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This docLnTlent presents 1980 c'i:;,irne statistics for the San Diego region 
and analysis of crime trends civer the past five years. Federally
funded criminal justice projects are reviewed and a perspective regard
ing the nature and function of the criminal justice system is dis
cussed. Abstracts of recent evaluation reports conducted for the 
Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board are also included. 

Collection of the 1980 data was a difficult task requiring review of 
crime statistics at all law enforcement agencies. We gratefully 
acknowledge the assistance of records personnel in these departments. 
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CRIME TRENDS 
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INI'ROOOCTION 

Chapter 1 
Crime Trends 

The substantial reduction in federal criminal justice funds is viewed 
with dismay by many individuals. Yet this could be advantageous 
to criminal justice planning and operations because it encourages a 
focus on crime as a local issue. This is appropriate since the 
greatest number of different efforts take place at this level. 

Review of federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
projects revealed a significant feature about the criminal justice 
system in San Diego: there is minimal information regarding "what 
works" to prevent and/or reduce crime. 'Ibis is due in part to in
adequate planning, lack of accountability and problems intrinsic to 
the information (data) available. Most LEAA programs developed were 
rarely well-documented or well-measured. Intervention efforts were 
not specified nor were activities prior to intervention systematically 
described. Local funding efforts have resulted in similar outcomes, 
e.g.~ incremental approaches, inadequate accountability, inconsistent, 
unstandardized data collection procedures. 

Major decisions regarding the nature and function of criminal justice 
in the San Diego region will be made over the next several years. 
Tb effectively plan and develop crime control policies and allocate 
resources accordingly, a forum comprised of public officials and 
criminal justice administrators should be maintained in this region. 
The interrelatedness of the system components warrants a continued, 
coordinated effort to identify and analyze crline problems, and imple
ment change strategies. Tb assist this process, an accountability 
system should be developed for the criminal justice components. Such a 
system would link component efforts to specified measures of effec
tiveness and could provide standards or benchmarks from which objectives 
or priorities are determined and critically assessed. Since crime 
control policies are closely associated with the accuracy and time
liness of the information generated to support them, an accountability 
system is essential. 

Indications are that the available data reflecting efforts of criminal 
justice components (law enforcement, District Attorney, Courts) is not 
currently being used to seriously examine systemwide performance or 
address significant fluctuations in particular areas. 

Preliminary analysis of the data by evaluation staff revealed dis
parities among law enforcement agencies which may be a reflection 
of inconsistent data collection procedures and/or differences in 
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policies regarding law enforcement operations. Since these data are 
compiled by a State agency, timely assessment at the local level is 
precluded and the potential for inaccurate interpretation is increased. 

It is suggested that the criminal justice interests of the San Diego 
region could be more effectively served if this information was stan
dardized, compiled, and examined at the local level. Complete imple
mentation of the Automated Regional Justice Information System (ARJIS) 
is a step in this direction. Improvements in data management will not 
automatically produce encouraging or significant conclusions, but may 
provide a better understanding of what is happening and how it differs 
from what happened before. Analysis of the information on a systemwide, 
regional basis can highlight areas of concern and prepare a foundation 
for priority development and subsequent assessment of efforts. But 
without improvement in the data needed to supply evaluation information, 
the information will continue to fall short of policy neeas. 

If crime control policy is to be effective and be able to eventually 
answer the question of what works in criminal justice, the issues of 
coordinated planning, accountability, and data management must be 
addressed by elected officials and criminal justice administrators. 

SAN DIEG:> REGIONAL CRIME 

The number of crimes per 1000 population increased by 6% between 1979 
and 1980 (42.1 and 44.8 crimes per 1000, respectively). National City 
was the only jurisdiction to experience a decline in the crime rate 
from 1979. 

Property crimes account for 86% of the major offenses committed in the 
region. The rate for these crimes showed an increase from 1979 to 1980 
(36.4 to 38.5 per 1000) as did crimes against persons (5.7 to 6.3). 
(Figures presented for 1980 may vary slightly from subsequent figures 
released by Bureau of Criminal Statistics due to data collection pro
cedures. ) 

The cost of administering the criminal justice system was fairly con
stant between fiscal years 1978 and 1979, the most recent year from 
which data is available from the Department of Justice ($129.1 million 
increasing slightly to '$129.5 million). The majority of the funds 
expended during 1979 were for law enforcement (59%). The courts re
ceived 19% of the allocations, corrections 15%, prosecution 7%, and 
public defense .3%. 

Since 1976, the crime rate for major reported offenses* in the San 
Diego region has increased by 25%. During this period, criminal justice 
expenditures increaseo by 44% (based on projected 1980 figures). 

*Homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, grand theft and 
motor vehicle theft. 
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FIGURE 1 

CRIME RATE PER 1000 POPULATION 
SEVEN MAJOR OFFENSES* 

SAN DIEGO REGION 
1976· 1980 

38.0 39,5 42.1 
44.8 -35.9 ____ - .... 

~ --
_--------;;,;;- 38.5 

- - .'33.1 34.6 
31.3 

" ..... 
Seven Major Offenses 
Property Crimes 
Crimes Against Persons 

~6 ~9 ao a7 a3 
•••••••••••••••••••• 4 •••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••• 

I I I I 
1976 1977 1976 1979 

* Homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, grand theft and motor vehicle theft. 

FIGURE 2 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF SEVEN MAJOR OFFENSES 
SAN DIEGO REGION 
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FIGURE 3 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES 
SAN DIEGO REGION 

1970-1979, PROJECTED TO 1984 
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Source: BureaU of Criminal Statistice, California 
Department of Justice. 
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TOTAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES 
BY TYPE OF AGENCY 
SAN DIEGO REGION 
FISCAL YEAR 1979 
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TABLE 1 
',i 

q\'RIME RATE PER 1000 POPUIATION BY JURISDICTION 
I!I 7 MAJOR OFFENSES* 
)1 SAN DrEG:) REGION 

National City 
.san Diego . 
Oceanside 
Imperial Beach 
E1 Cajon 
Carlsbad 
Chula Vista 
La Mesa 
Escondido 
Sheriff 
Coronado 

J.979 

1979 AND 1980 

63.1 
50.6 
48.9 
45.8 
42.3 
41.2 
39.8 
29.7 
27.6 
27.0 
23.4 

'.\~ationa1 City 
El Cajon" 
San Diego 
Oceanside 
Imperial Beach 
Carlsbad 
Chula Vista 
I..a Mesa 
Escondido 
Sheriff 
Coronado 

1980 

*Includes homicide, rape, robbery, assault, burglary, grand theft, 
and motor vehicle theft. 

TABLE 2 

CRIME RATE PER 1000 POPULATION BY JURISDICTION 
CRIMES AGl-\INST PROPERlY AND PERSOl.\1S 

SAN DIEGO REGION 

Crimes Against Property 

National City 
El Cajon 
San Diego 
Chula Vista 
Oceanside 
Carlsbad 
Imperial Beach 
La Mesa 
Escondido 
Coronado 
Sheriff 

50.5 
46.1 
44.7 
38.4 
37.4 
37.0 
35.9 
32.6 
27.9 
27.7 
27.0 

1980 

7 

Crimes Against Persons 

Imperial Beach 
National City 
Oceanside 
El Cajon 
San Diego 
Carlsbad 
Chula Vista 
Sheriff 
Escondido 
La Mesa 
Coronado 

62.6 
53.7 
52.0 
49.2 
47.8 
42.7 
42.7 
36.1 
31.4 
30.7 
30.6 

11.9 
11.9 
11.8 

7.6 
7.3 
5.7 
4.3 
3.7 
3.5 
3.5 
2.9 

J 
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Clearance Rate 

Law enforcement's ability to solve crime cases is measured by the 
clearance rate. This is the proportion of crime cases cleared by 
arrest or exceptional means (identification of an offender who cannot 
be arrested). Over the past five years, the regionwide clearance rate 
decreased fran 24. 6 to 20. 2% of the reported major offenses. Fran 1979 
to 1980, all jurisdictions, except Imperial Beach, experienced a 
decline in the clearance rate. Factors which influence the clearance 
rate incll;de the volume of reported crimes, the policies and procedures 
of individual departments, the emphasis placed on specific crimes, the 
proportion and nature of cases assigned for investigation, training and 
experience of officers, availability of information and/or person hours 
available for preliminary and subsequent investigation. 

Crimes against person cases are more likely to be cleared than are 
crimes against property. For example, 61% of the murders, 64% of the 
aggravated assaults,* 50% of the rapes and 30% of the robberies were 
cancelled by arrest or exceptional memlS in 1980. In contrast, only 
13% of the burglaries and 15% of the motor vehicle thefts were cleared. 
'Ihis could be due tQ a greater emphasis placed on crimes of violence 
due to the seriousness of the offenses, the availability of witnesses 
who can identify suspects, and/or the smaller volume of cases involving 
violence. 

% 

25' 

20 

15 

10 

24.6% 

FIGURE 5 

CLEARANCE RATE* 
SAN DIEGO REGION 

1976 - 1980 

23.2% 

21.8% 21.2% 

20.2% 

'---..... _--_ ..... _--_ ..... _-_ .. ,_ ...... _-----
1976 1977 1978 1979 

*Clearance rate is the number of reported crimes cleared by arrest or excetional means 
(homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary and motor vehicle theft) divided 
by the total number of reported crimes. 

1980 

*Aggravated assault is unlawful attack for the put1X>se of inflicting 
severe or great bodily harm. 
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FIGURE 6 

PERCENT OF MAJOR OFFENSES CLEARED BY ARREST OR EXCEPTION 
BY CRIME TYPE 

Coronado 
Sheriff 
El Cajon 
Chula Vista 
San Diego 
Oceanside 
Escondido 
La Mesa 
National City 
Imperial Beach 
Carlsbad 

SAN DI EGO REGION 
1980 

Crimes of Violence 

Aggravated 
Assault 

NOT CLEARED CLEARED 

TABLE 3 

CLEARANCE RATE BY JURISDICTION 
MAJOR OFFENSES 

1979 

1979 AND 1980 

31.8% 
28.6% 
27.9% 
26.8% 
26.8% 
24.8% 
24.2% 
22.5% 
21.7% 
15.4% 
10.3% 
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El Cajon 
Oceanside 
Sheriff 
Coronado 
Escondido 
San Diego 
La Mesa 
Chula Vista 
National City 
Imperial Beach 
Carlsbad 

64% 

61% 

50% 

1980 

27.1% 
22.3% 
21.9% 
21.4% 
19.9% 
19.5% 
19.3% 
18.8% 
18.7% 
17.4% 
11.6% 
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Stolen Property 

"' 
The value of property stolen in the San Diego region was over $94 
million in 1980. Thirty percent (30%) of the stolen property was 
recovered in 1980, a decrease from 34% in 1979. The major proportion 
of the property that was recovered was in the category of motor vehicles 
(26% of the property stolen). 

Property recovery rates are affected by the availability of infor
mation on serialized and nonseria1ized property, knowledge of techniques 
for identifying stolen property and staff time available for researching 
property ownership. These elements vary by department. 

/ , 

FIGURE 7 

PROPORTION OF STOLEN PROPERTY RECQVERED* 
SAN DIEGO REGION 

Unrecovered/ 
Unidentified 

Property 
70% 

1980 

Others 4% 

IWWd Property Recovered 
*Stolen property = $94,673,611 
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Imperial Beach 
El Cajon 
National City 
Escondido 
San Diego 
Oceanside 
Coronado 
La Mesa 
Sheriff 
Chula Vista 
Carlsbad 

TABLE 4 

PROPERTY RECOVERY RATE_ BY JURISDICTION 
SAN DIEG) REGION 

1979 

1979 AND 1980 

55.4% 
47.1% 
42.4% 
40.0% 
35.2% 
32.2% 
31.4% 
28.3% 
26.3% 
24.0% 
17.6% 

E1 Cajon 
National City 
San Diego 
Oceanside 
Imperial Beach 
Coronado 
La Mesa 
Escondido 
Sheriff 
Carlsbad 
Chula Vista 

1980 

ANALYSIS OF CRIME TYPES 

The following section presents a discussion of three specific crime 
types: burglary, robbery and assault. 

Burglary 

45.3% 
36.4% 
33.0% 
30.7% 
28.4% 
28.3% 
26.4% 
22.8% 
22.6% 
19.5% 
18.8% 

Burglary constitutes a serious crime problem, when frequency of occur
rence and financial loss are considered. This crime remains the 
dominant reported major offense in each jurisdiction in the San Diego 
region. The number of reported burglaries in the region increased by 
7% betw@en 1979 and 1980. But the number of burglaries decreased by 9% 
in National City and remained stable in the City of San Diego during 
the same time period. 

Analyzing residential burglaries relative-to the number of potential 
targets (i.e., housing units) indicates that the rate of residential 
burglaries per 1000 households increased by 5% between 1979 and 1980 
(39.0 to 41.1). Residential burglaries account for 73% of all bur
glaries. 

