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Chief Probation Officers of California

February 28, 2011

The Honorable Jerry Brown
Governor

State of California

State Capitol Building
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Revised Realignment Proposal -CPOC Support in Concept
Dear Governor Brown:

The Chief Probation Officers of California would like to thank you and your
administration for actively involving our leadership and others in an effort to
refine your January proposal regarding the public safety realignment. As you
know all of the major components of the proposal will have significant impact on
our local communities and specifically probation’s ability to serve them. As we
have shared with you, and testified in the Legislature during the many budget
hearings regarding this concept, there is a need to focus on the outcomes of the
plan before one can draft the path in which to reach the agreed upon goals. We
are confident that everyone involved is looking for ways to ensure community
safety through the reduction of recidivism and holding those accountable that do
not respond to interventions. These components have always been at the core of
probation’s mission.

The realignment will not only effect the populations identified in the realignment
but our current local populations on probation and incarcerated in our local jails
may be displaced in whole or in part. Both our jails and our adult probation
caseloads exceeded capacity statewide. In order to ensure the realignment does
not result in simply shifting state responsibility with dollars and expecting the
same result, we must find a way to fashion a plan that meets each county’s need
to utilize the dollars more efficiently to address a new system with improved
public safety outcomes. If we do not, we will face the consequences of a silent
shift of the displaced local population that will go unaddressed because the
amount of funding will be spent on trying to simply emulate the state system.
We have expressed time and time again that would not be an acceptable outcome
to this discussion.

Instead, CPOC urges you and the Legislature to empower counties to plan
appropriately for this new system by utilizing the successful model currently in
place — Penal Code 1230(b) -- The Community Corrections Partnership. This
group is comprised of all the entities involved in the criminal justice system and
will need to play a crucial role in designing appropriate sanctions, supervision,
treatment and housing or the entire system.
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Encouraging planning will avoid political food fights over scarce resources locally while ensuring maximum
local flexibility. Probation is uniquely positioned to lead this effort from our work in reducing the
recidivism of felony probationers resulting in over 4,000 fewer prison commitments statewide in its first year
of implementation. If appropriately funded, probation can play a key role in building on this momentum and
assisting in the creation of a more robust local continuum of sanctions needed in the new environment
contemplated. Such things should include, but not be limited to, intensive supervision, day reporting
centers, use of risk and need assessments, substance abuse and mental health treatment, flash incarceration
and other evidence based practices.

Starting from the premise that the current system is not providing our communities with the maximum safety
deserved; and both the state and local fiscal health is in serious deficit, CPOC has been actively engaged at
researching either alternatives or adjustments to the current proposal. Our review of the revised proposal
shows promise and a real acknowledgment of many of the issues raised. CPOC did not ask for the
realignment but it is our position that probation, if appropriately funded and adequately planned, can
implement the proposal. Whether that is addressing local alternatives to incarceration or post release (jail or
prison) supervision, probation is capable and in many cases performs those functions currently with similarly
situated populations.

We do note that not all the details are before us but that in this extraordinary time we wish to match your
efforts and provide you feedback based on the facts before us. We reserve the right to address concerns with
you in an open dialogue as we go through the next several months, and indeed years, of implementation.
However, at this time CPOC stands ready to support in concept the revised realignment as proposed
February 25, 2011 if the following items are taken into consideration:

e The realignment must be constitutionally protected in line with the provisions outlined by
CSAC.

e The law enforcement portion of the public safety realignment dollars must be protected from
being raided to pay for other areas of realignment.

e The realignment structure must utilize the Community Corrections Partnership to put a plan
into place to address the local jurisdiction for low level offenders, adult parole and parole
violators.

e The state maintains a role in the juvenile justice system allowing probation to utilize DJJ
without fiscal penalty.

¢ The funding of the juvenile realignment programs recently identified in the revised proposal
continues to be allocated to probation

¢ Maximum flexibility should be afforded in addressing the timing of the transition of
populations to ensure readiness at the local level.

Sincerely,

inda Penner
CPOC President



Current Statutes Relating to Realignment Discussions

Penal Code 1229(b)

(d) “Evidence-based practices” refers to supervision policies, procedures,
programs, and practices demonstrated by scientific research to reduce
recidivism among individuals under probation, parole, or postrelease
supervision.

Penal Code 1230. (a) Each county is hereby authorized to establish in each
county treasury a Community Corrections Performance Incentives Fund
(CCPIF), to receive all amounts allocated to that county for purposes
of implementing this chapter.

(b) In any fiscal year for which a county receives moneys to be
expended for the implementation of this chapter, the moneys,
including any interest, shall be made available to the CPO of that
county, within 30 days of the deposit of those moneys into the fund,
for the implementation of the community corrections program
authorized by this chapter.

(1) The community corrections program shall be developed and
implemented by probation and advised by a local Community Corrections
Partnership.

(2) The local Community Corrections Partnership shall be chaired
by the CPO and comprised of the following membership:

(A) The presiding judge of the superior court, or his or her
designee.

(B) A county supervisor or the chief administrative officer for
the county.

(C) The district attorney.

(D) The public defender.

(E) The sheriff.

(F) A chief of police.

(G) The head of the county department of social services.

(H) The head of the county department of mental health.

(1) The head of the county department of employment.

(J) The head of the county alcohol and substance abuse programs.

(K) The head of the county office of education.

(L) A representative from a community-based organization with
experience in successfully providing rehabilitative services to
persons who have been convicted of a criminal offense.

(M) An individual who represents the interests of victims.

Penal Code 8050. This chapter shall be known and may be cited as the
Community-Based Punishment Act of 1994.

8051. The Legislature hereby finds and declares as follows:
(a) Community-based punishment programs require a partnership
between the state and local government to provide and expand the use



of intermediate sanctions for specifically targeted offender
populations.

(b) Community-based programs must operate to punish offenders
while at the same time providing opportunities to change behavior.

(c) Community-based punishment programs provide appropriate means
of managing select offenders but should not be viewed as the only
solution to prison overcrowding.

(d) Community-based punishment programs target prison-bound and
jail-bound nonviolent offenders because this group poses the least
risk to the public and is the most amenable to the individualized
programming and services offered by community-based programs.

(e) Community-based punishment programs emphasize reducing local
jail populations, thereby making jail space available for new
commitments, parole violators, and probation violators who are now
being sent to jail and nonviolent felons who have already been sent
to prison for short periods of time.

(f) Community-based punishment programs must be financed from a
consistent, reliable, and separate funding source.

(g9) Community-based punishment programs should be expanded
incrementally with a variety of pilot approaches tested to determine
their effectiveness prior to expansion.

(h) In order to effectively utilize available resources, to ensure
appropriate management of the local offender population, each county
utilizing community-based punishment programs must implement a
locally coordinated planning process.

(i) Since successful community-based punishment programs are
dependent on the coordinated efforts of, and successful working
relationships between, state and local agencies, the Board of
Corrections is the logical state agency to coordinate community
punishment efforts because of its extensive experience with
collaborative state and local programs.

8052. As used in this chapter, the following definitions shall
apply:

(a) "Board" means the Board of Corrections, unless otherwise
indicated.

(b) "Chief correctional administrator” means the sheriff, chief
probation officer, or director of the county department of
corrections, who is designated by the board of supervisors to have
administrative responsibility for county corrections operations and
programs, including a community-based punishment program.

(c) "Community-based punishment" means a partnership between the
state and a county or a collaboration of counties to manage and
provide correctional services, especially those services considered
to be intermediate sanctions at the local level of government for
targeted, select offender populations pursuant to the community
corrections plan of a county or a collaboration of counties.

(d) "Community-based punishment plan” means the proposal for a
community-based punishment program promulgated by a county or a



collaboration of counties that has been developed by the chief
correctional administrator, in cooperation with the district
attorney, public defender, and other concerned community
representatives designated by the board of supervisors, to address
correctional needs in that county or collaboration of counties.

(e) "Intermediate sanctions” means punishment options and
sanctions other than simple incarceration in prison or jail or
traditional routine probation supervision. Intermediate sanctions may
be provided by correctional agencies directly or through
community-based public or private correctional service providers, and
include, but are not limited to, the following:

(1) Short-term "shock™ incarceration in either jail or prison, for
a period of not more than 60 days.

(2) Incarceration in a "boot camp" facility.

(3) Intensive supervision.

(4) Home detention with electronic monitoring.

(5) Mandatory community service.

(6) Restorative justice programs such as mandatory victim
restitution and victim-offender reconciliation.

(7) Work, training, or education in a furlough program pursuant to
Section 1208.

(8) Work, in lieu of confinement, in a work release program
pursuant to Section 4024.2.

(9) Day reporting.

(10) Mandatory residential or nonresidential substance abuse
treatment programs established pursuant to Chapter 9.4 (commencing
with Section 6240) of Title 7.

(11) Mandatory random drug testing.

(12) Mother-infant care programs.

(13) Community-based residential programs offering structure,
supervision, drug treatment, alcohol treatment, literacy programming,
employment counseling, psychological counseling, or any combination
of these and other interventions.

(f) "Nonviolent offender" means a person who is not currently
charged with a violent crime, as defined in Section 667.5, does not
have a criminal record that includes a violent crime, meets the
National Institute of Corrections (NIC) Model Classification System
guidelines for classification as a nonviolent offender, and does not
pose a risk to the community, as determined by the correctional
administrator.

8060. This chapter shall be administered by the board. The board
shall be responsible for ensuring that the policies and activities
undertaken by state or local governmental units, or other
organizations, in furtherance of the purposes of this chapter, are
consistent with those purposes.

8061. The board, in collaboration with state, local, and
community-based departments, agencies, and organizations shall do the



following:

(a) Describe the parameters of effective community-based
punishment programs and the relationship between the state and local
jurisdictions in meeting the purposes of this chapter.

(b) Develop and implement a process by which local jurisdictions
are selected and can participate in pilot efforts initiated under
this chapter.

(c) Develop and implement the process by which counties
participating in accordance with this chapter annually submit their
community-based punishment program proposals for approval,
modification, or both.

(d) Design and implement a process for annually awarding funds to
counties participating pursuant to this chapter to implement their
community-based punishment program proposals, and administer and
monitor the receipt, expenditure, and reporting of those funds by
participating counties.

(e) Provide technical assistance and support to counties and
community correctional administrators in determining whether to
participate in community-based punishment programs, and in either
developing or annually updating their punishment programs.

(f) Facilitate the sharing of information among counties and
between county and state agencies relative to community-based
punishment approaches and programs being initiated or already in
existence, strengths and weaknesses of specific programs, specific
offender groups appropriate for different programs, results of
program evaluations and other data, and anecdotal material that may
assist in addressing the purposes of this chapter.

(9) Adopt and periodically revise regulations necessary to
implement this chapter.

(h) Design and provide for regular and rigorous evaluation of the
community-based punishment programming undertaken pursuant to
approved community-based punishment plans.

(i) Design and provide for analysis and evaluation of the pilot
and any subsequent implementation of this chapter, with areas of
analysis to include, at a minimum, the following:

(1) The relationship between the board and counties or
collaborations of counties submitting county community-based
punishment plans.

(2) The effectiveness of this chapter in encouraging the use of
intermediate as well as traditional sanctions.

(3) The categories of offenders most suitable for specific
intermediate sanctions, various aspects of community-based punishment
programming, or both.

(4) The effectiveness of the programs implemented pursuant to this
chapter in maintaining public safety.

(5) The cost-effectiveness of the programs implemented pursuant to
this chapter.

(6) The effect of the programs implemented pursuant to this
chapter on prison, jail, and Department of the Youth Authority
populations.

(j) On January 1, 1997, and annually thereafter, the board shall,



upon request, provide the Legislature with a progress report on the
status of the implementation of this chapter.

8080. Each county or collaboration of counties electing to operate

a community-based punishment program under this chapter shall develop
a community-based punishment plan describing the continuum of
sanctions and services comprising its program. The plan shall be
developed pursuant to guidelines established by the board and shall

be updated annually or as determined by the board. The plan shall
describe, at a minimum, the following:

(a) System design and administration, lines of authority, and
responsible personnel, including, but not limited to, the chief
correctional administrator and other relevant individuals.

(b) The extent and nature of citizen involvement in the
development and promulgation of the community-based punishment plan,
including, but not limited to, the following:

(1) Consultation with a citizens' advisory committee formed for
the purpose of providing community input into the development and
promulgation of a community-based punishment plan.

(2) Consultation with selected community leaders.

(3) Input derived from citizen testimony at public hearings or
town hall meetings.

(c) The number and kind of offenders to participate in
community-based punishment programs.

(d) Eligibility requirements.

(e) How offenders, including those coming from the courts and
those who are probation and parole violators, are to be selected to
participate.

(f) Community-based punishment program components, including, for
example, which punishment options, intermediate sanctions, treatment
options, or combinations are to be developed and used for which
offenders.

(9) Responsibilities and relationships, including, but not limited
to, the elements of community-based punishment programs that are
administered by the sheriff's department, the probation department,
or parole personnel, and when and how offenders are to be programmed.

(h) Criteria for transferring offenders from more restrictive to
less restrictive sanctions.

(i) Criteria for disciplinary interventions, imposition of
stricter sanctions, or return to prison or jail, when necessary.

(j) Anticipated costs and funding needs.

8090. Implementation of this chapter pursuant to Section 8060 is
contingent upon the availability of funding. Funding for
community-based punishment programs shall be administered by the
board from funds appropriated by the Legislature. In addition to
state funds appropriated in the annual Budget Act or other
legislation, programs may be funded from a variety of sources,
including, but not limited to, the following:

(a) Federal funds for community-based punishment programs.



(b) Private or corporate grants, or both.

(c) Service and administrative fees that may be charged to
offenders who participate in community corrections programs, provided
that no offender shall be denied entrance into a community-based
punishment program solely for inability to pay fees.

(d) Income derived from community development corporations
established as part of community-based punishment programs of a
county or collaboration of counties, including, but not limited to,
revenue generated by businesses owned and operated by community-based
punishment programs, or by offender work programs, or by both, after
the cost of operating and administering the business or work program
has been paid.

(e) Other sources as may be identified as suitable for funding
community corrections.

It is the intent of the Legislature that community corrections
reduce the number of offenders who would be incarcerated in the state
prison in the absence of a community-based punishment approach.

8091. (a) From the amount of money appropriated for purposes of
this chapter to the board, the board shall allocate block grants to
counties or collaborations of counties that have passed a community
corrections resolution, have applied for funding, and have complied
with the administrative process as prescribed by the board.

(b) Each county or collaboration of counties shall maintain a
complete and accurate accounting of all funds received pursuant to
this section. These funds shall be used only for community-based
punishment programs as authorized by this chapter and shall be used
only as permitted by the regulations and guidelines established by
the board.

(c) Unexpended funds provided to counties shall be returned to the
board and may be reallocated by the board.

8092. The board, in collaboration with its member and constituent
agencies and departments, shall seek startup funding for
community-based punishment planning and programming from public and
private sources commencing as soon as practicable.

8093. The board shall monitor the expenditures and funds of
participating counties and collaborations of counties to determine
whether the funds are being expended in accordance with all the
requirements of this chapter. If the board finds that a participating
county or collaboration of counties is not acting in accordance with
all of the requirements of this chapter, it shall notify the county

or collaboration of counties regarding the points of noncompliance,



and the county or collaboration of counties shall have 60 days to
explain or justify its actions in writing to the board. If the

explanation is not satisfactory or if the point of noncompliance

cannot be promptly cured in the opinion of the board, the board may
issue a notice of noncompliance and may suspend payment of the funds
to be allocated to the county or collaboration of counties under this
chapter.



CPOC ADU:ILT PRI




THE FUTURE OF ADULT PROBATION: A CPOC
BUSINESS MODEL TO IMPROVE CRIMINAL JUSTICE
OUTCOMES IN CALIFORNIA

Introduction

Welcome to the first business plan presented by the Chief Probation Officers of
California (CPOC). The probation system in California in all but one county is
overseen by a chief probation officer whose responsibility is the oversight of
both adult and juvenile offenders that are involved in the criminal justice process at the local county level.
This document represents only the adult component of the probation system.

About CPOC

CPOC was established in 1960 as an association of county Chief Probation Officers meeting annually upon
the call of the Director of the California Youth Authority. Orange County Probation Chief David R. McMillan
served as the first President of CPOC. Sixteen years later, in 1976, incorporation of the association was
accomplished under the guidance of Chief Margaret Grier, also from Orange County. The new by-laws
were signed by all the Chiefs.

Over the past 49 years the association has evolved from a loose-knit forum discussing mutual issues in
managing county juvenile facilities and supervising adult offenders, juvenile wards and dependents to a
highly active, focused organization with full time executive staff and offices located across from the Capitol
in Sacramento. An executive committee comprised of an executive director and six chief probation officers
convenes five statewide and six regional meetings per year. In the past five years CPOC has taken a
measured step towards increased visibility and active involvement in legislative matters affecting fiscal,
policy, resources and standards for the effective delivery of probation programs. Recognizing the
importance of measuring offender outcomes, CPOC has established a vision that incorporates evidence-
based practices (EBP) to utilize risk driven supervision strategies and criminogenic needs driven treatment
strategies to reduce recidivism.

What is Adult Probation?

“Probation is a judicially imposed suspension of sentence
that attempts to monitor and rehabilitate offenders while
they remain in the community under the supervision of the Total Felons: 231,000
probation department.®”

Most Felons Serve Probation Time

Probation
Probation occupies a unique and central position in the
justice system. It links the many diverse stakeholders,
including: enforcement; the courts; prosecutors; defense
attorneys; community-based organizations; mental health,
drug & alcohol and other service providers; the community;
the victim; and the probationer

Other

Jail :

Probation began in Massachusetts in 1841 as a means to
provide a spectrum of punishment and rehabilitation
services for offenders. Over time, the role of probation and
the clients served by the system have evolved. Yet
throughout its history, probation has retained as a core

Probation
with Jail

! Administrative Office of the Court and California State Association of Counties (2003). Probation Services Task Force: Final Report,
Administrative Office of the Courts, California.
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function and priority the provision of accountability for law violations in the community. Although changes
during the past 25 years have affected the system, probation continues to deliver critical, quality services
without adequate resources. Probation provides numerous exemplary programs, many in partnerships
with other county agencies, which set the stage for enhancing collaborations and maximizing resources.

Probation supervises criminal offenders within local communities using a balance of supervision techniques
involving offender accountability, enforcement and rehabilitation to reduce recidivism. By using these
techniques, probation officers intervene and reduce the need to utilize prison and parole resources
managed by the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR). In California, probation
is a separate and independent function from CDCR Parole.

Probation is the most commonly used sanction within the criminal justice process. As cited in the recent
report published by the Legislative Analyst's Office, Achieving Better Outcomes with Adult Probation,?
“...almost three-quarters of adult felon offenders convicted in California in 2007—those eligible for a
sentence to state prison—were actually sentenced to probation or a combination of probation and jail.”
That reliance makes probation a unique and critical partner in the justice system.

“The actions of local agencies, particularly in the area of probation, affect state-level public safety
programs. For example, an adult offender who fails on probation, either by violating the terms of probation
or by committing a new crime, can be sent by the courts to state prison, where it now costs the state on
average $49,000 per year to incarcerate that offender.”®

Using data driven methods, probation can achieve a high quality of results in the delivery of probation’s
statutory mandates, protection of the public through the reduction of recidivism among the probationers
under its care.

Mission Critical Services in Adult Probation

CPOC is committed to three mission critical services that serve as guiding core principals in shaping policy
and legislative agendas. Through concerted strategic planning, CPOC has established a vision of action
steps taking national standards of research based practices that now make up CPOC's first business plan.
We are proud to present the culmination of that work in this first publication of the 2009 CPOC Adult
Probation Business Plan. Our many readers and stakeholders will now have a clear view into the value of
local probation services.

Critical Service #1: Services to the Courts Offenders on Formal Probation in California

Approximately 310,000

When adult defendants are charged with law violations, adults on probation,

probation conducts criminal investigations and provides
information to the courts to assist in making sentencing

Misdemeanors

decisions. Last year, 574 probation officers completed over 21%

240,000 reports for the court, for an average of 420 per officer®. _
Included in this number were more than 122,000 pre-sentence Fe}'{‘;&'}es
investigation reports mandated by Section 1203 of the

California Penal Code and over 20,000 post-sentence reports, —

including nearly 9,000 post-sentence reports for offenders
sentenced to prison. Thousands of other reports prepared by
probation officers for the courts include pre-plea reports,
Proposition 36 (codified in Section 1210 of the California Penal
Code) progress reports, restitution reports and probation
violation reports.

2 Taylor, M. (2009). Achieving Better Outcomes For Adult Probationers, California Legislative Analyst's Office.
Taylor, M. (2009). Achieving Better Outcomes For Adult Probationers, California Legislative Analyst's Office.

Unless otherwise noted, the probation statistics cited in this business plan are based on the data submitted by 45 of the 58 county probation
departments to the FY 2008/2009 annual CPOC survey. Please refer to the CPOC website for additional statistics.
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In addition, probation officers are often assigned to the courts to provide timely on-site assistance, facilitate
the transmission of the reports and provide other information requested by the bench. At the end of last
fiscal year, there were only 345 probation officers who provided this critical service to the courts statewide.

Critical Service #2. Supervision of Adult Offenders

Currently close to 310,000 adults are on formal probation in California. The large majority (79%) have
been convicted of a felony offense. Just over 1,450 probation officers are available for supervising these
offenders. Resources to effectively supervise these convicted criminal offenders have historically been
woefully inadequate.

A fundamental principle of supervision supported by research is assessing both the offender’s level of risk
for re-offense and the risk posed to public safety. Those two factors are significant tools for probation
officers to determine the type and level of supervision of the offender in the community. At present, over
one-half of the California probation departments use a formal risk assessment tool specifically designed to
accomplish this and assign supervision based on the offender’s risk level.

Supervision by risk level typically falls on a continuum from minimal contact for the lowest-risk offenders, to
increases in intensity as the offender’s risk level increases up to intensive supervision and surveillance for
the highest-risk offenders. The lower-risk probationers are supervised via administrative or banked
caseloads, which primarily involve monitoring the probationer's progress through written or verbal self-
report, periodic face-to-face contact and formal criminal record checks. Probationers posing a higher risk
to the community are assigned to regular supervision where there is routine in-person contact between the
officer and probationer, as well as referrals to services and frequent follow-up to monitor their progress.
Supervision of probationers presenting the greatest risk to the community or those convicted of specific
types of crimes is referred to as specialized supervision, and includes more of the supervision activities
provided for regular caseloads with additional conditions associated with the probationer's crime and higher
risk profile.

Due to limited resources, probation departments have been forced to prioritize the allocation of supervision
services. As stated above, 50 percent of the counties have implemented risk and needs assessments to
assist in determining the level of supervision. But limited financial resources is an additional factor that
influences the level of supervision counties are able to provide and probation chiefs must establish criteria
to ensure that the most serious offenders are supervised. As of June 2008, the distribution of adult
probationers by supervision level was 52 percent in administrative or banked supervision, 24 percent under
regular supervision, and 24 percent in specialized supervision. Over their probation supervision period, an
offender can move either direction on the supervision and risk level continuum.

An investment in probation services that enables a department to deliver proven evidence-based practices
is one of the best investments to combat recidivism. Probation

has arguably the most potential to impact recidivism, given the | Probationers in California by Supervision Level
fact that most felons are placed on probation and the time

relationship of a probation term. While a law enforcement

officer’s role is typically at the point of arrest, and a prosecutor’s Specialized _

role is typically swift, the probation officer is charged with the 24% A;’;;é”
task to monitor behavior and develop a plan that reduces

recidivism for three to five years for each offender.

While community supervision of adult offenders is essential to
maintaining public safety, supervision, alone, does not prevent
re-offense. The most effective way to reduce recidivism is to
address criminogenic needs in higher risk offenders with
treatment programs that have demonstrated effectiveness. Regular
This begins with utilizing a needs assessment to guide case 24%
planning and referral efforts and progresses to the probation
officer functioning as case manager to support the offender

3



through treatment by monitoring engagement, continually enhancing motivation, preventing drop-out, and
sanctioning when appropriate for failure to comply with treatment requirements.

Despite the necessity for treatment, funding restrictions prevent the provision of appropriate needs
assessment, case planning, and treatment in many jurisdictions and for a large majority of the population
for which it could be effective. Further limitations are evident throughout the state due to a lack of effective
community resources and treatment programs available to meet the critical needs which are identified.
Required programs are not only unavailable in many counties, but probation departments statewide lack
the resources to effectively monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of those programs which do provide
services to offenders®.

Critical Service #3: Services to Victims

Probation provides services to victims in several different ways. When there are victims involved in a
crime, probation seeks their statements and presents their needs and interests to the court as part of the
investigation reports. If the offender is placed on formal probation, probation officers provide information to
the victims, offer support services, collect restitution and make referrals to resources. Additionally,
probation officers provide an increased level of safety to victims by monitoring the probationers’ activities.

The most documented service to victims is the collection of restitution owed to victims. During fiscal year
2008/2009, 31 departments reported collecting $15.6 million in restitution from both adult and juvenile
offenders on behalf of victims.

CPOC Strategic Planning

History

In early 2000, the Judicial Council and the California State Association of Counties mutually concluded a
multidisciplinary task force was needed to examine probation services. Chief Justice Ronald George
appointed an 18-member body composed of court, county and probation representatives in August. In
2003, the Probation Services Task Force report was issued and contained 18 recommendations. The
principal findings cited probation as the linchpin of the criminal justice system and reported probation was
sorely under funded with a patchwork funding model comprised of unstable short lived grants. Despite the
fiscal disadvantage, probation had demonstrated the ability to provide exemplary programs. The task force
recommendations in the forefront then, which remain valid today, were critical in shaping the direction for
CPOC's strategic planning efforts that began shortly after the task force report was released. The key
recommendations are:

. Probation must have stable and adequate funding to protect the public, hold offenders accountable,
and deliver rehabilitation.
. Probation should incorporate measurable outcomes in developing goals and objectives.

° Probation departments should develop a common statewide language, delivery of services and
comparisons across jurisdictions.

. Probation should develop assessment and classification systems and tools.

. Probation should establish a graduated continuum of services and sanctions

CPOC embarked on a strategic planning process in 2004 with technical assistance from the National
Institute of Corrections. The first priority was to examine the growing body of research pertaining to proven
practices in probation services. CPOC's vision emerged with crime reduction and prevention as core to its
value and mission in public safety and the criminal justice system. Through the use of evidence-based
practices probation outcomes could be established and measured. Probation officer interventions and

> Taylor, M. (2009). Achieving Better Outcomes For Adult Probationers, California Legislative Analyst's Office.
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program resources could be focused on the cases with the highest risk for recidivism based on high
criminogenic needs. Reducing criminogenic needs was quickly becoming the strategy to reduce risk of
recidivism. This approach has gained national recognition as "what works" in probation. It is a simple
equation. Reducing recividism enhances public safety. The "what works" boils down to eight principals for
the effective management of offenders.

These evidence-based practices are well documented and currently are the basis for much discussion as
counties, states, and the federal system seek to find solutions to the out of control cost of prisons and the
failed efforts of many corrections systems. Enforcement of probation conditions without addressing the
criminogenic reasons criminals commit crime results creates a revolving door of new and returning
prisoners. CPOC is committed to seeking and implementing programs that will impact the revolving door
through the use of these proven methods.

This first business plan reflects a clear vision, set of values and commitment to implementing effective
probation practices. As a result, communities will be safer, offenders will be held accountable, programs
will be tailored to address criminal thinking and behavior and crime reduction will be at the core of every
effort undertaken. The business plan for California probation is ambitious! However, as resources are
invested in probation as the "linchpin" in a successful criminal justice system, outcomes will improve.
Affirming the value of investing in probation was included in the 2009 Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO)
report on Achieving Better Outcomes for Adult Probation. It contained two recommendations that are
consistent with CPOC's strategic planning and vision for the future. The LAO stressed the need to
implement the best practices identified by experts as critical for reducing recidivism rates and the need to
reduce revocations to state prison®.

Through the strategic planning process, CPOC adopted the following initiatives aimed at achieving better
outcomes in adult probation. The initiatives serve as a guide in developing statewide consistency and
application of probation programs based upon the unique and diverse communities served by the 58
county probation departments.

CPOC Strategic Initiatives

1. Pursue legislative funding that provides incentivized funding for adult probation services
Develop a legislative proposal whereby local probation agencies will receive state funding based on
an incentivized formula tied to reductions in prison referrals.

California is one of only two states where the primary funding for adult probation services comes
exclusively from the county general funds and offender fees.

In 2009, CPOC sponsored SB 678 which was enacted to infuse probation with a state funding
source to address adult caseloads with evidence based practices. The ongoing stream of funding
is intended to be from the savings to the state from reduced probation failures going to state prison.

2. Advance Evidence Based practices and outcomes in California Probation Departments, including:
provide ongoing statewide outcome measures on crime reduction; and provide evidence that
community corrections is a cost effective strategy by producing compelling outcome data to the
legislature, public, and stakeholders.

CPOC chartered a research team from county probation departments as a first step in developing a
baseline of defendant information and data to build state wide outcomes.

3. Develop and promote a compelling brand and image of California Community Corrections
Hire a marketing firm to develop a brand, image, logo, tag line, and media package with the
expectation that all CPOC member agencies will promote it at every appropriate opportunity.

In 2006, CPOC hired Randle Communications to educate the media and the public of probation's
mission and CPOC's leadership regarding probation policy.

6 Taylor, M. (2009). Achieving Better Outcomes For Adult Probationers, California Legislative Analyst's Office.
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Sample Case Flow

Step 1:
Pretrial Release

Pretrial
Release

Detention

Step 2:
Court Sentencing

Release on Own
Recognizance

Conditional Release
e Treatment required
e GPS

e House arrest

e Supervision

Probation & Sentencing
Report Ordered

EEE——

Victim Input Gathered

Risk — Needs
(Used in Sentencing)

Step 3:
Jail as Conditions of Probation

Serve Jail Sentence |

e

Identifies:

e Risk of re-offending

¢ Criminogenic needs
tailored conditions of
probation

e Probation & Sheriff collaborate
on probation re-entry

e Re-entry plan established

¢ In-custody program participation
tailored to criminogenic needs

e Earned early release considerations
established

Y

Release to
Supervision

Day reporting center
Transitional housing
Work furlough
Community service

Step 4:

e Case reviewed

e Risk score - supervision level
¢ Criminogenic needs identified
e Begins case planning

Deputy Probation Officer received case

determined

Victim Service Established

Financial evaluation
Restitution established




Step 5:
Probation Community Supervision

Step 6:

Probatlon Violations

Step 7:
Risk & Needs Reassessment

R
£ )

l‘ Management ]

A

Step 8:
Outcomes of Probation Supervision

Risk Driven . . Active
Supervision Level [ High Risk (- Supervision
Low Risk +— Public Target higher risk probationers
+ Safety | Target criminogenic needs
Administrative [ Probationer engaged — Motivational
Supervision Interviewing
Cognitive Behavioral approach
Focus on Target criminal thinking
Medium Risk +— I_Songt] Terr; Target aggressive behavior
+ Rgcsi da}lvr;gm Engage supportive structure
. & natural community
Monitored Reduction Address drug use, employment,
Supervision n and housing
Low Public | | Return to Court High Public
Safety Risk e Additional conditions Safety Risk
e Additional penalties
e Local custody l
Administrative e Return to custody
Sanctions « Probation violation filed
e Flash incarceration e Significant jail &
e Community service reinstatement of
e GPS probation
e Day reporting e Secured electronic
e Residential proaram confinement
Continued High Risk Public Safety Concerns
e Supervision level high
e Engaging probationer
e Structured time and activities
e Accountable to progress
¢ Intensive interventions
Measurement e Monitor substance abuse

allows consistent
feedback on

Reduced Risk to Public Safety

outcomes ¢ Positive recidivism reduction indicators
e Improved family relations
¢ Reduced criminal thinking & criminal peers
e Increased law abiding, healthy activities and
lifestyle
e Stable employment
e Completion of community service
¢ Positive outlook
¢ Reduced risk or recidivism
e Behavior & lifestyle changes
e Impact to victim reviewed & restitution paid
e Social support intact
e Extended tracking of probationer recidivism
e Measures sustained recidivism by probationers’ reduction of crime
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Introducing Evidence Based Principles

In 2008, the concept of using research based proven practices in probation was gaining interest in
California. That year an article titled "Evidenced-Based Practice to Reduce Recidivism: Implications for
State Judiciaries," authored by Roger Warren’ in cooperation with The Crime and Justice Institute, National
Institute of Corrections, and National Center for State Courts, was published. The article became the focus
for the 2008 Summit for Judicial Leaders sponsored by the Administrative Office of the Courts and the
Judicial Council held in Monterey, California. Over 200 participants attended the Summit including judges,
court administrators, district attorneys, public defenders, probation chiefs and victim advocacy groups.
These California justice system leaders were challenged by the two decades worth of data that has proven

punishment, incarceration, and other sanctions

C g . . NIC Evidence-Based Principles in Community Corrections
alone do not reduce recidivism and, in fact can

increase recidivism. The research data clearly 1. Assess actuarial risk and needs.
revealed crime reduction and prevention was linked 2. Enhance intrinsic motivation.

e . . 3. Target interventions.
.tO O_ffender recidivism. The SkerCketmg COSt_ of a. Risk principle: Prioritize supervision and treatment
imprisonment has forced policy makers to find A ;\Tsoct;rces Tor_hilgher riskToﬁenderS_- _
: i : . ee principle: arget interventions to
improved methods for achieving public safety goals criminogenic needs.

through accountable and cost effective practices. c. Responsivity principle: Be responsive to
temperament, learning style, motivation, culture,
and gender when assigning programs.

CPO(_: is prepared to lead c_ounty effOI’tS”t_OW&I’d d. Dosage: Structure 40-70% of high-risk offenders’
applying these proven practices. In utilizing a time for 3-9 months. ‘
continuum of interventions that incorporated e. Treatment Integrate treatment into the full
. . . . sentence sanction reqwrements.
evidence-based practices, probation  officers 4. skill training with directed practice (use cognitive
working with the courts will be better equipped in: . :)ehavioral treatment ;ﬂethodS)-
H H H . H . ncrease posmve reinforcement.
asse_s_smg probatloner _I’ISk a_nd ne?ds’ retoollng 6. Engage ongoing support in natural communities.
conditions of probation; increasing offender 7. Measure relevant processes/practices.
8.  Provide measurement feedback.

accountability; and using graduated sanctions and

incentives to promote positive offender change. The
target outcome will be based on reducing recidivism.

Targeting efforts to achieve the greatest potential for recidivism reduction is the future of probation. The
CPOC business plan provides a menu of evidence-based practices in adult probation that counties can use
as a framework for strategic planning in their respective communities. The CPOC business plan is flexible
for phased in implementation based upon budget and workforce resources and unique community needs.

Other key law makers in California have concluded using evidence-based practices in adult probation is an
essential direction needed in order to reform public policy that will support probation services through
stable funding, and increase the capacity for local justice system partners to address and improve offender
outcomes. For example, legislative leadership in the Senate from Senators Mark Leno and John Benoit
sponsored SB 678 establishing EBP for adult probation as a means to reduce recidivism and reduce
unnecessary demands on prison beds. Senator Leno was quoted in the Los Angeles Times on August 13,
2009 on the subject of prison crowding. "If we can keep offenders successful in their probation, we...keep
them from coming back to state prison, thereby lowering the inmate population and saving the state
money." The Judicial Council and CPOC collaborated to launch a three year Risk Assessment Pilot
Project in six counties to implement and evaluate the effectiveness of using offender risk and criminogenic
needs information in probation sentencing.

