete their education.

Adult education serves three important goals. First, it assists the probationer in improving
his or her educational level. For most probationers, learning to read, earning a GED, or
gaining acceptance into a higher-education program marks the first time in their lives that
they have actually attained a worthwhile milestone. Second, it deters future criminal
behavior by advancing a probationer's educational level and thus providing him or her
more opportunities for lawful, gainful employment. Many probationers are unemployed
because they do not meet minimum educational requirements. Additionally, completion of
the Education Services Program can persuade employers that the person can finish what
he or she starts and that the person is functioning at a higher level of maturity and
responsibility. Finally, adult education increases the number of productive, contributing
members of society. Helping offenders earn a minimum education, and thereby helping
them become employable, makes offenders more likely to steer clear of the criminal
justice system and become responsible, tax-paying citizens who no longer depend upon
public assistance/welfare.***

JUVENILE DETENTION

According to Board of Correction data, as well as stakeholder input and testimony during
outreach efforts, juvenile custody facilities are often filled beyond intended and rated
capacities.”

the need for probation officers and judges to take the appropriate amount of time to

There are many reasons for this overcrowding, but in part it is caused by

consider a juvenile’s case and apply the relevant legal standards to determine whether a
juvenile should be released or detained. While many jurisdictions are engaged in
detention reform efforts, further efforts need to be undertaken to improve custody
conditions. The task force applauds jurisdictions adequately addressing appropriate
detention and disproportionate minority confinement.

132 Open Society Institute, Education as Crime Prevention: Providing Education to Prisoners,

Criminal Justice Initiative, Research Brief Occasional Paper Series No. 2 (Sept. 1997).

133 Marion County Indiana Superior Court Probation Department, Adult Division
<http://www.indygov.org/probation/report/1998/4ab.htm#1a> (as of Oct. 22, 2001).

134 california Board of Corrections; see historic reporting of capacity and population in Juvenile
Detention Profile Survey Results dating back to 1999 at http://www.bdcorr.ca.gov/fsod/
juvenile%20detention%20survey/juvenile%20detention%20survey.htm (as of Feb. 13, 2003).
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RECOMMENDATION 14: Juvenile detention reforms should be developed and implemented
to ensure that juveniles are appropriately detained and to reduce overcrowding in
detention facilities.

One possible answer to overcrowding is to reform detention practices. Considerable work
has been done on this issue. The Annie E. Casey Foundation's Juvenile Detention

5

Alternative Initiative™ is one of several approaches to detention reform that could be

considered.

Alternatives to out-of-home-placement can help keep juveniles with their families and
receiving services within their communities. Detention reform and disproportionate
minority confinement must be considered together to address problems of overcrowding.
Overrepresentation of minority juveniles in juvenile custody facilities is caused by many
factors: the juvenile justice system, socioeconomic factors, the educational system, and
the family.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation lays out a proven, successful program for reducing
disproportionate minority confinement."*® The first strategy is collaboration: the coming
together of juvenile justice system stakeholders and other potential partners to confer,

share information, develop systemwide policies, and promote accountability.™*’

One goal
of this collaboration is to build a consensus regarding the purpose of detention. It is
suggested that secure detention be used to ensure that alleged delinquents appear in
court at the proper times and to protect the community by minimizing serious delinquent
acts while cases are being processed.'*® The strategy used to implement this purpose is
the development of an objective, risk-based detention system that quantifies risk by
measuring the issues defining it. The present offense, the past criminal record, and
whether the offender has a history of failures to appear are all important factors in

considering risk for detention.™®

135 R. Stanfield, Overview: Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform: The JDAI Story—Building a

Better Juvenile Detention System, A Project of the Annie E. Casey Foundation (Baltimore, Md: The
Annie E. Casey Foundation, 1999).

13614, at p. 32.

137 K. Feely, No. 2, Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform: Collaboration and Leadership in
Juvenile Detention Reform (1999) p. 12.

138 £ Orlando, No. 3, Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform: Controlling the Front Gates—
Effective Admissions Policies and Practices (1999) p. 10.

1391d. at p. 24.
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Evaluating Risk: Its Role in Detention Reform

Research tells us that a good risk-based system can determine which cases are high,
medium, or low risk.**® This information is crucial in making a determination regarding
appropriate placement and whether detention is the best alternative.

= Low-risk cases can be released without additional services because
they have little propensity to commit another crime in the time period
from release until their next appearance, and, further, they will not miss
their next court appearance.

=  Medium-risk cases can be released with a detention alternative, such
as home supervision/electronic monitoring.***

= High-risk cases are best kept in secure detention.

= Under home supervision, a juvenile is detained but released home under very
close supervision, with daily visits by probation staff.

= Electronic monitoring, when combined with home supervision, gives the court
another option for the possible release of cases of a little higher risk where the
court is willing to take a chance.*? It also provides a step up for those who are on
home supervision and have a technical violation of their home supervision
contract. Compared to the cost of incarceration, the home supervision and
electronic monitoring alternatives are relatively inexpensive. Further, they are
very successful in achieving the goal of not having youth miss court appearances
or reoffend during case processing.

The next strategy recommended is to provide dispositional alternatives that are varied,
graduated, strength-based, and located as much as possible within the local
community."*® The alternatives should be provided in the least restrictive setting.
Counties should attempt to provide strength-based family preservation services wherever
possible as an alternative to out-of-home placement. In California, all counties can
participate in a system of care, and these alternatives should as much as possible follow
that model.***

Using a system-of-care model, with partnerships with the community, some counties
have proven that alternatives to residential placement can work and be very successful. It
has been demonstrated that providing these kinds of services reduces lengths of stay in
detention, keeps youths in their local schools, maintains family ties, and does not entail
any additional criminal risk to society. Although there will always be cases in which
residential placement is the most appropriate approach, research and practice have
demonstrated that alternatives can work.

14914, at p. 25.
Wp DeMuro, No. 4, Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform: Consider the Alternatives, Planning
and Implementing Detention Alternatives (1999) p. 32.
142
Id. at p. 18.
14314, at p. 11.
144 california System of Care Web site <http://www.dmh.cahwnet.gov/SpecialPrograms
/child.htm#1> (as of Dec. 20. 2001).
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Probation departments should examine closely the reasons for facility overcrowding and
identify any barriers to release, specifically from the perspectives of race and gender, that
exacerbate the problem. Barriers may include communication, language, and
transportation issues and the need for extra support services for parents who are
unwilling at first to take back their children.

The final strategy necessary to alleviate unnecessary overcrowding is to look at the

145 Close examination of the timeline from initial

efficiency of the system in moving cases.
arrest to final disposition may reveal decision points or procedures that introduce
inefficiencies and unnecessary delays. In a collaborative system, processes can be sped
up by making the system sensitive to delay and anticipating possible outcomes. Some
counties have developed the position of expediter, where the job of the expediter is to
make sure that as few delays as possible occur. The cost savings frees resources that
can be reallocated to underfunded areas and maximizes efficient delivery of probation

services.

Custody facility overcrowding produces unsafe, unhealthy conditions for both detainees
and staff. Overcrowding negatively affects all aspects of detention. When staffing ratios
fail to keep pace with population, the incidence of violence and suicidal behavior
increases. Staff in overcrowded facilities are invariably required to resort to increased
control measures such as lock-downs and mechanical restraints.

The type of detention reform strategy described here, coupled with the development of
accurate assessment tools, has proven successful in diminishing overcrowding. High-risk
cases are still detained in the interest of public safety, but low-risk cases can be released
at intake, as incarceration is not necessary. Medium-risk cases that might have
previously been detained can be provided with alternative supervision, allowing them to
be maintained successfully in their homes and their communities.

CHANGING ROLE, CHANGING NAME

Probation plays a dual role in the community, with a strong service component and an
equally important enforcement component. Probation’s essential task is to ensure public
safety both by supervising probationers and enforcing court orders and by providing
rehabilitation services. With this unique balance in mind, the task force has taken a long-
range view in developing recommendations that clarify the balance between enforcement
and services and take into account the diverse needs of the 58 counties and the state as
a whole.

145D, A. Henry, No. 5, Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform: Reducing Unnecessary Delay,

Innovations in Case Processing (1999) p. 10.
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RECOMMENDATION 15: Probation departments should consider an approach to probation
that balances offender accountability, victim restoration, competency development,
and community collaboration.