Law enforcement officers cleared a smaller proportion of these crimes 
in 1980 (13.4%) compared to 1979 (15.9%). fue to tt:.e nature of the 
crime, burglaries have a relatively low clearance rate. This is in 
part due to problems in identifying property as stolen and lack of 
witnesses and/or evidence linking a suspect to a crime. Also, a 
suspect may be arrested for only one crime, but he/she may be respon
sible for several burglary cases which are never cleared. 

Non-forced entry burglaries (e.g., entry through an unlocked door or 
open window) decreased from 32% of burglaries reported in 1979 to 27% 
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in 1980. This'may be an indication that citizens are taking efforts 
to secure their homes and businesses. This trend began prior to the 
initiation of LEAA federally-funded crime prevention projects, but 
there is evidence that these projects have had a positive effect in 
specific areas by increasing citizen awareness and encouraging pre
vention efforts. Several local law enforcement agencies have imple
mented crime prevention projects. 

Thirty-nine percent (39%) of all the property stolen in the region was 
taken in burglaries ($37 million). The average dollar loss per burglary 
in 1980 was $958. As of January, 1980, the Automated Regional Justice 
Information System (ARJIS), a computerized system used by law enforce
ment, has the capability of retrieving information on stolen and pawned 
property (serialized and non-serialized). The expectation is that this 
system will increase property recovery in the region. 

Robbery 

Crimes against persons are a major concern due to the potential for 
physical harm, but they comprise a small proportion of the major re
ported crimes (14%) with robberies accounting for 7%. Regionwide, 
robberies in 1980 increased by 7% over the previous year. A decline 
in robberies was reported in National City and Coronado. 

Law enforcement officers cleared fewer cases in 1980 (30.l%) than in 
1979 (32.1%). The clearance rate is lOVler for robberies than other 
crimes against persons because the suspect is more likely to be a 
stranger to the victim. 

Forty-one percent (41%) of these crimes occurred in commercial stores 
and 34% were highway robberies (public street, park, etc.). The nature 
of robberies has changed slightly over the past five years with an 
increase in the proportion of robberies occuring in banks (1% in 1976 
and 3% in 1980) and residences (8% and 12% respectively). Nearly half 
of all robberies (43%) involved the use of a firearm. 

The overall dollar loss in robberies is lower than burglaries ($611). 
The total amount of property taken in robberies in 1980 was approx
imately $3 million. 

Aggravated Assaults 

Aggravated assaults increased regionwide by 19.9% oom~~red to 1979, 
although five jurisdictions show a decrease in the number of aggravated 
assaults reported during the same period (Carlsbad, Chula Vista, 
Coronado, Ia Mesa, and National City). La~.., enforcement officers 
cleared 64.2% of the reported aggravated assaults in 1980, an increase 
from 62.8% in the previous year. Firearms were used in only 14% of 
these assaults, with hands and feet the predominant weapon (32%) 
followed by knives (18%). 
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Number of 
Burglaries 

Residential 
Burglary Rate 
Per 1000 
Households 

Clearance Rate 

IX>llar Loss 

Number of 
Robberies 

Robbery Rate 

1976 

TABLE 5 

BURGIARIES 
SAN DIEGO REGION 

1976-1980 

1977 1978 

30,526 34,188 35,455 

1979 1980 

36,158 38,647 

Percent Change/ 
Difference 

1979 to 1980 

+ 6.9% 

36.9 41.1 40.9 39.0 41.1 + 5.4% 

19.3% 16.9% 16.3% 15.9% 13.4% - 2.5% 

$438 $462 $535 $617 $958 

TABLE 6 

ROBBERIES 
SAN DIEGO REGION 

1976-1980 
Percent Change/ 

Difference 
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1979 to 1980 

3,310 3,599 3,815 4,552 4,880 + 7.2% 

Per 1000 Population 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.6 2.7 + 3.8% 

Clearance Rate 35.7% 39.1% 29.0% 32.1% 30.1% - 2.0% 

IX>llar Loss $224 $293 $582 $525 $611 

TABLE 7 

AGGRAVATED A..c;SAULTS 
SAN DIEGO REGION 

1976-1980 
Percent Change/ 

Difference 
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1979 to 1980 

Number of 
Aggravated 
Msaults 3,425 3,814 3,986 4,621 5,539 +19.9% 

Aggravated 
Assault Rate 
Per 1000 
Population 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.6 3.1 +19.2% 

Clearance Rate 68.0% 67.8% 67.8% 62.8% 64.2% + 1.4% 
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National studies on violent crimes indicate that nearly a third of 
reported violent incidents were committed by offenders related to the 
victim (Lentzner and D:!Berry, Intimate Victims, 1979). In 1980, 20% of 
the homicides occurring in the City of San Diego were spouse/spouse-like 
related. In the Sheriff's jurisdiction, 6 of the 40 homicides (18%) 
were in this category. A danestic violence study conducted by the" 
Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit revealed that 16% of the total reported 
assaults in North County occurred between persons who knew each other 
well. 

Assaults on peace officers increased from 581 in 1979 to 749 in 1980 
(+6%) • 

SYSTEM PERSPECTIVE 

AI though arrests are an integral function of law enforcement and an 
indicator of police performance, this data was not available for this 
report. Problems related to recent automation of arrest information 
in the San Diego Police Department precluded timely availability. 

The Offender-Based Transaction System (OBTS), developed by the Bureau 
of Criminal Statistics, provides an overview of the criminal jQ,tice 
system by tracking adult felony arrest cases fram the initial arrest 
through disposition and sentencing. This data illustrates the inter
relationship of system components (i.e., law enforcement, prosecution, 
courts, and corrections) by providing attrition rates for the various 
phases in the criminal justice process. Critical analysis of these 
data over time, or in comparison with other jurisdiqtions, can be 
useful in identifying changes that may be consistent with the objec
tives of system componen~s. 

San Diego Region (See Figures 8, 9 and 10) 

The flaw chart on page 15 presents OBTS data related to San Diego 
arrestees in 1979, the most recent year available. The data represents 
a sample of cases reaching disposi-tion during that year. * Significant 
findings, based on 12,246 arrests, include: 

o A higher proportion of arrestees were released by law enforce
ment agencies in 1979 (16%) compared to 1978 (11%). 

o In an additional 15% of the 1979 arrest cases, complaints were 
denied by the District Attorney's Office. 

o Complaints were filed in 69% of the arrests (17% for misdemeanors 
and 52% for felonies). 

o Of the total arrests, 26% resulted in a felony conviction. 
o Of those convicted for felonies, 4% were found guilty by trial 

with guilty pleas the predominant means for disposing of felony 
cases. 

o Ultimately, 5% of the felony arrests resulted in state prison 
camnitrnents. 

o The majority of the defendants incarcerated for felonies (75%) 
remained in local facilities. 

*Statewide, approximately two thirds of all arrest dispositions are 
reported to the Bureau of Criminal Statistics. 

14 

lli I, 
Tt t1 11 

fl 
[, i 

[d 
I; 

[J Ii 
lJ 
Ij 

ul 
(I 

i'j Ii 
L II 
n II 
U 11 
i ~ 

nr: 
II pi dl 

:J: I 
~" ! 



r 

l 

Felony* 
Arrests 
12,246 
100.0% 

Released 
849B PC 

2013 
16.4% 

-,,-

FIGURE 8 

OFFENDER-BASED TRANSACTION 
SYSTEM DATA 1979 

Felony 
Complaints 

6,347 
51.8% 

Misdemeanor 
Complaints 

2048 
16.7% 

SAN DIEGO REGION 

Superior 
Court 

Dispositions 
3,407 
27.8% 

Lower 
Court 

Dispositions 
4988 

40.7% 
Complaints 

Denied 
1,838 
15.0% 

* Approximately 65% of all felony arrest dispositions are reported statewide. 

Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Sacramento, CA. 

Convicted 
3,170 
25.9% 

Not 
Convicted 

237 
1.9% 

Convicted 
3,088 
25.2% 

Not 
Convicted 

1,900 
15.5% 

Incarcerated 
2,796 
22.8% 

Other (A) 
374 
3.1% 

Incarcerated 
2,064 
16.9% 

Other (B) 
1,024 
8.4% 

a;,J' 

Death 
2 

0.0% 

Jail 
107 
0.9% 

Other State 
Institutions 

153 
1.2% 

Jail 
388 

3.2% 

Other State 
Institutions 

1 
0.0% 

Prison 
622 
5.1% 

Probation 

& 
Jail 

1,995 
16.3% 

Probation 
& 

Jail 
1,675 
13.7% 

(A) I ncludes straight probation, fine and other. 
(B) Includes straight probatil:)Jl, fine, and other. 
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With the exception of an increase in those released by law enforcement, 
the system attrition rates remained fairly constant from 1978 to 1979. 
(Se,e Figure' 10.) The data continue to emphasize the fact that the 
processing of felony' arrest cases through incarceration is primarily 
a local function which requires coordination and planning among the 
system components. 

FIGURE 9 

TYPE OF CONVICTION IN LOWER AND SUPERIOR COURT 
CONVICTED ADULT FELONS 

OFFENDER-BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS 
. SAN DIEGO REGION 

1979 

.---"'Ir--..-..---,Trial 

Guilty Plea 
96% 

Not(l; 4.7% of the adults convicted of felonies in the State of California were convicted by trial. 
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FIGURE 10 

COMPARISON OF FELONY ARREST DISPOSITIONS 
SAN DIEGO REGION 

100 100 

" r.n 
0) 

N' ... 
~ 
II) 
C1I ... ... 

<C 

Felony 
Arrests* 

Sent to 
D.A. 

1978 TO 1979 

53 

Felony 
Complaint 

Issued 

Convicted 
of a 

Felony 

1978 

1979 

Incarcer
ated for 
a Felony 

Sent to 
Prison 

*Represents approximately 2/3 of all felony arrest dispositions. These arrests were traceable from arrest to 
final disposition. 

Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics. Sacramento, Ca. 
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, , San Diego 

County 
Type of Dispositions Statewide Total 

Total Felony Arrest Dispositions 170,980 12,246 
Law Enforcement Releases 10.7 16.4 
Complaints Denied 13.6 15.0 
Complaints Filed 75.6 68.6 

Lower Court Dispositions 52.6 40.7 
Not Convicted 15.9 15.5 , 

Dismissed 15.6 15.1 i 
Acquitted 0.3 0.4 

I 
Convicted 36.7 25.2 

Guilty Plea 36.1 24.5 
Trial (Court & Jury) 0.6 0.7 

" 
'J Superior Court Dispositions 23.0 27.8 

Not Convicted 2.6 1.9 
Dismissed 2.2 I 1.7 
Acquitted 0.4 I 9.2 

Convicted 20.4 I 25.9 I 
Guilty Plea 18.3 I 24.6 I 

Trial (Court & Jury) 
2.1 I 1.3 

Total Conviction 57.1 51.1 
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TABLE 8 
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FELONY ARREST DISPOSITIONS 

BY JURISDICTIONS 

Carlsbad 

.72 
0,0 
9.7 

90.3 
41.7 

8.3 
8.3 
0.0 

33.3 
31.9 

1.4 
48.6 

1.4 
1.4 
0.0 

47.2 
43.0 

4.2 
80.5 

OFFENDER - BASED TRANSACTION SYSTEM 
1979 

Chula Imperial 
Vista Coronado EI Cajon Escondido Beach 

421 80 756 187 133 
1.4 2.5 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 

10.2 11.3 11.9 22.5 12.0 
88.3 86.3 , 88.1 77.6 88.0 
59.4 

, 
73.8 67.9 40.1 57.9 

16.9 I 15.0 
; 25.6 9.0 18.0 

16.7 l 15.0 25.3 9.0 17.2 
0.2 

I 
0.0 0.3 0.0 0.8 

42.5 58.8 
1 

42.2 31.1 39.8 
42.3 

I 

58.8 41.3 30.6 39.0 
0.2 0.0 0.9 0.5 0.8 

29.0 12.5 20.2 37.4 30.1 
1.2 1.3 1.3 2.7 2.3 I 1.0 I 1.3 1.3 2.7 2.3 I I I 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

,27.8 11.3 i 18.9 34.8 27.8 
126.6 10.0 18.7 33.2 26.3 

1.2 1.3 0.2 1.6 1.5 
70.3 70.1 61.1 65.9 67.6 

t~J 

La Mesa 

183 
0.5 

14.8 
84.7 
65.6 
23.0 
22.5 

0.5 
42.6 

I 42.6 
0.0 ! 19.1 

I 1.6 
1.1 
0.5 

17.5 
17.5 
0.0 

60.1 

l 
o 

National San Diego 
City O(:eanside P.D. Sheriff All Others 

657 577 5,983 1,827 1,370 
0.2 12.1 31.8 0.6 0.5 

21.8 23.2 17.4 9.7 8.0 
78.0 64.6 50.9 88.7 90.5 
57.4 36.5 25.3 53.2 58.0 
18.0 12.6 9.3 22.4 27.2 
17.2 11.9 8.8 22.1 26.9 
0.8 

I 
0.7 0.5 

I 
0.3 0.4 

39.4 23.9 15.9 30.8 30,8 i I 
39.2 23.6 15.c 

I 

30.1 30.7 
0.2 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.1 

20.7 28.1 25.6 36.5 32.6 
2.0 1.7 1.5 3.6 2.3 
1.8 1.2 i 1.3 3.2 2.2 i 

I 
1 

0.2 0.5 0,2 0.4 0.1 
18.7 26.3 24.1 33.0 30.2 
18.1 24.5 22.8 31.0 29.4 
0.6 1.8 1.3 

I 
2.0 0.8 

58.1 50.2 40.0 63.8 61.0 
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Local Law Enforcement Jurisdictions 

Table 8 presents the dispositions of felony arrests in individual 
police agencies in San Diego. Agency data is canp:lred to region and 
statewide figures. Wide disparities are apparent in particular areas, 
e.g., law enforcement releases, complaints filed, convictions. It i.s 
suggested that examination of attrition rates can be useful to assess 
performance levels of components and reveal inconsistencies either in 
reporting practices or policies which may ?ccount for the variation 
among law enforcement agencies. 