Using EBP in probation is not a “soft on crime” approach. Rather, it serves to identify the risk of re-
offending, provide supervision intensity and interventions that effectively reduce recidivism, hold offenders
accountable, and reduce the churning of offenders in and out of a very costly prison system.

! Roger Warren is a retired Superior Court Judge, Sacramento and served at the National Center for State Courts and is currently a Scholar in
Residence for the Administrative Office of the Courts in California.
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Probation Outcomes

Central to evidence-based corrections is the use of data to guide practices toward the most effective and
efficient use of resources resulting in the best outcomes. When CPOC initiated strategic planning in 2005,
one of their first priorities was to develop uniform data reporting guidelines about probation activities and
more importantly probation outcomes. Since 2006, two CPOC-sponsored groups, the Probation Business
Managers Association (PBMA) and the Probation Performance Measure Committee (PPMC) have worked
to establish a statewide probation reporting structure in which there is consistency across all agencies in
how probation fiscal and program information is reported

Over the last several years, the PPMC has taken on the more challenging task of developing standardized
reporting on probation outcomes. A key outcome of interest is answering the question, "How many
probationers terminate without committing a new crime while under supervision?" While this effort is still in
the early stages, largely because departments vary widely in their capacity to gather and report common
information on outcomes, 25 departments were able to provide data for this measure in the most recent
survey. Based on these agencies' results, 73 percent of adult probationers terminated without having
committed a new crime while on probation. CPOC remains committed to the continued development of a

statewide probation outcome measurement system as

Probation Revocations Help Drive Prison Population one of its top three strategic initiatives.
Probation Revocations
26000 o o0 Currently, limited information is available related to
[I] Total Revocatons (ieft axis) probation outcomes from statistics that probation
|| == prison Popuiation it axis _/_\ 170,000 departments and the court report to the state. As
e ViR reported by the Department of Justice, in 2008, 202,869
— — // | 165,000 offenders were removed from probation by the courts.
I I I I o I Of that total, 45 percent were terminated and another 40
N d T : 8 X
- N LA 160,000 percent had probation revoked.” In many instances
10,000 1 M where probation is revoked the court will immediately
e reinstate it and probation supervision continues.
5,000 { 0000 However, for other probationers convicted of repeated
violations and more serious crimes, the court sentences
A I 5 6 e the offender to prison.

1996 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
According to records kept by the California Department
of Corrections and Rehabilitation, an average of approximately 19,000 probation violators are sent to state
prison each year. These probationers make up approximately 40 percent of all annual new prison
admissions from the courts.”

Description of Probation Process and Interventions

Throughout the state, counties are unique and different in their use of and ability to implement evidence-
based practices and components of a continuum of interventions. Based on differing needs and available
resources, by utilizing the evidence-based model approach as contained in this business plan, counties
can identify and integrate pertinent elements from an array of nationally recognized evidence-based
practices, allowing each county to best impact and reduce recidivism within their county.

With consistent funding, probation will realize better outcomes that in turn will reduce the impact to or need
for additional resources at the state level. Per the Legislative Analyst's Office, “...the absence of a stable
funding source for adult probation, and the lack of fiscal incentives to promote the best outcomes for public
safety or efficiency, constitute major barriers to the promotion of successful probation practices.”*°

8 Criminal Justice Statistics Center (2009). Table: Adult Probation Active Caseloads on December 31, 2008 - Adults Placed on and Removed
From Probation, January 1-December 31, 2008. California Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistics Center.
o Taylor, M. (2009). Achieving Better Outcomes For Adult Probationers, California Legislative Analyst's Office.

10 Taylor, M. (2009). Achieving Better Outcomes For Adult Probationers, California Legislative Analyst's Office.
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The preceding sample case flow on pages 6 and 7 illustrates the process that the adult probation system
utilizes and the practices probation offers using an array of alternatives, services and modern risk
assessments to determine the level and type of supervision, and intervention needed for individual
offenders.

Next Steps for California’'s Community Corrections System

Building on the Chief Probation Officers of California's strategic initiative to advance evidence based
practices and outcomes in California Probation Departments, the CPOC Adult Probation Business Model
seeks to achieve four primary goals through the implementation of a more effective correctional
management system of offenders in the community, specifically:

o To improve corrections outcomes, especially recidivism
e To reduce victimization
e To prevent harm

e To target funding toward interventions that bring the greatest returns

Given an environment involving highly competitive and limited resources, it is increasingly difficult to justify
the expenditure and utilization of resources and strategies that are ambiguous or unknown in the ability to
produce positive outcomes, or worse yet, proven to be counterproductive. One-size does not fit all in the
area of corrections; incarceration cannot be the corrections system's only recourse. By integrating
evidence based principles, the community corrections system can begin to set a base-line and ongoing
statistical outcome measurements, which in turn can be used to create expectations involving deliverables
and better accountability for improved recidivism reduction and public safety outcomes.

As a public safety system, community corrections is in a unique and effective position to assist in the
reduction and prevention of victimization and/or harm to individuals and society by offenders within the
system. Similar to the medical community's fundamental principle for emergency medical services of, "first
do not harm," community corrections must be equally vigilant of the totality of its impact on the whole of
society, victims and offenders alike. Focusing on the system's ethical commitment and responsibility to do
good for the public, the Adult Probation Business Model creates an opportunity for enhanced checks and
balances aimed at community protection, recidivism reduction and victims' assistance.

The final goal of creating a system that targets and directs funding toward statistically proven interventions
and effective corrections strategies is a critical step. An effective corrections system is one that creates
positive returns on taxpayers' investments while simultaneously increasing the level of confidence in the
system to appropriately meet the diverse needs of the population it services.

Conclusion

The Chief Probation Officers of California have engaged in a unique and unprecedented effort to coalesce
around a common vision to advance our profession. Advances in research and the development of
evidence based practices and interventions has helped Probation Chief's across the state develop a
common script to lead probation for the future, which will result in improved public safety and fiscal
outcomes at the state and county levels. These advances, combined with the strong and cohesive
leadership among California Chiefs across the 59 California counties, has resulted in the business model
summarized in this document.

Adult Probation is the “linchpin” in the handling of sentenced felons and many misdemeanants residing in
California’s counties, linking diverse stakeholders, including: justice system and law enforcement
professionals; victims and victim advocates; substance abuse and mental health treatment providers;
educational institutions; and employment agencies. Probation Officers make sentencing recommendations
to judges. Probation officers also provide services aimed to repair the harm caused by crime to victims and
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the community by holding offenders accountable. Probation officers work with treatment professionals to
deliver individualized interventions that rehabilitate offenders and build skills and competencies that make
offenders less likely to repeat crime and more likely to become productive citizens.

Probation is the most commonly used sanction in the justice system with three quarters of all felons under
the community supervision of a probation officer, in lieu of a maximum prison sentence. Probation is not
only a cost effective alternative to prison, at a fraction of the $49,000 annual price of incarcerating one
individual, it has greater potential to reduce recidivism by addressing the criminogenic risk factors
associated with repeat offending. In recent years a growing body of research has informed probation
practice on the best methods to reduce crime.

Unfortunately, in California, county probation departments are woefully under-funded, and while county
probation delivers the best services possibly under these conditions, we are currently unable to fulfill the
promise of maximum crime reduction for those individuals most at risk of committing subsequent crime in
the community. Currently, an average of 19,000 probation violators are sent to prison each year,
comprising forty percent of the annual admissions to prison from the courts.

The Chief Probation Officers in California have worked together to develop a strategic plan and proposal to
improve probation outcomes. This plan includes a common set of proven strategies to make communities
safer through targeted interventions that will reduce crime and reduce probation revocations that result in
costly prison commitments.

While probation chiefs are optimistic about the future of probation and are encouraged by the recognition
among legislators of the value of probation through the passing of Senate Bill 678, a cooperative and
continuing effort between state and local government, along with dedicated funding stream is required in
order to fully implement evidence based probation practices across California county probation
departments. This front-end investment in local probation departments will ultimately save money currently
spent in a costly, overloaded and largely ineffective prison and parole system, marked by parole failures
and high recidivism rates. More importantly, public safety will be enhanced and a greater number of adult
offenders will be redirected to productive futures free of crime.
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SB 678 IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE

On October 11, 2009, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Senate Bill 678, the California Community Corrections Performance
Incentives Act of 2009 which was authored by Senator Mark Leno and Senator John Benoit. This CPOC sponsored bill puts a process in
place to secure a stable funding stream for probation through a performance-based system. The statute authorizes each county to establish a
Community Corrections Performance Incentives Fund (CCPIF) and authorizes the state to annually allocate money into a State Corrections
Performance Incentives Fund to be used for specified purposes relating to improving local probation supervision practices and capacities, as
specified. This statute requires the Director of Finance, in consultation with the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee, the Chief Probation Officers of California, and the Administrative Office of the Courts, to calculate the
amount of money to be appropriated from the state fund into a CCPIF. The statute further specifies that the calculation is based on costs
avoided by the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation because of a reduction in the percentage of adult probationers sent to prison
for a probation failure. Specifically, the more successful we are at the front end of the system by decreasing the rate of failure while on
probation, the safer our communities and the less costly to the state system in prison commitments. The statute also requires each county
using CCPIF funds to identify and track specific outcome-based measures, as specified, and report to the Administrative Office of the
Courts on the effectiveness of the programs paid for by the CCPIF.

The statute gives probation broad discretion as to how to best implement evidence based practices in their county to meet the needs of their
community and ultimately impact the state prison population. This guide is intended to assist in a Chief’s planning process to expend the
initial funds appropriated through the budget act as seed money to eventually leverage the most out of SB 678 new statutory provisions.

This guide is designed to assist Chief Probation Officers to develop effective programs, using principles of evidence based practices (EBP)
in community corrections, that have a high likelihood of reducing recidivism rates of probationers resulting in a reduction in the number of
commitments to prison for probation violations and improved public safety.

The guide identifies 13 questions that a Chief Probation Officer should consider in SB 678 program planning to ensure identifying the
appropriate target population, proper training of staff and adherence to EBP principles. The questions are listed in order of importance with
question one addressing the most critical part of program planning, question two the second most critical, etc. Beginning with question
three, the EBP principle targeted is identified. It is suggested that funds would be best spent addressing the items at the top of the list and if
resources are available, to continue down the list. There is one exception to the sequence—outcome measures (question 12). Outcome
measurement is required as part of the bill; however, Chiefs may want to consider additional measurements beyond the mandates. This
guide provides a “menu” of outcome measures that can be considered. Lastly, the guide provides resource information for each question, by
CPOC region, with contact information. The resource information is intended to allow Chiefs to easily view what other counties have
implemented or are in the process of implementing and if interested in obtaining more detailed information, to make contact with the person
most knowledgeable about a specific county’s efforts in each area.



SB 678 IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE

QUESTIONS TO ASK

1. Have you identified the population where improved services are most likely to reduce prison commitments without compromising
public safety?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: We will be using the STRONG. We will be reviewing our prison commitments for trends. =» Contact Chief Steve Bordin, 530-
458-0656

Glenn: Yes. = Contact Chief Brandon Thompson, 530-934-6416, bthompson@countyofglenn.net

Shasta: Yes. Those offenders with mental health issues, drug offenders, and 18-25 year olds. =» Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult
Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Sacramento

Amador: Analysis is currently in progress. =»Contact Deron Brodehl, 209-223-6339

Calaveras: Yes. 18-25. = Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Yes. = Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Lake: We will be using a static risk assessment to identify risk level prior to implementing the STRONG. We will also be assessing our
prior prison commitments to identify the types of violations that resulted in prison commitments. =»Contact Paula Snyder, 707-262-4285,
paulas@co.lake.ca.us

Nevada: Doing a study of commitments. Most likely will be in the areas of VOP commits. =»Contact Program Manager Mike Ertola,
530 265 1209, Michael.ertola@co.nevada.ca.us

Placer: Yes. Typically 18 —29. Property & drug. =»Contact Probation Manager Nancy Huntley 916-543-7414

Sacramento: Sacramento Probation is in the process of implementing a risk assessment tool that will identify high risk adult probationers.
= Contact Supervising Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043, EdmistenR@saccounty.net

San Joaquin: Conducting analysis of 2005-2008 prison commitments on VOPs. We will be relying on the use of a validated adult risk
assessment tool to determine the level of risk to reoffend. We are in the beginning stages of selecting a tool at this time. =»Contact Asst.
Deputy Chief Michael Martinez, (209) 468-9976

Sutter: We are currently evaluating our past probation revocations, but believe the initial emphasis will be on low level offenders with
substance abuse issues. = Contact Chief Odom, 530-822-7320. codom@co.sutter.ca.us

Yolo: Analysis is currently in process. =»Contact Adult Division Manager Jim Metzen, 530-406-5326

Yuba: We will be using the STRONG, studies suggest the 18-25 age group. =» Contact Program Manager Randy Moore, 530-749-7549
Central
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Fresno: The youthful offender within the 18-25 age range. =»Contact Rick Chavez, 550-488-3419 or Probation Services Manager Kirk
Haynes, 559-452-2823.

Kern: 18-25 years, created High Risk Unit and provide wrap around services.

Mariposa: Yes. 18-25. =»Contact Chief Gail Neal, 209-966-3612

Merced: Analysis currently in progress. =»Contact Chief Brian Cooley, 209-385-7560

Tulare: 18 to 25 year olds.

Bay

Solano: Completing an analysis of 2008 prison commitments. =»Contact Chief Isabelle Voit, 707-784-4803

Mendocino: We expect to use our new risk assessment to help with this. =»Contact Chief Wesley Forman,707-463-5750

Contra Costa: We are focusing on the 18-25 year old population. =»Contact Chief Deputy Nancy Valencia, 925-313-4199

Marin: We are in the process of doing so. This will include reviewing prison commitments from previous 3 years and surveying high risk
caseloads for highest incidence of criminogenic needs. =»Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Alameda: Yes; =»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Monterey: Completing an analysis of 2007/2008 prison commitments. =»Contact Division Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221
Napa: Probably 18-25 yr. olds. =»Contact Chief Mary Butler, 707-259-8115

San Francisco: Focus on 18-25 yr olds who live in SF. =»Contact Chief Patrick Boyd, 415-553-1688

Santa Clara: We have intensive and specialized caseloads to meet the needs of our high risk clients who are likely to receive a state prison
commitment if found in violation of probation. We monitor these clients closely and offer services and interventions to help the offender
change their behavior and address their issues relating to criminality. =»Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635

Santa Cruz: Yes. = Contact Laura Garnette, Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377

Sonoma: Data from CPOC survey — 10.5% of probationers were sent to prison due to violations, 63% for technical violations and 40% for
new law violations. =»Contact Dep. Chief Sheralynn Freitas, 707-565-2732

South

San Bernardino: Yes, medium risk to recidivate probationers. =» Contact Julie Hovis, Division Director I, 909-387-4211
jhovis@prob.sbcounty.gov

Los Angeles: Yes, last year our Adult Bureau implemented a caseload restructure to better align our work with that of Evidence Based
Practices and to more effectively utilize our deputized resources. We have also decided to focus on the so called Emerging Adult (18-
25) probation population, who based on statistics, represent approximately 10% of the population and commit approximately 30% of
the crimes. We are also attempting to further validate our focus. We are in the process of running statistical data from our adult
probation records to determine which caseload categories have the highest rate of state prison commitments and thereby warrant
improved services to reduce prison commitments. Once we have interpreted all the data we will refine/enhance our focus in the
development of an intervention program that we believe will have the greatest impact on state prison commitments without
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jeopardizing public safety. =» Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov

Orange: We plan to identify a target group of probationers (particularly, 18 to 25) that upon initial probation sentencing, present a profile
of being at high-risk for terminating to prison. To help us define that group, we will be conducting an analysis of recent probationers who
terminated to prison and compare their profiles to probationers terminating satisfactorily. =» Contact Jeff Corp, Director Program
Division, 714-937-4502

Santa Barbara: Aside from high risk offenders with gang terms and conditions and gang enhancements other high risk violent offenders
are targeted. We are in the process of determining a potential additional target population for Evidence Based services, pending an
assessment of the last 24 months of CDCR commitments. It should also be noted that the department is currently implementing an Evidence
Based screening tool, Northpointe COMPAS, which will assist in ongoing identification of the appropriate target population. =»Contact
DCPO Karen Wheeler 805 882-3675

Imperial: Imperial County is planning to implement the 3-queston Proxy Screening tool from Hawaii to initially screen 2,800 adult cases.
Cases in the medium high to high risk range will then be subject to a 3-4™ generation risk assessment tool. The department is currently
lining up presentations on the COMPAS, LSI-R, OST (Arizona), STRONG (assessements.com) and the Revised Wisconsin (Iowa, Orange
Co, CA). Plans also include an analysis of previous revocations to prison using local Community College. =»Contact Chief Martin
Krizay, mkrizay@co.imperial.ca.us

San Diego: We are focusing on high risk offenders. = Contact Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov
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QUESTIONS TO ASK

2. Has your staff been trained in the basic principles of Evidence Based Practices (EBP)?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: Yes. = Contact Chief Steve Bordin, 530-458-0656

Glenn: Yes. = Contact Chief Brandon Thompson, 530-934-6416, bthompson@countyofglenn.net

Shasta: Yes. =»Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Sacramento

Amador: Yes = Contact Chief Bonini, 209-223-6229

Calaveras: Yes. We have been on this path for over 3 years. = Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

Nevada: No formal training. Will be scheduling this training year. =»Contact Program Manager Mike Ertola, 530 265 1209,
Michael.ertola@co.nevada.ca.us

Placer: Most. Required of STC staff. =»Contact Probation Manager Nancy Huntley 916-543-7414

Sacramento: Yes. =» Contact Supervising Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043, EdmistenR@saccounty.net
San Joaquin: Yes, all probation officers have been trained. =»Contact Asst. Deputy Chief Michael Martinez, 209-468-9976
Sutter: We started initial MI training last year. Some officers currently assigned to the adult unit came from the juvenile unit where staff
has been fully trained in assessments and MI. =»Contact Deputy Chief Paras-Topete, 530-822-7320, Iparas@co.sutter.ca.us
Yolo: Yes. = Contact Adult Division Manager Jim Metzen, 530-406-5326

Yuba: Yes, very basic. =»Contact Program Manager Randy Moore, 530-749-7549

Central

Fresno: Only in juvenile institutions where all staff have been trained as facilitators in cognitive program “Thinking For a Change.”
Kern: Yes. Matrix, ART, Journaling and Risk/Needs Assessment program.

Tulare: All juvenile staff have been trained; adult staff pending.

Bay

Solano: Mandated for all STC staff. =» Contact Supervising DPO Jennifer Washington, 707-784-7623

Alameda: Yes. =»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Contra Costa: Yes, we have been trained in the basics, but some understand better than others. =»Contact Adult Manager Yvette
McCollumn, 925-313-4154
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Marin: Yes. = Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Mendocino: Yes. =»Contact Chief Wesley Forman, 707-463-5750

Monterey: STC staff has varying levels of training in the principles of EBP. =»Contact PSM Sonja Gattis, 831-755-3777

Napa: Yes. 2 Contact Chief Mary Butler, 707-259-8115

San Francisco: We are examining options for comprehensive EBP training, and for the collection/analysis of outcome data. =»Contact
Chief Patrick Boyd, 415-553-1688

Santa Clara: We have not yet conducted department-wide training for all staff; however, some staff members have attended training in the
basic principles. =»Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635

Santa Cruz: Yes. = Contact Laura Garnette, Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377

Sonoma: Provided to all staff in Adult Division; mandated as part of new officer training. =»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn Freitas,
707-565-2732

South

San Bernardino: Yes, all staff several years ago, developing yearly update class. =»Contact Julie Hovis, Division Director I (909) 387-
4211, jhovis@prob.sbcounty.gov

Los Angeles: Yes, deputized staff assigned to the Day Reporting Center. For the remainder, we are in the process of training all Adult Field
Services Bureau staff in Motivational Interviewing and Core Correctional Practices. This task should be completed by the end of January,
2010. We have offered training to all probation staff over the last two years in the basics of EBP, in an effort to prepare them for this
change. =»Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov

Orange: The department currently has a technical assistance grant from NIC for implementing EBP in community corrections, which has
included educating and developing formal training of staff on EBP principles. This initiative was officially launched on May 30, 2008, but
the Crime and Justice Institute had been providing informal assistance since fall 2007.

Specific training has included presentations from a variety of EBP experts including Chris Lowenkamp (University of Cincinnati), Bill
Burrell (APPA, Temple University), and Crime and Justice Institute experts. We’ve involved all supervisors in these opportunities. Specific
topics have included:

o “What Works”—a discussion of research and program meta-analysis that has identified the key 8 Criminogenic Risk
elements, and program components to address those elements.
Performance Measurement—a presentation by Bill Burrell about setting and measuring outcome targets.
Leadership Academy
Facilitative Leadership
Project Management
Infusion of EBP concepts in to Annual Training curriculum

O 00O 0O
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o Participating in the BPOC revision that will incorporate EBP concepts and tools
=> Contact Mike Collins 714-667-7723
Santa Barbara: Institutions have been using the MAYSI for 5+ years and are trained in cognitive behavioral intervention (Samenow) and
Aggression Replacement Training (ART®), which should ease the transition of this information to adult services. Field services staff
received training in Motivational Interviewing in 2007. An introduction to EBP and a retraining in Motivational Interviewing was delivered
to Adult Division personnel in Dec 2009, as a component of the implementation of a new EB Assessment Tool (COMPAS); additionally, 10
staff are scheduled to attend ART® training for trainers in the near future.=»Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805 882-3675
Imperial: Yes, Chief PO has provided stand-up presentations on EBP to management and line staff on multiple occasions.
Assessments.com Project Manager for Juvenile PACT has made numerous formal and informal presentations on the eight principles to
effective intervention. The Crime Justice Institute is scheduled to be in Imperial County September 29-30, 2009 to present EBP and
strategic planning to all staff and a separate stakeholder meeting that includes judges, BOS, CEO, law enforcement, local attorneys and
treatment providers. =» Contact Chief Martin Krizay mkrizay@co.imperial.ca.us
San Diego: To date all sworn field staff have been exposed to at least 4 hours of EBP training + additional training that is included in our
assessment tool training (approximately 2 additional hours). =»Contact Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Assess Actuarial Risk/Needs”

3. Are you using a validated tool to assess risk/needs?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: We will be using the STRONG by the end of 2010. =» Contact Chief Steve Bordin, 530-458-0656

Glenn: Yes—STRONG. Contact Chief Brandon Thompson, 530-934-6416, bthompson@countyofglenn.net

Shasta: Not currently. We are part of the Northern California Probation Consortium (NCPC) and the Implementation team for the
STRONG risk/needs assessment tool (through Assessments.com) which begins meeting at the end of October. =» Contact Chelsey
Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Siskiyou: Not yet. Waiting for implementation of STRONG. =» Contact Chief Todd Heie, 530-841-4366

Sacramento

Amador: Using same risk assessment tool as Placer County. =» Contact Deron Brodehl, 209-223-6339

Calaveras: Yes, but in process of reevaluating our current tool. The tool is the ROPE (Repeat Offender Profile Evaluation — author Brad
Bogue) We have a validated to our population Proxy tool. =»Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Yes — Risk only! (Require both risk/needs tool.) =» Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Lake: Will be implementing the STRONG with NCPC. =»Contact Paula Snyder, 707-262-4285, paulas@co.lake.ca.us

Nevada: No it is an old NIC assessment tool. =» Contact Program Manager Mike Ertola, 530 265 1209,
Michael.ertola@co.nevada.ca.us

Placer: Several. DRI-II for DUI. National Institute of Corrections (NIC) as mandated by PC 1203.016 (h) (3) for alternative sentencing.
Wisconsin and SASSI for Adult and Juvenile. =»Contact Probation Manager Nancy Huntley 916-543-7414

Sacramento: Sacramento Probation is in the process of implementing a static risk assessment tool. =» Contact Supervising Probation
Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043, EdmistenR@saccounty.net

San Joaquin: We are currently in the process of selecting a validated risk assessment tool to be used with our Adult population. =»Contact

Asst. Deputy Chief Michael Martinez, (209) 468-9976

Sutter: Wisconsin Risk Assessment has been in place since 1986. We will implement the STRONG this FY in coordination with NCPC.
=> Contact Deputy Chief Paras-Topete, 530-822-7320, Iparas@co.sutter.ca.us

Yolo: Using a risk assessment, not a needs assessment (yet). Implemented the SRA portion of the STRONG. Pending implementation of
the ONG (training still needed for staff). =» Contact Adult Division Manager Jim Metzen, 530-406-5326

Yuba: Static-99 for sex offenders and will be using STRONG in future. =2 Contact Program Manager Randy Moore, 530-749-7549
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Central

Fresno: Participating in regional collaborative to evaluate and purchase validated risk/needs assessment tool.

Kern: Yes. Adult: STRONG assessment tool. Juvenile: PACT assessment tool.

Merced: Yes. LSI-R, but participating in planning for a regional consortium for assessment tool which may change focus on which tool will
be utilized. = Contact Zach Robertson, 209-381-1377

Tulare: Pending implementation of COMPASS. Currently assess risk on adult offenders utilizing the Proxy, as well as the Stat-99 on adult
sex offenders.

Bay

Solano: LSI-R (SV) as proxy tool; LS-CMI for those not screened out to banked caseload with proxy. =»Contact Supervising DPO
Jennifer Washington, 707-784-7623

Alameda: Yes. The LS/CMI. =>»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Contra Costa: Yes, we are using the CAIS (NCCD) Assessment. =» Contact Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn, 925-313-4154

Marin: Yes, the LSCMI. =»Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Mendocino: We intend to implement the STRONG in 2010. =»Contact Chief Wesley Forman, 707-463-5750

Monterey: Assessments.com Static Risk Assessment (SRA) used to establish levels of supervision implemented in July of 2009. Plan to
use the needs assessment STRONG on high risk offenders. =»Contact Division Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221

Napa: LSI-R as proxy tool; LS-CMI. Cases assigned by risk level with specialized caseloads for DV, Prop 36, gang and sex offenders.

=» Contact Chief Mary Butler, 707-259-8115

San Francisco: Yes, CAIS (NCCD), =»Contact Chief Patrick Boyd, 415-553-1688

Santa Clara: Yes, Wisconsin Risk and Needs Assessment Tool. We are currently exploring a fourth generation assessment tool for our
adult offenders. =®Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635

Santa Cruz: Yes for risk, no for needs. "2 Contact Laura Garnette, Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377

Sonoma: Adult Tool — Static Risk and Offender Needs Guide (STRONG) through Assessments.com. "»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn
Freitas, 707-565-2732

South

San Bernardino: Yes, Northpointe Compas. =®Contact Rick Arden 909-38- 5855

Los Angeles: We have implemented the Level of Service/ Case Management Inventory for our high risk and specialized caseloads. This
includes all High Risk, Testing High Risk, Family Violence, Adult Gang and Sex Registrant caseloads. We have recently completed our
first inter-rater reliability evaluation of DPOs administering the assessment and are preparing a cadre of staff who can administer booster
training for those deputies that have not demonstrated acceptable proficiency in administering the assessment. We hope to have the booster
training complete in early to mid-2010. We are also planning the implementation of the Texas Christian University Drug Screen II drug use
assessment for use with our narcotics testing population. We have recently completed training on the use of the Spousal Abuse Risk
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Assessment for use by our Family Violence caseloads. =®Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov
Orange: Yes, we use a version of the Wisconsin Risk & Needs that was validated in Orange County and is in the process of being
revalidated currently. It is the foundation for establishing supervision level (see Q. 4), developing the case plan and monitoring progress
while under supervision. =»Contact Shirley Hunt 714-569-2174

Santa Barbara: The Adult Risk Screening Tool (ARIST) is completed on all new cases, both intakes and investigations. This assessment
aids in determining whether a case will be assigned to a bank caseload (a score of 3 or lower) or be further assessed (a score of 4 or more).
Additionally, COMPAS is in the implementation phase effective December 09; therefore, future risk assessments will be made at the
investigative stage utilizing a validated risk/needs tool. =»Contact Lee Bethel, Adult Manager, 805-882-3753

San Diego: Yes, on the adult side we are using COMPAS for all offenders + Static 99 for eligible sex offenders + SARA for DV offenders.

= Contact Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov

10



SB 678 IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE

QUESTIONS TO ASK “Target Interventions—Risk Principle”

4. Are you providing supervision based on risk with priority given to higher risk offenders?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: Once we have implemented the STRONG we will begin supervising based on risk. =»Contact Chief Steve Bordin, 530-458-0656
Glenn: Yes. =»Contact Chief Brandon Thompson, 530-934-6416, bthompson@countyofglenn.net

Shasta: We are using the old Wisconsin model risk assessment that is part of our 1JS 400 client data base. We utilize the risk score from
that assessment when making decisions about level of supervision. The implementation of the STRONG will change how cases are
assessed and assigned. =»Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us
Sacramento

Amador: Yes. = Contact Deron Brodehl, 209-223-6339

Calaveras: Yes, but perfecting the process. = Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Yes. =»Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Lake: Will be doing this by December 2009. Contact Paula Snyder, 707-262-4285, paulas@co.lake.ca.us.

Nevada: Yes, however is outdated assessment tool and local override is used heavily. =»Contact Program Manager Mike Ertola, 530-
265- 1209, Michael.ertola@co.nevada.ca.us

Placer: Yes. =»Contact Probation Manager Nancy Huntley 916-543-7414

Sacramento: Yes. "»Contact Supervising Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043, EdmistenR@saccounty.net

Sutter: Not as much as we should be. = Contact Deputy Chief Paras-Topete, 530-822-7320, Iparas@co.sutter.ca.us

Yolo: Yes. For the cases that are supervised, we try to prioritize those who are high-risk. Only approximately 'z of the population has been
assessed using the SRA. =»Contact Adult Division Manager Jim Metzen, 530-406-5326

Central

Fresno: Without an assessment tool we provide specialized supervision to what we believe are high risk offenders, i.e. Gangs, Violent
Offender, Child/Elder Abuse, Chronic Offenders, etc.

Kern: Yes. We evaluate each case for higher risk offenders. Once the assessment tool is fully implemented, the process will be evidence
based.

Mariposa: Somewhat. Cases are assigned based on offense type.

Merced: Yes, provide supervision based on risk with focus on medium risk offenders. =»Contact Chris Bobbitt, 209-385-7560
Tulare: Yes.

11
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Bay

Solano: Case assignment policy available. =»Contact Probation Services Manager Kelley Baulwin-Johnson, 707-784-6531

Alameda: Yes, in our current SB-81 pilot program. =»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Contra Costa: Yes, we are currently doing this. =»Contact Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn, 925-313-4154

Marin: Yes. =»Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Mendocino: To some degree yes. But our new tool will make it easier. "»Contact Chief Wesley Forman, 707-463-5750

Monterey: We have recently completed assessing all probationers with the SRA and are in the process of redistributing supervision
caseloads according to risk. =®Contact Division Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221

Napa: Cases assigned by risk level with specialized caseloads for DV, Prop 36, gang and sex offenders. =®Contact Chief Mary Butler,
707-259-8115

San Francisco: Supervision is based on case plan. =®Contact Chief Patrick Boyd, 415-553-1688

Santa Clara: Yes, we dedicate more resources to higher risk clients. The level of supervision, reporting standards and services provided
are determined through comprehensive risk and needs assessments. The most serious offenders that pose the greatest risk to the community
are placed on intensive supervision and are monitored by specialized units based on crime factors and needs. Other levels of supervision
Regular, Minimum and Banked. =»Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635

Santa Cruz: Yes. "»Contact Laura Garnette, Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377

Sonoma: Presently redistributing workload based on offender’s risk to reoffend with the supervision resources focused on moderate-high
risk offenders. =»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn Freitas, 707-565-2732

South

San Bernardino: Yes, high risk probationers receive enhanced supervision. = Contact Julie Hovis, Division Director I (909) 387-4211
jhovis@prob.sbcounty.gov

Los Angeles: Yes. We have restructured our narcotic testing caseloads and supervision caseloads so cases are assigned based on risk scores.
We utilize the Modified Wisconsin to determine the level of supervision that is appropriate for the probationer. The assessments score is
determined by factors such as age of first arrest or adjudication, substance abuse, gang membership, prior probation revocations and the
nature of the current offence (serious or violent felony). We also have specialized caseloads that address specific types of criminal activity
such as gang membership, domestic violence and sex crimes. These types of caseloads are supervised as the highest level of

intensity. =»Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov

Orange: Yes, for general probationers, only those adult probationers assessed as high-risk are actively supervised. Low-risk and medium-
risk probationers are monitored at an admin or banked standards. The exceptions to this are probationers in the collaborative courts or under
DV or SO specialized supervision. Due to the long-term use of our R/N assessment tool, officers are accustomed to risk associated case
planning. Future goals include efforts to link risk assessment information more directly with case planning, focusing on Responsivity and
higher potency Criminogenic needs. =»Contact Jeff Corp, Director Program Division , 714-937-4502

12
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Santa Barbara: Yes. The department now has only high risk, specialty, and bank caseloads, having discontinued “medium” level
supervision due to budget reductions. A risk assessment has been utilized to determine level of supervision. Beginning December 2009, the
validated tool COMPAS is being utilized for this purpose.=»Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805 882-3675

San Diego: Yes, we are currently realigning to provide high based supervision to adults and juveniles. = Contact Natalie Pearl,
Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov

13
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Enhance Intrinsic Motivation”

5. Has your staff been trained in motivational interviewing? If so, how many hours and what type of training? Do you have policies and
procedures involving M1? How are you monitoring the use of MI?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: The entire staff has received MI training. 16 hours each. No policies or procedures, no monitoring. =»Contact Chief Steve
Bordin, 530-458-0656

Glenn: Yes. =»Contact Chief Brandon Thompson, 530-934-6416, bthompson@countyofglenn.net

Shasta: We had a small number of staff in the division trained in MI approximately 3 years ago but there has been no follow-up training
since that time. MI is a component of the STRONG and all the officers in the division will be trained in MI when they learn the new
assessment tool. =¥ Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Sacramento

Amador: Some have been trained, 40 hour, risk and resiliency check up. No policy and/or procedure. =»Contact Chief Bonini, 209-223-
6229

Calaveras: Yes. Three trainings of 16 to 24 hours in the past three years. No finalized document on P&P. Supervisors have recorded and
witnessed interviews. =@ Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Entire field staff scheduled during next 6 months. (Training scheduled) =®Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958
Nevada: Yes about 8 hours of MI training. No policy or procedure for MI use. No monitoring. =»Contact Program Manager Mike
Ertola, 530 265 1209, Michael.ertola@co.nevada.ca.us

Sacramento: Yes. All staff have been trained in a basic and advanced motivational interviewing course (8 hrs each). After a year, the
Department evaluated the use of MI and found several issues with staff being able to bring MI concepts into practice. The Department has
developed an MI implementation which includes site specific MI trainings, M1 training focused on Supervisory staff, and an induction of MI
into new staff training. The Department is in the process of developing a quality assurance protocol to monitor MI use and effectiveness.
=»Contact Supervising Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043, EdmistenR@saccounty.net

San Joaquin: Yes, all probation officers throughout the Department attended 16 hours of Motivational Interviewing training. No, we do
not have policies and procedures in place. We have MI liaisons to ensure staff are using their MI skills; however, we really need to
strengthen this program. =»Contact Asst. Deputy Chief Michael Martinez, (209) 468-9976

Sutter: A little more than half the department has been trained in MI. Juvenile staff completed 16 hours of MI and has completed a total of

14
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16 hours of booster training. Booster training is being attempted in two hour sessions once a month. No policies and procedures. Monitor
MI with the following: booster trainings, reinforce need/benefit in staff meetings; supervisor’s role play routinely, refer to it in e-mails,
model it for staff, etc. Able to gauge during role play or observed contacts whether they are using MI. Juvenile staff that transferred to the
adult unit have carried these skills with them. Upcoming adult implementation of STRONG will follow this same method. =»Contact
Supervisor Sam Leach, 530-822-7320, sleach@co.sutter.ca.us

Yolo: Yes. They have had 14 hours of training. We do not have policies and procedures in place, and no monitoring is occurring. We are
currently evaluating a more robust implementation and QA design for MI in the adult division. =»Contact Adult Division Manager Jim
Metzen, 530-406-5326

Yuba: Some, no policy and procedure. =»Contact Program Manager Randy Moore, 530-749-7549

Central

Fresno: Eight staff has received 16 hours of MI training that was paid for through a grant with the Office of Traffic Safety. There are no
policies in place at this time.