The task force examined philosophies that serve as a basis for the development of
modern probation practices. In studying probation in the state and nation, the task force
recognized that an approach to probation that emphasizes offender accountability, victim
restoration, competency development, and community collaboration is in place in many
jurisdictions and should be considered in other California counties.

The task force recommends that probation in California be delivered within a balanced
justice framework. Public safety can be achieved by using community-based
rehabilitation programs that are accountable to probation departments and to the courts.
To facilitate this vision of community participation, deputy probation officers throughout
the state must become proactive participants in the ongoing development of a balanced
justice system.

First articulated as a mission for juvenile probation agencies, the balanced justice
approach is increasingly part of the fundamental ideology guiding the development and

delivery of both adult and juvenile justice services.**

This approach includes victims,
communities, and offenders. In a balanced justice approach, the focus is on the victim,
and victims are given the option of playing an active role in the justice process from the
beginning to its conclusion. But crime is looked upon as more than a specific offense
committed against a particular victim. It is not just the victim’'s problem; crime is a

problem that belongs to the entire community.

The balanced justice approach posits three primary goals of justice: community
protection, accountability, and competency development.**’ These three goals are
equally important in determining appropriate responses to offenses and in allocating
resources. However, this approach allows individual assessment of offenders and
differing emphases on various goals depending on the particular situation.

The goal of community protection bolsters the public’s expectation of safety and security.
Offenders should be maintained in the least restrictive environment (and at the most
reasonable cost) in which public safety can be reasonably ensured. A tenet of a balanced
justice framework is that offenders who are connected to their communities and who care
about people in their neighborhoods are less likely to reoffend. It is important that
offenders remain in their communities whenever possible, and that justice practices foster

146

. Juvenile Probation White Paper, p. 19.

Juvenile Probation White Paper, p. 24.
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positive relationships among offenders, their families, and community members.**®
Removing offenders from their communities for punitive purposes severs bonds with
families and others and places offenders with other offenders who may reinforce
antisocial values.'*® Research has shown that high levels of surveillance alone, without
effective treatment, are not useful in reducing recidivism or in increasing public safety.150
Activities engaged in by probation agencies and the other constituents of the justice
system (victims, offenders, and community members) may serve a variety of purposes.
However, it is unlikely that specific activities will always be equally useful in
accomplishing each of the goals discussed. Therefore, when selecting sanctions for
offenders and tasks for other members of the justice system, care must be taken to
balance them so that all goals are addressed. For example, research on offender
rehabilitation suggests that victim restitution is not especially useful as a means of
reducing offender recidivism.'>* However, it is a vital component of a restorative justice
approach that helps victims recoup the losses they have suffered. Similarly, increased
surveillance methods, including home confinement and electronic monitoring, are not
particularly effective in reducing recidivism,'** but these strategies may be important for
public protection as offenders are receiving treatment services to increase behavioral
controls.

probation’s function and status.

RECOMMENDATION 16: In conjunction with any change to the probation model
California, a change in name for probation could be considered to better reflect

The task force clearly acknowledges the significance of probation’s dual enforcement and
services roles. However, many stakeholders perceive that the services component is
diminishing in favor of a greater focus on enforcement. Probation departments now tend
to hire deputy probation officers with criminal justice backgrounds rather than individuals
with liberal arts degrees.

148 Adult Probation White Paper, p. 21.
9 1bid.
130 3. petersilia and S. Turner, “Evaluating Intensive Supervision Probation/Parole: Results of a
Nationwide Experiment” (May 1993) National Institute of Justice Research in Brief, pp. 1-11.
Blp, Gendreau, “The Principles of Effective Intervention with Offenders,” in A. T. Harland (ed.),
Choosing Correctional Options That Work: Defining the Demand and Evaluating the Supply
gzhct))u;and Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1996).

Ibid.
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The task force recommends that if, ultimately, probation moves toward a community-
centered focus, a name change should be considered to more accurately describe
probation’s role in the community. Some jurisdictions, including Texas and Oregon, have
already implemented a name change. Examples of descriptive names in other
jurisdictions that reflect the community focus include Department of Community Justice
and Department of Community Corrections.

ONGOING EFFORTS

Over the last three years, the task force made great strides toward an enhanced
probation system by examining the history of probation, its current operation throughout
the state, and the significance of its work within the context of the justice system. This
represents perhaps the most comprehensive examination of California’s probation
system; however, a great deal of work in implementing the vision of the task force
remains.

RECOMMENDATION 17: Counties and the branches of state government should establish a
body tasked with developing a specific long-term reform model for probation and an
implementation plan.

The task force expects that through further study and continued commitment of interested
stakeholders, improved probation services and governance for the benefit of all
Californians will be achieved. The task force encourages counties, courts, and probation
to maintain the level of commitment and collaboration demonstrated these last three
years in order to achieve the significant reforms envisioned by the task force that promise
to enhance probation.
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SECTION VI

Conclusion and Future Steps

This report details the processes undertaken by the Probation Services Task Force that
set out to investigate where probation has been, where it is now, and where it should be.
It sets out key findings about the prominent role probation plays in the criminal and
juvenile justice system and highlights the ways in which the system itself does not
adequately support probation departments in carrying out their critical role.

The task force was charged with assessing the programs, services, organizational
structures, and funding related to probation services provided by counties to the courts,
probationers, and the public and with formulating findings and making policy
recommendations to the Judicial Council, CSAC, the Legislature, and the Governor
following this assessment. Specifically, the task force charge included all of the following:

= |dentifying and evaluating practices and options for funding probation services;

= |dentifying the nature and scope of probation services provided by counties to the
courts, probationers, and the general public;

= |dentifying and evaluating practices and options for the appointment and
accountability of the CPO;

= ldentifying and evaluating various organizational structures for adult and juvenile
probation services;

= |dentifying and evaluating practices of other jurisdictions with regard to the range
and level of probation services, organizational structure, and funding; and

= |dentifying the appropriate relationship between probation and the courts as it
relates to court services and alternatives for achieving the preferred outcome.

The task force has made great strides toward addressing this broad charge. It has
conducted extensive outreach efforts, including a detailed survey and stakeholder
roundtable discussions; identified core areas of concern; advanced key findings; and
developed recommendations that are proposed for implementation now and in the future.
Central findings and recommendations of the task force are based on its view that
collaboration, cooperation, and education are key to the provision of quality services.

Among the most enriching and educational aspects of the task force's effort were the
outreach sessions conducted primarily in 2000 and 2001, during the first 12 months of
the task force examination. As noted in section |, the task force conducted numerous
information gathering efforts ranging from discussion sessions with stakeholders to
probation surveys and site visits. While the task force's three-year study represents
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perhaps the most comprehensive examination of California’s probation system in recent
memory, the task force was limited—given fiscal constraints and the sheer time
necessary to examine the many complex issues connected to this effort—in its ability to
fully develop a comprehensive picture of probation in California. As the task force
struggled to develop a new model for probation in California, it became clear that further
information beyond the scope and capacity of the task force was needed. Continued
collaborative and individual efforts by the counties, courts, and probation are necessary
to examine, craft and implement an enhanced viable model for probation.

PROPOSED RESEARCH PROJECTS

To assist future efforts and build on the extensive knowledge and information compiled
these past three years, the task force has developed the following four-phase research
agenda to more fully answer the question, “What is probation?"*>®

Baseline Information on the Roles of Probation Officers and the
Services Provided by Probation Departments

No consistent, statewide information base exists that details the role of probation officers
or the range of services provided by probation departments, including services provided
in correctional facilities. More complete information needs to be gathered and analyzed to
assess the following:

= How resources are being used,;

=  Whether mandates are being met;

=  Which services constitute core probation services; and

= The impact, on finances, staff, and programs, of any changes to the structure of
probation services in California.

PHASE 1. Statewide Study: Function, Services, Mandates, and Funding

Phase 1 of the research project contemplates a statewide study of probation
departments, including surveys, to quantify all of the following:

= The roles and functions provided by probation officers and other service
providers;

= The number and proportion of probation officers in each functional category at
the local level and statewide;

= The range of youth and adult services provided by probation departments;
= The population served in each category;

= The mandates met by programs and services;

153 Appendix J contains a document describing the various research functions and resources

referenced below.
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= The resources, including staff, project costs, and facilities, required to operate
programs and services; and

= The levels and sources of funding for programs and services.