Statewide Canparisons (See Figures 11 and 12) 

When the San Diego region statistics are canpared to statewide OBTS 
data, the following differences are revealed: 

o The rate of release by law enforcement is higher in the San Diego 
region than statewide (16% and 11%, respectively). 

o A slightly higher proportion of arrests result in a complaint 
denied in San Diego (15%) comp:lred to the entire stqte (14%). 

o These two factors lead to a lower conviction rate in the San 
Diego region (51%) comp:lred to the state figure (57%).* 

o A higher proportion of those convicted in the San Diego region 
are incarcerated (79% vs. 69% statewide). 

FIGURE 11 
DISPOSITION OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS, 1979 

SAN DIEGO REGION AND STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
OFFENDER-BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS 

Adult Felony 
Arrests 

State of California 
N = 170,980 

11% 14% 

Adult Felony 
Arrest 

San Diego Region 
N = 12,246 

16% 15% 

Percentage may not equal 100 due to rounding. 

19% 

18% 

Convicted 

57% 

Convicted 

51% 

c::::l Law Enforcement Release 

(i';:iWNq Complaint Denied 

lIB! Dismissed or Acquitted 

c::::::J Convicted 

*This includes felony arrests disposed of as misdemeanors and felonies. 
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FIGURE 12 

TYPE OF SENTENCE 
ADULT FELONY ARRESTEES CONVICTED IN 1979 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND SAN DIEGO REGION 

OFFENDER BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS 

Convicted 
Arrestees 

State of California 
N = 97,673 

Convicted 
Arrestees 

Sail Diego Region 
N = 6,258 

*Includes probation, jail, fine and other, 

69% 

79% 

D Incarcerated 

III Not Incarceratl'!d* 

Characteristics of Felony Arrestees (See Figures 13, 14 and 15) 

OBTS data indicate that 62% of those arrested were between the ages 
of 20 and 29. This percentage is considerably higher than the general 
population figure of 21% in this age group. In addition, 84% of the 
arrestees are male, while males reflect 52% of the region's population. 

Minorities are also disproportionately represented in the arrest data 
when compared to the general population. Blacks represent 5% of the 
region yet 27% of those arrested; and Mexican Americans are 8% of the 
regional population but 18% of those arre~ted. 

Seventy percent (70%) of the arrestees whose cases reached superior 
court disposition are known to have a prior record, with 12% having 
served time in prison. As would be expected, the sentence imposed is 
more severe for those with a prior record. Of those who have been 
in prison, 58% were again sentenced to a state institution, compared 
to 24% of those with a less serious prior record, and 13% of those 
with no record. 
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AGE 

Under 20 

20- 29 

30- 39 

40 and Over 

SEX 

Male 

Female 

ETHNICITY** 

White 

Black 

Mexican 
American 

Other 

FIGURE 13 

CHARACTERISTICS OF FELONY OFFENDERS (OBTS) 
AND TOTAL POPULATION (1979) 

SAN DIEGO REGION 

I { 

Percent of Total r'opulation* Percent of Offender Sample Population 

100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

, fJ 

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding and missing data. 

* Based on 1975 census. 

+*Total population figures are an estimate based on ethnicity of household head. 
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FIGURE 14 

PRIOR RECORD OF FELONY ARREST DISPOSITIONS IN SUPERIOR COURT 
OFFENDER-BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS 

SAI"J DI~GO REGION 
1979 

;( N:: 3,407 
II 

\\ 

26% 
No Prior 
Record 

58% *
Miscellaneous 
Prior Record 

FIGURE 15 

, 70% 
Prior Record 

* Jail, fine, probation, etcetra. 

PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD BY SUPERIOR COURT SENTENCE 
OFFENDER BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS 

Prior Prison 
Recon.! 

N=393 

Miscellaneous 
Prior Record 

N = 1826 

No Prior 
Record 
N= 832 

SAN DIEGO REGION 
1979 

*Inclurjes probation, jail, ~lnd other. 
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Use and Value of Data 

Examination of OBTS data over tbne, by jurisdiction as well as on a 
regional basis, can be a valuable tool to assess the efforts of criminal 
jll~tice systam canponents~ Interpretation of the data mm::t consider t.l1e 
limitations of the OOTS system: 1) Only felony arrests are included. 

Although these reflect the most serious crimes, processing of mis
demeanor cases comprises the predaninant workload of system comp::ments. 
2) The data does not include case processing by all related agencies, 
e.g., diversion efforts by probation. Despite these shol;,tcornings, the 
OBTS data can provide benchmarks from which the perforrnar1ce of system 
components can be evaluated. 

To benefit fran the OBTS data, local elected officials and criminal 
justice administrators should develop objectives or standards regarding 
acceptable or optimal levels of attrition rates. For example: 

1. Is a 16% level of law enforcenent releases acceptable? Should 
it be decrec,\sed? Why is there an increase of 5% from 1978? 

2. CA1ly 4% of the convicted felony defendants were found guilty by 
trial. Tb what extent has plea bargaining affected guilty pleas? 

3. Of those cases that reaChed superior court disposition, 70% of the 
offenders had had prior contact with the system. Is this associ
ated with rehabilitation (or lack of) efforts? 

Since law enforcement represents the first stage of criminal justice 
processing, the information presented previously regarding reported 
crimes and police efforts also lends itself to analysis on a regional 
basis. Disparities in clearance rates and property recovery rates 

I \ could be examined to ascertain whether the differences 21£e due to 
reporting practices, policies regarding emphasis on certain crimes, 
and/or differences in investigative techniques. 

Initially, review of the data may raise more questions than 
answers to significant concerns. But critical examination provides a, 
starting point for developing a systemwide accountability process from 
which activities of criminal justice agencies can be ~ssessed and 
modified when necessary. 
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CHAPTER 2 
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Chapter 2 
What Happended To 
'The federal (L EAA) 
Money In San Diego? 

In 1968, federal legislation enacted the law that created the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). 'Ihe law, 'Ihe Qnnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, has provided for more than $6 
billion to state and local governments to improve law enforcement, 
courts, and correctional systems; to combat juvenile delinquency; 
and to encourage innovative crime-fighting projects. 

In the past 12 years, over $23 million of LEAA funds was appropriated 
to the criminal justice system in the San Diego region. Examination 
of funding patterns since 1972 reveals interesting trends concerning 
prevalent philosophies, priority development, and issues addressed. 
This analysis includes LEAA efforts from 1972 through 1980 because 
information prior to 1972 is either unavailable or incamplete. 

Projects 'Were Primarily Action/Service Oriented 

Figures 16 and 17 indicate that the majority of projects funded (56%) 
were action or service oriented. Review of annual plans since 1972 
reveals that funding priorities were consistent with problems identified. 
A brief description of categories follows: 

o Equipment (19%) - Most of the early-funded projects allowed for pro
vision and/or enhancement of communications capabilities in law 
enforcement agencies. A substantial portion of funds provided 
video tape camera and recording equipment for training of personnel 
in all components of the system. 

o Juvenile (15%) - Projects funded to confront juvenile delinquency 
included diversion efforts, drug-related counseling, and general 
counseling to pre-delinquent youth. 

o Crime specific (13%) - These projects focused on detection, appre
hension, and prosecution of suspected offenders involved in specific 
crimes, e.g., burglary, receiving stolen property, vehicle theft, 
robbery, narcotics, and organized crime. 

o Research, feasibility studies (ll%) - Several stUdies were con
ducted to examine specific problems, e.g., court congestion, 
medical services and overc~owdingin the jail, needs assessment of 
probation services. 'Ihe Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit was' 
funded in this category to provide intensive evaluations of specific 
projects and make recommendations concerning continuation with 
local funds. 
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FIGURES 16 AND 17 