Kern: Yes. Some have received an 8 hour class and others a 16 hour class, and some have both. We have no policies regarding the use of
MI, but the liaisons for the assessment are charged with monitoring staff’s effectiveness in using it.

Merced: All adult staff have been trained. =»Contact Assistant Chief Chris Bobbitt, 209-385-7569

Tulare: All juvenile staff has been trained; adult staff pending.

Bay

Marin: All staff have received at least some MI training. Most staff underwent a 40 hour intro course, and have taken refresher courses. We
have 4 staff trained as MI instructors. We do not have policies and procedures related to use of MI, and we are not monitoring it. "»Contact
Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Solano: Mandated courses as follows—MI Foundation Course (12 hours), MI Beyond the Basics (3.5 hours); MI Practice Drills (2.5 hours);
MI Facilitating Change (3 hours). Policies/Procedures/Monitoring are being developed. =»Contact Supervising DPO Jennifer
Washington, 707-784-7623

Alameda: Yes, they have received 16 hours of training in MI. There are currently no procedures or policies regarding MI. We are
monitoring the use of MI with quality control through the supervisors. =»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Contra Costa: Yes, most of our staff have received 7 hours of training. We have no policies and do no monitoring of MI. =»Contact
Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn, 925-313-4154

Mendocino: Some have. Those who have not will get it during the implementation of the STRONG risk assessment. =»Contact Chief
Wesley Forman, 707-463-5750

Napa: Yes, all staff received 2 days of training. QA just starting. "®Contact Chief Mary Butler 707-259-8115

San Francisco: All staff have been provided introductory MI training. =»Contact Chief Patrick Boyd, 415-553-1688

Santa Cruz: Yes. =2 Contact Laura Garnette, Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377
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Sonoma: All Adult Division staff trained in MI with booster sessions planned; mandatory for all new staff; select officer liaisons will coach
and rate peers in MI skills beginning in 2010. =»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn Freitas, 707-565-2732

South

San Bernardino: Yes- 40 hours, no policies regarding MI or monitoring. =»Contact Julie Hovis, Division Director I (909) 387-4211
jhovis@prob.sbcounty.gov

Los Angeles: As indicated in question 2, we are currently training all Adult deputies in Motivational Interviewing (MI) and Core
Correctional Practices (CCP). All Supervision and Investigation staff are receiving 20 hours of MI and CCP training. CCP identifies skills
necessary to influence behavior. " Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov

Orange: Virtually all our DPOs have been trained in the use of MI techniques, although the wholesale implementation of MI as a system
has been very difficult. We are more actively looking at MI as a series of components that can be used independently. Although we
sacrifice the fidelity of the clinical model, our organizational culture directs us to this more pragmatic approach. Our officers are looking
more toward an engagement model, focused on interactive communication and participatory goal setting as tools.

Related to MI: Recognizing the importance of the relationship between offender and probation officer, we have recently engaged in an
Offender Survey to identify what is working and where we might improve from the perspective of the offenders. The survey results are
being tabulated and information is forthcoming. =»Contact Mike Collins 714-667-7723

Santa Barbara: Yes. In February 2007, field services officers attended a 16-hour module of Motivational Interviewing (138 staff
attending). A new module of MI training was built into the implementation phase of Northpointe COMPAS, which took place in December
2009. The training unit monitored completion of the training, and quality assurance was built into the retraining process. SPOs and Seniors
will monitor actual usage of the MI techniques; employee performance reviews will address this category to provide feedback and guidance
to staff regarding their use of MI techniques. =»Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805-882-3675

Imperial: Chief PO trained three years ago in Yuma County, AZ. Twenty-five (25) MI training slots are available targeting the juvenile
division on October 28-29, 2009, as contracted with the roll-out of the PACT (Assessments.com). Business rules and quality control PACT
workgroups are developing policies regarding MI. Anticipate using tapes of interviews to monitor fidelity. Also, sending 4-5 adult officers
to Yuma County, Arizona for MI training on December 1-3, 2009. =»Contact Chief Martin Krizay, mkrizay@co.imperial.ca.us

San Diego: Yes, we include MI training in both the adult and juvenile risk assessment tool training. No to the rest of the questions.
=>Contact Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Target Interventions—Need Principle”

6. Do you require staff to develop meaningful case plans that target at least the top four criminogenic needs? Do you have supervision
standards in place that support this casework?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

No or no information provided

Sacramento

Amador: Limited adult case plans but PSI and conditions of probation do address a plan. =®Contact Chief Bonini, 209-223-6229
Calaveras: Yes (beginning case plan training was in April 09). Not yet. =»Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Yes. Yes. =»Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Placer: Limited; supervision standards support this — e.g., Drug Court, Prop 36, High-Risk DUI, 273.5. *»Contact Probation Manager
Dave Coughran 530-889-6759

Sacramento: In the process of implementing this process through the use of a validated risk and needs assessment. =»Contact Supervising
Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043, EdmistenR@saccounty.net

Sutter: Not established in the adult unit, but will be this FY. Work done on the juvenile side will assist with ease of implementation on the
adult side. =»Contact Deputy Chief Paras-Topete, 530-822-7320

Central

Fresno: We do develop case plans for our Targeted Case Management caseloads, but these plans do not center on criminogenic
issues. The plans are geared toward medical/social needs.

Kern: Juvenile: Identifies the top 3 criminogenic needs. Adult: Will identify the top 3 criminogenic needs when assessment is implemented.
Tulare: Pending implementation of COMPASS. Supervision standards currently in place.

Bay

Marin: No, but this is a goal of ours =»Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Alameda: Yes, to all of the above, in our SB-81 pilot program. =»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Contra Costa: Yes, on our intensive supervision caseloads (grant requirements); however, we do not use them in our general supervision
adult caseloads. *»Contact Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn, 925-313-4154

Monterey: We do not currently develop case plans. Once we implement the STRONG we will develop case plans for high risk offenders.
=» Contact Division Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221

Napa: Have not implemented case plans but are in the planning stages to do so. "=»Contact Chief Mary Butler 707-259-8115
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San Francisco: We are beginning a pilot with the 18-25 age probationers to develop formal case plans based on the CAIS assessment.

=» Contact Chief Patrick Boyd, 415-553-1688

Santa Clara: We have not yet implemented written case plans. However, we do have supervision standards for each level of supervision
we offer. We initially assess clients within the first 30 days and then supervise clients based on their risk and need. The higher risk clients
get maximum supervision and contact and the minimum level clients receive minimum supervision. We are able to target our intervention
to clients who pose the greatest risk and/or need. "®Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635

Sonoma: Targeted case plan training in February 2010 with plan to address top criminogenic needs. =»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn
Freitas, 707-565-2732

South

San Bernardino: Case plans for specialized caseloads, mental health, drug court, yes supervision guidelines. =»Contact Julie Hovis,
Division Director I (909) 387-4211 jhevis@prob.sbcounty.gov

Los Angeles: Deputies assigned to the DRC work to develop case plans base on court ordered conditions of probation and risk factors
identified in the LS/CMI assessment, as well as information provided from other participants in the program, which includes the Department
of Mental Health Services, the Department of Public Social Services, and the Alcohol and Drug Program Administration. The department is
in the process of requiring deputies that supervise high risk and specialized caseloads to develop case plans base on court ordered conditions
of probation and risk factors identified in the LS/CMI assessment. These officers also develop case planning as part of the Department’s
participation in the Targeted Case Management program. =»Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov
Orange: We have routinely linked case plan goals with assessed high risks/needs; however, not in a formal manner and not necessarily
targeting the top four. At this point, we are introducing the concept and moving forward with continuing dialogue with supervisors and staff.
Many supervisors are becoming more knowledgeable and initiating supervision standards supporting EBP casework guidelines. =»Contact
Mike Collins 714-667-7723

Santa Barbara: The case planning component with developed milestones to measure performance will be integrated into the use of the
COMPAS tool in March 2010, once staff have had an opportunity to become familiar with the use of the assessment tool. Lowest current
adult caseload ratios for standard high risk offender caseloads is 1:70 and grant funded hybrid adult/juvenile gang caseloads are set at 1:40.
=» Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805 882-3675

Imperial: Not established in adult or juvenile supervision at this time. Case planning is a part of the PACT roll-out in juvenile. No

supervision standards in place in adult or juvenile, currently left to the officer’s imagination/discretion. "»Contact Chief Martin Krizay,
mkrizay@co.imperial.ca.us

San Diego: Yes, we have standards and We are in the process of improving requirements and the monitoring in this area. =»Contact
Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Target Interventions—Need Principle”

7. Are there sufficient, appropriate interventions available in your county to meet assessed needs?
Specifically:
e Anti-social cognition
Anti-social companions
Anti-social personality (temperament)
Family and/or marital
Substance abuse
Education
Employment
Leisure and/or recreation

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Shasta: There are resources in all the areas listed to the left; however, they do not meet the needs of all the probationers we come into
contact with. Over the next several months we will be reconnecting with the various agencies and resources to determine what is available,
how to access the services for our clients, and what options for services/treatment need to be created. With the implementation of the
STRONG we will be able to articulate what resources we need based upon the information provided by the risk/needs assessment.

= Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Sacramento

El Dorado: Yes. (Resources available but assessment of resources tool needed.) =»Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Placer: To some degree, all. Less so for anti-social cognition, companions and personality; and employment. =»Contact Probation
Manager Dave Coughran 530-889-6759

Sacramento: Yes. "»Contact Supervising Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043, EdmistenR@saccounty.net

Central

Fresno: Education and Leisure/Recreation opportunities are sufficient. All other areas lack appropriate resources.

Kern: We have some programs in place, but not all needs can be addressed.

Merced: We currently contract with Behavioral Interventions for a Day Reporting Center which offers some of the needs listed. =»Contact
Assistant Chief Chris Bobbitt, 209-385-7569

Tulare: Very limited in all anti-social interventions, as well as leisure/recreation
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Bay
Marin: Many of our county’s interventions are psycho-educational or psychodynamic; few of them are cognitive-behavioral. *»Contact
Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620
Alameda: Yes to all, however while there is sufficient job training there are not enough jobs, and there probably are not enough
leisure/recreation activities. All of our providers may not have been trained in EBP. =»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-
7200
Contra Costa: Not enough anti-social cognition interventions due to budget cuts; and not too many resources for leisure and/or recreation.
= Contact Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn, 925-313-4154
Monterey: We currently have very few if any resources to address anti-social issues. We have substance abuse treatment, but no outcome
studies have been conducted to assess their effectiveness. Employment services seem to be currently well funded. We are establishing a
Day Reporting Center run by Behavioral Interventions (BI) to address assessed needs and use as a graduated sanction for technical
violations of probation. =»Contact Division Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221
Napa: Yes. @ Contact Chief Mary Butler 707-259-8115
San Francisco: We are working with the city’s Transitional Age Youth project to identify available services and gaps. =»Contact Chief
Patrick Boyd, 415-553-1688
Santa Clara: Santa Clara clients are referred to services in the county for a variety of programs which offer interventions in the above areas.
We work closely with Mental Health and Alcohol and Drug Services to provide many of the above services to clients. Also work with
private programs that offer comprehensive services to clients. We do not contract with providers for Adult Services but currently refer
clients to providers. =»Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635
Sonoma: No services targeting first 4 listed, Education and Leisure; limited substance abuse services with residential and outpatient
waiting lists; very limited employment services. "»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn Freitas, 707-565-2732
South
San Bernardinoe: Interventions are available however there is little funding to access services.
Anti-social cognition-Yes
Anti-social companions-Yes
Anti-social personality (temperament) -No
Family and/or marital-No
Substance abuse-Yes
Education-Yes
Employment-Yes

e Leisure and/or recreation-No
=» Contact Julie Hovis, Division Director I (909) 387-4211 jhovis@prob.sbcounty.gov
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Los Angeles: Specifically:
e Anti-social cognition — see below
Anti-social companions — see below
Anti-social personality (temperament) -see below
Family and/or marital — see below
Substance abuse — Yes, through the County Alcohol and Drug Program Administration.
Education - Yes, through ROP, Community Adult Schools, Community College Districts.
Employment - Yes (Workforce Investment Boards, Once-Stops Centers, LA Works, Homeboy Industries, etc)
Leisure and/or recreation — see below
The Department has not yet completed an inventory of services available in the county. As part of the designed implementation of EBP,
there are plans to evaluate programs and services to determine their adherence to evidence based guidelines. Because the Department does
not contract with community based agencies, any evaluation and request to implement evidence based programs or services would be done
on voluntary basis, unless funding for services could be secured. =»Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001;
lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov
Riverside:
* Anti-social cognition Need to explore-are services through mental health
Anti-social companions Need to explore-are services through mental health
Anti-social personality (temperament) Need to explore-are services through mental health
Family and/or marital Need to explore
Substance abuse Yes
Education Need to explore-some services available
Employment Need to explore
* Leisure and/or recreation Need to explore.
Orange: We work closer with DV service providers due to BIP monitor mandates. Unlike many other corrections systems, CA probation
has limited capacity to establish fiduciary relationships with service providers, so limited impact on resource curriculum can be
accomplished. We have, however, worked with a limited number of providers on broad spectrum program evaluation that encompasses
considerations for these criminogenic needs. We have trained a limited number of staff in the use of the Correctional Program Assessment
Inventory (CPAI) but have not formally utilized this intensive program review protocol due to limited resources.
We also have an in-house collaborative involving a variety of community representatives on improving employability, and will be offering
training this year to our adult supervision DPOs. We are also actively engaged in the development of a Day Reporting Center for adults that
will include educational, vocational and interventions on Criminal Thinking components. =»Contact Mike Collins 714-667-7723
Santa Barbara:

¥ ¥ K K X ¥
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Anti-social cognition: Yes

Anti-social companions: Yes

Anti-social personality (temperament): Yes

Family and/or marital: Yes

Substance abuse: For the most part, some of these resources have recently been discontinued.

Education Yes

Employment Yes

Leisure and/or recreation: Need to explore

=» Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805-882-3675

Imperial: Local Behavioral Health Department provides Aggression Replacement Therapy, Family Functional Therapy and a host of other

interventions but staff and the court do not have much confidence in the delivery system and results. Anticipate training probation officers
to deliver cognitive behavioral curriculums like Thinking for a Change, Crossroads (NCTI) or possibly MRT (Moral Reconation Therapy).
= Contact Chief Martin Krizay, mkrizay@co.imperial.ca.us

San Diego: We are currently working on developing a community resource directory which will help us to answer this question more
specifically. =»Contact Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Skill Train with Directed Practice”

8. Are you using cognitive behavioral interventions? If yes, are you evaluating the effectiveness of these programs?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Shasta: Not internally within the probation department but we refer our clients to outside treatment providers who focus on cognitive
behavioral interventions. I also have two staff trained in the cognitive restructuring through NCI but due to lack of staffing they have not
been able to conduct groups with the clients. =»Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or
clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Siskiyou: Yes — We run groups using The Change Companies Interactive Journaling program. =®Contact Chief Todd Heie, 530-841-4366
Sacramento

Calaveras: Yes. We have started a CBT program for medium/high risk adults. We have not completed the first group as of this date.
=»Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Yes. No. (Evaluation tool needed.) Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Placer: Same as El Dorado. =»Contact Nancy Huntley (916) 543-7414

Sutter: Limited on the adult side to MRT in Drug Court. CBT for Substance Abusing Adolescents is provided FT by two juvenile staff.
This model will translate well for younger adults and there is a desire to expand the program to the adult population. =»Contact Chief
Odom, 530-822-7320, codom@co.sutter.ca.us

Central

Kern: Yes, programs like ART are in use. We have also contracted with an independent agency to evaluate and monitor our programs.
Merced: Yes, provided by the BI — Day Reporting Center. "»Contact Assistant Chief Chris Bobbitt, 209-385-7569

Tulare: Pending.

Bay

Marin: Very limited use of C-B interventions =»Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Solano: Crossroads Life Skills Group for some 18-25 year olds, facilitated by probation staff. Preparing to offer this course in county jail.
Not evaluating effectiveness. =»Contact Probation Services Manager Kelley Baulwin-Johnson, 707-784-6531

Alameda: Yes, as a part of our SB-81 pilot program. =»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Contra Costa: Yes, with a few programs. =®Contact Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn, 925-313-4154

Mendocino: Whenever possible and they are evaluated. "= Contact Chief Wesley Forman, 707-463-5750

Monterey: Once the DRC is functional, we will be using cognitive behavioral interventions. BI will perform outcome measures and an
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external evaluation will also be conducted. = Contact Division Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221

Napa: Yes, QA just starting. = Contact Chief Mary Butler 707-259-8115

Santa Cruz: Yes. »Contact Laura Garnette, Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377

South

San Bernardino: Yes, Thinking for a Change, Cal State S.B. did an evaluation of program for us. =»Contact Julie Hovis, Division
Director I (909) 387-4211 jhovis@prob.sbcoun

Los Angeles: As part of the AB191 grant, the Department is using the California Institute of Mental Health’s Teaching Pro-social Skills
with probationers assigned to the Day Reporting Center. This demonstration project began in November, 2008. It is the Department’s goal
to expand the implementation of TPS to other high risk, should additional funding become available. Currently, there is no information
available on the effectiveness of the program. However, this will be tracked as part of the program data relayed to the Corrections and
Standards Authority, which oversees the grant. "»Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov

Orange: Increasing evidence of the importance of CBT is creating additional opportunities to promote delivery of these education and
intervention tools. Several new training classes will be offered this year to field DPOs and supervisors focusing on CBT interventions. We
have developed CBT in some juvenile institutional and day center programs (T4C, A.R.T.) and will continue to expand. "»Contact Mike
Collins 714-667-7723

Santa Barbara: Yes, UCSB is now evaluating our Batters Intervention Probation outcomes. Juvenile/Institutions Division outcomes for
cognitive behavioral interventions are also measured including rate of re-offenses for Aggression Replacement Training graduates and rate
of Juvenile Hall readmissions for Samenow’s “Thinking Errors” curriculum participants. Similar measures will be implemented in Adult
Division operations. =»Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805-882-3675

Imperial: See #7
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Target Interventions—Responsivity Principle”

9. Do you have “intermediate/graduated sanctions” available to address probation violations that do not warrant prison time? If yes, is their
use matched to the characteristics, learning style and abilities of the offender?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: Yes and No. = Contact Chief Steve Bordin, 530-458-0656

Glenn: Yes. =»Contact Chief Brandon Thompson, 530-934-6416, bthompson@countyofglenn.net

Shasta: Yes. We use alternatives such as work program, NA/AA meetings, counseling, and education/employment referrals. This is an
area that needs to be improved and is lacking due to money and available resources. Again, with the implementation of the STRONG we
will be able to articulate what resources we need based upon the information provided by the risk/needs assessment. =®Contact Chelsey
Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Siskiyou: Electronic Monitoring. *=»Contact Chief Todd Heie, 530-841-4366

Sacramento

Amador: Yes. =»Contact Deron Brodehl, 209-223-6339

Calaveras: In progress. @ Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Yes. Yes. "®Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Lake: Yes, although they need to be more defined and encouraged. =»Contact Paula Snyder, 707-262-4285, paulas@co.lake.ca.us
Nevada: Yes. Part B: No formal match up. =»Contact Program Manager Mike Ertola, 530 265 1209, Michael.ertola@co.nevada.ca.us
Placer: Yes, to some degree. We are aggressively instituting a comprehensive Alternative Sentencing Program and expanding the use of
non-court involved interventions. "®Contact Probation Manager Dave McManus 530-889-7924

Sacramento: Yes. No. =»Contact Supervising Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043, EdmistenR@saccounty.net

San Joaquin: We do have a strict graduated sanctions program for our domestic violence offenders. For other violations of probation, we
have general guidelines but they need to be refined. =®Contact Asst. Deputy Chief Michael Martinez, (209) 468-9976

Sutter: Graduated sanctions are used only in regards to jail sanctions or residential TX, with the exception of Drug Court where many more
alternatives are available. No, we do not match sanctions to characteristics, etc. "®Contact Deputy Chief Paras-Topete, 530-822-7320,
Iparas@co.sutter.ca.us

Yolo: We have some available, but not enough, and responsivity is not considered at all (yet). "»Contact Adult Division Manager Jim
Metzen, 530-406-5326

Yuba: Yes. Yes. P Contact Program Manager Randy Moore, 530-749-7549
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Central

Fresno: Post Conviction Drug Court utilizes graduated sanctions, which is part of the Drug Court model. This is the only formalized use of
this type of process within the adult division.

Kern: Yes, we use graduated sanctions in both the juvenile and adult divisions and we are looking to add additional resources.

Merced: Yes, through the Day Reporting Center, but currently developing and identifying additional resources. =»Contact Assistant
Chief Chris Bobbitt, 209-385-7569

Tulare: Formalized only with respect to Drug Court, Prop 36 Court and Mental Health Court and not tailored to offender
characteristics/learning style/ability.

Bay

Contra Costa: Yes. =»Contact Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn, 925-313-4154

Marin: Some, but need more. =®Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Monterey: Our primary graduated sanctions are NA/AA, increased drug testing/appointments with PO, and jail. The DRC will be utilized
as a graduated sanction as well. "=»Contact Division Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221

Napa: Yes. =@ Contact Chief Mary Butler, 707-259-8115

Santa Clara: We work with our clients to address issues of violation and give them the opportunity to get into compliance prior to
initiating a violation of Probation. We also attempt to address many minor violations through the use of regular Court reviews. We have
reviews for DV, Mental Health, Drug Court and Prop 36 cases, where many of these issues are addressed. We also have a Restitution
Calendar for clients who are in violation for non-payment where a plan for payment is sought and the case is monitored. We also use
graduated sanctions in our recommendations to the court. "®Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635

South

Los Angeles: Yes. As part of the Day Reporting Center demonstration project, there is a system of graduated sanctions being used that
includes additional counseling or group meeting and longer involvement in the program. As part of the restructuring of the adult supervision
caseloads, there is a plan build into the final implementation that allows for the movement of probationers to caseloads with higher levels of
supervision if the probationer failed to meet the requirements for supervision at a lower level. The Department maintains the Probation
Adult Alternative Work Service (P.A.A.W.S.) program, which utilizes work service in the community as an alternative to county detention.
There are also plans to explore further sanctions such as referrals for electronic monitoring (house arrest). *=»Contact Lynne Duke 818-
374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov

Orange: Officers have historically used a variety of graduated sanctions informally and on an individual basis. We are currently working
closely with external stakeholders and with staff in order to develop a continuum of formalized "swift and certain" interventions as well as
incentives for positive progress. =»Contact Jeff Corp, Director Program Division 714-937-4502

Santa Barbara: SB has a variety of sanctions our officers can recommend based on the needs of the defendant such as drug/alcohol
treatment, community work service or increased reporting requirements. The Adult Division is also developing a Probation Reporting and
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Resource Center pilot program to enhance these options. This program is scheduled to open in the north county in January 2010, and SB
678 seed monies will be utilized to fund a similar program for south county, with a target date to begin programming on some level by
March 2010, and open full programming in July 2010, when the planned site becomes fully available.=®Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler
805-882-3675

QUESTIONS TO ASK “Increase Positive Reinforcement”

10. Are you providing positive reinforcement to probationers?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: Some positive feedback, mostly sanctions and accountability. =»Contact Chief Steve Bordin, 530-458-0656

Glenn: Yes. Contact Chief Brandon Thompson, 530-934-6416, bthompson@countyofglenn.net

Shasta: As a whole this is an area we are lacking in however, we do have some specialized caseloads that deal with high-risk DUI and drug
offenders that focus on positive reinforcement as part of their designated programs. =»Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division
Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Siskiyou: Yes. = Contact Chief Todd Heie, 530-841-4366

Sacramento

Amador: Yes. =2 Contact Deron Brodehl, 209-223-6339

Calaveras: Yes but not at the level we would like. =»Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Yes. =@ Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Lake: On an individual basis by Probation Officers. =»Contact Paula Snyder, 707-262-4285, paulas@co.lake.ca.us

Nevada: Very little. System is still heavily based in sanction rather than reward. =»Contact Program Manager Mike Ertola, 530 265
1209, Michael.ertola@co.nevada.ca.us

Placer: Yes, even well before they are probationers. Our PO’s are in the jail — OR/Bail/Pretrial release programs. Food Services
Certificates & culinary training — probation runs the Kitchen Services in Placer. Half-time termination of probation if all conditions met -
no risk. "»Contact Probation Manager Dave Coughran 530-889-6759

Sacramento: Probation Officers have been trained in effective intervention through the use of EBP principals. For example, four positive
reinforcements for every negative statement. "»Contact Supervising Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043,
EdmistenR@saccounty.net

San Joaquin: I would say it is somewhat limited and we do not have a formal reinforcement program. We use verbal praise, reduced
supervision if in compliance for a period of time and will request to have their cases amended to informal probation if all terms and
conditions of probation have been satisfied. =®Contact Asst. Deputy Chief Michael Martinez, 209-468-9976
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Yolo: Yes, and we could do more. =»Contact Adult Division Manager Jim Metzen, 530-406-5326
Yuba: Yes, and individual basis by probation officer. =»Contact Program Manager Randy Moore, 530-749-7549
Central
Fresno: Positive reinforcement is always utilized by officer as long as the probationer is conforming to the terms of probation.
Kern: Yes, we use positive feedback, enrichment activities and special privileges and awards when appropriate.
Merced: Yes, but resources are limited.
Tulare: A work in progress.
Bay
Solano: Very little—primarily in Drug Court and Prop 36. *»Contact Chief Isabelle Voit, 707-784-4803
Alameda: Yes, we hold cognitive group graduation ceremonies and have stipends for completion of program components through
community based organizations. *=®Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200
Contra Costa: Yes, particularly in our specialty caseloads (DV, Prop 36, Drug Courts). =®Contact Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn,
925-313-4154
Marin: Yes, but it is neither monitored nor institutionalized. It likely varies greatly DPO to DPO. =»Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620
Monterey: We try to build on individuals’ strengths and accomplishments while enforcing directives of the Court. *=»Contact Division
Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221
Napa: Only for those in our community corrections service center. " Contact Chief Mary Butler 707-259-8115
Santa Clara: We offer positive reinforcement for clients who complete Drug Treatment Court and Prop 36 programs by offering earlier
termination from Probation and also by reducing or eliminating some or all of their fees. We also recommend in some cases, that Formal
Probation be modified to Court Probation. We also have Graduation Ceremonies for completions of drug programs. =»Contact Deputy
Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635
Santa Cruz: Yes, for those who participate in our Thinking For a Change and Impact Probation classes. "»Contact Laura Garnette,
Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377
Sonoma: Very few incentives, primarily in specialty courts (i.e. DV, DUI). *»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn Freitas, 707-565-2732
South
San Bernardino: Seldom
Los Angeles: Yes, at the DRC. =»Contact Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov
Orange: Collaborative Courts have the highest awareness in this area. We have educated staff on the importance of positive incentives.
Individual style and techniques seem to drive use of these approaches.
Two areas of development:

a) linking Incentives to discussions of Sanctions matrices and including the opportunities to employ incentives (see above)

b) Eamed Early Release—using release from custody and stepped-down supervision as motivational enhancements
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=» Contact Mike Collins 714-667-7723

Santa Barbara: Other than positive verbal reinforcement for compliance, no, with the possible exception that certain misdemeanors may be
converted to court probation upon completion of programming and/or restitution. The plan is to creatively increase positive reinforcement
options as the department phases in more detailed case planning with established milestones. =»Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805-882-
3675

Imperial: I believe Probation Officers try to give affirmations to probationers, but they are not in the needed proportion compared to
sanctions. P Contact Chief Martin Krizay, mkrizay@co.imperial.ca.us

San Diego: In an ad hoc rather than a systematic manner. =»Contact Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Engage Ongoing Support in Natural Communities”

11. Is your staff engaging support for each probationer in his/her community?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: Only on a limited basis. "=»Contact Chief Steve Bordin, 530-458-0656

Glenn: Yes. =@ Contact Chief Brandon Thompson, 530-934-6416, bthompson@countyofglenn.net

Shasta: Due to extremely high caseload sizes this is another area where we fall short. The officers are making referrals to other agencies to
assist in developing a support system but internally there has been little effort to provide a support system outside of the probation
department. This is an area where we would like to focus on with our local CBO’s and the faith-based community to explore options for our
clients. =»Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Sacramento

Amador: Not all cases. Supervision staff cut to minimum levels. Contact Deron Brodehl, 209-223-6339

Calaveras: Yes. Individually and we have done community involvement through First5 and our behavioral health department. =»Contact
Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: Yes. "2 Contact Chief Joe Warchol, 530-621-5958

Lake: On an individual basis. =»Contact Paula Snyder, 707-262-4285, paulas@co.lake.ca.us

Nevada: Yes. =»Contact Program Manager Mike Ertola, 530 265 1209, Michael.ertola@co.nevada.ca.us

Placer: Not comprehensively. With family, employer, treatment providers — yes. "=»Contact Probation Manager Nancy Huntley 916-
543-7414

Sacramento: The Department has developed resources in the community for offenders to receive evidence based treatment which is
assessable and takes responsibility into account. "= Contact Supervising Probation Officer Rob Edmisten, 916-875-0043,
EdmistenR@saccounty.net

Yolo: Not with all cases. With such a dearth of supervision staff, there is no where near the support that is necessary. In the few cases that
are supervised on small caseloads, then support is provided. *=»Contact Adult Division Manager Jim Metzen, 530-406-5326

San Joaquin: Not as much as they should. =»Contact Asst. Deputy Chief Michael Martinez, 209-468-9976

Yuba: Yes. =@ Contact Program Manager Randy Moore, 530-749-7549

Central

Fresno: Support beyond the structure of the probationers’ family is highly unlikely.

Kern: Yes, we have numerous resources in the community, educational and vocational services, mentoring, and educational field trips.
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Merced: Limited, as able to do so.

Tulare: Level of support varies based on level of supervision.

Bay

Marin: Yes, but it is neither monitored nor institutionalized. It likely varies greatly DPO to DPO. =»Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620
Alameda: Yes. =2 Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Monterey: We maintain as many collateral contacts as we can who may have a positive influence on a probationer. "2 Contact Division
Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221

Napa: Limited. =»Contact Chief Mary Butler 707-259-8115

San Francisco: We are working with the City’s Transitional Age Youth. =»Contact Chief Patrick Boyd, 415-553-1688

Santa Clara: Many of our Mental Health and Drug Treatment clients are offered support through a peer group, advocate and/or sponsor.
We have not engaged support for each of our probationers but they are offered in some of our specialty caseloads. =»Contact Deputy Chief
Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635

Santa Cruz: Only those on intensive caseloads. "»Contact Laura Garnette, Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377

Sonoma: Very limited community engagement; this will be a future focus as we implement EBP. =»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn
Freitas, 707-565-2732

South

San Bernardino: Seldom

Los Angeles: Not at this time. The department is exploring efforts to develop connections and support for adult probationer in the
community. This may be accomplished through agreements with local Community and Faith Based Organizations. =»Contact Lynne
Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.Jacounty.gov

Santa Barbara: Yes, to the degree resources are available; however, due to diminished resources and the demands of specialty courts,
the neighborhood supervision strategy was shelved. There are limited Mental health resources and the number of drug detox beds is
msufficient. The strategy will be to work toward cultivating more accessible and affordable community resources as a component of
the Probation Reporting and Resource Center. =»Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805-882-3675

Imperial: Yes, I believe they do, but focus is still too narrow on offenders, especially with adults. Juvenile PO’s do a better job

working with families, schools and other support systems. =»Contact Chief Martin Krizay, mkrizay@co.imperial.ca.us
San Diego: Again in an Ad hoc rather than a systematic manner. =»Contact Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Measure Relevant Processes/Practices”
12. Are you measuring outcomes?

Minimum required by SB 678 (See Appendix A for definitions):
e The % of persons on felony probation who are being supervised in accordance with EBP
e The % of state moneys expended for programs that are evidence-based, and a descriptive list of all programs that are evidence-based
e Specification of supervision policies, procedures, programs, and practices that were eliminated
e The % of persons on felony probation who successfully complete the period of probation
Other measurements to consider:
e Reduce recidivism as measured by felony convictions from initial placement on probation, tracking for three years.
Increase employment rates for offenders on probation.
Increase the rate of participation in treatment programs for offenders on probation.
Increase the percentage of victim restitution collected.
Percent of newly sentenced probationers who had a risk and needs assessment administered during a specific period.
Percent of probationers who had a change in their risk score during a specific period.
Percent of medium and high-risk probationers who had a case plan developed during a specific period.
Percent of probationers revoked to jail for technical violations during a specific period.
Percent of directly supervised high risk probationers who successfully completed treatment during a specific period.
Percent of directly supervised high risk probationers with substance abuse needs who were referred to treatment during a specific
period.
Percent of directly supervised medium risk probationers who successfully completed treatment during a specific period.
e Percent of directly supervised medium risk probationers with substance abuse needs who were referred to treatment during a specific
period.
e Percent of directly supervised probationers who were not convicted of a new felony offense during a specific period.

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Colusa: No, No, No, and No. =»Contact Chief Steve Bordin, 530-458-0656

Shasta: We track the successful/unsuccessful completion of program referrals, fluctuation in caseload size, commitments to CDCR, as well
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as the successful/unsuccessful termination of probation. With the implementation of the STRONG we will be able to track additional
information such as effectiveness of program referrals, the need for additional or different resources, and target underserved populations
with information available in the risk/needs assessment database. =»Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245
or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Sacramento

Amador: No, No, No, Yes. = Contact Deron Brodehl, 209-223-6339

Calaveras: Yes for the first bullet, just getting going on the others. =»Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471

El Dorado: *Yes. =No. = No. * Yes. (Will need additional resources to evaluate EBP funding & specifications.) =»Contact Chief Joe
Warchol, 530-621-5958

Placer: Currently, only % successfully completing probation. =»Contact Probation Manager Nancy Huntley 916-543-7414

Sutter: Not measuring EBP participants or money, as current availability is too limited except for juveniles. Not sure how to answer bullet
#3. Other than Prop 36 and Drug Court, we have no adult programs currently. We have a rough figure for the number of probationers who
successfully complete probation. =»Contact Chief Odom, 530-822-7320, codom@co.sutter.ca.us

Yolo: 1. Not yet, but working on the case management system to do so, 2. Not yet, 3. Not yet, 4. Yes =@ Contact Adult Division
Manager Jim Metzen, 530-406-5326

Yuba: No, No, No, Yes, only small % successfully complete probation. *»Contact Program Manager Randy Moore, 530-749-7549
Central

Fresno: Only in grant funded programs, and then only minimally. We will obviously be building these types of outcome measures into our
SB 678 protocols.