This project would survey the CPO in each county. The survey instrument would be
developed through working groups that would include the participation of courts,
counties, probation, and other stakeholders. The results would be used to quantify the
range of service models in the state; assess the administrative and fiscal impact of
changes in probation services; and provide a research baseline for future studies of
probation officer workload, probation service models, and caseflow.

In addition to the survey of CPOs, each probation department will be asked to provide
financial information, including departmental budgets, expenditures from the prior fiscal
year, and revenue information that would account for indirect or other costs not readily
identifiable in the department’s budget.

Practices in Assessment and Classification

Assessment and classification of offenders should be consistent and in accordance with
current research and best practices. Probation service providers need access to current
research in assessment. They should also receive technical assistance in the
development of assessment and classification tools and in validation of these tools for the
target population.

PHASE 2. Examination of Research and Practice: Assessment and Classification
of Offenders

The phase 2 research project would seek to synthesize current research and practice in
the assessment and classification of offenders. The inventory of probation services
described in the phase 1 project would help identify services or populations where
assessment and classification tools are most needed. This project would entail the
following:

= Literature review;

= Nationwide appraisal and collection of assessment and classification practices
and instruments;

= Release of findings through research reports, conferences, and training; and

= A long-range effort to develop statewide standards in assessment and
classification.
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Practices in Evaluation

A range of evaluation practices exists in probation services. Grant-funded programs are
often evaluated, some with a high level of consistency in methodology and dissemination
of results. Programs not funded by grants are often not evaluated. When rigorous
evaluations have been performed, the results are often not accessible to practitioners.
Decisions to implement programs are often made without use of relevant information on
the effectiveness of the program model.

PHASE 3A. Analysis and Classification of Program Evaluations

Phase 3A of the research project would synthesize existing evaluations of programs for
use by CPOs, judicial officers, and policy makers and would include summaries of
literature and assessment of the relevance of programs to California populations and
conditions. The results of this process would be categorized by major service area and
made available to probation departments.

PHASE 3B. Technical Assistance in Evaluation Design and Implementation

In phase 3B, probation departments would receive technical assistance in evaluation
design and implementation, through training, consultation, and model evaluations of
selected programs.

The Population of Juvenile and Adult Probation

Very little consistent, statewide information is available on the demographics, needs, or
perspectives of youth and adults in probation in California. Without this information, it is
impossible to assess whether probation has changed to meet changes in the population
(such as growth in the numbers of female offenders, offenders with children, and non-
English speaking offenders). It is also difficult to identify which populations, whether
characterized by offense or by demographics, are receiving which services. Without
knowing the population served, it is difficult to assess whether services provided are
properly targeted or whether some groups are disproportionately served. Having
consistent information on probationers also enhances accountability to the community.
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PHASE 4. Probation Population Census

Phase 4 of the research project would build upon the survey of probation services and
programs collected in phase 1. That information would be used to develop a census or
shapshot of the probation population that would detail such factors as demographics,
education, employment and income, prior experience in the juvenile justice or adult
criminal justice system, services received, and perceptions of probation service. The
gathered data would serve as a rich source of information for use in assessing the
current status and future of probation. A statewide population survey would require
considerably more resources and support from stakeholders than the administrative
survey described in phase 1 and ought to be considered a long-range goal.

CONCLUSION

The task force believes that through further study and continued commitment of
interested stakeholders, improved probation services and governance for the benefit of
all Californians will be achieved. The task force encourages continued collaborative and
individual efforts by the counties, courts, and probation to examine, craft, and implement
an enhanced model for probation. During the almost three years of study examining the
history and practices of probation in California, task force members, faced with a
daunting charge, worked together with respect, dedication, and enthusiasm and with a
commitment to improve and enhance the probation system for communities, courts,
victims, and probationers. The task force recommends, when appropriate, that an
advisory group be formed to continue this effort.
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SECTION VII

Recommendations

The Probation Services Task Force makes the following specific recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION 1: Probation departments must have stable and adequate funding to
protect the public and ensure offender accountability and rehabilitation.

RECOMMENDATION 2: California should develop a new approach to probation governance
that conforms to the five fundamental principles developed by the Probation Services
Task Force.

RECOMMENDATION 3: Probation standards and guidelines should be developed and
maintained to enhance the delivery of services to courts, communities, victims, and
probationers.

RECOMMENDATION 4: Probation departments should develop and annually review mission
statements with clearly defined goals and objectives.

RECOMMENDATION 5: Probation departments should incorporate measurable outcomes in
developing goals and objectives.

RECOMMENDATION 6: Probation departments should develop a common statewide
language to facilitate communication, delivery of services, and comparisons across
jurisdictions.

RECOMMENDATION 7: Probation technology resources should be maximized and
augmented to enhance statewide communication and improve operational systems,
resource allocation, and capacity for evaluation.

RECOMMENDATION 8: Probation departments should develop assessment and
classification systems and tools as part of an effective case management strategy.

RECOMMENDATION 9: Probation departments should establish a graduated continuum of
services and sanctions to respond to the needs of each offender.

RECOMMENDATION 10: Prevention and early intervention efforts in appropriate cases
should be an essential component of effective and meaningful probation services.
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RECOMMENDATION 11: Courts and counties should develop and implement partnerships
and work collaboratively to ensure appropriate levels of services for adult and juvenile
offenders.

RECOMMENDATION 12: Probation departments should adopt workload standards rather
than caseload ratios.

RECOMMENDATION 13: Probation departments should work with courts, schools, parents,
and education agencies to ensure that adult and juvenile probationers are provided with
appropriate general, special, and vocational educational services.

RECOMMENDATION 14: Juvenile detention reforms should be developed and implemented
to ensure that juveniles are appropriately detained and to reduce overcrowding in
detention facilities.

RECOMMENDATION 15: Probation departments should consider an approach to probation
that balances offender accountability, victim restoration, competency development, and
community collaboration.

RECOMMENDATION 16: In conjunction with any change to the probation model in
California, a change in name for probation should be considered to better reflect
probation’s function and status.

RECOMMENDATION 17: Counties and the branches of state government should establish a
body tasked with developing a specific long-term reform model for probation and an
implementation plan.
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PROBATION SERVICES
TASK FORCE

Biographical Information

Hon. Patricia Bamattre-Manoukian, Chair
Associate Justice of the Court of Appeal, Sixth Appellate District

Justice Patricia Bamattre-Manoukian has served as an associate justice of the Sixth
Appellate District since 1989. From 1988 to 1989, she was a superior court judge in
Santa Clara County, where she served as the family law supervising judge in 1989. From
1983 to 1988, she served as a municipal court judge in Santa Clara County and Orange
County. Prior to joining the bench, she was employed as a deputy district attorney in
Orange County.

Justice Bamattre-Manoukian has served on the Judicial Council, the Appellate Court
Security Committee, the Appellate Advisory Committee, the Blue Ribbon Commission on
Jury Improvement, the Center for Judicial Education and Research (CJER) Governing
Committee, the American Inns of Court, and other Judicial Council committees and
California Judges Association committees. She is involved in judicial and legal education
programs. She has taught and lectured at the California Judicial College, Santa Clara
Law School, Stanford Law School, Santa Clara Bar Association programs, and CJER
institutes. She has participated in school and community programs and has judged moot
court competitions at the high school level and at Santa Clara University Law School and
Monterey College of Law.

Justice Bamattre-Manoukian is the recipient of the California Judges Association Bernard
E. Jefferson Award (1995), the St. Thomas More Award (1992), and the Orange County
Narcotics Officers Association Judge of the Year Award (1985). She received a Ph.D. in
public administration from the University of Southern California, a law degree from Loyola
Law School, a master’'s degree in public administration from the University of Southern
California, and a bachelor of arts degree from the University of California at Los Angeles.



Hon. Juan Arambula

Supervisor, Fresno County

Served on the task force August 29, 2000—February 23, 2001. Position filled by
Supervisor Ronn Dominici.

Juan Arambula is the chair of the board of supervisors in Fresno County. He has served
on the board of supervisors since his election in 1997. During his term as supervisor, he
has been a member of the California State Association of Counties Board of Directors.
Prior to that, he served on the board of trustees of the Fresno Unified School District,
from 1987 to 1996, serving as president in 1990 and 1994. Supervisor Arambula is
involved in numerous community and charitable activities, including the Fresno County
Local Agency Formation Commission, the Fresno County Workforce Development Board,
and the Fresno County Access to Justice Taskforce.