PERCENTAGE OF LEAA PROJECTS 
SAN DIEGO 1972 - 1980 

N=130 

Service/Action ---+--J
Projects 

Equipment 

Juvenile 

Crime Specific 

Research 
Feasibility Studies 

Training 

Victim Services 

Construction 

Substance Abuse 

Court Productivity 

Crime Prevention 

Rehabilitation 

Minority Recruitment 

:!f 

~~~III!IIIIB8% 
""",::""":,,,,::,.,:::,.: .. , 8% 

.' , .... , "">:::' 6% 

.~~Ill·· '[I' 6% 
. '., 5% 

" 4% 

o 5 

28 

10 

~f' 

--- Feasibility Studies, 
Training 

13% 

15 20 

-

U 
[1 

U 
1J 

U 
U 

n 
f ~ ! .. 

U 

n 
D 

U 
D 
n 
n 
D 
D 
0 
II 

",~~,~,--... ""~,, \) 

-~~ ~ 

I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
\1 'r : 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

.1 I 

.I' 
':") 

o Training (8%) - All components of the system received funds for 
training projects to improve knowledge and enhance skills in 
particular areas such as drugs, crime-scene investigation, defense
prosecution coordination, and information exchange with criminal 
justice agencies. 

o Victim services (8%) - These projects recognized the needs of the 
victims of crimes in terms of shelter, counseling, and information 
regarding support and referral services. 'Ihe primary target group 
was victims of assault and child abuse. 

o Construction (6%) - Of the eight projects funded, seven of these 
involved remodeling efforts in correctional facilities for the 
purpose of reducing jail overcrowding. 

o Substance abuse (6%) - These projects responded to the increased 
incidence of drug use and abuse by providing diversion for first
time offenders, drug education, rehabilitation, and counseling. 

o Court productivity (5%) - Using varied approaches, the objective of 
these projects was to reduce court backlog and congestion. 

o Crime prevention (4%) - These projects emphasized citizen involve
ment and responsibility in preventing property crimes. 

o Rehabilitation (3%) - These projects provided educational ald 
vocational information and training to ex-offenders. 

o Minority recruitment (2%) - Efforts focused on increasing the pro
portion of minorities in the criminal justice profession as well as 
recruiting minorities 'to work with minority probation words. 

Transition Fram Reactive to Proactive 

Review of projects over eight years indicates some definite shifts in 
direction. Early projects focused on improving system capabilities and 
efficiency via upgrading of communications functions and computer-based 
information management. In the mid-1970' s, numerous projects were 
funded that focused on apprehension of offenders involved in specific 
crimes, e.g., burglary, narcotics, fencing, organized crime. In recent 
y~ars, more attention has been given to victims and witnesses of 
crimes. A preventive, proactive approach is reflected in fllilding 
community crime prevention programs, juvenile diversion efforts, and 
several projects providing services to victims of assault and child 
abuse. 

Although long-range outcomes of these shifts are not yet known, any 
efforts that encourage community participation in crime prevention 
ana attempt to treat victims/witnesses as fairly as offenders should 
lead to improvements in the criminal justice system. 

29 



L 
o 

-~. 

Projects Locally Funded 

There were 130 projects funded with LEAA monies from 1972 through 1980. 
Sixteen of these will continue to operate with these funds through mid-
1981. Of the remaining 114 projects, 57% were continued by operating 
agencies •. The staff may have changed or the name may differ, but b,e 
original concept or purpose has been retained with local funds. 

Some of the projects/programs that were not absorbed when LEAA funding 
expired were not appropriate for continuation, e.g., special studies, 
specific training efforts, construction. Consideration of the remaining 
projects :t\l,i a subjective assessment regarding the worth or value of 
continuation. One of the purposes of LEAA funds was to test new ideas. 
It is probable that some of these were less than successful and failures 
are expected through innovative efforts. In sum, over half of the 
projects were implemented witi~ local funds. For a public policy program, 
that may be a good record. 

IUSITIVE OUTCCMES 

Since LEAA funds reflected less than 5% of total criminal justice ex-· 
penditures in San Diego, it is difficult to identify specific outcomes 
directly associated with LEAA efforts. 

Nevertheless, local efforts involving LEAA have contributed in part to 
the following positive outcomes; 

1. System Capacity Strengthened 

Modernized communications and dispatch systems have improved law 
enforcement's capabilities to respond to calls for service, and obtain 
and exchange necessary information in a timely manner. Of particular 
import is the Automated Regional Justice Information System (ARJIS) , 
which allows enforcement agencies comprehensive data concerning crimes/ 
suspects in all jurisdictions. Tb accomplish its objective, the ARJIS 
project developed and implemented a regional crime/incident report 
currently in use by all police departments. Automated systems in the 
District Attorney's Office (PRCMIS) and the courts have streamlined 
information and calendaring procedures. 

2. Catalyst for Regional Criminal Justice Coordination 

The LEAA legislation mandated a plannicg ooard comprised of elected 
officials and criminal justice administrators to identify crime problems 
and appropriate federal funds accordingly. These efforts resulted in 
a forum in which criminal justice component personnel have "talked to 
each other" and become aware of the ramifications of their inter-
relationships. 

3. Recognition of Other Agencies/Systems Role in Criminal Justice 
Issues 

The development of priorities to be addressed with LEAA funds was 
accomplished by a planning process that included crime trend ana,lysis, 
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position papers, and public hearings. This process necessarily included 
professionals in many fields other than criminal justice. These 
individuals frequently interact and/or provide services to the same 
clientele served by ~~e criminal justice system. 

In recent years, funds have been allocated to the vlelfare 1l:partment, 
Health Services Department of the County, school districts, and ooITmunity
based agencies,. The shift from funding only criminal justice components 
recognizes the fact that crime-related problems cannot be effectively 
addressed without considering the significant responsibilities and in
fluences of other institutions (family, church, school) and agencies 
(welfare, health, social service). Inclusion of these groups in the 
planning and allocation process can have positive impacts on under
standing and alleviating crime problems. 

4. Innovative Ideas 

The rEM funds allCMed a means for the San Diego reg ion to test new 
ideas through innovative projects. Several of these were regional in 
scope, e.g., Metropolitan EnforCB'llent Team, Fencing, ARJIS, and ASTREA 
(Sheriff's helicoptors). In addition, in 1977 LEAA funds provided the 
region witl1 a mechanism to intensively evaluate projects through the 
development of the Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit. Although directed 
toward public officials to assist them in decisions regarding oontin
uation with local funds, the reports were also used by project staff to 
modify p~ogrgm activities. 
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LESSONS LEARNED 

'l11e LEAA experience in San Diego can provide the region with some 
lessons learned or ways to address criminal justice problems more 
effectively. 

1. Realistic Expectations 

Contrary to public and political expectations, the overall crime rate 
has not decreased in the last 12 years. (See page 5.) The LEAA's 
inability to impact reported crimes is not surprising when certain 
factors are considered. First, there is general consensus that the 
"war on crime" was oversold. AI though LEAA expended more than $6 
billion in a dozen years, this comprised less than 5% of all criminal 
justice spending. The expectation that federal assistance could impact 
the local crime rate obviously was unrealistic. 

In addition, even though the criminal justice system has traditionally 
been expected to curb criminal beha'v'ior, it has by its nature operated 
in a reactive manner. Most contacts with individuals take place as a 
result of the actual or suspected occurrence of a criminal act. With 
the exception of ~Qe police, all other justice components interact with 
a defendant or victim/witness after criminal behavior is reported. 
Recognizing this feature of criminal justice operations along with 
various suggested causes of crime (e.g., unemployment, poverty, family 
breakdown) indicates that federal assistance for local criminal justice 
efforts should not have been expected to significantly affect the crime 
rate. As local monies are expended, particularly on new approaches for 
confronting crime problems, reasonable expectations, measurable objec
tives, and the need to critically assess outcomes should be considered. 

2. Crime Prevention 

Jurisdictions that focused on a specific crime (burglary) in designated 
areas experienced a reduction of reported crimes in those areas. 
Efforts focused on prevention must include commitments from elected 
officials and criminal justice administrators to insure that crime 
prevention services remain a visible function in criminal justice 
agencies. 

Commitment involves provision of necessary staff and resources avail
able to maintain inter.action with the corrnnunity. 'Ihe use of civilians 
to carry out primary prevention activities proved both effective and 
efficient in specific areas in the Sheriff's jurisdiction. 

3. Rehabilitation 

R~habilitation efforts have been less than satisfactory if the 25% 
recidivism rate is an indicator. There \;7ere few LEAA projects focused 
in this area. Rather than expecting the components of the criminal 
justice system to curtail the behavior of first-time offenders, perhaps 
more focus should be placed on the system's capacity to impact repeat 
offenders through prosecutorial and sentencing alternatives. 
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4. Need for Accountability (I 
! 

Federal guidelines and priorities influenced the manner in which funds 
were allocated and projects selected. The results, in many cases, were 
incremental approaches to specific problerr~ with minimal accountability 
for project effectiveness. Until the initiation of the Criminal 
,Justice Evaluation Unit in 1977, monitoring of projects was process
oriented with emphasis on fiscal accounting. 'l11ere was little effort 
to examine how the activities of one project affected operations in 
other components of the criminal justice system. Also, when the 
federal funding expired, there was little information relative to the 
effectiveness of the project to justify its retention with local funds. 
Consequently, 12 years and 130 projects later, we are still uncertain 
about "what works" to reduce crime, rehabilitate offenders, and improve 
the criminal justice system. An example illustrates this situation: 

In 1972, jail overcrowding was considered a significant problem in 
San Diego. 'Ihe stated goal to address this issue was "to incarcerate 
only those individuals who are an immediate threat to the safety of 
others and then only for a minimum amount of time necessary to accan
plish any protective or rehabilitative objective." Objectives cited to 
achieve this goal included.: (1) the increased use of misdemeanor 
citations r (2) use of detoxification facilities, and (3) renovation of 
the city jail.* Since no documentation is available, it is not known 
to what extent those objectives were carried out, or whether jail 
overcrowding was alleviated. What is clear, however, is that jail 
overcrowding is a problem in 1980, evidenced by a court injunction 
requiring reduction in jail population by August, 1981. 

Through numerous Ineetings of public officials and criminal justice 
administrators, in which responsibility and blame has continually 
shifted from one to another, the 1972 objectives (and others) re
emerged as possible solutions to jail overcrowding! Recently, the 
Board of supervisors appointed a special Detention Policy Board to 
examine this issue and develop recommendations. But without accurate 
documentation of the problem prior to implementation of specific 
actions and intensive evaluation of the results, decisions will con
tinue to be made in a reactive, piecemeal manner and resul t in short
term solutions. Jail overcrowding will not be relieved solely by 
building more facilities or remodeling old ones. Critical analysis 
must be undertaken that examines the nature of the jail population 
(e.g., number of felonies, misdemeanors), the extent to which they 
represent a threat to the community, enforcement and booking policies 
of individual police agencies, present sentencing procedures ~ld 
potential alternatives. When careful study identifies s~cific problem 
areas, objectives can be developed and assessed to determ~e changes. 

The LEAA funds provided the impetus for local officials to focus 
efforts to confront the crime problem. Analysis of the "lessons 
learned" through the LEAA experience lead to two major conclusions 

*1972 Annual Plan, Office of Criminal Justice Planning. 
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cot1cerning criminal justice in San Diego: .. Uf;) there is a need to 
continue a criminal justice planning functio~, and (2) an account
ability process should be developed for system compqnents. 
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Chapter 3 
Where Do We Go 

From Here? 

Responsibility and authority for criminal justice planning and oper
ations are widely dispersed due to independent jurisdictions, different 
levels of government, and functional elements. These features of the 
criminal justice system were recognized by the Regional Criminal 
Justice Planning Board (RCJPB) and the County Justice System Advisory 
Group (CJSAG) when they adopted the position that it is essential to 
preserve a regionwide vehicle for criminal justice system coordination 
and planning. Although the RCJPB initially was developed to administer 
LEAA funds, these funds have reflected only from 1% to 3% of the total 
criminal justice expenditures in the region. Review of RCJPB activities 
indicates that this Board was involved in efforts beyond LEAA.admin
istration. These included review of federal discretionary grants, 
special studies (pre-trial release, family court) and responses to 
legislation (Dixon Bill). Also, the staff to the RCJPB has admin
istered AB 90 funds (state subvention). These efforts, combined with 
the fact that over $130 million is expended annually to maintain the 
local justice system, support the need for continued, coordinated 
criminal justice planning. 

The following sections discuss potential activities of a criminal 
justice planning board and staff. The perspective adopted here views 
such a board in an adjunct function to criminal justice agencies/ 
components. The emphasis is on cooperation and coordination in a 
facilitating role rather than a directing, controlling role. 

The POsition Paper on Board Reorganization (December, 1980) cited the 
following tasks to be performed by a regional board: 

o COORDINATED PLANNING AcrIVITIES 

a. Provide a regular forum for critical debate of system problems 
and the development of complementary policy and procedures. 

b. Organize a mechanism for systemwide, mUlti-year planning, 
including mutual budget review. 

o EVALUATION AND EIXJCATION 

a. Develop an annual state-of-the-system refQrt which would 
include crime trend data and broad-based system evaluation. 

b. Provide impact studies related to significant issues and/or 
experimental projects. 
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c. Distribute the report to agencies as a reference and planning 
tool, and to the community and media for public educational 
putp:)ses. 

o INI'ERNAL INFORMATION EXCHANGE 

a. 

b. 

Provide a resource and reference capability to all cr~inal 
justice agencies. 

Coordinate and improve the dissemination of criminal justice 
information among public and private agencies. 

Several jurisdictions in California intend to retain their cr~inal 
justice boards and staff for continued long-range planning and to 
maintain dialogue among criminal justice administrators and elected 
officials. Aaditional activities undertaken in these jurisdictions 
include: 

o ASSISTANCE 'ro LOCAL AIMINISTRA'IORS IN INl'ERPRm'ING AND IMPLE'MENI'ING 
MANDATED CRIMINAL LEGISLATION THAT AFFECTS MORE WAN' ONE CCJ.1roNENT 
OF THE SYSTEM 

>"-

Planning staff could also provide information regard~ng the impac~ 
of the legislation. For example, how has the determ1nate s~ntenc1ng 
law affected the conviction and sentencing rates of felons 1n San 
Diego? What additional responsibilities (if any) have been placed 
on ~~e District Attorney's Office and the Courts as a result of the 
legisla'i::ion? Has it affected overcrowding of the jail? '!he new 
diversion law (January, 1980) which mandates diversion of first-time 
spouse assault offenders is another example. Effective implemen
tation requires coordinated efforts between the District Attorney's 
Office, the Probation Department, and the Courts. Another example 
is recent legislation that requires an $8 increase for marriage 
license fees. '!he additional funds must be appropriated to provide 
services to victims of domestic violence. The forum provided by 
the planning board along with staff efforts can assist component 