Kern: We will track all required outcomes, although some measured outcomes are already being recorded and measured.

Tulare: Pending, Pending, Pending, Yes.

Bay

Alameda: Yes to all; SB81 pilot program in fourth point. =% Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Marin: Yes. We track the rate of successful completion of probation and are working to create mechanism for tracking recidivism, both
while on probation and 3 years after completion. = Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Napa: Just starting. We do track number of probationers who successfully complete probation. And we track programs. =»Contact Chief
Mary Butler 707-259-8115

Santa Clara: Yes, we measure the % of persons on felony probation who are supervised on each level of supervision and the % of clients
on each specialized caseload. We do not receive any state moneys for any adult program at this time. We have not eliminated any
programs. Yes, we measure the % of persons on felony probation who are successful. Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635
Sonoma: We do not currently have services that would qualify supervision as EBP; recidivism data not reliable. Twenty-four percent of
total terminations were convictions for new law BD). =»Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn Freitas, 707-565-2732
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South
San Bernardino: Yes-recidivism rates, prison commitments. =®Contact Julie Hovis, Division Director I (909) 387-4211
jhovis@prob.sbcounty.gov
Los Angeles: We are in the process of developing the means of collecting information on outcomes. Our current data collection systems
must be updated in order to gather and organize the information needed to accurately measure Evidence Based outcomes. Minimum
required by SB 678:

e The % of persons on felony probation who are being supervised in accordance with EBP

76%: With the exception of specialized caseloads, Proposition 36 and PC1000 cases, all other caseloads in the Department have taken
the initial step of determining assignment and level of supervision according to risk. Assignment to specialized caseloads, which include
Sex Registrants, Family Violence, and the Adult Gang caseload, are assign based on additional criteria such as the charge, court ordered
conditions of probation, circumstances of the arrest, and/or legal requirements. The probationers assigned to these caseloads are of all
risk levels. The sizes of specialized caseloads are reduced to allow for more intensive supervision of probationers assigned to these
units. Prop 36 and PC1000 cases have always been assigned to separate caseloads, regardless of risk score.

o The % of state moneys expended for programs that are evidence-based, and a descriptive list of all programs that are evidence-based

$1.6 Million: The only state money that is currently being expended on evidence based programs is the money allocated under AB191.
The total amount is $5 million over three years. The figure indicated above is an average over the three year if the grant.

o Specification of supervision policies, procedures, programs, and practices that were eliminated :

The Probation Department eliminated the policy of testing all probationers with random narcotics testing orders, from the court, at the
same rate. The rate of testing is now determined by the probationer’s risk level. In the coming months the Department will be
implementing an assessment tool to assist in determining the overall need for testing. This will eliminate those probationers that use
illicit substance as a result of criminal behavior or associations from testing caseloads. The goal is to allow testing officers more time to
concentrate on the supervision of those probationers in serious need of treatment services.

e The % of persons on felony probation who successfully complete the period of probation

Yes: As part of the Dashboard Project and the DRC demonstration project, the Department is developing the means of tracking information
such as the number of probationers that successfully complete probation. The Dashboard will allow the DPO to monitor the progress of
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probationers assigned to his caseload, as well as track the percentage of probationers that complete their grant successfully. "»Contact

Lynne Duke 818-374-2001; lynne.duke@probation.lacounty.gov

Orange: Yes, we have a set of standard outcomes that are being reported on a regular basis including % of probationers terminating without

a new law violation. (Other outcomes focus on employment, court services, victim assistance and employees.) We are rapidly moving

toward this goal from several attack points—

a) A development committee is working on establishing meaningful and measurable program goals, focused on engagement and risk
reduction.

b) We are exploring other programs that look at resource usage (bed days, risk reduction, recidivism) and discussing how these
measurements may be used.

¢) We are linking IT support to promote transparency of these measurements.

=» Contact Mike Collins 714-667-7723

Santa Barbara: While we have the ability to measure % of successful completion of probation at this time, new outcome measures will be

established in order to assure SB 678 compliance. Santa Barbara County Probation IMPACT data system has the capacity to meet and

exceed SB678 requirements. =»Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805-882-3675

Imperial: Data/performance measure workgroup is currently developing a whole laundry list of data requirements and performance

measures for all operations of the department. =»Contact Chief Martin Krizay, mkrizay@co.imperial.ca.us

San Diego: Yes, we have department wide performance measures. "»Contact Natalie Pearl, Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov
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QUESTIONS TO ASK “Provide Measurement Feedback™

13. Are you providing outcome measurement feedback to probationers and staff?

IF ANSWER IS NO, RESOURCES THAT MAY BE HELPFUL (BY REGION)

North

Shasta: There is some caseload specific discussion regarding outcome measures but currently we are lacking the appropriate database to
report such information. We look forward to having a lot more information to share with the staff with the implementation of the STRONG.
=» Contact Chelsey Chappelle, Adult Division Director, 530-245-6245 or clchappelle@co.shasta.ca.us

Sacramento

Amador: Yes, to staff. =®Contact Deron Brodehl, 209-223-6339

Calaveras: Yes to staff and we will to offenders through a community report of some sort. "»Contact Chief Teri Hall, 209-754-6471
Placer: Same as Calaveras. *»Contact Probation Manager Nancy Huntley 916-543-7414

Central

Kern: Depending on the program, we involve the client, parents, staff and community partners. This is done in our juvenile programs. At
this current time, we do not share information to our adult clients.

Tulare: To staff only and limited. Refining evaluative process for expansion.

Bay

Marin: Not on a routine basis "»Contact Kevin Lynch, 415-499-6620

Alameda: Yes, in our SB 81 pilot program. =»Contact Chief Deputy Bonita Vinson, 510-268-7200

Contra Costa: Yes, with the use of our assessment tool. =@ Contact Adult Manager Yvette McCollumn, 925-313-4154

Monterey: We have provided outcome measurement feedback to probationers and staff in Treatment Court caseloads such as Drug Court
and Prop 36, but not general caseloads. "»Contact Division Director Todd Keating, 831-796-1221

Santa Clara: We do provide outcome feedback to staff in terms of monthly statistical reports and annual reports. However, we have not
yet made any reports available to probationers. " Contact Deputy Chief Karen Fletcher, 408-435-1635

Santa Cruz: Specified cases only. =®Contact Laura Garnette, Adult Division Director, 831-454-3377

Sonoma: Data will be available after aggregate data is collected over the next 6 months using new assessment tool and will be shared with
staff on regular basis. "=®Contact Deputy Chief Sheralynn Freitas, 707-565-2732

South

San Bernardino: Staff Only. =»Contact Julie Hovis, Division Director I (909) 387-4211 jhovis@prob.sbcounty.gov

Orange: The outcome feedback to probationers primarily occurs on an individual basis, specific to their own outcomes. To this point,
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feedback to staff on outcomes is at the department level (QAS occurs more at the individual officer level.) However, we are

currently working on developing "transparency" in this area that would make outcome information available and visible at every level from
individual all the way up to department, including unit, division, etc. INOTE: The department-level outcomes are posted for the public at
least once a year on the probation internet site.) We are ensuring that proper feedback mechanisms are built in to program design as we
move forward. We have recently revised the performance evaluation system to incorporate performance competencies directly related to
desired abilities and characteristics. "2 Contact Jeff Corp, Director Program Division, 714-937-4502

Santa Barbara: Only to staff at this time but new County Reoccurring Performance Measure system will be web based and includes
limited public access. The department also periodically surveys clients as to their opinion of services delivered as well as their overall
experience with the department and their assigned officer, so there may be an opportunity to provide information to clients in this manner.
=» Contact DCPO Karen Wheeler 805-882-3675

San Diego: Yes through performance measures + management reports to staff — not to probationers at this time. =»Contact Natalie Pearl,

Natalie.Pearl@sdcounty.ca.gov

12/21/09
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APPENDIX A

RECOMMENDED DEFINITIONS: SB 678 PERFORMANCE OUTCOME MEASURES

Section 1231(c) PC— Evaluation of effectiveness of the CCPIF programs- (Mandated minimum measures)

Recommendations Prepared by CPOC Probation Performance Measure Committee (PPMC)'

Foundation for Recommendations:

For each mandated outcome,

develop "core" statewide operational definitions that all departments report.

- Additionally, each county should develop local, county-specific measures for each performance outcome

Statewide "core" definitions must be at the most basic level, i.e., measure definition that majority/all probation departments can report on immediately to a

measure that all could collect data and report on in 3 years.

678 PERFORMANCE OUTCOME

Definition must be meaningful both in terms of the SB678 legislative intent and how probation functions.

RECOMMENDED STATEWIDE CORE DEFINITION OF MEASURE

% of persons on felony
probation who are
supervised in accordance
with EBP

EBP = Supervision policies,
procedures, programs and
practices demonstrated by
scientific research to reduce
recidivism among individuals under
probation, parole, or post release
supervision. [Section 1228(d)]

RECOMMENDATION: Definition is based on local probation department capacity to report in Year 1, Year 2, Year
3, etc.

# of felony probationers assessed for risk level using an objective/validated risk assessment tool

May include a proxy brief assessment if it is an objective, validated tool

# of felony probationers being supervised based on risk level (determined by an objective, validated risk/needs assessment), i.e.,
assessed high-risk receive most intensive supervision & resources with step-down gradations to assessed low risk = minimal
supervision & least resources.

May need a sub-measure for specialized caseloads if specific risk assessment tool applied to identify "high-risk" (i.e., static 99
for S.0.)

# of felony probationers supervised on high risk caseloads who have a completed assessment and a case plan

(Long-term Goal for the report definition of this measure)
# of felony probationers supervised on high risk caseloads with a case plan that targets the probationer's top 1 to 3 criminogenic
needs as identified in the objective assessment

GENERAL QUESTIONS/ISSUES TO RESOLVE

What is the "denominator” for computing these measures?

Snapshot of all felony probationers as of June 307

Use "eligible" for probation (pre-sentence: remove prison stips. & persons not eligible for probation)

¢ Are there situations where the measure is 100% (i.e., in OC, all new probationers are assessed)?

May still be useful until all departments have implemented an assessment tool

¢ How to treat specialized caseloads -- Collaborative courts (adult drug court, DUI, mental health, etc.) and Prop 36 where general risk
may be medium, even low, but resources and supervision could match high-risk levels?

Consider by another measure of "EBP" i.e., research evidence to show reduced recidivism for program?
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678 PERFORMANCE
OUTCOME

RECOMMENDED STATEWIDE CORE DEFINITION OF MEASURE

% of persons on felony
probation who successfully
complete the period of
probation

RECOMMENDATION: Define in the broadest sense

e Successfully completed = all felony probationers terminating from probation minus No Fault and Unsuccessful terminators (per
definitions below)

Probation Term(Revocation) categories:
* No fault terminations; probationer terminates by
— 1203.9 transfer out
— Deceased
e Unsuccessful: felony probationers terminating from probation by
- Revocation/termination to prison
—  Revocation/termination with local jail time
— Revocation/other (Cal. Rehab Center, Patton State Hospital, etc.)
e Successfully completed — all other felony probationers terminating from probation
- i.e., total felony probationers terminating minus no fault terminations minus unsuccessful terminations/revocations.

QUESTIONS/ISSUES TO RESOLVE

e Should an additional sub-definition be added to the measure, i.e., successful terminations with new law violations versus no new law
violations?

—  # of successful terminations with no felony new law violations while under probation supervision (or...any new law violations)

% of state money expended
for programs that are
evidence based and a
descriptive list of those
programs.

RECOMMENDATION: Define "program" in the broadest sense to include practices as well as formal programs.

e County 678 $$ spent on implementing evidence-based programming and practices during reporting period
¢ "Evidence-based" refers to programs and practices that have research results showing reduced recidivism.

e Broad definition would include funding to support assessment and case planning tools (purchase, validation, etc.), training related to
proven practices (i.e. motivational interviewing, T4C, CBT, FFT, etc.), and other practices that may meet the EBP standard (i.e.,
mentoring, EBP resource directory development, etc.)

GENERAL QUESTIONS/ISSUES TO RESOLVE
e What is the "evidence-based" standard?" How does a program reach an EBP standard?

- Program modality has research evidence behind it? (use of assessment tools, CBT, FFT...)
How much research evidence is sufficient? (i.e., one study? Cited by "experts"?)
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Specification of supervision RECOMMENDATION: Is this a performance measure? Or is it a descriptive measure that is applicable only

policies, procedures, during the first several funding years?
programs and practices that
were eliminated ¢ Report of "non-ebp" practices and programs removed/eliminated during the report year, i.e., Supervision of offenders by offense

replaced with supervision assigned by risk level

GENERAL QUESTIONS/ISSUES TO RESOLVE
e What's the ongoing measure after the first year(s)?

"These recommendations are the product of a CPOC Southern Region Probation Performance Measure Committee conference call held on 10.23.09. The following individuals
participated in the conference call:

Imperial County: Pete Salgado

Orange County: Shirley Hunt, Jeff Corp

San Bernardino County: Anesa Cronin, Eric Raley, Cory Woods, Lindsay McHenry
San Diego County: Natalie Pearl

Santa Barbara County:  Karen Wheeler

Ventura County: Pat Neil
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California Community Corrections Performance Incentive Act of 2009
(Senate Bill 678)

Background

Probation is a judicially imposed suspension of sentence that attempts to supervise, treat, and
rehabilitate offenders while they remain in the community under the supervision of the county
probation department. Unfortunately, approximately 40 percent of California's new admissions to
state prison are felony offenders who have failed on probation supervision.

In an effort to stem the flow of felony probationers being sent to state prison, the legislature
approved two distinct measures aimed at improving felon probationer ocutcomes. First, the
Budget Act of 2009 included a $45 million appropriaticn of federal Edward Byrne Justice
Assistance Grant (JAG) funds that was distributed to all 58 California county probation
departments. This funding is being used by counties to provide evidence-based supervision,
programs, or services to adult felon probationers,

The objective of the JAG funding was to provide immediaie funding to county probation
depariments to jumpstart development of evidence-based probation supervision practices in
order to improve felony probation perfermance and reduce the likelihood that these probationers
will commit new crimes or other viclations and be sent to state prison.

County probation departments were allowed determine what specific evidence-based practices,
including, but not limited to, risk/needs assessment, use of graduated sanctions, and provision of
cognitive behavioral therapy, fit their county needs. County allocations of the JAG stimutus
funding were calculated based on each county’s population of adults 18 to 25 years of age, the
population most likely to be affected by the program.

Second, the California Community Corrections Performance Incentive Act of 2009 (SB 678)
builds upon the initial aflocation of JAG funding by establishing a system of performance-based
funding that will share state General Fund savings with county probation departments when they
demonstrate success in reducing the number of adult felony probationers going to state prison
because of committing new crimes or vioiating the terms of probation.

This measure is designed to help lower California’s prison admissions by reducing criminal
behavior, and thus relieve prison overcrowding and save pubfic funds. Prior to the passage of SB
678, the state had not previously funded services for adult probationers.

How SB 678 works

SB 678 creates a State Community Corrections Performance Incentives Fund and authorizes the
state to annually allocate money from this fund intoc @ Community Corrections Performance
Incentives Fund (CCPIF) established by each county.

Each county must use the funding placed into their CCPIF to establish a local community
corrections program. These local programs must be targeted towards felony probationers and
the funding should be used for specified purposes related to improving local probation
supervision practices. Each county is also required to identify and track cutcome-based
measures and report their plans and progress to the Administrative Office of the Courts (AQC).

Based on a jurisdiction's success, measured in the reduction of felony probationers who are sent
to prison, the state will share a portion of savings achieved at the state level wiih those
jurisdictions that are successful at reducing the number of felony probationers commitied to state
prison.



At the end of every calendar year, the California Department of Finance (Finance) is required to
determine the statewide and county specific felony probation failure rates. Using a baseline
fetony probation failure rate of the years 2008-2008, Finance will then calculate the amount of
savings to be provided to €ach county. Each County’s probation failure rate wili be recalcuiated
annually and counties will receive their funding in quarterly installments.

An evaluation and report will be made to the Legislature regarding the effectiveness of this
program and its impact on improving public safety. This program sunsets January 1, 2015 unless
it is reauthorized by the Legisiature.

Estimated County Payments for 2011-12

SB 678 requires the Governor's Budget to include an estimate of the tctal probation failure
reduction incentive payments to be provided to counties in the upcoming fiscal year, To date we
estimate the total amount of cost avoidance to the staie as a result of a reduction in the number
of felony probationers being sent to state grison is $118.367 million General Fund. Of this
amount, we estimate payments o the counties will total approximately $55.230 million {please
see Attachment | for a county by county overview of each county’s estimated payment, type of
payment, baseline and current fefony probation revocation rate, and the number of offenders
successfully prevented from coming to state prison). This initial estimate is based on the first two
quarters of data from the 2010 calendar year and as such, it will be adjusted, as necessary, to
reflect the addition of data for quarters 3 and 4 of calendar year 2010 during the May Revision,

The estimated level of cost avoidance te the siate represents a significant reduction in the
number of offenders coming to state prison. Specifically, of the $118.367 million in estimated
cost avoidance, approximately $102.171 miftion was aveided in CDCR’s Division of Aduit
institutions, while $16.196 million was avoided in CDCR's Division of Adult Operations and Board
of Parcle Hearings. The cost avoidance within the DAI has resulted in a population reduction of
approximately 4,078 offenders,

Quality/Accuracy of Data Provided/Used

Numerous data sources were collected and reviewed during this initial implemantation period.
Most of the data collected was either self reported by the counties or came frem COCR. We rote
that to the extent that the data gathered to make the caiculations for county payments is not of
sufficient type or quality, SB 678 authorizes the DOF to estimate county payments utilizing a
methodology that is consistent with the intent of the measure.

Overall, an adequate amount of data has been collected. The AOC provided training on data
collection with the counties and while the self reporting of data by the counties can be seen as a
potential major flaw, it was the best option available at this time. We do want to point out that the
majority of the data collected by the counties was used in the calculation of the county payments.
However, there were some counties that either couldn’t collect the necessary baseline or current
population data or presented data that significantly varied from CDCR’s admissions data. As
such, DOF, exercising our authority, made varicus adjustments to some counties data tc account
for the significant difference in conflicting data between those counties and CDCR or due to the
absence of data itself.

CDCR Impact Review & Reasonableness of Award Amount Assessment

Payments to counties can only be made if there is a measurable decrease in the number of
felony probationers sent to state prison. One way to analyze whether SB 678 has had an impact
on CDCR, and whether the estimated level of county payments mentioned above is reasonable,
is to lock at CDCR’s overall population and the trends that have been cccurring. For instance,
when locking at CDCR's population on a statewide level, CDCR's adult inmate population stood
at 168,316 when SB 878 was chaptered back in October of 2008. As of the 2011-12 Governor's
Budget, CDCR's projected population at the end of 2011-12 is 164,147, This is 4,169 lower,
which equates to a 2.48 percent decline in the overall population.




Unfortunately, reviewing the change in CDCR's overall population only provides a gauge of
success. What is doesn’t do is allow one to measure the specific impact of SB 678 on CDCR, as
other measures, including non-revocable parole and enhanced credit earnings for inmates,
enzacted at the same time as SB 678, have had an impact on CDCR’s overali population count.
Therefore, we must begin to ook at information related o New Admissions (NA}, as this is where
felony probationers sent to prison would be captured within CDCR's data.

Last year the CDCR was projecting the total number of NAs into prison to be approximately
46,679. As of the 2011-12 Governor's Budget, CDCR is projecting the number of NAs into prison
to be 43,802, which is 3,398 lower than last year (7.28 percent decline). This is a significant
decline in the number new felons committed to state prison. Moreaver, once changes in the |
average sentence length for NAs into prison have been taken into account {average sentence
length for NAs into prison has increased from 51.8 months to 53.5 months), it becomes clear that
the actual reduction in the number of NAs into state prison is likely higher than that demonstrated
by the straight calculation of the difference beiween the two projections periods. This is due to
the fact that the number resulting from the calculation of the difference between the two projection
periods {3,398} would have been eroded downward due to longer projected sentences. This is
the situation one would expect to occur if fewer low level offenders (i.e. felony probationers) are
coming to prison, as the convictions for more serious crimes would begin to trend the average
sentence length upward.

The graph below shows CDCR’s population over the fast few years and demonstrates the impact
that SB 678 has had on CDCR’s population.
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Barring any other data that may get presented to Finance, and would cause us to have to
reevaiuate our current assessment, we would conclude for now that the level of estimated
payments to the counties correctly corresponds to the reductions in CDCR’s population over the
reviewed time period {2009-10 through 2011-12}. As such, it is fair to say that SB 678, and
specifically the efforts underway within California’s probation departments to stem the flow of
felony probationers into state prison, is having a positive impact on the state’'s prison popuiation.

Trailer Bill Language

Clean-up Trailer Bill Language is needed to address a few issues that have come to light since
the passage of SB 678 (please see Attachment Il for propcsed TBL). These amendments do the
following:

« Clarifies that funding in the State Community Corrections Performance Incentive Fund
comes from a transfer from the General Fund.

« Requires the State Controller Office (Controller) to distribute the funding in the State
Community Corrections Performance Incentive Fund to each county's Community
Corrections Performance Incentive Fund in the manner prescribed by Finance.

» Clarifies that the baseline probation failure rate shalil be calculated utilizing a weighted
average and must include felony probation popuiation and felony probation revecation
data from 2006 to 2008.

It was determined that the first two of the proposed amendments are needed in order to facilitate
the payments to the counties in the most efficient manner and to satisfy funding source concerns
raised by the Controller. The last amendment is needed in order to address an abnormal
population count year that is showing up in the baseline calculation for the counties.

Administrative Office of the Courts {AQC)

SB 678 allows the legisiature to allocate up to 3 percent of the funds annually deposited into the
state Community Corrections Performance Incentives Fund for use by the AOC for the costs of
administering this program. In addition, to their normal administrative functions, we recommend
the Legislature direct the AOC to select a statistically significant random sample of counties to
audit for the purposes of verifying the accuracy of their figures and the methodology they are
using to report their figures to the AOC and Finance. Because these audits should be conducted
in the counties, a significant increase in staff workload and travel time for the AOC wilt likely
materialize. However, we feel that these audits are imperative as we move forward with SB 678
in order to help to eliminate any potential self reporting biases and ensure data integrity and
accuracy. Therefore, to help fund these activities, as well as the AOC’s normal administrative
costs, we estimate that a full 3 percent of the funds deposited intc the state account ($1.776
million) be directed io the AQC.




Attachment |

County Information
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Tier Payment

Award Amount

648,267
214,270
191,384
595.483
3.813.151
152,118
286,703
95,082
401,886
1,371,793
179,245
247 666
12,181,451
1,169,287
92,102
23,053
364,282
24,639
160,441
73,00%
19,124
5,194,368
540,143
453,658
9,337.911
2,403,982
1.976.061
2,121,122
417,988

1.682.562

106,784

86,775

629,182

388,280
233,884
272,368
450,041
400,123
1,141,760
1,281,798

8.77%

29,353
58,264,774

55,335,394
1777843

57,005,835

2177822

Tier Payment
High Performance Grant

Payment
Tier Payment
Mo Payment
Tier Payment
Tier Paymant
Mo Payment
High Performance Grant
Tier Payment
Tier Payrment
Tiar Payment
Tigr Payment
Tigr Payment
Tier Payment
No FPayment
Tier Payment
Tier Payment
Tigr Payment
Tier Payment
Tier Payment
Tier Payment
#high Performance Grant
No Payment
High Performance Grant
Tiar Payment
Tier Payment
Tier Payment
No Payment
Performance Grant
Performance Grant
Tier Payment
Tier Payment
Tier Payment
Tigr Pgyment
Tier Payment
o Payment
Tier Fayment
Tier Payment
Tier Payment
No Payment
Mo Payment
No Payment
Tier Payment
Mo Payment
Performance Grant
Tier Payment
Mo Paymeni
Tier Payment
No Payrnent
Tigr Paymeant
* No Payment
Tigr Payment
Tier Payment
Tier Paymeant
Tier Payment
Tier Paymsnt
Tier Fayment
Tier Payment
No Payment

: Finatized
%z; Payment Amount
= to County

548,387
214,278
1278195
191,394

505,483 b2

3513151
152,115 =
296,703 |

98,582

401566 B
1.371.793

178,245 ¢

247,666 &

12,181,451
1,169,287
281,571
116,858 |
364,282
24,639
140441 &

160,110 2
114,920 2

2,121,122 &
417,288

341518 &
106,781 22

86775

629,162

388280

233364

272.358

1,450,041 202

400,123 B
1,141,760 2
1,281,788 2}



Alzmeda County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate:
State Cost Avaidance Per ADE:

il 01 gols
{106y (71

| summary Information

Year  Award Amt
11 -
012

2013

20014

2015

W16

2017

g

2089

2020

Higl

h Perfonm or Tier
A
RIS
WA
[E1E
A

Prob Ray Hate CCR POP Avaidance
a.76% {106}
0.00% {71
0.0G0%

0.00%
B.40%

Y Baseline Calculation

006 2007 WWAVG

Population Counts: 18,459 18,748 18,716

i Probationers to Prison. :513) 7is H38
E Probation Failurs Rate 449 393N F.a1%

¥ Curront Caleulation

201213

Baseline Calculation

2008 AVG

18,724 18718
k] 638

3.20% 3.41%

Fepulation Couints
Prokaationers to Prisen
Probration Faiture Rate

Current Calenlation

aTR 1
12,547
Prabationers to Prison: 132

: QIR 4
f Popitation Counts- -

1 Probation Failure Rate

¥ Average Cuarterly Felon Probation Poptlation
| Oaceline Probation Failure Rate:
Expecied Admissions to Prison
Actual Admissions T Preson
Succassiul Reduction i Aduussion ta Prison
Average tength of Stay Hew Commitmernts in Months (From COCR)
HELL AGP Payreent:
A Tier  {#o tore than 75% ahove Statewide PER)
Tier 2 {More than 29% above Statewide PIR) i

Ther T {45'% of Savingst
Ther 2 {40% of Savingsk

Tigr Incentave Payment
High Perlasmance Payment Deposit:
High Perfosmance Fligibility Range:

Flignble far High Perlormance Grimt:

Higk: Perfarmance Grant EsL fayment:

QFR3  QTR4

Population Caunts
Probationers to Prison
Probytion Failire Rate

Average Gussrterly Felon Probation Populstion:

! Baseline Prohation Failure Rate:

Expected Admissions to Prison:

Actual Admissions ta Prison

Surcessiul Reduction it Admission 1o Prison:

Averages Length of Stay Mew Commitments in Months (From CDCRE
12 AGE Payment

Tizr 3 (Mo More than 2536 above Statewids PRR)
Tier 2 [iMore than 25% above Statewide PFR)

Tier 1 (A5% of Savingsh
Tier 2 {4038 of Sawngsh

et {comtive Payiment
High Performance Payment Deposit:
Higls Performance Elipdildy Range:

 Eligible for High Performance Grant:

High Performance Grant Est. Payment




Alpine County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate: 677
State Cost Avoidance Par ADR: 5 28,353

213

Surmmary Inforination

Year  Award Amt
ML 2,703
LY 1,828
013
2014
2015
216
007
018
2015
G
2031
anaz
FLEES
224

025 e,

Totals _#m,um

2014 015 I01G wc: 08 mcwm 2020 qc: wamw :.ﬁ._ MF\Z vemw

High Perform or Tier
Tigt Paymant
Tier Payrent

e
1/
fadh

Prob Rev Rate LOCR POF Aveidance
0 00% 0
Go0% [
£ 00
G.00%

Q00

Calculation

686 2047 2008 W/iAvG

i Population Counts: a7 38 3& 37

Prolationers to Prisnn: k . [}

Sk Prohation Fatlure Bate Q0% Q0 0ERR
i

Cusrent Calculation

201213

Baseline Caleulation

406 2007 FOIRE
ation Counts 37 25 3

niers o Prison - 1
Prabatian Failure Rate 0008 256% 0003

Current Calculation

arka  arra
Population Caunty 3 . 38
Probationes to Prison -

Probation Failure Rate: 0.00%

Average Quarterly Felon Prabaton PFopulation
i Baseline Probation Failars Rate:
Expected Admissions o Prison
Actual Adesissons to Prison
uccessfol Reduchion in Admission to Prison
) Avprage Length of Stay New Comrsitereats in Morths
2033 AGR Payment

o COCR)

Tiar 1 (Mo More than 25% above Statessds PR
13 fhdare Lhan 25% above Statewisde FFR)

Fer 1 (45% of Savings).
§ Tier 2 {40% of Savings)

i Tier Incentive Basment

8 High Performance Payment Depasit:

High Ferdarmance Eligitnbity Range
igibile for High Porfarmance Grant

Hiph Parformance Grant Fst. Payment

a1l armz Q3 QrR4 AP

4 Pupuiation Courts

Prohitioners to Prison
Prabation Faiture Rate

Average Quariesly Felon Prabation Population:
Bascline Probatinn Failure Rate:
Expected Admrssions to Prison

Actual Admissions to Prison;
| successhit Reductian in Adimission to Prisen:

Awerage tength of Stay Mow Commitmendts in WMonths [From COCRE
2012 AQP Paymeat

d Tier 1 (Mo Mare than 25% above Statewide PFR)-

Tier 2 (Mare than 25% above Statewkde PER} 100%

Tier 1 (45% of Savings):

Tier 2 (40% of Savings):

Tier Incentive Payment:

High ferformance Payment Deposit:
kigh Perinrmance Elipbility fange:
Ehgible for High Performance Grant

q High Performance Grant £st Payment:




Amador County

Statewide Felany Probation Rater £.778%
State Cost Avoidance Per AL 5 353

County - Generated Population Aveidance wiin CDER

Naww ETV »c-w mo; uD: 23ER 2008 uaé 021

2016
17
P L]
plizE
20h8
2021
22
023
2024
2075

f Summary Infartration

Year  Award Amt High Perform or Tier
201 - M/

M/A

WA

NiA

/A

261112

Baseling Calculation

2004 sk WIAVG

$ Pupalation Counts 612 0h2

Prabationers to Prisore 34 26

y Prabation Failure Rate; LSRN 399

2012-13

Basefine Calculation

2006 2007
Fopulation Counts 613 5%
Probistionars te Prison EL] 26
Probstion Fafiure Rate B55%  3.09%

Current Calrulation

{ Current Calculation

Qalga falety

Population Cowms, 454 . 440

Probationars to Pasen: : 944
Probation Failurs Rate 9 30%

Average Quarterfy Felon Prohation Popuelaton: 449
Baseline Probatios Faikive Rate,

i Kxpectad Admissions Lo Prisan,

Actual Admissions ro Prison

Succassiul Reductian in Adnnssion to Prison:

Average Length of Sty New Comanitments in honths (From COCR)
201 AGP Paymont

H abonie Statewids PRR):
bove Statewids PFR) 1005

,m.mm::,mo?_oﬁo:_a;mu
For 2 (More than 25% al

Fier 1 [05% of Savings) ]
Fier 1 [405 of Savings) ves

Ther Incentive Payment:

High Perlormanes Bayment Daposit:
High Performance Eligibility Range
Eligible fer High Performance Grant

High Performance Grant £51 Payment

Q7 Q¥R 2
Papulation Counts . -
Probationers to Prisen

§ Prohation Failure Rate

Awerage Ottarterky Felon Probation Popatation:

Haseline Probation Faifure Rate:

Expeoted Admis

Artual Adraigsions ta Prisom:

suceessful Reduction m Admission to Prisan;

Avarage Length of Stay New Commitmants in Months (From COCRY
A1 AQP Payment

Tigr 1 (Mo More than 35% above Statewide PER):

Tigr 7 (More than 25% abous Statewide PER)

¥ Tier 1 (4535 of Savings):
q Tier 2 (408 of Savings):

4 Tier incentive Payment:
i High Performance Payment Beposit:

igh Ferformance Eligibility Range:

q Elizible for High Performance Grant

§ High Perfarmance Grant Est Payment:




Butte Caunty

Statewide Felony Probation Rate:
State Cost Avtidance Per ADP:

G

b 29353

i County - Generated Population Avoidance w/fie COCR

2011 NQHM

55

wOHw

Summary information

Year  Award Amt
201, 648,367
012 482,354
atiad
2514
L
16
By
FLLES
2019
2020

014

Hig!

2015

h Parfarm or

Tier Payment

Tier Fayment
e
MfA
Mg

vc_m.w wom.. 2018 2012 m:mc qok

Tier Prob fev Rate
1%.42%
0025
FIR
2.00%
11 60%

2023 023 mﬂma 2025

CDCR POP Avoidance
55
ar

2011-12

1 Baseline Calcetation

2008
Population Counts 10 s 1,654
| £robarioners to Prison 2 3] 260
Pretrathon Failure Rate 1 153

Current Calculation

WIAVG
1,638
273
166745

201313

Basnling Calculation

2008 2007 2008 AV
§ Population Counts 1,592 1,608 1,650 1,834
Probationers to Prison 493 318 260 273
Probation Failure Rare 18.40%  19.78%  15.76%  16.67%

Current Caloulati

QTR 3
Fopulation Catnts:
Probatieners to Prison:
Probztian Failure fate:

Average Quarterfy Fedon Probation Populfistion

Baseiine Probation Failure Rate:
¢ Expectad Admussions ta Prison

Actual Admissions to Prispn

suzcassful Reduction in Admission to Prisan.

Average Lergeh of Stay New Cormpsitzaents in Manths {From COCR)
8§ 201 ADP Paviment:

Tier 1{MNe More than 25% shove Statawide PFR}
e 2 {More than 25% shove Statewide PFRY

Tier Li4%%: of Sevings):
Fier 2 (40% of Sanangs):

Fier [ncentpe Paymant,
h Petformance Payment Deposit
i i High Performance Eligibity Bznge:
Ebpibile for High Performance Grant.

Figh Perfarmance Grant Bsi fagment:

areqd

Actual Admiy
§ Successiul Reduction in Admission to Prison

QiRz  AIR3
4 Popudation Coerls -
Probationers to frisan
Probation Fafure Rate

QTR 4

H Averape Quarterly Felon Probation Population:

Baseline frobation Fadure Rate:
xpected Admissions to Prison:

oINS Lo Prison:

Avzeage Length of Stay Mew Commitments in Manths (From CDCR):
§ 2012 AQP Payment

Tier 1 {No More than 25% above Statewsde PFR):

er 7 {Mare than 25% above Statewide PER)

Tier 1445% of Savings):
Tier 2 {403 of Savags)

§ Tiar Incontive Payment:

”Imm: Performance Payment Deposit

3 High Perfurmance Ebgibility Range:
igibie for High Performance Grant:

High Ferlormance Grant £st. Payment.