Supervisor Arambula is a graduate of Harvard University, with high honors in
comparative literature. In addition, he received a master’s degree in administration and
policy analysis from Stanford University and a law degree from the University of
California, Berkeley.

Hon. Irma J. Brown

Judge of the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles

Served on the task force January 1, 2002—present. Filled position vacated by Judge Terry
Friedman.

Irma J. Brown has been a superior court judge with the juvenile division since January
2000 and is currently assigned to juvenile delinquency. Prior to that, she served as a
municipal court judge, following her appointment by Gov. Deukmejian in 1986, and held
the position of commissioner from 1982 to 1986. Judge Brown has handled every level of
municipal court assignment at the courthouse, from traffic court to felony preliminary
hearings, and has served as both presiding and supervising judge. In addition, Judge
Brown is a past board member of the California Judges Association and secretary of the
former Municipal Court Judges Association and has served as a special master for the
California Supreme Court in disciplinary hearings. Judge Brown served as chair of the
governing committee of the Center for Judicial Education and Research (CJER) during
2000-2001 and in that capacity served as liaison to the Family and Juvenile Law
Advisory Committee and the Probation Services Task Force. She has also taught classes
on fairness and ethics for CJER and conducted orientations for new judges. Judge Brown
is a graduate of Loyola Law School and Marymount College. She has been honored by
state, local, and community organizations.



Hon. Denny Bungarz
Supervisor, Glenn County

Denny Bungarz was elected to the Glenn County Board of Supervisors for a four-year
term in November 1994; he was re-elected, unopposed, in June 1998 and in March 2002.
He served as chair of the board from January 1999 to January 2000 and is serving as
chair of the board in 2003. Prior to his election to the county board of supervisors, he
served on the Willows City Council and as mayor of Willows from April 1990 to March
1991. Supervisor Bungarz retired from the U.S. Forest Service in 1989, after 36 years of
government service. From 1978 until his retirement, he was the forest fire management
officer for the Mendocino National Forest, where he was responsible for fire, law
enforcement, and electronic communications. His entire Forest Service career was spent
in California, in the Shasta-Trinity, Six Rivers, Plumas, Los Padres, and Mendocino
National Forests.

Supervisor Bungarz is a past chair of the Sacramento River Conservation Area Board of
Directors; the current chair of the Northern California Emergency Medical Services Board
of Directors; and a member of the State Board of Fire Services, appointed by Governor
Pete Wilson in September 1995 and again in 1998. He also serves on numerous boards
and commissions.

Hon. Patricia Clarke

Supervisor, Shasta County

Served on the task force June 12, 2001—present. Filled position vacated by Supervisor
Barbara Mclver.

Patricia “Trish” Clarke of Anderson has been a Shasta County supervisor since 1991
having been re-elected in 2001 for a fourth four-year term. She currently is the chair of
the board of supervisors, having previously served in this position in 1993 and 1998. She
chaired the executive board of the California Association of Local Agency Formation
Commissions (CALAFCo) in 1998 and 1999 and was chair of the Shasta County LAFCo
from 1997 until 2001. She was a member of the Commission on Local Governance for
the 21st Century (1998-2000), appointed by Governor Pete Wilson. From 1985 to 1990,
she was a planning commissioner and member of the city council, served as the mayor of
the city of Anderson (1989-1990), and served as chair of the Anderson Fire Protection
District.

Supervisor Clarke is a member of many civic and nonprofit organizations, including
California Women in Timber, Shasta County Cattlewomen, Soroptimists International,
and the Anderson Women's Improvement Club. She is a current member and past-
president of the Anderson Chamber of Commerce. She chaired the California State
Association of Counties Administration of Justice Policy Committee for three years, from
January 2000 to January 2003.



Mr. Alan M. Crogan
Chief Probation Officer, San Diego County

The San Diego County Board of Supervisors appointed Alan M. Crogan with full
concurrence of the superior court to the position of chief probation officer for the County
of San Diego in November 1993. Mr. Crogan has more than 34 years of experience in
community corrections. He served 4 years on the Youthful Offender Parole Board and 8
years as the chief probation officer of Santa Barbara County. Governor George
Deukmejian twice appointed him to the Board of Corrections, where he served for 5
years.

Mr. Crogan has been actively involved with the Chief Probation Officers of California
Association for over 18 years, including serving on the legislative committee as vice-chair
and chair. He also chaired the legislative committee of the San Diego County Criminal
Justice Council. He has been instrumental in writing successful legislation to fund capital
improvements for juvenile correctional facilities. Former Governor Pete Wilson appointed
Mr. Crogan to the Office of Criminal Justice Planning, Strategic Action Group, and Mr.
Crogan currently serves as past president of the Chief Probation Officers of California.

Mr. William H. Davidson
Chief Probation Officer, Merced County

William “Bill” H. Davidson began his career in probation in 1970. He has served as a
deputy probation officer, supervising probation officer, facility superintendent, and
assistant chief probation officer. He was appointed as chief probation officer for Merced
County in August 1996.

Mr. Davidson has served on both local and state committees dealing with juvenile justice
matters as they relate to probation operations. He has a B.A. in psychology from
California State University at Sonoma and an M.S. in administration of justice from
California State University at Fresno.



Hon. Ronn Dominici

Supervisor, Madera County

Served on the task force April 30, 2001—present. Filled position vacated by Supervisor
Juan Arambula.

Ronn Dominici serves on the Madera County Board of Supervisors and is a member of
numerous committees, including the Mentally Il Offender Crime Reduction Strategy
Committee, the Workforce Development Council, the Interagency Children and Youth
Council, and the California State Association of Counties’ Administration of Justice Policy
Committee. In January 2000, he retired from the California Highway Patrol after more
than 32 years of service, during which he held many specialized positions as an officer.
Supervisor Dominici organized Madera County’s Sober Graduation Program and chaired
it for 10 years. He served for 15 years as liaison among allied agencies including law
enforcement, probation, courts, and the district attorney. He was named Lawman of the
Year in 1980, 1985, 1999, and 2000 by the Exchange Club, the Veterans of Foreign
Wars, and the American Legion and was named Man of the Year for 1977 by the Young
Men'’s Institute.

Supervisor Dominici continues to be involved in community and civic organizations. He
currently is a member of the California Association of Highway Patrolmen and the
Madera Elks Lodge; chairs the Madera Breakfast Lions Eye Foundation; and is treasurer
of the Tri-County Youth Football League, for which he served as commissioner for 21
years. He is a life-long resident of Madera County; is married; and has three adult
children, four adult stepchildren, and seven grandchildren.

Hon. Terry Friedman

Judge of the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles

Served on the task force August 29, 2000— December 31, 2001. Position filled by Judge
Irma J. Brown.

Since his election in 1994, Terry Friedman has been a superior court judge working in the
juvenile court through 2001, where he served as presiding judge for two years. He was a
member of the California State Assembly from 1986 to 1994, sitting on a wide variety of
committees and authoring 75 new laws. He has been widely published and has a great
deal of teaching experience.

Judge Friedman has been active on numerous committees and has received many
awards, among them the Public Service Award for Excellence from the University of
California at Los Angeles Alumni Association, the President's Award from the Western
Center on Law and Poverty, and the Wilmont Sweeney Juvenile Court Judge of the Year
award from the Juvenile Court Judges of California, a section of the California Judges
Association.



Ms. Sheila Gonzalez
Regional Administrative Director, Judicial Council of California, Administrative
Office of the Courts, Southern Regional Office

Sheila Gonzalez is the regional administrative director of the Judicial Council of
California, Administrative Office of the Courts, Southern Regional Office. Prior to her
appointment to the AOC, Ms. Gonzalez was the executive officer and clerk of the
Superior Court of California, County of Ventura.

Ms. Gonzalez has served as a member of a number of statewide committees, including
the Judicial Council's Trial Court Budget Commission; Probation Services Task Force;
Court Executives Advisory Committee, which she chaired for two years; Attorney
General's Criminal Justice Advisory Committee; California Criminal Justice Integration
Subcommittee, which she chaired; NACM/COSCA Joint Technology Committee; and
National Task Force on Court Automation and Integration (SEARCH). She serves as the
chair of the Oversight Committee for the California Court Case Management System.

On November 2001, Ms. Gonzalez was inducted into the Warren E. Burger Society for
demonstrating the highest commitment to improving the administration of justice through
extraordinary contributions of service and support to the National Center for State Courts.