personnel and elected officials through analysis and dissemination 
of information concerning legislative actions. 

o IDENI'IFYING, INITIATING, AND ADVOCATING FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
LEGISLATION ON BEHALF OF THE JURISDICTION 

Since the planning board is comprised of local officials, criminal 
justice administrators, and citizens, it is in a ~sition to ~e. 
most informed of the issues and problems confront1ng local cr~lnal 
justice. The board provides an effective mechanism for communi
cating shared concerns to the legislature. 

o ASSESS NEED3 OF CCMfONENTS 

Through formal meetings and continued contacts with component 
agencies, planning staff can assist personnel in assessing areas to 
be addressed. Suggested areas might relate to training, standards, 
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and facilities. Staff could direct agency personnel to the appro
priate resources for meeting these needs. 

o INCREASED DIAIDGUE WI'IH Ol'HER AGENCIES/SYS'I'EMS 

,-- -- ~- ....... -~--~- ~-~ -

A cr~inal justice forum can formalize communications with other 
agencies and boards which are involved with similar clientele but 
are not part of the criminal justice system, e.g., schools, welfare 
department, community-based agencies. 

o ALTERNA.TIVE FUNIl3 

As local resources continually shrink, a necessary task of such a 
board would be to aggressively search for alternative funding 
sources. 

o ACCOUNTABILITY 

A criminal justice planning board and sta;f.f could facilitate the 
development of an accolli,tability process for the components of the 
criminal justice system. 

ACCOUNTABILITY IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

The issue of system fragmentation was identified as the major problem 
confronting the criminal justice system in San Diego during the 1979 
planning process. 'Ibis issue was also raised by the Mayor's Crime 
Cont~ol Comm~ssion* through their examination of system components and 
heanng testl.I1lOny from key personnel. Fragmentation has led to a 
system which does not: (1) provide an efficient way to perceive crime 
and address problems, (2) allow for standardized data collection for 
systemwide analysis, {3} resolve conflicting goals, (4) account for 
effectiveness, (5) provide information to related agencies, or (6) 
assess impact of changes in one component on the operations of another 
i.e., ~e hiring of 100 ~liceme~ ma¥ have significant effects on jail' 
populat1on and workload 1n the D1str1ct Attorney's Office and the 
courts. 

Faced with s~ilar problems, the local criminal justice planning office 
in St. Paul, Minnesota, developed an accountability system. Although 
it was developed specifically to address the criminal justice system, 
the procedures were later adopted by all departments responsible for 
delivery of human care services in St. Paul. It is suggested that 
implementation of a similar accountability system be considered in the 
San Diego region, particularly for those activities related to crbninal 
j~s~ice. It can pr;ovide a sys~ematic J?r<?Cedure for regularly deter
mln1ng r;e~ults a~h1ev~ follow1ng prOV1S1on of services and determining 
the eff1c1ency W1th Wh1Ch those results are obtained. Although most 
agencies have developed ways to assess the results of their efforts, 
there is presently no standardized, consistent assessment process that 
allows for timely a~d accurate information for managers or public 
officials. In addition, current efforts do not account for the inter
relatedness of the system components, so that a systemwide analysis is 
not possible. 

*City of San Diego 
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'!he information provided th.rough this accountability system would be 
extremely useful to administrators and elected officials at budget time 
and reduce the need for last minute searches for required data. 

In addition, use of this system allCMs line personnel, managers, ad
ministrators, and public officials a continuous, updated perspective on 
the extent to which each component is achieving its program objectives. 

Implementation of this evaluation system should not require more staff, 
fiscal resources, or necessarily generate additional paperwork. 

::'Rather, it reflects a restructuring of present data compilation based 
on specific program objectives. 

'!he importanc.e of reaching consensus about the program eVclluation 

-, 

design cannot be overemphasized. A successful evaluation system 
requires the commitment and support of external influences (planning 
boards, other systems, legislation), top management, and line staff. 
Commitment is achieved by involving these key individuals in a nego
tiated process of identifying objectives, measures, and outcome criteria. 

Developnent of this system is not something done by an outside con
sultant or by a few select staff. Nor should it be percEdved as 
something that is done to anyone. Instead, development of this system 
involves getting consensus among a large number of peopll= about what is 
to be done, how well it is to be done, and how it is to be measured. 
It is suggested that implementation and use of the accountability 
system would substantially contribute to improvement in criminal 
justice operations in San Diego and lead to proactive, rational de
cisions based on accurate systemwide information. Please refer to page 
51 for detailed description of how to develop the system. 
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Chapter 4 
Criminal Justice 
Evaluation Unit 

Abstracts 

In this section are abstracts of preliminary evaluation reports con
ducted in 1980 and a listing of evaluations completed since 1977.* 

SOCIAL ASSAULT PROJEcrs 

The Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board identified domestic 
violence as the highest priority problem to be addressed in the 1979-81 
plan. Approximately $1.1 million was allocated regionwide to provide 
services to battered spouses, abused children, and rape victims. 
Evaluation efforts were system-oriented since the dynamics of the 
problem require a multi-disciplinary approach in terms of reporting, 
identification, prevention, and treatment. 'llie, preliminary evaluation 
was exploratory and focused on the incidence and nature of social 
assault in North County, and the responsibilities of many intervening 
agencies. -

CCNCLUSlOOS 

Spouse Assault 

1. Approximately 16% of the reported assaults in North County are 
spouse related. Actual number of incidents is most likely higher 
due to victims' reluctance to report and because police officers 
often do not file a written report. 

2. Examination of 358 spouse assault cases revealed that injuries were 
sustained by 75% of the victims and medical attention was required 
in 28% of the cases. 

3. Personnel in the criminal justice system do not feel that arrest, 
prosecution, and incarceration are effective d~terrents to spouse 
abuse. Since police officers are often the first to respond to 
these inciderits, they can have a significant role in providing 
assistance and can influence tl1e victim's subsequent interaction 
with the criminal justice process. 

4. Funded projects in North County provided timely and appropriate 
respOnse to social assault victims and provided services which 
reflected a variety of victim needs, e.g., legal advice, counseling, 
shelter, employment information. 

*Copies of these reports can be obtained by contacting Evaluation Unit 
!3taff at 236-5383. 
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5. Projects did not significantly impact reporting, prosecution, or re
cidivism rates of domestic violence during the first year. 

CHILD ABUSE 

1. Child abuse referrals to the Welfare J.):partment increased by 36% 
from 1978 to 1979. It is not certain if this is due to increased 
awareness by the community 9r an actual incre~se in abuse occurrences. 

2. Since police officers are mandated to investigate reports of child 
abuse, it is important that they be cognizant of the factors 
involved in identification of abuse. With the ~xcel?tion of! sexual 
abuse, the value of prosecution of abuse cases is ~i::'ceived as 
limited for altering abusive behavior. 

3. Treatment programs to assist families are difficult to assess and 
monitoring of family progress toward rehabilitation is not adequate. 

4. Professionals who work with child abusing families cited bedspace 
as the primary need of abused children. Also mentioned was the 
need for training of personnel in identification and treatment, 
transportation to support services, and improvement in the quality 
of out-of-home placements for dependent children. Barriers to 
meeting these needs included insufficient resources, poor parenting 
skills, and fragmented efforts runong involved agencies. 

REX::CJI1MENmTIONS 

1. Tb obtain a more accurate picture of the occurrence of spouse 
assault, police officers should consistently record those incidents 
and statistics should be lnaintained which separate spouse assaults 
from other assaults. 

2. Tb develop appropriate treatment programs and prevent recurrent 
abusive behavior, increased attention should be given to analysis 
of the variables associated with child abuse. 

3. Administrative personnel in the criminal justice system should take 
steps to inform their staffs about the dynamics of family violence, 
the availability of community resources, new legislation related to 
spouse assault, and ways that they can be of more assistance to 
victims. Staff in the funded projects can provide information and 
possibly assist in developing training sessions. 

Final evaluation efforts will incorporate regionwide efforts toward the 
domestic violence problem and assess which kinds of organizational 
structures are more effective in addressing this issue. 
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.AU'IDMATED REGIONAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM (ARJIS) 

The Au~oma~ed Reg~onal, J~sti7e Information System (ARJIS) was developed 
to ass~st l.n the l.d~ntl.fl.catlon and apprehension of suspected criminals 
througn the autamatl.on of crime case, arrest, field interview and 
property files of local law enforcement agencies. Other features of 
~IS, ,as originally designed, are the Master Operations Index (MOl), 
winch l.ntegrates the system, and the personnel, automated oorthless 
doclUJlent, crime analysis and manpower allocation components. 

CCNCLUSIONS 

1. ~ of Nov:rnoor, 1980, six C?f the nine ARJIS components were opera
t 70nal, el.ther totally or l.n part. Timely implementation was 
hl.ndered by adrninistrati ve and organizational problems •. , 

2. In general, ARJIS staff identified the information needs of law 
enforcement personnel. However, the value of the system is in
fluenced by the extent and quality of information received, the 
accuracy and amount of data compiled and tile availability of infor
mation to users. 

3. Data indicate that ARJIS has provided officers with useful infor
mation leading to arrests and cases closed, but the impact varies 
by department. It is probable that when more information is 
available regionally, the impact of ARJIS will increase. 

4. Responsibility for improving the effective use of ARJIS should be 
a joint responsibility of ARJIS staff and agency personnel. 

5. The cost-effectiveness of ARJIS cannot be determined until ti1e 
system is fully operational, but agency administrators should begin 
to develop procedures for measuring benefits compared to costs. 

RECCMMENDA.TIONS 

1. The following feature~ should be considered in regard to ARJIS 
administration: a single line of authority for management of 
project operations; a staff person responsible for liaison between 
all agen~~e~ ~nvolved; and input from all user agencies regarding 
ARJIS actl.vl.tl.es. 

2. Agency administrators, with the assistance of ARJ;tS staff, should 
pr~i~e thorough ongoing training in data access and report writing. 
Addl.tlonally, ARJIS staff should simplify the instruction ma~ual 
for dat~ access. 

3. Crime case and field interview reports should be reviewed for 
accuracy by supervisors and data entry clerks. 

4. Agency administrators and supervisors should provide the opportunity 
for and encourage the use of ARJIS by officers. 
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5. The availability of APJIS information to officers should be increased 
through as many sources as possible. 

In,April of 1~8l, ~ follow-up evaluation of ARJI~ will be completed. 
~lS report wl~l dlSCuss,use and value of additional components, the 
lssue of securlty and prlvacy, and cost-effectiveness. 

SAN DIEG) POLICE DEPARI'MENT: CHILD ABUSE PRQJECl' 

The police department received federal funds to expand the existing 
child abuse unit to provide services to all reported child abuse 
victims/ fam~lie~ in the City of San Diego. Pr~?r to expansion, only 
cases occurnng m the central area of the.city were investigated by 
the unit staff. Centralization efforts were expected to provide a 
specialized response to child abusing families by referring individuals 
to appropriate services. 

COOCLUSIONS 

The overall ben~fits of centralized disposition of cases are not yet 
known and there were difficulties in developing coordination with 
Northern division. Not all project objectives were achieved and some 
were considered beyond the control of unit staff, such as reduction in 
placements to Hillcrest Receiving Home. 

RECO'1MEND?-\TIONS 

1. The police department should examine the benefits and disadvantages 
of a centralizea unit with consideration of the value of the assess
rnen~ and referral role of law enforcement, the expertise needed by 
offlcers, and the potential for regular juvenile detectives to 
investigate these cases concomitant with their regular investi
gations. 

2. Project staff should revise second year objectives and redirect 
focus toward activities over which the staff has considerable 
control. 

The final evaluation (mid-198l) will examine two significant issues: 
(1) the effects of diversion versus prosecution on recidivism of 
abusers, and (2) th~ impact of a specialized child abuse unit on 
d isposi tions, e'9" out-of-home placements, court referrals, when 
compared to a r~J~lar juvenile unit handling similar cases. 

TRUANCY 

Three school districts received funds to reduce truancy at the se~
ondary school level. The twofold approach is to increase parent 
awareness of truancy through telephone verification of absences and to 
~rovi~e,conseling and/or problem-solving services to individual students 
ldentlf~ed as truants. The expected benefits include improvements in 
~ttendance and a7aaemic ac~ievement, reductions in juvenile justice 
lnvolvement and lncreases ln state reimbursements based on attendance. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. Preliminary data on the impact of the proje~ts on students receiving 
services are inconclusive due to the problems in defining and 
measuring truancy, the limited sample of students studied and the 
short time period reviewed. For a small sample of students, un
excused absences (which include truancies) were not reduced. 

, 2. An examination of schoolwide attendance indicates that unexcused 
absences at two of the three projects had decreased without in
creasing excused absences. This can be partially attributed to 
project efforts to telephone parents and/or counsel students. 

RECCJ.1MENI)A.TIONS 

1. The project staff should develop realistic and measurable outcome 
objectives. 

2. Project staff should define their target population, maxlmlZe 
contact with school administrators, utilize cornnunity services, and 
regularly monitor attendance data for all students receiving 
services. 

3. Project staff, to the extent possible, should increase their 
involvement with parents to help them deal with truancy problems 
(e.g., referrals to community agencies, parent effectiveness 
training and/or family and group counseling). . 

4. Additional in-service training in counseling should be provided for 
truancy aides/counselors. 

The issues of cost-effectiveness, juvenile justice involvement, and 
factors contributing to truancy will be addressed in the final evaluation. 
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EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 1977-1980 

.' Project Evaluation 
I 

~ ( Project Costs Reports 
~ j 
~ \ 
~ ~ 

;1 
1- San Diego Police - Anti-Fencing Proj. $ 833,909 Final 

'\1 
;1 
~ \ 2. San Diego Police - Comm. Crime 
d 

t: Prevention 291,353 Prelim. - Final 

11 3. San Diego Sheriff -. Anti-Fencing Proj. 277,778 Prelim. - Final 
',f 4. San Diego Sheriff - Comm. Crime il 

"d Prevention 1,096,865 Prelim. - Final 
n 
~ "r 5. Comprehensive Justice Program 3,111,978 Prelim. - Final 
'I 
it 6. Community Based Residential 
~f 
'I Treatment Project 111,111 Final 
~. t '7. Crisis Family Therapy Project 102,651 Final 
'I 8. Volunteers Minority Recruitment 
i! 
~i in Probation Project 62,035 Final 
I 
'f 9. San Oiego Municipal Court Experiment N/A Prelim. - Final 
;1 
j 10. Projects to Reduce Truancy 110,345 Prelim. 
~ 
~ II. NOrth County Social Assault 245,376 Prelim. , 

12. San Diego Police - Child Abuse Unit 283,833 Prelim. 
·co I 

j 13. Automated Regional Justice Infor-
1 mation System (ARTIS) 2,400,000 Prelim. 

'lUI;'AL $8,927,234 

lIncludes funds from Regional Employment Training Consortium. 
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ACCOUN'l'ABILITY IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM* 

Tb understand the process described, it is bnportant to differentiate it 
from evaluation systems that may appear to be similar. The process out