Calaveras County

Statewids Felany Probaticn Rate:
State Cost Avoidance Per ADP:

Year
2011
L
2013
Na
S5
2016
017
2018
plighad
2030
2021
2002
2023
224
pliks)
Yotals:

momm

Award At
214,270 Payment
144,633 Fiey Payiment
- A
EIEY
A

358,503

3: 17 2018 B:D ua\é mc»_ 2022 Mc; piika] uo,um

Proh Rev Ratg COCR POP Avoidance
6 6£53
00
a0
006
000

2012-13

Baseline Calculation

2006 2007 g
Populatien Counts 413 430
A Prabationers to Pason: 5%
Proebation Fadure Rate: 11.48%

Current Calculation

WG
517

55
L0800

2007 2008 ANG
Pepuiation Coun 480 56 512
Probationers to Prisan &5 59 o5
Probsation Fabiure Riale % RLAR% LLAMW 108N

Cuwrrent Calculation

QT
Population Counts:
Probationers 1o Prison
Probatian Failure Rate:

Average Quarterly Felon Srobation Population
Baseline Probation Failure Rate.
Expocted Admissions to Prizsan
1 Actaal Admissians 1o Prison
Successiud Reduction in Admession o Prison:
o Average Length of Stay Hew Commitments in BManihs (From CDORY

200UL AQE Payrrent,

Tier | {No fere than 153 above Statewide
Tier 7 {#ore than 25% above Statewide PFR)

Tier 1{#5% of favinpsh:
Ther 2 {8085 oF Savings}

Tier :K.Ez:.é Payment:

High Pedarmance Payraent Depasit:
tigh Performance Eligibilty Rangs

{ Eligdain for High Performance Grang

High Performance Gront Est. Payment

QTR 4

aTk3
Popuiation Cotmts
Probationers to Prison
Probation failure flate

Awerage Guarterly Felon Probation Popuiation:
Basefine Frobation Fafure Rage

expected Admissions to Prison:

Actiral Admissians to Prisan

i stcesstul Redaction gy Admission to Prisan:

Avevige Langth of Stay How Conusitments in Months {From CDCRE

q 2017 AGP Payment

Ther & [fho More than 25% above Statewide PFR]

[} Téer 2 (Mare than 25% above Statewide PFR]

 ier 1 {4 of Savings):
) Tier 7 {40% of savings)

W Tier incontive Payments

High Performance Payient Deposdt:
igh Perfarmance Elighility Range:
Higible for High Performuance Grant,

Hiph Performance Grant 5t Payreent




Colusa County

Statewide Fefony Prabation Rate:
State Cost Avautarce Per ADP: 3

o

01112 ) T o 2012-13

. : : : SR i Baseline Cafculation #Haseling Calculation
Year 1 2023 2024 2025 006 007 008 WAVG 206 2007 2008 ANG
201 i Papulation Counts: 138 iy 218 Poputatian Cuamts 138 177 234 218
02 i . Probationsrs Lo Frison 58 44 44 Prohatianers 1a Prison EL] 49 42 44
2013 el . ”1:&{:3: Failure Rate R03%  JTBE%  1V.95% 20 268% Prabation Fallure Rate A% F768% L7E% 20.29%
2014 o
15 e Current Caleulation Current Cafcutation
L e g QI QTR 3 AGE QTR 1 QTR GIRE QR4
27 S Poguintion Counts: 139 . 151 Papatation Counts - . - -
Pk S Prohationers to Prisan bl 46 Probationers to Prison
049 . Probation Failere Rate 28.66% i Prabation Failure Rate
2020
A2l . . Average Quarterly Felon Probation Population: 161 fvirage Quarterdy Felon Probation Population:
) Baseling Probation Failure Rate. a0 9% Baseline Probation Failure Rate:

iz
2023 Expected Adimissions to Prison:

24 Actural Admissions 1o Prison-

202% successful fleduction in Admission to Prison:

Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Manths (From CDCRY
411 AQP Pament e 2002 AP Paymeant

Expecied Admissions to Prison:

Actuil Admissions to Prison:

Suczessful Beduction o Admission to Priso

Average Length of Stay Hew Commitments in Morths {From CDCR)

Summary Information

Tier Prob Rev Rate COCR POP Avoidatick Tier 1 {Ho hare than 25% above Statewade Tier 1 {Mo Mare than 2524 abave Statewide PFRY:
Statawide PrRY er 7 {More than 258% abave Statewide PFRY

Year  Award Amt High Pesform or
2011 NN 28667 Tier 2 {tdess than 25% above
2017 MfA 000

2013 [EF7:S 0.004% Tier 1{4%% of Savings}

204 Mk 0 00%
015 - B [CRATEE
2015 g Incanlive Payment:

Wiy High Parformance Payment Depasit

W Tier 1 1d5% of Savangsk
Tier I {40% of Savings): | Tier 2 {40% of Savapsi

W Tier Incentive Payment.
g High Pesfarmance Payment Deposit:
iph Performance Eigibility Range:

Ao High Performance Eligihlity Range: ¢
% Fhigihle for High Performance Grant.

ElEh i) Eligible for High Metformanze Grant
2000
ROYS High Performuce Grant £s5t, Payment:
L)
2023
0329
2005
Totats:

{ High Performance Grant £st. Payment




Cantra Costa County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate: 8.71%
stade Cost Avaidance Per Al 29383

2001-12

Baseling Calculation Basaline Caltulation
W08 WAVE 2008 2007 2008 AVG
2011 Popu latian Counts, 3036 Poprtation Coutts 3,015 3, 3008 3,036
012 A0 s Probetioners to Prison. il i Probationers to Prison 28 20 %
o Frobration Failure Rate 0.7G% Prahiation Failurs Rate L2686 DEVH .70

i

e Currenl Caleulation Current Calcutation
ey iRl tiRz | QiRd DR A TR 7

RS
- Population Counts 2620 2514 - Papulation Counts
§ Probatinners ta Prison 9 7 - Prohationers to Prison

Feobation Failsre Rate: i Probation Faituse Rate

A Average Quatterly Felon Probation Populatio Awerage Guarterdy Felon Probation Popngation.
Baseline Frobation Failure Rate: ¥ i Baseling Probation Fadure Rate:
Expecied Admisskons to Prison: Expected Adimissions to Prison:
Actual Adreissions te Prison: } Arteal Adreissiong 1 Prison:
q successtul Redugtion in Admission to Prise sucsessiul Reduction in Admision (o Prson:
m. Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Sfonths {Fram COCRY: Average Length of Stay Mew Commitments in Manths {From CDCR):

Summary Information 15011 AGP Payment: ey 2012 AQP Payment

Year  Award Amt High Perform or Prob Rev Rate COCR POP Avoidance Tier 1 {Me dlore than 253 ahave Statowide PFR Tier | {Mo More than 25% abave Statewide PRR).
2011 5278495 High Perform Payment 1.25% i) s 3 Tier 2 {More than 2% above Stalewide PER) 1005 Tier 2 {More than 25% above Statewide PRR}):
w12 (23 2410% {10) B
2613 LY 0.00% - £ W Tier 1 {45% af Savinpsh Tier 1{45% of Savings)
013 Bin 0003 £ § Ter 21300 of Savingsh Tier 2 {303 of Savings)
2015 Wi .0 B
2016 Tier Incentivie Paymeat: i ; i Tier incentive Payment
017 : High Parformancs Payment Deposit High Perfermance Payment Deposit
g i Hinh Performance Hlighilty Range: i High Pesformance Ehgibility Range:
pak ; 4 Eligible for High Performance Grant ey Ehigibie for High Performance Grant:
i) g
24521 : + High Performance Geant Tst. Payment 1278195 High Parformance Grant Est. Payenent
anrz
a0z
Fitrs)
2025
fotals 1,278,195




Del Norte Caimty

Statewide Felony Probation Rate:
State Cost Avaidanca Per ADP:

% County - Generated Populatien Avoidance wfin COCR

am

1 Nc:

1 0

pommE

Summary information

Year
2011
2012
PLoEk:)
2014
015
2016
2017
2038
2019
2070
21
2
2003
024

Aw

ard Amt
191,394
120,191

350,564

2012

wcg ..émm

High Perfori or Tier
r Payment
Tigt Payment
AT
A
MR

5

B 773
29,353

Nmpm um_: NEm d.uwm_ Noxo 2021 2032 nmua

Prob Rev Rate
5 654
€.00%
0.0
LRl
O 00sh

CBCR POP Avoid.

024 »?,_u

langce
14
10

2011-12

Basaline Calculation

2012-13

Baseling Caloulation

2007 08
Popuia E 234 214
Probaticrsers to Prison. E 24 LT
Probation

Current Calculation

ailure Rate 145 } 1a.49m

WAV
21
3
£1.84%

2006 2047 2008
Fapuiation Counts 282 236 214
Probationrs to Prison 30 29 31
Proteatien Fatllure Rate 11.45%  12.39% 144

o] Current Calculation

QTR 3
Popttation Counts:
Prabatipners te Prison
Frabation Failure Rate:

Average Guartery Felan Probatian Popalatiors

Rissebne Probation Fadure Rate

Expected Admissiaons to Prisan:

Actual Admizsians to Frson

snceessful Reduction in Admission fo Prisan

Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Menths (From COCR)
01T AGP Paymesy

Fier 1 {No More than 15% ahove Statewide PER):
Tier 2 {More than 25% above Statewide PFR):

Tier 1{45% of favingsh:
Ther 2 {404 of Saviags):

Tier Incentses Paymeant:

High Performance Payment Beposit:
High Peformance Eligibikity Rangs.
Elgible £ High Parformance Grany

High Pecformance Grant Est. Paymant

QTR 4

QTR i
Popuelation Couants -
Probationars to Prison

QTR 4 AGP

 probation Failure Rate

Average Quartetly Felon Probatian Population
Baseline Probathin Fature Raze:
Expacted Admissions b Prison;

g actual Admissions to Prison:
i successful Reduction in Admission to Prson:

Average Length of Stay New Commitments in fMonths (From COCR)
2012 AQP Paymaenl

Tier 1 (Mo More than 25% above Statewide PFR)
Tier 2 [Maore than 25% abave Statewide PER):

q Tier 11453 of Savings)

Ther 2 {403 of Savangsh

Tier incentive Payment

High Performance Payment Deposi

{ Bigh Petformance Eligibility Rang

Etgible for Righ Performance Grant:

i High Performance Stant £51 Payrment.




El Darado County

Statewide Felony Probation Rat

State Cost Awoidance Per Al

AGP

Year uo_w BC
2011 a5 an’
20k2 B
2033

2014

15

eaa iy

20147

018

ania

2030

2l

EiixEs

2003

ary Information

Year  Award Amt
01l 595,483
A1,95

0k

High Perform or tier

201112

Basedine Calculation

2007 2008 WHAYG
Papulation Counts: 1674 1517F i)
Probationers to Prison: 3 EE} 496G 83

Praobation Fafure Rate 5.56% -

um:u 20 _J \c.nm

Current Calculation

Baseline Calculation

2006 2007 008 AV
FPapulation Counts 1, .Sm LE74 14613 1,629
a3 6 93
550 573

Probatisnets to Prison
Probation Fablure Rate ER Y Bh6%

Current Caloulation

Qi A¥R 7 a1R3
Pogpuiation Counts: 444 1,568
Proliationars to Prisun 4 13
Praftian ¥ailure Rate

OTR 4 Anp

| Average Quartedy Felen Probalion Population

{ Basotine Probation Fadure Rate.

A Expacted Admissions to Praon

i Actieal Admissions (o Prison

A Surcessful Beduction in Admission to Prison:

] Averape Length of m_m,\ Mew Compaitments in Masths {Feomn COCRY
21 AGE Fayment:

Prob Rev Rate COCR #OP Avoidanca Tier 1§Ha More than 25% above Statewide PERY
Tier Payreent 283 I or 2 ihdore than 257 aboue Statevests PIRY 1W00%
Tigr Payemeant .00
HiA (.06%
/A o ccﬁ
MR 06

” Tier 1 [45% of Savings):
Tiew 2 (40% of Savings):

E Ticr mrantive PFayment

§ High Parformance Payment Deposits
i tigh Poiformance Eligilulity Range:

L Eligible for 1igh Perfarmance Grant.

1 Hizh Performance Grant Est. Pavisent

QIR2  QTR3 TR4
Papulation Counts - - - -
Probationers to Prison

Prabation Failure fate

Average Ouarterly Felon Prabation Popuiation:

Baseling Probation Failure Rate

Enpected Adnnssions to Frison

Actual Admissions to Prison:

suceessiul Reduction in Admisyion 1o Prison:

ayerepe bength of S1ay Mew Commitments in Bonths (From COCRL

2017 AGE PFayment

Tier B Mo Mare thas 259 above Statewicde £
2 ivore than 23% above Statewide PRRY

1{a5% of Smangsk:

Tier 2 {40 of Savings):

Tier incentive Payrent:

& High Perfarmance Payment Depasit:

High Perfarmance Flighilty Range

Ehgibile For High Performance Grant:

borformance Grant £st. Payment




£resnn County

Statewnde Felony Probation Rato,
State Cost Avakdance Per ADP:

mc: mouu
774

xcww

Summary infermation

Year  Award Amt
2011 15613,151
ELERS 2438877
2013

oty
2017
2018
0%
2024
ik
2022
2003
24
Hi2s
f Totals

MQT,_ mo_w

High Perform or Fier
Tier fayment
Tier Payment

MfA
Hia
/A

6 7

S 29.353

.Qf.ﬁ

Prob Rev Rate

uchm maz 2018 .S_m. 2020 207k mﬁuu mmu.u .6&_ wcmﬂ

CDER POP Avoidance
T3 274
0.00% 8%
0.00%
s
0.00%

201172

i Baseline Caleulation

2306
10,0366
Latn
Fl03%

2007
G873
1,084

i Popuiation Counts
Probatianers fo Prisen
Probatian Failure Rate:

Current Calodation

10.98%

2008
9,650
97%
10.01%

WAYG
9,745
1,000

0 2

M. Popuialion Counts

07
5,873
1084
109

108
9,660
97
10.0%5%

WG

2745

Loeg
10,3

A Probationers to Prison

Prohation Faifure Rale

Current Cafeulation

TR 2
8 Popuiation Counts 9,144
,, Profrationers to Prison . 168
d Profhation Failure Rane

3 Averape Guarterly Febon Probation Population
Baseting Profation Failure Rate
Expected Admissions to Prisan:
{ Actual Admissions to Prison;
f Suncessful Reduetion s Adimission to Prisomn:
i fverage Length of Stay Mew Commitments in donths (From CHCRY
§ 2011 ADE Payinent.

Tier 1 (Mo More than 25% abowe Statewide FFR]
ETier 2 (More than 253 above Statewide PFRIL

£45% of Savingsh
1% of Sawaps):

Tear 2 {atr
Tier incantive Payment

High Performance Paysent Deposit
High Peefarmance Eligdnlty Range.
it for High Pedormance Grant

High Performance Grant Est. Payment

Qara

QTR 4

AQP
9,256
676
7.30%

3,25
10

TO0H

401461
F

Mo

i {TR 2
Paputation Counts -
Probaticaiers to Prisan

Ure Rile

bs,._Emm Quarterly Felan Probatian Fopuiation:

Basefine Probation Fadure Rate

Fapected Admissions to Prison:

Actial Admissions 1o Prison:
 Sugcessiid Reduction in Admisuon (o Prason:
d Average Lorgth of Stay Meve Commtments m Months {From COCRR
1612 AGE Paymant

10 26%

3 Tier b (Mo More tan 253 above Staewide PER) 8%
¥ Tier ¥ {hare than 75% above Statewide PFRE: 0%

ier | {45% of Savings):
Tier 2 {40% of Savings):

Tier incentive Payment

1;.: Perfarmance Payment Oeposil Nwo.amﬁ
High Performance Figibility Range: 3%

Eligible for High Performance Grant: Ne

High Perfarmance Grant Est. Payment:




Glenn Couwrty

Statewide Felory Probgsion Rate:
State Cost Avoudarce Per ADP 4

Year
2000
2012
2013
2004
M5

(35
oy
e
e
HR2G
Py
20237
M3
a0z

Summary Information

Year
FOERY
pLa by
iz
ania
2015
21386
2017
anie
pia]
My
2021
2022

Award Amt
152,115
678

254,793

High Parform or Tier
ier Payment
Ther Paymant
/A
LI
MiA

Prob Rev Rate
LS 5
(A1
CRU0
0.00%
0.00%

201212

Baseline alculation

20068 007 WIAVEG

Papulation Counts. 479 yas ¥ &79
Probaticners te P N 44 rid 3 17
& Probation Failure Rate. G188 532 271 3.54%

Current Calcuation

2012-13

Baseline Caleulation

Fapuiatiog County
Peohationers te Prison
Probation Faifure Rate

Current Calculation

TR 1
Popnlation Counts: 47y
Probatieners ta Prson 2
Probation Faiksre Rate

3 Average Quarterly Felan Prabation Populaton:
Baseling Probation Fallace Rate:
H Expected Admissions to Prisap
Actual Admissions to Prison
Saceessiul Reduction i Admission 1o Prison
average bength of Stay Hew Commitments in tonths {From CDCRY
1 2011 AQP Payment

CDCR POP Avoidance | Tier § (Mo More than 25% above Statewide PFR):
17 k § Teor 2 {Miore than 25% above Statewide PFR)

F {1 of Savings)
ingentive Payrment s
High Performance Payment Deposit 15,002
::: porformance [ligamety Rangs: f A%
Fligrhde far thigh Pesformance Grant

: High Per{ormanes Graeg Est. Payrneat: 42,887

1

4

Porulstion Counts
Frobationers to Frisen
Profratian Fadure Refe

Average Quartesly Fedon Prabation Population:
fHaselina Probation Failure Rate:

FELE RGP Payment

Tier 1 {Mo More ther 25% abave Statewide FFR}
Tior 7 (More than 25% above Statewide PFRI 08
Yier 1{45% of savings): Wi
Tier 2 {40% of savays)

Tier Incentive Paymant.
High Perfarmance Paymont Deposit

q High Performance Hligibility Range:
i
i £ligihle for High Performance Grant:

High Performance Granl Ext, Payment:




Humboldt County

Statewide Feloay Frobation Bate 67T
State Cast Avoidance Per ADF: 529,453

1 County - Generated Populatian Aveidance wfin CDCR

i S e
Year 2024 2025
2011
2112
2013
014
2015
05
2017
18
2018
2020
2011
2622
03
204
2075

B ™
§oh Summary Informatian

Year  Award Amt High Perform or Tier £rob Rey Rals CNCR POP Avoidance
LR 296,703 ier Paymant 7235 22
P13 204274 Tier Payment HEGEH 15
2013 MM 2008

264 . MAA LRI

2005 NN 6 30%

2016

047

2018

019

2020

w02

Totals: 496,977

70:1-12

Baseline Caleulation

06 2007 0RE WIAVG
Popuilation Counts, 1,327 L343 1143 1172
Probationars te Prisor 115 pE:) 104 147
Probation Failure Rate BETE 946 1% 8 15%

)

201213

Baseline Caleulation

2008 27 2008 AVG
Papulation Caunty 1327 1248 1343 1173
Probationers to Prison 115 pg 04 pien)
Probation Failure Rate AE7H 246%  T10% FAS%

Lurrent Calculation

4 Current Calculation
i QTR 4 AQP

§ Fopetation Courts: 11 L1654
Probatieners toe Prson: 3 a4
Probation Faiture Rate

i Average Quarterly Felon Probation Populaton.
Haselne Probation Faikure fate:
Expected Admissions to Prison:
At Actaad Admissions o Prison:
Suecessful Reduction i tidmession to Prison
Awverage Langth of Stay Hese Commitments in Months (Fram CHCR)
2011 AQP Payrient

Tier | {Mo More than 15% above Statewide PFR)
A Tier 7 {More than 25% abave Statewnde PFR) W%

Tier 1 {45% of Savings):
Ther & {0% of Savings):

Tier Incentive Payment

i High Performance Bayment Deposit:
it High Performance Eligibility Range.
Eliggehie for High Performance Geant

A High Perfarmance Grant Est. Payaent

area QrRy  QR3 aTRA

Bopulation Counts
Frobationers to Prisan
Prabsation Fatlure Rete

Average Curarterky Felon Peobation Popetation
faseling Probation Faifure Rata:

Expected Bdmissions to Prison:

Actual Admissions to Prison:

A Suceassful Reduction in Admission to Prisom

Augrage Leapth of Say New Commitments in BMenthis (From CBCRE

4 2017 ACE Papment

Trer T {Mo More than 25% shove Statewide PFR):
Trer 2 {ddore than 15% above Statewide PFRY

Tier 11453 of Savng
q Trer 2 1405 of Spengsh

Tier incentive Mfayment,

High Performanse Payment Deposit
il High Performance Eligikibity Range:
N Ehgible for High Pedarmance Grany

High Performancs Grant Est Payment




Imperial County

Statewide Felopy Prabation Rate
State Cost Awoidanca Per ADP:

Year
2011
017
23
2014
2015
e
M7
FiskR:)
01a
20
2021
2z
202
2024
2025

® Sumimary infarmation

Year  Award Amt
201 9B582
2042 66,543
213 -
2118

2015

2016

2617

28

2018

2020

2021

2

2023

2024

High Perform or Tier
Tier Payment
Tier Payiment

HIA
N/A
[CTEN

Prob Rav Rate CRCR POP Avafdance
437%
0 00%
0005
0 00%
1 0y

201112

Baseline Calralation

Paputation Counts:
Probationers to Prisan:
Probation Fallure Rate

Current, Calculation

2006 2008 WAVG
247 1 1502 1427
2 69

4534 4RI%

3 Baseline Calculation

§ Population Counts 1,502
E Probaticners to Prison 68
Y Frobation Fallure Rate 4.53%

4 Current Calculation

i

4 Poputation Counts:
Probationers to Prisan

g Probation Failure Rate

Average Quarterly Felon frobation Population
Baseline Probation Failure Rate
Expectad Atmrissions ta Prisan:
A Actual Adim
uccessiul Reduction in Admissian to Prson:

arR3

 average Length of Stay New Corsmsitments in fdonths (From COCR]

201% AGP Payment.

Tiee 1 Mo More than 2524 shove Statesade PER)

Tier 2 {More than 25% above Statewide PFR]

Ter 4 (45% of Savings].
 Tier 2 (4054 of Savings)

Her Incentive Paymest
M High Perfarmance Paymeer Deposit:
i High Performance Cligddiy Ranga:

A Fiigihile for High Performanse Grant

{ High Performance Grang £51 Payment

1,954
3%

Beo

arR2  ATR3

arf TR 4
8 Population Couats -
Probationers to Prison

Probation Failure Rate

.><z;mw Quarteriy Felan Probation Population:
Baseling Probation Failure Rate:
Exjsected Admissions to Prison
Actual Admissions Lo Prison;
§ Successiul Reduction in Admission to Prison;
§ Average Lenygth of Stay New Commitments in bonths (From CBCR)
L2 AP Payment

Tiar 1 (Mo Muore than 25% above Statewide PFR)
Tier 2 (Mure than 25% abowe Statewkde FFR}

Tier 1{45% of Savings):
Tier 7 [40% of Savings):

”jmq lncentive Payment:
High Perfarmance Payiment Deposit

High Betformance Ekgibilty Range:
Ehgilste far High Performance Srant

High Ferforoeance Grant Est, Paymest




Inyi County

Statewide Felany Prabation fate: 6.7 7%
State Cost Aveidince Por ADP: 4§ 29,353

201112 : . 201213

AQP S S 2 3 S { Baseline Calculation Baseline Calculation

Year wcz. 2012 wcmw 2014 115 2016 .55_ mgpm X:w Nomc 2021 m.uwu wowx moma 2025 i 20496 w7 08 W/AVG 206 2007 os AVG
201, - {5} 3 I Papulation Caunts: 283 239 R 285 Papulation Counts 288 274 287 225
2082 £ i } Probationers to Prisan 12 17 M a5 Prabationers to Prisen 12 i7 14 1%
2013 Sl Provation Fadure Rate. AT BG9W ABE% GOB% Probation Failure Rate AAF% BOGY AREM G08%

2014 e
EAOk] : e Current Cafculation qd Currant Calculation
e e . QTR L QTR 2 1 ACp (ALY QiR 7R3 QIR 4
217 R Popslation Counts: 257 243 . Population Counts - - -
2018 S Prahationers to Prisan’ 6 3 . | probationers Lo Prison
2019 ) Prebation Fatlure Rage Probation Failure Rate
2020
2 ’ Auerage Quarterly Tedon Probatian Popuintion Average Quarterly Felan Probation Popuiation.
2072 i Baseline Prebation Failure Rate Baseline Probation Failure Rate:
RieEE] Expected Almissions to Prison Fupected Adimissions to Prison:
2024 Actual Admissions (o Prison: Actual Admissions ta Prison:
Ncmm Suecassiul Reducuion in Admission ta Prison: U i successiul Reduction in Admission te Prison:
N fverage Length of Stay New Commitraeats in Months (Fram CRCR) 1 Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Months (Fram COCRY
2011 AGF Payment 5 AL AQP Payment

w::z:mé ___:uw_:m:n_:

Year  Award Amt High Perform or Tier Prab Bev Rate COCR POP Aveidance Tier | {fo Mora than 35% ahove Statewide PFR) Tier 1 (Mo Mare (han 25% above Statewide PRR}
011 M/~ ork Tier 2 {tMore than F5% ahove Statewide PFR) 1008, Tier 2 [Mare than 25% above Statewkde PER}) ¢ 100%

217 MN/A G40
213 PEY G004 Tier 1 {45% of 5a oS5 Tier }{45% of Savings):
2019 Nia 0% Tier 2 {4k of {5: a5k Hao Ther 2 {a07 of Sawngsk:

25 /N %y

Yer

Ther Incenteve Bayment: . e Tier incentive Payerent:
3 High Pedormance Payment Deposit: . High Performance Payraent Dapost:
High Perfarmance Eligibitity Range : g b Perfarmance Eligkility Banpe,

Fligibla for High Parformance Grant Efgible far High Performance Grant

HE High Performance Grant Est. Payment. High Perfermanee Grant Est, Paymant




Kern County

Statewide Felony Probatfon Rate:
state Cost Awvoidance Per ADHY:

201% uomm
B A3

MOHW

Supunary Information

Year  Award Amt
et 301,568
B0 2TE0ET
2013
214
2315
26
A7
g}
20149
203
203
Mz
2023
034

5

BT
29,353

LR S ) Sy NOT‘ elakk:) uohw goua uo: ‘33 .uo?w mgma mcww

High Perlarm or Tier
Tier Payment
frr Payrnent
M5
M/A
NfA

Prob Rev Rate LHOR POP Avoidance
7.37% el
LA ]
13 G
0.00%
G 00

{01112

ne Calettlation

2012-13

Baseline Calculation

FU6 oG 2008 WAV

B Pepulation Counts: 7383 PEFS 7417 7443
Probotigness to Prisun 845 sa7 573 581
”vava:o_w Failaze Rate: 282 7a8Y T¥Me TR%

Current Calrulation

a7 2008
Papalation Coumnts 7575 7417
Probistioners ta Prison 35 573
brahatian Faifure Rate . EEIST N £

Current Calculation

QTR | QTR 3 Qv a
population Counts: 4,751 . -
Probationers te Prson: 132
Probsation Fadkare Rate

Aveeage Quarterty Felon Probation Popdlaton:
Baselne Probation Faikire Rate,
Expecied Adiisiens to Prison
1004 B Prison
3 Suctessful Reduction in Admissior t Prison:
Averaze Length of Stay New Commitments in Bonths (Frorm COHER)
2023 A Payment:
Tier 1 (Ma Mare than 255 atrove Statewnds PFR).
Ter 2 (More than 25% ab:ova Statevwle PFR)

Fer 1 (438 of Savings)
Fier 3 (40% of Savings)

Tier incershive Payinent:

High Perfarmance Payisest Deposit
High Perfaresanee Cligiklty Range

q Elizilile for Hiph Parformanes Grant

High Performance Grant £51. Payrent:

OTR2  GIR3I QTRA ALY
Population Counts

i Probativners to Frison
] Profraion Faitire Riate

Average Quarterky Felon Probation Popetation:
faseline Probation Failure Rate:

Expected Admissions to Prison

Actual Admissions to Prison:

Suctessiul Reduction in Admission to Prison:

Average Length uf Stay Mew Comemitments in Months (From CBCR):

2002 ATEP Payment

] Téer | (Mo More than 25% sbove Stalewide FER)
i Tier 2 (More than 25% abaove Statewida FFR)

S Tier 1 (45% of Savingsy:

Tier 2 (40% of Savings):

¥ Tier ncentive Paymerd:
High Performance Paymant Deposit.

High Performance Fligibility fange:
Higide far High Perfarmance Grant

High Performance Grand Est. Payment




ings Cotmty
[
20,353

Statewide Felony Probation Rate,
State Cost Avaidance Per ADP: 3

Swm vc: mamm .EE mmm: ;m.:

{s::uw, e,
%&.%ﬁuﬁx

Summary Information

tigh Parfarm or THer Prob ftev Rate

Tier Payisent

Year  Award Amt
2011 1,371,793
017 925,560 Tier Paymient
2013 1Y
A hefa
MiS

MCN\ Namu qua 2025

CDCR FOP Avnidance

1
7

k]
il

Baseline Caleulation

2007
Popuiztion Counts: 1,255
Probationess W Prison 142 137
Probation Failure Rate: 10924

Current Calcutation

F2012-13

Baseline Calculation

” Prahation Fallure Rate i7.01%

20016 2007 2008 AVG
Population Counts 835 1,25% 1,143 1,165

! Prehationers to Prison 142 13% 14 120

10.82%  9a0h  10.30%

5 Current Calculation

] fwerage Quarterdy Felon Peobation Papulation

fier 3 {lare than 25% above Statewdde PYRE 2 16G0%,

R 2
Population Counts 3 1,52 .
Probationers te Prison
Frobation Faifure Rate: 3.52%
1,533
Baseline Probsten Fatlure Rate 10 300%
Expected Adessions ka Prison 153
Actual Admissions to Frizon
Sucnessful Reduction in Admissian to Prison:
Augrage Length of Stay dow Commitments in Months (Fram CDUR)
2011 AQP Payment:

fiee 1 (Mo More than 25% above Slatewide PERY
1,

Tier 114%% of Savngsh Yes

Tier 2 (30% of Saangs) o

High Frrformance Paymend Deposit bEaxt

£ Higl Perforenance Higiity Range: s

Eligible for thigh Performance Grant Mo

High Ferformance Grant £t Paymsent.

Tier ineentive Paymeng AT

QIR 3 QR4 AGE
#opulation Counts
Probatiners o Prisen .

§ Probation Fadure Rate 0.00%

Average Quarterty Felon Probaton Population .
aseline Probation Faillre Rate 10.30%

Expected Admissions Lo Prison:

Actual Admissions 1o Prison;

§ Sucressiul Beduction in Admission to Prison

Auerage Length of Stay New Cammitmants in Months {Froem COCR)
2032 AQP Payment

Tinr 1 {No More than 25% above Statewide PFR)
Tier 2 {pore thah 25% above Statewide PFR)

Tier 1 {a53 of Savings)
Tier 2 {40% of Savings)

Tier Incentive Payrent

Hagth Perfoemance Pavment Deposit
High Pertarmance Ehgibility Range:

Eliginie far High Periormance Grant

High Performance Grant f5t. Payprent:




Lake County

Statewide Fefony Probhation Rate: 877
State Cast Avoidzoce Per ADP: § 19383

Year ua: i

011
p1E
2013
2014
208
2018
a0v7
O
0T
20
il
Hrr
03
M2d
25

Summary Informal ion

Year  Award Amt
2011 179,245
2012 120,290
2013
2014
015
20146
2017
e
2019
200
2021
W2
023
2014
2025

mcwa 2015 2018 2017 u:um ::.c xcmc .5: 022 icmw 2g24 2005

B

High Perform or Tier #rob Rev Rate CDCRPOF Avoidance
Yier Fayment F0a i1
Tier Payment 40 a

[EFE 200
r i £ 00
LR a80%

2011-12

Baseling Caleulation

2037 2008 WEBVG
Poplation Coants: BEL a8l 81
Probationers 1o Frson &3 fi) 61
Prabalios Faiture Rats i .35 B.81% a.00%

Current Caloulation

20£2-13

Baszline Calculation

2007 2008
| Pagrsiation Counts 681 681

¥ Prohationers to Prison 63 Hi
§ Prabiation Failuse: Rate

4.35% B.51% 200%

§ Current Calcfation

QTR QrR2 Qre s
Populatien Counts: 581 637
Probatianers 1o Prison. 10 4
Probation Failure Rate

Aveeage Quarterly Felon Probation Pomdation
gaselne Probation Failkure fate

ypected Admissions to Prison
Actuad Admissions te Prison:

4 Successtul Reduction in Admission ta Prison:
i} Average Length of Stay Mew Commitments in Months (From COCR)

2051 AGE Payment:

Fier 1 (Mo Mare than 25% ahove Statewide PFR)
Tier 2 (More than 25% above Stalewide PIR) 0855

# Ther £ {453 of Saviags) Vag

or 7 {1 of Savingsh

Ther Incentses Payinent:

High Performanze Payment Deposit 18916
High Performance Cligiity Range i an

4 Eligihle for iigh Porformance Grant: Mo

Righ Pesformance Grant Est. Payment

IRy arR3 0184 AQP
Fapalation Colhts - - -
Probatkoners te Prison
Proliaitan Falture Rate R

Average Quartarly Felon Prabation Population®

§ Baseline Probatjun Failues Rate:
! Eapecied Admizsions to Prison:

actual Admissions to Prisen

Sureessfut Reducion i Adnission to Prisan:

Aversge boapth of Stey New Commitaments in Montivs {From TOCRY
2042 AQP Payment

Tier T {fe More thar 5% zhove Statewide PFRY
or 2 viore than 25% zhoee Statewide PFRY

Ther | {453 of Savingsh

Thor 2 14G%: of Savings)

Ther {ncentive Paymnent:

High Performande Payesent Denosa

High Peaformance Highikty Range:
ible for High Perfarmanee Granc

High Perfarmancs Granl Est. Payinent




Lassen County

Statewida Felony Prohation Rate:
State Cost Avoidance Per ADE:

County - Generated Popuiation Avaidanee wfin CDCR

,5: 2012

s Summary Information

Yoar  Award Amt
2011 247 606
017 187,575
2013
20314
2s
2016
2017
2018
2019
2620
izl
22
2023
piire

414,340

._cam

2014 wowm.

R

High Perferm or Tier
Tier Payment
Fier Payteent

WA
A
A

D—m 27 wcdm N u:xa mcuﬁ 20X F023 2024 2075

Prob Rev Rate
L1
Q.00
000
[ARA1E%Y
4 00%

w1112

Baseline Caleulation

2006 2007 2008

§ Population Counts, 243 248 248

Prabationers to Prison: 15 20 24

{ Prabition Failure Rate B R03% G

WG
249

23
9.14%

2012-12

Basefine Calcuiation

007 2008
Population Counts 42 293
Probaticners to Prison 2 24
Probation Failure Rate s B03% 64%

Current Caleulation

1 Curromt Caleulation

R QTR OTR2

| Fopulation Counts: 249 241
”33;»,5:@2 te Frason 1 b
i Probation Faifure fate:

Average Tuarterly Feton Probation Poputation

Basekne Prabation Falure Rate

£xpected Admissions o Prsen

Actueal Admissions to Prison

Suczessful fieduction i Admission Lo Frison

Average benpth of Stay Mew Commitments in Months [From CECHRY

{ 20011 AP Payment

Tier T {flo More than 25% above Statewide PFR)
Tier 2 {More thar 5% above Statewide PFR)

of Savings}
3 {a0% 0 Savingsh

Tier Ingentice Payment’

High Performance Paytnent Deposit.
High Pecformance Eligibility Range:
Eligible for High Perfarmance Grant:

High Performance Grant Est. Paymeret

[S11

ey
155
4

151% 8

249
ERE S
23

A Righ Performance Elig

QTR 2
Fopuiztien Counds
Profatianers to Prison
Frobatian Fatlure Rate

Average Ouarterly Feton Probation Population

Baseiine Frobation Failiere Bater

Expected Atmissions (o Prisen

Actuat Admissions to Prisoy

Surcessful Redudion in Admission 1o Prison.