Ms. Gonzalez has also been the recipient of the following honors: the 1999 Ernest C.
Friesen Award of Excellence from the Justice Management Institute for her vision,
leadership, and sustained commitment to the achievement of excellence in the
administration of justice; the 1997 Award of Merit from the National Association for Court
Management; the 1995 Judicial Council Distinguished Service Award for contributions to
and leadership in the profession of judicial administration; and the 1993 Warren E. Burger
Award presented by the National Center for State Courts for outstanding achievements in
the field of court administration.

She served as president of the National Association for Court Management from 1994—
1995 and president of the Association of Municipal Court Clerks of California in 1987.

Ms. Gonzalez formerly served as an advisory member of the Judicial Council of
California, co-chair of the Judicial Council’s Court Technology Task Force, a member of
the Judicial Council’s Commission on the Future of the Courts, a member of the Judicial
Council Standing Advisory Committee on Technology, and an advisory member of the
Trial Court Budgeting Committee.



She has been a member of the faculty at the National Judicial College, Reno, Nevada;
the Institute for Court Management; the Center for Judicial Education and Research; the
National Association for Court Management; and the California State Bar; and she
formerly served on the board of directors of the National Center for State Courts.

Hon. Steven E. Jahr

Judge of the Superior Court of California, County of Shasta

Served on the task force January 1, 2002—present. Filled position vacated by Judge
William Lebov.

Steven E. Jahr was appointed to the bench in 1986 and has served as a superior court
judge since 1991. He was presiding judge for Shasta County in both the municipal and
superior courts. He has been a member of the Judicial Council, chairing its internal Rules
and Projects Committee and serving on the Litigation Committee. As both member and
chair, Judge Jahr has served on Judicial Council working groups and advisory
committees implementing trial court funding. Judge Jahr is active in judicial education as
a faculty member for the Center for Judicial Education and Research (CJER) and
Continuing Judicial Studies Program (CJSP). In 1997, the Judicial Council awarded
Judge Jahr the Jurist of the Year award.

Mr. Bryce Johnson

Probation Officer, Mariposa County

Served on the task force August 29, 2000—-December 31, 2001. Position filled by Mr. Paul
Nicolosi.

Bryce Johnson has been a probation officer in Mariposa County for 16 years. He
currently supervises a caseload of drug offenders and operates the drug court. He enjoys
being both a court officer and field deputy in this position. He has been active in the
D.A.R.E. program and is a member of State Coalition of Probation Organizations.

Mr. Johnson received a B.S. in psychology from Brigham Young University, where he
played football. Upon graduation, he joined the U.S. Marine Corps and was
commissioned a second lieutenant. Most of his military training involved desert warfare
exercises at the Marine Corps base in Twenty-Nine Palms, California. After achieving the
rank of captain, he left the Marines to pursue other interests.

Mr. Johnson is married and has two daughters. He enjoys sports and outdoor pursuits,
including kayaking, running, and backpacking.



Mr. Michael D. Johnson
County Administrative Officer, Solano County

Michael D. Johnson has served as county administrative officer (CAO) of Solano County
since 1992. He provides day-to-day management and program oversight for all county
operations under the policy direction established by the board of supervisors. He is
responsible for the development of the county budget, which for fiscal year 2002—-2003 is
approximately $587 million, with a workforce of 3,200 employees. As CAO, he is also
responsible for the hiring, evaluation, and discharging of appointed department heads
and the coordination of the board of supervisors’ weekly agenda. Mr. Johnson has
chaired the CAO Administration of Justice Committee since 1997. He has represented
the CAO Association on the Joint Court-County Working Group on Trial Court Funding,
1999-2001; on security issues with the Judicial Council and the California State Sheriff's
Association, 1999-2001; and on the Trial Court Budget Commission and Budget
Evaluation and Appeals Committee, 1995-1997. From 1987 to 1992, he served as chief
executive officer of Shasta County. In that capacity, he acted as the agent of the board of
supervisors in all county administrative and fiscal matters, which included supervision of
all appointed department heads, direction of the day-to-day operations of county
government, coordination of the weekly board of supervisors agenda process, and
preparation of the county’s budget.

Mr. Philip Kader
Probation Services Manager, Fresno County

Philip Kader has been a probation officer for 19 years, working in all facets of probation,
as well as spending 2 years as a group counselor in the county juvenile hall. His areas of
expertise include juvenile crime prevention, grant procurement, balanced and restorative
justice, and collaborative projects. He is a consultant member of the core planning group
for the Judicial Council’s Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee delinquency
conference and in that capacity has helped plan three major conferences.

Mr. Kader held the position of deputy probation officer from 1984 to 1997. While working
as a probation services manager (beginning in 1997), Mr. Kader managed the Juvenile
Division Community Connections Unit. As a member of the Peace Officers Safety
Training Commission’s Youth Violence Subcommittee, he helped produce a
teleconference and a handbook. He is the administrator of the Fresno County Probation
Department’s Juvenile Crime Prevention Services Unit. He currently manages the Youth
Challenge Community Program and the Students Targeted with Opportunities for
Prevention Program, which are school/community-based crime prevention projects for at-
risk youth. Mr. Kader remains as the department’s restorative justice coordinator and is
the co-author of the “Fresno Framework” and has conducted presentations on that



subject and on juvenile justice issues at statewide and national conferences. He is a
graduate of the University of California at Santa Barbara and is an adjunct instructor at
Fresno Community College.

Hon. William S. Lebov

Judge of the Superior Court of California, County of Yolo

Served on the task force August 29, 2000— December 31, 2001. Position filled by Judge
Steven E. Jahr.

William S. Lebov was the senior judge at the Superior Court of Yolo County in Woodland
until his retirement in February 2003. He began his tenure with the court in December
1982, when he was appointed to the Yolo Municipal Court; he was elevated to the
superior court in 1998. In 1975, he was appointed as a deputy district attorney for Yolo
County, where he worked until his appointment to the bench. Prior to that, he was an
assistant public defender for Yolo County.

Throughout his career, Judge Lebov has served on statewide and local committees. He
has been actively involved in continuing education for judges from rural counties, and he
recently completed a term as chair of the Cow Counties Judges Association. Over the
years, he has served on several Judicial Council committees, including the Trial Court
Funding Committee in 1991 and the Trial Court Presiding Judges Advisory Committee in
1997. He is currently a member of the Rural Courts Education Committee, the Criminal
Law Advisory Committee, and the Probation Services Task Force.

Judge Lebov was born in Bridgeport, Connecticut, and graduated from Bucknell
University in Lewisburg, Pennsylvania, with a B.A. in psychology. He received his J.D.
degree from Willamette University College of Law in Salem, Oregon.

Mr. Bill Mahoney
Assistant County Executive Officer, Orange County

Bill Mahoney is assistant county executive officer in charge of strategic and
intergovernmental affairs for the County of Orange. For 25 years, he was a sole
practitioner specializing in general business and estate planning law in the Orange
County area. He graduated from Western State University College of Law.

Mr. Mahoney was elected to the city council of La Habra in 1982, where he served for 12
years in various capacities, including mayor for three terms. His peers in the Orange
County League of California Cities elected him as one of the original board members of
the then-newly formed Orange County Transportation Authority. During his 9-year tenure
on the board of directors of the Orange County Sanitation Districts, he was elected chair



for three terms. In addition, during his service as an elected official, Mr. Mahoney served
on various city and county boards and commissions. He also serves as a member of the
Orange County Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council.

Hon. Kevin M. McCarthy
Judge of the Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco

Kevin M. McCarthy is a member of the Judicial Council’s Criminal Law Advisory
Committee and has served as a member on the planning committees for the Center for
Judicial Education and Research (CJER) Criminal Law and Juvenile Law Institutes. He is
a member of the Ethics Committee of the California Judges Association, the Qualifying
Ethics Education Committee, and the Qualifying Ethics Training faculty.

Judge McCarthy has taught in numerous CJER programs and is an adjunct professor at
Hastings College of Law, teaching first-year criminal law as well as trial advocacy. His
judicial assignments have included adult criminal, juvenile delinquency, and unlimited civil
trials. Prior to taking the bench, he was a deputy public defender in Alameda County.

Hon. Barbara Mclver

Supervisor, Tehama County

Served on the task force August 29, 2000—May 30, 2001. Position filled by Supervisor
Patricia Clarke.