lined is not a Management Information System (MIS) which does not include 
criteria on which to base judgments about effectiveness and efficiency. 
It is not Management by Objectives which does not specify outcomes for 
clients:(defendants, victtins, witnesses) but for the staff instead. It 
is not evaluation research which generally is not concerned with program/ 
agency improvement but involves special studies or one-time efforts. 

THE EVAWATION SYSTEM** 

The following are the basic elements of the system and definitions of each: 

Element 

I) Program goals 

2} Program structure 

3) Client descriptors 

4) Program objectives 

5) Measures 

6} Performance expectancies 

7} Weights 

8) Management reports 

9} System review mechanism 

Definition 

A general statement describing each of 
the programs within the organization. 

A way of organizing an agency into pro
grams which can be subjected to evaluation. 

Descriptive characteristics of the client 
population that impede the achievement of 
objectives. 

A specific statement that is a component 
of the goal statement. The goal is cornr 
posed of a number of objectives. 

Statements which outline how the achieve
ment of objectives will be determined. 

Statements of the degree to which each objec
tive is to be achieved. 

Statements indicating the relative importance 
of each objective. 

The regular report of performance. 

The regular review and modification of the 
evaluation system 

*The material outlined here was extracted from Planning for Program Evaluation, 
by Harold Tapper. 

**A potential semantic problem should be resolved regarding the use of the terms 
"services" and "clients" in the criminal justice system. For example, the pros
ecuting attorney does not provide "services" to the defendant (client) in the 
way that term is generally understood. The problem is solved if services are 
defined to include all staff activities targeting on modifying a client's be
havior or status. Similarly, the "client" population more often refers to 
suspected crbninal offenders and defendants, but may also include victims and/or 
witnesses. 

51 ~. --,,-- .. _- ...... 

Preceding page blank 

~I 
M 
,~ 

I 
I 

J 



l 

PROGRAM! AGENCY OOAL STA.'I'EMENr 

The program goal statement includes c~nsideration reqardin~ cl~ents ser
viced services provided and results lntended. Program Ob]ectlves must 
be defined so that a logical relationship is apparent between objectives 
and services. (Services actually are staff activities which contribute 
to accomplishment of the goal.) The attainment of the program goals should 
enable the mission to be achieved. 

PR:OGR1\M STRUcrURE 

The next step in developing an evaluation system is to determine its pro
gram structure. This invo~ves decisions re'larding ~) which group c;>f pe0-

ple 2) are targeted for WhlCh group of servlces 3) ln order to achleve 
what set of results. Although identification of program structure is a 
matter of preference, these guidelines may be helpful: 

1. 

2. 

The program structure should enable the manager to know what combina
tion of services produced what benefits or results. For example, 
a program to divert certain youngsters from the juvenile justice sys
tem should be treated separately, if the program manager is interes
ted in the unique effects the project may have on youthful offenders. 

The identified program structure should separate out different client 
populations. The criminal justice system components provide services 
to vastly different clientele: criminal offenders and victims/witnesses. 
Assessment of target groups as they relate to specific services allows 
for accurate measurement of client/program outcomes. 

CLIEN!' CHARACl'ERISTICS 

The next corrponent is a description of the client population. TrtJO kinds 
of client characteristics should be identified: 

1) 

2) 

In-take criteria - These refer to descriptors which differentiate 
clients served by the particular agency from clients of other 
programs. Examples include: 

o Adults charged with misdemeanors in the City of San Diego 
o Defendant who is on probation/parole at time of alleged offense 
o Children identified as substantiated cases of child abuse 

Client difficulty characteristics - Some client cI;a7act~ristics are 
obstacles to achievement of program goals. Identlflcatlon of these 
can be helpful in terms of understanding why goals are not met. 
Examples include age of the client, number of multiple offenses, and 
duration of the condition to be changed. 
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SERilICFS ProvIDED 

A program evaluation system can be started by listing the services . 
provided. These should be defined in tenus of what staff does. for ch.ents. 
The following is a sample list: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Counseling adolescents referred by probation 
Responding to cal1s for service 
Preparing for trial 
Representing juveniles at all first court ap:r;:earances 
Charging all criminal cases 

CLIENl'/PROGRAM RESULTS 

Several classes of results can be identified and associated with services 
provided: 

1) Degree of improvement - This refers to a traditional way of classifying 
results that reflects the degree of change in the client's condition. 

Examples: o 

o 

To maximize the extent to which clients pay for their 
own defense. 
To maximize completion of restitution. 

2) Client satisfaction - Reports by clients regarding their degree of 
satisfaction or improvement can be used to identify program bene
fits or results. 

Examples: 0 Residents who :believe that their neiglfurhoods are safer. 
o Victims/witnesses who indicate that the court process was 

handled efficiently. 

3) Program resolution - The presenting problems are categorized and rated 
as to whether the problems have been mitigated after services. 

Examples: o 

o 

o 

To maximize the j ail quick-release program (presenting 
problem ...,. jail overcrOYKling). 
To reduce incidents of re-abuse in families (presenting 
problem - c~ild abuse) . 
To minimize the number of reported burglaries - (present
ing problem - increase in burglary rate}. 

It is obvious that the changes or benefits relate to the intent, purpose, 
and objective of the agency or program and should occur due to services 
provided. 
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PR'.)GRAM EFFECl'IVENESS AND EFFICIENCY 

This section translates goal statements into operational terms by iden
tifying methods for collecting information al:ol" program effectiveness 
and efficiency!, 

Measures 

-" 

Measures are the statements whi.ch indicate hCM the achievenent of objec
tives will be determined. To insure that measures are an accurate reflec
tion of objective achievement, the issues of validity and reliability must 
be considered. Reliability is related to the clarity of the measure. Will 
the measure mean the same to everyone who uses it? O~nsistent results will 
not occur if the tenninology is vague or confused. Validity refers to the 
appropriateness of the measure to the objective. Reduction of recidivi::m 
is a popular objective in the cr.iminal justice system. Yet rrost objectives 
relative to recidivism differ as to the various points in time when such 
behavior can be assessed, e.g., at time of arrest, wh=n charges are filed, 
if convicted, or when incarcerated. 

Performance Expectancies 

Ei'pectancies of performance are estimates of the degree to which each objec
tive is to be achieved. They provide the criteria against which actual 
performance is judged. Expectancies should be set at a level which is realis
tically low, yet high enough to encourage improvement. In this systen, expec
tancies are set at three levels: 

Minimal: 
Goal: 
~imal: 

The level below which performance should not drop. 
The aimed-for perfonnance level. 
The ultimate performance the program/agency/facility could 
hope to achieve under ideal circumstances. 

Estimation of performance expectancies is a process t.hat should involve 
judgments of line personnel, administrators, and public officials. 

Examples: 

MEASURE: Percentage of clients not adjudicated delinquent. 

EXPEcrANCIES : Minimal Goal 

30% 60% 

MEASURE: c1\verage cost per client served. 

EXPEcrANCIES : Minimal Goal 

$4,500 $3,500 

Optimal 

80% 

Optimal 

$2,700 

MEASURE: Percentage of previously incarcerated clients remaining out of 
institutions six rronths. 

EXPEcrANCIES : Minimal Optimal 

10% 25% 40% 
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Relative Weights 

Assigrnnent of a weight to each obj ecti ve is a method for indicating the 
relative importance of achieving each objective within the program. Not 
all objectives are of equal importance. '!'hose which are mst directly 
related to goal achievement and those over which the program has the 
greatest control should receive greater weight. The weights should be 
expressed in percentages. 

SUPPLEMEm'AL MEASURES 

These measures provide information on program/agency perfonnance other 
than information associated \.;rith program objectives. While program eval-, 
uation focuses on results, program monitorinq emphasizes precess, i.e., 
which kinds of activities relate to particular results. Collection of 
supplenental information can facilitate this process and assist the agency/ 
program to determine a course of action if the program shCMs a drop in 
performance level. Analysis of this inforn~ation can also assist in increas
ing the efficiency of the program. Supplene.."':ltal data should be maintained 
on a regular basis, in a reliable fashion. EXamples 6f supplenental measures 
include: 

Program Phase 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Client referral 

Client intake 

Client 
Assessment 

Program 
delivery 

Related Activities 

o Arrestee brought to jail 
o Reports of child abuse 
o Sentencing by the court 

o Arresting a suspect 
o Substantiating child 

abuse 
o Accepting a prisoner 

o Pre-sentence investiga
tion 

o Family study 
o Arrest report 

o Maintain a prisoner 
in custody 

o Providing casework 
service 

o Maintaining vertical 
prosecution 
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SUpplenental Measures 

NUmber of clients on waiting 
list 

NUmber of clients by source 
of referral 

Percent of referrals accepted 
Rate of intake, e. g., number per 
month 

NUmber of new admissions 

Average time per assessment 

NL1rnber and type of presenting 
problen 

Number or percent of clients 
who fail to canplete program 

Number of percent of clients 
who receive certain facility 

services 
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System Review Mechanism 

When the foregoing elements have been developed and implemented, a 
mechanism for continuous review of the evaluation system should be 
created. These are same of the factors to be included: 

o 

o 

the continued relevance of the objectives, expectancies 
and weights; 

the continued adequacy of the supplemenl:al measures; and 

the performance data as it reflects on each of the above. 

The system review mechanism is an organized procedure for the regular 
review of the evaluation system in order to rronitor the effectiveness 
and relevance of the system. Regular review and rrodification should 
reflect changes in program service!?, persons served, the carmunity, and 
program objectives to be achieved. 

EXAMPLES OF EVALUATION SYSTEMS 

The following pages describe format and content of two evaluation systems. 
The framework developed here can be adopted for any program or agency. 
Although the content may differ, the objectives remain the same: to pro
vide agency administrators and elected officials with concrete information 
about the program structure, the services provided, types of clients who 
receive specific services, and the results achieved. 
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Program: Juvenile Services Center Pre-Court Intervention Program 

Most of the work on this project was done by James Kavenaugh, Ramsey 
County Community Corrections 
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Clients 
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Schools 
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JUVENILE SERVICES CENTER PRE-COURT INTERVENTION PROORAtt 

Other PoUce Juvenile Juvenile COlllnunity Criminal Correctiona 
Youth Service Court Corrections Justice Adv:lsory 
ServinR Center Oepartment Coordination Board 

. Agencies .. Council 

1 1 I I t I I . 

GOI\I, 

To provide ea~i'ly intervention with specJalh:ed .supervision, needs aRSeSl'lment, 
counseling and referral to community resources for f:fret time juveniJe offenders 
in Ramsey County, in or~,er to meet the., needs of tfl"! clients, prevent further 
involvement In the juvenile justice system nnd lessen the burden on otller 
probation servIces. 

. 

Tn-take screening 
Pre-court assessment. 
Appe,Arnnce in court with fl!tmlly. 

I 
SERVICES 

SupetvisJon 8S dtrp.cted by the court. 
Comprehensive fAmily Rnd client needs ass£-ssemnt 
FAmil y and client counseling. • 
Arrllnge. to provide for referral to community social aervice agencies. 
DesiRn and supervise restitution program. 
1'1nn individual client progr:tms. 
Provide consultAtion resources to parents, schoola, and other indivtduliia and 

agencf.es. 
Pnblic :I n[ormation. 
FoI10w-up, 

\ '.I 

RAmsey County resident. 

INTAKE CRTTERIA 

Under oge ] 8 when referred to court. 
No other famUy member presently Active wi th a Juvenile Probation Officer. 
First time stAtus or minor delInquency offender. 
Co!';es whlch Appf>nr to require supervision for no more than 90 dAYS. 

Ramaey 
County 
Board 
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JUVENILE SERVICES C~NTER PRE-COURT INTERVENTION PROGRiH 
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'Heasures Time of 

Prfmary Objectives . Measures Anply To HeasureJnent 

Percentage 'of All youth 
Hcudmize the number of youth youth who COiD- aSBigntid " At terain .. ":" 
who successfully complete pl'e·te the pro- to pro- tion . 
tho progr~aa gr:a m gram 

llrograln terrui- All BUC-
cOliufu), Provent recidivisli neeB who return 6 montt .... 

to court on A teJ;_inees after torai 
lIew petition nati'on 

Percontage of All youth 
Maximize co.pletion,of ros- youth who COli"; i.u.Bi£jnt:d At termipa-
titution plate r~Btit ... - to resti- tion 

tion 
tution 

lltll'CO n t a9 e of AI} rtlfer~ 
. 

Haximize delivery of, coaallun- referralB accep-:- l"a 6 for As event 
~ty services to those neQd- tud for com'Qun-, community 

' lrl9'
c

l'ilem ity tJervices ~ervice oc.:curs 
./ 

Avora9~ daily " All youth 
Hallimi"e the number of pro- capac!'ty assigned 
gl:a(;;ll)artioipAn ts to pro-

\ .. ,' . 'Jrarn 

Ail Days from assign youta .. 
De"ulol~ treatment plan with- IIlent to treat- with 
in 14 days of assignaaent mont r~an'devel- treatment 

opmen planu 
-

Oays fr(.\1a 8asign- hll youth 
ImpH:llutO t treatment plAn mont to treqt- with 
within 21 days of assign- ment I)Ian imple- treat.nent 
lDent 

Dl'a' IN 1 TI ONS, 

NccidivitOffi' 

m"ntation plans .-

Client ord~red into the CIP 
by the Juvenile Court 

Retu~n to court ~n any now law 
biolations w~thin~uix month. 

Quarterly 

At terll,tna-
tion 

At' tftraina-
tion 

' , 

" 

Su=cesuful Completion, Completion of co~tracts and no 
court 8ppearance~ du~ to violation. 

iI' ---------~-.,---,- .. ~..;,;...-----....:......---------.-.;,....-;...------.-
[} -- (I Q 

i" " 

Expectancies' ' Rel_rlvo 
Hln'mal Goal Optima I Ue'ghl 

, . I' 

60' 80111 18.5' 10 

! -
" 

40' 20' !10~ 25 
, 

I -
15' 'f)O' 90' 10 

.' 10' 1.5 , JlO' 20 

-.. . 
50 ·60 15 5 

15111 85' 100' 15 
. 

'15' 85' ,100' "15 . . 

SUPPLEMENT\LS, 

Haw caMes petit'on.~ to court 

Casas screened, 
.JtecolIlI~ended " 
RejecteCl 
T<?tal " 
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-
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nF.FrNITIONS~ continued 

Treatment Plan: 

Treatment Plan: 

Restitution: 

statement of means for resolving identified 
problem areas for the client and thetamily 

Working document for the program for resolv
ing identified problem areas of the,clicnt 
and the family 

Compensation for loss suffered as a result 
of client's actions -- either monetary or 
or in service 

Community Services: Referrals to social agencies outside the 
Cbmmunity Corrections Departmcnt 

program Completioni Termination of services due to dismissal 
or transfer of case 

C-] 

SUPPLEMENTAI.S: continued 

Cases assigned! 
Recommended 
Rejecten 
Non-!:lcreened 
Total 

Cases returned to court: 
viola tions of law 
Violations of contract 
Total 

Total number of court appearances -- Active Cases 

Restitution: 
Number of 
Number of 
1\mount of 
NumbE'r of 
Number of 

cases ordered, .. f'or restitution 
cases completed'~estitution 
restitution paid 
hours of commu~ity service orderec1 
hours of community service c;ompleted 

1 
------~---------------.--.---------~-----------------..,,-.-~'-
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JUVt:I'lILE SERVICES CENTER PRE-COURT INTERVENTION. PROGRAM 
- ' -'. 

MA N A' C E ME N T' REP 0 R',T 'CURRENT HONTH: 
~ 

PROGRAli: ClJMlJLATIVE: -

~H P nIH A at 
11\ 

:;)tJ .... ~ CURRENTtlJNTlI . LAS'T HONTH 
t-<ll o B'J E C T I V !·s· I 

<H 8~ -lW ACTUAL . INDEX ACTUAL INDEX ~:K . cal 

~aximize the number of' 
~outh9 who successfullr 
complete the program 80' 

Prevent recidivi.sm 20\ 

-
' . 

Hax,imi~e completion of 
restitution . 80\ 

. 
Maximize delivery of com-
munity servicell to those ' '. 75\, 
needing them 

Ii 

Haximiz~ the number of pro- 60 !Jram participantll 

Develop treatment plan with 
in 14 .days of assignment 85\ 

,ImpleJOent treatment plan 
within 21 daYIi of treat.ment 85\ 

\.' 

;"" I 