Awgrage Leagth of Stay New Commitments in Months {From CDCR)

12012 AQF Payment

Tier | {No Kore than 25% above Statewide PFRE
r 2 {niarg than 25% above Statewide PERS

Tier 1 {45% of Savings):
Tigr 2 {405 of Sawnpsh

Ther Incentive Paymient

Bigh Performance ?c:&:_ [T
fity fange:
Ligible for High Performancs Grant

High Perforprance Grant Est. Payment




tos Angeles County

Statewfde Folomy Probation Rate:
State Cost Avoidange Per ADP

2011
22
2013
2014
WL
]
N7
HHE
219
2020
2021
2002
PUEE]
piska]
202%

Summary Hiformation

Year  Award Amt High Parform or Fier
Il 12,181,451 Teer Paymest
Tter Payrersi
A
A
RPN

wrs
Tatals: 20,463,931

Prok Rev Rate
£.26%
.00
{.00%
0.0
0.0

101112

Baseiine Calculation

A0iE Q07 2008
apufation Cotnts: 83,918 #5062 87542
roliationers to Prison: 7AL4 m741 6,204
robatien Failure Rate: Ga3%  79rn T.09%

Current Calculation

WHAVG
86,570

2012-13

Baseline Calculation

007 2008
Popukation Counts 85,062 B7549
Probationess to Prison 6741 6,304
Predatian Faiture Rate Fox 709

Current Calculation

2] IR L
.“. Papaton Counts: 24,863
i Prabationsis to Prison LAag0
4 Probation Faifure Rate

Aversge Quartedly Felan Prohation Population

Baseline Probatasn fadure Rate

Expected Admissions ta Prisan:

Actral Admissions to Prisen.
W successful Reduction in Admisnon te Prson:
1 Average Length of Stay New Cummitments i Mosdhs (From COCRY:
5% 2070 AQP Payment

CDLR POP Avaidance o 1 (Mo More thas 25% above Statewitte PFR)
427 fer 2 {hore than 353 above Statewide PERY
B3E
Tier 1.{45% of Sauings)
Tier 2 {40% of Savings).

¥ Tiew Incentien Fayment:

1 High Performance Payment Depnsits
{ High Performance Elgibility Range

i Elipible for Figh Pecformance Grant:

i Hh Performance Gramt Est. Payeient

TR 4

6.26%

89,811

3.33%

6,294
5372
G22

A%

0%

1,353 404

3%

aFrd iRz QYR 3 Q1R 4
Population Cauns - . N .
Probationers to Prisen

Probation Fadure Rate

Average Quartesly Folen Probaiion Populaticn
Baseline Probation fadure Rata,

Fxpected Admissions to Prison:

Actual Admissions to Prigon:

4 successful Reduction in Admission to Prisan;

Average Length of Stay New Commitments In Months {From CDCR}
012 AQP Payment

Tier 1 (NG More than 25% above Statewide PFRE

Tier 2 {Mdore than 25% above Statewide PFR):

Tier 1 {45% of Savirgs)
Trer 2 {40% of Saviegs]

Tier lacentie Payment:

High Periormance Paymem Deposit
High ferformance Ebgibility Range:
Eligitie for Bigh Performance Grant:

High Performance Grant Fst. Payment:

7,335




Madera County

Statewide Folony Proliation Rate:

State Cost Avaidance Per ADD

AP
Year
i
013
2013
2084
plk]
036
2017
2018
FitL)
020
2021
032
pirE)
2ma
2025

Summary infarmation

Year  Award Amt
2011 1,169,287
plogp TEG,069
013 -
Hita

2015

mcz

8.7

529,353

,S_a uBA

Prob fiev Rate
320
G oo

High Perform or Tier
Tier Payment
Tigr Paymant

B/A 005
i 0.0%%
A (el

ch

CR POP Avoidanc

ki

[

Xﬁm .v..:w 2018 uaﬁﬂ an2a uaw_ 2022 2023 uOS 025

a
1]

24 Basedfine Calculation

w07 WIANG
24875

1549

Papulation Colerts
Probationets to Prisar:
i Probation Failure Bate: 0% 518% 61

Al Current Calculation

201213

{ Baseline Calculation

2006
2447
158

7

2007
2,436
238
ERc

d Papulation Counts
i Probationers Lo Prison
J Probation Fadere Rate

ECurrent Cakulation

008
2,626

5

5.

1

136

T

fapuiation Counts
Prahationers to Prisor:
Frobation Faiiore Rate:

d hwerage Quarterdy Felon Frabation Population
Hasaling Probaiinn Feéure Rate:
o Expected Admissions ta Prison
4 Actust Admessions 1o
N Suecessful Reduction in Admbssion to Prisen
><o_m qe Leagth of Stay New Commitmends in Maaths [From COURE
5 FELL AP Payment

or 1{No More than 15% above Statewide PIR)
or 7 (More than 253 ahowe Statewite PFTY

Tier 1 (#5% of Savings).
!

Tier 2 (40% of 2avings

A Tier Incenthve Payment:”
High Performanie Payeant Depasit
High Performanee Elighitity Range:
Eligitle for High Perfarmance Grant

§ High Perfarmanse Srant 5t Fayment

AQP
3021
4
3.24%

3,021

B.18%
187

160,

Yoy
i

iamgat

3%

Yes

171,128

Populatian Counts
Probatiorers o Prison

} Probation Faduse Rate

| Average Cluarterly Felos Probation Poputation:
Baseline Profration Faillre Rate

w9 Expected Admissions (e Prison:

Actual Admissions 1o Prisga
Suiesssiul Reduction in Adry
Averape Length of Stay New Campartments in Months [From COCR):
2012 AQP Payiment

Paseon o Prison:

Tisr L{ko ddore thaa 25% abeve Statewidas PER)
Tier 2 {hore than 25% above Statewide PFRL

Tiet 1{45% of Savings}
Tier 2 {403 of Zavings)

Tier ircentive Payment

High Performance Payment Deposit:

High Performance Eligibility Range
ipible for High Perfarmance Geant.

Highs Pesformance Grant Est. Payment:




Maris County

Statewide Felaty Probation Rate:

State Cost Avaidance Per ADP:

Year
2081
22
2013
A4
s
201a
2017
nis
2019
w20
2021
2022
2073
2024
2125

Summary Infermation

Year  Award Ami
A6l 1570
2012
2013
2014
2L
plig s
Wiz
2018
019
2020

5

High perfarm or Tier
ligh Perform Payment
NfA
NS~
MN/A
miA

Pro¥ Rev Rate
1 %1%
£.00%
G40%
£.00%
£.06%

LRCR POP Avoid:

anca

7

2011-12

Haseling Calculation

2007
Population Counts: 112 1123

d Probationers to Poson ) e
4 Prabation Eafure Rate g 3.38%

d Current Caleutation

2008 W/AVG
LEAS k140
21 il
21

2012-13

Baselite Calculation

207
Population Counts 1,123
Prohationgrs to Prison 3@

§ Probation Failure flate 2.40% 3.38%

Current Caloudation

i Population Counts:

Probationers ta Prisan
Prabation Fatlure Rate

”hci..umm Quearterly Felon Probatian Papuiaton

Baseling Probatlan Faifere Rate,

Fxpected Admissions to Prisan.

Actuil Adetissions to Prison

Suceessful Reduction iy Admission to Frison

§ tverape Lenrpth of Stay Mew Commitments iz Moaths {fram COOR)
§ 20711 AGP Paymank:

Tier 1 {He Mare than 259 above Statewide PFRL

3 Ther 7 {ttore than 25% above Statewnde PERE

Ther 1{4%% of Savingst

% Ther 2 {AD%% af Savings)

Teer Incantive fayment:

§ High Parformascs vmﬁ:a:_ Doposit

figh Performance Eligibitiny :..:we
EBpble for Heph Petformance Grant

t High Pordormance Grant Fuit. Payment

Qamé

100%

Yes

10234
%

Yog

261,574

QTR QTR 2 QIR 4
Pansbasion Counts -
Prohationers to Prisars
Probation Faiture Rate

Average Cularterly Fedon Probation Papulation:

Baseling Probation Failure Rate:

Expected Admissions to Prison:

Actual Admessions te Prisor:

Sugressful Reduction m Admission to Prisan:

Average Length of Stay New Cammitments In Months {From CDCR}
2012 AL Payprent

Tier 1 {io &tore than 5% ahove Statewide PRR)
Tiet 2 [More than 25% above Statewide PFR]

Tier 1 (453 of Savings)
Tier 2 [46% of Savingsh

Tier Irecentive Payment:

stigh Perforaance Payment feposit:
High Ferfarmance Eligibility Range:
Ekgible for High Performanee Grant:

High Performance Gramt st Payment.




Mariposa County

Statewide Felony Prohation Rate:
Shate Cost Avoidance Per ADg:

| Sunmmary Information

Year
2011
Ml
013
2014
2015
2016
L
2018
NG
030
H21

Award Amt

High Perform or Tier
Y
A
Mk
M
M

Proh Rev Rate
FHI
00
1.003%
0.00%
[eRlERN

201112

Baseling Caloulat,

2007 WAYTG

Population Colnty: 1 pia
] Probationers 1o Fraon i Ed
i Probation Faiture Rate: L > 7.49%

Current Calculation

Baseline Calctdation

2006 2007

Counts 166 173
Frobationers to Prisen 1% i
ion Failure Rare B4 1329%

Current Calrulation

§ 0rs | QTR \ TR 4
A Population Counts: 168 146 N
i Probationsrs 1o Posaen’ ki 3

Frobation Felluse Rate:

f Average uarterly Felan Probation Popiaton:
Baseline Probation Faifure fate:
Expectod Admissions ta Prison
Actual Admissions 1o Prson:
) Successful Beduction in Adnvssion to Prison
55_2_%.» ength af Stay Mew Commitments in Months [From COURY
AL AGP Payme

1 {He tore than 255 abrove Statewnde PFR}
Tier 7 {bdare than above Statewide PFR) A 100%

Tier 1§d5% of Savingsh Yes

R Tier 2 L0 of Savingsh: Mo
Tier incentive Payment.

High Parformance Payraent Deposit.

High Parformance Eligiblity Range:

Fligible far High Perfarmance Grant:

High Pertormance Geant Est. Payment

atrR 2 E QYR 4 AQP
Population Counts
Probstioners to Prisan
Brobation Failure Rate

Average Quarterly Fedon Probation Poputation:

Baseline Probation Failure Rata:

Expeciod Admissions te Prison

Actual Admissions to Prison;

Seccessind Reduction in Admission to Prisan:

?@urm tength of Stay Mew Corsksitments in Months {From COCR):
 BOTE LOP Payment

ﬁE T {8 More thae 25% above Statewide PFRY:
r 2 {Wtore thar 25% above Statowide PR

0%

Yes
Ne

Fier 1 {353 of Sawngs)
Tieer 2 (40% of Savngs):

Tier ncentive Paymanl,

High Performance Paymeant Deposit?
High Peeformance Eligibihty Range:
Eligible for High Performance Grant

High Performance Grant Est. Payrment



fdendocing County

Statawide Felany Prabation Rate: B0 -
State Cost Aveidance Per ADP: £ 19553

County - Generated Population Avoidance w/in COCR ..Noww‘ww

Baseline Calculation
Year ] W7 00D WIAVG i 2008
2051 v 1466 1,635 1620 § Population Counts & 1595
2012 = 1 47 A2 44 Probationers to Prisen a2
013 T i L 2219 ! y Probation Failure Rato % 248%

Pt B :

15 o i Currant Calculation

2038 2 i X i f QIR QTR 2 QrR3  4QTR4 AQp SR AGP
017 S 1,976 AR - - ] : Population Couants . - g
018 . 13 1% 3 Erobatinners to Prison
Frabziion Failure Rate PRHEE.

012
A0
021
202
2023 Expected Admissions o Frson
L Actusal Admissions o Prison.
(fa successful Beduction in Adnussion to Prison
3 Avorape Lepgth of Stay Mew Commitments in Marths {From CDCR):
2013 AQP Payment:

{ Averape Cuarterly Felon Probation Population

§ Basetine Probation Fadure Rate:

j fupected Admissions to Prison

Actuat Admissions to Prisen:

Suceessful fiaduction in Admissian ta Prison:

average Length of $tay New Commitments in Manths {From COCR}
2082 AGKE Faymant

Year  Award Amt High Parform or Tier Prob Rev Rate CDCR POP Avoidance Tier 1{Ho Mare that 25% above Statewds PERY a%
20k 116,855 High Parform Payment Tier 2 {ddare than 25% above Statewide PIRE - 0%

Tior 2 {Mere than 355 above Statewide PRRE

Tier 1 (Mo More than 25% above Statewide PER}

2012 - [ERES

2013 MR i 1 {055 of Savingsh: Vs
it ST 4 {0%, Ther 2 {408 of Savings)

2015 . /A B40%
216

17

2018 High Performance Eligibifdy Rangs
2018 Elighie far High Performance Gear:
ik

2071 High Performance Grant Est. Payment 5 High Performance G
2022

pitrE]

2024

G

Tier 1 (%% of Savings
Ene 2 {A0% of Savings):

Tier incentive Paymant:

igh Performance Payiment Depastt: High Performance Payrrest Depos.
High Perfarminee Eiglibty Range
Eligible for High Performance Geant:

ant Est. Paymant




Merced County

Statewide fefany Prohation Rate:

State Cost Avoidance Per ADE:

01 2052
W1

Summary Information

Year  Award Amt
011 364,282
aniz 245,890
2013
24
215
iz
017
2018
nig
w020
2021
e
2023
2004
iy
Totals

2014 .cyw wo_m 2017 MD.—m ucﬁw NOS uomu maqw mouw M.Dwn .moww

High Perform or Tier
Tier Payment
Tier Payment

MfA
L7
HIES

Prob Rev Rale

COCR POP Avoidance
3. 74% et
{.08% 13
D.00%

0%

0.06%

Baseline Calculation

2012-13

Baseline Cafculation

PO0E 2007 08 WIAVG
Population Counts 3,63% 3,742 3,731 3,729
Probationers 1o Prson 294 175 162 168
Frobation Faituce Rate 671 468% 43 452%

Current Calculation

o007
Bopulation Counts L6539 3z
Probitioners to Prison 7%
Probatien Failure Rate 1% A6a%

Current Calrulation

el
Population Counts: 2547
Probaticners te Poson: 35
Probatien Failure Rate:

Averape Quatterdy Fefon Probation Fopufation:

Raselna Prabation failire Rate,

Expected admissions to Prison:

Actual Admissions te Pason

Succasstul Reduction in Ademission ta Prison:

Aerage Length of Stay Mew Commitments in Months (From CDCR):
FOEL AQP Payment:

Tier 1 (Mo More than 75% above Statewids PFR)
Tier 2 (Mare than 25%: above Statewds PFR}

Tier L145% of Savings).
Tige 2 {40% of Savings]

Tigr megnbive Payment
High Performance Payrent Deposi

High Parformance Eligihility fange
£lrgide far High Parfonmance Grant:

High Perfarmante Grant Eet. Payment

Population Counts
Probationers to Frison
Probabon Faliure Rate

Rverage Quarterly Felon Probation Population

Bzseline Probatian Failure Rate:

Expected Adnyssions te Prison:

Actus! Admissions Lo Pri;

successful Reduction in Admission to Prison:

Average Lenpth of Stay New Commitments in Manths {From COCRE:
2012 AGP Payment

Tier 1 {Ne More thar 25% shove Statewide FFRI:
Tier 2 {More than 25% shove Statewide PRR]

Tier 1{45% af Savings):
Tier 2 1A0% of Saungs):

jer Ingentive Paymaent:
High Performance Payrment Depasit:
High Perfarmance Eigshilay Rapge
Eligible fur High Performange Grant:

High Parformance Grant £51. Payment:

QFR 4

ACP

0.00%




Modoc Coumty

Statewide Felony Probation Rate: [
State Cost Avodance Per ADP: s 79

wm: N_u: 2012 .3: 015 016 uc_u 2018 ;uo_w mmmo xrw» meu\ »cuu Mmuu 05

g

3,1&

Summmary Infermation

Year  Award Ami High Perform or Tier
L35 24,689 Tier Payment
15.66% Tier Paymenl
HfA
R
A

Prob Rey Rate
0.00%
0.00%
[ERVIEEY
(.002%
13.0fxs

LDCR POP Avoidance

2012-13

Baseline Calcuia

2006 Y 2008 WIANG
Poplation Counts: ) (K18 184 174

Probationers o Prisan £ q 4 4

il Probation Failure Rate 083%  267%  21TH 271%

Current Caleulation

2006 2008 AVG
Popllation Caunts 124 5 184 174
Probationers to Prisen 1 4 4
Probation Failure Rate 0.83% BT% LLTW 2.21%

Carrent Caleulation

| QiR QTR
A Papulation Caunts EH a8
{ Probationers 1o Prisan

Probation Fablure Rivte:

{ Averape Guarierly Fefon Probation Poputation

Basebne Prabation Fatlure Rate.

gxpected Admissions o Prison
] Acuual Admissions to Prison
: successiul Redotion i Admission to Frison

Average Lenpth of Stay Mew Cormitments i Morths {Fram CDCR]
32011 AR Papment:

3 Tier 1 {Me Mare than 25% above Statevads PERY
Tier 2 {Mora than 25% above Statpwde PERY

Tier 3 {455 of Savirgs)
Ter I (4095 of Savings)

Fier Incantive Paytent

High Performance Peyment Deposit

High Perfarmante Eigiality Range:
inibke for High Performance Grant

High Performance Grant £5t, Payraent-

GYRE IR QTRA4
Popuiation Counts - -
Prahationgrs Lo Prisen
Prabation Failure Rate

Averzpe Quartetly Felon Probation Population

Basgline Probation Faillure Rater

Expocted Admissions to Prisen

Actual Admissions to Prison:

Suceessful Reduction in Admission to Prison:

Averags Lenpth of Stay Mew Commitments in Months (Fram COCR}

2002 AQP Payment

Tier 1 (Mo More than 25% above Statewide PFR) B%
Tier 2 {Mare tian 252 above Statewide PFR) i 10O0%:

Fier L (45% of Savings): Yos
Tier 2 (402 of Savings):

Tier ncentive Payment:

High Perfarmance Payment Deposit
High Perfarmance EHgibHity Range:
Fligible for High Performance Grant

High Performance Grant £st. Payment




Mono Countly

Statewlde Feloay Prabation Rate: [N
State Cast Avoidance Per ADF: 5 29,35

Caunty - Generated Population Avoidance w/in CDCR o 201112

Baseline Calculation

2014 2015 2015 2017 momm 2018 uDS uoua dcwn 023 Noua mcmw G pitiers 2008 WIAVEG
Popuiation Counts: 136 i85 187 181
Probatiobers Lo Prison 16 1z 9 an
Probation Fadure Rats: G4l T27H AR1H BRI

Currant Calcutation

..
i S
g Population Counts

2012-13

Baseline Caleulation

2006 v 2008 AVG
156 187 181

& Probationers to Prison i @ i)
Erobation Failure Rate H.41% 27 481% 533K

Current Caleulation

i i
wxn &m/,vm i v Rz TR AP
- 4 Fopulation Counts: - 271

Prabiationers Lo Prisen:

Prabation Failure Rate £.00%

Averape Quarterly Felon Probiation Population: 71
M Basehne Frobation Faldure fats:
H Expacted Admissions 1o Prison
Actual Admispans to Prison,
Successful Reduction in Admission to Prison:
AR i ¥ sverage Length of Stay New Commigments in Wonths (From CDCR)
ary Information i 2011 AOP Payment
Award Amt High FPerform or Fier Prob Rev Rate CDCR POP Avoidance fer 1Mo hore than 25% above Statewuls PER)
D.OG% 14 Tier 2 iMore than 25% showe Statewds 2FR)

190,34 Tier Paymant
128,548 Tier Payiment 0.00B% 10 5
fafA 0.00% Tier 1[45% of Savings)
M 0 on% ¥ tier 2 [40% of Saviags)
D065 o
ter lncentive Paymeent:
High Performance Payment Deposit:
y High Porferreance Eigibility Range:
Efgible for Hgh Performance Grant,

% High Pecformance Grant Est. Payment:

313,988

afR2 QIR3 1 AP
& Population County -
i Probiatiohers ta Prison

Probation Failure Rate

Average (uarterly Felon Prabation Population:

Baseline Prohation Fallure Rate:

Expected Admissions to Prison.

Actial Adoissions to Prison:

Succassful Reduetion in Admission ta Prison:

Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Months {From CDCR)

20F7 AGP Paymenl

TFier 1 (Mo More than 75% above Statewide PFR}
Tier 2 (Ware than 25% above Statewide PIR):

Tier 1{85% of Savings):
Tier 2 [40% of Savings):

Ther Incentive Payment:

High Performance Payment Deposi
Righ Performance Elgpbilty Rerga:
Elgibla for High Performance Grant:

High Performance Grant E5L Payment




Monterey County
6.7
28,353 .

Setewide Feiony Probation Rate:
State Cost Avoidance Per 6DP: §

County - Generated Population Avcidance wfin COCR

Year
LS
212
213
14
HMS
2016
017
18
2019
2020
202

i Surmmmary Information

Year  Award Amt
2011 -
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

20108

2019

020

P

S
014 2045 2016

Righ Perform or Tier
MR
F72
Hin
Iz
BA

P

A
2017 2018

s

2019 3020 2021

Prob Rev Rate

i o

H¥22 2023 2024

COCR POP Avoid

i

2005

ance

201112

Baseline Cakulation

2006 JOUR WIAVG
Population Caunts: 4050 2,988 401
Probationers to Prison gy 2462 281
Probistior Failure Rate /A% THRH BLHTH G99

Lurrent Caloulation

2012-13

Baseline Caleulation

2008

Fopulation Counts 3,983

§ Probationers to Prisen 262

Probation Failure Rate 6.574%

Current Cafcufation

Qres QFf
Popuintion Counts: . .
Probationers to Prisan:

Persbation Yailure Rate

Average Duarterly Felon Probation Papuiation

Basedine Probation Failure Rate:

Expoctad Admissons to Prisan

Actual ddmissions to Prison:

Successful Reduction in Admessdon to Mrison:

Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Months (From CDCR)
i 2011 AGP Payraent

ier 1 {No More than 15% above Statewide PER):
Ther 2 {Miore than 25% ahewe Statewide PER) 100%:

er 1 {45% of Savingsk Yoy

i
ier 2 {40 of Sayings)h

|
|

MA
g

ier Incontrer Payment
m Higis Perfurmance Payement Deposit
2 Higk Performance Eligibility fange
.m Eligchie far High Perfarmance Grant:
y

High Parformance Grant Eut. Payinent.

Pagaiation Counts
Prabationers ta Prison

 Probation failure Rate

{ fverage Quastterdy Felon Probation Population:
| Raseline Probaticn Failure Rate:

i Eupecied Admissions ta Prison

§ Actual Admissions to Prisen

sueressful Reduction in Admission to Priscn;
Avarzge bength of Stay Mew Commitments in Menths {Feom Llh T i}

2012 AQP Payment

Tier & (Mo fdare than 25% above Statewide PFR]
Tier 2 [Mare than 25% above Statewide PFR)

Tier 1 453 of Savingsh
Ther-2 $30% of Savingsk

Tier fncentive Paymeni:

High Performance Payment Degasit:
High Perfarmance Eigshilty Ranpe:
Fhigible for High Perfarmance Grant:

High Performance Graat Est. Payment




Napa County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate: 6.7
Staie Cost Avensdance Par ADP: 4 29353

2011-12

z S ST e i L " Baselina Cakulation Baseline Calculation

mD: Nﬁu;m 2014 15 2006 2017 uapw 2ms ,\5.5 .S,: M2z 2023 ucmn mcww 2 2 0B WRVG ] 2 7 2 AVG
: Population Counts ¥E E 1,370 1,374 Fopudzlion Coums 1.39 1. 137
Probationers to Prisom a4 a7 | Probationers to Frison 4 47

Probation Faitsre Rate 3 AT 339% | Probation Failure Rate A3% E 3.39%

s Current Calculation Current Calculation
m@“ﬂ%ﬁm . arRl o © OTRY  (FR4 s R 3T ;: GrR 3
g Population Counts: 1387 1,41 3,40 Fapuistion Cottnts -
i Probationsrs to Prison 1z Prohationers ta Prison
Probation failure Bate A Prabation Failure Rate

{ Average Quarterly Feton Probation Papulation: b Average OQuarterly Felon Probation Popuiation.
Basehng Probation Failure Rate: - 39% ¥ Basaline Probation Failure fate
xpected Admissions to Poson: Expected Admissions ta Prison
h Actual Admissions ta Peson ; Actual Admissions to Prisan:
4 Surcessiul Reduction in Admission to Prisen - 3 Sueeessful Reduction o Admission ta Prison:
1 Average Length of Stay Mew Commitments in Manths [Frem CDCRY Averags Length of Stay Hew Commitments in Manths (Fram CDCRE

Surmary iformation 20011 AP Paymes:: 2012 AP Payment

Year  Award Amt High Perform or Tier Prob Rev Rate COCR POP Aveidance Tier 1 {No More than 25% above Statewade PER} BY% Tier 1 (Mo Mare than 25% above Statewide PFRY

2011 166,120 High Perizim Payment 2 & or 2 {Maore than 25% above Statewide PrRy 0% Tier 3 {More than 25% above Statewide PFR 3 16G0%

2012 - (R0

2013 [ET - % Tier 1 {455 of Savings! Ter 1{A5% of Savings):

e iR 0.00% § £ Tier 2 {a0% of m\.s.:...m_. ey 2 {40% of Savinga)

2015 - M [eRelEH i

2014 Tier incentive Payment i TR i Tier theentive Payment:

2017 } # High Parformiance Payment Depasit: i Hiph Perfarmance Payment Depasit:
2018 i § High Performanes lity Range: High Performance Eligibdity Range:

2019 E rible for Hiph Peefosmance Grant. pible for High Petformance Grant.

Yes
Mo

203

ELIZRS § High Perfermance Grant £st. Payment: vy Bigh Perfarmance Grant Est. Fayment:
W

23




Nevada County

Statewide Felony Frobation Rate: 6.71%
State Cast Avaidance fep ADP: § 23,353

County - Generated Population Avaidance wiin COCR A2 2012-13

Baseline Calculation E Basefine Caleulation

W07 OF WIAYG 2006 200F 2408 AVG
Population County: 621 568 084 i Populatinn Counts 671 &2 G568 584
Probationers to Prison: 1 & it Probationers Lo Prison 27 1 @ n
Frobation Failure Rate. % LT 1M 176 Probation Failure Rate 402% 177 158% 1LTRN

Current Calculation ; Current Calculation

QiR Q¥RT  Q¥R3  QTR4 AP
Papulation Counts: Population Counts - - -
Probationers to Brison i Prabationers to Prisen

1 ProBation Failues Rate: Probation Failure Rate

q Averaps Quarterly Felon frobation Population: Average Ouarterly Falon Probation Pepulation
y Baseline Prebation Fallure Rate Baseling Probation Failure Rate:
: Expected admisgions to Prison: Experted Adanssions to Frison
| fctisal Admissions 1o Prion Actus! Admissions Lo Prison
{ successiul Reduction ia Admission 1o Frison Successful Reduction in Admission to Prison:
Lverage Length of Stay Mew Commitments in Months (From CDCR)- Awerage Length of Stay New Commitments in Months {From COCR)
Summary Informration HLAQR Paympsr ; § 2012 hGP Paymaent

Year  Award Ami High Perform or Tier Prob Rey Rats COCR POP Avoidance  § Tier 1 {Mo Wcre than 5% ahoue Skatewide PIRY Tiet 1 (Mo More than 25% showe Statewida PFRI
20611 114,920 High Parform Paymaent BaT 1 § Ther 2 {More than 2%% above Statewids PYR): % Tier 2 {More thae 15% above Statewide PFR!
012 /A s g
053 7Y Tier I (45% of Savingsh Yos et 3 (453 of Savings):
2014 ST A : § Tier 2 (403 ol Saviagsi. Tier 2 (40% of Savings):
15 /A i ]
016 { Ther Incentive Paymens fog e Fier ngantive Payment:
2017 § High Perforimance Bayment Deposit High Performance Payment Deposit:
20618 | § High Performance Eligibdity Range High Performance Eligibiity Range:
LG :  EHpible for thgh Performance Grant Ehgibte for High Performance Graat!
2020
2892t 3 High Perfarmance Grant Est. Payment. [RERLE High Perfarmance Grant Est. Payment
002
2023
2024
P o
G5, 114,870

e




Crangn County

Statewide Felany Probation Rate
State Cost Avoidance Par ADP

011 2012 3013
a69 E2v

summary Infermation

Year
il
012
013
014
2015
a6
20417
018
2019
2028
201
02z
EliRE
224
20
Tatak

Award Amt
6,194,368

4,181,198

VGZ s “55 2017 2818 wohm thc n.c»_ uxw uOmw wowa JGﬁ‘

,3, e
S m
,Mn .

High Parform ar Tier Prob fiev Rate COCR POP Avordante
Vegr Payment 469
Frer Payrent £ EX v

MO i -
HA
MO

4 Bascline Caleolation

2012-13

Basefine Calcufation

2006 2007 008 W/AVG
Papulation Counts. MBHII 2M25E 2TSA6 27,7LL
3 Probatisners to Prison: 1440 LTIB LA Le0

.M Probatiem Faiturs Rate: 5.1a% 6154 4.15% GAR

Currant Calcutation

2007
Population Courts 38, 28,756
Probatisnars to Prisan o 1738
Praobation Failure Rale 5.34% G I15%

Current Caleulation

208
27,546

1.6394
6.15%

QrRy QarrR2

Papulation Counte AEEIQ IhA448

il Probationers 1o Privon: 08 297
w Probation Failure Rate:

. fwerage Quarterly Felor Prebation Population
Baselme Probstion Fallure Rate:
Expacted Admissions to Frison
H Actual Admissions to Friser:
sucressful Reduction in Admission to Prison:
Average Length of Siay Mew Commitments ine Manths {Froem COCR)
2011 AQP Payment:

Tier 1 {No More than 25% sbovs Statewsdle PFR)
¢ 7 {Mare than 25% above Statewide PER)

ior centive Paymeat.
¥
3| High Performance Payment Deposit:
oh Perfurmiancs Eliglnlity Range:

Higibte for High Perfarmance Grant

High Berformance Srant B3t Paytaent

arR 2
Population Counts
Probationers ta Prisan
Probation Falure Rate

Averape Ciiarterly Falon Probaiion Population:
Baseling Prohation Faifuse Rate.
wpecied Admissions to Prisoen,

| Actual Admissions to Prison:

Syccessful Reduction in Admissian to Prisan
Averape Length of Stay Hlew Commdtments 0 Months {From {BCR):
2012 AQP Payment

Tier 1 {No Mare than 25% above Statewide PER}
Tier 2 (Maore than 25% above Statewide PFR):

1e7 1 {N5% of Savings)
Tigr # {40% of Spvings)

ies Incentive Payment
High Performance Payment Deposit
High Performance Eligility Range
Eligilzle for High Parformance Grant:

High Performance Grant [st Payment:

QrRs aTRA

484,578
%
(i3



Placer County

Statewide Folony Probation Rate:
State Cost Aveidance Par ADP:

ary fnformation

Aweard At
G440, 143
364,597

Pyt

High Perform or Tier
Fier Payment
Tier Payerent
A
R/A
MfA

0.77%
59353

a0t7 2018 uc? 020 ,E: 2 .uowm va.ﬁ Ncu..

Proh Rey Rate CDCR POP Avoidance
.84 A%
060% 28
00
0 00%

G0

pliarg 02 WAYG
Papulation Counts: 1,506 2092 1,837
Prabationers to Poson ¥ kg i1
Probation Failure Rate 2853 4038

Current Calcudation

01213

Baseline Calculation

¥ 2epulation Counts

sl 2007 28 AVG

1,556 1.500 2082 1347
Probationers to Prison 166 137 114 121
Prodation Faiture Raze Lo67% 8131 B48% 6.23%

Current Calculation

Probathoners 1o Prson.
 Probation Faiksre Rate:

, Average Quarterly Felon Probatron Populatien
Baseline Probativn Failure Rate,
Experted Admissions to Prison:
| actual Admissions to Prison
Suecessful Reduction in Admission ta Frison
“bﬁ.;.mm 2 Length of Stay Hew Commitments in aanths (Fram CDCR)
N1 AQE Payment.

Tier | [Mo tore than 25% above Statewde PER)
Yier 2 [(More than 25 ahove Statewide FFR):

F Tier B {A5% of Savingsi
{ Tior 2 {407 of Saviagsh

Tear Incentive Payment:

High Perfermance Payment Qeposit:
High Perfermance Elgibility Rapge:
EBpible for High Performance Grand.

0018
3%
Mo

figh Perfurmance Grant Bst. Payment:

ami
Population Counts
Probationers to Prison
Erobation Failure Rate

Average Quarterly Felon Probation Population:

Baseline Prabation Failure Rate

Exprcted Admissions to Frison

Actus| Admissions Lo Prison

Successful Reduction in Admission to Prisan:

Average Length of Stay Mew Commitments in Months {(From CDCRE
2012 AGP Payiment

Tigr 3 (Mo More than 25% above Statewide PER)
Tier 2 {More than 25% above Statewide #FR;

Tier 1 (45% of Savings):
Tier 2 (409 of Savings i

Tier Incandive Payment:

High Perfarmancn Paymaent Deposit:

High Performance Eligbibty Rarge
tible for High Performance Grant

High Perforpance Graat £91. Payment:




Plumas County

Statewide

Sate Cost Averdance Per Al

2050
2012
2013
2014
2015
LR E
Haw
2018
201E
2030
2041
2027
piiixs]
024

2025

any Probaticn Rate

mouw dcpx

¢ N
Stmmary Information

Wear
2011
2012
013
24
2018
216
2017
pith]
2015
w0
221
2027
2673
Hexd
2035
Tatals

Award Amt
463,658
312,969

:._u

28014 momm von 017 8

High Parform or Tier
Tar Payment
Tier Payment

/i
NS
M/

wcmm uomc mmvm ncnu dcan mmua w.cmm

Proh Rey Rate CDCR POP Avoidance
3.25% 35
N Elise) 24
RERE)
fn0%
a0

1 Probation Fy

2006 2007 2008 WIAVG
Poputation Cowrty 224 2k 224

| Prabationers to Prisan: 31 41 in

Jure Rate 1H 00X 1847

4 Current Calculation

4 Baseline Calculztion

! HHe 2 008 AVG
Population Counts 224 33 222 74

il Frobationers to Prisan 3 35 41 38

q Profbratian Failure Raie 13.84%  15.00%  1847%  I75%%

Current Calculation

QFR3 R4

£ Popitation Colnts: 245 : -

Probationers to Prison
Probation Faifure #ate:

Average Quarterly Felan Prabataon 2oapulation

Baseline Probation Failure Rate:

Expected Admissions to Prisaon

Actual Admissions to Prison:

Suerassful Reduction in Admission ta Prison

Aserage Length of Stay New Commitments in Months (Fror COCR):
2011 AGP Payment:

Tigr 1Mo More than 25% above Statewide PRR)
fier 2 (More than 25% above Statewade PFR). E Q0%

Tior E{45% of Savingsy Yey
Tier 2 {40% of Saviags)

Ter Incentree faymeht:

Higth Perlsrneance Paymaent Deposit:
High Performance Ciigibilily Kange
Eligible for Hipgh Performance Grant.