Barbara Mclver was elected to the Tehama County Board of Supervisors, District One, in
1992. Supervisor Mclver has served as the Tehama County representative on the
California State Association of Counties (CSAC) Board of Directors since 1994, as the
chair of the CSAC Administration of Justice Policy Committee for two years, and as a
member of the Board of Corrections Executive Steering Committee for Challenge Grants.
Supervisor Mclver is a member of the National Association of Counties' Justice and
Public Safety Steering Committee, as well as a number of other committees as a member
of the board of supervisors.

Mr. Ralph Miller
President, Los Angeles County Probation Union

Ralph Miller has served as a deputy probation officer in Los Angeles County for the past
25 years. He is currently the president of American Federation of State, County, and
Municipal Employees Local 685, where he represents more than 3,500 union members.
He is a delegate of the Los Angeles County Federation of Labor, which services over 535
local unions; a member of the Coalition of Black Trade Unionists, the Asian Pacific
Alliance, the Mexican American Corrections Association, the Asian Pacific Probation
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Association, and the Black Employee Association; and a board member of the Los
Angeles Labor Management Advisory Committee, and a member of the AFSCME
International Judicial Panel. Mr. Miller is treasurer of the Coalition County Union
Members and a member of the board of directors of the California Coalition of Law
Enforcement Association, the Southern California Alliance of Law Enforcement, and the
Los Angeles County Organization of Police and Sheriffs.

Hon. Mike Nevin

Supervisor, San Mateo County

Served on the task force August 29, 2000—-December 31, 2001. Position filled by
Supervisor John Tavaglione.

Michael Nevin was elected to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors in 1992. From
1989 to 1992, he served on the Criminal Justice Council of San Mateo County and on its
Narcotics Task Force. He was elected to the Daly City Council in 1982 and served as
mayor of Daly City in 1984 and 1989. During his term as mayor in 1984, Daly City was
recognized as an outstanding city by the U.S. Conference of Mayors. Through that
conference, Supervisor Nevin introduced the Economic Development Program to Daly
City. He served as a member of the Daly City Planning Commission from 1979 to 1982
and also served as chair during a portion of that time.

Supervisor Nevin attended San Francisco City College and the University of San
Francisco and joined the San Francisco Police Department in 1965. He spent 27 years in
the police department and held the rank of inspector. He has been married to his wife
Kathleen for 34 years, and they have three adult children: Mike, Jr., Michelle, and Tim.

Mr. Paul Nicolosi

Deputy Probation Officer Il

Contra Costa County

Served on the task force June 11, 2003—present. Filled position vacated by Mr. Bryce
Johnson.

Mr. Nicolosi has been a probation officer with the Contra Costa County Probation
Department since January of 1994 after serving as a temporary probation counselor in
the Juvenile Hall. He has been a deputy probation officer Il since October 1996. He
started in the adult felony investigations unit but quickly transferred to the Orin Allen
Youth Rehabilitation Facility as the probation officer in charge of aftercare program as
part of a Safe Futures grant.
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Hon. Frank J. Ochoa
Judge of the Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara

Frank J. Ochoa was elected to the Santa Barbara Superior Court in 1996. He has
handled all court assignments, including criminal, juvenile, and civil, and he started two
adult drug courts and two juvenile drug courts in Santa Barbara. Judge Ochoa served as
presiding judge of the court from 1998 to 2001, managing the court through the
unification process. From 1983 to 1996, he sat on the Santa Barbara Municipal Court. He
has served as judge pro tem for the California Court of Appeal. Prior to his appointment
to the bench, he was the directing attorney for the Yolo County Law Office of Legal
Services of Northern California and executive director of Santa Barbara County Legal
Aid.

Judge Ochoa served on the Judicial Council's Trial Court Budget Commission and its
Presiding Judges Advisory Committee. He was a member of the Transitional Executive
Committee of the Trial Court Presiding Judges Advisory Committee. He is a Probation
Services Task Force liaison to the Judicial Council's Proposition 36 Implementation
Workgroup.

Judge Ochoa is a former president of the board of directors of the Santa Barbara and
Ventura Colleges of Law and has taught legal process, statutory law, and legal ethics at
the Santa Barbara campus. He has served on the executive board of the California
Judges Association (CJA) and as chair of the CJA Court Administration Committee. He
served a term on the executive board of the Juvenile Court Judges of California and was
a team captain on its Legislative Review Committee.

Judge Ochoa received the Santa Barbara County Bar Association's Judicial Service
Award in 1999. He was honored in 2000 as a University of California at Davis School of
Law Distinguished Graduate and as the Southern California Mediation Association's
Judge of the Year.

Judge Ochoa is an eighth-generation Californian. He earned degrees in English and
history at the University of California at Santa Barbara and graduated from the University
of California at Davis School of Law.
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Mr. John P. Rhoads

Chief Probation Officer, Santa Cruz County

Served on the task force August 29, 2000—-August 1, 2002. Position filled by Mr. John
Wardell.

John P. Rhoads served as the chief probation officer of Santa Cruz County until his
retirement in August 2002 and has been involved in probation services for more than 30
years. He has served as a probation officer in both Santa Cruz and Sacramento counties
and as the manager of juvenile facilities. Mr. Rhoads is active in the Chief Probation
Officers of California Association. He is a current member of the Judicial Council’'s Family
and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee. Mr. Rhoads is a licensed marriage, family, and
child counselor.

Mr. Michael M. Roddy
Regional Administrative Director, Judicial Council of California, Administrative
Office of the Courts, Northern/Central California Regional Office

Before assuming his current position as a regional administrative director of the
Administrative Office of the Courts, Michael M. Roddy served as court executive officer of
the Superior Court of Sacramento County. He previously served as the assistant
executive officer over court operations for the San Diego County Superior Court after
beginning his court career in 1980 with the Los Angeles Superior Court.

Mr. Roddy was a member of the Judicial Council's Court Technology Advisory
Committee, Court Security Work Group, and Court Executives Advisory Committee and
is a past president of the California Association for Trial Court Administrators. He was
also a member of the Blue Ribbon Commission on Jury System Improvement, chairing
the Juror Pool, Treatment, and Management Subcommittee and the Trial Court Budget
Commission.

Mr. Roddy received his bachelor’s degree from the University of California at Los Angeles
in 1980 and his master's degree in judicial administration from the University of Southern
California.
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Hon. John Tavaglione

Supervisor, Riverside County

Served on the task force January 1, 2002—present. Filled position vacated by Supervisor
Mike Nevin.

John Tavaglione was elected to represent the Second Supervisorial District on November
7, 1994, and was sworn into office on January 3, 1995. The Second District includes the
unincorporated communities of Coronita, El Cerrito, Home Gardens, and Jurupa Valley
and the cities of Corona, Norco, and the western half of Riverside. Supervisor Tavaglione
is currently in his ninth year of office and has run unopposed in the last two elections.

Supervisor Tavaglione currently serves as chairman of the board of supervisors, and in
2002, was chair of the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC). He is in his
ninth year as a member of Riverside County’s Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) and in 1999 served as chair. In January 2002, he was appointed to the Inland
Empire Health Plan (IEHP), an agency that serves the Medical and Healthy Families
populations in the Riverside/San Bernardino County Region. Supervisor Tavaglione is
also a member of the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) Board of Directors. Supervisor
Tavaglione currently serves as treasurer of the California State Association of Counties
(CSAC) and is a member of the CSAC Executive Committee. He was recently appointed
by CSAC as one of three California county supervisors to the board of directors of the
National Association of Counties (NACO).

Supervisor Tavaglione is a fourth-generation resident of Riverside County and has spent
much of his life dedicated to the Inland Empire Region. Prior to his election to the board
of supervisors, he served on the Riverside City Council and was a member of the
Riverside Public Utilities Commission. His professional career spanned nearly 25 years
as a commercial real estate executive. Supervisor Tavaglione received his bachelor’s
degree in business administration from California Baptist College.

As a member of the board of supervisors, he has been credited for his leadership in
regional transportation issues and community and economic development and for his
strong fiscal and organizational management. Supervisor Tavaglione is dedicated to
improving the economic and social future for the residents of Riverside County and the
Inland Empire Region.
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As an advocate for youth, Supervisor Tavaglione is a strong supporter of collaborative
programs that provide educational and growth opportunities for the county’s youth
population. He is a board member and past president of the Southern California Dollars
for Scholars Governing Board. He and his wife, Jan, proudly host an annual fundraiser
where all proceeds go toward scholarships for graduating seniors in his district.