~~~---kJ 

, 

f;'-~ ;:", 

~ 
1"-0' :-""" 
~:,:Ui 
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. CUMULATIVE --

~CTUAL INIiEX ,-

---. 

- ..... --
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J.UVENILE SF.R'!!CES CENTER PR:=:-CO!J~T PTTEP.VF.NTION PROr.RAH 
SOURCE DOCGMEl-1T 

Intake Termination 
nate Client _____________________________ Date 

-------Referee ____________________________________ __ PO ___________________ __ 

~: 'F~ce: . Sex: Location: Offense: 

§ under 11 

~
'. c:::::JM 

.L .. ::':JF 
. c:::JSelbv 

B
Ne~ Brighton 

L McKnight 
Fayne 

R status 
11 - 12 
13 - 14 
15 - 16 
17 - 18 

B. 
I~d. 
S. 

ther ~
petty theft 
Chemicals 
Property 
Other, 

Source 0': Referral: Reason for Referral: (o~primary, ') 
s-secondary 

Court r---lOther Comn~~-
Court servicesr----1 ity Agency 

. IFOlice/Sheriff§prOject Staff 
Correc~ional Clergy , . 

Institution Parents/Family 
Parole Boa~d Friend 
Parole Agent Particip~~t ' 
School Other 
Welfare 

" " 

" 

Relation to C. J. 5.: 

lather Legal 
Personal 
Fa.lllily 
C.P. 
Medical/Dental 
Educational/" 

School 
Financial 
Recreation 
Psychological 
Referrable 

Source (code) 

--;Housillg 
Food 
Parole Plan"; 

ning 
Transporta:" 

tion , 
ne-to-one 
Counseiing 

Sexual 
Peer Support 
IEmployment 
Other ' 

Vio la tions'--r.:turn to court 
dur::.~g program: Not in C. J.' S. 

R. and R. 
DCloked 
Petition Hearing 
Disposition Hearing 
Supervision Prcbation 
I~stitu~ionalized 
Work Release 

,Law, 

I Contract ________ _ 

Parole 

Prov'ided' : 

None Restitution 
Basic Shelter Recreational 
Medical/Dental Group Coun-
C.P. Info~ation seiing 
Educational Parent Counseling 
Job Help Family Counseling 
Financial Eelp Inaividual Coun-
Legal seling 
Advocacy-School SDiagnostic 
Advocacy-Police Other Worker 
Advocacy-Courts, Jol~nteer 

etc. ~Parole PlanninG 
Advocacy-GeneralL---jGeneral" Other 

Restit:ution: T"tal Completed: 

Total 

Disposition/Reason for Termin
'~: 

~
completed Program 
Referral to Juvenile 

Court 

B AbSCOnded ' 
Deceased 
Other 

Corr.r.:unitv Agencies Refer-::-ea To: 

__ Y.5~no~ 

~ l..--,I 
c=J Service .~ of hours hours 
[==:J~TrO'..l1\t. ----.ll o~ dcl1ars --------doll "rs' 

62 
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--T'".._ .. ___ ~ 

U W 

U' I ill 
n 'I 

I ill 
n 11 

rn I 
I n ill I 

0 rn f ) 

U m '. I 

fJ ~ . I 

n m 

ff ~ 

U ~ 

n I 
U I 
[1 I 
n . ....J,rl I 
n I 
n I 
U I \ 

I .. 

n :.. 1 
t ! 

! :.0.( 
",":",'. ._ .... ' .. -

JUVENILE S,ERVI.CES CENTER PRE-COURT IN TERVENTION PROGRAN 

FOLLOW-UP FOR.'1 
Client Intake Termination 

-----~--------~----- Date ------------ Date 
Date of Follow-up -------------
Source £f Followir:g ~,rma tion : 

~
Client ~ £f Contact: 

Parent -, 
Relative 
Friend 
Other 

I 
\ 

§ TelePhone 
Personal Inter~iew 
Mail 

~nvolvement ~ £. ~. ~. Si~~ Termination: 
:-:JR. and R . 

Verification: 

gJP~~~~~ion Office~ .. JFlooked 

§ 'NeW Petition Hearing 
Disposition Hearing 

, Dupervision/Probaticn 
Institutionalized 

" 

" 

~ ~ follow-up:[ ] 

===--.---==_:;;;::;;::z=~ - _____ >-<-_ 

~ 2f Contact: 

§ TelePhone 
, Personal Interview 

Mail 

63 

School 
Con~unity Agency , 
ourts 
ther 
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Index Score' Conversion Tabls 

---
OI\JECTlVEI ODJECTIVE: 

rlDf.X Program Completions Recidivism 
!. 

I 
I~ c (1 

If: 0 

CORES f--. 

EJ(I'~CTAIICY pnocnMI EXPECTAlICY ! pnoc,lWt 
W.LVes rOJIITS VALUES POlllTS 

~IS~ 
----

85% 15 10% 37.5 

L1,S 85 15 11 36 
---~-

1M) !3~ 14 12 3~_ 
I 

I 
1 

0'\ 

~ ~ 

I 
I :l 

8 

1 , 

115 84 14 1!l 3~ --.- ----
UO . __ o_3 __ 13 14 33 .. 
125 83 13 15 31 --- -----
t~o 82 '12 16 30 ---- ----
lIS 82 12 17 29 --.-
)10 81 11 18 28 ---- -
]('S :t 11 19 26 ---_. -
100 10 20 25 ----

7~ 9~ 10 22 211 ---- -
76. 90 9 24 23 f---- \ ---_. 

0.5 _____ 74\ 9 26 21 - i 

flO 72: 8 28 20 -----~ 
/5 70' 8 30 19 --.. _- -----
70 68. 7 32 18 ---
(,5 66 7 3il 16 
60 64 6 36 15 -- -~~-.- ------
~5 I 62 6 3ft 1il r------51) rfl r; 1n ,,, r: r. 

l 

-
OBJEC'rIVE: 

Restitution 

EXPECTANCY PROGR.~I 

VALUES POINTS 

90% 15 

fl9 15 

Rn ..1L_ 
R7 14 

.. 86 13 
85 13 

.~-lr .......... Hh .. '" ..... .ru", , 

8~ 12 

83 12 

82 11 

III 11 
80 10 

80 10 

79 9 

79 9 

78 8 
78 II .- -. ... :'"'- "'""----

77 'f 

77 7 

76 6 -
7G 6 

------ --. 
"r r 

. 
rROCRAli: JUVENILE SERVICES CENTE R 

1'Tf[:'[( JlIH T IN rWVHJlI fiN 
f'IW,ll.e r 

ODJECTIVE: 

Community Services INDEX 

EXrECTAlICY 
VAI.IJf.S 

[lOX 

__ 8_0 __ 

79 
79 

ZfI 

7.8 

77 

77 

76 

76 

75 

75 

74 
711 

73 
73 

72 
72 

71 
.71 

'" 

SCOnE 
PROGRAM 
PO lilT:> .-

30 }SO --
29 14' 

28 HO 
-1---

27 ]35 
.. ---

26 130 
-'_ .. -.--

'25 125 ---
24 • 12(1 --
23 115 ----
22 lID -------
21 10') 

20 100 ---'--
1!? 95 ._--
1/l 90 --
17 8~ ---. 
16 . BO -
15 75 ._-

__ 1~ ___ 1~_ 

13 . (is ---
12 (jQ 

11 so; -
In r • 

.. 

.1 

l 

~I 
1(;; 

J 
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Index Score Convarslon Ta~l~ 
, 

. _--. o:SJt:cnvl!: 
!DEl( ,It 

SC 
Program Part1ci pants 

.ORES 

I!XPI!C'f.\IICY PROGRAM 
VlJm:!s pO~lrrs 

--------
15t> 75 7.5 

1----_. -
11.5 74 7 

HO 72 7 
t---

13'> 71 7 
---- ----_. 

130 69 7 -"-- -
1:15 . 6B 6 -------
120 (j{j 6 -----
115 65 6 ----
ilu 63 6 ._---- . 
iii) 62 5 ----------
lOa 60 5 

.. _-----
!l5 59 5 ---
90 5B 5 1------ - ._---
IlS 57 4 

~ 

8:) 56 4 
:-----. -

H 55 "' 4 --
70 54 4 --
65 53 3 ------------
(,Q 52 3 

~s 51 3 
-----

5U 50 2.5 

- -
OilJ~CTIVE: OBJECTl\'t , 

Develop Plan Implement Plan 
<} 

E~Hc·rA.l!CY PSOCI'.AH EXPECTAUCY PROGm, 
VALlI~S fOWl'S VALUES POINTS 

100% 22.5 100% 22.5 ----"" 

99 22 99 22 

97 2J 97 21 

96 20 96 20 

94 20 94 20 
r---

93 19 93 19 

. 91 18 91 18 

90 17 90 17 -
88 17 88 17 
87 16 87 16 

85 15 85 15 

R4 __ 11_ 84 14 -
83 14 B3 14 ------

I=-{f~- 13 32 13 

12 81 12 
80 11 80 11 
79 11 79 11 
78 10 78 10 

" " 

77 9 77 9 --- . -
76 8 76 8 ----

I 75 7.5 1 A-r , 75 7.5 

--
PROGRI .. '1: .ill!.Y!fH I.f SfllV I CfS Cf.!!II p 

PRE-COURT INTERVENTION 
PROJECT 

. 
OBJEcrlVE: 

; INOD. 
I , 

SCOf;E 

EXPECT}JIGY PROCP.AH 
VALUES 

a-"'~-' "C- . 151) ------
H5 --
140 

llS __ 

J.JO - -_._-
la 

..---
120 --
11-S - 00-
J 10 - .._--
~, --

!.O.) ----_ . -----
S') 

1--_ 00 

!/O --
I!, 

- ~!:~ ·1 

'~ ._~. ____ 'O "' 