High Performance Grant Est. Paymient

QR 1 QTRZ  QTR3  QTR4 AQP
it Population Counts . . B .
Frobationers to Prison

Frobation Fatlure Rate

Average (Quarterly Felon Probation Population

Baseline Prabation Failure Rate:

Expected Admissions ta Prison

Actus] Adraissions to Prisor:

Suceessful Reduction in Admission to Prisan:

Average Length of Stay New Commitments ia Months {From COURE

AEEAGE Paymant

Tier 4 (Mo Mare than 25% above Statewide PER}
Tier 2 (More than 253% above Statewide PFR):

Tier 1 (45% of Savings).
Tier 2 {40% of Savings):

Ter Incentive Payment:

High Perfarmance Payment Deposit:
High Performance Eligibilty Range:
thigible for High Performance Grant:

High Ferformange Grant £41. Payment:




Riverside County

Statewisde Fetony Prabation Rate:

State Cost Avoldance Per ADP

2T A0z
Ty \TJ.

s

ammary information

Year  Award Amt
2011 EESYAR
an12 303 520
013
2314
Pl
plikin
ELIRS
HYIR
Hio
Y
pitr3}
2022
023
3024
2005
Totafs

uﬁ:w

0d7%
529353

wcwh .,—w e ‘_c:u ua:w 2019 mCuG 2021 ¥02F 2023 2024 202%

High Perform or Tiar Prob Rev Rate £OCR POP Avoidance
fizr Payment TaF
Teer Payiment 477

HiA
N
A TG

2011-12

Baseline Cafculation

2006
Population Counts 23,58
Probutioners Lo Prisan 15114
A Probation Failure Rata: £.44%

Current Calculation

WAVE

28513
1418

504

f2012.13

Baseline Calculation

i 2008 2007
i Population Counts 22,56 23,502
Prohiationers to Prison 1994 1681

g Probation Failuze Rate 8.44% T 15%

Carrent Cakulation

QIRZ  QTR3
Pognsiition Counts: 24638 B
Probationers to Prisan. 169 222
Prohation Failure Rate

Average Curarterly Felon Probation Popuiation
Baselire Profliation Failure Rate:
i Eapected Admissions 1o Prison:
}2 st Addanessions vo Prison:
suceessfuf Reduction in Adn
average Length of Stay New Commmitments in tanths {From COCRE:

fssion to Prisan

§ 2011 AQP Payment:

Tier 1 {No Mors than 25% shove Statewide PFR)
Ther 2 {Mora than 25% shove Statewide PRRY:

Tier 1 (45% of Savingsi

H Tier 21402 of Savingsk

§High Performance Payment Depuosit:

High Petfurgeanss Higihtlity Range:
Eligitile far High Perfanmance Grant

High Ferfermance Grant Esl. Payrment

TR 4

24,654
T8
317

10

1.037.546
3%
Yoy

QTRE  QFR2 8 Qrra
1 Population Counts - -
§ Prohationess 1o Prison
Prabation Failure Rate

§ Average Ouarterly Felak Prabation Population:

§ Baseding Probation Failues Rate:

] Expected Admissions 1o Prison:

Actual Admissions to frisoa

Suceassiul Recuction in Admission ta Prison

Auerape Length of Stay New Commitments in Manths {From COCR)

2012 AQP Payment

Tigr 1 {No More than 25% above Statewide PR} a%
Tier 2 {More than 25% above Statewide PFR}): 100%

Tier 114%% of Savings):
Tior 7 (40% of Savings):

Tier Biceptive Payment:

High Performance Payment Deposit
High Performance Ehgibility Range:
Edigbie for bigh Performance Grant:

High Perforomance Grant £st. Payment:




Sacramento County

Statewde Felony Probation Rate:
State Cost Avaidance Per ADP:

Summary Infermaticn

Year  Award Amt
2011 2403961
2012 15,509
e
2014
015
2016
2017
2018
207%
202
07
2022
023
2004

0333470

ruDuw

mwau ﬁim

High Perform or
Tier Payment
Tier Payment

WA
A
LT

uc; mc: 208 m 2019 maua mc: .\,am: vauw .5 q

B

J_y

Tier

Prob Rey Rate
L1 33%
0007
0 600%
000%

CDCR POP Avaidance

2031-12

Baseline Calculation

%57
13778
1.356
G843 137K

005 W/AVG
13807 13862
1467 1.75¢
136745

Pepudation Counts
Brohatianars to Prison:
Proftion Failure Rate:

Current Cafcufalion

¥2012-13

Baseline Cafculation

i Population Counts
i Prabationers to Prisan

2006 Z0g7
13536 13370
1,096 1356

Prabation Failure Rata BORM R4k

Current Calculation

2008
13807

1907
1371%

AV
13862

L756
12.67%

{ Puputlation Counts

AZ i QTR 2
15375
Probatiosers to Prison: 414

Prohatian Failure Rate

Average Qarterly
Basaline Probation Failure Ral

Expected Admissions to Prison:

Actuat Sdimissions to Prison

Suceessfat Aeduction in Admission o Prisen:

fon Probation Popidation:

§ Average tongth of Stay Mew Commitments i Manths {From COCIY

2015 AOP Payment:

tor 1Mo More than 333 ahove Statewide PFR)
Teer 2 {More than 258 shove Statewide PERY 1%

q Tiet 10a5% of Savingsh

Tier 2 {40% of Savingsh

Tier Incenthve Paymeat

ate Parformanss Payment Deposit 0495
High Performanes Flipbility Range:
Ehgibla for High Pedormance Grant:

High Perfarmance Grant Fst Payment,

Poptdaton Counts

 Peobationers to Prisan

Prohation Faiture Rate

Awverage Guartery Folen Probatian Population:

Baseline Probation Failure Rate

Expectad Admissinns to Prison:

Actual Admissions to Prison-

Successiul Redurifon in Agmisson fo Prsan:

Average Length of Stay New Commutments in Manths (From COCRE
2012 AQF Payrment

Tier | (Mo Mare than 25% ahaove Statewide PFR):
Tier 2 {More that 25% above Statewide PER):

Fiee 1 (5% of Savings).
Fier 2 {40% of Savingsk

Tier dncentive Payment:

High Performance Payment Depagi:
High Rerfarmance Bigitility Range:
Eligible for High Performance Grant,

{igh Performance Grant 51 Payment:

0.800%

100%

‘a5




San Benito County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate: 8714
State Cost Avoidance Per AGP: § 19,353

Wil 200z 3013
C; :mv

Summary information

Year  Award Amt High Perform or Tier Prab Rev Rate CDER POP Avaidance
21 - A 13.70% {22}
Lix el /A D008 {154
213 R iR

2014 A GOO%

s A GO

23

2017

2018

2018

pliri

4201112

Baseling Caleulatlon

2406 2007 008

Poputation Caunts: 750 &85 Ri8

f Probationars to Prisan: 18 55 38
¥ Probation Failure Rate: 240 BD3W T 34n

Current Calculation

WHAYG
563

44

7 18%

2007

B85

55

240%  B.03%

e Q¥R GIRA
Popuiation Caunts G G2y -
w Prabationars o #Frison 15 21
L probation Faliure Rate:

.><o$zm Quartery Fefon Probation Paputati

Baselne Prabation Failure Rate,

Expected Admissions to Prison
TActial Admissions to Frisen:

Succassful Reduction in Admission to Privon:

Average Eength of Stay NBew Commitments in Months (From CDCR):
[ 2011 AGP Payment

Tigi 1 (Mo More than 29% above Stalewide £
§Tior 2 {More than 253% ahove Statewide PFI).

Tier L{45% of Savings)
| Tier 2 {433 of Sauiags)

Tier Incentive Payment
| High Parfcrieznce Payment Beposit:
High Performance Eligibdity Range.
Efigible for High Petformance Grant

ph Perfarmance Grant Est Pagmert

arp4

QTR1 QiR 2 : area AP
| Popuficn Cotmts - .
Prabiationers o Prison
Probatinn failure Rate 0.00%
o
i rverage Quarterly Felon Probation Papulation;
H Baseline Probation Fatlure Kate:
d Expected Adrmisiions to Prison:
& Actial Admissions to Prison:
§ successful Reguction in Admission 1o Prisan:
Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Months {From CDCR)
E 2012 ACP Payiment

 Tier 1 [Mo More than 25% above Statewide PFR).
| Tier 2 {More than 259 shove Statewide BFR).

fer 1 {a%% of Savings):
q_ﬁ 2 L% of Savngs):

Tier Incentive Payment:
I High Performance Payiment Qeposit
i High Perforntance Eligibiity Range:

Elgibife for High Perdarmance Grant.

High Performance Grant Est Paymeny




San Berparding County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate.
State Cost Avoidance Per ADP:

L 2012
S168T 114

S

Summary Infarmation

Year  Award Ami
011 1.976,061
22 1500571
013
014
2015
20k
M7
2018
2019
2020
nzl
023
2
prsrdi]
20345
Totals.

3,476,632

mc_w

High Pertorm or
Tier Payrent
Tear Payment

MAA
[
HiA

R

% ﬂw.wwﬁwa

Tier

s?ifm

CDCR POP Avpidance
168
14

Prab Rev Rate

.00
0an%s
0 O0F

$2013-12

Bazeline Calculation

2106 2008

12,593

2007
23,436 24,098
2216 2,182
B48%  F 0%

Papulation Counts:
Probationers to Prison:
o Frobation Failure Rage

Currem Caleulation

e

Fi8gg
2,205

973%

32012-13
i

Baseline Calculation

2008 VG

29088 23,490
2183 A

S0 5.23%

2006
32593

2,333
n.33%

i Population Counts
Probationers to Prizon
& Probution Fadare Rate

f Carrent Calculation

24,200
513

B} Popaiation Counts
Prediationers te frisar,
Prabation Failere Rate

Papulation

,m mémzﬁ_ Aduissions Lo Prison

A Actual Adimissions te Prison:
Successiul Reduztion in Ademission 1o Prison:
Average beagth of Stay New Commitmends in Stoaths [Feom CBCR)Y
211 AGE Paymant:

% Tier |{Mo More than 25% above Statswide PFR)

Tier 2 {dore than 25% above Stitewide PFR)

3 Tier 1 {453 of Savingsy:
4§ Tier 2140% ol Savings):

Ther inceative Payment:
Figh Performance Pavineat Depasit
High Parfarmance Elgdsility Range

8 Elipible for High Performanee Grant

High Performance Grant Fst. Payment:

AP
24,4081
3,052

853%}

24,461
9.23%
2 qS

[*XLLE]
 population Covnts .
| Probationers to Prisen
Brobation Failure Rate

OFR A

& Aversge Quarterly Fedon Prabation Population:
faseline Probation Failure Rate.
Expected Admissions te Prisan:
j Actual Adrsissiens Lo Prison:
successiul Reduction in Admission to Prison
Avorage Length of Stay New Commilmaris in Manths (From COCRE
{2612 AGE Paymers
i 1 iMoo Mare than 25% above Statewide PYRE:
Tier 2 {Mars than 25% above Statewide PERY

 ier 1 (455 of Savings):
B Tier 2 (0% of Savings):

Tigr lncentive Payment

High Perfarrrance Payment Deposic

High Petformance Eligibility Ranpe
iggible For High Performants Grant:

High Performance Grant Est Payment:




San Diegy Colinty

Statsande Felony Probation Rate:

State Cost Avoidance Per ADP:

Year ch
201% gmu
2012
2013
2004
2005
2016
piskiy
018
ELOER: S
020
2021
02
2z
2024
225

a2

Surrm ary inlermation

Award Amt
2REL2
LABETHT

Year
011
012
24313
AtLa
2015
207¢
2017
208
2018
2000
2021
ez
2023
034

3,552,380

,/Myf%,.. W

High Parform o Tier

Tier Payment
Tier Paymernt
/s
/A
LITE

Probs Rev Rate

CDCR PO Avoidance
G955 18%
L.00% 108
A4 -
0.00%

Q.00

i mmmm__:m Caleufalion

2008

.x. Popuiation Counts 19,795

Probazianers to Prison

1,664

Probation Failure faie: BA

Current Calculation

WIS
20,253
pEYE
(AL

M Baseling Caloulation

Popufation Counts

nta
13,7495

2007
20,494
1,533

2008
0,216
632

AVG

Probationers to Prison 664

Probation Failyre Rate fars LI 7UEw

3 current Calculation

are 3
Population Zounts 14,4 B
Probatiners to Prisan
Feobatian Failure Rate:

Average Quartetly Felon Probation Population
Baselme Probation Faitura Rate:
Expected Admissons o Prison
Actual Adraissions to Prison
 suceessful Reduction in Admission to Prisan:
Average Length of Stay New Commitraents ire Morsths {From COCR).
2011 AQP Payment

Fier LMo dore than 253 above Statewide PER)
0 Vier 2 (Miore than 359 above Statewide PFR)

Fier 2 (453 af Sanngs i
Tier fpcontive Payment
High Parformance Payment Deposit
i bigh Performance Eligibility Bange
Ehgitle fur High Perfsrmance Grant

iph Performance Grand Bt Payment:

QTR 4

0%

236 620
3%
He

QiR1 TR 4

0.085
Average Quarterly Fefon Frobation Popatation:

TR

| Baceline Probation Failure Rate

i faected Admissions t Prison:

¥ Actual Admissions to Prison

1 successful Reduction in Admission Lo Prisan

| Average Length of Stay New Cormmitments in Manths {From COCRYE
§ 2042 AQP Payment

Jvicr 1 (No Mare than 25% above Statewide PFR):
er 2 {fare than 25% above Statewide PFR):

Tier 1 {44% of Savings)
Tier 7 {40% of Savings}

2 Tizl [ncentive Payment

High Perfarmarnce Payinent Deposit:

High Performance Higihility Range.
igible for High Performance Grand

W Hiph Performance Grant 5t Payment:




Sah Francisca County
Statewide Felony Probation Rate 6.4
State Cost Avoidance Per AR 5 20,353

01112

2 Easeling Calculation i Baseline Calculation
,wo: ma—» 2013 woub 2015 RIS Nn:u« wawm Ncww uowo 2021 .Suu mcn mﬂm _ uomw : 2006 2007 2008 WIAVG 2008 2007 2GOE AVG
Papulation Caunts. 5,840 65,473 6,755 6703 Bopulation Counts 5,840 5,473 0755 6,703
Prabationers to Prsan: 257 223 287 273 Prabatisaers to Frison 57 223 287 273
Probation Failure Rate. WA BASW AARM L07% Probition Faiture Bate 7% 3ASH 4.28% 4.07%

Current Calculation Current Calcufation

4 QTR 3 Q¥R 4 AR IR 2
Population Counts: L 182 - &§,087 Papulation Counts -
Probationers i¢ Prson: 62 s Probationers to Prisen
Probation Failyes Rats 3.55% Probation Failure Rate

werage Quarrerly Felon Probation Pogulatien 5087 Average Cluarterfy Fedon Prabation Poputatior
| Baseline Probatian Faikse Rater 1077 Baselie Probation Failura Rake:
Expected Admissions to Prison”
Actual Admissiong te Prison
Successhul Reduction sn Admission to Prigsn
Average Length of Stay New Commitenents in Months {From COCRY
2012 AQP Faymant

Expectod Admissions W Prisan.
Actuad Admissions to Prison

Sucressiul Reduction in Admission to Frisor:

Awerage Length of Slay New Commizmmonts in Months (From CDCR)

Summary lrfarmation 201t AGP Payment

Tigr 1 {No Mare than 25% abrove Statewide PFR)
il 106, Fier 2 (Moo than 25% above Statewide PFRY

Year  Award Amt High Perfarm or Tier Prob Rev Rate CRCR POF Avoidance i Tior 1 (Mo Moro than 25% above Statewde PERY

il 41rgsa Tier Payment 3.58% 32 H Yier 2 (More than 25% above Statevwnds PFR
2012 257,143 Tier Payment 0005 a3 3

EES - NfA [LhE i . A Hier 1459 of Savings)

218 Min G tier 2 (4% of Savings) N Fier & {40% of Savings):

918 e
RIS 4 Her Incertive Mayrest i A Tier incentive Paymant:
2017 High Performance Payment Deposits 48,443 High Parformance Payment Deposit:
2018 z_wr Performance Eipitadity Range: 204 High Performarnce Efipibility Range:
2019 ; Eligibke for High Performance Grant o Ebgible for High Performance Grant:
2020 J
2021
2032
024
2024
s

Tota

Yey f Tier L145% of Savings):

igh Performance Grant Fst. Payment: High Ferformance Grant st Fayment:




San loaguin Cotinty

Statewide Felany Frobatien Rate 67

State Cost Avendance Pep ADP: S 20.38

Year mo: ucC .E.Z LEE M:_w ,;.5 svc: xomm mo: NG.E .5: 022 Ncm ma a4 25

203 .:vi T_:
2012

] Summary Information
Award Amt High Perform or Tier

Pif

KPS

MR

MNfs

M/

Prob Rev Rate
ENE
Q.00%
0.00%
000
[ERalER

CDTR POP Avoidance

201112

Baseline Calculation

012-13

Haseline Calculation

7086 2007 WIAVG
Pupetation Counls: 11,203 10,181 9,035
Pecbationers ta Prisoh 208 06
Probation Fadure Rate. L8em Lo

Currant Calculation

2006 2097 2008
Population Counts 11,203 G183 85
Probationers ta Prisen 08 204 232

| Probation Fallure Rate La6%  1udk 270%

Current Caloulation

250

i Aveeage Quarterfy Felon Probaton Popufistion
1 Baseline Probatiow Faikare Rate:
i Expectad Admissions te Prison
q Aclual Admissions ko Prison.
Successful feduction in Adrrssien to Prisos
Avernge Leregzh of Sray Mew Commitinent s in fonths {From COUR}
i 2019 AR Payment

Tier 1 {He Mare than 254 above Statewede PFRY
er 7 {Btare than 2530 abave Statewle PFRY:

ot 1{43% of Savings)
Tier ¥ (40% of Savings)

| tior Incentive Payment
B High Performance Paynsant Deposit:
.Em_u porformance Eligidity Rangs
Elishio for High Performance Grant

Y tligh Parformance Gras: Est. Payment

QR AR 2 (TR 3
Population Counts

§ Probationers Lo Prison

Probation Failure Rate

Averape Quarterly Felon Probation Population:
Baseling Probation Failure fate:

expocted Admissions (o Prison

Actual Adsmssions ta Prison:

A successfal Redustion in Admission to Prison:

Average bength of Stay Hew Commitraents in Months {From COCR}

2012 AQF Payment

Tier 1 Mo Muore than 25% above Statewide PFR}:

€ T 2 {More than 253 aboue Statewitde PRRE

F Fier 1 (5% of Savings):

Fer 2 [40% of Savings:

E tier incantive Paymenl:
t Hiph Parformance Payment Deposit
E High Perfarmance Eligibility Range:

Higible for High Perfonmance Grant:

t High Performance Grant £5t. Payment




San Luis Obispa County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate' 677TH
State Cost Avaitdance Per ADP: s

Biw Nm; 2015 &:m 2017 2018 N.Zw uoms w:uh N:Mw MDNW NGMS wew»

Summary Infarmation

Year  Award Amt High Parform er Yier Prob Rev Rat
pisT S M4 4 58%
2012 - r/A 0.00%
2013 H/4 0.00%%
A1 HAA 0.00%:
2015 MR 3 00%
2018

Fiit b

2618

20149

a0U0

2021

2022

2003

2024

2035

2008 WAVG
Population Counts: E 2,564
Probationers to Prison 85 B8
Prohation Fadure Rate S 3315 345%

i Lurrent Caleutation

201213

3
“._ Baselino Calculation

2047 2008 AVG
Population Counts ¥ 2.583 2,569 2,563
Frahationers to Prisen ag 85 58
if Frobation Failure Rate 379 33 140%

i Current Calcutation

QiR i QiR3y  OTR4
Popuiation Caunts: L9537
¥ Probationers to Prisan: 44
Prahation Falure Rate

Mverape Quarterly Felon Prohation Population:
Baseline Probatios Failloe Rate,
} Expected Admissions to Prisan
§ Actual Admissions 1o Prisan
{ Successtul Reduction in adaussion Lo Prison
0 Average Length of Stay Hew Commitments in Months (From COCR)
F0L1 ACQP Payment:

L Tier B {Mo dore than 25% above Statewide PIR):
§ Ther 2 {higre than 25% above Statewide PFR): ()%

Yes
Mo

:e_ 1{45% of Savings}
Trer 2 {404 of Savirgsh

¢ Tier incentive Payment
High Perforesance Payment Deposit
High Perfarmance
i Cligrhle for High Pesformance Grant

High Berformance Geapt £5t. Payment

QTR 2 QFR3F
4 Papulation Counts -
W Probatianers ta Prison
Probation Failure Rate

U:EQE_ Adnussions ta Prison

3 ctusl Admissians to Brison:
Succosstul Reduction in Adrission ta Prison:

% Average Length of Stay New Cemmitments in Manths (From COCR)
2012 AGP Payment

| Tier 1 (Mo fiore thae 25% sbove Statewide PFR)
Tier 2 {More than 25% above Statewide PFR)

$Tiey 1 {45% of Savings):
Tier 2 (40% of favings):

I Tiey ihcentive Payiment
High Performance Payrient Deposit
High Pesformance Eligibility Range:
? ligitle far High Performancee Grant:

h Performance Grant Est Payment:




San Mateo County

Statewidde Felony Probation Rate:
State Cost Avaxfance Por 400

8t Summary Information

Yaar  Award Amt
2011 .
2012
2013
2014
2005
2016
2017
2018
PLg )
00
W
2002
0623
2029
25
Totals:

ucm.\_ uaww

High Perform or Tier

MEA
/A
i
Tdfn
M

&80

Prob Rev Rate
EER

005
§430%
[iEHES
0.00%

2011-12

Baseline Calculation

NEm Nc,: mﬁm 2019 ucua 2l 022 maxw 2007 208 WiAvG

5,544 4,650 5,714
245 250 248
Ag% ddu a0 4.35%,

ik Basefine Caleulation

2007 08 AVS
fl Popuiation Counts 6162 53846 5880 5714
i Prabationers to Prispn 245 250 248

Probation Failure Rate 5% 4.19% a4 495%

A Current Calewlation

TRl OTR4

% Probation Failure Rate:

Average Quarterfy Felon Probat:on Population”
Jine Probation Faikiee #ate:
Expected Admissians to Prisan:
s T Prison

L
.W Sue 34& Regpction in >a:_$£:= .: _u:ms__

CDCR POP aveidance 1 {Ne bhore than 15% above Statewide PRAY
{691} 2 {More than 25% above Statewitds PIR)
{466}
E Ther 1.{45% of Savings):
2 {4 of Savings):

:_m: ._mlc«:; nee Payrment Deposit
:_m_w Performance Eligillity Range
Elighie for High Performance Grant

.Imm__ Performance Grant B3t Payinent

QTR3 Q7R 4 AQP
Popatation Counts - - - -
i Probationers to Prison - -

I Probation Failure Rate OB

§ Average Quarterly Fedor Prabation Popul.

Raselne Probation Failure Rate:

Expected Admussions to Prison:
§ actusl Admissions to Prison:

Stneessiul Reduction in Admission (o Prison:

Average Length of Stay New Commitments in anths {From CGER]
2012 AGP Payment

Tior 1 (Mo More than 25% above Statewide PFR):
Tier 2 [Wgre than 25% above Statewide PERY:

Tier 1 [45% of Savingsi:
Tier 2 {40 of Savings):

Tier incentive Paymeont.

High Parformance Payrent Depusit:
High Pesfosmance Higihikty Range:
Hligible For High Performance Grant:

figh Performance Grant Est Payment:




Santa Barhara Courly

statewide Falany Probation Rate:
State Cast Avoidanco Por ADP

MQZ Mc wm

Summary Infarmation

Yaar
2011
O
213
2114
2015
16
L7
2018
9
Pitkat)
W
W27
20023
A28
2025
Totals

Aveard Amt High Perform ar Tier
1,697,862 Tier Paymant
1,142,687 Fror Payment
- i
H/A
M

2 mw.‘,.t:

2

Prob Rev Rote
398%
ALY
0 g0%,

0 aGH
SRS

Nc; wa: ucyw mcrw Ncmc uamw .Sm..w

o

2023 2024 2035

CR POP Aveidance
118

e 007 0B W/IAVG
4643 4,778 1757
395 295

B2 620

Ponulaiion Counts
Protsationers b Prisan
Brohation Failure Raie;

Cutrent Caloulati

2007 2008
4,778 A757

395 i)
B27E 520N

& 2011 Aap

A Highe Pecformance Payrseit Deposit:

(83181
Population Counts 4598
Probatianess (o Prisen 43
Prahiation failure Rate:

0rR 3 QATR4a

Average Guarterly Felon Probation Popuiation
Baseling Prohation Failure Rate:
Frpected Admissiong to Brisan

# Actual Admrssions o Prisen:

Snceesshad Reduction in Admission to Prisan
Averspe bength of Stay Mew Commitiments b Maatihs {From COCRE
Paymen:

TFier kL [do More than 25% above Statowide PFR§

Fer 2 {&ore than 25% above Statewide PFR) h 100%
Tior 1{45% of Savingsh: fas
Tier 2 {40% of Savings): Mo

Tigr Incentive Payment:
188,696

3 High Perfarmance Bighilty Range: Y%
m_,mu_mm for High Parfarmance Grant. o

High Performance Grand F3t. Payment

B

QYR 2
£ Propulation Coohis
¥ Probatisners to Prison
{ Probation Frilure Rate

Average Quarterly Felon Probation Population.
2 passline Probatian falure Rate
Expected Admissions to Prison
Auteeal Admissions Lo Prizon;
Sucressiud Reduction in Admission To Pron
swerage Length of Stay Mew Cammeaments iy Months (From COCR):
201 AQP Payient

Tier 1 {Bao More than 25% ahove Statewide PER})
Tigr 2 {(More than 25% above Statewide PFR):

Tigr 1{45% of Savings)
Tigr 7 {a0% of Savings)

Tier Incentive Payment

i High Pecormance Payment Depusit
High Performance Eligibility Range:
Fligible for High Performarce Grant:

High Performance Grang Est. Payment




Santa Clara Cownty

Statewide Felony Probation Rate: 5.77%
State Cost Avoidance Per ADS: 528,353

Year wcf UOHM Du«v mc—a .wc.: N:Hm u:wm 2020 uouu rithds .vc.; 2024 Ew\w

204L gy (13)

/é .féw

A

Ssurmary Information

Year  Award Amt High Parform or Tier Proh Rev Rate COCR POP Avoidance
2011 - MNin GEET
2002 [EF0 GO0
2ui3 A 0 00%
2084 MR 060%
Eathin A el

2016

201112

Baseling Calculation

2004 AB0E

Population Counts) 17863 178%1  17.80627
Probationers 1o Prion 77 856
& Probation Faikure Rate: ER-1t 4 20% 367

Current Calculation

WAYG
17,880

75
3.795%

2012-13

Baseline Cakeulation

2006 2007 2008 AVG
Population Codats 1767 47,854 1T REY
Probationets to frison 594 78F 656
Prabatien Failure Rate 3.89% A.22% 367%

R
i urrent Calculation

TR

Paputation Counts: 14,350

Probationers to Prisen 1827
Y Prabation Fafurs Rats

Average Quarterly Felon Prohation Population:
J Basehne Probation Failure Rats:
Expected Adwmissions to Plisan

8 Actual Admissions to Prison:

¥ successiul Reduction in Ademssion to Prison

ior | {No More than 25% ahove Statewide PFR)
, { Tier 2 {More than 25% above Statewide PER)

dTier € {45% of Savings)
Tier 2 {40% of Savings}

Ther Incentie S3yment:

High Perfaamance Bayment Depasit:
58 High Pecformance Eligibibity Ranpe

Eligila for High Prrformance Grant:

314 gl Performandce Grant Est. Paymant

QI 4

QIR 1 QTR 2
Population Counts “ .
Probationery to Prisen
Frabation Failure Rate

Average Quarterly Felon Probation Mopulation:
Baseline Probation Faiture Rate:
i Experted Admissions to Prison
] _?_c.: Addriigsions 1o Prizon
¥ successful Reduction in Admission 1o Prison:
' Average Length of Stay New Commitrnents in Months (From COCR)
2012 AQF Paymenl

2 Fier 1 (Mo More than 25% above Statewide PER):
f Tier > [hure than 255 ahove Statewide PER)

Tier £ {455 of Savanpsk
o Ther 2 {as3 of Savngsh

1 incentive Payment:
Pe 5 mance ﬁ.:_imi Depasit

M Hizh Porformance Grant £31. Payient:




Sarda Cruz Coundy

statewide Felany Probatian Rate
State Cosk Avaidance Per ADP:

kZu :;.‘ Ncﬂﬂ uc_w Mawm Dpu ucxo :DMH a2 w=mn .Vn:: 025

ey

m& e
AEE

Summary tnformation

vear  Award Amt High Perform or Tier Prab Rev fate CHCR POP Avoidance
2011 341,518 High Ferform Paymant 320 {28}
M2 - iR .0

L) R Renalisy

014 - /A [eR¥ i)

015 [E17) O K

1016

017

e

2018

2020

pLiay

Az

2033

Ly

025

Baseling Calculation

2306 20407
Pupulation Counts: 2820

Prebationars to Prison.

Prabation Failure Riste 2.44% L84

Lurrent Calculation

WANG

2704

1 2010-13

Baseling Calculation

2008
Papulation Caunts 2911 ]
Probationers to Prisen w2 2]
Protsatian Fatlure Rate Faan LBAY 234%

Carrent Caleulation

Population Counts:
Probationers to Prison

{ Prabation Fadure Rate:

Averige (uarierdy Felon Probation Poputation
Bagekns Pradation Failure Rile

Expected Admissions 1o Prisan:

Actuil Admissons o Prizon

successful Recuctan in Adraission to Prison

Average tenpih of Stay Mew Commitments in Menths (From CBCRY

2001 AP Payhrent

Tier 1 (Mo More than 753 abowve Stitewide PFR)

£ Tiey 2 (More thar 25% shove Stalewide PFR)

Tier 1 [45% of Savingsy.
Tier 2 {40% of Savingsi

Tiar Incentive Payrsent:

Em._ Ferformancs cﬂ:ﬁ,_: Derposit:

High Performarce Geant Fst. Paytent

arR4 AP
2541
a4
3.20%

a%
B0

2

Popuitation Counts
Prabationers (o Prison

j Prubation Failure Rote

Awerage Quarterly Felon Probation Papulation
Baseiine Prokazion Failure Rate:

Expeoted Admissions to Prisen.

Actral Adanssioes te Prison,

Suscesshul Baduction i Admission to Prisom

{ Average Longth of Stay Mew Commitments in Months {frem COCR)

2012 AQP Payment

Tior 1 {Mo viore than 25% sbove Statewide PRR]
Fior 2 [fdore than 254 ahove Statewide FIRY

Tier § {45% of Savings):
Tier 2 {403 of Saangsh

Tiet Incentive Payment.

High Perfarmance Fayment Deposit:
High #erformance Eligibdity Range:
Eigihle for High Perfonnance Grant:

figh Perfrermanecs Grant Est Papment



Shasta County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate: 6774
State Cost Avoidange Per aDE, S FB3s3

01112 ) ’ 2012.13

AQP o ! ; i : : | ; S Basetine Calculation Baseline Caleulation

Year uc: uc: 203 ww E:a 2015 2825 4 2006 2007 2008 W/ AVG ? 2008 AV
2011 4 Popufation Counts: 14349 L6731 L&0L 1607 Population Counts Azt H73 1.604 1607
2012 W Probationers ba Prison hE:1 238 231 235 i Prabationers tn Prisen 7 2 231 235
2014 LR . Pesbation Fadure 2001% B E%  1343% 14 563% # Probation Failure Rate 20, 4114 [443% 61
2034

1S e Current Caleulation Currant Caleulation

2016 e«i,@w & ikl ER:  QIR3 QTR+ AQP , ] TR2  QiR3  QrRa
w17 R .. Poguiation {ounts LEAR LURL . . 1815 vn::_ ation Counts, - - B
018 ool E Probationers ts Prison 25 6l . 56 A A probationars to Prison

2019 i Prabation Fatluere Rate 18.13% Probation Failure Rate

2620

2621 . 3 Average Carterdy Felon Probation Population: Lals Average Quarterly Felon Probation Popuiation

i PR : Basehne Probation Fadure Rate 146 Baseline Probation Faliure Rate

023 ¢ Expected Admissions fo Praon 265 P ¥ Gxpected Admissions to Prison

Akl Admissions to Prson. Actual Admissians to 1

Suctessiul Reducticd it Adraission 1o Prisea

4 Average Length of Stay New Commitiments in 0Maaths (From CDCRY
{ 2012 A0 Payment

2024 R
2025 Bl Successful Bedeeton In Adnuasion w Prisen

A Average Length of Stay New Commibments in Adonths (From CDRCR):
mt«:_:w_é_:-a::,_:u: N 2003 AAP Payment

Year  Award At High Perform or Tiey Prob Rev Rate CIMCR POP Avaidance Tier | {No Moca than 25% above Statevade PER} v ] (Mg Maore thar 25% above Statewids PFR):
J01L 106,781 Tier Payment JEREL BB Tior 2 (tnro than 25% above Statewide PRRg: HI% v 2 (Miose than 2520 sbove Statevide PRRY
012 81,087 Tier Payesent 0,008 .

203 B HA 0.00% or 1 {443 of Savingsh:
] BIA D06 £ Tier F{A0% of Savingsh: Yes

2015 RTEY D0

Blo

Tier incendive Payment 3l n.ﬁww._w._.”

j Highs Parforeance Paymest Deposit: 13,348
I | High no:o:fxgm.m;_}:\ m::um

:.%__ Parformance Eligihilty Ranga
Higible for High Perfarmance Grgnt

Eligibde for High Pesfanmance Grant: Mo
piirst
2021 i High Porformance Grart Bt Payment
2032 ,
2423
2004
s

:%: Performance Grant Est. #aymens

187.867




Sterra County

Statewide Felony Prahation Rata:
State Cost Avoidance Per ALP:

Year
LYY
2012
2013
2014
15
26146
017
2018
2014
2020
2021
2832
i
2024
225

o Suninary

Year
2011
12
2013
2014
2015
216
M7
2018
iy
2020
2021
2022
2033
2024
il
Tutaly:

2013 2012
3 .ﬁ

Inforaeation

Award Amt

vzm

[
§ 39351

2014 2015 ,vn:m uo: uc_m cE N:uc uau_ Noum 20323 300724 Nomu

W/ﬁx;

Higl Perform or Tier Prob Rey Rate COCR POP Avoidance
A 2B.5TH {8)
/A 0.00%
RIS 0.00%
LI5S 0.00%
NfA (.00%

{zo11.12

Baseline Calculation

2006 2007 WAVG

i Popuation Counts: 5 35
4 Probationess to Prison: 7
Probation Fallure Rate.