Supervisor Tavaglione and his wife have two children, Heidi and Chris, and a daughter-
in-law, Jennifer. He and his wife reside in Riverside with their two cats, Max and Lucy.
His hobbies are woodworking, singing, playing guitar, recording in his home studio, and
spending time with his family.

Mr. John Wardell

Chief Probation Officer, Butte County

Served on the task force August 14, 2002—present. Filled position vacated by Mr. John
Rhoads.

John Wardell was recently appointed as chief probation officer for Butte County after
serving as chief probation officer for Nevada County since 1997. He began his career in
1982 as a juvenile hall counselor and progressed to supervising probation officer in 1989
with Butte County. In his 15 years of service to Butte County, Mr. Wardell worked in every
area of probation, including adult and juvenile intake and supervision units, specialized
drug units, specialized domestic violence units, and victim/witness and work furlough
programs out of the county jail. Over the past 20 years, Mr. Wardell has served on
numerous committees at both the state and local levels. He has co-authored language for
legislative bills at both the state and federal levels, representing those bills in
Sacramento. He is currently a member of the Chief Probation Officers of California
(CPOC) where he chairs a committee dealing with the arming of probation officers and
serves on the Federal Funding Committee.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CALIFORNIA
SIX COUNTY PROBATION SITES

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The Judicial Council of California, Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC),
contracted with Alan M. Schuman, Corrections Management Consultant, to describe the
operations of six county probation departments. The counties were selected by the AOC
and are Fresno, Glenn, Los Angeles, Placer, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz. Reports were
prepared for each of these counties. The datain the reports will provide background
information for the newly appointed Probation Services Task Force. The primary
purpose of the task force is to assess programs, services, organizational structures, and
funding related to probation services provided by counties to the courts, and to report its

findings and recommendations to the Judicial Council, the Governor, and the Legislature.

REPORT PREPARATION PROCESS

On-site interviews were held in the six selected counties. In preparation for the
interviews, the consultant developed an 18-category set of questions. During an
orientation meeting held in San Francisco on July 6, 2000, these categories and the
specific questions related to each were reviewed jointly by the AOC, the judiciary,
county supervisors, and probation department representatives from each of the six
counties. The questionnaire was finalized, and the same questions were used for all on-

site visits.

It was determined that seven stakeholder groups would provide a comprehensive view of
probation. Theseincluded the judiciary and court administration, senior probation officer

staff, first-line supervisors and line staff, county supervisors or their representatives,



prosecutors and defense bar, county community services agencies, and private

community services agencies.

The interview process separated juvenile and adult services, and interview sessions were
held for each. With the exception of senior probation managers and the county
supervisor’ s representatives who were interviewed about both, the seven stakeholder

groups addressed questions specific to either juvenile or adult services.

The design for on-site visits included one day for Glenn County because of the small
department size, two days each for Fresno, Placer, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz counties,

and four daysfor Los Angeles County.

The on-site interviews began July 17, 2000, and were completed on August 18, 2000.
Interviews with each stakeholder group ranged in length from one to two hours. There
were 65 separate groups interviewed, which included atotal of 283 stakeholders.
Everyone involved was selected by the local sites to represent a cross-section of the

departments or agencies involved.

Each of the counties made advanced preparation prior to the on-site interviews. Their
written reports addressed the 18 categories of questions. Special recognition is made of
the probation staff who prepared the written documents. The reports to the AOC could
not have been completed in the alotted time frame without the contributions of the local
staff. In amost every case, on-site cooperation was outstanding and professional.

The project’ s restricted time frame did not permit follow-up questions or clarifications,
and the information provided in the final report to the AOC represents a snapshot review
of each department.

Severa stakeholder groups addressed the same questions. A separate report addressing
juvenile and adult services has been prepared for each county, with the exception of a
single combined report for Glenn County. Although many of the answers in both reports



are the same or similar, the questions were addressed separately by both juvenile and
adult services stakeholders. In some instances contradictory responses were given.

These areas of contradiction are reported under the question to which they apply.

Eighteen categories of questions related to juvenile and adult services were devel oped:
l. Demographic Information

. Organizational Structure

1. Department Mission and Objectives

I1l. Policies and Procedures

IV.  Monitoring and Evaluation Process

V. Management Information Systems

VI.  Funding Sources

VIIl. Probation Services

IX.  Speciaized Court Services

X. Probation and Private Service Provider Partnerships

Xl.  Staff Development and Training

XIl.  Communication Systems

XI1Il.  Program and Service Gaps

X1, Partnership with Judiciary

XI1V. Partnership with Prosecutors and Defense Attorneys

XV. Partnership with Other Collaborative County Departments
XVI. Juvenile Probation Partnership with Education System
XVIII. Strengths of Probation Department

CONDENSED HISTORICAL REVIEW OF PROBATION FUNDING
RESOURCES

An important issue streams through California’ s funding for county probation
departments. There was along period of time when probation department resources
diminished dramatically. Adult and juvenile probation services were reduced to abare

minimum. With very limited resources, chief probation officers were charged with



providing servicesto offenders and protecting their communities. Public safety was the
first priority. Then, ranking was necessary for the allocation of the remaining limited
resources to juvenile and adult services. For the past six years, resources have increased
considerably, and new and innovative services and programs have been integrated into
probation departments. Uniformly, the major innovations have been in the juvenile
service area. Prevention and early intervention for juveniles have become common
priorities for probation departments. This effort is applauded as it has the greatest

potential for reducing crime and juvenile involvement in the justice system.

Because of the diminishing resources and because no probation officers were hired
during along period of time, probation departments are faced with a gap in staff
experience. Many officers are reaching retirement age. This leaves departments with
very few staff with 10 to 15 years of experience, and many officers with 5 or fewer years.
Theresult istoo few experienced staff to mentor younger staff. Senior management has
the added pressure of ensuring that the quality of probation managers and line staff
servicesis maintained at an acceptable level of performance. More emphasis on proper
staff training, clear missions and objectives, and clear policies and proceduresis
essential.

COMMON PROBATION DEPARTMENT ISSUES

This summary report will highlight the most common themes and practices of the six
probation departments. Each point will be addressed within the appropriate category

used in the interview process.

= DEPARTMENT MISSION AND OBJECTIVES

Five of the six counties visited have mission statements. At varying intervals, these
statements all have been reviewed and updated. The mission statement is a declaration of
the main purpose of the department. The objectives provide the specific action steps
required at every level of the organization to implement the mission and ensure that all



employees are working toward the same goals. Mission statements become especially
significant in departments that have many new employees with limited corrections
experience. None of the six counties have departmental objectivesfor every level of the

organization. Specific objectives are in place for grant-related programs.

= MONITORING AND EVALUATION PROCESS

All six counties have evaluation components for grant-funded programs and for afew
contracted services. None have evaluation elements for the majority of services and
programs. Everyone recognized that monitoring and evaluation of al programs and
servicesisadesirable goal. Probation departments with limited resources find it difficult
to allocate funding for evaluation units or to contract with private vendors when they
have such great needs for line officers. Thisisa catch-22 because the publicis
demanding governmental accountability in the form of quantifiable, performance-based

measures. People want to see results.

Performance-based measures are not being utilized to any extent in any of these six
counties. There are two types of performance-based measures. First are process
measures that ask whether the program was implemented as designed. Second are
outcome measures that ask whether the program or practices achieved the desired results:
Did the services address offender needs? Probation departments must have concrete
information that demonstrates their value if they are to compete successfully for limited
financial resources. The white papers prepared for this task force address the issues of

performance-based measures.

= MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

There was a strong recognition that fully integrated information systems are crucial for an
efficient and effective justice system network. Many of the counties do not have a
completely integrated information system, but all felt that the issue is being addressed.
Several cited the current necessity of making duplicate data entries as a waste of valuable



staff time. Most of the sites indicated that they have limited capability for data analysis
by management and line staff. Some of the departments do not have users committees
whose membership is made up of representatives from all levels within the department.
These committees help determine the highest priority technology needs. Thereisfinite
technology information exchange with other county agencies, especially in the juvenile
service arena. The Juvenile Automation System in Fresno County is recognized as an
ideal prototype of an integrated system that includes and has the capacity to include all

primary juvenile-serving agencies.