, 65 

60 

; ~'-I 
.. " 

B 
E 
r" ," 

1 
1 

l 

i) 

-
J 
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. ________ -..!:J~U~VENILE SERVICES CENTER PnE-CQ9RUNTE~VENt.H>N p~Q~r~lI.t1~-: ______ . ____ _ 

NAGEMENT REPORT CURRENT QUARTER: ______ __ 

CUMULATIVE FROM: ________ _ 

!---.-------------~---------~~-------~-----~-----------~~--------------~~--------------------
SUP P L E MEN T,A L 

MEASURES 

BASERATE 
(PERIOD) 

( 1 -----------------~---_4 

CURlmN'r OUAR,TER LAST QU,~A~RT_E,~,R~ __ ~ 

NUMBER PERCENT NUMllP.n- PERCENT 
------ -----~ 

~~S.Eq...AC:r.ryI:! .Jt~9P1J:! f~9J.E~!9·_=D""'___l~---____t t------J----,--- ___.___----+ ____ -\ 
NEvT •. CMH::.S Pf.TITJONEQ_,!,.O_C;:9~~I!T __ I _____ ____t 

Cl\SES .. SCREENE,Q. __ I?U~.INg_?EB.!.~ ___ ---:_--1 

Cl\Sr.!?_!.lE'£O~!ME~~f::P~.'·L~f!Y~f.,t:l,-=I::.:N:;:G+ ____ -; 

CASES REJECTED AT SCREENING 
·SCJl.l·:~::·!r:;D CI\SgS ASSIGNED TO .--

~fm~ ~~~ECNEb ','ci\s r::S TlSS fGNifo·--::'r=O:o'+-----I 
)'J!')Gr~Ml --------,----+-------i 
NP.I'l_ C~SE.S_r.f.Nnn.~p. ________ __l----_1 

'1:0TI\T, Nm'T CI\Sr.S l\;,SIGNED TO' I 
J'I'OGHl\M_IJUHING_.pr~JUOD _____ ~· _____ 1 

TOTJ\L Cl\SES )\C1'IVg_J~!1ru~.cL~ERIQ:\~D'-___ -I 

1'0T~L._.~.r:,!..~l!.~~!'S_qr_~E.~Y..H:E~,_I.-----1 
c:I\Sr~s_~~:r:~~.NIm TO COU,~R'_T":...!: ___ ._+_---_I 

VT~~l\~~Q~~9F CONT_~~C,T~ __ --I~ ___ _4 

rOTI\T, 
l'OTM/ NI)r>lOlm 'OF COtJnT -i\li 'PE,,'R-
l\i~~J;!"l\C'l'lVE.,Cl\Sl:.:S ________ -+-_____ -f 

I1ESTl "'U'rION : ___ . _____ ._. ____ +-__ ._ 
. Nlllill/·:n OF Cl\SES orUJlmrm FOR 

JlI':~;'1' 1 'rUT 1 ON _ -------.------I------{ 
~E\·!~T~\J~'[of{l\SBS COMnET~L?.. __ . __ _ 

" 

1------1----'--'--

1------1----'---

~-------~----~-

I------r--------

\----- ---_ .. 
I-----~---,-----

~------~---~ .. ,-- 1-----1 ,--_._--

~--~--~--------
I---~~t----~,---· ~-----~I-'--------4 

I----I--! 
~------~-----'--I -~'~.~--.,-------~ 

t::"J 

CUMULATIVE 

NUMBER PERC;::NT 

1"----11---.1 
~------~~-------! 
~-----i--~----
----..,---1,----

I----...o---i----I 
, , , 

~-------I-------

~----,,.---I--

: t-----t------/ 
I--'----......... -f---- -

. 
1------ -·--1 
~,-,~--- .-----
I-~~~_t--- -

-] 

I~-------~-------
I 

1-----/----
----~-----

, 
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11 ,/1 
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Pr'ogram: Court Sc reen i ng Un i t 

Most of the work on this system 
was done by Polly Flynn, St. 
Paul City Attorney I s Office 
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crime Control 
PhTlOing Botlrd 

Mayor's 
Office 

Criminal Justice 
CoordinatinR Council 

Pottee 
Department 

Ruildin~ Inspec
tion j)t"pArtment 

II 

City 
Attorney 

l 

GOAL 

i;;;:,_ 

I I I 

'Court Screening Uni t J 

... 
To Acrt"en, identify, Rnd give priority attention to all sedOUA mir.;ctpmenRnt CARes 
in ordpr to insure the ncrlJr:lCY of chnrgps, fncflltatp an early dl~pnRftlon, 
a("hif>vf> a maximum number of convictions and reduce the number of chnrp.E's amended 
a(tpr arraignmpnt. 

SF.RVICES 
Charge all criminal C8se9. 
Clmrge traffic cases. 

INTAKE 
.CRITF:RIA 

Scref>n And identify seriouB cases. 
Run record cherks. 
Intervipw wftnp~ses. 
Reprf>Rent the state in serious CAses (vertical proAecutlon) 
Schf.'dlll~ CA~PR. 

ARsiRt in the preparation of complaints. 
Prepnre for trial. 
SUhpoena witnesses. 
Provide fe(>dback to law enforcement a~eneie8. 

"RepeAt Offenders" A. flefendant who is on probation or parole at time of alleRed 
offem'ie. 

"Serious Offenses?" 
-,",'.-

b. nefpndant with a seriOUR prior conviction record conRiAtin~ 
of ;It lenst two reCf>nt serf,ous conv.ict.ions. 

c. 
d. 

e. 
f. 

I\RR:lllt ts reBul tinr. :In seriotJ~ in.1uriNl. 
~hl1rr.e9 lnvolving r(>ckle~R 1H~e of firparms. 
I.('wd cnmhwt lnvolvinp. a mf.nor. 
Thf>ft of a larr.e Rum of mont:'y and p09session of stolen 
JH"OpC"rty. 
Arson and coerc.ion d(>pendin~ upon fl(>riommp.9s of facts. 
C{'rtni n nrts wh('re thl" county h:'JR n~f"1'l('d tn chnrp,f> nnn the 
f:1rts Ilrf' r.ln!'ll" 10 rnhhrry, hurp,lnry, nr fl"lonlnuc: thrft. L-____________________________________________________ _ 
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COURT SGlml~N I N('~ UN IT 
, 

Who 
MCcl5ures TIme of Expectancies Rei a ~ I vo 

Pr Imdry OLJec t I ves Heasure~ Ap{jl y To MCfJ!>uremcnt MinimaL Goal Opt Ima I Wel2ht 

- Avcra~~e number of 
To minimize program length days from arrair.n- All tJeri- At dispouition 40 daytJ 30 days 20 days 10% 

mt.~nt Lo final Jiu- oua CL1I:W/:i 

Jlo:;lrloll 

To l"t.-duce the numher of clHu~ea Number of charges All CLltJes At di&poaition 15% 5% 0 40% 
alllend~d fol lOWing arraiglllllent alllended tJcreened 

'1'0 maximize the number ot convic- Numlwr of con vic- All seri- At disposition 50% 65% 90% 25% 
tiol\S in all seriuus CUI:lt!i:3 tiontt oUtJ cat:lett 

To maximize the n!JInbcr of convic- Number of convic- All olher At dispositiol1 35% 50% 90% 25% 
tions in all other CUdes llond cl.u:lea 

DEFINJTIONS; 

S~rious ()ffenJertJ: Persons with a prior criminal record; a habitual criminal • 
. , 

!)criUUti Case: 'rhoae caseu handJed by the Screening Unit in which 0 substantial injury is austained by the victim; 
or whert! there ore complicated legal or factual issues. 

~rrait;nlllent: The defendant's first appearance in court where he ~c~ formally charged and entera a plea of guilty 
or nut guIlty. 

COllvietlun: Determination of guilt by pleading guilty, or by decision of Judge or jury. 

Amended Charge: Any cliange in the charge following arrtiignment. 

J)i::>po~1t ion: Final dbpos1tion of a case through judicial finding of guilty, or dism1asal., 

~'. 
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MANAGEMENT REPORT 

PROGRAM: COURT SCREENING UNIT 

w 
:> foe PRIMARY H :1'! 
t-.. (,J o BJ E C T I V ~ s .t; H 
~l W 
tAl J;' 
~ . 

10% Minimize program length ~O 

Reduce.the number of char-
40% ges amended following ar-

raignment 

Maximize t.he number of con-
25% victions in all serious. 

cases 
'---

fo1a ximi ze the number of con-
25' viet ions in all other cases 

" 
;, 

. 

--
CURRENT HONTIl: 

, 
CUMULATIVE: /r 

.. ). 

" --
f-t CURllliNT .UNTU 

~~ LAST NONTU ' CUMULATIVE 
~ ---8a . " . 

ACTUAL INDEX AC'rUAL INDEX ACTUAL lNnE): 

daYf: 
I --

5' j ---
65% 

'~'I 

--
50\ 

-11 I I --

I~ ~\' 

I 
; 

,,-~ 

--- --, 
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MANAGEMENT R BP 0 R T 

PROGRAM: COURT SCREENING UNIT 

IUPPf ... EMENTAL 
MEASURES'" 

CASES 

~ ____ ~l. Screened 
2 :---Accepted'----·-· -._-

__ ~ ~~~~.Pismissed-==~'=-:, 

BA-SERATE 
(PERIOD) 

( ) 

B. PLEAS OF GUILTY • ',\ -.------- ----~\\--
___ .! ~_.~!:_ar~aignment 

_ 2!. _ !\t pre:"triai' .- .-, ----
.. ____ 3"_ A~ !:ria~., _ -------- _-.:-_-_-_-_ .. -_-_. 

C. DISPOSITIONS -- -,---' 

,_---=1. Convictions 
--- it" Type -of--=-t-r"TI-a"WI""- _.-

___ ... _. (1) Jury - .... -.. -'-.'---" 
_ .. (2) Court --.. --'.-. -'-

b. . Judge .--- --- -- - -
(l-.) A 
(2) B 

_____ ._ _ _ _ (3) C 
_. ___ c ~ _ Type o·~ cha'rge -. - . -.- --- .-

(1) Traffic ----- ... -. 
-(2) Property-' -.-. ------, --

(3) Assault 
2. Dismissed 

_-:_3: Found not guilty 

CURRENT. OUARTER 

NUMBER' 'PERCENT 

-,-~-,----. 
" 

------- ----------
."' _ .. _--.. _ ....... - ... 

• 

·-,-----1-----· . 

CURRENT QUARTER 
----------------------' 

CUMULATIVE FROM 
------------------------

LAST QUAnTER 
----'-----4 

_
__ C,;;...U::.;;M..;;,;U::.;:L=;A,:.:T:...:I::.;VE:-=-. 

~-

NUMn~m PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 
1---------4---------~\ ~------4-,------.----

1------1--------

----,----, - --- -_ .. -

----- 1--------.-

-----1--"-' ---.. 
-.'-: ,I 

----- ------ ----- -

I ' 
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FORM 11 ________ _ 
OEfENOENT.__________ _ ____________ DATE OF OFFENSE _________________ __ 
C.N. AIHlAIGNMENT ______ REPORTING OFFICERISI ______________________ _ 

RETAINED CSU ______ _ 

CHAIIGES; 
_______ M/P SIO 11 ______ _ ~ ______ M/P SIO 11 ______ _ 
_______ MIP S/O 11 ______ _ _ ______ M/P SID 11 ______ _ 

TillS CASE HAS BEEN REVIEWED FOR PROSECUTION BY ___________________________ , ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 

1. Scr .. nln; Unll O(,po"lIon: __ Approved Islssu.d __ Insullicleni evidence, dlsml".1 __ Chlryel,) amended .slollows! _____________ _ 

2. Arrllgnment: Judy. _____ ~___ __~q __ PNG - FC 10 ________ fOlnlal compi! by __________________ _ 

__ We,r.,,1 - Date ____________ Bill $ INoie condillons b.low) ___ Inllilll 
O.lamo.ilorn.y _________________ PhOM __________ PO NJC CDSP PRIV 

3. Pr.·Trlal Con'.rlnc,: OliO Judy. ______________ ._____ __ .• GuIlIY PI •• 
__ S.tlor 1,Iai on - Dill ___________ _ W.rranl- Oltl _______ • ____ _ ___ Inltlill 

4. Trial: Dale _______ _ __Court Irl.1 __ Jury Trill __ 01.111115.1 

Jud~----------------
__ PG __ FG __ FNG __ Wlrranl- 0111 ________ _ ___ Inlllill 

6. O"po,lllol1 01 PO or FG: Oall _________ -;- __ To orlyinll chl/gol __ To Imellded chI/gil 01: __________________ _ 

__ OIYI &/or $ _______ _ To II/Vl ____ _ TopIV ____ _ 

Co,uJillolll: __ __ Inltilis 

OIVEHSION REQUESTED TO _______ , , ___ -'-____________ AGENCY. APPROVED BY ________________ _ 

COMMENTS: __________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

NUIE TO OHICERS: 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 
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