Currant Laloulation

2012-13

Bazeline Caleutation

2007 Q08
Population Counts kR kL]

2 Probationers to Prison 2 2

Probation Failure Rate 000 5 7E% S 5 T7R% 5.43%

Current Caleulation

QTR & Q¥R 2 are4d

”_uc_u:_m.:o: Caurds, 3 34

Probrationers Lo Prisan: 4 1
Prabation Fablure Rate:

Average Quarierdy Faton Probation Papulation

Basehne Probation Failure Rate

Fupected Admissions to Prison

Actual Admisgaons 1o Frivon

Successful Baduction in Admission to Prison:

Average Leegth ol $tay Mew Corraitments in Moniks {From CUCR)

2010 AQE Bayment

Tier 1 {Fa Mare than 25% above Siatewsd

Tier 2 {taare than 25% abowve States ¥ T 00%

1 §435% of Savings) Mo
Tier 2 110% of Savings} Yes

Tier incentive Payiment

x:_r Perfarmancs: Pa {:‘,cmx [Deposit,
::.r performance Elig :
Cighle for High Performance Gramt

High Performancs Grant £5t. Payrent-

QiR 2 L]
Population Counts
Probationers to frisen

Frobation Falluye Rate

averape Duarterly Felon Probation Papulation
Baseline Probation Faifure Rale

Experted Admissions to Prison

Actual Admissions ta Privon:

i suceessful Reduction in Admissian te Prison:

Avarage :_.Ewr of Stay Mew Commitmonts i Months (Frem COCR}

2012 AQP Payvment

Tior L (o More thar 25% sbove Statewide PFARY

§ Tier }{Maore than 25% above Statewide PFR)

d Tier 1 145% of Savings):
3 Tier 2 (405 of Savings):

% Tier meantive Payment:
High Performance Payment Deposit
High Perfarmance Elgibility Range:
§ Lligibie far High Performance Grant

g High Parformance Granl £t Payment:




Siskiyon County

stazewide Felomy Probation Rate: 6 7%
State Cast huoidance Per ADP: & 29,353

e
b
2001 2012 ks
.
N, SU—
ST

Surmmary lfarmation

Year  Award Amt High Perforim or

2013 BH,77S Tier Payment

2012 73 Tiew Payment
fafh
/A
Nfa

3
iag ks
2020
2021
1023
2023
2024
202%
Totals

145,34

Proh Rev Rate
A4 550
[ERV i)
00
oo
Q.0

CBCR POP Avoidance

ok 2011-12

Rassdine Calculation

2006 A7 2008
Popuiation Counts: Endi] hid 547
Probationers 1o Poson: G4 bt Eid
Probaticn Faifure Rate: 10385 5.08%  HaB%

Currant Calcubation

WAVG

551

31
563

2012-13

Bascline Calculation

ol Ty 2008 AVG
Population Counts 547 551
Frobatiners tn Prison T EXS
Frobiation Failure Rate 5 48 5.63%

Currant Calculation

QTR 2
Population Counts: 240
Probatiorers to Prison 7
Probation Tailurs Rate

AALE]

Buerage Quearterly Felon Probatien Population
Basedine Probatios Failure Rate:
Expected Admivaions to Prison:
Actaal Admissions to Prison
suecensiul Reduetinn in Admession ta Frison
Average Length of Stay New Comnirents in tonths {From COCR)
A0TE ATER Payement
zr 1 Mo More than 25% above Statewsde PER)
pr 3 (hare than 28% shove STateweks PFR)

1 Tier 1(43% of Savings)
Hor 3 (408 of Savings)

Ter Incentive Payment

High Parformance Payiment Deposit
High Performance Eligibilty Rangs
Elighia for thgh Performance Grant

High fFerformance Grant Bt Paymaent

&%
100%,

Yes
Ma

N

9.642
W%

Mo

QrR3

Population Coants
Probationers Lo Prison
Prodaticn Failture Rate

Average Quarterly Felon Prabation Population:
Baseline Probation Failure Rate:

Expocted Adntissions to Prison:

Actual Adrmisssions to Prisan

Sucressful Reduction in dmission ta Prison

Average Lenpth of Stay Mew Commitments by Manths (From COUR)

4012 AQP Payment

Figr 1 (Mo Maore than 25% above Statewide PER):

I Tier 2 {More than 25% above Statewide PFR}

Tier ) (45% of Savings):
Tier 2 140% of Savings)

Tier Incentive Payment:
High Performance Fayment Deposit:

Elgible for High Performance Grant,

High Performance Grant Est. Payment




solann County

tewide Felomy Prabation Rate: . BT
State Cost Avoidance Per AR 539353

! e 3 i = sz? £ . Baseline Calculation
Yoar Mn:_ AL wam.. wu 15 v:.:; A_n:w xwmm 2019 MDNO 2021 2006 207 2008
ELCH N R 1 ! i Popelation Counts: 31,316 3,384 3,358 3,365 Population Caunts 3416 3,384 56 3,385
0Ly ¢ i i . X Probationars to Prizon 412 343 292 2ad Probationers Lo Prison w12 341 272 2493
. i Profation Failure Rate LAO6%  1008%  RIDe 870% Probation Failure Rate P2.06%  10.08%  B10H W

WAVG 206 2007 MG

2013

2014 A 5
015 Higeng ] Current Calculation Current Calculation

16 }ﬁ:emj ) ¥ i s LERa orrd Aap Qrhe  GTR2  QTR3  QTR4
2017 R Population Counts: 54 ra9%8 - - 3,024 Pupafation Counts - . - -
2048 L . &1 Probationers Lo Prison i 67 - 266 Prohationers to Prison

4018 . Prabation Fadure Rate 5.B0% Probation Fallure Rate

2020 -

plivs . ) Average Cuarterly Felon Prohation Papulation

w22 Lo Baseling Probation Failure Kate

ma Expacted Admisuons o Prison

Actual Adeissions bo Prison

Sutcessfut Reduction in Admsskon to Prison

Average Length of Stay Mew Comraitments i Months {From ZDCR
2011 AQE Payment:

.). Averege Duasterly Felon Probation Popubstion
A hasuline Probation Faiture Rate!
g Expected Adniissions Lo Prison:
Actial Admissions to Prison
Successful Reduction in Adisission to Prison:
M Avorage Length of Slay Mew Commitments in Monthy (From COCRE
2042 ADP Payment

2004
2025

Summary Information
241 v 5% Fier 1 {No vore thar 25% abave Statewide PFR)
: 100%

Year  Award Amt High Perform or Tier Prob Rev Rale COCR FOP Avaidance Ther 1 {Ma Ware than 25% abave Statewade P :
MJA A0 Ther 2 {RioTe than 25% above Statewide PER} 100%, Tier 2 [More than 25% above Statewide PFRY

ELA N .

2012 - MR i

Fi 83 [RFEN c: W Tier 1 5% of Savings) Mo 4 Tier 1(45% of Savings):
e Tier 2 {40% of Savings) Yos Tier 2 (40% of Savingsh:
2015 b 0 00%

FHE Tiar Incerthive Paymeni

2047 High Performance Paymest Deposit
amsa A High Performance Eligislity Range
2034 Highin for thgh Performance Grant

Yos
4o

Tier centive Payment:

i High Performance Paymenlt Dipusit
High Pestormance Flighility Range:
#lipttie far High Perfarmance Geant

2020

2021 High Perfonmance Grin £51 Payment. High Performance Grand Est. Payment

2002
2023
2024
Haat




Sonoma County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate:
State Cost Aveidarce Per AR

Year i 2013 20dR J 2021 2072 2023 2024 2035

2010 48

2012

2013

2011

2015 i i
et R
017

2018

19

220

pliyad

2032

23

Summary lnfarmation

Year  Award At Hight Perform or Tier Prob Rev Rat
wkl 629,161 v Payment S GG
2312 A24,6848 r Payment 4 B
2013 [L1EY (3R
2014 M/A £.40%
2015 [RE 0.480%
ekt

2017

2018

2019

2030

2021

HEEZ

2073

2024

2035

Totals 1,083,845

206 M7 208 WAV G
Paputation Counds’ 1362 2478 2443 244
Pechationers ko Prison 176 162 188 153
frobation Fatlure Rate: 745 6%4% TN 748%

)

.,
{ Current catcutntion

2012-13

Baseline Calcula

2006 2007 2008 AVG
Papulation Counts 2367 2478 2,443 2,446
Probatieners to Prison 176 162 189 183
Privhation Faifure Rate TANM 6543 774N TAR%

Current Calculation

R GIRi
1 Paulation Caunts:
”.”. Prabationars te Prison
Probation Fai

S Average Crsarterdy Felon Prehation Populaton
i Baseline Probation Faijure Rate:
Expecied Admissons to Prison
i nctual Admissions to Prison:
M Successful Redustion in Admassion ta Frison
! Average Length of Stay New Comimitments in donthy (From CDCR)
1 2001 AGH Payrment

Yier 1 (Mo More than 25% ahove Statewide PFR):
§ Tinr 2 (More than 2% shove Statewide PFR) (5

0,007
High Ferdaramance Eligibility Range. 3%
fipikle for digh Performance Grant Ho

High Pecformance Grant Est, Pavment

iRl QIR 2 QTR 2
Pagulation Cotnts - - )
Praobationers Lo Prison

Probation Failure Rate

Average Quartesly Felon Probation Population:
Baseling Probation failure Rate:

Exprcted Admissions to Prison

Actual Admissions Lo Prison

F Suceessiul Reduction in Admission to Prison:
¥ Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Months (From CICR)

2012 AGP Payiment

Tier 1 (Mo More 1han 25% abave Statewide PRR)

L Tier 2 (More than 25% above Statewide PFR|

Tier 1 (45% of Sauings):

T Tier 2 {409 of Sauingsh

Tier Incemive Payment.

1 Hight Performance Payment Deposit,

Figh Performance Elighilny fange:
Elgibile for tigh Pedformants Grant

{ High Performance Grant £51 Payment:




Stanistaus County

Statewide Felony Probation Rate: 6,770
Slate Cost Avaidance Per ADP: 5 28,35

County - Generated Population Aveidanee wiin CDCR

anta mc_w 2016 anu Mchm vm_w wcmm uov,_ Ncmu HEE 2024 um.m«

ary Information

Year  Award Amt High Ferform o Tier Prob Rev Rate CDCR POP Avoidance
RIS - A {21}
IS nonss {27}
N/ .00
R .00%
MR RENalks

42013-32

Baseline Calculation

01213

Baselfine Caleulation

200 7 2048

Poputation Counts: 6,284 K% 6,67

Prizbationers o Prison 243 369
Probation Faflure Rate, 3804 S0 R5E%

Current Calculation

WIANG
656
329

5 2456

2007 2003 AVG
Population Counts ’ 6,639 6677 BA50
Brobatianers to Prisen 233 369 349
Frobatfon Fatlure Rate 4509 533N 5.24%

Current Calculation

Pogklfation Caunts:
Prabationers to Prison
Prabation Failure Rate

Average Quarterly Felon Mrebation Population

Baselre Probation Fature Rae

Expected Admissions toe Prison

Actieal Admissions 1o Prisan’

suceessful Reduction in Admigsion to Prison:

Averape Leagth of Stay Mow Commitmaents in Months {Trom COCRY
2011 AQR Pagment:

Tier 1 {Ho Mors than 25% abays Statewsde PER}

Tier 7 {tdare than 25% ahoue Siataws

fer 1 {45% of Savings)
Tiey 2 (40% of Savings)

Tior Incantive Payment

Hiph Performance

High Parfurmance Eligihday Ranga
Eligibte for tgh Performance Grant:

High Perfarmance Grans it Payinant

QIR 4

QFR2  QER3 QTR4
Papulation Counts -
Prohationers La Prison

Probation Failure Rate

Awarage Quarterly Felon Probatisn Population-

Basefine Frobation Fadure Rate

Expected Admissions fo Frison:

Actual Admissions to Prisen:

Sueressiul Reduetion in Admeission to Prison:

Avernge tength of Stay How Commitments in Months (From CHCRE
2017 AQP Payreent

Tier 1 {Ho More than 25% abave Statewitde PFR)
Tier 2 {More than 252 above Statewide PR}

Tier 1 {45% of Savings)
“Ter 2 [AU% af Savmghl

Tier incentive Payment
High Performance Payment Denasit:




Sutter County

Statewlde Felony Prabation Rata:
State Cost Avoidance Per ADP: £ 19,353

Year 701 2013

2011 a1

ELE Ird

013

2014

015 T
s

wg e

2017

018

019

2120

s

02

20u3

2024

2075

uomu

summary informatian

Proh Rev Rate CRCE POP Avaid:

Vear  Award Amt High Perferm or Tier
011 68,290 Tier Payment AL 70
2012 272670 Her Payeront £.008%
23 - MfA 0.0
2014 wia 13.00%
2015 AlA (3.00%
20148

Pl

248

1014

LR

2021

032

223

004

it

Tertals,

mmwb 2015 mc_m s mcmm wc—w wc,mu 2028 mmux quw NSM.M 025

lance

Lopulation Count s
Prabationars 1o Prson.
Probation Fallure Rate

Lurrant Calculation

2008
an7
200

2237

007
a02
164

12.40%

2008
BaY
168

pek:tivi)

WAYG
876
169
193545

203213

Basefine Calculation

fapulation Counts
Probationers to Prison
Prabation Failure Rate

Lurrent Caleulstion

2007
942
166

a40%

wons
8467
AT

19.38%

Probation Faiure Rate

% Aversge Quarterly Felon Prohation Poplataon
N Basehne Probation Failuse Rate:
fxpected Admissions to Prison
Actuak Amisseons to Prison
Suceessful Redection in Admission to Prinos:

Average Leagth of Stay New Commitments in Mowtks {Fram CDCR)

H 2010 AP Payment

Tier t{fo bare than 25% above Statewide PFRY:

Ther 2 {#dore than 253 shove Statewids

Tiar 1 {45% of
N vior 2 (4

vings}
0% of Savingyh

W Tier ncentive Payment

d Higk Performance Paymest Deposit
M tigh Perfarmanee Eligitldy Range
EHigihle Tor Hugh Performance Grant

High Perforimance Grang Est. Payment:

QiR

R4

AQP
anh
136
15,700

i)

19.33%
187

HR%

Mo

i

g RO

46,030
%
MNe

W Population Counts
Probationars to Prisan
Frobation Failure Rate

Average Quarterly Felon Probation Poputation:

Baselne Probation Failure Rate:
N Expecied Admissions ta Prisam:
m Actuad Adreissions to Prison
Successful Reduction in Admission to Prison:

aTrR2

I Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Months (From COCR]

2017 AQPF Payment

Tier 1 {Ne Maore than 25% above Statewide PFR).

Tigr 2 {More than 25% above Statewide PFR)

Jier 1{45% of Savings)
Tier F{A0% of savings)

Tiey Incentive Pavment:
o High Performance Fayment Depasit
S8 High Performance Tigibility Range
i tligible for High Performance Grant

High Performance Grant st Payment:

FIGE]

THI




Tehama County

Statewide Felony Probation Raie: & T
State Cost Avoidance Per ADP: 5§ 19,353

l2011.12 " ) ) T T 42012-13

) Basaline Calculation v Baseline Calculation

: A o
Year wm: mc.: 2013 }3«. HHS mo.—m uo —u uomm 2048 H0 2071 \.wa m:] mcma uOMa pilaley 7 2008 WIAYG 2006 2007 008 AVG
2011 i3 p¥ X ation Cournes: w17 570 0% 506 A Population Counts 517 570 GO3 596
wazx S N Prabationers te Prison B a4 50 i probationers Lo Prison &2 83 44 50
2013 e N Probation Failre Raty 13 86% % 7.24% 8.34% Probation Failure Rate 1536%  1L05%  7.24%  B34%
014 2 i
015 3 Crrrrent Calealation Current Caleulation
2316 e . | 1 nUR: R3I  qrrs 0TRZ  QTR3  QIR4
017 i ) { bopulation Counts Si r Paputation Counts - -
2018 e _u_.cmm:c_é.m Lo Prison 2 FPrahationess to Prison
2019 H 30% 3 Probation Failure Rate
2020 i
0zl Averape Quarterly Felon Probation Population 4 | Average Guarterly Felon Probation Papudation
22 i Basebinie Probation Failure Rate: Basefine Frobation Fabure Rate
23 Expected Admissions to Prson: h. Expectod Admissiens (o Prison:

Actual Admissions to Prisen

prirls Actual Adimissions to Praon
2025 Sucerssiul Reduction b Admission Lo Prison successiul Reduttion in Adeission ta Prisan:

Average Length of Stey Bew Coymmitments in fonths (From CDCR). fverags Length of Stay New Commitments in Months {From CDCR]:
2001 AGP Payrent i 2012 AGP Payment.

- R
Summary Informalion

Pri) 8 { Tier L {Mo Riore thar 25% ahove Statewide PER]

Year  Award Amt High Perform or Tier Prob flev Rate COCR BOP Avaidance Tier t (Mo dMore than 253 above Statewide :
{ Tiar 2 (More thar 25% above Statewide PFR)

2011 ZR3.864 Fer Payreent 4BO% 5 Ther 2 {ftors thair above Statowide PER) . 100%

iz 157,858 Her Payhient .80 v

013 Mff .4 Tier 1 {45% of Savingsp Yes Tiew 1 {45% of Savargs}

24 [EFLY ey Tier 2 {403 of Sauings) Mo Tier 2 140% af Sawings}

HHG /A

2046 Tier Incentive Payiment B .wwmi X

017 i High Performance Payment Deposit. 25 5885 i High Perforrsance Payiment Depost)

2048 High Perfarmanca Elgibility Range ¥ i High Performmance fligdrilay Rarge
EHpible for Hgh Berformance Grant: Ho | Elgtibe for High Perormance Grant:

2020

2021 High Parfernance Grant Est Payrent - Eigh Performance Grant Est. Fayment

20

202

piird

2025




Trinity County

Statewide Felomy Frobation Rate:
State Cost Avoidance Per ALP:

£ County - Generated Pepulation Avaidance wiin COCR

Year 2011 2012
pITE R SR T
n012 :
2013

2014

2015

208

217

2018

201y

20

Eli51

FitvF

2023

#0324

2025

Sumywary Information
High ferform or Tier
Finr Payment
Yier Payment
/A
g
M

Aoward Amt
272,358
183,842

Year
2011
2012
2013
2018
1R
2016
2017
o018
2018
208
2021
002
2033
LAk
030
Totals:

4560, 200

s

[

29,353

Prub Rev Rale COCR POP Aypidance
D407
G00%
000
Loz
110G

1112

Baseling Calculation

2006
Popuiation Caunts 362
Probationess to Prison 16
Probation Failure Rate: 4 43%

Current Caleulation

00T 005 W/AVG
EE3 32 334
17 22 1]
458%  683% 6 0%

AVG
34

2006 2067 2008
Popisiation Cotnts Ei] a7 32
Probationers to Prison 6 17 23 21
Prahation Failure Rate A42%  ABEN G.83% 8A0H

i Current Calewfation

QR 1
Population Counts: 338
Prabatieners to Prison -

Probatien Failure Rate

Average Quattarly Felon Prahation Popdaton
Basedine Prolation Failure Rate:

or 1 {80 hMore than 25% abovne Statewacde PRI
r 2 {More than 25 abave Slatewide PERY

Tier 1{£%% of Savings}

Tier 7 {40% of Savings)

High Perfarmance Payment Deposit:
High Parformance Eligibility Range

Q1R 2
327

QFR & AGP
333

Q00
333

&M%
21

10

Yes

14,699

OYRY aTRZ  OIR3 (R4

§ Popadation Counts - "
o Prctatiomers 1 Prisas
i Protation Faitre Rate
a Average Quarterby Fedon Prahation Popetation:
;__” Raselne Probation Failure Rate:

Suceessiul Reduction in Admission to Prison:

Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Months (From COCRE
MO Payraent

Tier 1 {Na More than 253 abave Statewide PFR)

Tier 2 {dore thar 25% above Statewide PRRY:

Ter 1 {4%% of Savings):
Fer 2 (30% of Savings):

FHer incentive Paymenl:
r,u High Pecformance Payment Deposit:
High Performanee Highilty Range:
Igilsle for High Parformance Grant:

Higti Performance Orant Est. Payment




Tulare County

Statewnde Felomy Probation Rare B.77%
Skate Cost Availane Per AP $ 29,353

200132

Baseline Calculation
«_c: 2015 Mcwm 017 2B wcmn u.umo uouu .Ncww 223 \c\m 075 3 01 2008 2007
Papulation Cowrs: 55 4,804 £.770 Population Counts (503 4,804
Probationers to Prison 0% 422 167 Wl Probatiohers Lo Prison 5 435
Probatien Failure Rate 7 B8 814 G424 i B orobation Fadere Rate 3 BR1%

Cutrent Caleulation Current Caleulation
arry QIR Z TR 3 AQP QTR 2 ars4
Population Counts. G887 6,992 6,940 Popalation Counts
Probationers to Prisos a 7 - 308 g Prehationess to Prson
Frobatiar fadure Rats

Prabation ¥Failisre Rate: .4

Average Quarterdy Felan Prabation Population 6,540 i Average Guarterly Felon Probation Populati

Basaline Probatian Failure Rate. £02% 9 Baseline Probation Faiture Rate

Expected Admussions Fo Prison 418 Expoctod Admissiony to Prisan’

Actual Admissions to Prisan 308 Artual Admissigns 1o Prison:

Suscessful Reduction e Admissian te Prison: iR sutcessiul Reduction in Admission to Pnzon:

Awerage Length of Stay Mew Commitrents it Montirs (Fram CDCR) ”_»caanm Length of Stay New Commiments i donths (From COCR)

8 summary information 2041 AQP Payment: 2012 AQF Payment

3 Viey 1 (Mo More thar 25% above Slatewide PFRY: A%
%k § Tier 7 iMore than 25% abave Statewids PFR}Y: O

Year  Award Amf High ferfarm ar Tier Prob Rev Rate CDCR FOP Avoidance Jieg 1 {Mn More thae 25% above Statewide PFR}
2011 1,450,081 Tiar Payment 1.448% 110 5 Tier 2 iMare than 25% above Statewide FFR]

2012 978,778 Tier Paytnent D.06% 73

2013 PSS 0.00%. Tier 1Ha%% of Sawvings):

H114 A 008 Tiew 7 1A0% of Savugs)

2015 A 0% i

01 Tier contive Paymeni;

017 High Performance Payment eposi,
018 High Performance Egibiny Range:
2018 Ehpible Tor High Performance Grand

Yo E Tror 1 (455 of Savirgs)
Mz Trer 2 {40% of Sevinps]

} Tier facentive Payment.

§ sleah Performance Pavment Deposit:
$20igh Performance Ebgibility Range
Ehigitoie For High Performancs Grant:

2620 A !
pling] tiigh Parformance Grant £51. Paynnne High Perforrmance Grant £st. Payment:




Tuolumne County

Statewide Fefony Prabation Rate: £.77%
State Cost Avoidance Per AGIP: § 29,303

2013-12 201213

Bascline Calcuiation Baseline Calculation

WIANVG 2006 2008 AYG
Paputation Courts: a81 Population Counts 241 1,008 981
Prabationars to Prison: 4 43 Prabationers fo Prisen 48 kit 43
Probation Fadure Rate P A44]% Probation Failure Rate 5.83% B A98% 4415

: 7:.% o Current Calrufa Currant Calodation
B ORI 0TR3

Poputatioe Counts: ) Papatatian Counts - E
Prabationsis te Prison Probatianers ta Prison
Prapation Falure Rae . b Probuation Failure Rate

Averape Quarterly Felan Prohation Population Average Cuarterly Felon Probation Population:
Basehne Probation Fatlure Rate k Basetine Profation Falfure Rat
wpected Admissions 1o Prason Expircted Admissions to Prison:
Actual Admissions to Prisan. Actuat Admissions to Frison:
Sucepssful Reductuon in Admissian to Prison Stecorssful Redustion i Adrdssion 1o Prisoas
: ! i i . i i ! S Average Length of Stay Mew Commitiments in Mowids (Foam COCRL paerige Length of Stay Mew Commitments in ®&onths (From COLRY
Surmmary Informatio 2011 AQP Payment: e 17 RGP Payment

Year  Award Amt ligh Parform ar Tier #rob Rev Rate CUOCR POP Avoidance A o L{to More than 25% above Statewide P Tier | {Mo More than 25% above Statawice PFR). &%
2011 400,123 Fier Payment E5E a0 { Tier 2 {1ore than 25% ahoue Statawnds PFR) 100% A Tier 2 {More thar 25% above Statewida PERE 100%

piraind AHL083 Fiar Payiment 6.80% 20 i
13 - A 0.00% [ Tier 1 {4533 of Savings) Nes A Tier 1 145% of Sawngs)

PR - A 00075 | Ther 2 {30% of Savingsh Tier 2 {40% of Savingsh

2015 N 0.00%

216 CAGHAEE Tier incentive Payment.

ELEYS £ t 44 458 High Performance Payment Depasnt:
2018 i - 3% High Periormance Eligibifiny fange.
A9 wes § Efigibie for High Performance Grand
2020

2423 t 7izae High Performance Grant Bst Payrsent:
pLivys

033

Lk

025 "

Totals: 10,206




Ventura County

Statewide Fal

State Cos

Year
2011
012
13
014
2015
2016
017
elak ki)
2013
020
21
2022
2013
2034
2075

vy Probation Rale

Awpitdance Per AR

ity
1

2012

Surmmary Information

Year
2011
0k
2013
14
2015
016
017
2018
2019
2024
a0
pikrig
2023
PR
pLFE)
Tatals:

Awvard Amt
IENN )
770,688

1312448

i

ST

SR

High Parform or Tier
Tigr Paymmant
Tier Bayment

LS
NiA
iR

RS

202F D 2023 2024 K0S

Prob Rev Rate
43350
407
{.G0%
9.400%
(0.00%

COCR POP Ayoidance

2011-12

2 A .
Baseline Caleulation

2047
Poyralation Counts 5,627
Prohalioners to Prison 419

1 Probiation Failore Bate 7.45%

Current Calculation

2008
5,948
334
502

o7 fitial:s
5,948
Probatiuners to Prson 234

Prabation Failure Rate 5.62%

AVG
5848
353
6.04%%

QiR
Fopaiation Counts 51366
Prohationers Lo Prison 52

Prohation Failure Rate:

Experted admsaions 1o Prison
Aetvat Adrissions to Prisen

Awerage Length of $tay Mew Comemitments iy Moaths {From COCR}
HPLLAOP Payment:

ar 1 {do More than 2536 ahove Statewide PFR)
r 2 {More than 78% ahove Statowide PR

Tier Incentive Paymend:

High Performance Payment Depost
High Performance Efigibility Range:
fhible for High Perdormance Grant:

High Performance Grant £51. Payreent:

arfa

100%

Yay
Mo

STy
176,862

3%

No

iR 2

Baseline Prohation Faifure Rate:
Expected Admsissions to Prison:

Successiul Reductian in Admission to Prison
Average Length of Stay Mew Commanents o Months {From CDCR):

Tier 1 (Mo More than 25% abowe Statewids PERL
Tier 7 {hdore than 253 above Saiewids PFRY

3 Tier 1{45% of Saviegsh
or 7 {407 of Savirgs}

Tier Inzentive Fayment.
B h Performance Payment Deposi
£ High Performance Ehgibiiity Rangs:
¥ Eligibhe for High Performanee Grant

i High Performance Grant £t Payiment

QiR 4

iR
Bh 632
%

Ho




Yolo County

Statevdde Fedony Probation Rate: 8.717%
State Cost Avtidanse Por AP LA

AP e R e

w87 66
2012 T
L3
204
s
2016
2017
2018
018
2020
021
W22
2023
a4
202%

Yaar  Award Ami High Perform or Ter Frob Rev Rate
2311 1,281,798 Tier Payment 4.37%
2012 RS, 214 Tier Payrient REREHE
W04z -

2014

2015 0
Nle

Ly

2018

2019

an0

2,147,042

R

Year 2011 2012 2013 & 419 020 uomu,mc,u.,w vou.w,

CHCR POP Avoidance

£2011.12
s

Baseling Calculation

2008 2067 2408
Populatien Counts 3,134 2,085 A.139
§ Probationers te Peison sl ERE) 152
I prabation ¢ aityre Rate: 3% T oHEA 258

} Current Calculation

W/AYG
3137
248
77

201213

Baseline Calculation

2047
N Population Counts 3,485
i Probationees (e Prison 219
2 Srobation Failure Rate T

Current Calculation

Qre 1
Papulation County: ) R
Probativners te Frison. EL
Probatipn Faifure Rate,

fwerage Duarierly Felon Probation Populstinn.

Basefing Prabation failure Rate:

Eapected Admissions to Priso

Actual Adasssions o Prison

Successfut Bedution in Admission to Prison

Augrage bength of Stay New Conumtments i fanths {From COCHE
2011 ACE Payment:

Fier 1 (Mo diore than 253 above Statewide PFR);

Tinr 2 (aore than 5% above Statewide FFR)

Fier 1 (453 of Savings):
Tier 2 (433 of Savings)

Tier Incantive Payment.

High Perfotrtance Payment Seposit
High Ferforranes Eligihiity Range
Eligible for High Perfarmance Grant

High Farformance Grant £st. Payment

100%

Yes
Me

23

TR
42 422

I
Mo

Population Counts
Probationers (o Prison
i Probation Failyre Rate

% 2013 AQP Payment

2 {ore than 254 above Statewide PFR) FOER,

I Tier 1 (Mo 8ore than 253 sbove Sta tewide PFR):

L{45% of Savikgs}
2{46% of Sadegsy

[ageniiye Payment:
Hugh ferformance Payment Beposit
High performance Elgibility Range
Efigible far High Pefarmance Grant;

High Performance Grant £t Payment.




Yuha County

Statewide Felony Brobation Rate:
Staie Cost Avaidance Per ADE:

County - Generated Population Avoidance w/in CDCR

AQp
Year
Ay
a7
2013
2014
2085
2016
oV
2012

ary Information

Year  Award Amt
2011 .
02

2013

2014

2015

201G

AT
2018
LIRS
28024

Ns; »Ew ,::m

High Perform or Tier
N
MIA
LS
[R1La)
WA

& 7T
5 28353

uc: uo_w 2019 mow.u moﬁ mmuw moww mg...u xuuw

Prob Rey Rate CDER POP Avaidance
13909
LER Y
2.0
{0
0%

2011-12

Baseline Calculation

007 HEE OWIRYG
ﬂc:c_m»woj Counts 525 5135 538 537
Pns»:ﬁ:m? to Prison: 7 56 1
Probathon Failure Rate Boo1A21% 10400 1.5

Current Calculation

2012-33

Basefine Calculation

2006 207
Population Counts X 535
Probaticness Lo Prison &6 76
Probation Failure Rate F257%  14.21%

Current Caloulation

2508
538

aret
Puptlation Counts: 59y
Prabationers to Prison: i7
Prabation Faifure Rate:

Average Quartesly Felon Probaton Papakation
J Baseline Frabation Failure Rate,
xpected Admissions to Prisan
Actual Admissians ta Proom
weeessil Redicton b Adoission Lo Prison
Average tength of Stay Mew Commitments in BMonths [From COCA):
011 AQP Payraent

Tiar B (Mo More than 75% abous Statewide PFRY

A Tiar 2 (More than 35% atrove Statesids PRR)

Tier L [(45% of Savingsi
Tiar 2 {40% of Savings)

Tier Incentive Pavment:

High Performance Payment Geposit:
High Performance Eligitiity Range
Eligible for High Perfarmance Grant-

High Perfermence Grant Fst. Payitent.

TR 2
Fopulation Counts - -
Frabationery to Prison
Probation Failure Rate

Buerage Quartarly Felon Probation Pepulation
i paseline Probation Failure Rate:
1 Expected Admissions to Prisoen
Actual Adnsissions to Prison
3 Successful Reduction in Admission to Prisan:
Average Length of Stay New Commitments in Manths [From CDUR]
E 2013 AQP Payment

Tier 1 (M Mare than 253 above Slatewide PER)
Tier 2 [More than 25% above Statewide PFR)

2 Tior 3 [45% of Saviagsh:
 Tier 2 [4U% of Savings):

S% Hier Incentive Payment.
High Performance Payment Deposit.
High Perfarmance Elgibility Range:
Eligible for High Performance Grant:

High Perfarmance Gramt Est. Fayment

QarR4a




Attachment II

Proposed Trailer Bill Language



Proposed Trailer Bill Language
Community Corrections Performance Incentive Fund

SECTION 1. Section 1233 of the Penal Code is amended to read:;

1233. (a} The Director of Finance, in consultation with the Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, the Chief Probation Officers
of California, and the Administrative Office of the Courts, shall calculate for each county
a baseline probation failure rate that equals the weighted average number of adult
felony probationers sent to state prison during calendar years 2006 to 2008, inclusive, as
a percentage of the weighted average adult felony probation population during the
same period,

(b) For purposes of calculating the baseline probation failure rate, the number of adult
felony probationers sent to prison shall include those adult felony probationers sent to
state prison for a revocation of probation, as well as adult felony probationers sent to
state prison for a conviction of a new felony offense. The calculation shall also include
adult felony probationers sent to prison for conviction of a new crime who simultaneously
have their probation term ierminated.

SECTION 2. Section 1233.6 of the Penal Code is amended to read:

1233.6. (a) Probation failure reduction incentive payments and high performance
grants calcuiated for any calendar year shall be provided to counties in the following
fiscal year. The total annual payment to each county shall be divided into four equal
qguarterly payments.

(b) The Department of Finance shall include an estimate of the total probation failure
reduction incentive payments and high performance grants to be provided to counties in
the coming fiscal year as part of the Governor's proposed budget released no later than
January 10 of each year. This estimate shall be adjusted by the Department of Finance,
as necessary, to reflect the actual calculations of probation revocation incentive
payments and high performance grants completed by the Director of Finance, in
consultation with the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee, the Chief Probation Officers of California, and the Administrative
Office of the Courts. This adjustment shall occur as part of standard budget revision
processes compieted by the Department of Finance in April and May of each year.

(c) There is hereby established, in the state treasury, the a State Community
Corrections Performance Incentives Fund, which is continuously appropriated.
Moneys budgeted appropriated for purposes of providing probation revocation incentive
payments and high performance grants authorized in Sections 1230 to 1233.8, inclusive,
shall be depesited transferred into this fund from the General Fund. Any moneys
depesited transferred into this fund from the General Fund shall be administered by
the Administrative Office of the Courts and the share calculated for each county
probation department shall be transferred to its Community Corrections Performance
Incentives Fund authorized in Section 1230. Fhel.egislature-may-allocate upte No
more than 3 percent of the funds annually deposited into the State Community

I\Legisiatiom\Trailer Bill Lang\2011-12\Community Corrections Performance Incentive Fund TBL.doc



Corrections Performance Incentives Fund, as determined by the Department of
Finance, shall be appropriated for use by the Administrative Office of the Courts for
the costs of administering this program.

{d) For each fiscal year, the Director of Finance shall determine the total
amount of the State Community Corrections Performance Incentive Fund and the
amount to be allocated fo each county, pursuant to Sections 1230 and 1233.6
inclusive, and shall report those amounts to the Controller. The Controller shall
make an allocation from the State Community Corrections Performance Incentive
Fund authorized in Section 1233.6 (¢} fo each county in accordance with the
amounts provided.
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