Probation staff at all levels recognize the need for information technology staff who are
accessible to interpret sophisticated information systems. Staff also expressed the need

for training to function effectively with a new technology system.

= FUNDING SOURCES

For the past five fiscal years, all probation departments interviewed have shown a
dramatic increase in total department funding. The increases ranged from 24 to 83
percent. The general fund contributions to the total budget ranged from 35 to 58.3
percent. Four of the six departments receive general funds of less than 50 percent of the
total budget, with one department receiving less than 40 percent. With the exception of
one unreported department, all othersindicate that their general fund contributions have
decreased. In onejurisdiction, the decrease since 1997 is 35 percent, and in another the

decrease is 18 percent.

The revenue increases have come from fee increases as well as federal and state funds.

In the juvenile service area a substantial amount of funding has come from grants. Itis
important to recognize this changing source of funding for probation departments. Many
of the specialized programs and services are grant funded. A considerable number of

positions are financed with grant money.



This same scenario occurred in the 1970s, at which time the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) distributed large amounts of money to state and local probation
departments. When that funding ended, many progressive probation programs that were
LEAA supported were eliminated. The reputation of probation was severely damaged,
and it took more than a decade to recover from the loss of service. The current
abundance of grant money for specia programs and services will diminish, and counties

need to prepare to finance programs proven to be effective.

The funding prioritiesin all six counties emphasize juvenile services. A deliberate (and
commendable) focus has been given to juvenile prevention and early intervention
services. What cannot be ignored is the limited staff assigned to supervise a
predominantly felony adult probation population. All jurisdictions reported that the
banked casel oads include offenders in need of direct and intensive supervision. All
departments agreed that more resources are needed for adult probation services.

= PROBATION SERVICES

Automated and Validated Needs/Risk Tools

Five of the six counties do not have needs/risk assessments for juveniles as part of the
disposition report process. Probation staff administers no specialized juvenile assessment
tools for substance abuse, domestic violence, mental health, or sex offenses. A limited
number of outside providers provides specialized assessment services. Some grant-

funded programs have assessment components.

Four of the six counties administer needs/risk assessments of adult offenders. In each
county where these assessments are administered, the needs determined through the
evaluation are not being met because of limited staff resources. Some grant-funded

programs have assessment components.



The submitted white papers on juvenile and adult probation services stress the importance
of properly assessing all offenders. Considerable research on assessment instruments has
been conducted, and a number of good instruments have been developed. Today,
assessment tools are probation officer friendly. They are self-administered on personal
computers, they are scored, and the results are printed, all in 20 to 30 minutes, with none
of thisrequiring time from probation staff. The more advanced instruments have a
validation component that determines the truthfulness of the test taker. The better
instruments are validated and normed to the probation population in each local
jurisdiction. With the proper equipment, a single trained person can administer the
assessment to as many as 15 people at atime. This represents considerable timesaving
for staff. With good assessments, staff can focus on identified needs and not spend time

on a shotgun approach to problems.

Probation Supervision Workload Standards

Staff was asked about the system that is used to determine equal workload distribution
among probation staff. All jurisdictions replied that thereis no systemin place. There
are no workload standards for any juvenile or adult probation program in the six counties
visited. Grant-funded positions have reduced caseloads in some departments. Only one
county sets a maximum number of cases for specialized caseloads. Otherwise, workload
standards are determined by the number of staff available to handle the total number of
cases. One department reduced the number of adult probation casesto a 100:1 offender-
to-officer ratio and then banked the remainder. One department determines workload
size during the collective bargaining process with the union. None of the six counties

reviewed has conducted a recent time study to determine workload capacities.

Workload measure rather than caseload size is the most accurate and effective gauge to
equalize work distribution among probation officers. The white papers indicate that
workload measures realistically consider the number of cases, contacts, and other
responsibilities of each case, as well as job responsibilities not specifically related to case
management. Probationers should be treated differently depending on the amount and



type of supervision they require. Each case isweighted, which helps determine an equal
distribution of workloads over a period of time. Probation officers can then be held to the

same standards of performance.

= SPECIALIZED COURT SERVICES

A myriad of specialized courts and services for both juvenile and adult probationersis
offered in the six selected probation departments. Adult and juvenile pre- and
postconviction drug courts are available or in the planning phasein all counties. Peer
courts for juvenile offenders are found in every county, with the exception of Glenn
because of its limited number of juveniles. Mental health calendars, informal traffic
courts, domestic and family violence courts, victim services programs, and gang

prevention programs are common juvenile services in most departments.

Common adult probation services include pre- and postconviction drug courts, domestic
violence courts, mental health calendars, sex offender programs, and batterers treatment

programs.

In specialized programs, the working relationship between probation and the other
stakeholders is outstanding. In both the juvenile and adult probation systems, the
adversarial factors are greatly diminished. Judges, probation, prosecutors, defense
attorneys, and community-based service agencies and advocates work together as
partners. The specialized programs appear to have the effect of bringing everyone

together for a single purpose.

It isimportant to note that a considerable amount of the funding for these specialized
programs has come from state and federal funding sources. Counties must plan for the
time when these resources are diminished or eliminated. Dropping programs and
services that have been accepted by the community as proven and effective deterrents to

criminal behavior would be amgjor loss.
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= STAFFDEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING

California’ s mandatory training for line staff and supervisorsisfar above the national
norm. In addition, most departments have atraining unit or officer to coordinate training

activities.

Two points were frequently raised during the interview process. First, there are no
training courses offered to line officers to begin preparing them for supervisory roles
prior to their being selected for supervisory or management positions. Thistraining is
especially important in the environment where staff members with fewer years of
experience are being promoted to supervisory levels. It iscrucia that staff be selected for
management positions who have demonstrated the desire and have the skills to perform

in that capacity.

Second, the training provided by the state appears adequate, but there are very few
opportunities for training outside of the state. Exposure to professionals from other states
and jurisdictions would result in new and innovative ways to manage casel oads and add
successful new programs and services.

= PARTNERSHIP WITH JUDICIARY

The overall report from juvenile and adult court judgesis that the relationship with
probation is excellent and is one that is built on mutual respect. Probation staff
unanimously responded that they work for the judiciary and that they value this
partnership. Judges indicated that, quite appropriately, probation officers are independent
of prosecutors and defense attorneys. Judges expressed strong approval and support for
probation court officers and felt they should be assigned to all trial court calendars. Their
confidence in experienced officers is higher than their confidence in those with less
experience. Judges expressed frustration over limited and timely availability of resources

for sentencing options. The lack of resources causes frustration for al parties and places
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astrain on the relationship between the judiciary and probation. Several references were
made to the lateness of court reports.

The relationship between juvenile court judges and probation was a recurring theme.
Some counties expressed concern about the relationship between probation and the
judiciary. Judges reported that probation officers are becoming less social work and
more law enforcement oriented. This manifestsitself in probation’s requests for
commitments to camp. The judiciary frequently denies these requests. Infrequent
requests are made by probation to deviate from the sentencing guidelines in favor of
community supervision. Thereisaconcern that probation officers are becoming too

criminal justice oriented.

There was strong sentiment that the relationship could be enhanced with frequent
meetings between the judiciary and probation, and jointly among judges, probation
officers, prosecutors, and defense attorneys. The judiciary should be included in the
planning process for the strengthening of services to juvenile and adult offenders. Joint
training of judges and probation staff was frequently suggested. Judges need to be better
educated about the functions of probation.

= PARTNERSHIPWITH OTHER COLLABORATIVE COUNTY
DEPARTMENTS

The relationships with other collaborative agencies varied considerably among counties
and between juvenile and adult probation services. The relationships are most favorable
when the agencies are working jointly on projects. The specialized drug courts, peer
courts, school campus programs, joint narcotic units, and wrap-around services are some
of the partnerships that have achieved outstanding collaborative efforts, with all parties
working toward the same goals and objectives. The most favorable results occur when
the county supervisor’s office plays an active leadership role. All the exemplary

programs and services include community partners.

12



STRENGTHS OF PROBATION DEPARTMENT

All the stakeholder groupsin every county identified numerous strengths of probation. A
general sentiment was that probation is doing aremarkable job with limited resources,
especialy in the area of adult supervision. The consensus was almost unanimous that the
top leadership of probation is competent, visionary, and open to new programs, ideas, and
suggestions. The efforts directed toward juvenile prevention and early intervention were
highly praised by all stakeholders. Probation officers